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COMMON GROUND FROM THE MOUNTAINS TO THE SEA

1. INTRODUCTION

With assistance from the California Resources Agency, the San Gabriel and Lower Los Angeles Rivers and
Mountains Conservancy, or Rivers and Mountains Conservancy (RMC), in conjunction with the Santa
Monica Mountains Conservancy (SMMC), jointly developed a Watershed and Open Space Plan for the San
Gabriel and Los Angeles Rivers entitled Common Ground, from the Mountains to the Sea. The RMC and
SMMC adopted the Watershed and Open Space Plan at a joint meeting on October 17, 2001.

As part of Phase II of the Open Space Plan process, the RMC retained a consultant team of EIP Associates,
Montgomery Watson Harza (MWH), Arthur Golding and Associates, TreePeople, and FORMA Systems, in
addition to Calvin R. Abe and Associates, to (1) support and facilitate meetings of a Working Group to
advise the RMC on issues raised in Common Ground; (2) clarify and expand the scope of the subsequent
plans proposed in Common Ground; (3) expand outreach to cities, agencies, nonprofit groups and
community-based organizations; (4) track approval of Common Ground by cities, the Board of Supervisors
and certain water entities; (5) augment or clarify information in Common Ground and extend the Plan to
those portions of the RMC territory outside of the watersheds of the San Gabriel and Los Angeles Rivers; and
(6) provide the RMC with project evaluation software and enhance the RMC’s Geographic Information
Systems (GIS) database developed during Phase 1.

This document is the Final Report of the Phase II activities described above. Detailed back-up materials
(including agendas, minutes and background papers for the Working Group) are provided in a separate
appendix to this report.
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2. APPROVAL OF COMMON GROUND

Public Resources Code Section 32504(d) of RMC’s enabling legislation specifies that the RMC must:

Prepare a San Gabriel and Lower Los Angeles Parkway and Open Space Plan to be approved by a majority of the cities
representing a majority of the population, the Board of Supervisors of Los Angeles County, and by the Central Basin
Water Association and the San Gabriel Valley Watermaster.

Phase II of the Open Space Plan included tracking approval of the approval of the Plan by this various

entities, as described below.

A. CITIES

To assist the RMC in tracking approval of Common Ground by cities, the consultant team developed an
Excel spreadsheet with contact information for each city. RMC staff used the spreadsheet to keep track of
which cities had received the plan, had been contacted regarding approval, and which had approved the plan.
As each city approved the plan, the spreadsheet tallied the number of cities that had approved the plan, and
the total population of those cities, to determine when the RMC had received approval from both a majority
of the cities, and a majority of the cities representing a majority of the population (based on 2000 census
data). For an overview of outreach efforts related to Common Ground approval, refer to section V.A of this
report.

As of As of June 1, 2001, 54 cities (of the 68 cities in the RMC territory) representing 3,310,302 people have
adopted Common Ground, including Alhambra, Anaheim, Artesia, Azusa, Baldwin Park, Bell, Bell
Gardens, Bellflower, Bradbury, Brea, Buena Park, Cerritos, Claremont, Commerce, Cudahy, Duarte, El
Monte, Fullerton, Hawaiian Gardens, Huntington Park, Irwindale, La Habra Heights, La Mirada, La Palma,
La Puente, La Verne, Lakewood, Long Beach, Los Alamitos, Lynwood, Maywood, Monrovia, Montebello,
Monterey Park, Norwalk, Paramount, Pasadena, Pico Rivera, Placentia, Pomona, Rosemead, San Dimas, San
Gabriel, Santa Fe Springs, Seal Beach, Sierra Madre, Signal Hill, South El Monte, South Gate, South
Pasadena, Vernon, Walnut, West Covina, and Whittier.

Twelve cities have adoption of the plan under consideration. The City of Diamond Bar voted not to adopt
the plan, and the City of Industry voted to rescind its earlier approval of the Plan.

B. BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

On Tuesday, May 14, 2000 the Board of Supervisors of Los Angeles County approved Common Ground
with one abstention. The Orange County Board of Supervisors is currently reviewing the Plan, and may
consider adoption during the month of July.

C. WATER ENTITIES

The San Gabriel Valley Water Association, the Main San Gabriel Basin Watermaster, and the Central Basin
Water Association are currently reviewing the Plan, as modified by the proposed Water Addendum,
(discussed below in Section 6).
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3. OUTREACH ACTIVITIES

A. CITIES

Outreach to cities during Phase II generally focused on three general topics: (1) approval of Common
Ground; (2) encouraging cities to develop City-Specific Appendices to Common Ground (described more fully
in Section VI.B of this report); and (3) encouraging cities to attend the RMC’s first Project Development
Workshop (described more fully in Section 5.C below). To serve as primary liaison between the RMC and
the cities, EIP Associates team hired Bobby Cochran, former RMC Executive Secretary to conduct outreach
to the cities.

In order to secure approval of Common Ground by the cities, eight copies of the plan were distributed to each
city at meetings of the Gateway Cities Council of Governments (on December 11, 2001); the San Gabriel
Valley Council of Governments (on December 11, 2001) and the Orange County League of Cities (on
December 12, 2001). Copies of the report were sent directly to those cities that did not attend the COG or
League of Cities meetings. The eight copies were intended for each City Council member, the City
Manager, the City Attorney, and the RMC’s contact. (Common Ground copies were also distributed to
stakeholders who had commented on the Draft version of the Plan, the stakeholder list of the Los Angeles
and San Gabriel Rivers Watershed Council, and other interested groups.)

RMC staff then began a series of contacts via e-mail, phone, and in-person to discuss the approval process for
the plan. At meetings with city staff, the RMC contact was provided a sample staff report and resolution
(which were developed by the Gateway Council of Governments). A total of thirty-six meetings were held
with the cities (and the County of Los Angeles, the Main San Gabriel Watermaster and the Central Basin
Water Association). These meetings were combined with numerous phone follow-ups and conversations.
On average, each City received three phone calls before the Open Space Plan was adopted. In addition,
some cities requested that an RMC representative attend a city (parks or planning) commission meeting, or
the city council meeting where the plan was considered. In total, RMC staff attended four city commission
meetings and seventeen city council meetings.

Following the announcement of the Project Development Workshop (described below), RMC staff followed

up with a phone call to each of the City representatives to encourage their participation.

Following transmittal of the template for City-Specific Appendices (described below) RMC staff followed up
with each City to assist with the completion and comprehension of what content should be included in a
City Appendix. As of June 1, 2002, twelve cities had submitted City Appendices and several others have
indicated their intent to develop an appendix for their city. Once the appendices were received, the Project
Identification Forms included were entered into the RMC’s project database (both in Access and ArcView

GIS).

B. RMC BROCHURE

The Phase II scope included a task to “design and print 2,000 copies of a pamphlet that has a customized
map of the RMC territory and clear, concise language of the mission, near term and long term projects.”
The consultant team discussed the concept of the pamphlet (or brochure) with the RMC staff and developed
a concept for the content and layout of the document. Eventually, it was decided to discuss the past, present
and future of the watersheds as the basic concept, with a map of the RMC territory that would show city
boundaries and illustrate conceptual projects.

After an augment to the Phase II contract was approved, it was determined that insufficient funds were
available to cover the augment. The RMC proposed that printing of the brochure be deferred, and the funds
allocated for printing be allocated to other Phase II tasks. The final version of the brochure (which is
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illustrated with photos from Common Ground) is included in the Appendix. The text of the brochure is
provided below.

B Past

Before the arrival of European settlers, the San Gabriel and Los Angeles rivers flowed free, and the land next
to the rivers was crowded with trees, wild grapes, and native plants. Animals and fish thrived, and steelhead
trout grew up to two feet in length. The land near the Los Angeles River was so lush and green, a farming
village was founded. That village prospered and became the City of Los Angeles.

But things changed. More settlers arrived and built more farms, homes, and businesses and diverted water
from the rivers. As the population grew, so did the demand for more land and water. The rivers were
drained and wells were dug to reach groundwater. People built too close to the rivers, and when heavy
winter rains turned the rivers into raging torrents, homes and businesses were flooded. To protect people
and property from flooding, the rivers were lined with concrete and hidden behind walls. The rivers became
polluted and in some areas, groundwater became contaminated. Litter tossed on the streets was washed
down storm drains and ended up on the beaches. Our rivers have been abused and forgotten.

B Present

The rivers are no longer functioning as healthy natural systems. Urban development has reduced pervious
open space. Existing parks are overcrowded and poorly maintained, habitat for wildlife is scarce, and water
quality remains a concern in the rivers, groundwater and at our beaches. We need new solutions to these
problems.

B Future

What Can Be Done?

Additional open space must be acquired along the rivers and tributaries, in the mountains, hills and foothills,
and especially in urban areas. Parkways must be created along the rivers, to create a green ribbon of open
space from the mountains to the sea. Critical habitat must be preserved; habitat linkages and/or corridors
preserved or established; and wetlands must be preserved, restored, and created. A comprehensive network of
trails and bike paths must be established that connects our cities, and provides access to the mountains, the
beaches, and urban open spaces. Public lands must be managed for the benefit of the people and to preserve,
protect, and enhance natural resources.

Who Can Respond?

The San Gabriel and Lower Los Angeles Rivers and Mountains Conservancy, or Rivers and Mountains
Conservancy (RMC) was created in 1999 to preserve urban open space and habitat for the enjoyment of, and
appreciation by, present and future generations. To fulfill that mission, the RMC will undertake projects
that provide low-impact recreation, education, wildlife and habitat restoration, and watershed improvements,
prioritizing river-related recreation, greening, aesthetic improvements, and wildlife habitat.

B Inside Panel

What Can the RMC Do?

To preserve urban open space for present and future generations, the Rivers and Mountains Conservancy
(RMC) will undertake a wide range of projects along the rivers, the tributaries, in the mountains, hills, and
foothills, and throughout the urbanized areas of the RMC’s territory. The RMC will also assist counties,
cities, public agencies, non-profit groups and community-based organizations in developing projects that
promote watershed restoration, provide for low-impact recreation, educate the public about the rivers and
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our watersheds, protect and conserve habitat, restore and create wetlands, and provide for other watershed
improvements.

What Type of Projects Does the RMC Encourage?
River Parkways

A continuous ribbon of open space can be created from the mountains to the sea along the San Gabriel
River, the Lower Los Angeles River, and the Rio Hondo, by acquiring land along the rivers, redeveloping
sites to serve multiple purposes, and expanding existing pockets of open space. Landscaped areas on both
sides of the rivers could provide parks with passive recreation and natural areas with native plants and habitat
for wildlife and migratory birds. These green spaces promote groundwater infiltration and enhance flood
protection by serving as buffers between the rivers and adjacent land uses. Trails and bike paths could
provide opportunities for recreation and an alternative to congested streets.

Tributaries

Similar to river parkways, open spaces along tributaries provide an opportunity to extend ribbons of green
space throughout the watersheds, connecting those communities not located directly on the rivers, and
expanding the network of trails and bike paths. Restoration of riparian (or streamside) vegetation would
provide much-needed habitat for plants, animals, birds, and aquatic species.

Habitat Conservation

Important habitat areas need to be protected, and the native plants and wildlife preserved. Linkages between
patches of habitat must be maintained or established to maintain biodiversity and ecological integrity.
Wetlands need to be restored or expanded to treat urban run-off, improve water quality, and provide wildlife
habitat.

Mountains, Hills, and Foothills

The Angeles National Forest provides protection to vast amounts of open space in the RMC territory. But
large portions of the mountains, foothills, and hills have no such protection. Pressure for urban development
will continue to push subdivisions into these areas, therefore preservation of these open spaces are important
to preserve open space, conserve habitat and promote groundwater infiltration.

Trails and Bike Paths

Bike paths and trails provide opportunities for recreation and a viable alternative to the use of an automobile.
Gaps in existing trails and paths need to be identified and addressed. Trails and bike paths must be included
in river parkways and along tributaries. Trails and bike paths can knit together parks, open spaces, and our
communities.

Cultural and Historic Sites

Our region has a rich and diverse collection of cultural and historic sites and buildings. Many of these
facilities are in need of preservation or conservation, and lack interpretive information that can teach
residents about indigenous peoples and the historical development of our watersheds. Historic and cultural
sites need to be preserved, protected, and integrated into parks and open spaces as valued amenities.

What Can You Do?

Call, write or talk to your federal, state, and local elected representatives and tell them we need more regional
parks, open space, and wildlife habitat. Implementing the plan will require more funding. Our elected
representatives must work together to get the necessary funds so we can improve our quality of life.
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Adopt a lifestyle that is kind to our rivers, watersheds, and the planet:

® Don't litter. Clean up after your pets.

® Use “green” products that are friendly to the environment.

® Recycle and reuse products whenever possible.

® Use fertilizers and pesticides with care.

® Plant trees and plants that provide habitat for birds, butterflies and wildlife.
® Reduce energy consumption and conserve water.

® Carpool or take the bus to work. Walk to the store or ride a bicycle.

® Collect rainwater for your plants.

® Teach your children to care for the environment.

We’re All in This Together
Each of us can make a difference. We all deserve to live in a cleaner, greener, and healthier region.

“The task abead of us is never as great as the power behind us.”
—Ralph Waldo Emerson

C. PROJECT DEVELOPMENT WORKSHOP

The Working Group’s Project Technical Assistance/Education and Outreach subcommittee recommended
that the RMC conduct a project development workshop to inform cities, nonprofits and community-based
organizations about the type of projects that the RMC encourage, highlight the benefits of multi-objective
projects, and provide an opportunity for the Resources Agency to provide information concerning
information on the Los Angeles River Parkway and the San Gabriel River Watershed, San Gabriel Mountains
and Lower Los Angeles River grant programs funded by Proposition 12.

The Phase II consultant team developed a draft curriculum for the workshop, which was revised with the
assistance of the subcommittee. The agenda included an overview of the RMC (including a summary of
Common Ground), discussion of project opportunities along the rivers and tributaries; presentation on
project success stories, a panel discussion on project funding opportunities, and a presentation on the
Proposition 12 grant programs.

The RMC’s contact database was sorted to identify city representatives, nonprofit groups, and community-
based organizations. A list of nonprofit groups was reviewed with the subcommittee to identify other
potential contacts. This list of contacts was expanded to include the mailing lists for the RMC Board and
the Working Group. Altogether, a list of approximately 450 cities, nonprofits, community-based
organizations, and individuals was developed.

Notice of the workshop was sent to the contact lists (via e-mail, or mail when no e-mail address could be
identified), including a fact sheet on the workshop, a project identification form (to encourage these groups
to identify potential projects), and a workshop flyer. In addition, a press release for the workshop was sent to
eighteen media outlets. Approximately eighty-five individuals confirmed their attendance in advance of the
workshop.

The workshop was held on April 19, 2002 (at the Los Angeles County Public Works building in Alhambra),
and was attended by ninety-eight individuals from cities, agencies, nonprofit groups and community-based
organizations. Workshop materials (which are included in the Appendix to this report) distributed at the
meeting included:

® Workshop Agenda

® RMC Fact Sheet
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® Map of the Los Angeles and San Gabriel Watersheds
® Summary of Proposition 40 funding

List of Water Related Funding Sources (including Proposition 13)

Reference List of Watershed Restoration Action Strategies in Southern California

List Other Potential Funding Sources

The agenda for the workshop, and the participating speakers are listed below. (A copy of the PowerPoint
presentations is included in the Appendix to this report.)

I. Welcome

® Belinda Faustinos, RMC Interim Executive Office—Welcome and Moderator

II. RMC Overview
® Frank Colonna, RMC Board Chair—Welcome and RMC Overview

® Mark Horne, EIP Associates— Common Ground Overview, and Facilitator

III.  Project Opportunities
® Suzanne Avila, City of Azusa—Azusa Riverfront Wilderness Park
® Eileen Takata, Northeast Trees—San Jose Creek Restoration
® Jessica Hall, Northeast Trees—South Gate Restoration

® Michael Drennan, MWH-—Multiple-Objective Projects, the LA County Public Works
watershed project in Sun Valley and TreePeople’s work at Broadus Elementary School

IV. Project Success Stories
® Carrie Sutkin, 1st Supervisorial District—EIl Bosque del Rio Hondo
® Julia Gonzales, City of Maywood—Maywood Riverfront Park
® Vince Torres, City of Paramount—Ralph Dills Park Expansion
® Melanie Winter, The River Project—Valley Heart Greenway

V. Project Funding Opportunities
® Rick Harter, LA/SG Watershed Council—Prop 12 & 13 Funds
® Shirley Birosik, LA Regional Water Quality Board—Other Funding Opportunities
® Joan Hartman, Wetlands Recovery Project—Other Funding Opportunities

VI. Proposition 12 River Grant Programs
® Susan Ross, Resources Agency—Prop 12 Grant Guidelines and Application Process
Following the workshop, letters of thanks went out to the speakers and participants. In addition, the contact

list was sent out to attendees in an effort to continue one of the themes of the workshop: “creating
partnerships.” Workshop materials have also been made available on the RMC website.

While the first Project Development Workshop focused on project development related to rivers and
tributaries, a subsequent RMC workshop has being suggested to discuss projects throughout the watershed,
possibly during fall 2002.

D. PROJECT IDENTIFICATION FORM

As requested by the Project Technical Assistance/Education and Outreach Subcommittee, a Project
Identification Form was developed and transmitted to the cities in the RMC territory (as part of the City-
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Specific Appendix template) and to non-profit groups and community-based organizations (in conjunction
with the announcement of the Project Development Workshop, described above).

The introduction to the form includes the following text:

“The San Gabriel and Lower Los Angeles Rivers and Mountains Conservancy, or Rivers and Mountains Conservancy
(RMC) was created in 1999 to preserve urban open space and habitat for the enjoyment of, and appreciation by, present
and future generations. To meet this charge, RMC will undertake a wide range of projects along the rivers, the
tributaries, in the mountains, hills and foothills, and throughout the urbanized areas of the RMC’s territory. The RMC
will also assist the counties, cities, public agencies, non-profit groups and community-based organizations in developing
projects that promote watershed restoration, provide for low-impact recreation, educate the public about the rivers and
our watersheds, protect and conserve habitat, restore and create wetlands, and expand open space.

The attached Project Identification Form is intended to encourage the development and identification of potential
projects within the RMC territory, and to help the RMC assess the need for open space and watershed-related projects.
The counties, cities, public agencies, non-profit groups and community-based organizations are encouraged to fill out
the form and return it to the RMC...”

Attached to the form (which is reproduced on the following page) is a “key” that explains how to fill it out.

As of June 7, 2002, seventy three project locations have been entered in to the Project Map (developed in
conjunction with the work of the Rivers, Tributaries, Parkways, and Corridors Subcommitee) and entered in
the Access database (developed as part of the Phase II scope, and described in Section 7 below). The map of
proposed projects was displayed to the RMC Board at their meeting on June 7, 2002. As future projects are
submitted, the map will be updated to display all pending and potential projects.
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San Gabriel & Lower Los Angeles Rivers and Mountains Conservancy
“Rivers and Mountains Conservancy” (RMC)

Project Identification Form
City/Organization:

Project Title:

Project Location/Jurisdiction:

(Provide a street address, jurisdiction and/or identify Thomas Bros. map page
and attach copy of map page with site clearly indicated)

Project Type (check all those that apply):

River Parkway Tributaries
Mountains, Hills & Foothills Urban Lands
Trails/Bike Paths Habitat

Creation of New Open Space Existing Open Space
Wetlands Flood Protection
Water Quality Water Recharge
Other:

Site Description
Size (acres): Trail Miles:

Current use and condition:

Single or multiple owners (if known):

Project Description: (Briefly describe what is proposed, whether any previous plans or
studies have been completed, and the current status of the project.)

Estimated Project Cost:  Acquisition:

Development:
Total:
Contact Information:
Name:
Title:
Phone:
E-mail:
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E. GIS CONSORTIUM

The Phase II scope included a requirement to “...facilitate at least three GIS data gathering and
communication meetings between government entities and universities...”

Outreach efforts to create a GIS Consortium were conducted in December and January to public agencies,
educational institutions, and other potentially interested parties. Based upon discussions with RMC staff,
the RMC’s GIS project manager (in the Department of Fish and Game) the following goals for the GIS

Consortium were identified:

® Facilitate a discussion of existing and potential uses of GIS in the greater San Gabriel and Los Angeles
River watershed area;

® Assemble an inventory of data sets available for sharing;
® [dentify gaps in existing data and develop a strategy for obtaining or creating those data;

® Establish a framework for continuing the work of the Consortium

The initial invitation to participate in the Consortium was sent to approximately 75 people. The GIS
Consortium was convened for three meetings: January 24, March 14, and May 23,2002. Attendance at the
first meeting was 43 participants; the other two meetings drew about 20 participants.

At the first meeting, the discussion included an overview of the RMC Mission, background on Phase II of
the Open Space Plan and the goals of the consortium, examples of GIS applications, a demonstration of the
RMC GIS database and catalog and a discussion of the potential for data sharing. The second meeting
included presentations on the GIS programs at Rio Hondo College, the University of Southern California,
and the Central Coast Joint Data Committee (which had developed a Memorandum of Understanding that
facilitated sharing of GIS data). In addition, the potential for an information clearinghouse (as an alternative
to data sharing was discussed, along with identification of data that the participants would most like to see
developed. At the third meeting, presentations included the Neighborhood Knowledge Los Angeles (and the
in-development Neighborhood Knowledge California) by the UCLA School of Public Policy, the Stream
Habitat Assessment on Malibu Creek by Heal the Bay and discussion of the proposal to form State and
Regional GIS Councils, by the Southern California Association of Governments.

Although there was a positive response to the idea of a Consortium, participants were generally reluctant at
this early stage to commit to sharing data or to any particular structure for the group. There is definite
interest in continuing the exchange of ideas. The Los Angeles & San Gabriel Rivers Watershed Council has
offered to take on the role of coordinating future Consortium activities. Agendas and meeting summaries are
included in the Appendix.
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4. EXPANSION OF COMMON GROUND

A. ADDENDA

The Phase II scope for the Open Space Plan included the development of an addendum, or addenda, to
augment or clarify information in Common Ground and extend the Plan to those portions of the RMC
territory outside of the watersheds of the San Gabriel and Los Angeles Rivers. Two addenda were developed
as part of the Phase II process, to address the Northern Slope of the San Gabriel Mountains, and to address
concerns of the San Gabriel Valley Water Association, the Main San Gabriel Basin Watermaster, and the
Central Basin Water Association related to how Water Resources were addressed in Common Ground.

It is the intent to incorporate the Addenda as supplements to Common Ground, and upon the next printing,
to incorporate the information in the Addenda into the main body of the document. As additional relevant
information is developed (e.g., from other Addenda, or from detailed planning related to specific issues, such
as River Parkways or habitat), that information would also be incorporated into the Plan, so that the
document continues to evolve and expand over time, to better inform the Conservancy’s activities and
projects.

Although portions of RMC’s territory within Orange County are outside of the San Gabriel Watershed,
because the cities of Buena Park and Anaheim adopted Common Ground (and thereby extended the
concepts embodied in the plan to include their entire jurisdictions), development of a separate addendum to
address the southeastern portion of the RMC territory was not required. The RMC Board will be asked at a
future meeting to administratively extend Common Ground to the entirety of that portion of the RMC’s
territory in Orange County.

1. Northern Slope of the San Gabriel Mountains

To address the northern portion of the RMC territory, an addendum was developed to address the northern
slope of the San Gabriel Mountains, including (1) the southernmost portions of the upper Santa Clara River
watershed, including the city of Santa Clarita and the town of Acton; (2) the land within the Angeles
National Forest that drains towards the Antelope and Fremont Valleys; and (3) the northern foothills of the
San Gabriel Mountains, which form the southern boundary of the Antelope Valley, including a portion of
the City of Palmdale, and the eastern portion of the community of Wrightwood. The Addendum was
developed with input from the County of Los Angeles, the Cities of Santa Clarita and Palmdale, and the

community of Acton, and is intended to advance a model for regional coordination in watershed planning.

The format of the Addendum follows that of Common Ground, with (1) an introduction that provides
background and context, (2) a description of physical setting and conditions, and (3) a Vision for the Future,
which describes relevant guiding principles, describes strategies and opportunities, and discusses next steps.

The introduction address background and acknowledges the planning context, which includes the Santa
Clara River Park Project (developed by the City of Santa Clarita Parks, Recreation and Community Services
Department), the Santa Clarita Valleywide General Plan Update (a joint project of the City of Santa Clarita
and the County of Los Angeles to address the entire valley) and the Santa Clara River Enhancement and
Management Plan (which describes riverwide and reach-by-reach recommendations for the river floodplain).

The description of Current Conditions acknowledges differences in the area’s topography, climate, watershed
hydrology (as the area drains via the Santa Clara River to the sea, or via various streams into the Antelope
Valley), habitat (including several endangered species), open space, water supply (which includes substantial
reliance on groundwater), water quality, flood protection, and regional demographics.

The discussion of the Vision for the Future focuses on guiding principles and their consistency with the
guiding principles included in the Vision statement developed for One Valley One Vision (OVOV). The
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Vision and Guiding Principles of Common Ground support and are applicable to the entire Northern Slope
and are consistent with many of the OVOV Vision and Guiding Principles. OVOV relates to the General
Plan process and as such has a broader scope than Common Ground; thus not all OVOV principles
correspond directly to watershed planning. The discussion of Strategies, Opportunities, and Next Steps
recognizes that these concepts are relevant to the Northern Slope, and that preservation of the Santa Clara
River is a worthy goal for the RMC to incorporate into future river-related planning.

On June 25, 2002, the City of Santa Clarita adopted Common Ground. As of June 30" 2002, the City of
Palmdale is considering adoption.

2. Water

In response to concerns expressed by the San Gabriel Valley Water Association, the Main San Gabriel Basin
Watermaster and the Central Basin Water Association, a second addendum was developed to provide
additional information and clarify certain issues related to water quality, supply and rights, and the
conditions under which the RMC can undertake projects.

The format of the Draft Water Addendum follows that of Common Ground, with (1) an introduction that
provides background, (2) a description of physical setting and conditions, and (3) a Vision for the Future,
which describes guiding principles, opportunities, and next steps. Only those sections of Common Ground
that are proposed to be revised via this Addendum are included in the document.

The Introduction provides an overview of the RMC’s mission, and acknowledges that because of the broad
mandate of the conservancy Common Ground addressed a wide range of issues related to the concept of
watershed improvement, including some that are beyond the jurisdiction or abilities of the RMC to
implement. The inclusion of these concepts was an attempt to broaden the discussion of these issues and to
encourage public agencies, counties, cities, communities, neighborhoods, non-profit groups and community-
based organizations to build partnerships and forge relationships that seek solutions to the problem associated
with watershed restoration.

The discussion of Current Conditions included discussion of the variability of water supplies, an
introduction to the groundwater section that more fully described infiltration, clarification of the issue of
groundwater management in the San Gabriel Valley, expanded discussion of issues that may impact sources
of imported water, clarification of responsibilities for managing water quality, included infiltration of
stormwater runoff in the list of potential concerns related to groundwater recharge, augmented a statement
concerning development of Total Maximum Daily Loads for the Los Angeles and San Gabriel Rivers, and
acknowledged the requirement for development of Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plans.

The discussion of the Vision for the Future proposed the modifications of the following Guiding Principles:

® Consistent with water quality standards, develop regional and subregional networks of stormwater
detention areas where feasible

Consistent with water quality standards, encourage new developments to detain stormwater onsite to
mitigate runoff where feasible

® Consistent with water quality standards and water rights, restore the natural hydrologic functioning of

subwatershed areas

® Consistent with water quality standards and water rights, maintain sufficient flow conditions to
support riparian/riverine habitats

Consistent with water quality standards and water rights, encourage onsite collectlon of stormwater
for irrigation and percolation; : :

® Consistent with water quality standards, extend the distribution and range of uses for reclaimed water
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Under the discussion of strategies, a new introductory paragraph for Water Resources is added, which
acknowledges that the RMC may not undertake projects which (1) interferes with the duties of any
watermaster, public agency, or other body or entity responsible for groundwater or surface water
management or groundwater replenishment; (2) interferes or conflicts with any provision of any judgment or
court order issued, or rule or regulation adopted, pursuant to any adjudication affecting water or water
management in the San Gabriel River watershed and basin; (3) impedes or adversely impacts any previously
adopted Los Angeles County Drainage Area project; (4) results in the degradation of water quality; or
(5) interferes with, obstructs, hinders, or delays the exercise of, any water right by the owner of a public water
system. The discussion of Next Steps is modified to acknowledge that water agencies and associations will
continue to implement policies, programs and projects that enhance water supplies and protect water quality.

As of June 30, 2002, the San Gabriel Valley Water Association, the Main San Gabriel Basin Watermaster
and the Central Basin Water Association, were still considering adoption of Common Ground.

B. CITY-SPECIFIC APPENDICES

The Phase II scope included a requirement to “create a template for the cities to develop appendixes to the
Plan that include specific projects that accomplish the strategies as outlined in the Plan. Encourage the cities
to individualize their appendixes.”

The consultant team developed a template for the City-Specific Appendices that covered four basic topics:
(1) identification of open space resources within each city, (2) discussion of any current plans to develop
additional open space resources, (3) an overview of policies, programs or ordinances generally related to the
concept of sustainability; and (4) identification of project.

The following sections provide the text included in the City-Specific Appendix Template

B Open Space Resources

Common Ground included a description of the San Gabriel and Los Angeles Rivers watersheds and listed
major open space resources (Table 3, on page 31), however that list was limited to open space resources
greater than 100 acres in size. In order to develop a more complete catalog of existing open space resources
in the RMC territory, please identify all open space features in your community. Examples may include:

B Aquatic centers ® Beaches

® Bike paths ® Community gardens
® Habitat preserves ® Golf courses

® Marinas ® Nature centers

® Open space preserves ® Parks

® Playgrounds ® Recreation Centers
® Skate parks ® Sports fields

® Trails ® Wetlands

Provide the street addresses of each facility and if possible, provide a map (or maps) that clearly identifies the
location of those facilities.

B Current Plans

Common Ground advocates expansion of open space, preservation of habitat, and optimization of water
resources. Please identify any adopted plans for provision of additional Open Space features (using the same
examples provided above), including those features that may be under construction or that have been funded.
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Common Ground includes a range of guiding principles that are intended to help restore balance between
human and natural systems, and thereby promote watershed restoration. These concepts generally fall under
the topic of sustainability, which has been defined as “meeting the needs of the present generation without
compromising the ability of future generations to meet their needs” (United Nations Brundtland Commission,
1987). Portland, Oregon is an good example of city with comprehensive policies and programs that promote

sustainability (http://www.sustainableportland.org/). Please identify any policies, programs, or ordinances
that promote watershed restoration. Individual cities may not have defined specific sustainability policies,
but may have a range of policies, programs, or ordinances that promote sustainability. Examples may
include:

® Cultural resource preservation ® Mixed-use development

® Energy conservation ® Recreation

® Environmental education and outreach ® Solid waste management (including
recycling)

® Flood mitigation ® Street-tree or other public-space greening
projects

® Greenbelt maintenance ® Sustainable landscapes

® Green buildings ® Transportation (e.g., pedestrian mobility,
bikeways and alternative transportation)

® Green-waste management (including ® Urban runoff control

composting)
® Groundwater recharge ® Water conservation

® Hazardous substances management

Please provide a list and short description of any adopted policies, programs, or ordinances that promote
watershed restoration or sustainability.

B Project Identification

To assist the RMC in identifying the total need for open space projects within the RMC’s territory, please
identify future projects within your city (not already included above), using the format provided on the
Project Identification Form.

The City-Specific Appendix Template was distributed to the cities in the RMC territory on March 26.
Bobby Cochran then followed up with each City to assist with comprehension of what content should be
included in a City Appendix and to encourage preparation of an Appendix. As of June 1, 2002, twelve cities
had submitted City Appendices and several others have indicated their intent to file an appendix. Once the

appendices were received, the Project ID forms included were entered into the RMC’s project database (both
in Access and ArcView GIS).

As of June 26", 16 cities have completed Appendices, including
»  Bellflower

»  Claremont

= El Monte
= Fullerton
*  Glendora
= LaHabra

» La Habra Heights
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= LaVerne

= Pico Rivera

*  San Dimas

*  San Gabriel

= Santa Fe Springs
= Seal Beach

= Signal Hill

»  South Gate

The main body of these City-Specific Appendices is included at the end of this report.
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5. RMC TOOLS

A. PROJECT EVALUATION SOFTWARE

The scope for Phase II indicated that the consultant team should “create computer programs to input,
analyze, evaluate, and track projects.” To clarify the objectives for the software, determine input parameters
and desired output, the consultant team met with RMC staff on January 8 and February 14. As a result of
those meetings, the following goals, input parameters, and program linkages for the software were identified.

B Program Goals

® Track, identify, query and view information about projects for the purpose of tracking progress
and/or providing supporting information for evaluating projects for funding.

® Share this information and methodology with other state agencies.

B [Information to Track

® Property information: who owns the parcel(s), assessor’s parcel number, name of the property,
location (city, county, and legislative district).

® Project description: project type (as per page 111 in Common Ground), location, ecosystem type,
acreage of project, text description.

® Quantifiable amenities: length of trail/corridor/river front, distance to river, etc.

® Tracking progress, project advocate or initiator, appraisal status, Phase I or II analysis, CEQA
process/approvals/status, funding sources and status, estimated completion dates, sunset on spending,
partners.

B Linkages to GIS
® New data tables would be stored in ArcView to allow linkage to existing data.

® Queries could be made across existing data to determine ecosystem/habitat type, vegetation,
endangered species, adjacent land uses, natural hazards, etc.

® Future acquisition of parcel maps in GIS format from LA/Orange County for project area could be
integrated into an existing “projects” data layer.

B Entry of Evaluation Criteria

® Projects would be rated by RMC staff according to the RMC’s evaluation criteria, and the points
awarded would be entered into the project database.

® Ranking should be computed numerically for all criteria or for specific criteria, for all projects or
selected projects.

B Program Output

® Maps should identify project location, relation to the river(s), adjacent land use, Thomas Guide or
topographic data; or group projects categorized by status.

® Reports could include a project profile showing selected data on file for selected project(s), project
status (sorted by geographic area and/or status and/or project type) and a narrative summary of
project status.

B Interface
® Have a customized interface to assist in data entry, mapping, and reporting.

® Interface should be kept to a minimum to reduce the need for future modifications should
requirements change.
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After considering potential software options, a customized Project Tracking and Evaluation software was
developed as a Microsoft Access database with a link to ArcView for mapping and spatial analysis. The
software provides three basic data input forms, the first based upon the Project Identification Form
(including in Section 3.D above), the second to provide information useful for RMC purposes and the third
to input rankings from the RMC’s current project evaluation criteria.

As of June 7, the system contained seventy-three proposed or in process projects. The project information
sources include Proposition A and Proposition 13 grant applications, Working Group members, and the
Project Identification Forms sent to the cities. A list of projects developed by June 15, 2002 is provided in
the below.

Projects in the Project Tracking and Evaluation System

Location Status Project Name
1 Azusa E Regional bike path extension
2 Azusa P Landscaping Spreading Basins
3 Azusa P Forest Gateway Park
4 Azusa E River Wilderness Park
5 Bassett E Woodland (Duck) Farm
6 Bell P River Dr Beautification Project
7 Bell Gardens P Hannon/Scout park expansion
8 Bell Gardens E Park & bike trail
9 Bellflower P Byron Zing Park improvement
10 Bradbury P Bodkin Property
11 Bradbury P Bradbury Estates
12 Brea P Brea/Tonner Crk Watershed
13 Cerritos E Liberty Park Improvement
14 Claremont P Johnson's Pasture
15 Claremont P E. of Johnson's Pasture
16 Claremont E Padua Ave. Park
17 Claremont P Johnson's Pasture Expansion
18 Commerce P City of Commerce Sports Fields
19 Commerce P Veterans Park Basketball Crts
20 Covina E City of Riverine Erosion
21 El Monte E Durfee Sch. Recreation Area
22 El Monte P Lashbrook Park
23 Fullerton P West Coyote Hills
24 Fullerton E Laguna Lake Enhancement
25 Glendora P Big Dalton Creek Restoration
26 Huntington Park E Westside Park Expansion
27 La Mirada E La Mirada Creek Park Restoration
28 La Verne P Citrus Regional Bike Trail
29 La Verne P Stephens Ranch Rd Trail
30 La Verne P Valley Rancho Park
31 Lakewood P W San Gabriel River park
32 Long Beach P Los Cerritos Wetlands
33 Long Beach P Chavez
34 Long Beach P L.A. Co. DPW Horse Leases
35 Long Beach P Mobile Home Park
36 Long Beach P 67" Street Park
37 Long Beach P Boy Scout Camp
38 Long Beach P Public Service Maint Yard
39 Long Beach P LA River Greenbelt
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Projects in the Project Tracking and Evaluation System

Location Status Project Name
40 Long Beach P 19th and San Francisco
41 Long Beach E DeForest Wetlands
42 Long Beach P Wrigley Heights Parkway
43 Long Beach P Chavez-Drake Greenway
44 Long Beach P 6th Street Tidal Wetlands
45 Long Beach P Dominguez Gap Wetlands
46 Lynwood P Lynwood Nature Park
47 Maywood E Maywood Riverfront Park
48 Monrovia P Clamshell Canyon
49 NE Los Angeles E Audubon Center in Debs Park
50 Paramount E Ralph Dills Park expansion
51 Pasadena P Flint Wash Bridge Crossing
52 Pasadena E N Arroyo Seco Restoration
53 Pasadena E S Arroyo Seco Restoration
54 Pico Rivera P Paseo del Rio
55 Pico Rivera P Paseo del Rio (SG)
56 San Dimas E Horsethief Cyn Park Plan
57 San Dimas E San Dimas Cyn Golf Course
58 Santa Fe Springs P Rio San Gabriel Nature Sanctuary
59 Seal Beach E SG River Trail North
60 Seal Beach E SG River Trail South
61 Sierra Madre P Thomas/Wadell Tracts
62 Sierra Madre P Willis Tract
63 Signal Hill P Cha'wot Nature Preserve
64 South El Monte E Rio Vista Park restoration
65 South EI Monte E Restoration & greening
66 South EI Monte E Restoration & greening
67 South Gate E Hollydale Park improvement
68 South Gate P Southern Ave. Greenbelt
69 Walnut E Lemon Creek Restoration
70 Walnut E Snow Creek Restoration
71 West Covina P Galster Park Trails
72 Whittier Narrows P San Gabriel River Center
73 Whittier Narrows P Lario Creek Corridor Restoration

* E = Existing/Underway; P = Proposed

The final version of the Project Evaluation Software was installed at the RMC’s office on May 28, 2002.
Complete system documentation is included in the Appendix.

B. GIS DATABASE

The scope for Phase II indicated that the consultant team should “employ GIS technical assistance to update
and add to the RMC GIS database.” To clarify the objectives for this task, the consultant team had
discussions with the RMC staff, and Mr. Paul Veisze, of the California Department of Fish and Game, who
had been identified at the RMC’s project manager for the GIS component of Phase II. As a result of those
discussions, the following scope of work (dated January 8, 2002) was identified.
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m GIS SCOPE

1. Reconcile the differences between the data files on the RMC internal Gateway computer system hard
drive and the external hard drive delivered by FORMA Systems to the RMC in July 2001.

A. FORMA Systems will conduct an on-site review, identify, and resolve data file differences be-
tween the internal and external hard drives.

B. FORMA Systems will copy data files between the external and internal drives to resolve differ-
ences and create identical content both drives.

C. Coordination of scope item through email and telephone correspondence, and project manage-
ment.

2. RMC GIS Database Core Documentation Integration
A. Archive the report data spreadsheets from Phase I
B. FORMA Systems will integrate records within the following documents providing the RMC with

a means to navigate, and communicate its contents to the public.

1) New report data spreadsheets (from FORMA Systems Final Report Appendices from Phase I)

2) The road map documentation

3) RMC CERES online catalog

C. The documentation integration tasks will include:

1. Adding and editing records within the three documents named above to make them contain
records with the same descriptive information.

2. Adding the CERES online OID number to the pertinent report spreadsheet appendices only
making the online catalog and report spreadsheet appendices contain identical OID numbers
for proper linking.

a) Tasks within this scope item are limited to existing records and a maximum of 5 new re-
cords collected during Phase II being integrated. Additional new records above the
maximum amount will be integrated on a time and materials basis.

b) Coordination of scope item through email and telephone correspondence, and project
management.

3. Review and begin work on follow-up items dated 5/7/2001 as listed by Gordon Robinson, of FORMA
Systems, and updates received since July 2001.
A. Contact, collect, catalog into CERES and create GIS system metadata for current Orange County
bike trail data.
B. Contact, collect, catalog one record into CERES using given GIS system metadata for current San
Gabriel Watermaster individual GIS data sets collected via the Internet.

1) FORMA Systems will collect a total of 16 available GIS data sets and metadata information and
catalog as one record into the CERES catalog,.

2) FORMA Systems will import the 16 data sets into ArcInfo and coverages will be created. The
coverages will then be projected into the correct ALBERS projection.

3) The metadata will also be copied into the GIS system in the current condition and format.
C. Integrate USFS Incident Management metadata into CERES and GIS system as collected from

Marilyn Porter.

1) Review and update, if needed, CERES catalog record for USFES Incident Management Data.

2) Update GIS system metadata by adding metadata to GIS system in its present condition.

3) Contact Marilyn Porter asking for individual and detailed GIS data set metadata.

D. Update the RMC CERES online catalog records to include correct and current up-to-date informa-
tion.
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1). Records within the RMC CERES online catalog that need updating will be identified, recorded,
and updated. Records that need updating will be identified through random searches, and con-
centrated searches within the CERES catalog search forms. Errors that have already been identi-
fied will be correctly first.

2) The OID numbers for each record that is identified will be recorded in a document for easy re-
view by the RMC staff.

3) Records will be updated within the RMC CERES online catalog via the Internet with the correct

information.

4) At the end of the update process, a brief review of the updates will be completed for quality con-
trol purposes.

E. Coordination of scope item through email and telephone correspondence, and project management.

4. Make recommendations for future management of database with respect to software and data updates.
Develop protocol for adding new data to the RMC database.

A. Provide the RMC with a manual stating protocol for incorporating future data sources into the GIS
system.
1) Manual will include data documentation instructions and one sample for each subtask below:
a) Documenting the data set record into the online RMC CERES catalog
b) Documenting the data set record within the RMC internal GIS system hard drive

¢) Documenting the new report data spreadsheets (from FORMA Systems Final Report Appen-
dices from Phase I)
d) Documenting the road map file
2) Manual will include step-by-step geographic projection samples for projecting Arclnfo coverages
and ArcView shape files into the ALBERS projected coordinate system.

a) One sample each of projecting an Arclnfo coverage from UTM NAD27 Zone 11 Meters, and
California State Plane Zone V NAD83 US Survey Feet and US Feet projected coordinate
systems to the ALBERS projection system. A total of three samples showing step-by-step
methodology will be provided.

b). One sample each of projecting an ArcView shape file from UTM NAD27 Zone 11 Meters,
and California State Plane Zone V NAD83 US Survey Feet and US Feet projected
coordinate systems to the ALBERS projection system. A total of three samples showing step-
by-step methodology will be provided. (Manual will include step-by-step data backup
instructions for backing up the RMC internal GIS system hard drive.)

B. Within the manual, provide the RMC with the appropriate GIS contact and reseller information for
receiving software updates from ESRI.

1. Includes costs of ArcView software upgrades and software ordering instructions.
C. Coordination of scope item through email and telephone correspondence, and project management.

5. Prepare 10 maps, 5 at 117x17” size, and 5 at 34”x44” size in support of Phase II working group meetings.
A. Maps will contain specific data related to working group needs and requests.

B. Maps will be created using ArcView 3.2 software to meet the software compatibility requirements
with the RMC.

C. Coordination of scope item through email and telephone correspondence, and project management.

6. Data acquisition to cover areas within the RMC approved boundary that were not covered in Phase I.

A. Identify, collect, and clip a maximum of 12 data sets using the newly approved RMC project bound-
ing area. It will be necessary to redefine the project boundary area before beginning. Task 8a will
need to be completed before beginning this step.

B. Paul Veisze from the California Department of Fish and Game will be responsible for correcting the
data sets collected during Phase I.
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C. Project data sets, if required, into correct ALBERS projection.
D. Update metadata in GIS system and RMC online CERES catalog.

E. Coordination of scope item through email and telephone correspondence, and project management.

7. Analysis of the geographic data requirements implied by RMC Project Evaluation Criteria.
A. Analyze missing geographic data requirements in the RMC GIS database.
B. Create a report summary page identifying data sources, availability, and acquisition.
C. Review report summary page with the RMC and provide direction with action items for the RMC to
coordinate future collection efforts.
D. One revision to the report summary page is included as part of this task.
E. Coordination of scope item through email and telephone correspondence, and project management.

8. Develop conservancy-wide map template. Add base data layers, and base annotation.

A. Construct project boundary rectangle surrounding the RMC boundary.

B. Develop template project file (.apr) within ArcView 3.2 adding base data layers and base annota-
tion.

C. The base data layers will include and is limited to: RMC boundary, TBM freeways, TBM major
roads, community boundaries, major channels, major rivers, and lakes.

D. The base annotation will include and is limited to: TBM major road names, freeway symbols,
community names, RMC boundary, and Pacific Ocean label.

E. Add legend items and symbolize layers.

F. Coordination of scope item through email and telephone correspondence, and project manage-
ment.

9. Develop detailed map template at city project level. Add base layers and annotation sources to fit higher
resolution display.

A. Develop template project file (.apr) within ArcView 3.2 adding base data layers and base annota-
tion. This template will be used to map the individual city projects.

B. The base data layers will include and is limited to: RMC boundary, TBM freeways, TBM major
roads, TBM secondary and local roads, community boundaries, major channels, minor channels,
major rivers, streams, and lakes.

C. The base annotation will include and is limited to: TBM major road names, TBM secondary
road names, freeway symbols, and TBM community names.

E. Add legend items and symbolize layers on map.

F. Coordination of scope item through email and telephone correspondence, and project manage-
ment.

10. GIS Consortium support

A. Provide support to the RMC, working with project team, for tasks related to contacting organiza-
tions, follow-up with contacts, and documenting contacted individuals in GIS contact spread-
sheets in preparation for 3 meetings.

B. Report findings through phone conferences, email messages, and meetings to the RMC and pro-
ject team in order to acquire information for GIS Consortium meetings.

C. GIS Consortium meeting facilitation and attendance (3 meetings).

B Phase ll Priorities

Because this broad scope was identified well after the remainder of the Phase II activities had been scoped, in
recognition that the scope described above could not be accommodated within the Phase II budget for GIS
support, the following work priorities were established.
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Priority One

#1. Reconcile the differences between the data files on the RMC internal Gateway computer system hard
drive and the external hard drive delivered by FORMA Systems to the RMC in July 2001.

#2. RMC GIS Database Core Documentation Integration

#3. Review and begin work on follow-up items dated 5/7/2001 as listed by Gordon Robinson, of FORMA
Systems, and updates received since July 2001 (Items A through C only)

#4. Make recommendations for future management of database with respect to software and data updates.

Develop protocol for adding new data to the RMC database.
#8. Develop conservancy-wide map template. Add base data layers, and base annotation.

#9. Develop detailed map template at city project level. Add base layers and annotation sources to fit higher
resolution display.

Priority 2

#5. Prepare 10 maps, 5 at 117x17” size, and 5 at 34”x44” size in support of Phase II working group
meetings.

#6. Data acquisition to cover areas within the RMC approved boundary that were not covered in Phase 1.
#7. Analysis of the geographic data requirements implied by RMC Project Evaluation Criteria.

In addition, it was recognized that item 10 (GIS Consortium support) was required by the Phase II scope.

FINAL STATUS

B Task 1: Complete
a. FORMA Systems reviewed, identified and resolved data file differences between RMC’s internal and

external drives.

b. FORMA Systems created identical drives by copying data between the two drives to make the drives
identical.

c. FORMA Systems managed this production with Frank Simpson.

B Task 2: Complete

a. Frank Simpson, on FORMA Systems direction, archived the report data spreadsheets from Phase I into
the archive directory located in the previous directory location of the original file.

b & c¢. FORMA Systems integrated all the documents to contain exact description information for each
dataset, and exact matches for the OID numbers for appendix A and online catalog.

d. All the records that were collected for the GIS of the RMC were analyzed. No new datasets were
collected before the initiation of Phase II.

e. FORMA Systems coordinated these efforts.
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a.

Task 3: Complete

FORMA Systems coordinated delivery of the bike trail data to the RMC from the Orange County
Transportation Authority, and Frank Simpson documented the datasets delivered, reprojected the data

and added to the RMC database.

Frank Simpson collected, cataloged, and projected the sixteen datasets available from the San Gabriel
Watermaster website.

Frank Simpson, contacted Marilyn Porter of the USES Incident Management department to get more
specific metadata. The USFES Incident Management department did not have any additional metadata
regarding the USFS data we collected during Phase I. Frank will continue to try other departments for
metadata regarding these datasets.

Frank Simpson, on direction from FORMA Systems, has updated the CERES catalog, the final report
Appendix A, metadata files, and the road map file with the most current information.

Task 4: Complete

FORMA Systems with Frank Simpson have completed instructional manuals for RMC users to document
the CERES catalog, individual metadata files, new report data spreadsheets, and the road map files.

FORMA Systems have provided two step-by-step instructional manuals that help RMC users project
shapefiles and ArcInfo Coverage datasets into the RMC Standard of Albers Conic Equal Area
projection.

FORMA Systems have completed a resale manual that provides RMC users with instructions to order
software from FORMA Systems.

Task 5: Complete
Frank Simpson and FORMA Systems have provided 10 maps to support the RMC working group

meetings.
Task 6: Pending
Task 7: Pending

Task 8: Complete

Frank Simpson and FORMA Systems created new rectangle boundary that surrounds the RMC
Boundary.

Frank Simpson with FORMA Systems developed a conservancy-wide template project file within
ArcView 3.2.

. All base layers are included, RMC boundary, TBM freeways, TBM major roads, community boundaries,

major channels, major rivers, and lakes.

The base annotation layers within templates are TBM major road names, freeway symbols, community

names, RMC Boundary, and Pacific Ocean labels.

. Legends were created for each template file that describes datasets that are displayed on the map.

FORMA Systems coordinated this effort with RMC and Frank Simpson.
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B Task 9: Complete

a. FORMA Systems and Frank Simpson developed template arc view shape (.apr) files within ArcView 3.2
for city project level detail.

b. RMC Boundary, TBM freeways, TBM major roads, TBM secondary and local roads, community
boundaries, major channels, minor channels, major rivers, streams and lakes were included as base
layers.

c. The annotation within each template is the RMC Boundary, freeway symbols, TBM major roads names,
TBM secondary road names, and community boundaries.

d. Legends were created for each template file that describes datasets that are displayed on the map.

B Task 10: Complete

a. Frank Simpson and FORMA Systems provided support to the RMC by contacting organizations, follow-
up with contacts, and documented the contacted individuals in the GIS contact spreadsheet for the 3
meetings.

b. FORMA Systems and Frank Simpson reported findings through phone conferences, email messages, and
meeting to the RMC and project team in order to acquire information for GIS consortium meetings.

c. GIS consortium meeting facilitation and attendance by FORMA Systems and Frank Simpson.

RMC TOOLS

N
~
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6. WORKING GROUP

A. CHARGE

At their meetings on December 14, 2001 and January 11, 2002, the RMC Board approved establishment of
a Working Group to research, identify, and make recommendations to the Board concerning
implementation of the plans and concepts described in Common Ground. The Board approved the following
list of tasks for the Working Group to consider, with the assistance of the Phase II consultant team:

1. Project Development Strategy
A. Project Identification
® Strategies for identifying project
® Prioritization of projects
® [dentification of targets
® Process to consider opportunities
B. RMC Projects
® Acquire land
® Plan projects
® Implement project design
® Management plan
C. City Projects
® Project Generation
- City-specific appendices to Common Group
- Coaching
- Workshops
- Greening Institute
- Design Guides
- Project Development Template
® Evaluation/Selection
® Grant Administration

® Support and Coordination

2. Open Space Management Strategy
® Operating model (e.g., East Bay Regional Parks)
® Maintenance
® Security
® Liability
® Visitor Services

3. Subsequent Plans Strategy

A. Habitat

B. Rivers Parkway

C. Mountains, Hills, and Foothills
D. Trails and Bike Paths
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E. Tributaries
F. Cultural Landscapes

4. Education and Outreach Strategy
® Pyublic Communication
- Brochure
- Website
® Targeted Outreach
® Youth/Adult Education

® Educational/Interpretive Facilities

5. Long-Term Funding Strategy
® Government
B Private

® Foundation & Nonprofit

B. MEMBERSHIP

At their meeting on January 11, 2002, the RMC Board also approved a list of individuals for Executive
Officer to invite as participants in the Working Group, and provided the Executive Officer with the
authority to invite additional members to participate, which could include additions suggested by members
of the Board.

Working Group participants included:

Ms. Karen Bane of the California Coastal Conservancy, staff to the Wetlands Recovery Project, and is
interested using in constructed wetlands to meet water quality mandates. Ms. Bane has experience with
wetland restoration in Long Beach and is also interested in habitat issues.

Mr. Jim Bickhart represented the Southern California Transportation and Land Use Coalition, a nonprofit
organization recently formed to promote more sustainable development. Mr. Bickhart has worked on
watershed management issues, including the Ballona Creek watershed, and assisted in development of the
legislation that resulted Proposition 12 and the creation of the RMC.

Ms. Shirley Birosik is staff to the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board, where she serves as
watershed coordinator, and oversees the various subwatershed plans funded by Proposition 13.

Ms. Jane Bray is a Management and Community Relations consultant that brings many years of experience
working with water agencies. Ms. Bray is former General Manager of the San Gabriel Municipal Water
District and has served with the Watermaster and the Regional Water Board. Ms. Bray brings knowledge of

the history of water rights decisions on the San Gabriel River and related water basins.

Mr. Bill Brown represented the US Forest Service with experience as the senior biologist of the Angeles
National Forest. Mr. Brown noted that the Forest Service manages 20 to 25 percent of the open space in Los
Angeles County, and indicated a desire for the Forest Service to act as a conduit between the upper and lower
watersheds.

Mr. Mark Buehler of the Metropolitan Water District brought his expertise as an Environmental Engineer.
He is Chair of the technical committee of the Water Augmentation Study currently being conducted by the
Los Angeles and San Gabriel Rivers Watershed Council.
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Mr. Mike Egan represented the Gateway Cities C.O.G., and the City of Bellflower. Mr. Egan is interested
in cooperating with the RMC to create much-needed parks and open space in the cities he represents.
Mr. Egan was represented at some meetings by Deborah Chankan, who is from the City of Long Beach and
currently on loan to the Gateway Cities C.O.G.

Mr. Mike Gold represents the Orange County Division of League of Cities and the Orange County C.O.G.,
and has a background in landscape planning. Mr. Gold participated in the group to represent the cities and
carry the message of the RMC back to the community.

Ms. Joan Greenwood represented the Friends of the Los Angeles River, and has extensive knowledge of the
lower Los Angeles River. Ms. Greenwood is an engineer with broad knowledge issues related to water quality
groundwater, and site remediation.

Ms. Joan Hartman is Outreach Director of the Wetlands Recovery Project, which works on a wide variety of
coastal enhancement projects. Ms. Hartman has been working with the Environment Now group to hire
watershed coordinators (funded by a Proposition 13 grant) for each of the five counties in the region, to
identify data gaps and watershed projects. Ms. Hartman is also working to form a coastal caucus of local
legislators, to attract more watershed funding to Southern California.

Mr. David Jallo, staff from the Los Angeles County Parks, oversees the Whittier Narrows Nature Center.
Mr. Jallo is a biologist interested in expansion of open space and the provision of interpretive experiences for
visitors.

Mr. Christopher Kroll, California Coastal Conservancy staff, brought knowledge of habitat restoration and
public access along the Los Angeles River. The Conservancy has funded a habitat restoration study in the on
LA River habitat restoration in the Long Beach area. Mr. Kroll expressed interest determining how his
organization can work with the RMC.

Ms. Jaqueline Lambrichts is a founder of the Friend of the San Gabriel River, which has received funding by
CalFed to develop a citizen monitoring program for the river. Ms. Lambrichts would like to assist the RMC
with citizen monitoring efforts, and in finding ways to attract the community to the rivers.

Ms. Yvette Martinez represented the office of Congresswoman Hilda Solis, and has experience in working
with the federal government. Ms. Martinez noted the composition of the Working Group, and expressed a
hope that the membership could reflect the diversity of the watershed. Ms. Martinez indicated a willingness
to bring resources and staff time to the group.

Mr. Steve Miller represented the Foothill Wildlife Conservancy, which worked with the voters in the City of
Monrovia to approve a tax increase to fund a wildlife preserve in their community. Mr. Miller would like to

assist the RMC in identifying wildlife corridors.

Mr. Joseph Perez represented Solution Strategies and has extensive experienced with public outreach and
education, and in issues related to the rivers and the watersheds. Mr. Perez indicated that his firm looks
forward to assisting the RMC.

Ms. Claire Schlotterbeck, represented Hills for Everyone, has experience working in land preservation issues
in the Whittier and Chino Hills. Ms. Schlotterbeck would like to learn from the Working Group and to

provide assistance as needed.

Ms. Carrie Sutkin, represented the First Supervisorial District, worked on the LA River Master Plan, and
helped develop a “Greening Institute” to assist cities and nonprofits in development of projects. Ms. Sutkin
would like to assist the RMC in creating a system to fund projects and to conduct outreach to cities, and
indicated that her office could provide resources for conducting community meetings.
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Ms. Melanie Winter represented The River Project and has experience working with communities to create
river enhancement projects. Ms. Winter has participated in habitat studies and is involved the Taylor Yard
project. Ms. Winter wants to ensure that communities are involved in the design of projects that affect
them, to create a sense of ownership.

Mr. Don Wolfe is Assistant Director of the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works, which
operates most of the tributaries of the rivers as flood control channels. Mr. Wolfe acknowledged the
Department’s recent change in philosophy with the creation of a Watershed Management Division.
Mr. Wolfe would brings knowledge, skills and resources to the Group, and ensure that the RMC’s planning
efforts complement the in-progress development of the San Gabriel River Master Plan.

Mr. Jeff Yann represented the Sierra Club, is member of the Wildlife Corridor Conservation Authority, and
has a civil engineering background. Mr. Yann has been active in wildlife corridor work, and is especially
interested in the Whittier Narrow. Recognizing the RMC’s limited staffing, Mr. Yann would like to provide

support to the organization.

In addition, RMC Board members Margaret Clark and Kathie Matsuyama attended and participated in
several meetings of the Working Group and subcommittees.

C. SCHEDULE AND STRUCTURE

Because of the size of the group and the scope of their charge, the consultant team developed a two-tiered
strategy for discussion of issues: some topics would be referred to subcommittees, while others would be
discussed by the entire Working Group. In general, those topics that were the subject of “subsequent plans”
(as suggested by Common Ground) were referred to subcommittees, while discussion of the other topics
would be discussed by the entire Working Group. A conceptual action plan that reflected this strategy was
developed and subsequently revised to reflect the status of discussions in early April. The revised action plan
is presented on the following page.

In general, for those topics that would be discussed by the entire Working Group, the discussion was
informed by a background paper (developed by the consultant team) distributed with the meeting agenda.
Following the discussion of the topic, the consultant team would then draft a recommendation to reflect the
general intent of the discussion. The draft recommendation was then distributed with the agenda for the
subsequent meeting, at which time the proposed recommendation would be discussed, and if the Working
Group was amenable, action on the recommendation would occur.

Five subcommittees were formed: Rivers, Tributaries, Parkways and Corridors; Project Technical
Assistance/Education and Outreach; the (Woodland) Duck Farm project, Habitat, and Mountains, Hills and
Foothills. For subcommittees, it was suggested that a subcommittee would report on it’s deliberations at one
meeting, and action on a recommendation would occur at a subsequent meeting. However, because of the
short timeframe of the Working Group (six months), only the recommendations from the Duck Farm
subcommittees were discussed at two meetings. The remainder of the subcommittee recommendations was

discussed at the final meeting of the Working Group.

The Working Group met on January 30, February 15, March 8, April 12, May 10, and May 31. The Rivers,
Tributaries, Parkways, and Corridors subcommittee met on February 15, March 8 and 22, and April 5. The
Project Technical Assistance/Education and Outreach subcommittee met on February 15, March 8 and 22,
April 12, and May 10. The Duck Farm project subcommittee met on February 12, March 6 and 21, and
April 11. The Habitat subcommittee met on March 6 and 21, April 11 and 25, and May 9 and 30. The
Mountains, Hills, and Foothills subcommittee met on March 8 and 21, April 11 and 25, and May 9 and 30.
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Parkway and Open Space Plan Working Group
Revised Action Plan

(4/12/02)
Topics
Month ;
) Open Space Education and .
Project Development Management Subsequent Plans Outreach Long-Term Funding
January | Working Group discussion
and formation of
Subcommittees
February | Subcommittee Meetings Working Group Formation of
discussion Subcommittees
March | Subcommittee Meetings Continued discussion | Subcommittee Working Group
of recommendations Meetings discussion
to RMC Board
April Subcommittee Meetings Possible Action: Subcommittee Discussion in Working Group
Project Development Recommendations to | Meetings Education and discussion
Workshop RMC Board Outreach
May Possible action: Present WG Working Group Possible Action: Possible Action:
Recommendations on Recommendations to |  discussion of Recommendations Recommendations
Project Development RMC Board Subcommittee to RMC Board to RMC Board
Strategy recommendations
June Possible WG action: Possible Action: Present WG Present WG
Recommendations to Recommendations Recommendations Recommendations
RMC Board regarding to RMC Board to RMC Board to RMC Board
the Duck Farm. Present
Recommendations on
Project Development to
RMC Board
Present WG
Recommendations
to RMC Board

D. SUBCOMMITTEES

Five Subcommittees were formed: Rivers, Tributaries, Parkways and Corridors; Project Technical
Assistance/Education and Outreach; the (Woodland) Duck Farm project, Habitat, and Mountains, Hills and
Foothills. A synopsis of the issues discussed by each subcommittee follows.

1. Rivers, Tributaries, Corridors and Parkways

At their meeting on January 30, 2002 the Working Group established a Rivers and Tributaries
Subcommittee, which was later renamed the Rivers, Tributaries, Parkways and Corridors Subcommittee
(RTPC Subcommittee): to identify opportunities for acquisition or projects along the rivers and tributaries
(including adjacent wetlands or estuaries) which are not currently planned.

The RTPC Subcommittee met on five occasions between February 15 and April 12 to discuss issues relative
to development of a River Parkway Plan as identified in the OSP and make recommendations to the Board.
The Subcommittee agreed at their initial meeting that it was important to identify opportunities for river
related projects that could begin soon and in parallel with a more comprehensive planning effort. This
agreement was based on the understanding that the RMC should demonstrate progress with early projects to
educate the public about its mission while also developing a more long-range plan that helped support sound
decisions for accomplishing that mission. The Subcommittee also agreed at one of their early meetings that
it was important to acknowledge the RMC’s guiding legislation which directed that priority be given to river
related projects as excerpted below:
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Whereas Section 32604 directed the conservancy shall do the following:

(a) Establish policies and priorities for the conservancy regarding the San Gabriel River and the Lower Los Angeles
River, and their watersheds, and conduct any necessary planning activities, in accordance with the purposes set forth in
Section 32602.

(b) Give priority to river related projects that create expanded opportunities for recreation, greening, aesthetic
improvement, and wildlife habitat along the corridor of the river, and in parts of the river channel that can be improved
for the above purposes without infringing on water quality, water supply, and necessary flood control;

As a result the Subcommittee directed the consultant team to develop the following products in support of
this strategy:

® Begin working on a map showing existing and proposed projects.

® Develop draft criteria for strategizing which projects to pursue.

® Begin the scope of work for the Parkway Plan.

® Develop a draft recommendation from the Working Group to the RMC Board regarding funding

allocations.
Following is a brief summary on each of the items:
H Project Map

As of June 7, a project map has been created which delineates seventy-three projects either proposed or in
process. The project information sources include Proposition A and Proposition 13 grant applications,
Working Group members, and the Project Identification Forms sent to the cities. A list of the project
locations is included below. The map shows the beginning of a river corridor forming along the lower Los
Angeles River. (A larger scale map is included in the Appendix.)

B Draft Criteria

The subcommittee agreed to recommend that the RMC Board modify their existing project evaluation
criteria to give additional priority to river related projects during the next three years. The following criteria
were developed and recommended as the basis for modifying the existing project evaluation criteria:

Location
» Islocated adjacent to existing or proposed open space

= Visible and/or easily accessible to the public

Linkages
» Provides a direct physical linkage to other open space, trails, or bike paths.

= Fills in a gap along the river corridor between existing or proposed open space

Land Use

» For land that is publicly owned, the proposed use is consistent with current public functions (e.g.,
flood control, or recharge)

= Is proposed to occur on land that is currently underutilized

Readiness
»  Project is either supported or requested by the underlying jurisdiction

»  Project is well defined and can proceed expeditiously

Multiple Uses
» Project accomplishes multiple objectives consistent with the San Gabriel and Los Angeles Rivers
Watershed and Open Space Plan
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Additionally, the Subcommittee developed specific definitions for unique terms such as “river related” project
to provide more detailed guidance to the RMC Board and staff on how to apply the suggested revisions to
the project selection criteria described above.

B Scope of Work

The consultant team developed a draft outline for a future River Parkway Plan (included in Section IV.A
above), which includes a specific series of tasks or next steps that was developed with input from the
Subcommittee.

B Develop Draft Recommendation

The RTPC Subcommittee of the Working Group spent the majority of its meetings discussing the
advantages and disadvantages of (2) recommending river related projects be prioritized and (4) developing
criteria for river related projects. A summary is included below:

Prioritize River Related Projects During Next Three Years

Advantages

RMC Legislation directs that river related
projects should be given priority.

RMC would benefit from establishing a clear
symbol to the public and outside funding
sources of the mission of the RMC in its initial
years of operation.

The RMC has a limited budget and it is

important to focus these limited resources in

Disadvantages

Prioritization of river related projects may
alienate or disenfranchise communities not
located adjacent to the river.

May lose opportunities to acquire habitat
and/or undeveloped areas not located on the
river.

Setting RMC policy to prioritize river related
projects may reduce flexibility of RMC to

the early years on actions consistent with its allocate funds in the future.

mission.

Failure to prioritize projects could dilute the
limited RMC funds such that little impact
would be made throughout the entire
watershed.

River restoration projects throughout the
Country have been successful when they
focused their fiscal resources in their early years
on demonstration projects that helped build
public and private financial support.

The RMC has already developed project
evaluation criteria, but those criteria don’t give
strategic importance to river related projects.

RMC would benefit from demonstrating to
State and Federal funding sources that a strong
consensus for the RMC’s mission has been
established among local agencies and
community organizations throughout the

RMC territory.
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The Subcommittee concluded that the best approach for addressing the disadvantages was by recommending
that the RMC Board strive to allocate a portion (60%) of the RMC’s discretionary funding for river related
projects. This would allow other projects to be funded to address the concerns described above. They also
suggested that the recommendation be worded such that it provide the RMC Board and staff with flexibility.

The RTPC Subcommittee prepared a draft recommendation, which was adopted by the Working Group
with minor changes at their May 31 meeting.

2. Project Technical Assistance/ Education and Outreach

The Project Technical Assistance Subcommittee was formed at the January 30, 2002, meeting of the
Working Group, with an intent to (1) Assist in the organization of a project development workshop for
Proposition 12 projects; (2) discuss the need for future workshops; and (3) to provide technical assistance in
the development of Proposition 12 Grant Applications. The Subcommittee was later renamed the Project
Technical Assistance/Education and Outreach Subcommittee.

Participants in the Subcommittee included: Candace David (representing Nick Conway, San Gabriel Valley
Council of Governments), Deborah Chankan (representing Mike Egan, Gateway Cities Council of
Governments), Joan Hartman (Southern California Wetlands Recovery Project), Jaqueline Lambrichts (Friends
of the San Gabriel River), Joseph Perez (Solution Strategies), Carrie Sutkin (First District, Los Angeles County
Board of Supervisors), Don Wolfe (from Los Angeles County Public Works) and Melanie Winter (The River
Project). Meeting facilitators included Belinda Faustinos (RMC Interim Executive Officer), Rebecca Drayse
(TreePeople) Mark Horne (EIP Associates).

The Subcommittee first met on February 15. Ms. Faustinos explained that it would not be appropriate for
the RMC to give direct technical assistance of Proposition 12 applications because the RMC would also
participate in the ranking of applications. It was decided that the Subcommittee would focus on workshop
development and not provide direct assistance for Proposition 12 projects. The desired number and
potential location of workshops was discussed, including the pros and cons of having separate workshops for
geographic areas. It was decided that because there are different timelines for Proposition 12 and Proposition
40, the RMC should plan for two types of workshops: one in April focused on river and tributary projects
(which would be after release of the funding applications for Proposition 12—approximately mid-March),
and a later workshop on wider watershed issues (e.g., prior to the availability of the RMC’s Proposition 40
funding). The consultant team was asked to develop an agenda for the first workshop that the group could
discuss in subsequent meetings. In addition, it was suggested that the RMC should conduct a call for
projects, and requested that a Project Identification Form be developed.

At its March 8 meeting, the Subcommittee discussed the timing, audience, and logistics of the first
workshop, which was scheduled for April 19, and the content of the Project Identification Form. The
targeted audience for the workshop would be city representatives, community-based organizations, and non-
profit groups. The workshop would begin with project opportunities including an overview of project types
and information about the importance of multiple objective projects. A variety of success stories would be
presented to inform the workshop participants. A brief overview of funding opportunities would then be
discussed. The afternoon portion of the workshop would include discussion of the City Specific Appendix to
Common Ground, with encouragement to complete the appendixes. The remainder of the day would focus
on Proposition 12 funding and River and Tributary projects. The consultant team was asked to refine the
agenda based on comments from the Subcommittee.

During the discussion of the Education and Outreach strategy at the March 8 meeting of the Working
Group, it was suggested that an education framework be developed, and the subject referred to the Project
Technical Assistance/Education and Outreach Subcommittee. The consultant team developed a draft
framework, which was discussed, revised, and augmented by the Subcommittee at their meetings on
March 22, April 12, and May 10, along with the development of the draft recommendations to the RMC
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Board. The educational framework and recommendations regarding an education and outreach strategy
were adopted by the Working Group with minor modifications at its May 31 meeting.

3. Duck Farm

At their meeting of December 14, 2001, the RMC Board adopted a resolution which found that purchase of
the (Woodland) Duck Farm would be consistent with the purposes of the RMC and authorized the
Executive Officer to initiate negotiations with representatives of the Trust for Public Land to determine the
feasibility of acquiring the Duck Farm. To explore this extraordinary opportunity, the Duck Farm
subcommittee was formed by the Working Group at their meeting on January 30, 2002, to consider the
issues and opportunities presented by the prospective purchase by the RMC of the 57-acre Woodland Farms
(Duck Farm) site along the San Gabriel River from the Trust for Public Land.

The subcommittee met four times, on February 12, March 6, March 21 and April 11, 2002. The March 6
meeting was preceded by a tour of the site. The subcommittee reached an early consensus at its first meeting
that its role would not be to prepare a plan for the site, but rather to develop recommendations that the
Working Group could pass on to the RMC Board to assist the Board in their future development of a plan.

Initially, the subcommittee members received briefings on the status of the proposed acquisition, and on the
characteristics of the property. They learned that an appraisal is in preparation and the Attorney General is in
the process of due diligence. They toured the site and reviewed maps, aerial photos and diagrams of the site
and surrounding area.

The subcommittee identified stakeholders who will need to be involved in the planning process, and
identified a number of opportunities for site development. The subcommittee also had two presentations
from master of architecture students in the 606 Landscape Architecture Studio of Cal Poly Pomona, which
was simultaneously studying the site and its surroundings.

Once the complexities of the site configuration and ownership, as well as other site development issues,
became clear to the subcommittee, the group concluded that they did not have enough information to
recommend purchasing the site, and that their recommendations would be conditional: given the RMC
Board’s announced intent to purchase the property. If RMC does decide to acquire the property (following
the app