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SUBJECT: Staff Recommendation on Port of Los Angeles Port Master Plan Amendment 
No. 21 [ (1) Deepening of the Main Channel, Inner Harbor Turning Basin, 
West Basin, East Basin, East Basin Channel, North Channel, Cerritos 
Channel, and selected container berths (100-102, 121-131, 136-147,206-
209, 212-221, and 226·236), from the current -50 feet MLLW depth to -53 
feet; (2) a 40-acre landfill at Pier 300; (3) dispose 4.7 million cubic yards of 
clean dredged material at the Pier 400 submerged storage site; (4) 43 acre 
landfill in the Southwest Slip and 1.3 acre fill for the constructiof"' ···fa 200-
foot container wharf extension at Berth 1 00; (5) 54-acre expansion of the 
Cabrillo Shallow Water habitat site; and (6) construct the Seaplane Lagoon 
Eelgrass Restoration Area. The land uses for the fill sites at Pier 300 and 
the southwest Slip will be General Cargo and Other (rail yard, roadways, 
utilities, etc.).] For Commission consideration at meeting of May 7·10, 2002. 

SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

Staff recommends the Commission certify the Port of Los Angeles Master Plan 
Amendment No. 21, which would allow: (1) Deepening of the Main Channel, Inner Harbor 
Turning Basin, West Basin, East Basin, East Basin Channel, North Channel, Cerritos 
Channel, and selected container berths (100·102, 121-131, 136-147,206-209,212-221, 
and 226-236), from the current -50 feet MLLW depth to -53 feet; (2) a 40-acre landfill at 
Pier 300; (3) dispose 4. 7 million cubic yards of clean dredged material at the Pier 400 
submerged storage site; ( 4) 43 acre landfill in the Southwest Slip and 1.3 acre fill for the 
construction of a 200-foot container wharf extension at Berth 1 00; (5) 54-acre expansion 
of the Cabrillo Shallow Water habitat site; and (6) construct the Seaplane Lagoon . 
Eci~rass Restoration Area. The land uses for the fill sites at Pier 300 and the Southwest 
Slip will be General Cargo and Other (rail yard, roadways, utilities, etc.). The staff 
recommends that the Commission find that the proposed amendment conforms with and 
carries out the port development, water quality, and marine resource policies of Chapter 8 
of the Coastal Act. 
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I. Port Master Plan Amendment Procedure. Section 30716(a) a~~ California Code of • 
Regulations, Title 14 Section 13636 call for port master plan amendments to be certified in 
the same manner as provided in Section 30714 of the Coastal Act for certification of port 
master plans. Section 13628 of the regulations states that upon the determination of the 
Executive Director that the master plan amendment and accompanying materials required 
by Section 13628(a) are sufficient, the master plan amendment shall be deemed 
submitted to the Commission for purposes of Section 30714 of the Coastal Act. The 
subject amendment was deemed submitted on March 11, 2002. Within 90 days (June 9, 
2002) of this submittal date, the Commission, after public hearing, shall certify or reject the 
amendment, in whole or in part. The Commission may not modify the amendment as a 
condition of certification. If the Commission fails to take action on the amendment 
submittal within the 90-da:,- period, without a waiver of the time period by !he applicant, the 
proposed amendment is deemed certified. 

Section 30714 also states that the Commission shall certify the amendment if the 
Commission finds both that: 

1. The certified portions of the amendment conform with and carry out the policies 
of Chapter 8 of the Coastal Act. 

2. Where the amendment provides for development listed as appealable in Section 
30715, such develc;:,ment is in conformity with all the policies of Chapter 3 of the • 
Act. 

The proposed amendment provides for: (1) Deepening of the Main Channel, Inner Harbor 
Turning Basin, West Basin, East Basin, East Basin Channel, North Channel, Cerritos 
Channel, and selected container berths (100-102, 121-131, 136-147,206-209,212-221, 
and 226-236), from the current -50 feet MLLW depth to -53 feet; (2) dispose 4.7 million 
cubic yards of clean dredged material at the Pier 400 submerged storage site; (3) 43-acre 
landfill in the Southwest Slip and 1.3-acre fill for the construction of a 200-foot container 
wharf extension at Berth 1 00; (4) construct the Seaplane Lagoon Eelgrass Restoration 
Area. The land uses for the ~:!1 sites at Pier 300 and the Southwr-st Slip will be General 
Cargo and Other (rail yard, roadways, utilities, etc.). 

The proposed amendment does not include appealable development under Section 
30715. Therefore, the sole standard of review would, thus, be the policies of Chapter 8 . 

• 



.. 

• 

• 
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STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

The staff recommends the Commission adopt the following resolution: 

MOTION: I move that the Commission certify the Port of Los Angeles 
Port Master Plan Amendment No. 21. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION OF CERTIFICATION: 

Staff recommends a YES vote. Passage of this motion will result in certification of the 
Port Master Plan Amendment and adoption of the following resolution and findings. The 
motion to certify passes only upon an affirmative vote of a majority of the Commissioners 
present. 

RESOLUTION TO CERTIFY PORT MASTER PLAN AMENDMENT: 

The Commission hereby certifies the Port of Los Angeles Master Plan Amendment No. 21 
and adopts the findings set forth below on grounds that the amendment is consistent with 
Chapter 8 of the Coastal Act. Certification of the amendment complies with the California 
Environmental Quality Act because either 1) feasible mitigation measures and/or 
alternatives have been incorporated to substantially lessen any significant adverse effects 
of the amendment on the environment, or 2) there are no further feasible alternatives and 
mitigation measures that would substantially lessen any significant adverse impacts on the 
environment that will result from certification of the port master plan amendment. 

Ill. FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS 

The Commission finds and declares as follows: 

A. Previous Commission Port Master Plan Action. 

The Commiss:on certified the Pc.t cf Los Angeles Port Master Plan on March 19, 1980, 
and April 15, 1980. The Commission has reviewed nineteen amendments to the master 
plan since that d.:::te, most recer.~ly i;-. May 1998. (Amendment No. 20 was initially being 
processed by the Port; however, due to changed circumstances, the Port did not complete 
the processing of the amendment). · 

In March 1997, the Commission approved Coastal Development Permit 5-96-163 (Port of 
Los Angeles) for deepening to -50 feet MLLW a 3,800 foot long section of the Main 
Channel, extending from the S.P. Slip north to Berths 84 and 234 (see Exhibit No. 19). 
The Port ~ubmitted a coastal development permit application to the Commission for the 
proposed channel deepening because the project was not listed in the port master plan. 
Subsequently, in June 1998, the Commission approved amendment No. 19 for deepening 
the Main Channel, Inner Harbor Turning Basin, West Basin, East Basin, East Basin 
Channel, and selected container berths from -45 feet mean lower low water (MLLW) to-



Port of Los Angeles Port Master Plan Amendment No. 21 
Page 4 of 30 

• 

50 feet MLLW; and designating two dredged material borrow and disposal sites (an • 
approximately 50-acre site located in the Main Channel just inside Angel's Gate; and an 
approximately 60-acre site located southeast of Pier 400) as allowable in-water use in the 
outer harbor in order to manage the handling of dredged material from the proposed Main 
Channel Deepening Project and the under-construction Pier 400/Deep Draft Navigation 
Project. 

In addition to amendment No. 19, the Commission has previously approved port master 
plan amendments Nos. 12, 13, 15, and 17 for construction of the Port of Los Angeles 
Deep Draft Navigation Improvement (DONI), which includes channel deepening, landfill 
and terminal construction, and mitigation measures for impacts to marine habitat. 

A consistency determination (CD-006-02) for the development proposed under PMPA No. 
21 has been submitted to the Commission and is currently scheduled to be heard by the 
Commission at its May 2002 meeting. 

B. Contents of Port Master Plan Amendments. 

Section 30716(a) of the Coastal Act and California Code of Regulations Title 14, 
Section 13656 call for Port Master Plan Amendments to be certified in the same 
manner as port master plans. Section 30711 of the Coastal Act provides, in part, that 
a port master plan shall include all the following: 

1. The proposed uses of land and water, where known. 

2. The proposed design and location of port land areas, water areas, berthing, and 
navigation ways and systems intended to seNe commercial traffic within the area of 
jurisdiction of the port governing body. 

3. An estimate of the effect of development on habitat areas and the marine 
environment, a review of existing water quality, habitat areas, and quantitative and 
qualitative biological inventories, and proposals to minimize and mitigate any 
substantial adverse impacts. 

4. Proposed projects listed as appealable in Section 30715 in sufficient detail to 
determine their consistency with the policies of Chapter 3 (commencing with 
Section 30200) of this division. 

5. Provisions for adequate public hearings and public participation in port planning 
and development decisions. 

The Commission finds that the proposed Port Master Plan Amendment conforms with the 
provisions of Section 30711 of the Coastal Act. There are aaequate details in the Port 
Master Plan Amendment submittal and associated materials for the Commission to make 

• 

• 
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• a determination of the proposed amendment's consistency with Chapter 8 policies of the 
Coastal Act. 

• 

• 

The draft Port Master Plan Amendment and draft EIR were approved for public distribution 
by the Board of Harbor Commissioners on December 12, 2001. Written comments were 
solicited and a public hearing on the draft amendment was held during the January 23, 
2002, Board of Harbor Commissioners meeting. On February 13, 2002, the Board of 
Harbor Commissioners approved the amendment for submittal to the Coastal 
Commission. 

C. Appealable Development. 

In determining the standard of review for the proposed master plan amendment, Section 
30714 of the Coastal Act provides guidance and states in part that: 

The Commission shall certify the plan, or portion of the plan, if the Commission 
finds both of the following: 

(a) The master plan, or certified portions thereof, conforms with and carries out the 
policies of this chapter. 

(b) Where a master plan, or certified portions thereof, provide for any of the 
developments listed as appealable in Section 30715, the development or 
developments are in conformity with all policies of Chapter 3 (commencing with 
Section 30200). 

Section 30715(a) of the Coastal Act provides, in part, that: 

(a) .. . After a port master plan or any portion thereof has been certified, ... approvals 
of any of the following categories of development by the port governing body may 
be appealed to the commission: 

(1) Developments for the storage, transmission, and processing of liquefied natural 
gas and crude oil in such quantities as would have a significant impact upon the oil 
and gas supply of the state or nation or both the state and nation. A development 
which has a significant impact shall be defined in the master plans. 

(2) Waste water treatment facilities, except for those facilities which process waste 
water discharged incidental to normal port activities or by vessels. 

(3) Roads or highways which are not principally for internal circulation within the 
port boundaries. 

(4) Office and residential buildings not principally devoted to the administration of 
activities within the port; hotels, motels, and shopping facilities not principally 
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devoted to the sale of commercial goods utilized for water-oriented purposes; • 
commercial fishing facilities; and recreational small craft marina related facilities. 

(5) Oil refineries. 

(6) Petrochemical production plants .... 

The port's plan amendment does not provide for development listed as appealable in 
Section 30715(a). Therefore, the standard of review for the proposed amendment is 
Chapter 8 of the Coastal Act. 

D. Summary of Proposed Plan Amendment. 

The Port of Los Angeles proposes to amend its port master plan by obtaining Commission 
certification of the following: 

• Deepening of Main Channel, Inner Harbor Turning Basin, West Basin, East Basin, 
East Basin Channel, North Channel, Cerritos Channel, and selected container 
berths (100-102, 121-131, 136-147,206-209,212-221, and 226-236), from the 
current -50 feet MLLW depth to -53 feet. 

• Construction and use of the proposed Pier 400 Submerged Storage Site to allow in- • 
bay disposal of approximately 4.7 million cubic yards (mcy) of clean dredged 
material; 2.9 mcy would come from channel dredging and 1.8 mcy would come 
from excess Pier 400 landfill surcharge material; 

• 43-acre fill of Southwest Slip, measured at +15' MLLW and placing all 
contaminated materials within the West Fill section of this site and 2 acre landfill at 
the south end of Berth 100. 

• Construct the Seaplane Lagoon Eelgrass Restoration Area north of the Pier 300 
landfill. 

The following is a breakdown of the project's dredge and fill volumes: 

Total volume dredged: 8.0 million cubic yards (mcy) 

Disposal locations of dredged material: 

Pier 300 Landfill 
Southwest Slip Landfill 
Berth 1 00 Landfill 
Cabrillo SWH Expansion 

1.6 mcy 
1.5 mcy 
0.9 mcy 
1.0 mcy • 



• 

• 

• 

Port of Los Angeles Port Master Plan Amendment No. 21 
Page 7 of 30 

Pier 300 Eelgrass Site 
Pier 400 Submerged Fill 
TOTAL 

0.1 mcy 
2.9 mcy* 
8.0 mcy 

*Note: In addition, 1.8 mcy of excess Pier 400 landfill surcharge material 
(clean sediment dredged in an earlier stage of the POLA navigation 
improvement project and used to compact and stabilize the Pier 400 landfill) 
will be removed from the northwest quadrant of the Pier 400 landfill and 
placed at the Pier 400 submerged fill storage site, bringing the total volume 
placed at this location to 4.7 mcy. 

The Port further describes the development under the amendment as follows: 

Pier 300 Expansion Site. Disposal at the Pier 300 Expansion Site will create 40 
surface acres of land adjacent to the existing American President Lines terminal and 
will be incorporated into their existing container operations. The proposed 
configuration will allow for the development of an additional berth and provide 
back/and for that berth as well as an adjacent existing berth. 

Southwest Slip Fill Site. Disposal at this site will produce approximately 43 acres of 
land in and adjacent to the Southwest Slip. Additionally, a 1.3 acre fill associated with 
the construction of a 200-foot container wharf extension at Berth 100 will be 
developed. This new land would be used for back/and container operations of the 
planned China Shipping terminal ... 

Cabrillo Shallow Water Habitat Expansion Site. This submerged site would expand 
the existing permanent Cabrillo Shallow Water habitat by approximately 54 acres. 
The fill would consist of clean, non-structural-quality dredge material with a sand cap. 
The material would be supported by a new submerged dike on the north side and by 
the existing Permanent Cabri/lo Shallow Water habitat submerged dike on the east 
side. On the west and south sides, the material would be sloped down from its 
submerged elevation of -15 feet MLLW to -20 feet MLLW. Construction of this 
expansion site creates increased habitat value for inclusion in the Port's Outer Harbor 
Mitigation Bank and would cap existing contaminated surface sediments present at 
this location. 

Pier 400 Submerged Material Storage Site. This submerged site is being made part 
of the proposed amendment in order to eliminate the need for ocean disposal of any 
dredged material. This site, which has been fully assessed in the SEIS/SEIR, will 
include the construction of a submerged dike and storage area to -15 feet MLLW. 
Approximately 4. 7 million cubic yards (mcy) of material will be placed in this site, 2.9 
mcy or dredge material from the channel deepening and approximately 1.8 mcy of 
Pier 400 excess surcharge material. [The Terminal Island Treatment Plant outfall will 
not be impacted by this project] . 
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The length of the Norlh channel dredge area extends form the Norlh Turning Basin • 
on the west to the Pier 400 transportation corridor on the east. The North Channel is 
to be dredged to -53 feet, including the Pier 300 berlhs and the norlh edge of the 
North Channel extending eastward from the Pier 300 berlhs. The Pier 400 berlhs are 
to be dredged to -55 feet, which will provide additional sediments needed to meet 
previous environmental commitments to fill the North Turning basin Borrow Pit. 

The project site is located within the Main Channel, Inner Harbor Turning Basin, West 
Basin, East Basin, East Basin Channel, North Channel, Cerritos Channel, berths 100-102, 
121-131, 136-147,206-209,212-221, and 226-236, Pier 300; Southwest Slip; Cabrillo 
Shallow Water Habitat, and Pier 400; in the Port of los Angeles (see Exhibit No. 2). 

The uses permitted at the Pier 300 fill site would be General Cargo and Other (rail yard, 
roadways, utilities, etc.) which are the Port Master Plan use designations that permit 
container and container support operations. The permitted land uses for 35 of the 
approximately 43-acre fill at the Southwest Slip and the 1.3 acre fill behind the wharf at Berth 
100 in the West Basin include General Cargo and Other. The remaining eight acres 
associated with the Southwest Slip fill will be restricted to the "Other" land use designation. 

The filling of the various areas allowed under this amendment would result in the loss of 
deep-water marine habitat in the Port's inner harbor area. The loss of marine habitat 
would be unavoidable since the project is infeasible without the landfill. To compensate • 
for the loss of marine resources, the Port intends to apply mitigation credits from the 
Harbor landfill Mitigation Credit Account and/or the port's Bolsa Chica mitigation account. 
Impacts to marine resources are discussed in Section E. 3 and 4, below. 

E. Conformance with the Coastal Act. 

In order for the Commission to certify the proposed amendment, the Commission must 
determine that the amendment conforms to the following Chapter 8 policies of the Coastal 
Act. The following sections discuss the proposed development and its conformance with 
the applicable Chapter 8 policies. 

1. Allowable Development 

Section 30705 of the Coastal Act states: 

(a) Water areas may be diked, filled, or dredged when consistent with a certified 
port master plan only for the following: 

(1) Such construction, deepening, widening, lengthening, or maintenance of ship 
channel approaches, ship channels, fuming basins, berthing areas, and facilities as 
are required for the safety and the accommodation of commerce and vessels to be 
served by port facilities. • 
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• (2) New or expanded facilities or waterfront land for port-related facilitie::;. 

• 

• 

(3) New or expanded commercial fishing facilities or recreational boating facilities. 

(4) Incidental public seNice purposes, including, but not limited to, burying cables 
or pipes or inspection of piers and maintenance of existing intake and outfall lines. 

(5) Mineral extraction, including sand for restoring beaches, except in biologically 
sensitive areas. 

(6) Restoration purposes or creation of new habitat areas. 

(7) Nature study, maricu/ture, or similar resource-dependent activities. 

(8) Minor fill for improving shoreline appearance or public access to the water. 

The Port Master Plan states that the objective of the plan is to: 

.. . consistently develop, expand, alter the port in both the short-term period and 
long-range period for purposes of commerce, navigation, fisheries, port-dependent 
activities and general public recreation. .. 

The amendment will allow for the deepening of the Inner Harbor Channels, North Channel 
and selected berths to -53 feet, from certified depths of -50 feet. The amendment also 
provides for the creation of new landfills where structurally suitable dredge material will be 
deposited. The deepening of the channels will allow the port to accommodate the new 
generation of container vessels that have larger drafts (47.6 feet). 

The new landfill sites are located adjacent to existing container terminals and the 
proposed land use designations for the landfills will allow those terminals to expand their 
operations. As a result, the amendment will minimize or eliminate the necessity ;or future 
dredging and filling in new areas of the state. Moreover, the additional submerged fill at 
the Cabrillo Shallow Water Habitat will expand the habitat by approximately s..; acres; and 
fill at the Seaplane Lagoon will create a shallow water habitat for an Eelgrass restoration 
area. 

The proposal to store approximately 4.7 million cubic yards (mcy) of clean dredged 
material at a diked, 125-acre footprint adjacent to the southeast corner of the Pier 400 
landfill is a concept similar (but not identical) to dredged material storage projects 
undertaken in the Port of Long Beach. POLB master plan amendment No. 11 (certified by 
the Commission in May 1998) provided for the following: 

Temporary storage or permanent disposal of clean dredged material from Port of Long 
Beach development projects, deemed suitable for unconfined aquatic disposal and 
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unsuitable for beach r&plenishment, at existing deepwater borr:::-.v sites in the • 
Southwest Harbor Planning District up to an elevation approximately -40 to -45 feet 
MLLW .. 

The POLB estimated that the combined capacity of the two sites (220 acres total) was 
approximately five million cubic yards. Dredged material storage and reuse is now 
occurring. In 1999, the Port of Long Beach placed 3.1 mcy of clean dredged material from 
the Queen's Gate channel deepening project into the outer harbor borrow pit. In 2000, 
approximately 1.4 mcy were removed from the pit for use in the port's Navy Mole landfill. 
Later that same year, 25,000 cubic yards of dredged material was deposited in the borrow 
pit (staff communication, POLB planning department, Apri12002). 

The proposed amendment to allow the Port to construct the Pier 400 submerged storage 
site differs from the referenced POLB project in that the latter involved filling two existing 
borrow·pits and an area between the pits, while the former involves constructing rock dikes 
to contain dredged material up against the Pier 400 landfill and raising the elevation of the 
harbor floor from -30 to -40 feet MLLW up to -15 feet MLLW, with eventual settlement to 
-20 feet MLLW. In both instances, however, the projects allow for dredging, removal, and 
reuse of the sediments placed at the storage sites. 

The Commission, therefore, finds that the proposed dredging and landfills, for the 
accommodation of comm.;.·ce and vessels to be served by port facilities, is for port-related • 
facilities and creation of habitat areas, and is allowable under Section 30705(a). 

2. Project Need. 

Section 30701 of the Coastal Act states: 

The Legislature finds and declares that: 

(a) The ports of the State of California, including the Humboldt Bay Harbor, 
Recreation, and Cons&, vation District, constitute one of the state's primary economic 
and coastal resources and are an essential element of the national maritime 
industry. 

(b) The location of the commercial port districts within the State of California, 
including the Humboldt Bay Harbor, Recreation, and Conservation District, are well 
established, and for many years such areas have been devoted to transportation 
and commercial, industrial, and manufacturing uses consistent with federal, state 
and local regulations. Coastal planning requires no change in the number or 
location of the established commercial port districts. E.visting ports, including the 
Humboldt Bay Harbor, Recreation, and Conservation District. shall be encouraged to 
modernize and construct necessary facilities within th3ir boundar: as in order to 
minimize or eliminate the necessity for future dredging and filling to create new ports • 
in new areas of the state. 
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Section 30706 of the Coastal Act states: 

In addition to the other provisions of this chapter, the policies contained in this 
section shall govern filling seaward of the mean high tide line within the jurisdiction of 
ports: 

(a) The water area to be filled shall be the minimum necessary to achieve the 
purpose of the fill. 

The Coastal Act policies require that any approved landfill be the minimum necessary in 
order to achieve the purpose of the project. In this regard, the Commission has required 
that the port demonstrate the need for any proposed landfill through the use of a well­
documented and conservative approach to justify the requested landfill acreage. 

As stated by the Port, the purpose of the amendment is to create deeper channels and 
berths to accommodate larger container vessels, develop additional land for container 
handling activities to improve terminal efficiency and to expand submerged habitat in the 
harbor as mitigation for the land creation. The proposed project amendment would allow 
filling approximately 258 net acres of water surface within the Port. The landfills will allow 
expansion of marine terminals, creation of shallow water habitat, and allow the storage of 
fill material within a submerged storage site for future landfill projects. The Port states 
that: 

The new landfill sites are located adjacent to existing container terminals and the 
proposed land use designations for the fills will allow those terminals to expand 
their operations. As a result, this project will minimize or eliminate the necessity for 
future dredging and filling in new areas of the state. 

The Port has indicated that the Port of Los Angeles handled 4.99 million TEUs {twenty­
foot equivalent units) in fiscal year 2002, an increase of 137 percent from fiscal year 1990. 
Forecasts pr::..ject that the port w:ll .::ontinue to experience significant growth as overall 
trade with Asia grows, primarily due to trade with China, and the port's rail operations 
enter a new pha::;e with the con·.pJet;on of the Alameda Corridor Transportation Project. 
According to forecasts, by the year 2020, cargo throughput at the San Pedro Bay ports is 
estimated to exceed 12 million TEUs, more than tripling current cargo flows (Mercer/OR! 
1998). 

For the Port to accommodate this increasing flow of international cargo, additional cargo 
handling facilities are necessary. Additional cargo handling capacity is typically created 
through e'<pansion of existing facilities, or construction of new facilities on available land or 
new landfill sites. Where possible, the Port has acquired private land areas within the 
Harbor District and surrounding area to accommodate the construction of new facilities on 
existing land area . 
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Without a major landfill, the Port is attempting to increase the operating efficiencies within 
the Port by reuse of existing parcels of land and minor land fills. In addition, the Port has 
administered a policy of consolidating ancillary uses and oil operations located throughout 
the Harbor District to allow expansion of existing marine terminals. The Port has also 
been constructing on-dock and near-dock rail yards and other rail related infrastructure 
improvements to limit congestion and improve the movement of cargo through the 
terminals and the Port. As available land areas within the San Pedro Harbor District are 
developed for marine cargo terminal purposes, landfill projects, such as those that would be 
allowed by this amendment, will postpone the need for future major landfill expansion 
projects within the Port or other areas of the State. 

The proposed landfill is the minimum necessary to expand the existing terminals and 
increase operating efficiencies within the existing port. The Commission, therefore, finds, 
that the proposed dredging and landfill will be the minimum necessary in order to achieve 
the purpose of the project, will provide additional area for a high priority port use and will · 
be consistent with Section 30701 (a) and (b) and 30706(a) of the Coastal Act. 
Furthermore, the Commission also finds that the use of dredged sediments as landfill for 
the project rather than ocean disposal conforms with Section 30708(d), which states in 
part that port-related development shall provide for other beneficial uses consistent with 
public trust. The Commission and other state and federal regulatory agencies that review 
port development and expansion in southern California consistently urge the Port of Los 
Angeles (and other ports and agencies that dredge in coastal waters) to pursue 
alternatives to ocean dumping. · 

3. Water Quality 

Section 30705 of the Coastal Act provides in part that: 

(c) Dredging shall be planned, scheduled, and carried out to minimize disruption to 
fish and bird breeding and migrations, marine habitats, and water circulation. 
Bottom sediments or sediment elutriate shall be analyzed for toxicants prior to 
dredging or mining, and where water quality standards are met, dredge spoils may 
be deposited in open coa~tal water sites designated to minimize potential adverse 
impacts on marine organisms, or in confined coastal waters designated as fill sites 
by the master plan where such spoil can be isolated and contained, or in fill basins 
on upland sites. Dredge material shall not be transported from coastal waters into 
estuarine or fresh water areas for disposal. 

(d) For water areas to be diked, filled, or dredged, the commission shall balance 
and consider socioeconomic and environmental factors. 

• 

• 

• 
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• Section 30706 of the Coastal Act provides in part that: 

• 

• 

In addition to the other provisions of this chapter, the policies contained in this 
section shall govern filling seaward of the mean high tide line within the jurisdiction 
of ports: 

(a) The water area to be filled shall be the minimum necessary to achieve the 
purpose of the fill. 

(b) The nature, location, and extent of any fill, including the disposal of dredge 
spoils within an area designated for fill, shall minimize harmful effects to coastal 
resources, such as water quality, fish or wildlife resources, recreational 
resources, or sand transport systems, and shall minimize reductions of the 
volume, surface area, or circulation of water . ... 

Section 30708 of the Coastal Act provides in part that: 

All port-related developments shall be located, designed, and constructed so as to: 

(a) Minimize substantial adverse environmental impacts . 

(d) Provide for other beneficial uses consistent with the public trust, including, 
but not limited to, recreation and wildlife habitat uses, to the extent feasible . ... 

Water quality issues associated with development under this amendment are examined in 
this staff report from two perspectives: (1) water quality protection measures associated 
with project construction; and (2) analysis of the water quality-related reports (sediment 
disposal decisions, circulation and water quality modeling, and post-project water quality 
monitoring). 

a) Water Quality protection measures 

The associated EIS/EIER documented the e>..isting water quality conditions in the Port of 
Los Angeles, and examined the potential project impacts and proposed mitigation 
measures for the Channel Deepening Project. Those documents are incorporated by 
reference into this report. 

Water quality would be affected during dredge and fill operations, due primarily to 
increases in turbidity, decreases in dissolved oxygen, increases in nutrients, and increases 
in contaminants in the immediate vicinity of operations. These localized water column 
impacts will in turn affect fish and marine birds in the pr0ject area. However, any adverse 
effects will be limited due to the nature of the dredged materials, the short-term nature of 
the water column changes, and the ability of fish and birds to avoid the turbidity plumes 
generated by project operations. 
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In addition, the expanded landfill in the Southwest Slip will cap existing contaminated • 
sediments, prevent resuspension of the contaminated sediments, and prevent release of 
contaminants into the water column. Dredging of approximately 650,000 cubic yards of 
contaminated sediments {from four sites in the Main Channel, West Basin, Southwest 
Slip, and Berth 100) and their placement in the Southwest Slip landfill will provide 
significant, long-term water quality benefits in the Port of Los Angeles. 

The development proposed under this amendment would be subject to Federal and State 
water quality protection measures, including: 

A Section 401 (of the Clean Water Act) Certification from the RWQCB for dredging 
and filling activities that contains conditions including standard Waste Discharge 
Requirements (WDR). 

Monitoring to ensure that return water flow from disposal of dredge material behind 
landfill dikes meets RWQCB requirements for settleable solids and toxic pollutants. 

Contaminated sediments will be placed and confined in the in-harbor disposal site in 
such a manner that the contaminants cannot enter harbor waters after the fill is 
complete. 

The amendment further addresses water quality protection measures for the project 
construction activities, as follows: 

Additionally, the Port of Los Angeles is subject to the requirements of the Los Angeles 
County Storm Water Permit for operation of Port facilities and the Construction 
Activities Storm Water General Permit for Port construction activities. The Port is 
actively involved in ensuring compliance with these NPDES permits, including (1) 
participation by various Port divisions in storm drain maintenance activities, street 
sweeping, implementation of BMPs, spill response activities, etc., (2) ongoing 
participation in various City-wide and regional task forces (including the Dominguez 
Channel Watershed Advisory Committee, the LA Region Contaminated Sediment 
Task Force) to facilitate interagency coordination and remain current on applicable 
storm water regulations and activities, (3) periodic training of Port employees, 
contractors and tenants to ensure compliance, (4) development of guidance 
documents for use by Port employees, contractors and tenants to ensure permit 
compliance, (5) inspection of construction sites by Port inspectors to ensure 
compliance with construction BMPs, (6) application of the recently adopted SUSMP 
criteria in the design of Port facilities to capture and treat the first 0. 75 inches of rainfall 
from storm events, and (7) active participation in various studies to support Total 
Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) development in the harbor are: .:J, including the 
Dominguez Channel. 

• 

Port tenants are subject to regulation under the Industrial Activities Storm Water • 
General Permit and are required to file a Notice of Intent if warranted based on the 
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nature of their operations. The Port has taken a proactive approach in assisting 
tenants with their stormwater permit compliance by developing and providing Port 
tenants with model SWPPP documents oriented towards the various types of 
industrial uses within the Port. 

Extensive water quality monitoring conducted during the Pier 400 Deep Draft Navigation 
Improvement Project (CD-050-00), including the dredging and disposal of sediments of 
similar physical, chemical, and locational characteristics when compared to sediments 
proposed for dredging under the proposed amendment, failed to detect any significant, 
adverse, long-term impacts to water quality in the outer harbor as a result of dredging or 
disposal activities, and none are anticipated for the similar inner and outer harbor 
operations associated with development under the proposed amendment. 

b) Water Quality Reports 

The following sediment and water quality related reports have been prepared for project: 

• Final design decisions on the disposal location for contaminated and clean sediments. 

• Final EPA review of sediment test results. 

• Review by the Contaminated Sediments Task Force of the proposed disposal of 
contaminated sediments. 

• Results of modeling by the Corps of potential circulation changes, and the inferred 
water quality effects, in harbor waters between Cabrillo Beach and the Main Channel 
from four Cabrillo Shallow Water Habitat development scenarios. 

• A post-project water quality monitoring program for harbor waters between Cabrillo 
Beach and the Main Channel. 

Analysis of these submittals is provided below: 

(1) Final Design Decisions on Sediment Disposal. The proposed development 
under this amendment would allow the placement of 650,000 cubic yards of contaminated 
sediments inside a 25-acre confined disposal facility located inside the west landfill in the · 
Southwest Slip, and to place 4.7 mcy of clean sediments (2.9 mcy from proposed channel 
deepening and 1.8 mcy from excess surcharge material from Pier 400) at the Pier 400 
submerged fill site (Exhibit No. 2). No dredged material will be disposed at either of the 
ocean disposal sites. The rationale for selection of the proposed Pier 400 submerged fill 
site is exam;. led in Section E.1. 

The Corps' Review of Chemical and Biological Data on Sediments for the Channel 
Deepening Project. Port of Los Angeles (January 2002) collects and presents sediment 
testing results for all of the sediments involved in the Channel Deepening Project. The 
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report identifies those dredged sediments that are suitable and unsuitable for unconfined • 
aquatic disposal. The Summary Report from that document is provided in Exhibit No. 10 
of this report. 

The Corps' Draft Contaminated Sediment Management Plan (CSMP) (January 2002) 
describes in detail the plans for dredging and disposal of the project's contaminated 
sediments. The document states that: 

The reclamation at the Southwest Slip West Fill is part of the development for a new 
container terminal in the West Basin . .. The site features two deep depressions inside 
the area designated for reclamation. These depressions, also identified as tubs, are 
approximately to -50 feet MLL W. 

The dimensions of the CDF [confined disposal facility] have now been determined by 
the boundaries on the north side (LACFC Channel), the west and south side (existing 
landfill limits) and on the east side by locating the rock dike at a position where 
maximum use is made of one tub, as well as placing most material from FM-1, Berth 
100 South Extension, and the Southwest Slip dike foundations and ba_sin dredging 
below an elevaton of approximately -12 feet MLL W. 

Additional information on the proposed dredging and disposal of contaminated sediments • 
contained in the CSMP is provided in Exhibit No. 11 of this report. 

The CSMP also includes water quality monitoring protocols for contaminated sediment 
dredging and disposal operations (Exhibit No. 12). The monitoring plan states that "for 
every item where the [monitoring] requirements are not met, the discharger shall submit a 
statement of actions undertaken or proposed which will bring the discharge into full 
compliance with requirements at the earliest time and submit a timetable for correction." 

(2) Final EPA Review of Dredged Sediment Test Results. Exhibit No. 13 is the 
February 20, 2002, suitability concurrence memorandum from EPA to the Corps. This 
document reviews the Corps' suitability determination for all of the proposed dredged 
materials, including contaminated sediments and materials suitable for unconfined aquatic 
disposal. The memo confirms the suitability concurrences previously made by EPA for 
dredged materials evaluated in the POLA Main Channel Deepening Project, and provides 
concurrence on the Corps suitability determinations for the development proposed under 
this amendment. 

(3) Contaminated Sediment Task Force Review. Review by the Los Angeles Region 
Contaminated Sediments Task Force of the proposed disposal of project contaminated 
sediments. The Task Force's Advisory Committee (AC), comprised of one representative 
each from U.S. EPA, California Regional Water Quality Control Board- Los Angeles 
Region, California Department of Fish and Game, California Coastal Commission, and the • 
environmental group Heal the Bay, held four meetings to review the Channel Deepening 
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• P. vject in late 2001 and early 2002 with representatives from the Corps of Engineers and 
the Port of Los Angeles. Members of the Advisory Committee were also provided copies 
of the Corps' Draft Contaminated Sediments Management Plan. Exhibit No. 14 is the April 
9, 2002, Port of Los Angeles Channel Deepening Project- Final Contaminated Sediments 
Task Force Advisory Committee Memo. The memo states in part that: 

• 

• 

This memo is intended to serve as a record of comments provided by the AC during 
the meetings and to document project modifications made in response to comments of 
the AC. It is a/so a record of key points of agreement regarding dredging and disposal 
of contaminated sediments, and any areas of continuing disagreement. 

Regarding the proposed placement of contaminated sediments in the Southwdst Slip west 
landfill, the memo states that: 

The design presented in the Contaminated Sediments Management Plan (CSMP) 
expanded the West Fill from 15 to 23 acres in place of the previously proposed CAD 
[confined aquatic disposal site]. This design met the requirements to contain all 
sediments unsuitable for ocean disposal, avoid navigational impacts to the liquid bulk 
terminal, and provided an alternative to placing a CAD site in the harbor. 

The design alternative for the Southwest Slip Fill Site as presented in the CSMP was 
determined to be the most desirable option by members of the AC . 

The memo also includes discussion of other elements of the Channel Deepening Project, 
including the Pier 400 Submerged Storage Site, Malaga mudstone dredged materials, and 
water quality monitoring. The Advisory Committee recommendation on the Pier 400 
project element is more appropriately examined in Section 3 this report. 

Regarding the suitability of dredged Malaga mudstone for unconfined aquatic disposal, the 
Advisory Committee memo states that: 

Formation materials in the channel entrance are classified as Malaga mudscv,1e. 
These materials were initially proposed to be placed offshore at the LA-3 ocean 
disposal site in the September 2000 EA. The AC voiced dissenting opiniuns on this 
issue. Members from the US EPA, and the LARWQCB disagreed with this option, 
preferring to see the surplus material kept within the port for future reuse. A proposal 
to place the Malaga mudstone within the Cabrillo Shallow Water Habitat Expansion 
(CSWHE) was made. However, as design proceeded it quickly became clear that 
there would not be sufficient volume within the CSWHE to contain all of the Malaga 
mudstone that required dredging and disposal as part of the proposed project. To 
address this, the area directly south of Pier 400 was proposed as a temporary 
sediment storage site for sediments that otherwise would be disposed of at the LA-3 
vcean disposal site. The design of the Pier 400 Submerged Storage Site places the 
Malaga mudstone in the bottom of the site, to be overlain by fine-grained sediments 
removed from the Main Channel. The Malaga mudstone is low in organic carbon and 
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would serve as a poor substrate for recolonization by benthic ;."~an isms. The Main • 
Channel sediments are much higher in organic carbon and would be more easily and 
quickly recolonized following completion of construction. 

The location of Malaga mudstone in a temporary submerged storage site as described 
above was acceptable to the AC members representing the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (US EPA), the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board 
(LARWQCB), the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) and the California 
Coastal Commission (CCC). The AC member representing Heal the Bay did not 
support this option. 

Although Malaga mudstone materials were determined to be suitable for ocean 
disposal by the Corp:, with the U.S. EPA concurring, and have pre'.'!'Jusly been 
dredged and disposed of within the Outer Harbor and at the LA-2 ocean disposal site, 
they contain naturally occurring elevated levels of metals. It is the position of most of 
the members of the AC that Malaga mudstone is suitable for unconfined ocean · 
disposal and that the naturally occurring metals do not represent a threat to the 
environment. Further, covering the Malaga mudstone with Main Channel sediments 
will provide additional seclusion from the benthic environment. It is Heal the Bay's 
position that the Malaga mudstone should undergo bioassay testing prior to any 
dredging or disposal of these sediments. 

Regarding the suitability a~ the project water quality monitoring plan, tht; Advisory 
Committee memo states that: 

The CSMP contained a proposed water quality monitoring plan. One recommendation 
proposed by the AC was made to the monitoring plan. The water-sampling 
requirement will be changed from a one-time event to once per month during dredging 
of sediments unsuitable for ocean disposal. Dredging of sediments suitable for ocean 
disposal would be monitored by the weekly monitoring requirements, but chemical 
analyses of water samples would not be required. It is estimated that it will take 
approximately three months to dredge and dispose of the sediments unsuitable for 
ocean disposal resultin9 .:n a total of three water-sampling e. ants 

All members of the A~ except Heal the Bay found the plan c.cccptable with the 
proposed change. In comments addressed to the AC after the last meeting, they 
expressed the concern that the monitoring plan is not sufficiently defined and a 
contingency plan of BMPs that will be implemented in the event that monitoring 
indicates an exceedance of water quality standards has not been developed. 
Subsequently the POLA is addressing these concerns by providing a more specifically 
defined plan, including contingency BMPs. 

The Advisory Committee of the Los Angeles Region Contaminated Task Force undertook 
and completed its review of the proposed disposal of proje~t contamin3ted sediments. 

• 

The Advisory Committee reviewed the Corps' dredge material suitability determination, • 
EPA's suitability concurrence, and concluded that the proposed placement of all project 
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contaminated st;;diments in the proposed Southwest Slip west landfill was the most 
desirable option for management of those sediments. The Commission concurs with this 
determination and finds that the proposed option is consistent with the water quality and 
marine habitat protection policies of the Coastal Act. 

(4) Modeling of Water Circulation and Quality at Cabrillo Beach. 

A lengthy and detailed technical report, Water Quality and Hydrodynamic Analysis of the 
Cabrillo Beach Shallow Water Habitat {February 2002), by the Corps was completed for 
the development proposed under this amendment. The report describes the four 
modeling scenarios as follows: 

Scenario 1: plan-form geometry and bathymetry of San Pedro Bay as they existed in 
year 2001, except that pre-construction depths are specified in the Cabrillo Shallow 
Water Habitat (CSWH). 

Scenario 2: as-built configuration and depth of the CSWH are included. 

Scenario 3: incorporates the recommended plan for expanding the Port of Los 
Angeles, which includes the proposed expansion of the CSWH. 

Scenario 4: incorporates the recommended plan expansions and also includes an 
opening in the San Pedro Breakwater. 

The utility of these modeling scenarios is then addressed: 

Comparison of modeling results between scenarios 1 and 2 permits assessing the 
impact that the construction of the habitat has had on water circulation and water 
quality, and comparison of modeling results between scenarios 2 and 3 provides 
insight into potential impacts that an expansion may have on water circulation and 
water quality . .. [Scenario 4] investigates whether an exchange in waters between 
the stuJy area and the opt:::n ocean improves water circulation and water quality at 
the inner Cabrillo beach. 

The report includes extensive technical information on hyc'rodynamic testing, 
hydrodynamic modeling of the four scenarios, the water quality model, water quality 
modeling results, and a particle tracker to investigate circulation patterns in the Cabrillo 
Beach and Cabrillo Shallow Water Habitat. 

lastly, the report conclusion states, in part, that based on the modeling results of the four 
scenario~. the following con~lusions were reached: 

1. There are only minor differences between water circulation and water quality 
results for scenarios 1 and 2, indicating that the construction of the habitat had no 
significant impact on waters within 300 ft to 500 ft of the inner Cabrillo Beach. 
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Currents approximately 3000 ft from shore were strengthened as a result of its • 
construction; however, water quality was not impacted within western San Pedro 
Bay. 
2. There are only minor differences between water circulation and water quality 
results for scenarios 2 and 3, indicating that expanding the habitat will have no 
significant impact on water circulation and water quality in western San Pedro Bay. 

3. An opening in the breakwater can have some positive impact on water circulation 
and water quality in western San Pedro Bay. This improvement is attributed to the 
mixing of open-ocean and bay waters. However, the opening had little impact on 
v1aters immediately adjacent to the beach (i.e. in the area used for swimming). 

Scenario 4 was conducted at a "proof-of-concept" level for determining whether an 
opening warrants further study. This study was therefore limited, in terms of 
hydrodynamics, to currents and did not investigate potential impacts imposed by 
waves propagating through the opening and into the open water area east of 
Cabrillo Beach. Although the potential impacts described below have not been 
studied, and are therefore conjecture, an opening in the breakwater leads to several 
issues that should be addressed before giving this option further consideration. 
These issues include breakwater stability, erosion of the harbor bottom (including the 
CSWH), harbor resonance, beach stability/erosion, and public use of beaches and 
their safety. 

The Commission finds that the water circulation {and inferred water quality effects) 
modeling work undertaken by the Corps for the water area between Cabrillo Beach and 
the Main Channel satisfactorily documents that the existing Cabrillo Shallow Water Habitat 
(CSWH) and the proposed westerly expansion of the CSWH (concurred with by the 
Commission in CD-050-00 in July 2002) does not and will not generate significant adverse 
impacts on water circulation or water quality at Cabrillo Beach and adjacent offshore areas 
and is consistent with the water quality and marine habitat protection policies of the 
Coastal Act. 

(5} Post-Project Water Quality Monitoring. 

The Cabrillo Beach Monitoring Plan (March 2002) is attached to this report as Exhibit No. 
15. The Executive Summary states in part that: 

The field monitoring plan is designed to provide an objective assessment of impacts 
from construction of the Cabrillo Shallow Water Habitat Expansion on circulation and 
water quality at inner Cabrillo Beach ... The plan here exceeds [the requirement of 
the CCC for post-construction monitoring of circulation and water quality] by also 
providing for a pre-construction data collection. The pre-construction data set will 
provide a baseline for an objective evaluation of any changed conditions after 
construction. The construction schedule could require up to 24 months. 

• 

• 
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• Data will be collected to supplement the ongoing hydrodynamic and water quality 
measurements by the Corps and local partners. Circulation data include water 
levels, currents, dispersion, and dilution measurements. Water quality data include 
dissolved oxygen, temperature, turbidity, and transparency. The data will be 
supported by environmental and morphologic measurements including atmospheric 
pressure, temperature, wind velocity, and wading-depth beach profiles. Analysis of 
the data and assessment of changed conditions will be reported. 

• 

The Commission finds that the proposed post-project water quality monitoring program for 
the area between Cabrillo Beach and the Main Channel will adequately generate the type 
of technical information needed to confirm or disprove the results of the Corps' water 
circulation modeling results for this area. The commitment to monitor this area for 
potential changes in water quality characteristics as a result of the construction of the 
Cabrillo Shallow Water Habitat westerly expansion provides the Commis.sion with the 
ability to ensure that project components will not over time adversely affect water quality 
and related recreational resources in this area. 

In conclusion, the Commission finds that the development proposed by this amendment 
will generate only minor, short-term effects on water quality and marine resources in the 
Port of Los Angeles. With the proposed mitigation measures outlined in the Draft SEA 
and required through the State and Federal permitting processes, and compliance with 
those standards, the adverse effects on water quality and marine habitat will not be 
significant and the proposed amendment is consistent with Sections 30705, 30706, and 
30708 of the Coastal Act. 

3. Environmentally Sensitive Habitat. 

Section 30705 of the Coastal Act states in part: 

(b) The design and location of new or expanded facilities shall, to the extent 
practicable, take advantage of existing water depths, water circulation, siltation 
patterns, and means available to reduce controllable sedimentation so as to diminish 
the need for future dredging. 

(c) Dredging shall be planned, scheduled, and carried out to minimize 
disruption to fish and bird breeding and migrations, marine habitats, and water 
circulation. Bottom sediments or sediment elutriate shall be analyzed for toxicants 
prior to dredging or mining, and where water quality standards are met, dredge 
spoils may be deposited in open coastal water sites designated to minimize potential 
adverse impacts on marine organisms, or in confined coastal waters designated as 
fill sites by the master plan where such spoil ca,, ue isolated and contained, or in fill 
basins on upland sites. Dredge material shall not be transported from coastal waters 

• into estuarine or fresh water areas for disposal. 
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Section 30706 of the Coastal Act states in part: 

In addition to the other provisions of this chapter, the policies contained in this 
section shall govern filling seaward of the mean high tide line within the jurisdiction of 
ports ... (b) The nature, location, and extent of any fill, including the disposal of 
dredge spoils within an area designated for fill, shall minimize harmful effects to 
coastal resources, such as water quality, fish or wildlife resources, recreational 
resources, or sand transport systems, and shall minimize reductions of the volume, 
surface area, or circulation of water. 

Section 30708 of the Coastal Act states in part: 

All port-related developments shall be located, designed, and constructed so as 
to ... a) Minimize substantial adverse environmental impacts. 

The development proposed by this amendment could potentially affect environmentally 
sensitive marine habitat used by two federally endangered species: the California least 
tern and the California brown pelican. The amendment would allow for additional dredging 
to deepen the East Basin, increasing the size of the Southwest Slip fill from 35 to 43 
acres, and constructing a two-acre fill at the southern end of Berth 100. These inner 
harbor locations are not considered significant foraging areas for terns or pelicans, and 

• 

dredging, filling, and the related turbidity effects that will occur in these areas are not • 
expected to adversely affect either species. Mitigation for the additional ten acres of inner 
harbor landfills will be obtained from existing credits in the port's harbor mitigation account 
and/or the port's Bolsa Chica mitigation account. 

The amendment would also allow two new dredge material disposal sites in the port which 
could affect least tern and brown pelican foraging: the Pier 400 Submerged Storage Site 
and the Seaplane Lagoon Eelgrass Restoration Area. According to information submitted 
by the Port, information on the two sites are as follows: 

Pier 400 Submerged Storage Site. It is anticipated that the overall area supports an 
infaunal community characteristic of the Outer Harbor. Use of the site as a disposal 
site will bury any organisms present in the pit. Colonization of the disposal site after 
disposal will occur as organisms along the edges migrated inward and as larvae 
settled from the water column. The species of larvae available for recruitment will be 
predominantly the common species present in the general area. Different sediment 
characteristics in the pits can influence species colonization, shifting the community 
towards more pollution /disturbance tolerant species such as Capitella capitata. 
However, colonization normally follows a pattern of succession until a dynamic 
community is established, usually in about 2 to 3 years. 

This area will be filled to a final elevation of -15' MLLW creating a de facto shallow 
water habitat. However, owing to the future need to redredge this area to move • 
sediments out of storage for use as fill materials, no credits will be claimed for the 
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creation of shallow water habitat. The site is expected to function .as a shallow water 
habitat for a period of years offsetting the temporary loss of soft-bottom habitat by the 
temporarily increased value of shallow water habitat. 

Seaplane Lagoon Eelgrass Restoration Area. Raising the bottom elevation would 
require two to five feet of fill over the entire area. This will most probably result in the 
smothering of any marine organisms present. However, since the area will be used as 
an eelgrass mitigation site, the resulting eelgrass habitat will provide habitat that is 
considerably more valuable then the current soft-bottom habitat. Therefore, this 
impact is considered to be insignificant. 

National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) commented on February 12, 2002, on the Draft 
SEA and proposed project modifications as follows: 

NMFS concurs with your conclusion that the proposed work will not result in significant 
impacts to Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) for those species covered by the Pacific 
Groundfish and Coastal Pelagics Fishery Management Plans. However, it should be 
noted that during a coordination meeting of December 13, 2001, it was agreed that the 
material deposited at the Pier 400 Submerged Storage Site would remain in place for 
a minimum of two years. Relevant sections of the DSEA should be modified to reflect 
this agreement. In view of the above, we do not believe further EFH conservation 
recommendations are necessary . 

California Department of Fish and Game (Department) commented on February 25, 2002, 
on the Draft SEA and proposed project modifications as follows: 

The Department believes that the DSEA is adequate in its portrayal of impacts to fish 
and wildlife resources associated with the proposed project. However, as discussed 
in a December 3, 2001, Resource Agency meeting with the Department, National 
Marine Fisheries Service, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Port of Los Angeles, and the 
Corps, and documented in the meeting minutes, it was agreed that the Pier 400 
Submerged Storage Site would be left alone for a minimum of 2 years prior to any 
disturbance. This should be noted in the final SEA. 

Through its membership on the Advisory Committee of the Los Angeles Region 
Contaminated Sediments Task Force, the environmental group Heal the Bay expressed its· 
opposition to the Pier 400 submerged storage site. The Advisory Committee reviewed the 
Channel Deepening Project and in its final memo on the project addressed the Pier 400 
submerged storage site: 

The de~ign alternative for the Pier 400 Submerged Storage Site as presented in the 
Supplemental Environmental Assessment (SEA) was acceptable to the AC members 
representing the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (US EPA), the Los Angeles 
Regional Water Quality Control Board (LARWQCB), the California Department of Fish 
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and Game (CDFG) and the California Coastal Commission (CCC). The AC member • 
representing Heal the Bay did not support this design alternative. 

All members of the AC except Heal the Bay agreed that the storage of dredged 
materials for reuse is preferable to permanent disposal of the materials in an ocean 
disposal site. It is Heal the Bay's position that the impacts of creating such a site 
would not constitute beneficial reuse, but would result in the loss of habitat due to 
periodic disturbance and damage after the initial three year period. Because the 
POLA is not required to mitigate these impacts under the Safe Harbors Agreement, it 
is Heal the Bay's position that the storage site would result in the loss of 120 acres of 
outer harbor habitat. Heal the Bay would prefer ocean disposal of clean sediment to 
the construction of the Pier 400 Submerged Storage Site. 

Mitigation is being proposed for the loss of approximately eight acres of eelgrass due to 
construction of the 40-acre Pier 300 landfill. The EIS/EIR identifies the mitigation that will 
be provided for this habitat loss. A 15-acre mitigation site at the Seaplane Lagoon jetty 
will be created by placing approximately 110,000 cubic yards of clean silt and silty sands 
to raise the bottom elevation two to five feet to a final elevation range of -5 feet to -10 feet 
MLLW. Eelgrass will then be transplanted into the site using eelgrass from the Pier 300 
Shallow Water Habitat and Cabrillo Beach eelgrass beds in accordance with National 
Marine Fisheries Service guidance (Southern California Eelgrass Mitigation Policy, last 
revised 2/2/99}. Construction activities are anticipated to generate minor, temporary • 
adverse effects on water quality, primarily turbidity. However, over the long term, the 
proposed Seaplane Lagoon eelgrass restoration area will not adversely affect least tern or 
brown pelican foraging, but rather, will improve foraging opportunities for these species by 
increasing the area of productive eelgrass beds used by both species in San Pedro Bay. 

Construction of the Pier 400 Submerged Storage Site is anticipated to generate temporary 
adverse turbidity effects during the 18-month disposal operation in an area within the 
foraging range of the least tern and brown pelican. Approximately 4. 7 million cubic yards 
of clean dredged material will be deposited and stored behind dikes and against the 
southeastern edge of the Pier 400 landfill, and will raise the harbor floor at this 125-acre 
footprint from the current -30 to -40 feet MLLW depth to -15 feet MLLW. Once dredge 
material disposal is completed and turbidity returns to normal levels, foraging opportunities 
and activity will not be adversely affected by the storage site. Given the new shallow water 
depth over this 125-acre area, there may be beneficial effects from this project element on · 
least tern foraging. 

Construction of the submerged storage site will replace deep water, soft bottom habitat 
with shallow water, soft bottom habitat. Recolonization of the submerged fill site by the 
infaunal community characteristic of the outer harbor is expected to take between two and 
three years. However, re-use of the stored dredged materal at this site for future projects 
requiring fill material will disturb and/or eliminate sections of the 125-acre site. The Corps 
is not proposing to claim mitigation credits for the creation of this shallow water habitat as • 
is usually done in San Pedro Bay when deep water habitat is transformed to shallow water 

l 
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ilabitat. A Safe Harbors Agreement between the Port of Los Angeles and the federal and 
state resource agencies will call for no mitigation credits to be generated by the 
submerged fill site and the shallow water habitat it will create, and call for no mitigation 
requirements when portions of the fill are removed at some future date(s). 1r. addition, the 
Port of Los Angeles has committed to developing a management plan for the long term 
use of this site, including participation by the resource agencies and other interested 
parties in the decision-making process associated with future proposals for removal of fill 
from the site. 

The Port of Los Angeles has stated that beneficial reuse of dredged materials placed at 
this site will be conducted in a manner that minimizes adverse effects on marine t,abitat. 
This can be implemented by removing needed fill in discreet horizontal and vertical 
sections rather than scraping off the top layer of the 125-acre site. While projects that 
remove fill after the three-year period will generate adverse effects on this newly created 
shallow water habitat, the Commission believes that the overall benefits to the marine 
environment that arise from eliminating the disposal of 4. 7 mcy of sediment at the LA-2 
and LA-3 ocean disposal sites, through the beneficial reuse of these dredged materials 
(for future port landfills or, as was discussed in the review of the Port of Long Beach's 
sediment storage site, for capping contaminated sediments at White's Point off the Palos 
Verdes Peninsula), and from creating a significant additional shallow water area inside the 
San Pedro Breakwater together outweigh the impacts that will occur as a result of future 
fill removal projects . 

The amendment also includes dredging in the Main Channel south of the pilot station. 
Dredging here will result in the loss of approximately 2.3 acres of shallow water habitat 
(defined as water less than -20 feet MLLW). While this 2.3-acre area is presently -18 to 
-19 feet MLLW and immediately adjacent to the Main Channel, the adverse effect will be 
mitigated through the use of mitigation credits existing in the Port of Los Angeles' Outer 
Harbor Mitigation Bank. With this mitigation commitment, there will be no significant 
adverse loss of environmentally sensitive marine habitat due to this segment of the 
channel deepening. 

Mitigation is also being proposed for impacts to approximately 0.1 acres of pickL. weed 
(Salicornia virginica) located in the Southwest Slip area. Mitigation will include salvaging 
and replanting the removed pickleweed in the harbor or off-site in accordanc.: with 
agreements that will be prepared with the appropriate resource agencies. 

The proposed landfills at the 40-acre Pier 300 site, the 43-acre landfill at the Southwest 
Slip and 1.3-acre landfill at berth 100 will result in a loss of approximately 84.3 acres of 
marine habitat. According to the Port, the loss of marine habitat would be unavoidable 
since the project is infeasible without the landfill and all other alternatives discussed in the 
EIR are infeasible or more environmentally damaging. To compensate for the loss of 
marine resources caused by the landfill, the Port intends to apply mitigation credits from 
me Harbor Landfill Mitigation Credit Account and the Outer Harbor Bank . 

According to the EIS/EIR, there are a total of approximately 116 credits available to 
mitigate landfill projects (see Exhibit No.7). Based on mitigation ratios established by the 
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Port and the various resource agencies (Department of Fish and Game and the U.S. Fish • 
and Wildlife Service), which are consistent with, or exceed, previous ratios approved by the 
Commission, the proposed landfills will require approximately 110 credits. However, from 
the proposed 54-acre expansion of the Cabrillo Shallow Water Habitat, the port would 
acquire approximately 27 credits. Applying these credits to the landfill projects, the total 
demand would be approximately 83.5 credits, leaving a surplus of approximately 32.5 
credits. Therefore, the supply is adequate to meet the mitigation requirement demand of the 
project. 

a) California Least Tern ~1onitoring. 

As part of the port's proposed mitigation, the port will include a monitoring program for the 
California least tern. The amendment includes the submitted report, Monitoring of Least 
Tern Foraging- Port of Los Angeles Deepening Project. 2001 (January 2002), and is 
attached to this report as Exhibit No. 18. 

While the least tern foraging monitoring plan has been implemented for previously 
approved development, modifications to the plan can be made should that be necessary 
to determine if the 40-acre Pier 300 landfill expansion is adversely affecting least tern 
foraging. The plan includ~s the following elements: 

• Observations of least tern foraging activity at 29 stations throughout Los Angeles • 
Harbor; 

• Surveys are conducted weekly from April through September when the terns are 
present in the Harbor; 

• Least tern behavior recorded for a 20-minute period at each station; 

• Recorded data include number of terns exhibiting same behavior at same time, 
number of foraging dives, number of foraging flights, number of transit flights, tern 
life stage, date, time, and weather; 

• The recorded data are analyzed for total percentage of each foraging behavior, 
mean behaviors per survey, and by nesting stage. Data are combined for similar 
stations (and corrected for number of stations) to compare foraging behavior 
among differing foraging habitats in the Harbor. Data also compared with other 
survey results from previous years. 

The proposed monitoring p:an will generate the necessary i.1formation on least tern 
foraging in San Pedro Bay to allow the Port of Los Ange:es and t~ . .:. Corps to determine 
whether the Pier 300 landfill expansion is adversely affecting least tern foraging. Should 
that monitoring indicate that unexpected adverse effects on least terns are being caused • 
by construction of the Pier 300 landfill expansion, the Corps will submit a consistency 
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determination to the Commission for mitigation and/or remediation of those adverse 
effects. 

In conclusion, the Commission finds that the proposed project modifications will not 
generate significant, adverse effects on environmentally sensitive marine habitat in San 
Pedro Bay. With the proposed mitigation measures outlined in the Draft SEA and required 
through the State and Federal permitting processes, and compliance with those 
standards, the adverse effects on marine resources will not be significant and the 
proposed amendment is consistent with Sections 30705(b)(c), 30706(b) and 30708(a) of 
the Coastal Act. 

5. Recreation 

Section 30706(b) of the Coastal Act provides: 

In addition to the other provisions of this chapter, the policies contained in this section 
shall govern filling seaward of the mean high tide line within the jurisdiction of ports: 

(b) The nature, location, and extent of any fill, including the disposal of dredge 
spoils within an area designated for fill, shall minimize harmful effects to coastal 
resources, such as water quality, fish or wildlife resources, recreational resources, 
or sand transport systems, and shall minimize reductions of the volume, surface 
area, or circulation of water . .. 

Section 30708 of the Coastal Act provides, in part: 

All port-related developments shall be located, designed, and constructed so as to: 

(a) Minimize substantial adverse environmental impacts. 

{d) Provide for other beneficial uses consistent with the public trust, including, but 
nnt limited to, recreation and wildlife habitat uses, to the extent feasible . ... 

The proposed project modifications and final design decisl;:,ns must be consistent with the 
aforementioned recreational resource policies of the Coastal Act. The proposed dredging · 
and filling modifications that would occur at the Pier 400 submerged storage site, the 
Southwest Slip, Berth 100, the East Basin in the Cerritos Channel, and Seaplane Lagoon 
would not generate adverse effects on recreational activities in the Port. These dredge 
and landfill sites, excepting the Pier 400 storage site, are not recreation areas due to the 
existing .;argo and industrial activities that occur at these sites. No existing public access 
or recreation areas will be eliminated or created by the proposed project modifications. 
On-water recre,ational boating will be restricted in the immediate areas of active dredging 
and filling, and some inconvenience to recreational boaters traveling within the harbor will 
occur during project construction, but these restrictions would be temporary and are not 
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considered significant impacts. Recreational boating will resume over the Pier 400 
submerged storage site once construction is completed. 

The Commission has previously expressed concerns about the potential effects of 
expanding the Cabrillo Shallow Water Habitat (CSWH) site will have on public recreation 
(boating and fishing). However, the Commission found that project dredging and filling will 
generate only temporary and minor effects on recreational boating and fishing in the 
vicinity of dredge and fill operations at CSWH. That finding was made with the 
commitment by the Corps to undertake further circulation/water quality modeling at this 
location and to produce a post-project water quality monitoring plan for this site, in order to 
ensure that the CSWH expansion will not cause a degradation in water quality or 
recreational opportunities at Cabrillo Beach. As discussed in Section 3 of this report, 
modeling was undertaken and the study results confirmed that no adverse effects would 
occur; a post-project water quality monitoring plan for this area was developed and will be 
used to analyze the modeling predictions. Therefore, the Commission finds that proposed 
amendment is consistent with the commercial and recreational fishing and boating policies 
of Sections 30706(b) and 30708(a)(d) of the Coastal Act. 

6. Terminal Operation and Vessel Traffic 

Section 30708 of the Coastal Act states in part: 

All port-related developments shall be located, designed and constructed so as 
to ... (b) Minimize potential traffic conflicts between vessels ... (e) encourage rail 
service to the port areas and multi-company use of facilities. 

According to the EIS/EIR, the existing conditions of navigation within the port reflect 
the design conditions of the 1980 channel deepening project. Maximum channel 
depth was -45feet MLLW. Channel dimensions were designed based on the largest 
ships at that time. 

The proposed amendment would allow a channel depth of 53 feet. The port has 
indicated that this depth is necessary in order to accommodate the latest generation 
of container vessels that will have maximum drafts of 47.6 feet. 

The EIS/EI R indicates that: 

Vessel traffic would not increase specifically as a result of the deepened 
channels. The increased cargo capacity of larger vessels would result in a 
slight decrease in the number of vessels calling at the Port. 

The proposed deepening project would improve overall conditions in Los 
Angeles Harbor by creating channels sized to accommodate the newer, 
deeper-draft class of vessels. Given the continued use of standard practices, 
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such as use of the Pilots on board incoming and outgoing vessels and 
compliance with the USCG Navigation Rules of the Road, no adverse safety 
impacts from vessel transportation would occur. The deepening of navigation 
channels would provide a deeper channel for future vessels and is considered 
a beneficial impact. 

Furthermore, improvements and expansions of existing docks at the Southwest basin 
and Pier 300 and incorporation of on-dock rail yards will increase efficiency and 
modernize the existing terminal facilities. The Commission, therefore, finds that the 
amendment is consistent with Sections 30708(b) and (e) of the Coastal Act. 

7. Risk Management Plan 

Section 30708(a) of the Coastal Act requires that all port-related developments be located, 
designed and constructed so as to minimize substantial adverse environmental impacts. 
The Commission certified the Ports' Risk Management Plan (RMP) in November 1983. 

The certified RMP is to be used for the siting of new hazardous liquid cargo facilities and 
any proposed modification, expansion or relocation of existing hazardous liquid cargo 
facilities in a manner that minimizes or eliminates risks to life and property in and around 
the port through the physical separation of hazards and "vulnerable resources" . 
Vulnerable resources are defined in the RMP as significant residential, recreational and 
working populations, and facilities that have high economic value or are critical to the 
economy or national defense. 

The risk to "vulnerable resources" from hazardous materials is analyzed by determining 
the area in which people would be hurt and property would be damaged if a "worst case" 
accident occurred. The area where "vulnerable resources" could be injured or damaged 
by a worst case accident is called a "hazard footprint". The boundary of a hazard footprint 
is determined by calculating the distance at which impacts of the worst probable events 
will be reduced to levels that are not likely to cause injury or property damage. 

This generally does not allow placement of vulnerable resources within a hazard footprint. 
The design criteria of the RMP recognizes that there are £;tuations where vulnerable 
resources may be located within a hazard footprint area. Under these situations, 
application of additional protection measures such as the installation of an approved early 
warning system, development of a comprehensive emergency evacuation plan, or 
personal training, may be required. , 

In the Port's analysis of the project, there were no hazard footprints in the vicinity of the 
proposed project and the proposed cargoes that wouiu be handled at the proposed 
expansions of existing marine cargo terminals would not include hazardous liquid bulk 
facilities and the terminals will not create any new hazardous liquid cargo facilities . 
Therefore, the Commission finds that the proposed project will be consistent with the 
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Port's RMP and will minimize substantial adverse environmental impacts consistent with • 
Section 30708{a) of the Coastal Act. 

8. Summary 

In summary, the Commission finds that the proposed port master plan amendment will 
allow the Port of Los Angeles to accommodate commerce and vessels to be served by 
port facilities and construct needed cargo and shipping facilities and other port related 
facilities, and all adverse impacts to the marine environment will be adequately mitigated. 
As proposed, the port master plan amendment is consistent with all applicable procedural 
provisions and policies of the California Coastal Act of 1976. 

9. Consistency with the California Environmental Quality Act CCEQA). 

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires less environmentally damaging 
alternatives to be considered and the imposition of mitigation measures to lessen 
significant adverse effects that may result from the proposal. The Commission finds that 
for the reasons discussed in this report, all adverse effects have been mitigated to a level 
of insignificance thus there are no additional feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation 
measures available that could substantially reduce any adverse environmental impacts. 
The Commission further finds that the proposed Port Master Plan amendment will not • 
result in significant environmental effects within the meaning of the California 
Environmental Quality Act. 
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FEDERAL AGENCY: 

PROJECT 
LOCATION: 

PRO.TECT 
DESCRIPTION: 

EXHIBIT NO. 
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PROPOSED FINDINGS 

ON CONSISTE~CY DETERMINATION 

Consistency Determination No. 
Staff: 

CD-50-00 
LJS-SF 

File Date: 51512000 
45th Dav: 611912000 
60th Da)': extended through 7114/2000 
Commission Vote: 7/13/1000 
Hearing on Findings: 1 n 1_ 0/2000 

CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

Port of Los Angeles and LA-2 and/or LA-3 offshore dredge 
material disposal sites, Los Angeles County (Exhibits 1-4). 

Phased review of a channel deepening and landfill construction 
project in the Port of Los Angeles. The overall proje~.;r would: (1) 
deepen the inner harbor channels at the POLA from -45 feet to -53 
feet mean lower low water; C) dispose approximately 4.2 million 
cubic yards of dredged material (including 600.000 cu.yds. of 
contaminated sedimentsl to create a 54-acre expansion of the 
Cabrillo Shallow Water Habitat Area. a 35-acre hindfill in the 
Southwest Slip. and a 40-acre landfill at Pier 300: (3) place the 
contaminated sediments within the Southwest Slip and/0r Pier 300 
landfills: (..f) dispose an .1dditional 2.4 million cu.yds. of dredged 
material at the LA-.: and/or L\-3 ocean disposal sites: and t 5) 
mitigate m.::trine ~1abit.::tt losses from the proposed iandfills by using 
mitigation credits held by the Port of Los .A.ngeles in the ?on· s 
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PREVAILING 
COMMISSIONERS: 

outer harbor mitigation account and in the Port· s share of the Bolsa 
Chica wetlands restoration account. 

This consistency determination includes all project elements 
except for the disposal of contaminated sediments at the Southwest 
Slip and/or Pier 300. and the disposal of clean sediments at LA<~ 
and/or LA-3; these elements will be the subject of a second 
consistency determination to be submitted by the Corps of 
Engineers later this calendar year. 

Commissioners Daniels. Desser, Dettloff, Estolano, Hart. Kruer. 
McClain-Hill, Nava, Potter, Rose, Woolley, and Chairman Wan. 

SUBSTANTIVE FILE DOCUMENTS: 

1. Port of Los Angeles Port Master Plan (as amended) . 

.., Port of Los Angeles Port Ylaster Plan Amendment No. 15 (Port Landfill .N1itigation 
Credit Account/Balsa Chica Wetlands Restoration. November 1995). 

Consistency Determinations CD·57-92 and CD-2-97 (Corps of Engineers: Port of Los 
Angeles Deep Draft 1'>avigation Improvement Project. Stages 1 and 2, respectively). 

4. Negative Determinations ND- 103-97 and ND-25-99 (Corps of Engineers: Port of Los 
Angeles Deep Draft Navigation Improvement Stage 2 Project Ylodifications). 

5. Consistency Determination CD-90-95 (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service: Bolsa Chica 
LO\vland Acquisition and Conceptual \Vetland Restoration Plan). 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The Corps of Engineers has submitted the tirst of two consiste:1r: · ,-l -:ter·ninations for its 
proposed harbor det!pening project in the Port of Los A.ngeles. The Corps proposes in the overall 
project to: (1) deepen the inner harbor channels from --1-5 feet to -53 feet mean lower low: (2) 
dispose approximately -1-.2 million cubic yards of dredged material (including 600.000 cu.yds. of 
contaminated sediments) to create a 54-acre expansion of the Cabrillo Shallow Water Habitat 
Site. a -:-acre landfill in the Southwest Slip. a -t.O-acre landfill at Pier 300: 1 3) place the 
contaminated sediments within the Southwest Slip anci/or Pier 300 landfills: (4) dispose an 
additional.:.-+ miilion cu.yds. of dredged material at the LA-2 and/or L-\-3 ocean disposal sites: 
and 1 5'1 mitigate marine habitat :asses from the proposed landfills by usin~ mitigation credits 

· held ;:,y the Pan: of Los Angeles in the Port's outer harbor mitig . .nion accucuLl and in the Port's 
share of the Balsa Chica wetlands restoration Jccount. 
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The Corps has agreed to a phased review of the proposed project pursuant to 15 C.F .R. Section 
930.3 7(c ). and -.\·ill submit to the Commission at a later date (Well in advance of the start of 
project construction in the spring of 20021 a.. consistency determination that will address 
the f!nal design decisions on the disposal of contammatd sed1ments at the Southwest Slip and/or 
Pier 30U and the disposal of clean sediments at LA-2 and/or LA-3. The second consistencv 
determination \vill'i7lcorporate nnal t:.PA rev1ew of sediment test results and review by the. 
Contaminated Sediments Task Force of the proposed disposal of contaminated sediments. The 
second consistency determination will also incomorate the results of modeling by the ComSOf 
potential circulation changes. and the inferred \Vater quality effects. in harbor waters between 
Cabrillo Beach and the Main Channel from four shallow water habitat development scenarios 
(no shallO\v water habitat: the shallow water habitat as it presentlv exists: the existing shaliow 
water habitat with the proposed expansion: and the existing shallow water habitat with the 
proposed expansion and with a '·hole in the breakwater''. that is. a connection between the waters 
offshore of Cabrillo Beach and the ocean through the San Pedro Breakwater). The Corps seeks 
this initial Commission concurrence with the first consistency determination in order to secure 
federal funding for the project. The Commission·s determination (as outlined. below) that the 
proposed project is consistent with the California Coastal Management Program (CCMP) is 
predicated on the Corps· agreement to submit a subsequent consistency determination for final 
project design. and on the Commission's ability to determine at that time whether the project 
remains consistent with the resource protection policies of the CCMP. 

The project is designed to improve cargo handling efficiency at the Port of Los Angeles by 
deepening channels to provide safe access to inner harbor berths for the largest vessels in the 
international container ship fleet. Dredging and disposal to create new landfills and mitigation 
areas within the Port otJ,os-Angeks:a:nd-d1-sposaL.at tl}e_1:A-2 and/or LA-3 ocean disposal sites. 
are consistent with tf(re'dredge and fill policies of the CC:l\1J.:-(Sections 30705 and 30233 of the 
Coastal Act). Sedim~ntswere..tes.ted,and. exceptfor approximately 600,000 cu.yds. of 
contaminated sediments to be placed in confined disposal sites within new landfills. were found 
physically and chemically suitable for unconfined aquatic disposal. The project will generate 
minor. short-term effects on \Vater quality and marine resources in the Port. However, 
environn1ental commitm~nts...and·mitigati0rHneasuresjnc()rporated into the project make it 
consistent with the \\;ater quality and marine habitat protection policies of.the CCMP (Sections 
30705, 307C J. and 30708 ofthe Cvu.::.tatA-ct). -- · · -- ··- · ··-

The proJect mcL.des restrictions un u1edging and fill operations designed to protect the 
endangered California least te::n and California bro\vn pelican :rom significant. adverse project 
impacts in shallow water foraging areas used by both species. Additional foraging areas '-Vill be 
created using dredge spoils. and contaminated harbor bottom sediments will be capped to protect 
exi~i.Dg_o.nd ne\\' foraging areas_, _The project is therefore consistent \Vith the fish and wildlife 
resource and habitat protection poliCies _Q[tb.e CC~1P (Sections 30706 and 30708 of the Coastal 
Act). Disposalof:.J..2million cu~vds~of dred~Z_ed material to create new landfills at Pier 300 and . -
the Sout1:west Slip and expanj the Cabrillo Shallow \Vater Habitat area. and disposal of2..+ 
million cu.yds. of material ::n the L\-2 and/or LA-3 ocean disposal sites are consistent with the 
sand5i::p_pJ.::policie" ofrhe CCvfP (Sections 30706.30708. and 30233 ofthe Coastal Acn. 
Dredging J.ndt!1Tiiig Jcti\·ities '~:\ill ge-nerate only minor ~md shon-term impacts on commercial 
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and recreational tishing and boating within the Port and at the ocean disposal sites, and are 
consistent with the public recreation policies of the CCvfP (Sections 30706, 30708, 30213, 
30220, 30224, and 302.3-t of the Coastal Act). 

STAFF SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATION: 

I. StaffNote. 

A. Back!.!round. Since 1993 the Commission has concurred with numerous consistency 
determinations (CD-57-92 and CD-2-97), negative determinations (ND-1 03-97 and ND-25-99), 
and Port Master Plan Amendments (POLA PMPA Nos. 12, 13, 15, 17, and 19) for construction 
of the Port of Los Angeles Deep Draft Navigation Improvement Project (DDNI), which includes 
channel deepening, landfill and terminal construction, and mitigation measures for impacts to 
marine habitat. The subject consistency determination is a further refinement of the original 
DDNI project: a port master plan omendmept for the subject development is expected from ~he 
Port of Los Angeles in the fall of 2000. well before project construction is scheduled to 
commence in April 2002. 

The subject consistency determination was initially heard by the Commission at its June 14, 
2000. hearing in Santa Barbara. The hearing was continued to the July 13 Commission meeting 
in order to provide the Commission additional information on the need for the proposed Pier 300 
landfill and pojential water quality impacts on Cabrillo Beach due to the proposed expansion of 
the Cabrillo Shallow Water Habnat Area. Full review of these two project elements by the 
Commission· s technical services staff will not occur until after completion of this staff 
recommendation due to scheduling constraints. An addendum to this report will be prepared and 
delivered to the Commission at the July 13 meeting. 

B. Phased Review. As of June 22. 2000. the Corps of Engineers has yet to make final design 
decisions on two project elements:i(D)the location for disposal of approximately 600.000 cu.yds. 
of contaminated project sediments (to be placed at proposed landfills at Pier 300 and/or the 
Southwest Slip); and O>the disposal location for approximately 2.4 million cu.yds. of clean (but 
structurally unsuitable for landfills) dredged sediments (to be placed at the LA-2 and/or LA-3 
ocean disposal sites). In addition. tinal U.S. EPA review of sediment testing results is not -comoleted for an area of contaminated sediments. and the Contaminated Sediments Task Force 
(CSTF) i~ still reviewing proposed plans for disposal of all project contaminated sediments at the 
Pier 300 and/or Southwest Slip landfill sites. As a result. the Corps of Engineers agreed m a 
phased review ofthe proposed project pursuant to 15 C.F.R. Section 930.37(c), and will submit 
to the Commission at a later date ewell in advance of the start of oroject construction in the 
spring of 2002) a consistency determination that will address the tlnal design decisions on issues 
( 1) and (2). above. and incorporate final EPA review of sediment test results and the re\·iew by 
the CSTF of the proposed disposal of contaminated sediments. The se-:ond consistencv 
determmauon 'A Ill :..t!so ;ncomorate the results or' modeiin!.! bv the C1)rps of potential circulation 
chanaes. and the interred \Vater aualitv etfects. in harbor waters between Cabrillo Beach :1nd the 
"\-lain Channel from four shallow '.Vater !1abitat de\·e!onmem sce:1arius 1 no shallow water habitat: 
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the shallow water habitat as it present!\' exists: the existin£! shallO\V water habitat with the 
prooosed expansion: and the existinf! shallo\\. water habitat with the proposed expansion and 
\Vith a "'hole in the breakwater ... that is. a connection between the waters offshore of Cabrillo 
Beach and the ocean throuuh the San Pedro Bre::J.k\vnter). The Corps seeks this initial 
Commission concurrence in order to se:.::ure federal funding for the project. The Commission's 
determination (as outlined, below) that the proposed project is consistent with the California 
Coastal Management Program (CCMP) is predicated on the Corps' agreement to submit a 
subsequent consistency determination for final project design. and on the Commission ·s ability· 
to determine at that time whether the project remains consistent with the resource protection 
policies ofthe CCMP. 

C. Standard of Reviev.,r. The proposed harbor deepening project is examined for consistency with 
the policies of Chapter 8 of the Coastal Act because most of the development would occur within 
the jurisdictional boundary of the Port of Los Angeles: in addition. because the in-port 
developments are non-appealable there is no trigger for Chapter 3 policy review. However. the 
proposed disposal of dredged material at the LA-2 and/or LA-3 ocean disposal sites is examined 
for consistency with the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act because the disposal sites are 
outside the Port boundary. 

II. Project Description. 

The proposed project is the first of two consistency determinations to be submitted by the Corps 
of Engineers for a phased Commission review of the Port of Los Angeles harbor deepening 
project. a further refinement of the previously-concurred with Deep Draft Navigation 
Improvement Project(CD-57-92 and CD-2-97). The Corps, in cooperation with the Port of ..... os 
Angeles. proposes to deepen the inner harbor channels within the Port from the existing -45 feet 
to -53 feet mean lower low water (MLL W) in order to accommodate the largest vessels in the 
international container ship fleet. The project would consist of dredging approximately 6.6 
million cu.yds. of sediment over 670 acres of harbor bottom from the Los Angeles Main 
ChanneL West Basin. East ChanneL East Basin, and Cerritos Channel. While most of the 
sediment is clean and suitable for unconfined aquatic disposaL approximately 600,000 cu.yds. of 
contaminated sediment will be dredged from the West Basin and Reservation Point areas and 
placed within proposed landfills at the Southwest Siip and/or Pier 300 (Exhibits 18 4). 

Dispasai of dredged material would occur at several locations. Approximately one million 
cu.y·ds. would be used to expand the existing Cabrillo Shallm\· Water Habitat (CSWH) site by 
approximately 54 acres. The dredged material would be supported by a new submerged dike on 
the north side. by the existing CSWH dike on the east side. and would slope down from its 
submerged elevation of -15 feet \tlLL W to the -20 foot .\r1LL \V contour on the west and south 
sides. The clean dredged materiai placed here would cap existing contaminated sediments 
present on the harbor bottom at this location. and the habitat value generated by this project 
element w0uld add credits to the Port· s existing Outer Harbor !Vfitigation Bank . 

. -\ooroximatel\' one and one-half million cu.yds. would be used to create a -+0-acre landfill 
expansion at Pier 300. Dredged material \VOuld placed beiund a rock dike to a finished 
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elevation of+ 15 feet MLL \V. and the landfill would be used to construct an additional container 
terminal and berth. Approximately 1. 7 million cu.yds. would be used to create a 35-acre landfill 
in the Southwest Slip. Dredged material \vould be placed behind a rock dike to a tinished 
elevation of+ 15 teet MLL \V. The finished landfill would cap contaminated sediments currently 
on the harbor bottom at this location and would be used as backland for container terminal 
storage (two bridges would be constructed across the remnant Southwest Slip channel to connect 
the new landfill with an existing container terminal). Both locations could be used as a confined 
aquatic disposal facility for approximately 600.000 cu.yds. of contaminated dredge material to be 
removed from the West Basin and Reservation Point. 

Lastly, approximately 2.4 million cu.yds. of clean. fine-grained dredged material unsuitable for 
structural till or beach replenishment would be disposed at LA-3 and/or LA-2 ocean disposal 
sites. 

This tirst consistency determination includes all project elements except for the disposal of 
contaminated sediments at the Southwest Slip and/or Pier 300, and the disposal of clean 
sediments at LA-2 and/or LA-3: these elements will be the subject of a second consistency 
determination to be submitted by the Corps of Eng1neers at a later date. In addition. the second 
consistency determination will also incorporate the results of modeling bv the Corps of potential 
circulation changes. and the inferred water quality ~ffects. in harbor waters between Cabrillo 
Beach and the :Vlain Channel from four shallow water habitat development scenarios (no shallow 
water habitat: the shallow water habitat as it presently exists: the existing shallow water habitat 
with the proposed expansion: and the existing shallow water habitat with the proposed expansion 
and with a ·'hole in the breakwater·'. that is. a connection between the waters offshore ofCabrillo 
Beach and the ocean through the San Pedro Breakwaten. 

III. Status of Local Coastal Program. 

The standard of review for federal consistency determinations is the policies of Chapter 3 and 
£hapter 8 of the Coastal Act, and not the Local Coastal Program (LCP) of Port Master Plan 
(PMP) ot the arfected arett If the LCP or PMP has been certified by the Commission and 
incorporated into the CCMP, it can provide guidance in applying Chapter 3 and Chapter 8 
policies in light of local circumstances. If the LCP or PMP has not been incorporated into the 
CCviP, it cannot be used to guide the Commission· s decision, but it can be used as background 
intormaticn. The Port of Los Angeles P\t1P has been certified by the Commission and 
incorporated into the C C'v1P. 

IV. Federal Agencv's Consistency Determination. 

The Corps of Engineers has determined the project consistent to the maximum extent practicable 
with the California Coastal Yianagement Program. 

V. Commission Decision. 

On Julv 13. 2000. the Commission adoPted the followinl! resolution: 

.. 

• 

• 

• 



• 

• 
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Agreement 

The Commission hereh1· agrees 11'ith consisrencr dererminarion CD-50-00 hl' the [/S 
Arnn· Corps o(Engineers. on rhe grounds that the project described therein is (ullv 
consistem. and thus is consistenl ro rhe maximum exrenr pracricable. with the enforceable 
policies o(the California Coastal ,\;fanaj!emem Program rCCMPJ. 

VI. Staff Recommendation. The staff recommends that the Commission adopt the following 
motion in support of its action: 

1'v/OT/ON: I move that the Commission adopt the following findings in support of its 
ae:reement wirh the Corps· consistencv determination 

STAFF RECOJ'rf:l.JENDATION: 

Staff recommends a YES vote on the motion. A maioritv vote bv the prevailine: 
Commissioner.s· listed on page 1 of this report will result in the adoption of the 
followine: findings· 

VII. Findings and Declarations . 

The Commission finds and declares as follows: 

A. Dredging and Filling. Section 30705 of the Coastal Act provides the following in relevant 
part: 

(a) Water areas may be diked. filled, or dredged when consistent with a cerrified port 
master plan only for the following: 

(}) Such construction. deepening, widening. lengthening. or maintenance_.ofship 
channel approaches. ship channels. turning basins. berthing areas. and facilities 
as are required for the safety and the accommodation of commerce and vessels 10 

be se1Ted by port facilities. 

C) .Vew or expandedfaci!i£ies or wate1:{1-ont landfor porr-relmedfacilities. 

( 5) .\'e1r or expanded commercial jlshingfacililies or recreational boaring 
kJciiiiies. 

f./.J Incidemal pub:ic service purposes. including. bur nor limi!ed ro. hw:ring 
cah!es or pipes or inspection o(piers and muimenance c~f existing imake and 
out (ail lines . 
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( 5J Jfinerul .:xrracrion. including sam! for restoring beaches, except in 
biologically sensitive areas. 

(6) Reswration purposes or creation ofnew habitat areas. 

(-:-_) ,Vature study. mariculture. or similar resource-dependent activities. 

(8} Jfinorjill jar improving shoreline appearance or public access to the water. 

(b) The design and location of new or expandedjacilities shall, ro the extent practicable, 
take advamage of existing water depths. water circulation, siltation patterns, and means 
available to reduce conlrollable sedimemation so as to diminish the need jar fwure. 
dredging. 

(d) For water areas to be diked.jilled. or dredged, the commission shall balance and 
consider socioeconomic and environmemal }actors. 

Section 3023 3 of the Coastal Act provides the following in relevant part: 

(a) The diking, filling, or dredging of open coastal waters. wetlands. estuaries, and lakes 
shall be permiued in accordance with other applicable provisions of this division. where 
there is no feasible less environmemally damaging alternative, and where feasible 
mitigaTion measures hm·e been provided to minimize adverse environmental effects, and 
shall be limited ro rhe follo>ving: 

( 1) .Vew or expanded port. energy, and coastal-dependent industrial facilities, 
including commercial jishing jacilities. 

(6) .\1ineral exrraction. including sand jar restoring beaches. except in environmentally 
sensitire areas. 

The proposed dredging and disposal activity within the Port of Los Angeles needs to be 
examined for consistency with Section 30705 of the Coastal .-\ct. and the proposed disposal at 
LA-2 and/or LA-3 needs to be examined for consistency with Section 30233 of the Coastal .-\ct. 
Cnder Section 30705. water areas may be dredged :md tilled when consistent with a port master 
plan and \vhen the proposed project is an allowable use. Cnder Section 30233(a). dredging and 
filling of open \Vaters is limited to those cases where the proposed project is an allowable use. 
where there is no feasible less cnvironmentaily damaging alternative. and where mitigation 
measures haYe been proYided to minimize =m·ironmental impacts. 

• 

• 

• 



• 

• 

• 
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The dredging to deepen inner harbor channels. create ne\v landfills at Pier 300 and the Southwest 
Slip. place contaminated sediments at one or both of the nvo proposed landfills. and expand the 
Cabrillo Shallow Water Habitat area in the Port of Los Angeles (POLA) are allowable uses 
under Section 30705(a)( l. :2. and 6). POLA port master plan amendments have been certified by 
the Commission over the past seven years in order to provide for the ongoing e~:;:::msion of the 
port. A port master plan amendment for the proposed channel deepening, landfills. and terminal 
development is scheduled to be submitted by POLA to the Commission in the fall of2000. The 
Commission typically reviews a Corps consistency determination for POLA navigation 
improvements concurrently with a port master olan amendment to incorporate into the master 
plan the new upland areas created. new channel depths, and new land and water uses. In this 
instance, however. the consistency determination precedes the plan amendment by several 
months due to the Corps need to incorporate the proJect this summer into the 2000 \1.' :lter 
Resources Development Act. The fact that project construction will not commence until April 
:::W02 means that the Corps project would in theory be consistent by then with the port master 
plan. However. should the Commission not certify the upcoming plan amendment, then the 
Corps project could not go forward as the POLA would be unable to issue coastal development 
permits for any of the project elements due to inconsistency with the port master plan. In 
addition. the Commission will also be reviewing later this vear a second consistency 
determination !rom the Corps for the flnal sediment disposal elements for the project. 
Commission concurrence with those elements will be required before any project construction 
could commence. 

The disposal of dredged materials from the expansion of port facilities at the LA-2 and/or LA-3 
ocean disposal sites is an allowable use under Section 30233(a)(l ). Both proposed disposal 
locations are EPA-approved disposal sites. and disposal here is the least damaging alternative for 
disposal of the project· s clean dredged materials. which are not suitable for beach replenishment 
due to grain size incompatibility. The project DEIS examined numerous disposal alternatives, 
but given the structural unsuitability of the subject 2.4 million cu.yds .. ocean disposal was 
determined to be the least environmentally damaging alternative. However. these sediments may 
possibly be used to cap contaminated sediments at the Palos Verdes shelf site if it becomes 
feasible to use fine-grained materials at that site. The final decision on the volume of cle::m 
dredged materials going to LA-2 and/or LA-3 will be incorporated into the second COJ1sistency 
determination for this project. At this time. however. the Commission finds that the material is 
clean and suitable for ocean disposal. 

As discussed belo\v. the project will have no significant impacts on coastal resources and no 
additionJI mitigation measures (beyond the measures already incorporated into the project by the 
Corps ofEngineers) are necessary. Therefore. the Commission finds that the proposed project is 
consistent with the dredge and fili policies of the California Coastal .\:1anagement Program 
(Sections 30705 and 30233 of the Coastal :\ctl. This finding is based on the information 
submitted to date. which does not contain final project details regarding the volumes of 
contaminated sediments placed at the proposed landfills at Pier 300 and/or the South ,,.·est Slip. 
and the volumes of clean dredged materials to be placed at the L-\-2 and/or L:\-3 oce:m disposal 
site.,. These details \\·ill follow and be the subject of subsequent federal consistency review by 
tl:.! Commission . 
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B. \Vater QualitY and :Vlarine Resources. Section 30705 of the Coa;:;L;.ti Act provides in 
relevant part that: 

(c) Dredging shall bt: planned. scheduled, and carried out to minimi=e disruption to fish 
and bird breeding and migrations. marine habitats. and water circulation. Bottom 
sediments or sediment elwriate shall be analyzed for toxicants prior to dredging or 
mining, and where water quality standards are met, dredge spoils may be deposited in 
open coastal water sites designated to minimi=e potential adverse impacts on marine 
organisms, or in cor:jined coastal waters designated as jill sites· by the master plan where 
such spoil can be i.'>uiated and contained, or in jill basins on upland sites. Dredge 
material shall not be rrcm:,ported from coastal waters into estuarine or fresh water areas 
for disposal. 

(d) For water areas to be diked filled, or dredged the commission shall balance and 
consider socioeconomic and environmental factors. 

Section 30706 of the Coastal Act provides that: 

In addition to rhe other provisions of this chapter. the policies contaimd in this section 
shall govern filling seaward of the mean high tide line within the jurisdiction of ports: 

(a) The water area to be filled shall be the minimum necessary to achieve the purpose of 
the fill. 

(b) The nature. location. and extent of any fill. including the disposal of dredge spoils 
within an area designated for fill, shall minirni=e harmful effects to coastal resources, 
such as wafer quality, }ish or wildlife resources. recreational resources, or sand 
transport systems, and shall minimi=e reductions of the volume. surface area, or 
circulation ofwater. 

(c) The }111 is constructed in accordance '>Fitlz sound safe tv ,·rmuf~lrds which will afford 
reasonable protection lO persons und property against the ha=ards of unstable geologic 
or soil conditions or ojjlood or storm H·arers. 

(d) The jill is consistem with narigationai sa(ely. 

Section 30708 of the Cuastai A.ct provides that: 

Jll port-related derelor•nents shall he located. designed. aud con:;tructed so as to: 

rw Jlimmi=e suhswmial ~1drerse ;;;m·ironmemai impacts. 

• 

• 

• 



• 

• 
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tb; _\finimi::e potenrialrrajjic co,~(licrs benl'een \'esse!s . 

(cJ Give highest priority to the use of exisring land space within harbors for port 
purposes. including. but notlimired lO. nm·igmional facilities. shipping industries, and 
neces.SaJT support and accessfacilities. 

(d; Provide for other beneficia/uses consistent with the public trust. including, but not 
lim ired to. recreation and wildlife habitat uses, to the exrem feasible. 

(e) Encourage rail serrice to port areas and mulricompany use of faciliries. 

The project DEIS documents in great detail the existing water quality conditions and marine 
resources in the Port of Los Angeles and examines potential project impacts and associated 
mitigation measures. The DEIS states that the proposed project will include the following water 
quality protection measures: 

A Section -101 (of the Clean Warer Act) Certification from the RWQCBfor dredging and 
filling activities that contains conditions including standard JVaste Discharge 
Requirements (vVDR). 

Monitoring to ensure that return >vater jlml'ji-om disposal of dredge material behind Pier 
300 dikes meets the RWQCB requiremems for settleable solids and toxic pollutants . 

Contaminated sedimems '"rill be placed and confined in !he in-harbor disposal sites in such 
a manner that the contaminams cannot enter harbor waters after the fill is complete. 

Jioniroring to ensure !har nmofffrom upland disposal sites meecs RWQCB requirements 
for toxic comaminants and suspended sediments. 

Water quality moniroring will be used, to the extent feasible, to design the Pier 300 fill so 
that wawr quality is minirnally affected in the remaining shallow water habitat and the 
Seaplane Anchorage. Any reduction in water quality would require mitigation as 
desc: .bed in section 3 . ../. L.ou.J and Habirats. 

Uil and ,)c:H·er pipelines lu he temm·ed will be thoroughly cleaned prior w removal. 

\Vater quality in the project area would be affected during dredge and fill operations, primarily 
increases in turbidity. decreases in dissolved oxygen. increases in nutrients. and increases in 
cont:1minants in the immediate \·icinity of ope:-ations. These loc:1lized \l.·ater column impacts will 
in tum :1ffect fish and m:1rine birds in the project area. However. any adverse effects \Viii be 
limited due to the n:1ture of the dredged materials. the short-term nature of the water <;olumn 
change". and the ability of fish :1nd birds to avoid the turbidity plumes generated by project 
operations. Extensive water quality monitoring during Stage I and 2 of the Pier -l-00 Deep Draft 
:\aviption ImprO\ ement Project failed to detect :.my significant. :1dverse. long-term impacts to 
water quality in the oute:: harbor as a result of dredging or disposal Jcth·ities. and none are 
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anticipated for the similar inner and outer harbor operations included in the proposed project. 
While contaminants could be released into the water column during the proposed dredge and 
disposal activities that involve contaminated sediments in the West Basin and near Reservation 
Point. previous water quality monitoring efforts associated \Vith both project and maintenance 
dredging in the Port of Los Angeles documented that substantial resuspension of contaminated 
sediments does not occur. The Corps reports in the DEIS that: 

Because lillie contamination is present in rhe sediments to be dredged and because 
resuspension ofsedimems is expected to be low and in a small area, dredging in the inner 
harbor would not adversely affect water quality in terms of contaminants. 

Removal of the contaminated sediments 1hrough dredging would improve the sediment 
qualify in the harbor, a beneficial impact. 

Removal of the top layer of sediment which, in some areas, contains accumulated 
contaminams and sediments deposited over time fi·om numerous sources. including 
terrestrial inputs such as stormwater runoff and aerial deposition. would decrease the 
potential for bioaccumulation of contaminants in aquatic organisms. Placing the 
contaminated sedimems in a landfill \Vould. thus, provide an overall benefit to organisms 
in the harbor by removing a source of pollutants. 

Capping a portion of the toxic hot spot adjacent to the Cabrillo Shallow Water Habitat area with 
clean sand and capping contaminated sediments in the Southwest Slip with a new landfill will 
prevent resuspension of the contaminated sediments and release of contaminants into the water 
column at both locations. These project elements are considered long-term benefits and will 
improve water quality in the Port of Los Angeles . 

.N1arine biological resources in the project area have been documented in a number of 
environmental documents prepared for the Deep Draft >Javigation Improvement Project and 
subsequent modifications in the Port of Los Angeles. and are incorporated by reference in the 
subject project's DEIS. Habitats to be dredged are mainly deep. soft bottom areas and fill sites 
are deep and shallow soft bottom areas. Eelgrass has become established in shallow waters off 
Cabrillo i3each (54 :1cres ), the Pier 3 00 shallow water area (18 acres). and the Seaplane Lagoon 
(9 acres)(Exhibit 5). Sparse :.md low-quality pickleweed is found at isolated patches within the 
rip rap uplands of the Southwest Slip. Port \Vaters serve as transient or permanent habitat for 
over 130 species ofjuvenile or adult tish. Species richness and diversity increase along a 
gradient from the Inner to the Outer Harbor. 

Dredging would eliminate benthic organisms in and on the 670 acres of soft bottom habitat to be 
deepened. 0Jewly exposed sediments would recolonize within tive ye:..rs based on past dredging 
operations in the Port. Jnd therefore this adverse impact is not cons:dered significant. Fish in the 
water column would be temporariiy disturbed by project activities as a result of turbidity. noise . 
:md v1bro.tion. and most '.vould :eave the !mmediate Jrea of oper:J.tions. Effects on tish 

• 

• 

• 
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populations are expected to be similar to those of previous harbor deepening and landfill projects 
• and generate no significant, adverse impacts. 

• 

• 

The Pier 300 landfill expansion would cause a loss of -1-0 acres of shallow water. soft bottom 
habitat that serves as a nursery for a number of fish species, contains eelgrass, and is a foraging 
area for the California least tern (see below). Mitigation will occur through the use of existing 
port mitigation credits as approved by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, National Marine 
Fisheries Service, and California Department of Fish and Game. Loss of 0.4 acres of dense and 
7. 7 acres of sparse eelgrass will be replaced at a 1.2:1 ratio in the Pier 300 shallow water habitat 
area, Seaplane Lagoon, or Cabrillo Beach. The Southwest Slip landfill would cause a loss of 35 
acres of soft bottom habitat and mitigation will occur similar to that for the Pier 300 landfilL 
The Port will salvage and transplant the sparse and low-quality 4.500 square feet of pickleweed 
here to either the Cabrillo Salt Marsh in the harbor or to an offsite location. as agreed to by the 
USFWS, NMFS, and CDFG. Expanding the Cabdlo Shallow Water Habitat area would convert 
54 acres of deep soft bottom habitat to shallow soft bottom habitat. Colonization of the shallow 
fill is expected to result in a higher density of organisms as reflected in the recent surveys of the 
existing Cabrillo Shallow Water Habitat and nearby deep water habitat. Capping a part of the 
state-listed toxic hot spot near the Cabrillo Pier is a beneficial effect from the fill operation here. 
Exhibit 9 provides a list of the mitigation measures to be used to limit adverse project impacts 
on marme resources. 

In a June 8, 2000, letter to the Commission (Exhibit 14). the environmental group Heal the Bay 
raised a concern regarding potential water quality impacts at Cabrillo Beach from the proposed 
expansion of the Cabrillo Shallow Water Habitat Area: 

The Cabrillo Beach is a popular swimming area that routinezv has the worst 
microbiological water qualiry in LA County and consistently receives an "F" on Heal the 
Bay ·s Beach Report Card during both dry and wet weather. In fact. Swte Health 
Department wafer contact swndards are exceeded over 60% of the rime during dry 
weather. This beach is listed on the SFVRCB ·s 303(d) list as impaired for recreational 
water contact due to high fecal bacteria densities measured ar the shoreline of this beach. 
The proposed expansion of !he Cabrillo SWH willlike(vfurther reduce water circulation at 
this heach. and could cause even higher baueria densities. Higher bacteria densities 
indicme higher health risk associated u·ith s•rimming at the beach 

Heal the Bay also distributed a graph. ·'Cabrillo Beach- Exc::'!dances Enterococcus ... at the June 
14 Commission meeting. which is attached to this report as Exhibit 15. 

The Port of Los Angeles responded to this concern (and other Heal the Bay comments on the 
project) in a June 1 ~- ~000. letter to the Commission (Exhibit 16) which states in part that: 

Ei:tC'nsh·e sampling at the inner Cabrillo Beach are indicates that high levels of bacteria 
a/on<:!, rhe shoreline at rhis locmion. 11·hich is over vllc::-(fliartcr ot'a mile fi-om the ne1r ... . ' ~-· 

Sha!!mr Warer Hahira!. are like(1· caused b.1· hirds Hhich roost on the heach 
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J-Varer qualiry indicarors (including dissoh'ed oxygen. transparency, and biological ox_vgen • 
demand ( BOD)j jusr ojfshore ofCabrillo Beach have, ifan_whing, improved with 
cons/ruction of the Cabrillo Shallow Water Habitat. 

Water quality and hydrod_ynamic specialists at rhe Corps· Waterwa_vs Experiment Station 
indicate that construction of the new shallow water will hme no concentrating ejfecton 
the bacteria levels at the Inner Cabrillo Beach and may result in more water movement in 
the area. 

In a separate response to Heal the Bay· s comment letter to the Port of Los Angeles (Exhibit 17), 
the Port states in part that: 

The Inner Cabrillo Beach has had chronic high levels of bacteria, and unlike at leasr some 
beaches, these high levels occur during low nmoff periods. Extensive sampling oft he 
beach and infi·asrructure (storm drains and sewer lines) surrounding the beach have 
shown birds, which roost on the beach in large numbers, as the likely source of the high 
bacteria coums on the beach While a strong current running along the beach might act to 
disperse bacteria. to our knowledge. there is no information that subsrantiates Heal the 
Bay's claim that "Poor water circulation in the beach area contributes to the high 
bacteria densities measures at this beach·· or that consrruction of the existing Cabrillo 
Shallow Warer Habitat has "been exacerbared by the Cabrillo SWH the Port constructed 
in rhe early 1990s . . , 

Recent discussions wirh Dave .vfarke and Berry Bunch at the Waterways Experiment 
Station in Vicksburg indica red that expansion of the Cabrillo Shallow Water Habitat would 
not have any effect on the circulation in the shallow water adjacent to the Inner Cabrillo 
Beach However. a reduction in warer volume in this area of rhe harbor may increase 
tidal velocities, which could increase water exchange in the area. Expansion of the 
eelgrass in the area of Cabrillo Beach in recent years indicates that the water quality in 
the area is good, although the eelgrass itself may tend to reduce circulation between the 
eelgrass bed and the beach 

To fbrthe!· address these concerns regnrdim! circulation and water auality in the proiect a.rea 
between <;abrillo Beach and the :Vlain Channel. the Corps stated that the second consistency 
determination for this oroiect will now incorporate the results of modeling bv the Corps of 
Potential circulation chan!!es. and the inferred water wualitv effects. in harbor waters between 
CJ.brillo Beach and the Main Channel from four shallow water habitat development scenarios 
(no shallov,r water habitat: th~ shallow water habitat as it presently exists: the ~xisting shailow 
water habitat ·.vith the nronosed ~xnansion: and the existimr shallow water habitat with the 
prooosed cxoansion and with a "hole in the breakwater ... that is. a connection between the waters 
orfshore of C1brillo Beach and the ocean ,hromzh the San Pedro Breakwater. 

• 

• 
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The Corns also has committed (as an additional element of the subject consistencv 
determination l to undenake post-construction monitoring of circulation and water quality in the 
proiect area (betw·een Cabrillo Beach and the Main Channel). and to submit a consistencv 
determination for miti~ation/remediation work if the monitoring results indicate unexpected 
adverse effects on circulation or water quality in the project area caused by the expansion of the 
shallow \Vater habitat. \Vater quality in the proiect area will be evaluated bv measuring dissolved 
oxygen. turbidity/transparency. and temperature. The Corps will include the circulation/water 
quality monitoring plan in the second consistency detem1ination for Commission review and 
approval prior to finalizing and implementing the plan. and will submit the monitoring results as 
thev become available to the Commission staff. 

In conclusion. the Commission finds that the proposed harbor deepening project will generate 
only minor. shon-term effects on water quality and marine resources in the Port of Los Angeles. 
Dredging and disposal activities will not result in any significant, adverse effects on the coastal 
zone due to the nature of the dredged materials. the location of the disposal sites. and the 
environmental commitments incorporated into the project. Therefore, the Commission finds that 
the proposed project is consistent with the water quality and marine habitat protection policies of 
the CCMP (Sections 30705, 30706, and 30708 of the Coastal Act). However, because ofthe 
phased review process for this project agreed to by the Corps of Engineers, the Commission will 
review the final project design for disposal of contaminated sediments at in-harbor sites, the 
aforementioned circulation/water quality modeling results. and the post-construction circUlation/ 
water quality monitoring plan at a later date in a second consistencv determination in order to 
ensure that disposal of contaminated sediments and construction of the shallow water habitat 
expansion will not adversely affect circulation. water quality. and marine resources in the harbor, 
and to ensure that the project remains consistent with the water quality and marine habitat 
protection policies of the CCMP. 

C. Environmentallv Sensitive Habitat. Sections 30706 and 30708 of the Coastal Act provide 
in relevant pan that: 

30706. In addition to the other prorisions of rhis chapter, the policies contained in this 
section shall govern filling semrard of the mean high tide line within the jurisdiction of 
ports: 

(bi The nature. location. and exrenr of anyfill. including the disposal of dredge spoils 
within an area designaredtcwfitl. shallminimi:::e harmful effects to coastal resources. 
such as il'ater quality . .fish or ll'i!dlik resources. recreational resource,<,·. or sand 
transport :,ystems. and shall minimi:::e reductions oj'rhe volume. surface area. or 
circular ion o,( H'ater . ... 

30708. All porr-re!ated den?lopmems shall be /ocared. designed. and construcred so as 
ro: 
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(a) .i!inimi~e substantial adverse em:ironmental impacts. 

(d) Provide for other beneficia/uses consistent with the public trust, including, hut not 
limited £0, recreation and wildlife habitat uses. ro the extent feasible . ... 

The proposed project could potentially affect marine habitat used by two federally endangered 
species, the California least tern and the California brovvn pelican. The Draft EIS for the project 
describes the habitat needs ot', potential project impacts on. and associated mitigation measures 
for these species. While the least tern has nested on Pier 300 since the mid-1970s, since 1997 the 
only successtul nesting has taken place on the newly-constructed Pier 400; in 1998 the Pier 300 
site was decommissioned. Least tern nesting in the Port has been monitored since 1974 and the 
data indicate that harbor dredging projects that include measures to protect terns have not 
adversely affected tern nesting (Exhibit 6). For the 1999 nesting season, one 15-acre site in the 
southeast comer of Pier 400 was designated as the tern nesting site and the entire southern 
portion of Pier 400 was identified as a tern management area where no construction would occur. 
Monitoring in 1999 showed that a majority of the terns nested in the management area (280 
nests), at one location in the pier surcharge area ( 4 nests), and at two locations on the 
transportation corridor (83 nests). Least terns forage primarily over shallow water (l12ss than 20 
feet deep) in the outer harbor near Pier 300, Cabrillo Beach and salt marsh, the West Basin in the 
Port of Long Beach, and the Cabrillo Shallow Water Habitat Area. However, in recent years the 
terns have also foraged in deeper harbor waters south and east of the new Pier 400 landfill. 

The California brown pelican resides in the harbor year round but its abundance is greatest 
during the period between July and November. The pelican prefers to roost on the harbor 
breakwater dikes and forages over open harbor waters for several species of fish. 

The Corps states that the proposed dredging would have no signitic::mt adverse effects on 
endangered species. The inner harbor channels to be dredged are not considered significant 
foraging areas for least terns or brown pelicans. and, therefore, dredging and related turbidity in 
these areas are not expected to affect these species. 

The proposed Pier 300 landfill would result in a permanent loss of shallow water habitat that is 
used by least terns as foraging habitat. The till \vould also alter circulation in the remaining 
shallow water habitat in this area which could then cause a degradation of the habitat value that 
remains. Loss and degradation of shallow water habitat \vould be mitigated through use of 
existing pon mitigation credits and the creation of additional shallow water habitat in the Outer 
Harbor. :Jo turbidity will be allowed in the Pier 300 shallow water areas during the tern nesting 
season between A.pril and September. With these mitigation measures. the USFWS determined 
that the proposed landtiil \VOuld not adversely affect either the California least tern or California 
brown pelican. 

Th~:! 3 5-ac:-e Southwest Slip landfill would c::mse a permanent loss of sott bottom :ish and bird 
habitat! some of ..:urrently contaminated) and would be mitigated through use of existing 

• 

• 
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mitigation credits and! or the creation of additional credits in the Outer Harbor. However, this 
area is not used by least terns or brown pelicans and the landfill would not adversely affect either 
of these species. 

Proposed expansion of the Cabrillo Shallow Water Habitat Area by 54 acres would convert deep 
water habitat to shallov-,r water habitat at an elevation of approximately -15 feet MLL W. The 
expansion \vould also cap part of the State of California-listed toxic hot spot located near the 
Cabrillo Pier: this is considered a beneficial impact for protecting this foraging area used by terns 
and pelicans. Placement of fill material at this location will be timed to avoid the least tern 
nesting season and/or will be designed to assure that turbidity does not enter the exis;.:11g shallow 
water area in order to avoid impacts to least tern foraging activity. Formation of additional 
shallow water habitat will benefit the least tern once its prey species become est::tblished in the 
new area. The Corps reports that based on surveys in August 1999, fish abundance and species 
composition were similar during the daytime at the Pier 300 and Cabrillo Shallow Water Habitat 
areas. five years after the Cabrillo habitat was created. Least tern foraging surveys in 1996, 
however. showed less use of the Cabrillo area relative to the Pier 300 area. which could be 
related to tern behavior rather than abundance of fish at the Cabrillo Habitat area. 

The Port of Los Angeles develops mitigation plans for impacts to fish and wildlife species in 
coordination with the National Marine Fisheries Service. u.S. Fish and Wildlife' ~rvice, and the 
California Department ofFish and Game through agreed-upon mitigation policies. Exhibit 7 
shows the estimated number of current mitigation credits available for use in the proposed 
project. Exhibit 8 illustrates how those credits would be used in the proposed project. Exhibit 9 
illustrates the marine resources and endangered species mitigation measures to be used in the 
proposed project. Exhibit 10 provides information on the mitigation monitoring program for the 
project. In addition. in its May 15. 2000, letter to the Corps of Engineers (Exhibit 11), the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service commented on the proposed project as follows: 

We had produced a Biological Opinion (BO), for the Deep Draft Navigation Improvements 
Project in 1992 (1-6-92-F-25, September J..f, 1992), addressing potential imparts to the 
California least tern fStema anrillarum browni) and the Caltfornia brown pelican 
(Pelecanus occidemalis cal{fornicus). Phases I and 2 of that project are near~v 
comple!ed. The least tern. in parlicular. has been ve1~1· well served by !he actions of the 
local sponsor. Port of Los Angeles. who has acted ia compliance with the nest 
managemem agreement. nesl sile monitoring. essential foraging area miligation and 
protec!ion all requiremenrs ofrhe 199:! EIS and BO. 

We completed a Plwming .--lid Report in August of 1999. and a drqft Fish and Wildl(fe 
Coordination Act Reporr (FWCARJ in Januw:l· ]000. for the subject supplemental project 
and expecr 10 complere a final FrVC..J.R rerv soon . .J.s wmr letter confirms. H'e hal·e heen in ·- ~ "' " 

discussions. that is. in(ormct! con';u!Iation. H'itlz the Corps (~(Engineers and rhe local 
sponsor. the Port o(Los . .J.ngeies since !asr _1·car By mwual design. !he dSEJS includes 
agreed upon pro!ection measures/or rhe California ieasr rem and ocrs as u Biological 
..J.ssessmenr. us ll'cil. 
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The project description components that would assure ihat the listed species, parricularl.v • 
rhe least rem. would nut be adversely C{tjected are listed on pages .J. -1-:0 through 13 oft he 
dSEIS. In general. those elements include: prorecrion and management ofa designated 
nesring area pursuant ro wrilten agreemelll. through construcrion timing and moni!Oring 
protection ofspecifically designated essenrial shallow water foraging areas from 
degradation during construction. and ofjserring, acre-for-acre and near the nesring site, of 
any loss of shallow water foraging area in advance of loss. 

No other listed species may be ajfecred by the proposed channel deepening and landfill 
construction project. Therefore, provided the project is implemented as described in the 
dSEIS, we concur that no listed species H'ould be adversely affected by the project and 
Formal Consultation. pursuam to section 7 of£he Endangered ~pecies Act is not 
warranted. ... 

The ~ational Marine Fisheries Service stated in its May 5, 2000, letter to the Port of Los Angeles 
(Exhibit 12) that: 

The proposed project is located in an area identified as Essential Fish Habitar (EFH) for 
fish species federally managed under the Pacific Groundfish Fishery 1\tfanagement Plan 
and Coastal Pelagic Fishe1~v .Vfanagemem Plan. Based on our review of the information 
contained in the DSEIS/DSEIR, NMFS believes that rhe proposed project, including 
implemenrarion of rhe described mirigation would not result in an adverse impacr on EFH 
and other NMFS-trztSL ;ishery resources. 

The California Department of Fish and Game stated in its Yfay 16, 2000, letter to the Port of Los 
Angeles (Exhibit 13) that: 

The DSEIS/DSEIR is adequate in its portra_l·al of impacts to fish and wildlife resources and 
habitars associared wirh the preferred project and alternatives. Therefore, the Deparrment 
does not object ro the adoprion of the recommended plan alternative provided rhe 
described mitigarion measures are implemented. 

In a June 8, :2000. letter to the Cummission (Exhibit 1-'). the environmental group Heal the Bay 
raised a concern ·'about the use of dredged materials to till in more 0f ~an Pedro Bay" and the 
need for the proposed Pier 3v0 landfill: 

The expansion of Pier 300 will result in the permanem destruction ofan esrimared :lO% of 
the preferredjoraging hahitatfor the California least rem. The <:xpansion of the Cahrillo 
Shallow Water Hahirar rSWH) may not mitigate rlzis loss. 

To dare. it does not appear rhe Port has considered prr~ie~t aitern::::· ;;s such as upland 
tiisposal o(Jredrz;ed muraials: benetlcial reuse ~~(rhe dred.'{cd mureriais_tor producrs such 
tiS concrere: and u smL,!!er-\'Cale prr~iecr 1rhich ;muid .:;enerare less (ircLige marcrfui. 

• 
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The Port of L :)S Angeles responded to Heal the Bay· s concerns about the need for and 
alternatives to the project landfills in the Port· s June 1:::. 2000. letter to the Commission (Exhibit 
16) and in the Port's separate response to Heal the Bay··s May 22.2000, letter (Exhibit 17). The 
information contained in these response letters and in the project DSEIS/SEIR adequately 
documents: (1) the range of project alternatives considered: (2) the need for the Pier 300 landfill 
to support current and future cargo handling requirements at this container terminal; and (3) the 
conclusion that the proposed landfill will have no adverse effect on the foraging activity and 
population of California least terns. 

To further address the concerns regarding potential adverse effects on least terns. the Corps has 
committed (as an additional element of the subject consistencv determination) to undertake post­
construction monitoring of least tern fora~ing activity in the project area. and to submit a 
consistencv determination for mitic:ationlremediarion work if the monitoring results indicate 
unexpected adverse effects on least terns caused by construction of the Pier 300 landfill 
expansion. The Corps will jpclude the monitorjni plan jn the second consistencv determination 
for Commission review and approval prior to finalizing and implementing the plan. and will 
submit the monitoring results as thev become available to the Commission staff. 

In conclusion. with the mitigation measures outlined in the consistency determination and project 
DSEIS/SEIR. with the considerations discussed in previous sections (i.e .. subsequent review of 
final project design. in particular. dredge material disposal locations and design). and with the 
aforementioned additional environmental commitments made by the Corps. the Commission 
finds that the proposed dredging and filling will not significantly affect the endangered 
California least tern or California brown pelican and is consistent with the fish and wildlife 
resource and habitat protection policies of the CCMP (Sections 30706 and 30708 of the Coastal 
Act). 

D. Sand Supply. Sections 30706 and 30708 of the Coastal Act provide in relevant part that: 

30706. In addition to the other provisions of this chapter, the policies contained in this 
section shall govern filling seaward of the mean high tide line within the jurisdiction of 
par·:;: 

(a) The >1·cuer area lOb .. jil: ... J shall be the minimum neccssm:v to achieve the pwpose of 
the fill. 

(bi The nawre. location. and exlent of anyfzll. including the disposal ofdredge spoils 
within em area designated jar jill. shall minimi::e harmjid effects to coastal resources. 
such as H·cuer quality. jish or wildlife resources. recreational resources. or sand 
transvort st·stems. and shall minimi::e reductions ofrhe \'Olume. surface area. or . ~ •' . 
c.'irculativn o(lmler . 
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30708. All port-related de,·e!opmenrs shall be located, designed, and constructed so as 
ro: 

(aJ .vlinimi::e substantial adverse environmental impacts. 

(d) Provide for other beneficial uses consistent with the public trust. including, but not 
limited to. recreation and wildlife habitat uses. to the extent feasible . ... 

Section 30233(b) of the Coastal Act provides that: 

Dredging and spoils disposal shall be planned and carried out to avoid significant 
disruption to marine and wildlife habitats and warer circulation. Dredge spoils suitable 
for beach replenishment should be transported for such purposes to appropriate beaches 
or into suitable long shore current 5ystems. 

The Port of Los Angeles proposes to dispose up to 2.-J. million cu.yds. of dredged material at LA-
2 and/or LA-3, EPA-approved ocean dredge material disposal sites, the former located seven 
miles offshore from the Port of Los Angeles and the latter five miles offshore from Newport 
Beach. Dredged material placed at these sites \Vould not be available for beach replenishment 
after disposal. Analysis indicates that the dredged material is not suitable for beach placement 
due to the predominately small grain size of the material. Since the material is predominately silt 
and clay, wave energy would move this relatively fine material off the beaches and out of the 
littoral system if the material were placed on the beach or in the nearshore zone. Therefore, the 
Commission finds that the 2.4 million cu.yds. of clean but structurally unsuitable dredged 
materials are also not suitable for beach replenishment, and that the proposed disposal of the 2.4 
million cu.yds. of material at LA-2 and/or LA-3 is consistent with the sand supply policies of the 
Calitornia Coastal Management Program (Sections 30706, 30708, and 30233 of the Coastal Act). 
The volumes of clean dredged material to be placed at one or both of the ocean disposal sites will 
be finalized by the Corps of Engineers at a later date and will be a component of the previously­
mentioned second consistency submittal for this project under the phased review process agreed 
to by the Corps of Engineers. 

E. Recreation. The Coastal Act provides in the following sections that: 

30213. Lower cos£ •·isitor and recreational facilities shall be protected, encouraged. and. 
whereji.wsib/e. provided. Developmems providing public recreational opporrunities are 
preferred. .. . 

30~20. Coastal areas suited for water-oriented recreational activities that cannot he readily 
provided at inland wafer areas shall be proTected for such uses. 

30224. Increased recreutional boating use of(.:oaswi waters shail be encouraged. in 
acco•·danc:J >rirlz this ~.ii\·ision. hy de1·e!oping .IJ:,· srorage areas. increasing public launching 

• 
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faciliries. proriding addirional berthing 5pace in existing harbors. lim iring non-water­
dependenr land uses 1 hat congesr access corridors and preclude boaring support faciliries. 
providing harbors of refuge, and by proridingfor new hoatingfaciliries in narural harbors, 
new prorected >rater areas. and in areas dredged from dry land 

30234. Facilities serving the commercial fishing and recremional boating indusrries shall 
be protected and, where feasible, upgraded Existing commercial fishing and recreational 
homing harbor space shall not be reduced unless the demand for those facilities no longer 
exists or adequate substilllte space has been provided. Proposed recreational boaring 
facilities shall, where feasible, be designed and locared in such a fashion as not to interfere 
>vith the needs of the commercial fishing indusn:v. 

30234.5. The economic, commercial. and recrcmional importance of fishing activities shall 
be recogni:=ed and protected 

30706. In addition to the other provisions of this chapter. the policies contained in this 
section shall govern filling seaward of the mean high tide line within the jurisdiction of 
ports: 

(bJ The nature, location, and extent of an:vfill, including the disposal oldredge spoils 
within an area designated for jill. shall minimi::e harmfit! effects to coastal resources, 
such as >mter qualio·. fish or H'ildlife resources, recreational resources, or sand 
transport systems, and shall minimize reductions of the volume, swface area. or 
circulation of wa£er . ... 

30708. All port-related de\.·elopmenrs shall be located designed. and constructed so as to: 

(a) Minimize substantial adverse enrironmenra/ impacts. 

fc) Provide for other beneficial uses consisrent with the puhlic trust, including, but not 
limited to. recreation and wildlife l'aoitat uses. to ,he ex:cnt feasible . ... 

Th~.: Commission must examine project consistency with recreational resources at the LA-2 and 
LA-3 ocean disposal sites and those located in the Pon of Los Angeles. Regarding the former 
two sites. in the second consistency detennination for this phased-review project that \Nil! be 
submitted by the Corps in the fall of 2000. the final \·olumes of clean dredged material to be 
placed at the LA-2 and LA-3 sites will be provided to the Commission. In this subject 
consistency detem1ination. the Commission must determine \vhether the general use of the ocean 
disposal sites is consistent with the CC:VfP. In its 1997 rf"\·iew of the redesignation of the LA-2 
ocean Jisposal site. the Commission examined the preYious rwenty years of disposal acti,·iry J.t 
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LA-2 and adopted the following findings regarding commercial and recreational fishing at and 
near LA-2: 

The Commission's interest in the ejfect of the use ofthe disposal site on bemhic resources 
and on turbidity at and near LA-] is generated by concern aver the effect of the site on 
economically, recreationally. and biologically imporrant fish species. It appears from the 
data presented so far that the designation of LA-2 has not affected fishery resources oflhe 
area. To provide further evidence of this conclusion. EPA conducted an analysis of 
recreational and commercia/fish catch to determine if use of LA-2 has caused a noticeable 
reduction ojjish catches as compared to trends of the region. Based on these studies. EPA 
concludes that dredged material disposal at LA-2 has not caused any significant ejfect on 
recreational and commercial jish catches. 

With the Commission's 1997 concurrence in the redesignation of the LA-2 ocean disposal site, 
the proposed disposal of clean dredged material at LA-2 will not generate significant adverse 
effects on commercial or recreational tishing. The disposal site is located seven miles from 
shore and disposal activities will not affect public access to or recreational use of the offshore 
area. Therefore, the Commission finds that proposed disposal at LA-2 is consistent with the 
commercial and recreational fishing and boating policies of the California Coastal Management 
Program (Sections 30234, 30234.5, 30220, and 30224 of the Coastal Act:. 

The LA-3 site is located in an area devoid of submerged relief and at a depth beyond most 
commercial bottom fishing. While a setline dory fishery exists in the general area ofLA-3, 
dredged material disposal has not adversely affected this fishery in the past, and there is no 
indication that continued disposal at LA-3 will generate adverse effects on this fishery. 
Likewise. there are no significant recreational tisheries in the area that could be affected by the 
project. The site is outside the designated vessel traffic approach lanes for the Ports of Los 
Angeles and Long Beach. and no significant effects on commercial shipping are generated by 
use ofLA-3. In addition, use ofLA-3 will not affect recreational boating in the area. Therefore, 
the Commission tinds that proposed disposal at LA-3 is consistent with the commercial and 
recreational fishing and boating policies of the California Coastal Management Program 
(Sections 30234. 30234.5, 30220, and 30224 of the Coastal Act). 

The project activities within the Port of Los Angeles must be consistent with the recreational 
policies in Sections 30706 and 30708 of the Coastal Act. The proposed dredging and tilling that 
would occur in the inner harbor channels. Pier 300. the Southwest Slip. and adjacent to the 
Cabrillo Shallow Water Habitat would not generate adverse effects on recreational activity in the 
Port. ).io existing public access or recreation areas will be eliminated or created by the proposed 
project. Dredging will not affect the existing commercial recreational facilities at Ports 0' Call 
Village on the west side of the main channel. On-water recreational boating \Viii be restricted in 
the immediate areas of active dredging and tilling, and some inconvenience to recreational 
boaters traveling within the harbor may occur due to project activities. Jut these are not 
considered signiticant impacts. The propused Pier 300 and Southwest Slip landfill sites are not 
recreation ::1reas due to the existing cargo terminal :md industrial activities that occur here: 
proposec landtills will not atTect public Jccess or recreation. 

• 

• 

• 
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• Construction of the expansion of the Cabrillo Shallow Water Habitat site could generate 
temporary effects on public recreation in adjacent waters. The DEIS states that: 

• 

• 

Consrructing the submerged dike at this sire and disposing of dredged materia!·would 
cause rurbidity for about 1.5 months . .. To aroid conflicts with construction equipment 
and impacts to their operations fi·om turbidity. and prior to construction oft he Shallow 
fVater Habitat, both bail barges would be located temporarily loan appropriate site within 
the Outer Los Angeles Harbor. After construction of the Shallow ·water Habiwt. both 
barges may need to be relocated to a more permanent and appropriate location in the 
Ower Los Angeles Harbor. The bail barges would continue to be accessible to fishing 
boats during and after construction and no significant recreational impacts 1-vould result 
fi·om use of this site. 

Turbidity generated by construction also could adversely affect fishing opportunities at the 
nearby pier since the number of fish may decline. Since the possible impact to fishing 
would be short term. fishing -.,vould not be precluded at the pier. and opportunities to fish 
from shore are available elsewhere in the project area (e.g., the Port of Long Beach and 
the outer beach), this impact is not considered significam. Fish would be expected to 
re:urn soon after construction ceased (i.e .. within days or weeks). Long-term fishing 
opportunities may increase in the Port of Los Angeles due to the provision of more shallow 
water habitat, which attracts many different fish species .... 

Construction activities could also temporarily disrupt recreational water sports in the 
vicinity of the Cabrillo Shallow rvarer Habitat Expansion Site. Disruption would be short 
term and insignificant. 

The Commission agrees that project dredging and filling will generate only temporary and minor 
effects on recreational boating and fishing in the vicinity of dredge and fill operations. The 
Commission also finds that the proposed expansion of the Cabrillo Shallow Water Habitat Area, 
with the environmental commitments made by the Corps of Engineers regarding circulation! 
water quality modeling. monitoring. and mitigation (as discussed in Section VIIB of this report). 
will not cause a degradation in water quality or recreational opportunities at Cabrillo Beach. 
Therefore. the Commission finds that with the same considerations discussed in previous 
sections (i.e., subsequent review of final project design. in particular. dredge material disposal 
locations and design), proposed dredge and fill activities in th~ Port of los Angeles are 
consistent vvith the commercial and recreational fishing and boating policies of the California 
Coastal ~vbnagement Program (Sections 30706 and 30708 of the Coastal Act). 

G land use 1federal consistency staff report :::oo0.'050-00 revised findings 
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Table 3.4-3. Mitigation Available for Channel Deepening Project 

l 
Approximate Value in Deep Value in Shallow Value in inner 

Mitif!ation Bank Crediis Available1 Outer Harbor Outer Harbor·1 Harbor Sli"os" 
I Bolsa Chica Bank 70 70 -47 140 

I Outer Harbor Bank 46 46 -31 92 
I Inner Harbor Bank 6 n.a. n.a. 6 
I Total 116 78 238 

Notes: 
!. Final values to be coniinned from as-built drawings for Pier 400 and the Cabrillo Shallow Water Habitat. 
, Value of credits is 1/1 for Outer Harbor deep habttat, 111.5 for Outer Harbor shallow habitat, and 1/0.5 for tnner 

harbor: n.a. = not applicable. 
, _. The Pter 300 fill mav reoutre exoendirure of credits for dezradation of the remainim! water area. 

• 

Channel Deepening SEISISEIR Draft • 
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Table JA-..J. Biulogical Mitigation Ucquirements fm· Channel Deepening 

DISPOSAL SITES 
. --· ----· ·----~---· .. ---· ----- ----~-~ ·--

l lcpth --~--- Pier 300 Southwest Slif! Cabrillo S\\'fl 

_ ({t;_t'f) ~'IC.I' l',Ilue* Credits Acres Value Credits Acres Value 

50 .. H) 1.5 -77.5 -35 0.5 17.5 54 0.5 
50 () 1.5 0.0 -35 0.5 17.5 54 0.5 
50 u 1.5 0.0 -35 0.5 -17.5 5·1 0.5 
50 I) 1.5 0.0 -35 0.5 -17.5 0 0.5 
50 -40 1.5 -77.5 0 0.5 0.0 54 0.5 
50 -Htl 1.5 -134.5 () 0.5 0.0 54 0.5 
50 na 1.5 na na 0.5 na na 0.5 

• 
Total Credit 

Credi!S Credits De/lei!~ 
27.0 -68.0 49.0 
27.0 9.5 126.5 
27.0 9.5 121i.5 
0.0 -17.5 9!J.5 
27.0 -50.5 (i6.5 
27.0 107.5 9.5 
na na na 

~'I - - - . .. . ·- . ·- -- .. ... - - - - - . • . .. I 

54 0.5 27.0 

5..J 0.5 27.0 .()8.0 49.0 

54 0.5 27.0 9.5 126.5 
0 0.5 0.0 -17.5 9!J.5 

51' I 53 -1J.L5 -35 0.5 -17.5 

·5.1' 2' 55 .. H) 1.5 -71.5 -35 0.5 17.5 

5 \'-] 53 o 1.5 0.0 -35 0.5 17.5 
53' ·I 53 0 1.5 0.0 -35 0.5 -17.5 

\ 

(\ 
'0 

' (/\ 
0 
' 0 
{) 

.. 

:i I' 5 53 HO 1.5 -134.5 0 0.5 0.0 54 0.5 27.0 -107.5 9.5 
)]' () 5~ -40 1.5 -77.5 () 0.5 0.0 0 0.5 0.0 -77.5 39.5 
5). 7' 53 0 1.5 0.0 -35 0.5 -17.5 0 0.5 0.0 -17.5 99.5 

.sr 51 o I -75 0.5 -37.5 0 0.5 0.0 -37.5 
·55'.( 55 -80 -35 0.5 17.5 54 0.5 27.0 -125.0 -8.0 
-55' 2 55 -40 -77.5 -35 0.5 -17.5 54 0.5 27.0 -68.0 49.0 
55' 3 55 0 0.0 -35 0.5 -17.5 54 0.5 27.0 9.5 126.5 
.))' .J 55 () 1.5 0.0 -35 0.5 -17.5 0 0.5 0.0 -17.5 99.5 
55' 5 55 -80 1.5 -134.5 0 0.5 0.0 54 0.5 27.0 -107.5 9.5 
55.-(> 55 -40 1.5 -77.5 0 0.5 0.0 0 0.5 0.0 -77.5 3().5 

"i4 O"i J7() -10.5 IOCi.S 55' 7 55 0 1.5 0.0 -7'i ()<j -17 5 
·~ - ·-.. -- -·~--··--·--------------· 

N,l(t'I: * Fnr a 40 acre fill, the value is 1.5 of water area lust plus a up to a 5% degradation of the remaining shallow water C233 acn.:s). for an 80-acrc fill, the value of 
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1.5 and 5% dcgrad;uion of remaining shallow watt:r area(' 193 acres) would need to be reviewed hy resource agencies prior to penni! issuance or constrm:tion. 
Value of 1.5 asstlltles the Picr .JOO access conidor is open. The nh1c would be 1.125 with it closed (LA liD !999). 
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3.4 Biota and Habitats 

Mitigation Measures 

The following measures are adapted from and 
supplement measures approved for the Deep 

General Marine Resources 

BI0-1 The LAHD shall provide off-site or on­
site compensation for loss of general marine 
resources including approximately 40 or 80 
acres of shallow water Outer Harbor habitat 
and/or 35 or 75 acres of inner harbor habitat 
in excess of the mitigation credits available 
in existing mitigation banks. Neither the 
LAHD nor the USACE shall begin con­
struction of any fill prior to providing miti­
gation acceptable to the resource agencies 
(USFWS, NMFS, CDFG), as described 
herein, adequate to compensate for marine 
resource impacts associated with fill con­
struction. Implementation of mitigation 
measures shall occur prior to or concurrent 
with any construction of the proposed proj­
ect in Los Angeles Harbor. 

a. The LAHD shall apply credits avail­
able in existing mitigation banks to com­
pensate for loss of fish and wildlife habitat 
due to construction of fill at the Southwest 
Slip Site and Pier 300 Expansion Site. 

b. The LAHD shall continue to pursue 
implementation of wetlands restoration 
projects at: (i) Balsa Chica Future Full 
Tidal, (ii) Ballona Wetlands Parcel A/C, 
(iii) Santa Ana River Mouth, or (iv) Or­
mond Beach to make up any mitigation 
shortfall after exhausting existing mitiga­
tion banks. 

c. If these wetlands are determined to 

be infeasible or in aggregate do not provide 
adequate mitigation above that required for 
the approved project. then other coastal 
wetlands shall be considered/ substituted in 
the Southern California Bight. including 
but not limited to Huntington Beach Wet­
lands. Tijuana River. San Elijo Lagoon. 
Mugu Lagoor.. Buena Vista Lagoon or oth­
ers. Such mitigation. including acquisition 
of lands and interests. shall be undenaken 
before or ::::oncurrem with any construction 
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Draft Navigation Improvement Project. • 
measures are added as appropriate. 

of any ponion of the project not otherwise 
adequately mitigated. These opporrunities 
identified above will be established through 
Memoranda of Agreements (MOAs) with 
the concerned resource agencies taking imo 
account provisions identified in "d" below. 

d. Should no feasible coastal wetlands 
restoration projects identified above be 
available at the time of Pan Master Plan 
Amendment certification or Depanmem of 
Anny Pennit (if applicable) to the Port. 
then the USFWS, NMFS, CDFG may al­
low the Port to implement an alternative 
mitigation measure, such as an Artificial 
Reef Project(s) in the Los Angeles coastal 
area under the provisions specified below: . 

• Artificial Reefs Research. Upon sig­
nature by the appropriate parries to an 
MOA, the LAHD shall panicipate:~·n 
veloping an anificial reef progr 
continue the work previously compile m 
conjunction with the Pan of Long Beach 
and NMFS. The purpose of this research 
is to help confirm the habitat value/ pro­
ductivity of anificial reefs and their value 
as mitigation for Port fills. The design 
(including size) and monitoring program 
shall be in conformance with agency re­
quirements. The LAHD will receive 
credit for construction of the reef at a 
mutually agreeable ratio. Following· 
completion of the project the value of the 
reef would be recalculated in accordance 
with the established MOA. 

Furure Artificial Reef Implementacion 
Program. If, based on the studies identi­
fied above or other information that may 
come available in the future, the 
USFWS, NMFS and CDFG detennin~ 
reefs are suitable mitigation, and if wet­
lands are not available or it is determined 
that reef construction in conjunction w .. 
a coastal wetlands restor::mon progra~ 
appropriate. then the LAHD shall im­
plement :n artificial reef program. Th1s 
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program will be established throu>!h 
MOAs with the resource aQ:encies taki~o 

- :::> 

into account provisions identified below. 

This program shall include construction 
of one or more quarry rock reefs or other 
suitable materials at an initial tradeoff 
ratio to be determined by the signatories 
to a prerequisite reef MOA based on data 
available at the time. Location of reef 
placement would be limited in the nonh 
at Pt. Dume and in the south at Dana 
Point. Priority areas for siting of anifi­
cial reefs shall be in Santa Monica Bav - ' 
off the Palos Verdes Peninsula, and south 
of the Los Angeles Harbors in the 
"Huntington Flats" area. 

e. The LAHD shall establish new or 
modify existing MOAs to be submitted for 
approval by the California Coastal Com­
mission and Board of Harbor Commission­
ers prior to or concurrent with the issuance 
of an Depanment of Army Permit by the 
USACE. Pan Master Plan i\.mendment 
cenification, Coastal Development Permit, 
or publication of bids for construction of 
any fill by the USACE or LAHD beyond 
the amount present in existing mitigation 
banks or created through project imple­
mentation. Such MOAs, together with 
other mitigation measures shall result in 
implementation of mitigation projects to 
compensate for all marine resource impacts 
of the proposed project. The MOAs shall 
include, at a minimum. the following: 

Signatures by representatives of the 
LAHD, USFWS. NMFS and CDFG and 
other panies as appropriate. 

• A completed evaluation of the habitat 
values of the project impact site before 
and after the project and a completed 
evaluation of probable habitat values be­
fore and after implementation of the 
mitigation project( Sl. These values will 
oe ·rsed to determine the appropriate re­
lationship of ac:::-es of habitat filled in the 
Port. 

• A plan for the proposed mitigation 
with sufficient acrea~e ~ithe:: alone or in 

~ . 

3.4 Biota and Habitats 

concert with other wetland~ restoration 
projects to provide compensation for 
proposed project impacts. 

• Provisions for the rnnniwring and 
long-term maintenance of habitat values 
at the mitigation site(s). 

Provision that any lands upori which 
mitigation for LAHD/USACE projects is 
to occur must be dedicated tO ensure 
management of fish and wildlife values 
in perpetuity by an entity accentable to 
USFWS, NMFS, and CDrG, prior to 
release of any credits to the LAHD/ 
USACE. 

• Commitments to initiate the mitiga­
tion work prior to or concurrent with 
initiation of any proposed construction 
activity resulting in permanent loss of 
fish and wildlife habitat (i.e. construction 
of new land). 

• Provision that excess credits may be 
used by the LAHD for futuu:: harbor fills 
or sold to other Pan authorities in South­
ern California or other approved coastal, 
water-dependent uses, for compensation 
of impacts to marine resources. These 
credits may not be used by other parries 
for any developments occurring in any 
federal jurisdictional wetlands. 

• Provision that the appropriate 
CEQA and NEPA analyses and docu­
mentation be executed for th: mitiga­
tion project(s). 

BI0-2 Eelgrass in the Pier 300 Shadow Water 
Habitat lost due to construction of the Pier 
300 Expansion Site shall be replaced within 
the harbor in accordance with the NMFS 
guidance document. Locations identified 
for relocation include excavation at the Pier 
300 Shallow Water Habitat accreted area, 
or creating appropriate depths through de­
posit of dredge or other acceptable m~terial 
along the margins of any new land cre:ned 
through the Pier 300 Expansion. or in the 
Cabrillo Beach area. :vfateriai should be 
coarse-grained. as available. 

S~- 4 
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3.4 Biota and Habita!s 

BI0-3 Pickleweed in areas of the Southwest Slio 
to be filled shall be salvaged prior to fillin~ 
and replanted in suitable habitat in the har~ 
bor or off site. 

Endangered Species Measures 

BI0-4 The construction of new fill in the Pier 
300 Shallow Water Habitat shall be de­
signed, to the extent possible, taking into 
account results of modeling to determine 
water quality in the Seaplane Lagoon and 
in the remaining Pier 300 Shallo-w Water 
Habitat. 

BI0-5 For the purposes of maintaining shallow 
water for least tern foraging, the LAHD 
shall replace up to the 80-acre loss of 
shallow water at the Pier 300 Expansion 
Site with 80 acres of shallow water cre­
ated/available at the Cabrillo Shallow Wa­
ter Habitat through provisions of the Port 
of Los Angeles Outer Harbor Mithzation 
Bank Agreement and/or this project. -Con­
struction 'Jf shallow water habitat as re­
placement feeding areas for the least tern 
shall be concluded prior to the least tern 
nesting season in which the habitat loss oc­
curs and shall be capped with sand mate­
rial. 

BI0-6 Unless specifically allowed by the CDFG 
and USFWS, the LAHD/USACE shall not 
allow turbidity from dredge and fill activi­
ties to extend into shallow water durino the 

• 0 

Apnl-to-Se~·-.mber breeding season of the 
California least tern. This requirement 
shall be monitored as provided for in 
Measure BI0-8 below and shall be based 
on visually observed differences between 
ambient surface water conditions and any 
dredging turbidity plume. 

BI0-7 Unless approved otherwise bv the CDFG 
and USFWS. the LAHD/USACE shall en­
sure that 110 impact pile driving shall be 
allowed in the Pier 300 Shall~w Water 
Habi~~t during the April-to-September 
breeomg season of the California least tern. 

3 ...+-20 

BIO-S The LAHDIUSACE shall provide a aua~ 
tied least tern biologist, acceptable.. 1. 

l!SFWS and CDFG and approv r 
USACE, to monitOr and manage the lea 
tern colony during the nesti~g seasoi 
This program shall be carried out for up 
one year following construction of the 1:.: 
element of the Port of Los Angeles Cha: 
nel Deepening Project. The biologist sh:.: 
coordinate with the agencies pursuant ! 

the existing least tern MOA and shall: 

a. Monitor nesting and fledgling succe 
of the least tern colony and provide an a: 
nual report in the format provided in pre\ 
ous years. 

b. Provide an education program f, 
construction crews regarding the idemitv , 
the least tern and their nest~, restricted a 
eas and activities, actions to be taken 
least terns are found outside the designat~ 
least tern nesting sites, and any other-pen 
nent requirements. 

c. Assist the USFWS and C~i 
predator control, as required, prior to ar. 
during the least tern nesting season durir. 
the construction period. 

d. Visually monitor·. and report to th 
dredging contractor · or LAHD/USAC 
contract manager and CDFG/USFWS an 
turbidity from project dredging which e~ 
ters the shallow water habitat area to tl1 
east of Pier 300. 

BIO-S If California least tern or other prorecr:: 
species nests are found outside the desi" 
nated nesting sites during ·constructio~ 
then all work in the immediate are:J. sh::: 
be halted. and the least tern biologist sh;,: 
be notified immediately. An appropriat 
buffer zone around the nest(s) and prote~ 

tion shall be specified bv the biolm!ist 
coordination with CDFG ~nd USFWS .. 

BI 0-10 _The LAHD shall investigate the rl\': 
or all or a pomon of the existing . 
dike groin in the Seaplane Lagoo~ s u-: 
this removal not oc::ur as a result of a r~ 

Channel Deepening SEISISEIR Dra_i 
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Jared project, the Pier 400 Container Ter-

•

minal Project. The vaiue of this removal 
shall be documented in water quality mod­
eling srudies with results to be submitted to 
rhe concerned resource agencies. 

BI0-11 No construction staging area shall be lo­
cated within 200 feet of the identified least 
tern site during the April-to-.)cprember 
least tern nesting season . 

• 

• . . 
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3.4 Biota and Habitats 

Significant Unavoidable A .. dl•erse 
Impacts 

No unavoidable significant impacts would occur. 
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3.4 Biota and Habitats 

3.4.9 Mitigation Monitoring Program 

Potentially 
Significant 
Adverse Impacts 

General Marine Resources 

Placement of dredge material 
would result in a loss of 40 or 
80 acres of soft bottom and 
water-column habitat in the 
Pier 300 Expansion Site and 
35 or 75 acres in the South-
west Slip Fill Site. 

Loss of about 24 acres of 
eelgrass for 80-acre fill or 8 
acres of eelgrass for 40-acre 
fill at Pier 300 Expansion 
Site. 

Loss of 31.5 mz of pickle-
weed for 35-acre fill or 448.4 
m' of pickleweed for 75-acre 
fill at Southwest Slip Fill Site. 

Endangered Species 

Pier 300 Expansion Site fill 
could alter water circulation 
and water quality. 

Pier 300 Expansion Site fill 
would remove 40 or 80 acres 
of shallow water habitat. 

Placeme~t of dredge material 
in Pier 300 Expansion Site 
would cause shon-term tur-
bidity. 

Wharf construction at Pier 
300 Expansion Site could 
affect least tern nesting and 
foraging. 

Dis?osal of dredge material 
at sites in harbor could affeci 
least tern foragmg. 

Miriga.Jion Measures 

BI0-1 Compensate for loss of 
marine resources at Pier 300 
Expansion Site and Southwest 
Slip through use of existing or 
new mitigation banks. 

BI0-2 Replace eelgrass lost at 
Pier 300 Expansion Site within 
the harbor in accordance with the 
NMFS guidance document. 

BI0-3 Pickleweed lost at 
Southwest Slip shall be salvaged 
and replanted in the harbor or off 
site. 

BI0-4 Design Pier 300 Ex-
pansion using water quality mod-
eling. 

BI0-5 Replace shallow water 
lost at Pier 300 Expansion Site 
within harbor at 1: 1. 

BI0-6 Prohibit turbidity from 
dredge and fill activities to ex-
tend into shallow water during 
the California least tern breeding 
season. unless determined other-
wise by USFWS and CDFG. 

BI0-7 Prohibit impact pile 
driving in Shallow Water Habitat 
during the breeding season of the 
California least tern unless de-
termined otherwise by USFWS 
and CDFG. 

I BI0-8 Provide a qualified 

!
least tern biologist to monnor and 
manage the least tern colony 

: during the nestmg season. 

• I 
Significance lWtzga.Jion Program 
After Responsibiluy/ 
Miriga.Jion Report Recipient Frequency 

I 
Not significant LAHD/USACE Prior to or I 

concurrent with 
project. 

I 
Not significant LAHD Prior to or aiter 

fill placement. 

I 

I 
Not significant LAHD Prior to till i 

i pl"omonc. 

Not significant LAHD/USACE Prior to Pier 

I 
300 Expansion 
construction. 

Not significant LAHD Prior to Pier 
300 Expansion 
construcuon. 

Not significant Comractor/USACE During disposal 
activities at 
Pier 300 site. 

I 

Not significant I LAHD I During wharf l 
I construc;wn. i 

I 
I 

I 

I 
i 

I 
I 
I 

I I I 
.I -

;.IN signir"icam LlliD Dunng disposal i 
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3A Biota and HabitaJ.s 

-= Significance .Hiriga.rion Program 

Ajrer Responsibility/ 

Adverse Impacts Jfirigarion .Ueasures Jfitigarion Repon Recipient Frequency 

Placement of dredge material BI0-9 If California least tern Not significant ComractoriUSACE During disposal 

on Pier 400 upland disposal or other protected species nests activities at 

sae could affect least terns are found outside the designated Pier 400 Up-
nesting outside the designated nesting sites during construction, land site. 

sites. work in the immediate area of 
nesting shall be halted, and the 
least tern biologist shall be noti-
fied immediately. 

Placement of dredge material BI0-10 Model the removal of Not significant LAHD/USACE Prior to dis-
at Pier 300 Expansion Site all or a portion of the existing posal activities 
could alter water circulation groin in the Seaplane Lagoon and at the site. 
and water quality. remove if modeling shows bene-

fit to water quality and if not 
previously removed. 

Placement of dredge material BI0-11 No construction staging Not significant L\HD During place-
on Pier 400 Upland disposal area shall be located within :::oo ment of dredge 
site could affect least tern feet of the designated least tern materia! on 
nesting_ site during the least tern nesting Pier ~00 Up-

season . !and site. 

• 

• 
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United States Department of the Interior 
FISH A"{D VY1LDLIFE SERVICE 

Eco1ogic::t1 Services 
Carlsbad Fish and Wildlife Office 

Mr. Robert Koplin 
Chief, Planning Division 
Corps of Engineers, Los Angeles Dist. 
P.O. Box 532711 
Los Angeles, California 
90053-2325 

:;730 Loker Avenue West 
Carlsbad, California 92008 

Attn: Larry Smith, Environmental Resources Branch 

· Re: Los Angeles Harbor Channel Deepening Project 

Dear Mr. Koplin: 

-, 

i 

\' : 
1-
'---' 

MAY 15 2000 

• 

This letter responds to your letter, dated April 17, 2000, on the referenced subject. Your letter • 
indicates that the subject project and its draft supplemental Environmental Impact Statement 
(dSEIS, Apri12000) supplements the Deep Draft Navigation Improvements Project EIS 
completed in 1992. Your letter seeks our concurrence with your view that the subject 
supplemental project would not adversely affect listed species and Formal Consultation, pursuant 
to section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, is not warranted. 

The currently proposed supplemental project alternative (53-2) would deepen the Los Angeles 
Harbor main channel to -53' MLL \V, generating about 6.6 million cubic yards (mcy) of dredge 
spoil. About 1.5 mcy would be used to construct a new 40-acre landfill next to Pier 300, within 
an existing shallow water area; 1.7 mcy would be used to construct a 35-acre landfill along the 
3outr.we3t Slip; !.0 :w.cy •vauld. be used to e:-:.pnd the Ca'b~ll0 Shallow W::.ver H::~oirM hy 54 
acres; and :2.4 mcy would be disposed of at an approved offshore deepwater disposal site. 

We had produced a Biological Opinion (BO), for the Deep Draft NaYigation Improvements 
Project in 1992 (1-6-92-F-25, September 24, 1992), addressing poteutial impacts to the 
California least tern (Stema antillarum brouni) and the California brown pelican (Pelecanus 
occidemalis califomicus). Phases 1 and :2 of that project are nearly completed. The least tern, in 
particular, has been very well served by the actions of the local sponsor, Port of Los Angeles, 
who has acted in conmliance with the nest site manal.!ement arrreement, nest site monitorin!!, 

.. - - -
essential foraging area mitigation and protection, all requiremems of the 1992 EIS and BO. 



• 

• 

• 

We completed a Planning Aid Report in A.ugust of 1999, and a draft Fish and Wildlife 
Coordination Act Report (FWCA.R) in January :2000, for the subject supplemental project and 
expect to complete a Final F\VCAR very soon. As your letter confirms, we have been in 
discussions, that is, informil consulr::uion, with the Corps of Engineers and the local sponsor, the 
Port of Los Angeles since last year. By mutual design, the dSEIS includes agreed upon 
protection measures for the California least tern and acts as a Bioiogical Assessment, as well. 

TI1e project description components that would assure that the listed species, particularly the least 
tern, would not be adversely affected are listed on pages 3.4-20 through 23 of the dSEIS. In 
general, those elements include: protection and management of a designated nesting area 
pursuant to a written agreement, through construction timing and monitoring protection of 
specifically designated essential shallow water foraging areas from degradation during 
construction, and offsetting, acre-for-acre and near the nesting site, of any loss of shallow water 
foraging area in advance of loss. 

No other listed species may be affected by the proposed channel deepening and landfill 
construction project. Therefore, provided the project is implemented as described in the dSEIS, 
we concur that no listed species would be adversely affected by the project and Formal 
Consultation, pursuant to section 7 of the Endangered Species Act is not warranted. Our 
representative remains "Nfr. Jack Fancher who may be reached at (7 60) 431-94-10, email 
jack_fancher@fws.gov. 

1-6-00-I-50 

cc: NMFS, Long Beach (Bob Hoffman) 
CDFG, San Diego (Marilyn Fluharty) 

.../CCC, San Francisco (Jim Raives) 
Port of LA, San Pedro (Ralph Appy) 

Sincerely, 

(}w/Mf2- Cfo~ 
A.ndrew R. Yuen U 
Deputy Field Supervisor 



Mr. Donald W. Rice 
Direct9r of Environmental Management 
Port of Los Angeles 
425 S. Paces Verde Street 
San Pedro, California 90733-0151 

Dear Mr. Rice: 

~~ ~-lwf'J 

, UI\II'TEO STATES OSJ:'ARTMENT' CF' ~MMERCE 
i National Oceanic: and At:mospheric A.dminis'Cl"Erticn 
I N;:.. 71~;-,;AL MARIN:: F!SHERlES SE!=;V!CS 

Southwest Region 
5-01 Weet O.r:can Boul.,...al"tt, Sui"Ce 4ZOO 
Long Beach, California 90802-4213 

F/SWR4:RSH 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Draft Supplemental Environmentaf Impact 
Statement/Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (DSEIS/DSEIR) for the Port of 
Los Angeles Channel Deepening Project. · 

• 

The recommended plan consists of deepening the channels and turning basins to a • 
depth of -53 ft. MLLW. Disposal of dredged material would occur at the Southwest Slip 
to create 35 acres of fill. at the Pier 300 Expansion Site to create 40 acres of fill, at the 
Cabrillo Shallow Water Habitat to create 54 acres of shallow water habitat and · 
approximately 2.4 million cubic yards at the LA2 or LA3 ocean disposal site. 

This letter is provided in accordance with the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act and PL 
94-265 - the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act 
(MSFCMA). 

T'L..to .... _..."''"' ... '='..1 T" ...... J·~· :s .,.,.-~+e.~: ..... .,_-.. -- :,fe"'+l"l-c' A:::: =-s--•:-1 O::ls"" 1..1 .... ~·~ .. -· r'=='·') • ;1- rot•'-'J-''-'-""'"L,; ,..,.,w ";,.,,.,""'\. t :;.....:w..,.t.v~ u• f...ot;L dt~<=a t\..t ttlrlttV c- 1--=> Ct-IUQt ~ \ 14 l iQJtJ t.QI.. \l..i II 

for fish species federally managed under the Pacific Groundfish Fisher/ Management 
Plan and Coastal Pelagic Fishery Management Plan. Based on our review of the 
information contained ln the DSEIS/DSEIR, NMFS believes that the proposed project, 
including implementation of :he desc:-ibed mitigation. would not result in an adverse 
impact on Ei=H and other NMFS-trJst fishe~ resources. 

In view of the above, we do not believe further EFH Conservation Recommendations 
are necessary. Please be advised that regt.:laticns (50 CFR Sections 600.920) to 
implement the E:=-H provisions of the MSFCMA require the Federal action agency, in 

«c: Ca!ilorma Coasla! Commiss•o~ 
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this case the Corps of Enginee~. to provice a written response to this letter wrthin 30 
dayo of it:5 receipt ana at tea:st 1 o cays prior to final approval of the action. A 
preliminary response is acceptable if final a~icn cannot be completed with1n 30 days. 
Their final response must inc:uce a cescription of measures to be required to avoid, 
mrtlgate, or offset the adverse impacts of the activiiy. If their response is inconsistent 
with our EFH Conservation Recommendations, they must provide an expl:::o.nation of the 
reasons for not implementing these recommendations. 

r ~ 

Thank you for your consideration of our recommendations. Should you have any 
questions, please contact Mr. Robert Hoffman at 562-980-4043 or via email at 
bcb.hcffman@ncaa.gov. 

cc: 
USFWS .. Carlsbad {Jack Fancher) 
CDFG ·San Diego (Marilyn Fluharty) 
POLA - Ralph Appy 

Sincerely, 

rlfse~;--
Rodney R. Mcinnis 
Acting Regional Administrator 

••• 



OEPARTMENi OF FISH AND GAME 

ZC LOW!~ RAGSDAL:: DRIVE. SVii: 1:0 
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(631) 649·2!70 

Mr. Donald W. Rice 
Director of Environmental Management 

· Los Angeles Harbor Deparanenc 
425 S. Palos Verdes Street 
San Pedro, California 90733-0151 

Dear Mr. Rice: 

May 16,2000 l~a 

Department of Fish and Game (Depar..ment) personnel have reviewed the Draft 
Supplernental Environmental Impact Statement/Report (DEIS/DEIR.) for the Port of Los Angeles 
Channel Deepening Project. SCH No. 990809-102. The proposed project would deepen the 
Inner Harbor navigatic:-. channels of the Pan of Los Angeles to accommodate modem container 
vessels and would maximize the beneficial uses of dredge material. Approximately 3.9 to 8.5 
million cubic yards of material would be dredged from the Main Channel. West Basin, East 
Channel, East Basin, and Cerritos Channel. Dredge depths of -50,-53, and -55 feet Mean Lower 
Low Water (MIL W) are being considered. The amount of dredge material would depend on the 
approved project depth. Optional disposal sites include the Pier 300 Expansion Site, Pier 400 
Submerged Storage Site, Pier 400 Upland Site, Southwest Slip Fill Site, Cabrillo Shallow Water 
Habitat Expansion Site, an approved upland disposal site, and ocean disposal at the federally 
approved LA-2 and LA-3 sites. The recommended plan alternative would deepen the channels 
and turning basins to a depth of -53 feet Mil.. W with a 2-foot over-'iredge. Dredge material 
would be used to construct a 40-acre landfill at Pie: 300 and a 35-acre landfill and confined 
disposal faci1ity in the Southwest Slip. Additionally, 54 ac:-:.: '"';' dr~d~ .. material would be placed 
in the Cabrillo Shallow Water Habitat Expansion Site. 

The DEISIDEIR is ad~uate in its port::"ayal of impacts to fish and wildlife resour-..es and 
habitats associated with the preferred project and alternatives. Thetefore, the Department does 
not object ro the adoption of the recomme:1ded plan alternative provided the described mitigation 
measures are implemented. 

As always, De?ar"' .... -:lent personnel are avaiiable to discuss our comments, concerns, and 
recommendations in greater detaiL To a:nnge for a discussicn, pJease cor. tact Ms. Marilyn 
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F1uharty, Er.vironrnem.al Specialis~ Califcnia ::Jep~rr:ent of Fish a.-.,d Garr..e, 4949 Viewridge 
A venue, San Diego, C • .t.. 92123, tele::l":one (858) 46'7 -4231. 

cc: 

Robert N. Tasto, Super.;isor 
Project Review and Wat!!r Quality Program 
Marine Region 

Ms. !-tfarilyn Fluha."'t)' 
Department of Fish and G2me 
San Diego, California 

Mr. Robert Hoff.nan 
National Marine Fisheries Servic: 
Long Beach, California 

Mr. Jack Fancher 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Ser.ice 
Carlsbad, California 
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~altheBay 

J1.1n.e 8, 2000 

Chairwoman Sara Wan and Commissioners 
California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105-2219 

. J l.1 lU .il 1.~~~~ 
h~heahheba~or2 
ww.v.healtheoay.org 

RE: Consistency Determination No. CD-50-00: Pert of Los Angeles's Channel 
Deepening Project- Phase I 

Dear Chairwoman Wan and Commissioners: 

Heal the Bay is a nonprofit environmental organization with over 10,000 members 
dedicated to making the coastal waters of Southern California safe and healthy for people 
and marine life. We have advocated for cleaner waters in San Pedro Day and the Port of 
Los Angeles for over ten years. Currently, Heal the Bay.actively participates on the 
Contaminated Sediments Task Force (CSTF), working closely with the various 
regtllatory agencies, resources agencies and the Ports to develop environmentally-sound 
management practices for dredged materials. In addition, we continue to advocate for 
protec'ion of the California least tern and other coastal endangered species. 

Heal the Day has significant concerns regarding the draft EIR/EIS for the Port of LA's 
Channel Deepening Project. We submitted our concerns and comments to the Port on 
May 22, 2qoo. Since we have not yet received a response to our comments, many of the 
concerns we have regarding the CCC staffs consistency determination are the same or 
simila1; to the comments submitted on the draft EIS/EIR. 

Heal the Bay is once again disappointed that the Coastal Conunission 'vas asked to make 
a consistency determination on a project that has not completed CEQAINEPA review and 
has not been reviewed by the Los Angeles Regional Contaminated Sediments Task Force 
(CSTf). As you may recall, the task force was created after very similar circumstances 
involving both Port of LA and Port of Long Beach. Since the CSTF was created, all 
major projects except this one have bec:n reviewed by at least one CSTF committee. Heal 
the Day requests for the Coastal Cozrunission to deny the consistency determination until 
Stlch time as the EIS/EIR is finalized and the project has bee11 reviewed by the CSTF. 

Heal the Bay is not opposed to a char..neling deepening project at !he Port ofLA, 
however, ·we have serious concerns about the use of dredged materials to fill in more of 
San Pedro Bay. Landfill construction results in pennanent destruction of nearshore 
marine biol?gi~al resources. \Ve don't believe the preferred project alternative chosen by 
the Port wh1ch mcludes expansion of the Cabrillo Shallow Water Habitat, landfill in the 
South,vest Slip, and expansion of Pie: 300, is the most e~rvironmentally-sound project 
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alce~T:acive. Specifically, Heal the Bav does not believe [he oronosed landfills meet the 
r'!gUJrements of Se::tion 30706 (b) of the Coascal Act. Tbs ;e::~io::1 ?rovidcs that "The 
!"lature, location, and e:ce::u of any fill, including rhe disposal of dredge spoils wirhin an 
area designated for fill, shaiJ minimize harn:ful effects to coastal resources, st.:ch as water 
quality, fish or wildlife resources, recre::.tion<:l ~:sources, or sand transporr systems, and 
shall mini!Tiize reduction of the volume, surface area, or circulation of water.'' Our 
specific concerns are summarized bclowl. .i 

1. The expansion of Pier 300 will result in the permanent destruction of an 
estimated 20% of the preferred foraging habitat for the California least tern~. 
The expansion of the;Cabrillo Shallow \Vater Habitat (SWH) may not mitigate 
this loss. 

The least tern momtori'ng dam summarized !r. the EIR clearly indicates fornging 
habitat at the Cabrillo ~\VH is not used by leust terns at nearly the same rate rhey use 
the Pier 300 S\VH. According to the draft ElR, foraging studies have been conducted 
jn the Parr since the early 1980s. The Cabd1lo SWH has been used 10 varying 
degrees for foraging, but the leasr tem has prefened areas around Pier 400, and 
particularly Pier 300. Over the past Ihree years, foraging has greatly increased in the 
Pier 300 S\VH. In 1999, the ElR states least tern foraging was again "very high" in 
tht: Pier 300 SWH, parricularly in the vicinity immediately adjacent to the pier. 
During this same time period. the number of least rem pairs and nests dramatically 
inc;eased in rhe Port, 1ising more t:han 4-folci from 1996 to 1999 . 

~fiti£ation for the desuoved least tern foraqin2: habitat may not be possible through 
- <I - -

tht! construction of more Cabrillo S\VH because the least terns currently do not prefer 
the Cabrillo SWH for foraging. The EIR states the le::!st tern's preference for Pier 300 
S'\VH is probably due to an increase in prey in the Pier 300 area and Pier 300' s 
proximity to the preferred nesting area on Pier 400. (According to the EIR. vjnually 
all the least tern breeding and nesting occurs on Pier 400.) Recently, the least tern 
data has shown great improvements in :he least tern population at the Pon. In fact, 
the Port of LA is critical habitat to the least tern population in LA and Orange 
County, producing 19% of the total number of least rem fledging and the highest 
number of fledglings per pair in 1998. We are concer:Jed destl1lction and disruption 
of the oreferred fora gin!:! area at t!1e Pier :300 SWH mav result in a loss of the :::ains 

~ - - ., -
made :n the number of least :em pairs and nests in Lie Port over rhe past three years. 

Direc:ly :-elated ro impacts on the least te:-n, rhe Port's EIR did not :nclude sufficient 
information on the water circulation impacrs c::lUsed by :he proposed Pier 300 
exi~ansion. The 40-acre expansion would result in a 14.5% loss of SWH. This !oss 
could be cornpou::ded ::,y potential reductions in ware: circularicn and ware: quality in 

' Heal !.l1c Jay understands :he CCC iS :;:;rovidi:Jg 3 "?hase:i :-eview ..... this pro_iec~ <>.nd :.~e issues ~eguciir:g 
dredgmg 'Jper~.r:ons, lznd:':Uing oper~tions. :.:nci :or:ram.::~zteci ~edimenc cestmg !ind piw::.:ncnt in landfill: 
will ::::: ;.:ddresscd :n :he secor:d phase of L':c review. Tb::ef::re, we die ::c: include :n c..~:s ietter our 
~nnc~:r:s regardi::g how :he drecg!:lg :J..."'ld :.ancifiHir:g -:::peratians wlil oe ;:;onciuc:ec. 
• T::e :SIR assumes :m addi:ional .::% :ass of SW!1 cue: •c po:Jr -.vater c~rcdatton. Thus. :o% cf prefenee 
:e.1st tc:-r. haoltat ::::uld be ?~:·:nar:ently lost due :.c :.'le 40-ac:e ?ier :::00 c~pns1on proposed. 



the remaining SWH, which, in turn, could impac: the density of least tern prey in rhe • 
prefe!Ted foraging area. The CCC staff report states the fill would alter the 
circulation in the remaining SWH which could cause a degradation of the remaining 
habitat, but how this degradation would affect least tern foraging was not discussed. 
The Po11's ElR briefly scares modeling of water circulation and water quality had 
bc~en conducted, but the resulrs as they relate to least tern foraging were not discussed. 

"') The potential increase in risk to public health at Cabrillo Beach due to the 
reduction in water circulation that may be caused by the expansion of the 
Cabrlllo SWH was not considered in the staff's consistency determination or the 
Port's EIR. 

The Cabrillo beach is a popular swimming area that routinely has the worst 
microbiological water quality in LA County and consistently receives an 'F' on Heal 
th\! Bay's Beach Report Card during both dry and wet weather. In fact, Stare Health 
Department water contact standards are exceeded over 60% of the time during dry 
weather. This beach is listed on the SWRCB's 303(d) list as impaired for recreational 
wmcr contact due to high fecal bactelia densities. Poor water circulation in the beach 
area contribtltes to the high bacterin densities measured at the shoreline of this beach. 
The proposed expansion of the Cabrillo SWH will likely further reduce W!'lter 

circulation at this beach, and could cause even higher bacteria densities. Higher 
bacteria densities indicate higher health risk associated with swimming at the beach . 

3. C\·eating a 75-acre landfill at the Southwest Slip is the fill alternative that 
minimizes harmful effects to coastal resources, as required by Section 30706 of 
the California Coastal Act. 

If ~he P01t must fill portions of San Pedro Bay, ""hY can't a larger, 75-acre landfill at 
tht~ Southwest Slip be constructed in lieu of the Pier 300 expansion landfill and the 
expansion of the CabriJlo SWH? Based on the impact analysis provided in the draft 
ETR, this alternative is the most environmentally-sound landfill alternative. The 
EIRJE.IS does not even designate this alternative as the environmentally superior 
alternative that still achieves the Port's goals. 

FiiHng in all of the Southwest Slip with a 75-acre landfill was an alternative the Port 
briefly proposed in the EIR, but did not fully analyze. The Southwest Slip currently 
provides far less biological resources compared to that of the Pier 300 expansion area. 
The 40-acre Pier 300 expansion would result in destruction of 40 acres of SWH. 8.1 
acres of eelgrass, and approximately 20% of the preferred least rem foraging area. ln 
addition, the Pier 300 SWH has the highest diversity of benthic invertebrates in the 
Pon area (draft EIR). Not only would the Pier 300 expansion destroy these bjoJogicai 
resources, it will also impact water circulation in the remaining SWH in the Pier 300 
area. 

Although filling the Southwest Slip wouid result in loss of soft-bonom habitat. water 
colllmn habitat and lirruted pick.!eweed stands, the loss would be less sigr.ifica:!: ::han 
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that caused by the Pier 300 expansion. Water colum:t species richness and diversity 
1r.c:::eases along s g::ldient from the inner harbor to ~he outer harbor. Thus, the 
Southwest Slip suppolls fewer and less dense t'Opulations of water column spe::ies 
:-elarivc to P:er 300. In addition, the Southwest Slip suppons a relatively low density 
of benrhic infauna communities and the sparse pickleweed stands supported at rhe 
Slip can be transplanted to 3nothe: area. Finally, and perhaps most lffipOlt:mtly, the 
Southwest Slip does not support least tern foraging. 

The Port inrroduces the idea of the 75-acre Southwest Slip landfill. but then provides 
undear ar:d differing reasons why this alternative was not fully considered. The EIR 
first indicated rhe 75-acre landfill could accepr up to 6.0 mcy of material, then larer, 
stated only l.i mcy of dredged n:arerial from the channel deepening could be 
accepted by the landfilL The EIR provided no explanation for why a much larger 
portion of the 6.0 mcy could not be dredged ma(er:ial from the deepening project. The 
EJR indicaccs a significant fraction of the dredged material will be coarse sand, which 
is the prefelTed material for land fills. In addition, as we've seen in !.he Port of Long 
Bc:aches recent slip fill project, a significan~ fraction of landfill material can be fine­
grained material, which is placed in the bottom of the landfill. Based on the data in 
the ElR, it is feasible for a substantial portion of the total 6.6 mcy of dredged material 
could be disposed of as fill material in rhe Southwest Slip. 

The: ElR also stated the 75-acre landfill could nor be completed at this time because ir 
requires the relocacion.of the GATX facility. Why can't the GATX facility be 
rciocated for the deepening proJect. a project that has an estimated average National 
Ec:onornic Development benefit of $42,334,000 per year with a benefit to cost ratio of 
4.72?3 Is the Port inmosing an artificial deadline on the channel deepening project at 
the expense of the bi~Iogic~ resources in the harbor? After all, many of the deep­
draft ships this project will accommodate are currently in the planning phase only. Is 
it feasible to cake the time to relocate GA TX? 

Clearly, rhe long-term, permanent impacts to biological resources in the Port will be 
significantly less if the 75-acre Southwest Slip landfill is the only landfill constructed 
during this project. 

Since ~he proposed ?reject may pe::-manently destroy preferred 1east tern foraging habitat, 
may d~grade the warer quaJit:y at Cabrillo Beach and does not include the fill altemative 
lhat minimizes the harmful effects to coastal resources. we believe the proposed projec: is 
not consistent with the California Coastal Ac!. Furthermore, aased on the draft EIR and 
the CCC staff ::-eporr, it is not clear that the Port has ccn~idered other alternatives thar do 
not call for landfills in San Pedro Bay_ Specifically. we have the following questions: 

Has the Port considered deepening smaller portions of the Port which would redu.cc 
the amount of dredged materials generated? 

.. 



The ElR did not consider dredging smaller ponions of the Port. Has the Port • 
considered alternatives in which deep-draft vessels are serviced in limited portions of 
the ?orr? For example, why can't the project objectives be realized by servicing 
dcep-draf: vessels at only Piers 300 and 400? 

Has rhe Port adequately pursue the alrernative to use other West Coast Pons for some 
of the deep-draft vessels? The EIR states that improvements would be needed at 
other West Coast pons to handle deep-draft vessels and the resulting impacts would 
be similar to the impacts incurred at the Port of LA. No information to back up this 
assumption was provided. Given the fact that each Port has a unique combination of 
facilities and biological resources, it is not obvious thar the impacts to biological 
resources snd water quality would be the same if the project or a portion of the 
project were completed at another Port. Whar if the Port of LA servjced a portion of 
the deep-draft traffic at Piers 300 and 400 and other West Coast Ports serviced the 
remaining traffic? 

The EIR states that improvements are already underway to service deep-draft boats at 
other West Coast Ports. If these improvements are indeed already being implemented, 
why should further degradation to our coastal waters be incurred at the Pore of LA to 
provide redundant services for deep-d.rafr vessels? Based on the information provided 
in the EIR, jt is noc clear the Port of LA's channeling deepening project must be 
ccmpleted at the proposed scale. 

Hos the Port considered disposal alternatives such as upland disposal or other types 
of bcri-eflcial reuse that do not result in permanent destruction of nearshore habitat? 

The EIR for the project did not consider upland disposal sites for the dredged 
materials. Instead, upland disposal sites were considered only for contaminated 
sediments. What is the capacity of the Po1t's Anchorage Road site for accepting 
dredged materials? "What investigation has the Port pursued to identify other upland 
disposal sites? Clearly, upland disposal is a feasible alternative to San Pedro Bay 
landfilling that could result in substantially fewer impacts to biological resources. 

Has the Port considered sediment benefkial reuse aside from landfilling? Wiih such 
a large amount of sediment being produced, reuse options such as concrete 
stabilization should be considered. The impacts to biological resources 1n the Port 
\VOuld be greatly reduced if the sediments were treated and reused instead of used as 
coastal landfill material, which permanently displace near-shore ocean resources. 
Although reuse options are more expensive then ocean disposal, this large project 
could benefit from economv-of-scale. In addition. a treatment and reuse facilitY 
could provide regional ber.~firs by acceptmg dredged materials. from othe::- proj~cts 
and from future Po11 of LA projects. 

In summary, ir appc3rs the Port's d::sire for more terminal space and Jess expensive 
disposal of rhc dredged :n.aterial has led to a project proposal that relies o!'llandfilling 

.,.. . ... -... 
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pm1ions of San Ped:o Bay that will result in negative imp.acts to the coastal resources in 
San Pedro Bay. Although (he Feasibility Study for the channel deepening proJeCt 
completed by the L:.S. l\rmy Corp. of Engjneers concluded the altemative that maximizes 
economic benefit to the nation (the ~acional Economic Developr::ent (NED) plan) is one 
that did not include the Pier 300 expansion, the Lcs Angeles Harbor Department chose a 
project alternative which includes the Pier 300 expansion because it would create two 
landf11Js for expanded te1minal operarions (draft EIR). To dare, it does not appear the 
Port has considered project alternatives such as upland rusposal of dredged marerials; 
beneficial reuse of the dredged materials for products such as concrete; and a smaller­
scale project which would generate less dredge mate:-iaJ. 

Fur(herrnore, the location of the landfills in the proposed project may have sie-nificant 
negative impacts to the least te::n foraging habitat and the recreational water .!.::::! at 
Cwrillo Beach. Heal the Bay believes that if a portion of San Pedro Bay is filledin as a 
result of this project, the 75-acre landfill of Southwest Slip is the less environrnema11y· 
damaging, landfill altemative. The Port of Los Angeles has already filled over 500 acres 
of near-shore habitat in San Pedro Bay in the lase decade. The proposed dredging project 
moves t:he area one step closer to the near elimination of the Los Angeles portion of San 
Pedro Bay at substantial and unmitigatablc costs. 

Sincerely, 

. /1/il() ~j~ 
• Mirzy Taggart ~ 

Staff Scientist 
:Yt"ark Gold, D.Env. 
Executive Director 
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June 12, :woo 

Mr. Peter Douglas 
Executive Director 
California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont, Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105-2219 

Dear Mr. Douglas: 

-;: -,-
'~ 

t •• -. - ~:: I 
i 

_:;J 

SUBJECT: PORT OF LOS, .A..J.~GELES CH..A.NNEL DEEPEN1NG PROJECT 
CONSISTENCY DETERMINATION 

I am 'Writing in support of the U.S. A..."my Corps of Engineer's Consist-~cy 

Determination for the proposed Pert of Los Angeles Channel Deepening Project 
Feasibility Study and to provide supplemental information (attached) on the :project 
Coastal Commission concurrence on this Consistency Determination will allow for 
federal assistance to the Port aimed at accommodating international commerce in an 
effici:n.t and environmentally responsible ::nanner . 

Concurrence with the Consistency Determination will provide federal assistance in 
the funding of important channel improvements to accommodate the efficient 
handling of international commerce at 6.e Port of Los Angeles. .>\nalysis of the 
world's fleet, as documented in the Corps' Feasibility Study, indicates that Inner 
Harbor channels at the Port are not deep enough to accommodate existing and future 
generation container ships. Presently, the Port's Inner Harbor channels which serve 
five of our seven major container terminals, are at -45 fe:t while some existing and 
planned ships -will require a depth of -53 ft. Even at present, some ships coming to 
the Port are constrained by existing channel depths and must arrive and depart 
partially loaded. Recent cargo projections also show that Pacific Rim trade will 
continue to e)."f.Jl..:, especially with China, and there will be a need by all West Coast 
Ports to improve their cargo handli:lg efficiency through improved channels and 
improved on·s:1ore .:argo handli."lg facilities to accommodate international commerce. 
It is therefore imperative that we u:ilize t~e dredge materials removed from the 
channels to enhance contai:1er tenni:.al efficiency. 

The Port has a strong history o: environmental sensltJVlty and has contnbuted 
significantly towards the restoration of coastal wetlands, towards protection of the 
California least tern and towards the removal of contam.inated sediments from the 
harbor char.nels. All aspects of this project have been thoroughly coordinated mth 
"C'.S. E="ish and Wildlife Sen'ice, Natior:.al Marine Fishe:ies Service and the California 
De:J8.t'"trne:lt ofFish and Ga:ne. and we invite vou to contact these agencies to confum . . ~ -

EXHIBIT NO. [1:, 
APPLICATION NO. 

CD -so-oc. 



our progressive approach to habita! protection. We are also active pa.."'ticipants in the 
Contaminated Sediment Task Force (CSTF), which is co-chaired by your agency, to 
resolve regional contaminated seCi.."'D.ent issues. The contaminated sediment issues • 
associated 'With this project will be :::eviewed by the Interim Advisory Committee of 
the CSTF. 

In summary, the Channel Deepening Project is an environmentally responsible 
program needed to accommodate existing and planned deep draft container ships in 
the world fleet and v.ill help accommodate efficient cargo handli.~g at the Port of Los 
Angeles. The Commission's concurrence on the Corps' Consistency Detemrination 
will help obtain federal assistance to the Port, and fulfill the Port's mandate to 
accommodate maritime com."'D.erce pursuant to Chapter 8 of the California Coastal 
Act. 

Please distribute the attached supplemental infonnation to the Commissioners, and 
feel free to call me directly at (31 0) 732-3440 should you have any questions 
regarding this infonn..ation. 

Sincerely, 

LARRY K!!LLER 
Executive Director 

LK:RGA 

Attachment 
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PORT OF LOS A .• ~GELES CH..~"~'iNEL DEEPENING 
PROJECT FA.CT SHEET 

THERE IS A nJSTIFIED NEED TO DEEPE~ ALL CHA.."''NELS TO -53 
FEET AND CREATE ADDmONAL LA.~ UTILIZING THE DREDGE 
1\1.A.TERIAL. 

A LA.RGE RA.:.'IGE OF PROJECT ALTER."I\iATIVES HAVE BEEN 
EX.~"\1INED A..'ND COORDINATED WITH TIIE PUBLIC 

THE PROJECT WAS THOROUGHLY COORDINATED WITH THE 
RESOURCE AGENCIES AND \VILL NOT CREATE tJNMITIGATED 
IMP ACTS OR CAUSE H.A.R..'I\1 TO THE ENDA..~GERED LEAST TER.'i'l 

4. THE PROJECT 'WILL NOT RESL~ T IN AAY EFFECT ON THE 
BACTERIA LE'V'"ELS AT INNER CABRILLO BEACH 

5. DREDGING OF CO:NT • .\..WNATED SEDIMENT IS A BENEF1CIAL 
ELEMENT OF THE PROJECT AND SIMILAR TO THAT RECEI'ITLY 
APPRO\"ED FOR THE PORT OF LONG BEACH PIER E PROJECT 

6. COl\1 AMINATED SEDIME~'T ISSUES WILL BE COORDINATED 
W1TH THE I.NTERIM ADVISORY COM:MITTEE OF THE 
CO!\'T A..l\1IN'ATED SEDL'VIENT TASK FORCE 

A-1 t')(' \ b 



1. THERE IS A Jt!STIFIED NEED TO DEEPEN ALL CH.A.."'-'l'i"ELS TO -53 
FEET A..l''U) CREATE ADDmONAL LAND lJTIT.IZL~G THE DREDGE 
MATERIAL 

+ Dredging the main channel to 53 feet will generate millions of dollars in 
transportation cost sa'\-ings annually and help keep costs do'Wn for U.S. consumers 
and exporters. T11e USACE estimates that the proposed project will achieve net 
transportation cost savings of savings of S41.9 million. As a result, exporters can 
compete better in foreign marketS, and consumers and import manufacturers can buy 
inbound finished and intermediate goods at a lower price. 

+ The proposed main channel depth of - 53 feet is necessary to respond to current 
trends in shipbuilding and the existing world fleet. Major ship builders now offer 
standard hull designs with a design draft of 47.6 feet which requires a charm.el depth 
of- 53 ft for safety reasons and tides. In addition four steamship companies which 
call at various terminals at the Port have ordered vessels requiring -53 feet. A 
number of container ships in the Pacific fleet already require this draft and have 
called light-loaded at the Port of Los Angeles. 

+ Ot~er world-ciass ports have channel depths of - 53 feet or are planning to develop 
them. Vancouver and Yantian (China) have channels that accommodate the ne".;v 
vessels. The ports of Yokohama and Kobe (Japan), Singapore and Laem Chabang 
(Tailand) are planning ~o construct channels and multiple container ship bertl;ts with 
water depths of 16 meters. Additi.onallyr the Port of Long Beach is desigoing all of 
their new container wharves to allow for future depths of- 55 feet. 

+ Dredging the main channel to - 53 feet will allow for the creation of landfill that is 
needed to accon:miod.ate higher projected container cargo growth. When the 
California Coastal Commission approved the 585-acre Pier 400 landfill by certifying 
Port Master Plan amendments 12 and 17, container projections at that time totaled 
11.7 million TEUs (-¢ontainers) for all of San Pedro Bay for the year 2020. The 
most recent cargo projections completed jointly by the Ports of Los Angeles and 
Long Beach in 1998 show that each port can expect to handle this amount of 
container cargo by 2020. 

+ The Port, in attempting to mi."'li."!lize its need for more land has been upgrading 
existing facilities to th~...r highest po~sible capacities. These efficiencies include 
increasing existing backland areas, modifying the gates into container facilities to 
facilitate truck and rail access, im.plementiJlg roadway improvements in the Pon area 
to facilitate :md separate road and rail access, implementing rail facilities at the Port 
to help move cargo in and out efficiently and implementation of the Alameda 
Corridor Project. Deepening of t'le channels is another proposed efficiency whic...1. 
allow larger and fewer vessels to transit the Port. 

+ Terminal operato!s c:m handle container cargo more efficiently with the additional 
landfills generated by :nain chann:l dredgi:lg. Due :o the large local population.. 
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uroiected cargo will continue to flow through !he port. \Vithout additional temrin.al 
"Space, con-cainer-hanctling costs will increase, and envtronmen1a1 impacts associated 
vrith air emissions a:J.C tra.ffic will increase as a result of inefficient double handling of 
cargo. Conservatively this could add $7-8 million annually to the cost of moving the 
260,000 containers project=d for the proposed landfills. 

2. A LARGE R.A:~~GE OF PROJECT ALTERNATIVES HAVE BEEN 
EXAMINED .o\J"''D COORDINATED 'WITH THE PL'""BLIC 

• Environmental documentation and Feasibility Study included evaluation of four 
alternatives to dredging the channel, five different dredge depths and nine disposal 
sites combined in 21 different ways. In addition this documentation su:pple:m.e:nts the 
Deep Draft Navigation Project which contained a large number of project 
alternatives. No other alternatives were recommended for consideration during the 
public seeping process for this project. 

• Deepening of only a portion of the Port channels to service just a few terminals would 
not allow the Port to realize the cargo handling efficiencies identified through the 
oaster planning previously approved in the Deep Draft Navigation Project and 
~,!faster Plan Amendment Nos. 12 and 17. All seven major container terminals at the 
Port (including the five located in the Inner Harbor) need to realize cargo handling 
efficiencies that can be achieved by deepening of the Inner Harbor Channels . 

+ Use of c;rther west coast containe:- ports to handle this cargo is not feasible because 
t.ltese other ports will also be re:::ehing their o'\VD. share of increased cargo volumes. 
Tills alternative also does not accommodate the large load center at the Port of Los 
Angeles as a r-esult of the large population in the five county area. Other container 
Ports (e.g. Oakland) also have valuable coastal resources that are being affected by 
their own improvement plans. 

• Use of the dredge material :o create usable materials (structural material, soil, etc.) at 
an upland site is not feasible and does not meet the cargo handling needs of the Port. 
Utilizing data presented to the Contaminated Sediment Task Force, disposal of 
material in this manner would increase dredge material disposal from approximately 
$80 to S297 million dolla.~ without any known market for the material. 

+ A 75-acre fill at the Southwest Slip is not feasible at this time and would be needed in 
addition to the 40-acre fill adjacent to Pier 300. A larger fill at the Southwest Slip 
would not bene:5.t ca:-go handling at the Pie: 300 facility. 

+ The Port's upland disposal site has only Emited capacity (90,000 cubic yards) which 
is being saved for placement of cont21T'inated sediment from planned maintenance 
dredging . 

A- 3 



+ Placement of contaminated sediment from the Channel Deepening Project into the 
confined disposal facility created by the 3 5-acrc fill at the Southwest Slip is an • 
environmental benefit and si.:nilar to a project recently approved by the Commission 
for the Port of Long Beach. 

3. THE PROJECT WAS THOROUGHLY COORDINATED WTIH THE 
RESOlTRCE AGENCIES .~~D \VILL NOT CREATE UNMITIGATED 
Il\1P ACTS OR CAUSE HAR.i.\1 TO THE ENDAL~GERED LEAST TERN . 

• The project was subject to no fewer then five coordination meeting with U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service, National Marine Fisheries Service and the California 
Department of Fish and Game. Lette:-s substantiating agency concurrence with the 
Recommended Plan are attached. 

+ Loss of marine habitat is being totally mitigated through on-site creation of shallow 
water associated 'With the Cabrillo Shallow Water Habitat and on- and off-site 
mitigation available in mitigation banks previously approved by the Coastal 
Commission (e.g. Bolsa Chica and Outer Harbor Mitigation Bank). The Port has 
expended over $100,000 million dollars to ensure availability of off-site mitigation 
alone for these needed fills at the Port. 

+ Extensive water quality modeling of the 40-acre Pier 300 expansion area was 
conducted by the Corps '\Vatenvays Experiment Station in coordination with the 
resource agencies. No degradation of water quality was identified. 

+ Lost foraging habitat fer the California least tem is being replaced at the Cabrillo 
Shallow Water Habitat within approximately one mile of the designated tern nesting 
site, in a manner previously approved for the Deep Draft/Pier 400 Project and Master 
Plan Amendments 12 and 17. Protective measures identified in that documentation, 
which have resulted in amazing tern nesting success during Pier 400 consttuction, 
have been adopted for this project. There is over 500 acres of shallow water available 
for tern foraging. Locations oftem foraging are variable from year to year In 1999 a 
significant amount of feeding by the least tern occurred in deep water to the East of 
Pier 400. This year foraging i.."litially occ-.u"Ted in the Pier 300 area but now has 
shifted to outside the breakwater. 

<t A no-jeopardy opi....Uon for the least tern has been obtained from the 'G.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Se:vice. 
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4. CONSTRUCTION OF THE NEW SHALLOW WATER HABITAT 'Vll..L 
!'lOT REStJLT IN ANY EFFECT ON THE BACTERIA LEVELS AT Th'NER 
CABRILLO BEACH 

+ Extensive sampling at the Inner Cabrillo Beach area indicate that high levels of 
bacteria along the shoreline at this locarior::., which is over one-quarter of a mile from 
the the new Shallow Water Habitat, are likely caused by birds w""';'=h roost on the 
beach. 

• Water quality indicators (including disolved oxy~ transparency, and biological 
oxygen demand (BOD)) just off shore of Cabrillo Beach have, if anything, improved 
\Vith construction of the Cabrillo Shallow Water Habitat. 

+ Water quality and hydrodynamic specialists at the Corps' Waten.vays :S>:periment 
Station indicate that construction of the new shallow water will have no concentrating 
effect on the bacteria levels at the Inner Cabrillo Beach and may result in more water 
movement in the area. 

5. DREDGING OF COl\'TAML.~ATED SEDIMENT IS A BENEFICIAL 
ELEMENT OF THE PROJECT AND SIMILAR TO THAT RECEl\"'TLY 
.#..PPROVED FOR THE PORT OF LONG BEACH PIER E PROJECf 

+ The project area sediments have bee:t the subject of extensive sampli":": ~ and analysis 
which was coordinated with the U.S. Envi!onmental Protection Agency. Some 
additional sampling is required which "ill be cooreinated 'With U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency and reviewed by the Interim Advisory Cc:Jmmittee of the 
Contaminated Sediment Task Force (CSIF). 

• A.ll dredging activities are subject to discharge :requirements (certification) of the 
Regional Water Quality Control Board. 

• Wnile dredging :nay result in some reS'lJ.spe:nsion of contaminants bound to the fine 
sediments, leaving the sediments in place results in a long term opp~"~rtunity for 
resuspension as well. 

+ There is no evidence that hydraulic dredges are alwavs better for removal of 
contaminants. \vnile they :may result in less suspension of sediments at the cutter 
head, they may result in more turbidity at the e:td of the discharge pipe. Hydraulic 
dredges are not feasible for use in some project conditions (e.g. adjacent to 
unprotected wharves). 

• Removal of conta.:ni.nated sediments e:Jcountered c.un.11g dredging v;..'ill be 
pennanently confined in a landfill as was :::-ec::ntly Eanimously z.pproved by the 
Coastal Cor::un:ission :or the Port of :Long Beach Pier E Projec~ . 
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• Conta.min:mts present in the sedi~ents at t.~e proposed C.abrillo Shallow Water 
Habitat site and at the proposed Southwest Slip site 'Hill be pennanently capped. 

+ The project con:.:..nues the long term benefits that Por: drecigmg and filling projects 
have had in removing historic sediment cont:m:rination :from harbor sediments. 

6. CONTAJ.'flNATED SEDIMENT ISSUES 'WILL BE COORDINATED 'WITH 
THE INTERIM ADVISORY COI\-1MITTEE OF THE CONT.&"\fiNATED 
SEDIMENT TASKFORCE 

+ T.ne Interim Advisory Committee of the CSTF, which W'2S established to resolve 
issues associated with the disposal of contaminated sediment, will reviev.r the 
proposed projec~. 

+ 1be Port is an active participant in the Contaminated Sediment Task Force and 
actually took the lead in writing the docume!l.t that established the Interim Advisory 
Committee. 

A-6 
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May 22,2000 

Mr. Donald V¥r. PJc: 
Director of Environmental Management 
Los Angeles Harbor Depa.:'t!Dent 
425 South Palos Verdes Street 
San Pedro, CA 90733-0151 

Sent Via Fax 

RE: Draft Supplemental EIS/EIR for the Port of Los Angeles Channel Deepening 
Project 

Dear 11r. Rice: 

Heal the Bay is z. nonprofit emironmental orgar.ization with ove::- 10,000 members 
dedicated to making :he coastal waters of Southern California safe and healthy for people 
a.'1d :narine life. We have advocated for cleaner waters in boili the Port ofLos Angeles 
2nd t.1e ?o:t of Long Beach for over ten. years. Currently, Real t.~e Bay actively 
participat~s on the Contai:linated Sediments Task Force (CSTF), working closely v:."ith 
t..~e various regulatory agencies, resocrces agencies and the Ports to dev::lop 
environmentally-sound manage::nent practices for dredged mz.terials. In adciitioJ:~~ we 
continue to acivo:ate for protection cf:he Califor.::.ia leas: tem and o6er coastal 
endangered species. Drawi.Tlg on our 10 yea:-s of expe:ience, Heal the Bay sub::rits the 
follov.ing comments and conceri'.s regarding the EIR. for the proposed Port ofLA channel 
de::pe:ring project: 

1. The EIR does not adequately consider all dredging alfetnatives as required by 
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEP A) and the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 

• "w'hy isn't the alterr..ative to dee?en only a ?Onion oft.~e ?or: co:nside::-ed i:. t::.: 
:CIR.? :.-ne -::::IR "nlY included alt~a!ives based on different credging depr.r.s 
throu~Z..'lout the Par .... but did not consider d1fferen: dredging footo:i.."'lts. Tne - . - --- . 

• 

EIR should co:r1si::ier alte;nativ:s in whi::h dee;J-d:aft vessels are serviced b 
limited ;>onions oft."1e Port. For exampie, why ::ar .. 't the p:::-oje::t obje:~ves be 
realized by se:-':i:ing de:p-.:i.-aft vessels at only Pie:s 300 a."'!.d 400? 

TI1e EIR did not a.Ce.qwnely pu..--sue tlle alt::::::nativc to usc other West Co~ 
?or:s. Tne EIR s:at::s t...~at im.prove::=::lts woulc be ::1eeded at oth:r West 
Coast por-..s tc :12.!l.:J.e de::-o-d:7:.ft vessels an:. the ~sulti.n.E: i:n-oac-..s woulc be 
sir.::::c..:- :Q th'! in:.pac-..s in;.:..."7e"d at th: ?cit af:_A (page l ~ 19): No info: .. aation 

EXHIBIT NO. 17 

_,......../"""­
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HB-2 :t to back UD tb..is ~su..·•n:otion V."a.S movided. Given t..lJe fact that each Port has a 
unique combination of facilities. and biological resour-...es, it is not obvious that 

I-ffi-3 

the impac+..s to biological resou..--ces and v.-au::- quality would be tb.e sar::::.e i.ftlle 
p:oject or a portion of the project was completed at another Port. \\ .. nat if the 
Port of LA serviced a portion of the deeo-dra.ft tr.lffc at Piers 300 and 400 and. 
othe::- West Coast Por".s serviced t."le rem"aining traffic? 

In table 5.1-2, the EIR states that imorovements are alreadv underwaY to . ~ . 
se::vice deep-draft boats at othe:- West Coast Ports. If these immove:::nents are 

HB-4 indeed already being implemented, why should further degradation to ou: 
coastal wat:rs be incurred at the Port of LA to provide :edundant services for 
de:p-draft vessels? 

HB-5 

The EIR should provide a detailed a!lalysis of ot.~er Ports' abilities to handle 
deep--d.raft vessels including on-going effort..s to construct facility 
improvements. B~ed on the information provided in the EIR, it is not clear 
the Port of LA's cha.."l!!eling deepenir.g project must be complete::. at the 
proposed. scale. 

HB-6j 2. The EIR does not adequately consider a.Il disposal alternatives as required by 
NEPA·:md CEQA. 

HB-7 

Wny weren't upland disposal sites s-u.ch as .t:.nchorage Road considered in any 
of the project alt:r.::latives? According to table 1.5-3 en page 1-14, upland 
disposal sites a:-e considered only for conta.-r::Un:ated sedimer.ts that c:m't be 
used as fill mate:::ial. In table 5.1-2, the EIR states the capacity at the Port's 
.A.nchcrage Road site is li."'lited. How much capacity does thls site have? 
Why limit this site to disposal of contaminated sediments? What abou~ othe:­
pote:J.tial upland sites ix1 the coastal area? What investigation has the Port. 
pursued to identify other upland disposal sites? Clearly, upland disposal is a 
feasible altemat!ve to landfillin.g that would result in substantially fewer 
impae"'..s to biological resources. · ' ' 

I 

• \Vhy weren't other types of sediment beneficial reuse options considered 2.Side 
from landfilling? With such a la..-ge amount of sediment being produced, 
reuse optior.s such as conc<ete stabiliza:.io:1 should be consid::red. Tne 
impacts to biological resources in 'the Port v.'Ould be greatly reduced if the 

HB-8 sediments were treated :me reused instead of used as landfill material, whicb. 
permanently displace :1ear-shore oce:m :-esources. .t.Jthoug.~ reuse options 2.re 
:nore expensive then ocean disposal, this la.-ge ;:reject could benefit from 
economy-of-scale. In: adci.ition, :1 treat."''le:'lt and :-:use facility could p!'ovide 
r:gicnal :,enefits by ac::e;=tir.g ci.'"edgeci :nate::iais from othe:- ;rejects a."'lC. S:-o:-:1 
:Uture Port ofLA prcje::ts. 

nB-9 l :3. 

" 
The EIR does not adequately consider :1 signific:mt impact of the Pier 300 
e~pansion: permanent !oss of preferred foraging hajitat for the California least 
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• 
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• 
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tern at the existing Pier 300 shallow wate::- habitat (S"''H) .. i.\.lthough tb.e preferred 
-croic::cr. m:;ludes consrru::'!'i.on o: mitigatior. SV.'H in the Cabriilo area, least tern 
~orutorinQ data summar...zed in L"rte EIR clearlv indicates foracine: habitat at the - ,. - -
Cab:illo S\V"rl is not used by k~ terns at ne<rrly !..~e same rate they use the Pie::- 300 
r::w'"t.! A rei' • -rR, ... · ·· · be · -A • ••h P · ..., • •. . ceo mg to tne .::... 1c:agmg srurues nave :n con.auct;;1.,;. m -. e or. smce 
t!le early 1980s. Tne Ca'::Jrillo area has been used to varying degrees fo: foraging, but 
6.e least tern has preferrec areas around Pier 400, and particularly Pier 300. Over the 
past t..luee years, foraging has greatly increased in the Pie: 300 SVv'H. [n 1999, the 
EIR States least tern foraging was again "ve:y high" in the Pier 300 SVVR particularly 
in the vicinity immediately adjacent to ±e pier. During this s2.Ine time period, the 
nuobe: ofleast tern pairs and nests dramatically increased in the Port, rising more 
than 4-fold from 1996 to 1999 (Figure 3.4-2, page 3.4-7). 

Mitigation for the destroyed least t=rn foragi."lg habitat may not be possible through 
t.~e cor.struction of more Cabrillo Sw1! ~cause the least te:n.s cu."!ently do not prefer 
the Cabrillo SWH for foraging. Tne ElF... states the least tem's pref:rence for Pi:r 300 
Sw1I is probably due to an increase in prey in the Pier 300 area and Pier 300's 
prox.ir:::rity to the preferred nesting area on Pier 400. (According to the ErR., virtually 
all the least tern breedbg and neSting occu..""S on Pier 400.) The Cabrillo SWH is 
more than 1 mile away f:om Pier 400, the usual radius from the nesting area the least 
tern \\'ill '.l.se for fo::agii:.g. Destruction and disruption of the preferred foraging area. at 
the Pie:: 300 SW>-1 may result in a less c: all the gains o.ade in the number ofleas: 
tem pai:s and nests in L"le Port over the past three years. For over a decade, this 
population has 1:-..ad to suffer through one major modification in the nesting and 
foraging area a..-i:e: anofr.er . 

Direc:ly related to impacts on the least te:n, the EIR did not include sufficient 
L.-llor:nation on the wate::: circuiation impacts caused by the proposed Pier 300 
expansion. T.ne 40-acre expansio:c. would result in a 14.5% loss of SWE and 6.e 80-
acre expansion would r:sult in a 29% loss ofth.e Sw.rL This loss could be 
compounded by potential reductions in v..-ate:- cir:ulation and water quality in the 
rem..tining SWH, which, it: rum, cou.id impact the den.sity'oflea.st tern prey in the 
preferred foraging area. Tne draft EIR briefly sta.tes modeling of water circulation and 
water quality had been conducted, but the results as they relate to least te::'ll forag.ng 
were not discussed. The EIR does asst:.:::ne an additional 5% loss of SVIH due to poor 
vrate: circulation (page 3 .4-12). Tnus, 20% of preferred le:;st tern habitat could be 
penna.11e::J.tly lost due to the LO-ac:-e Pie:- 300 expar.sion proposed 1.."1 the preferred 
projec~ al temative. Tnis !s clearly 'U.'1a::::::e!Jtl.ble. 

The ciestrud.on of Lf.Je Pier 300 for-ging are: for t.''1e leas: te:n is a p~"'lent i:n.pa::t 
that will r:~o: be mitigated by the proposed Cabrillo S\\':-L Tne Port of LA is critical 
!.1abitat to the least te:-n populatior: i:t LA and Orange Cou..."lty, p:-ociucing :9 pe:ce:1t of 
"t.;,.e total numbe:- of least te::n :fledgbg and the !Ughest nu!nbe:- of fledglings per p:m- ir.. 
1998 ( d::-ti: EIR, page 3 .L-8). He:ll :;,.e Bay ::.eli eves any p:-oje:t alte:native that 
in:::Iudes th: ?ie: 300 ex:;:;a.'1Sion :.s not an enviro:nmentally-so'..Il'ld z.J.te:-n.at:ive . 

.r:"A' \7 
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HB-13 

HB-14 

HB-15 

HB-16 

4. The Em does not adequately consider alternative 53-8, creation of the 75-!!.cre 
la.n~nu at the Southwest Slip. 

Based on the impact a."lalysis proviciee in 6e EIR, alternative 53-8 may be the most 
e:p,iroo.mentally-sound alternative anaiy"Zed. T:.1e Southwest Slip currently provides 
far iess biological resources cern pared to that of ~1e Pie:: 300 expansion area. The 40-
acre Pie: 300 expansion would r~sult in des:ruction of 40 acres of Sw1-I, 8.1 acres of 
eel grass, and approxin:ately 20% of ~e preferred least teo foraging are:!.. In 
addition, the Pier 300 S\VH has l,e hig.!1est diversity of benthic inve!'tebrates LTJ. the 
Por: area (page 3.4-1). Not only would Pier 300 expansion destroy these biological 
resources, it vr.1!1 also impact water c:rculation i.11 the rem.aini.'lg SVlH in the Pier 300 
area. A.lthough filling the Southwest Slip would result in loss of soft-bottom habitat, 
wate:: column habitat and limited pickl:weed stands. the loss would be less significant 
than that caused by the Pier 300 expansion. The EIR states that water column species 
richness and dive:sity increases along a gradient from t1.e inner harbor to the outer 
r...arbOT. Thus, the Southw~st Slip supports fewe: and less dense populations of v.:ate:­
coilL"'lD. species relative to Pier 300. In addition, the Southwest Slip supports a. 
relatively low density ofbenthlc infacna communities and the spa.'"Se !'ickleweed 
stands supported at the Slip can l::le tr...nspla..."lted to another e.rea. Finally, ru:d perhaps 
mos: importantly, the Southwest Slip does not support least tern foraging. 

The EIR introduces altenative 53-8, t.~e 75-acre Southwest Slip laod.fill, but then 
provides unclear a.'ld diff~...ng :~ens why fr.is alternative ca..'1. not be considered. 
The EIR states the 7 5 ·acre !anct:11l can accept up to 6. 0 mcy of material (page 1-1 0). 
La!:r, the EIR states only 1.7 mcy of dredged mare:ial from the channel deepening 
could be accepted by the Landfill and th: remaining fill material would come :fro:::n 
other sou:ces after the deepening project was complete (Table 1.5-3, page 1-14). T.t1e 
EIR pro-vided no explanation for why a much isrger portion of the 6.0 mcy could not 
be dredged material from the deepetl.il:g project. Based on figure 3.2-1. it appears a 
significant fraction of the dredged material will be coarse sand. which is the preferred 
mate:"ial for lancifills. b addition. as we've seez::. in the Port of Long Beaches re'"..ent 
slip fill project, a sig!'l.ificant frac~ion of lar.::illll material carl: be fine-grained mate:iai, 
which is placed in the botto:n of the lanC.fill. Based on the data in the EIR., it is 

.·feasible for a substantial portion (if not all- based on a more realistic assessment of 
dredging need) of the ~otal 6. 6 mcy of dredged material could oe disposed of as fill 
rnat:e::al in th: Sou'thwest Slip. 

Sec:ion 5.0 of~he EIR states the i5-acre landfill C::L"'l not be completed at t.rus ~ime. 
becs.use it requires the relocation of the GA I:'\ facility. \vny can't the GATX facility 
be re~ocated for the dee?-rri:lg projeC':, 2 projee! ~i.at has an estimated :1verage 
>Jational economic Develoo::ne:1t be:nefit of $42,334.000 ne: vear ·Nith a oe::1efit to ... - .. ~ 

cost :atio of 4.72 (page i:i. Feasibility Study "\1ain Report)? !s the Port imposing a."'l 
a::!fici:al de:J.dline on the char.nel cieenen.i.ne croiec-: at th.e exeense of the biolo~id ... -. ... .. ' ...... 

resources in the harbor? After e.ll, many o:"the C:c:p-draft ships this proje::t will 
ac::o::n.m.odate :;re cu..-:ently in :he pla."lr.ing :phase o!lly. Is :~ :easible to ~e :he time 
to reia~te GA:X'? 
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Clearly, t!le Iong-teiL..J... p:mnanent impa:::ts to biological :-:sour=es in the Port will be 
signifi::::antly l~s ifthe 75-a:re Southwes: Slip lmdii.ll is the only landfill COI'-Strllcted 

during this project We believe s~tion 5.4 of the EIR., ir. which the environmentally 
preferred alt:rnative is chose~ is incom;>lete because tb.is alte~ative was not 
COI".Sidered. Ofthe alte:natives considered in the ErR., the 75-acre Southwest Slip is 
the clear-<mt choice for the envizonmenta!ly preferred alt::native that the EIR states is 
lacking (page 50-10). 

5. The likely and pennanent impact due to expansion of the Cabrillo SW'H was not 
discussed: public health and safety impacts ~aused by the reduction of water 
circulation at the inner Cabrillo beach area. Tnis popular s-wimming area 
routinely has the worse microbiological 'I.V31er quality in LA county and coru:i!Stently 
receives an 'F' on Heal the Bay's Beach Report Card . .Also, the b<>...ach is listed on the 

"S\VR.CB's 303(d) list as impaired for re::I""'..ational wate:: contact due to high fecal 
bacte:ia densities. Poor ~ater circulation in the beach area contributes to the high 
bacteria densities measured at this beach. Hi~ indicator bacteria densities are found 

w " 

nearly 70% of the time at this beach. Tne proposed expansion of t.~e Cabrillo S\VH 
v.rill fur-her reduce water circulatior., and thus, result in even higher bacteria densities 
at this beacr~ In fact, the low water circulation a.'ld subsequent poor water quality we 
see at Cabrillo b--...ach have bee:~. exacerbated by the Cabrillo SW'H the Port 
constructed in the early 1990s. Clearly, t.~e mixed beneficial uses of recreation "'.VG.ter 
comact and ma..-i.ne life habitat have :to: bee:J. analyzed in _the EIR. 

6. The EIR does not provide adequate mitigation from the impacts of dredging and 
then landfilling of contaminated sediments. Dredging contaminated sediments c::.n 
result in the reintroduction of contamir.ants into the v.-ater eolmr.:n. Once res'.!Spended 
in the ·w-a.ter colum.r., tidally-C...-iven water currents can pull these contaminams away 
from the dredging site and redist:ibute the pollutmts in downstr"...am areas of the 
harbor. Tne EIR states previous water quality monitoring during dredging has 
indicated ."substantial resus'De'D.Sion of ::ontam.inated sediments does not occur'' ( tl2.2~ - "" -
3.3-7). However, our experie:::tce as a rnenber of the CSW·has made it clear that 
adequate ciata is not available to condude significant r:suspe:::LSion of contaminan:s 
does not oc:ur during dredging or iandfilli:l.g op:::::a:ions. We recom.."'lend the 
follov.ring mitigation measures: 

• 

• 

Hydraulic dredging should be required for the dredging of all contaminated 
sediments. Hydraulic dredging results in much less tu:bidity a.'ld the potential :or 
comamina..."lt resusp.sion is greatly dimir..ished. Ironic:::.lly, the EIR proposed 
:tyd:aulic dredgi.'1g for cle2:e s:::d.ine:lt and cla..rr.s..'-lell ciredgi."lg for conta..T..L"l.:.::eci 
rr..zterial. 

Silt c:u.""'tains sho-uicl ~ d:plo;·ed dt::i:Jg :...1e plac:mrn: of coma.'1l.i.I:;.at=C. sed.imc:Its 
into landfills. This co::ttrol technique ·.vorkeri well fo::- the ?ort of I...ong Beach's 
rece:Jt sli~ 5il p:-oj'!':~ ir:. r:-::,:1:;i.r1g seciim::1~ and ccn:ar::t:."lZ...'l': loss as the S.il 
...... ., ... ,.....;,: ~....,"" ph,...o..:l i-to~!...., <::1;"' 
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7. The: EIR. sbould in<:lude a sum mar:; of the dam used to estim:J.te the volume of 
contaminated sediments and the total dredged material volume. The EIR 
contains very little information on how these ~..imates we:-:; derived. Clesriy, t..1.e 
impacts caused by the project ar: ~ fu.1"lct:ion of the amount of dredged material 
produced and the 3moU:'lt that is conta..":linated. With the limited amount of 
information provided in l~e EIR, it is i.1npossibie for the reader to detennine if the 
vo iume estimates and t.~e subsequent irn.pacts 2re realistic. 

In surnmarJ, it appears the Port's desire for mere terminal spa.Ce has led to an inequitable 
and incomplete analyses of a set of alternatives that failed to include uoland dis:>osal of 
dredged mate:ials; beneficial reuse of the dredged materials for produe...s such~ 
concrete; and a smaller-sc.ale project which would generate less dredge ma!e.."ial In fzct. 
the Fe2.Sibility Study for the channel deepening project completed by the U.S.ltrrn.y 
Corp. of Engineers concluded the alte:mz.tive that maximizes economic benefit to the 
nation (the National Econo~c Development (NeD) plan) is one that did not include the 
Pier 300 expansion. T.ne Los Ang:les Harbor Department chose a modified NED which 
includes the Pier 300 expansion be--...ause it would create two landfills for exp2nded 
te:::ninal operations (page 5-11 of the EIR). In other words, destruction of nea:-shore 
ocean habitat is proposed solely for the economic gain of the Port ave: a plan to 
maximize economic gain for the nation. To mitigate the loss of habitat due to landfilling, 
the EIR appears to give favorable consideration to alternatives that include expansion of 
the Cabrillo svr.:-=: and did net consider all the impac+..s of this alternative. 

Heal the Bay is disappointed with :he cu..."'''tmt set of alternatives conside:ed in the EIR 
and the incomplete analyses of significant impacts including loss of prefe:red least tern 
foraging habitat and human h:alth impae*.s at Cabriilo Beach. We hope the Port will 
fairly evaluate upland disposal and beneficial reuse options that do not result in the 
permanent destruction of nea:-shore ocean habitat in the final EIR. At min;mum. we 
t::ge the Port to evaluate the 75-acre landfill of Southwest slip, as this alternative is tl:!e 
less envi.ronm:ntally-da.'"mging, landfill alternative. The Port of Los Angeles h.as alre2.dy 
destroyed over 500 acres of near-shore habitat in San Pedro Bay i.'l the last deeade. Tne 
proposed cireciging project :naves the ar-..a one step closer to the total eli:mination of the 
Los :\:lgeles portion of San Pedro Be.y at substantial an:::. unmitigatable costs. 

Sb.cerely, 
/ __ _____ 

i//_..c I -/ /~-1 a.;. ''--{ 
:vfitzy T aggan 
Staff Scientist 

·~. -

~ecutive Cirector 
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Response to Heal the Bay comments on the Port of Los Angeles Channel Deepenin!; 
Project Dran Snpplemental.Environmenta.llmpact Statement/Supplemental 

HB-1. 

HB-2. 

Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) . 

CEQA and NEP A both require a.'1 EIR/EIS to describe a range of reasonable 
alternatives to the project which would feasibly attain most of the basic 
objectives of the project (CEQA Section 15126.6 and NEPA 40 CFR 
1502.14). The SEIS/SEIR adequately considers a large range of d.r-...dging 
alternatives as required by NEP A and CEQA and supplements the 
alternatives analysis contained in the Deep Draft Navigation. The 
alternatives anal:ysis looked at four alterr.atives to deepening of the channeL 
five different dredge depths, anc! nine disposal sites combin~d in 21 different 
ways with the dredge depths (see SEIS/SEIR Table 5.1-2). We received no 
requests from Heal the Bay for analysis of additional alternatives during the 
seeping phase oftbis environmental process . 

.An alternative to only deepen a portion of the Por: does not maximize the 
efficient use of the Harbor sine: this would not allow container vessels to call 
at many of the container terminals in the L"lller Harbor. The document did 
address this issue in an Incremental Dredging alternative (page 1 .. 21 of the 
DSEIS/R) which was eliminated because it would not allow II12X±mum 
efficiency at the Inner Harbo: con~ainer t:rminals (five of th~ seven major 
container terminals at :!le port are located in the Inner Harbor). In order to 
me::t projected czrgo demands, all container terminals at the Pon 'Will need to 
be operating at full capacity (See FS page 3-11) which includes use of design 
vessels at these ter:ninals. In addition, the shifting of alliances, terminal 
occupancy shif.s, long ten:::1 te:rn.inal lease agreements and ship ov.rnersbip 
make it bfeasible to allocate all design vessels to Pier 300/400. 

The use of other west coast Ports is Ciscussed in section 1.6 of the C.nannel 
Deepening D:-aft SEIS/SEIR. and the previous discussion of this issue in the 
Deep Draft Navigation Project (COE and L.A..HD 1992). Gene:ally, increased 
cargo r..mdli.'lg is a.'l.tic:pated at all west coast peru (see Vv"EFA 1987 and 
Mercer 1998) tll.at handie containe:ized cargo, even v.ith this project. and 
tberetore the Port of Los .A,.r.geles is o:::u:y receiving a portion of the west coast 
cargo. To opcate efficiently, the existin.g facilities/tenants at the Port "i.ll 
require :acilities 6at allow t.."'Je newest generation of cargo vessels to arrive 
:fJ.llv loaced. .A...£ 7:>0mted om ir: HB-1 above. it :s not feasible to have design 

"' "' . -
vessels only call at Pie: 300 and 400. :Yiajor diversion of cargo to other ports 
that d.o :tot have the load :::=nter of the PorLS of Los .!ulgelesrLong Be..ach, 
co:J.ld also result in back haul of cargo to the 15 million people li\ing in the 
Los .-\.ngeles region: ti::is- r...as significant t:::"2.ffi.c, ai:, znd cost :""'::.pli:.ations. 
Ot.1.:: west ::oast ;JO:ts (:nos: notably Oa.kland in San ?rancis::::o Bay 2:1d 
Sea~le/:'ac:Jma ::..'1 the ?uge: SoUD.d) are also located in areas \vith valuable 

....._.-.._ '_.- ...... --. -- ' ::.-·-_.., ,;:;-_ . ..:_ .. ~.=-
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biological resources inchiC.ing significant estuar.:.ne habitats, vegetated 
wenana.s ana ~a::ned a."lC. :::1c..m...gerea species (:.g., recently listed. 
salmonid.s). A recent proje::! :o just deepen channels :in Oakland required • 
resolution of major en....,irom:ner.tal issues associated vr:ith the dredging. In 
addition, me overall land use planning associated with the Deep Draft Project 
included the existing location of container terminals in the Inner Harbor and 
the need to improve efficiencies at these te:m.inals. This pl2Ilning e:ffon was 
approved by the California Coastal Commission through Master Plan 
.-'\mendment 12 and 17 . 

.A.s noted in FIB· I cmd HB-2 above, even with facility improvements at ot1er 
ports, the amount of cargo coming through all west coast ports \Vill be 
increasing. The Ports of Los Angeles/Long Beach will be receiving only a 
share of this cargo. It should also be noted that Chapter 8 of the California 
Coastal Act ~pecifically identifies the Port as or.::: of California's "primary 
econonuc and coastal resources and an essential element of the national 
maritime industrv." 

~ 

P.s discussed in response HB-2 above, inc:-:as:d cargo rumdling is anticipated 
at all west coast ports. Therefore, the improvements proposed through the 
Channel Deepening ?:oject are not :edundant. 

As indicated in HB-2 -4, even \Vith nnprovements at other Ports, the Port of 
Los .A.ngeles will still need to make improvements to realize cargo halldlini: 
efficiencies and to accom.-nodate its s~'"'e of forecasted c~o. The channel 
dimensions identified here and therefore the dredge volumes. are justiiied in 
the Feasibility Study as those required to accommodate erisdng and 
anticipated container vessels in the world fleet. 

CEQA and NEP A both require an EIR/EIS to describe a range of reasonable 
alternatives to the project which would feasibly attain most of the basic 
objectives of the project (CEQA Section 15126.6 and 'N'"EPA 40 · CFR 
1502.14) which. is to accommodate container vessels and cargo at the Port. 
Tne beneficial use of dredge material in the context of this project is a use 
that would further this pu..,ose (i.e., create cargo hs.,dling ~fficien.cies). The 
SEIS/ElR adequately conside:-s a large range of disposal alternatives as 
required by ~'"EPA and CEQA :md suppi:::::.~~J.t<:: fue alternatives analysis 
contained in the De~ Draft ~avigation Project. Tl"le alternatives analysis 
lookee at fat:.:: alternatives ~o deepening of the channel. five different dredge 
depths, and nine Cisposcl sites combined in ::::; 1 different ways with the dredge 
dc:;>ths (se-e SEIS/SEIR Table 5.! ·2). 

t:planC. disposal sites were conside::d :n the instance where the mate:ial :S 
contaminated (i.e., at .Anchorage Road) and where there is a feasible 
beneficial t:..:;e. A ... ,.chorage Roaci fs :..~e Port or Los A . .ngelestLong 3each's 
only site :;:;(;.ilable fer :he disposal of contaminatea :n~intenance dredge 
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m:=.t:rial and ":'resentlv has a cana:itv of a:noroxi.matelv 90.000 cubic v::a,"'is. 
Appro::d~Tlla::iy 40,000 cubic )-arc:ts' of tills space V.ill be taken Up by 

mai.nt:nanc: dredgi.'lg proje:ts plan..."'led over the n:r. t\Vo years. Since the 
space would not handle the contaminated material from the Channel 
Deepening Project it c::-tainly couid not handle the 6.1 million cubic :"2!ds of 
clean mate:::ial. Upland disposal of clean material is not considered a feasible 
alternative to landfilling as indicateC. in HB-8 below. All other areas of the 
Port area are presently needed/used for cargo t:nninals. A previous proposal 
by the Port of Los A"lgeles to use Pier 400 as a disposal site has be:n 
eliminated because the site is presently unavailable due to constrUction of a 
container terminal at this location. Wnile the Port is unaware of any other 
uplmd disposal site tha.t would aceept saline sediments, much of which is 
nonstructural in nature, there is a bona fide need by the Port to increase its 
ability to accommodate cargo by constructing nev..' land. ConsliUcti.on of fill 
using coarse gr:rin sediments is in the Port of Los Angeles' perspective is a 
beneficial use of this material that would be used to provide term.inals to 
ac::ommodate maritime t:'ade, and minimizes the amount of material that 
needs to be disposed of at an ocean disposal site. ·Effects on biological 
resources have been coordinated '\:vith the "C'.S. ?ish and Vlildlife Service, 
National Marine Fisheries Service a.11d the California D::partm::nt ofFish and 
Game, and are entirely mitigated. 

·vrni!e construction of new lane! does result in the loss of mar'...ne habitat, this 
disposal is a justified, mitigated, cost effective and beneficial use of dredge 
material to accommodate ar:.d in~:-:ase efficiency of cargo handling at the 
Port of Los Angeles. Even with economies of scale the cost to make this 
material available for othe: uses (e.g. building mat:::ials) is very expensive 
Pres::J..t ccsts pe: cubic yard for disposal of material is S6 to Sll for disposal 
at LA-3, S3 to $7 for disposal at an in-bay disposal site and $20 to $25 for 
disposal of contaminate sediment to our Anchorage Road site. Assuming 
theTe was a market for mate:ials produced and a location where these 
products could be tr-~tedipr:pared, the least expensive (for instance sediment 
stabilization) would cost an additional $20 a cubic yard to our existing upland 
disposal costs (i.e., S40 to S45 per cubic yard). As a compa."'ison., clean dirt 
from the . .6J.a:!!1eda Corridor is being sold for approximately $5 to $6 per cubic 
}'ard '\vhich might represe::J.t a ~z.sonable sale price of stabilized sediment sold 
on the Los 1\ngeles market. Disposal of project materials to an upland site 
might the::-efore cost appro:tiu.~te1y $297 :nillion dollars whereas the disposal 
of materials fo:::- t."le Recommended Plan Virill ~ost a?Proximately $80 million. 
In add.itioi' .... C.::edgi.':lg is a sporadic acti,"ity at t.1.e Port. and large quantities of 
material wo-cld not '6e ava:h:.ble at al1 times. A..s Heal the Bay is aware, the 
Los Angeles Contaminated Sediment Task F::m;e is examirring the beneficial 
reuse of scdim::nt in the contex: of utiiiza'ion of conta..TIJ.inat:d sediment and 
has not made any r~ornmenda:io:ts in this regard. As indicated above, clean,. 
structurally gooci seciirn=r:r v.-il: co::rti:me to be a Yaluable resource to the ?on 
in the cor....st:u.::tion of new te~al:: necessary to accor..:nociate ma..""it:ime 

ty. \1 
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commerce. As long as :here is a need for increased cargo handling 
ef!lciencics, the: :ror: will ccmtnue to !.!tlliZe dredge marerial for const:"Uction 
of new lar.d even if other beneficial resuses prove to be mor-= coSt 
effective! available. 

The SEIS/SEIR adequately consid:rs impacts to the California least teo.. 
Section 3.4 of the SEIS/SEIR contains a thorough discussicn of the 
environmental setting and potential effects on the least tern. In addition, this 
project has been coordinated with the CS. Fish :md Wildlife Service who bas 
determined that the proposed activity would not jeopardiz: the California 
least t::m \Vhile the least tern frequently uses the Pier 300 Shallow Water 
Habitat for foraging, this does not mean that replacement of 40 acres of this 
area at the Cabrillo Shallow Vv" ater Habitat would have any effect on the least 
tem reproductive biology. Data collected in 1988 on tern foraging indicated 
that birds foraged predominantly to the south of Pier 300 followed by just 
outside the breakwater and in the Port of Long Beach. Last year, the birds 
also foraged predominantly in deep water to the East of Pier 400. This year 
birds foraged initially in the Pie: 300 Shallow Water Habitat and in the Port 
of Long Beach but more rec:::1tly have moved off shore to feed. Jn past 
ye.a.."""S, the birdS also foraged at Machado Lake; this has ceased in recent years 
Thus, the birds use different locations in different years, probably based on 
the local abundance of forage fish. In addition., recent sampling of the 
Cabrillo Shallow Wate: Habitat shows the presence of high numbers of small 
fish (particularly northe:':l anchovy) in this area (MEC 1999) and tern 
foraging in this area has increased since foraging studies conducted in 1988. 
Therefor:~ ceation of this area provides an alternative site for the terns to 
forage. Taking into ac=ount the variability of tern foraging over the years, 
the over 500 acres of shallow water presently available to the least tern at a 
variety oflocations and the increase in usage of the new- shallow wate:::, there 
is no reason to conclude that construction of the 40-ac:e fill site adjacmt to 
Pie:: 300 will adversely a.ffee. the least tern. . 

• -\5 noted in response I--:::B-9 above, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has 
reviewed the analysis in the SEIS/SEIR and measures to protect the least te:n, 
and determined that the proposed project would not jeopardize the least tern. 
In additio:n., the foraging area adjac:nt to Pi:r 300 has remained relatively 
unch:mged over the past decade, while t."le :number of breeding pairs .has 
incre:l.Sed considerablv in the last two vears. This is due to a number of .. . -
factors in:::bding the availability of nesting habitat on Pier 400, Port 
management of the site in coordination ·vrith t:'SF\VS, relocation of birds 
:frol:l other :1estir..g colonies and mac::o-environmental factors. Adeq11ate 
fori~.ne :treas for the terns would re:""Cain eve::1 with ~~e ~osed Pier 300 fill - - ... ... 
(se:= H:B-9 above). The :?ie:r 300 Shallow Water Habitat is presently :nOT"O 
then one mile :Iom :he designated nesting: site and is still utilized bv the least - - . 
te:n. Tne Cabrillo Shallow Wate: Habitat is v.itbin a ::nile of the designated 
leas:::::-= ~e~ ..... '1g site T.!e ::tajo: successes of the re:n .::~.es~..ng at the Po::t have 
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occurred during majo:r Port i.t""nprovern~t projects (i.e. the Harbor Deepening 
Projc-=t m tt= :nid 1980s and r.he re:::ntly completed De:p Drafi/Pier 400 
project) . 

.Tne wat::- quality and circ:1lation impa:ts as discussed in the Oce:mogra:phy 
and Vlater Quality se:tior. of tb.e SEIS/SEIR found no significant impacts 
based on the modeling results. This water quaiity malysis is extensive and 
was reviewed by the resource agencies in a...""I:iving at the proposed mitigation 
and habitat replacement determinations. Even so, the assumption of a 5% 
loss of shallow wat~ habitat due to water quality was arbitrarily assumed as a 
worst case scenario and is not substantiated by the water quality modeling 
results which showed no change in water quality parameters as a result of 
constructing the 40-acre Pier 300 fill. Tne 80-aere fill is not being considered 
at this time. The 5% reduction in habitat value is unlikely to occ-..rr as a result 
of the proposed project, but was included as a conservative measure for 
overall marine resources. It does not relate to a reduction in a reduction in 
the abundance of common prey species, the topsmelt and northern anchovy. 
Both of these species are found in high numbers in the Pier 300 Shallow 
Water Habitat and are not expected to be reduced in number following 
project implementation. There wm be no loss of foraging habitat or foraging 
habitat value as a result of the proje:::t. 

Placing fill in the Pie:- 300 Shallow Water Habitat is a permanent impact as 
identified in the SEIS/SEIP., but this area is being replaced at the Cabrillo 
Shallow 'Water Habitat as agreed to by the U.S. Pis..'l and Vlildlife Service and 
the California D~artment ofFish and Game. The high rate of fledglings per 
pair in the Port of Los .-C\.ngeles in 1998 is due to a va:."iety of factors, 
including the ex:ellent management of the nesting activity by the Port in 
coordination Vt.ith the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. Forage fish availability 
in the Harbor area in general is also important, md is related to mmy 
envi.ronm:ntal and biological factors, net just the size of the Pi:r 300 Shallow 
\\rater Habitat. In 1999 the fledging rate was not as high as in 1998 under 
seemingly very similar circumstances. 

Tne 75-acre fill in Southwest Slip is included for lat~ consideration and is 
not available at this time because it cannot be implemented within the 
Channel Deepening Proje::t schedule as described in section 5.1 of the 
SEIS/SEIR and b::ause it would not accommodate cargo increases at Pi::r 
300. A .. s indicated in HB-9-12, all impacts associated ~ith the Pier 300 fill 
ha't.'e bee:J. mitigated v:ith t.l;.e amount of habitat replacement being 
c:Jmme'l:Su.--ate "With the habitat lost. T.:1e higher value of the Pier 300 
Shallow \Vater Eab:tat is taken into conside:-ation iJJ. developing :he 
app!C?Iiate mitigation (see SEIS/SEIR Table .3.4-4). 

?age l- i. 0 of :.~e S:S~S/SEIR is quite c:ear on the a:w.ount of <L--edge r.:1aterial 
that coulc be piaced z.t the Sout:::.west Slip. The 35-acre fill that is part of the 
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Recorr.mended Plan could acc:pt approximarely 1. 7 million cubic yards of 
material that would come :toi:'l t!:le Cha::nel Deepening :Project. If the fill 
was expanded to 75 acres i11 the futu:re, it could accept a total of 6.0 million 
C"J.bic yards. Since the 75-acre .fill will be constructed in the future, the fill • 
material for this effort must come from some other source. 

The slip :5.11 recently constructed did .include a component of fines from tb.e 
Port of Long Beach's O'-''Il d.r:dging as \Veil as fine material from the Los 
.t\ngeles River. Marina Del Rey material was more coarse-grained. It is the 
intention to place fine materials at the Southwest Slip associated 'With the 
placement of contaminated sediments. However, the proportion of fines 
acceptable is based on site-specific requirements (seismic requirements. 
future facilitY requirements, underlying geology. space available. 
containment strucrures, dewatering techniques, etc.). Under any 
circumstance coarse grained material is the preferr"...d material and this design 
consideration cannot be compromised. As indicted in HB-13 and 14, · 
construction of the fill at the Southwest Slip would not serve the needs of the 
Pier 300 facility. The Port tenants will need. additional cargo handling 
capabilities at both these locations. 

The GA7X lease presently extends 'lmtil the year 2013. Even if there were a 
negotiated te:mination of the lease, it would not be feasible to decommission 
andlor relocate the facility in the time period required by the Channel 
Deepening Project. There are presently ships in the world fleet that are 
calling partially loaded or could be calling at the Port of Los Angeles fully 
loaded if the channel to· all of the container terminals was at -53 feet, and 
therefore, the timeframe required is not unrealistic or artificial (See FS page 
3-11 ). As indicated elsew'here, imple:ne::1.tation of the 75·acre !ill is needed 
in addition to the 40-a.cre fill at the Pier 300 site is not being considered at 
this time,. and would not !lelp the Pier 300 facility with its need for the 
efficient transfer of cargo. 

With the proposed mi~igation, there are no long-term pe!manent impacts to 
biological resources. In fact the const:r"...lcticn of the Cabrillo Shallow Water 
Habitat and Southwest Slip fill will be a benefit by covet.~D.g areas of the 
harbor that have elevated levels of some cont3minants. Section 5 of the 
SE!S/SEIR is complete. Since ~he construction ofth: 75-acre fill (altem.ative 
-53-8') cannot be conducted in the ti:::J.e 5:-ame of the federal projec:,. it cannot 
be considered a feasible alternative at this time (see HB-16 above). 
Imnlantation of this alte~ative (i.e. -53-8') would not accommodate needed 
cargo handling efficiencies at ~e Pi~ :oo site. 

T.ne effec~s of construction of :he Cabrillo Shallow Water Habitat were 
adequately addressed in tlle SEIS/SEIR regarding effects on recreational uses 

ri t... 1 . . . '1.. 1... • ' • - ~ d "' 10) . . an .... "'!o o:;c::u :-esources :...."1 :.~.e .... ar~or lSee sec'J.ons .= .... an ::>. ~1anve to 
:hose issues identi.fi.ed. in the 'Notice of Inte.ntfP:e?arati.on for the Draft 
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SEIS/SEIR. The Inne:- ca:,rino Beach has had chronic high levels of 
bacte:ia,. and l!nlike a! least some beaches, these high levels occU!' during low 
runoff periods. Extensive sa:::npling of the b~acb. and infrastructure (storm 
drains and sewer lines) su.."!ounding the beach have shOV\'Il birds, which roost 
on the beach in large numbers, as the likely source of the high bacteria counts 
on the beach. \Vbile a strong currer:.t running along the beach might a::t to 
disperse bacteria, to our knowledge, there is no information that substantiates 
Heal the Bay's claim that "Poor water circulation in the beach area 
contributes to the high bacteria densities measured at this beach" or that 
construction of the existing Cabrillo Shallow Water Habitat has "been 
exa:erbated by the Cabrillo S\VH the Pon constructed in the early 1990s." 

Water quality data in the following table show that dissolved oxygen, BOD, 
and water clarity (trans.) have not decreased, and may even have increased, 
after eonstru....~on of the Cabrillo Shallow Water Habitat. 

Comparison of Water Quality Parameters at Station LAOS* Before 
(1991~1993) and After (1999) Construction of the Cabrillo Shallow 
Water Habitat 

I 
Year I Trans. •* j DO""* I BOD•• ,. Temp.** 

, ; (/t) I (mf[/L) . (m'/'ILJ fPC) 
l 1991 I 6.2 (4.0-8.0) i 8.,'3. (6.7-10.0) l 2.1 (0.0-8.0) I 15.6 (13.4-17.8) 

1992 ! i.8 (5.0-12.0) I 7.3 (5.9-8.8) i 1.3 (0.0-2.9) I 17.9 (13.4-20.9 
1993 I 9.1 (5.0-13.0) I 7.4 (6.1-8.1) I 1.9 (0.3-4.0) I 17.4 (14.2-20.0) 1 

j1999 I 9.i (8.0-12.0) I 7.6 (6.9-9.1) ! 1.3 (0.6-2.5) I 16.1 (14.1-18.1) I 
'*Station LAOS is located approx. 1,000 te~t east of Inner Cabrillo Beach.. !I 

"'*Mean and (rang:e) for s.am'Oles taken each month of the vear. 

Recent discussions with Dave Marke and Berry Bunch at the Waterv:ays 
Experiment Station in Vicksburg indicated that expansion of the Cabrillo 
Shallow Water Habitat would hav~ not have any effect on the circulation in 
the shallow wat=:- adjacent to the Inne: Cabrillo Beach. However, a reduction 
in water volume in this area of the harbor may increase tidal velocities, which 
could in:::rease water exchange in the area. E:x.-pansion of the eel grass in the 
area of Cabrillo Beach in recent y-....ars indicat:s that the \\'ater quality in the 
area is good, although the eelgr'2SS itself m2.y tend to reduce circulation 
between the eelgrass bed and the beach. 

Contaminants are gene:-ally tightly adsorbed to the sedime:!lt particles, or 
trapped between pa...-rticles, anC. are not releasee to the "-"ater coiumn as sho"';ll!l 
by elutriate tests. Also bei.."lg a pa...-:icipant in 1Ie Cont.aminated Sediment 
Task Force, we are unaware of data that may be available to Heal the Bay 
that shows ~her~ is substantial ~suspension of contaminated sediments. It 
should be noted, that leaving cantarni"lated sediments on the bottom over the 
long term also creates opportunity for r---suspension (e.g. from normal 
cu..."!ents of propeller 'l;r.;asb_ fro:n ships) a..."'ld a::1 even greater opporrun.ity for 
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bioaccur:::tulation. Removal of this material to an upland or confined disposal 
facility or capping in place r:p::cs::::J.t beneficial aspects of?ort dredging. 

Eyd..'"'aulic dredging is not necessarily the best way to remove contaminated 
sediment. wmle rurbidity/resuspension may be reduced at the cutter head, 
there may be inc:eased turbidity at the discharge end of the pipe, depending 
on where the material is being disposed of. While a clamshell dredge may 
have more turbidity at the dredge site, the dumping of the material from a 
bottom dump barge (especially in a shallow area.) may result in less 
resuspension at the disposal site. There are also practical considerations that 
need to be taken into account when determining the equipment to be used 
during dredging. For instance, some locations do not lend themselves to 
hydraulic dredging such as near the base of pilings that support wh.anres or. 
to remove bard material. Upland disposal in a confined location is also 
difficult due to the djfficulty of dealing with large amounts of return water. 
To our knowledge, the Contaminated Sediment Task Force has not yet 
arrived at appropriate Best Manage:nent Practices (B:M:Ps) that would 
recommend the use of hydraulic dredges for removal of contaminated 
sediments. 

use of silt curtains appears to work in some locations and may have been 
e:fective at the Port of Long Beach.. In areas of significant currents of great 
depth, silt cu..."'tains tend to be more difficult to deploy and less reliable in 
containing turbidity. Their use will be considered during the design process 
for the proposed ?!Ojec:: and used where a'PJ'I'Opriate. The methodology for 
placement of the material would be discussed with the members of the 
Interim Advisory Committee of the Contaminated Sediment Task Force 
which Heal the Bay attends. 

Tne estimate of contarrrinated material to be removed is based on a 
calculation of the quantities of mate:ial present in areas where contaminated 
sediments we=e identified and is conser'llative (an overestimate). It therefore 
represents an adequate information base for the purposes of a NEPlvCEQA 
evaluation. We concur that the project impacts may be related to the amount 
of contaminated material but that these impacts (removal of contaminants) · 
a.-e largely beneficial. A great deal of data on cont:uninants in the project 
area W<lS collected under the guidance of"C'.S. EPA and serves as a basis for 
this analysis (see Fugro ·vvest 19 _ listed in the reference section of the 
SEIS/SEJR). In discussions with the U.S. EPA. the additional sampling that 
:nay be ::-equired for this project in some limited locations will be discussed 
before the Interim Advisory Ccmrrittee of the Contaminated Sediment Task 
.,... 
rorce. 

Se: responses to HBw6 and 7 above. It is true that Port tenants require 
additio!l2.1 terminal s:pace and this is justified in !ight of the cargo forecast 
conducted bv t1e San Pedro 3av .,or..s (Mercer :998). However. as indicated ... ' ,; .. , . 
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in Responses HB-1 - :HB-8, the altern.a:tives to this project are adequate and 
were scopea out a.urtng a Notice of Jntent!Notice of Preparation (which vra.s 
sent to Heal the Bay) md a pt!blic me:ti.ng prior to prepa....-ation of the Draft 
SEIR/SEIS . 

The ~"ED plan is the plan that optimizes the tra.nsportation savings of the 
channel deepening at the least cost to the federal government and has no 
relationship to which alternative is necessarily the least environmentally 
damaging or the project that is the most feasible for implementation by the 
local sponsor. For the Pier 400 project, the 1\r:ED Plan was to dispose of 
nearly 50 million cubic yards to an Ocean Disposal Site because this Vl."aS the 
least cost to the federal governmen: in accordance with their feasibility study 
guidelines. This clearly was an u:n.accepta.ble plan from the Port:' s 
perspective. Tne present disposal options 'Will allow ~arion of needed cm:go 
terminals and minimize the amount of material to be dispos~ of at an Ocean 
Disposal site. 

1n accordance '\V-ith the Port's mandate to accommodate m.a..;time commerce 
pu:suant to the California Coastal Act, the Locally Preferred Plan (and 
Recommended Plan) does include additional fill. The Locally Pref~d Plan 
does not provide for economic gain of the Port over the federal plan because 
the federal government does not pay for any costs above those identified for 
the NED Plan. 

A.s indicated above, the alte:::natives anal}'Sis and analysis v • ." .1.mpacts of the 
proposed project is complete and was carried out in accordance with ~.r:P A 
and CEQA. Tne:re will be no significant, unmitigated eff~s to the least tern 
foraging or human health at Cabrillo Beach. Upland disposal sites are not 
feasible or appropriate use of dredge material in light of the demand for the 
Ponto accommodate the ever i."'l.c:-easing amounts of cargo coming through 
the ?on. The pennanent loss of marine habitat :esulting from the project has 
been mitigated to insignificance through the use of approved Port mitigation 
banks and expansion of the Cabrillo Shallow Water Habitat. The 75·acre 
landfill is not immediately available to the Port and would not r:::place 
additional cargo handling facilities ne-o...ded at Pier 300. In the last .... ecade. the 
Port has not filled any water areas that were not totally mitigated through on­
or off-site mitigation projects in accordance with fedt ... al and state 
requirements. The Port of Los imgeles represents one of the six locations 
ide:::rtified in the California Coastal Act as locations whcre I1laJ.-itime 
commerce is to occur. The filling of these waters to accommodate this trade 
is an allowable use wh:n fu:r"..hers the PtXI1X'Se and objectives established 
1:.1'-.rough the Deep :::>raft Navigation Project and :s:ablished in the California 
Coastal Ac~ . 
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Summary Report 

REVIEW OF CHEl\1ICAL AND BIOLOGICAL DATA .ON SEDIMENTS FOR 
THE CHANNEL DEEPENING PROJECT 

Kinnetic LaboratoriestroxScan, Inc. 
January,2002 

1.0 EXECUTIVE SUMJ.\.1ARY 

Project Description. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers in conjunction with the Los 
Angeles Harbor Department is proposing (USACE, 2000) to carry out deepening of the 
Main Channels and selected areas in the Port of Los Angeles inner harbor to a depth of 
53 feet plus 2 feet over dredge (-55 feet :MLLW). 

Sites considered for disposal of the sediments to be dredged from the channels include 
the landfills of another project, the Southwest Basin development, particularly with 
respect to disposal of channel sediments unsuitable for ocean disposal. Other reuse or 
storage opportunities within the Port include the expansion of the Cabrillo Shallow Water 
Habitat area near the San Pedro breakwater in the outer Harbor, expansion of the Pier 300 
landfill, and a submerged material storage site adjacent to the Pier 400 landfill. Offshore 
ocean disposal at the LA-3 disposal site is an option for clean dredge materials. 
However, no ocean disposal of dredged materials is currently proposed. All sediments 
will be disposed of at disposal sites within the Harbor as described above. 

Purpose of This Report. The purpose of this data review is to collect and present 
sediment testing results for all of the sediments involved in this Channel Deepening 
Project. Data were developed for all of the dredge areas identified. These dredge 
material testing units are illustrated in Figure 1. 

Sediment Testing Results. Sediments from the test units were sampled by vibracores 
and subjected to physical, chemical, and biological testing. Test protocols and evaluation 
criteria for dredge materials were used as specified by the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency and by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USEPNUSACE 1991; 1998). 
Sediments were deemed unsuitable for ocean disposal if these evaluations concluded that 
the given sediment unit did not meet criteria for open water disposal. 

Four dredge areas unsuitable for ocean disposal were identified. These areas are listed 
below and shown on Figure 1: 

.----•·-iilllli.~~Moo~...Wiiioi.-li the :Ylain Channel 
EXHIBIT NO. /(I n the West Basin 

1-----------t·P Dike and Basin Area 
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Sediments from dredge units FG-2B and FM-1 were only moderately contaminated, with 
a few metals and organic contaminant concentrations exceeding NOAA (Long et al., 
1995) ERL or ERM guidance values. These sediments are being dredged for the purpose 
of deepening navigational channels. 

Sediments within area FG-2B in the West Basin were found to contain levels 0f mercury, 
nickel, DDT compounds, and PCBs in excess of ERL guidance values. However, 
significant toxicity was measured with a benthic amphipod test. Bioaccumulation test 
results showed lead, mercury, DDD, and PCBs bio-accumulated in test tissues to 
significant levels. 

Sediments in area FM-1 showed metal levels to be elevated, more so than for either the 
coarse- or fine-grained materials tested from the inner reaches of the Main Ch;;umel. 
Organic compounds (DDTs and PCBs) were elevated to relatively high levels and were 
greater than other dredged materials in the Main Channel. Supplemental sampling of 
these materials demonstrated that the metals were found primarily in the formation (lower 
layer) materials while the organic compounds were distributed primarily in the 
depositional (top layer) materials. Significant toxicity was measured in two benthic 
toxicity tests, while slight bioaccumulation of copper, mercury, and lead occurred. 
USEPA concluded (USEPA, 1998a) that the surface depositional materials within the 
FM-1 area were not suitable for open water disposal but that the formation materials are 
suitable for open water disposal. Furthermore, USEPA (1998b) delineated two pockets 
of the surface material that are suitable for unconfined aquatic disposal. Thes" '>Uitable 
areas were in the northwestern corner and in the southeastern area of the FM-1 area. 
Recent sampling of the area just south of the Pilot Station (:NIEC, 2002) showed that these 
sediments were suitable for ocean disposal. 

Sediments in the Southwest Slip were highly contaminated, most with pronounced 
petroleum odors, and all with very high concentrations of metals, petroleum 
hydrocarbons and P AHs, high DDT compounds, and high PCBs. Sediments in the small 
Area A-1 (Berth 100 South Extension) showed moderate contamination. These 
sediments in the Slip and along the proposed pier face need to be dredged for dike keys, 
and for minor reconfiguration of the bottom of the Slip where new fill is not to be r 1 .,ced 
at this time. 

Sediments from these dredge units deemed unsuitable for ocean disposal will need to be 
placed within a fill area. Elutriate and suspended phase oioassay test results from all the 
dredge areas indicate that adverse water quality impacts would not be expected during 
open water disposal, or from decant water from a confined landfill. 
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describes the proce~s_,)Yhere floes of diment particle continue to 
neighboring .t1ocs ~«u:u~lly below arp interface · 1ding the relati y clear, supe nt 
water above anj-concentrated sl y below. Flocc nt settling occu above in the su rnatant 
water. Comyession settlin ccurs at the bo m were settled cs gradually co ress unde 
their o~ff'weight. TheyG-2B material · coarse grained will quickly le, even en 
dredged with a C~~d placed insi a CDF by a CS . A.ddition~llo7 be settli~ ests are 

_befug c.ondu;,w:r' to verify t~ expected settli~cr ehavior of ttw"dredge m_9krials to be 
hydraulically dredged. 

4.4 Dredging and Disposal of Materials Unsuitable for Open Water Ocean Disposal 

Actual choice of equipment will depend on the equipment availability of the dredging 
contractors. An assessment analysis was performed on equipment utilization. The outcome of 
the analysis is the following tentative equipment utilization: 

Dredgillg Methods 

Cutter Suction Dredge fCSDJ 

The CSD will transport the material either by pumping it direct from the dredge through 
pipelines to the disposal site, or alternatively it will pump the material into barges, which then 
will dispose the materials at the disposal location. The transportation mode will most likely be 
by pipeline. 

Clamshell Dredge 

Typically the clamshell dredge will release the dredge material into a hopper barge. The barge 
then sails to the disposal site and bottom dumps the materials. 

Disposalll1ethods 

Transoortation bv pipeline 

The pipF1ine is open-ended. Wat~r with dissolved material, typically in a concentration of 10 to 
20 percent solids when fine grained materials are dredged and is continuously discharged at the 
uisposo.l are: through the p::'eliP~. Once the material is p:.1mped, the larger soil particles will 
settle first, and fine sediments will take a longer time to settle. 

Transvortation hv Barr;ze 

Once the barge has reached the disposal location, the material is bottom dumped at the location. 

EXHIBIT NO. II 
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Environmental Considerations Associated with Dredge and Disposal ilfetlwds 

In relation to the dredge and disposal of soils considered unsuitable for open water ocean 
disposal there are two main environmental considerations: 

• Re~suspension of contaminated sediment in the water column 
• Solubility of chemical contaminants from the soils in the water 

During dredging and disposal operations, a certain amount of sediments are re-suspended into 
the water column, which may include contaminates. Therefore, water quality implications must 
be assessed in order evaluate potential water column impacts. 

CSD 

1. At the cutter 
2. At the disposal site, discharge of water 

Clamshell 

3. At the clamshell during excavation 
4. During lifting of the Clamshell 
5. Overflow ofbarges 
6. During bottom dumping 

Each of these phenomena is related to the equipment, water conditions (temperature, currents), 
type and quantity of chemical contamination, and soil type. 

For an initial comparison between different dredges andre-suspension of sediments, use can be 
made of Technical Note, Guide to Selecting a Dredge for Minimizing Re-suspension of 
Sediment, EEDP-09-1, USACE , December 1986. (Additional refinements are discussed in 
Technical Notes DOER-E5 through E9, and are contained in the ADDA..\1S system of 
numerical models). 

Table from TN EEDP-09-1, Guide to Selecting a Dredge for Minimizing Re-suspension of 
Sediment: 

I 
! Dredge Type 

' 
. CSD 
i Clamshell - open bucket 
1 Clamshell- closed bucket 

Down Current Distance- Suspended Solids 
Concentration. mg/1* 

Within 100 feet Within 200 feet Within -+00 feet 
25~250 20-200 10-150 
150-900 100~600 75-350 
50-300 40-210 25-100 

*Suspended solids concentrations were adjusted for backgrou;,d concentrations 
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It can be observed that with normal operations the CSD results in lower re-suspension of 
sediments 1han use of a Clamshell dredge. For the Clamshell dredge with the closed bucket the 
re-suspension is comparable to there-suspension of the CSD . 

The CSD will not produce any re-suspension during transport through the dredge pipes, the 
materials are already suspended. During this transportation stage however the contaminants 
might dilute to the transport water. 

The Clamshell operation is typically supported by a number of scows or split-hopper barges, 
which will transport the dredge material to the disposal site. When the material is placed inside 
these barges it is nom1al practice that the barges overflow, i.e. the water (inclusive of a 
percentage of re-suspended sediment) is allowed to flow over the weirs. This significantly 
increases the capacity of the barges. The other alternative is to prevent the barges from 
overflow. The re-suspended solids inside the water in the barge will then not be discharged in 
the channel at the dredge location, however these would be discharged in the disposal site. 

Typically the overflow will occur mainly when the sediment being dredged is primarily sandy 
material. This allows for higher accumulation of coarse-grained material in the hoppers with 
the small fine grained fractions of silt and clay overflowing from the hopper bins into the 
surface water. _,. ·' , 

/ _:.·.,\~-:-.y~:· _; .. ...:;:_ 
- 5_..,....., ,)~ 

At the disposal location the materials are either pumped in (CSD), or dumped from the bottom 
of the scows or barges. 

When the material is pumped inside the disposal location, the concentration of solids will be in 
the order of 10 to 20% when fine grained materials are dredged. This material would then 
undergo settlement in the disposal location. The time given far the suspended solids to settle 
dictates the suspended solids concentration in the water outflow aut of the disposal location. 
The decant water contains bath soluble contaminants, and those contaminants associated with 
the remaining suspended solids in the decant water. 

Re-suspensian of sediments also occurs when material is dumped from barges. Bucket dredges 
remove sediment at nearly m-situ density and place it in the barge for transportation to the 
oi.::~osDl area. Each time material is dumped is a discrete discharge of material. The dredge 
material descends rapidly mrough the water colunm to the bottom, and only a small amount of 
the material remains suspended. 

Water quality concerns \Vith respect to this project are as fallows: 

• Will contaminants be released to the water column during the dredging and filling 
operations such as to violate water quality standards? CCSEP A 2000; LAR WQCB, 
1994) 
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quality standards. This should be true for both the sediments suitable for open water ocean • 
disposal to be dredged, and for the sediments unsuitable for open water ocean disposal to be • 
dredged from both the channel deepening areas, as well as the sediments from the Southwest 
Slip area. For the channel sediments, it would be expected that either clam shell or hydraulic 
dredging could be used to dredge, transport and dispose of this material in the planned areas 
since no dilutions would be required to meet water quality standards. 

Modeling associated with design of the disposal facilities will confirm this preliminary 
evaluation. The monitoring program defined in section 5.2 below would confirm operations 
compliance and identify if any operational restraints would be needed to control turbidity. In 
addition to confirmation of expected dilutions, modeling will generate additional information 
on turbidity/suspended solids concentrations for use in managing the dredging and disposal 
operations so as to be compliant with expected permit conditions. For the sediments unsuitable 
for open water ocean disposal that must be dredged at the Southwest Slip sites, a clamshell 
dredge will be used because of the small volumes in very limited areas that need to be moved. 
These sediments will be placed directly into the West Landfill area at the Southwest fill area. 

Using Laboratory test results, the site geometry at time of construction and properties of the 
proposed barges or pump capacity, modeling can be undertaken on the plume dispersion and 
initial deposition from the dump scows and or pipelines. This modeling can be undertaken 
using the i\DDA1'v1S program as developed by CS A.rmy Corps of Engineers, Waterways 
Experiment Station, module STF ATE. With this model predictions can be made on the water 
column quality at discharge and also the contamination concentrations at the edges of the 
disposal site. The outcome of the analysis can be verified against permit requirements and can 
subsequently be used to decide if dumping requires specific additional mitigation such as silt 
screens and if pumping would require the site to be enclosed and if discharge restrictions are to 
be applied to the placement operations. 

A next step is to model elutriate water quality, which comes as discharge from the placement of 
dredge material placed by pipeline. For this modeling use can be made of module EFQUAL of 
the :!\.DDAMS program as developed by US A.rmy Corps of Engineers, Waterways Experiment 
Station. This analysis would relate to the FG-2B material (D205), which will be dredged by 
CSD and then pumped to the CDF site. The elutriate water quality shall meet the permit 
requirements and the outcome of the modeling might be that there are no restrictions when 
placing the dredge material or that there are restrictions to be applied on discharge of elutriate, 
i.e. f'Jr instance on pump capacity when placing the material. 

The appropriate tests to be used as input for the above analysis are the long tube column settle 
test and the elutriate tests. Presently the long tube column settle test is being undertaken on FG­
:::B material, as it is foreseen that this material will be placed by pumping it inside the CDF. 

The results of the modeling are expected to be available mid FebP'ary 2002. The results will be 
evaluated and construction requirements will be incorporated in the design of the disposal sites. 
As noted above. it is presently not expected that the outcome of such analysis would be that 
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additional measures are required, however in case the analysis would indicate such 
requirements then these would be incorporated in the specifications and or design. The test data 
will be made available to the Contractor in order for him to verify, prior to construction, if he 
requires any additional measures and I or if he should envisage production restrictions during 
discharge operations. 

Suspended solids concentrations are verified against the environmental pennit to be issued. An 
abstract of the California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Discharge Requirement, is 
enclosed herewith. 

Califomia Regional Water Quality Coutrol Board: Discharge requirements (abstract): 

1. The removal and placement of dredged I excavated material shall be managed such that 
the concentrations of toxic pollutants in the water column, sediments or biota shall not 
adversef:v affect beneficial use 

2. Enclosed bay and estuarine communztzes and populations, including vertebrate, 
invertebrate and plant species, shall not be degraded as a result of the discharge of 
waste 

3. The natural taste and odor of fish, shellfish, or other enclosed ba_v and estuarine 
resources used for human consumption shall not be impaired as a result of the 
discharge ofwaste. 

4. Toxic pollutants shall not be discharged at levels that will bioaccumulte in aquatic 
resources to levels which are harmful to human health 

5. There shall be no acute toxicity or chronic toxicity in ambient waters as a result of the 
discharge ofwaste 

6. Dredging, excavation or disposal of dredge spoils shall 1zot cause any of the following 
conditions in the receiving waters: 

a) The formation of sludge banks or deposits of waste origin that would adverse(v 
affect the composition of the bottom fauna ancl flora, inte!fere with the ;Ish 
propagation or deleteriously affect their habitat, or adversely change the physical 
or chemical nature of the bottom 

b) Turbidity that would cause substantial1·isible comrasr with the natural appearance 
of rhe water owside the immediate area of operation. This is interpreted as increase 
·:;turbidity rhat exceed 10% of the background levels at comrol sites. 

c) Discoloration outside the immediate area of operation 
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d) Visible material. including oil and grease. eithe1· floating on or suspended in the 
water or deposited on beaches, shores, or channel srructures outside the immediate 
area of operation 

e) Objectionable odors emanating from the water swface 

fl. Depression or dissolved oxygen concentrations below 5.0 mgll at any time outside 
the immediate area of operation 

g) Any condicion of pollution or nuisance 

Typically turbidity measurements are taken 30 meters (100 feet) up and down current and 100 
meters (300 feet) down current. These turbidity measurements are then compared to a control 
site. The requirements as provided above allow a 20% increase of the background levels at the 
disposal site. 

In order to dispose of sediments, which are considered unsuitable for open water ocean 
disposal, in the port in a manner that meets regulatory requirements as well as POLA's best 
practice the following dredge and disposal procedure has been developed. It is expected that the 
procedures will meet the above requirements, which will be verified during construction: 

• 

1. Sediments unsuitable for open water ocean disposal from the Southwest Slip and Berth • 
100 South Extension will be removed using a Clamshell dredge. 

2. Sediments unsuitable for open water ocean disposal from the channel areas FM-1 will 
be removed by a Clamshell dredge. 

3. Sediments unsuitable for open water ocean disposal from FG-2B will be removed by a 
Cutter Suction Dredge. 

4. The sediments unsuitable for open water ocean disposal from Southwest Slip, Berth 100 
South Extension and FM-1 will be placed in Split Hopper Barges and bottom dumped 
into the disposal site. The FG-2B materials will be transported by pipeline and disposed 
in the disposal site. 

5. At the dredge site oYerflow from the barges will be controlled and overflow discharge 
shall remain within the limits specified above. 

6. During transportation of the material unsuitable for open water ocean disposal with the 
Split Hopper Barges no overflow is allowed. 

7. At the disposal location the material unsuitable for open water ocean disposal will be 
placed by means of bottom dumping from the Barges or by hydraulic placement as 
appropriate. 

8. The material unsuitable for open \Vater ocean disposal will be confined during the 
dumping 1 placement process because the ma!eriais will be dumped inside the tubs, or 
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when the level becomes above the level of the tubs bv means of underwater dikes or bv 
~ ... 

dikes above the water surface. These dikes will retain and prevent the material from 
flowing out of the designated area. 

9. The measurements as defined in the permit will be undenaken and the dredge and 
disposal process will remain within the permit limits. 

The proposed methodology is in line with previous studies undertaken by the Port of Los 
Angeles and US Anny Corps of Engineers. 

4.5 Material Unsuitable for Open Water Ocean Disposal Sites - Alternatives 
Evaluated· // /

1 

A number of locations have been/considered in this study for disposal the material unsuitable . / . 
for open water ocean d1sposal.~/ .-,. · 

·' I 
• . Cabrillo Shallow Water Habitat Expansion 

/.; Pier 400 subme~.ied material storage site 
• Southwest Slip/East Fill / 
• Anchorage ,Road // / 
• Pier 300 EXpansion /' . 
• southrst Slip West F.~JY // • / / / / 

The fo~ing sites ha~~}An identifi·l·~~,th.e Feasibility s:~f 

• 

J ~~~thwest Slip'East Fill ./ 

I • Southwest .sfip West Fill // 
• Pier 300 xpansion . / 
• Cabri Shallow Watyr'Habitat Expansion 

Cabrill Shallow Water/ Habitat Expansion (CSWH): // 
.• / / 

The SWH has been-identified for th,e''disposal of dredge,nGterial, which is s · able for open 
w9fer ocean disposal. This site wil( be used for disposal of non-structura (iredge materials 
ifine-grained) for which a large. ·capacity is required: Utilization of the S\VH for mat · al 
unsuitable for open water ocean disposal will require placement o a cap to confi 
materiaL A cap thickness of 5 feet is envisaged,. \Vhich is 3 fed more/than presently u din the 
design for a disposal location without material considered unsuit~ble for open / ater ocean 

' / 

disposal. This increased cap thickness substantially reduces, the storage C<J,p'acity for this 
material in the CS\VH, due to the already limited water depth: Using the CSJVH as a Confined 
Aquatic Disposal Site (CAD site) is not preferred by the Contaminated Sediment Task Force 
Interim Advisory Committee and therefore the CSWH was not considered" further for storage of 
materials unsuitable for open water ocean disposal. / 
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13. After i allation of th surcharge erial the Co ractor will i 
the surcharge will remain in place tintil consolidation is complete. 

5.2 Dredging an<t Disposal Operations- Water Quality ~.tonitoring 

The following sampling protocol shall be undertaken during the dredging and/or fill project. 
Sampling for the receiving water monitoring shall commence at least one week prior to the start 
of the dredging and fill operations and continue at least one week following the completion of 
all such operations. Sampling shall be conducted a minimum of once a week during dredging 
operations. Sampling shall be conducted down current ofthe dredge sites or of the fill sites at 
least one hour after the start of dredging operations. For the case of a confined fill area for 
disposal, sampling stations shall be referenced to the overflow weir of the confined fill site (i.e. 
the discharge point to the harbor receiving waters). All receiving water monitoring data shall be 
obtained via grab samples or remote electronic detection equipment. Receiving water samples 
shall be taken at the f_;~lowing stations: 

Station 

.A 

B 

c 

D 

Description 

30 meters (100 feet) up current of the dredging/disposal operations, safety 
permitting. 

30 meters (100 feet) down current of the dredging/disposal operations, safety 
permitting. 

100 mete1~ (300 feet) down current of the dredgi .. y'disposal operations. 

Contr\.t: site (area not affected by dredging;a1spo::.al .:._t>erations). 

Application Number 

?.I 
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The following shall constitute the receiving water monitoring program: 

Parameters 
Dissolved oxygen1 

Light Transmittance1 

PH1 

Suspended Solids3 

Water Column IVIonitoring 

Units 
mg/1 
% Transmittance 
pH units 
mg/1 

Station 
A thru D 
A thru D 
A thru D 
AthruD 

Frequency 
" Weekly 

Weekly 
Weekly 
Twice Monthly 

1 Measurements shall be taken throughout the water colwnn (at a minimum, at 2-meter (6 feet) increments). 
2 During the first two weeks of dredging, stations shall be sampled four times per week. 
3 Mid-depth shall be sampled . 

Water column light transmittance values from Stations C and D shall be averaged for the near 
surface (1 meter (3 feet) below the surface), mid-water and bottom (1 meter (3 feet) above the 
bottom). If the difference in% light transmittance is 30% or greater (based on a comparison of 
the averaged values at the two stations), water samples shall be collected at mid-depth (or the 
depth at which the maximum turbidity occurs) and analyzed for trace metals, DDTs, PCBs, and 
P AHs. At a minimum, one set of water samples shall be collected each month during dredging 
of materials unsuitable for ocean disposal and analyzed for chemical constituents. Analyte 
reporting limits shall be appropriately low to allow comparisons with water quality standards 
applicable to the harbor receiving waters. 

Color photographs shall be taken at the time of sampling to record the presence and extent of 
visible effects of dredging operations. These photographs shall be submitted with the receiving 
water monitoring reports . 

The discharger shall provide Regional Board staff with a receiving water monitoring field 
schedule at least one week prior to initiating the program. Regional Board staff shall be 
notified of any changes in the field schedule at least 48 hours in advance . 

Observr<tions 

The following receiving water observations shall be made and logged daily during dredging or 
excavating operations: 

a. Date and time: 
b. Direction and estimated speed of currents; 
c. General weather conditions and wind velocity; 
d. Tide stage: 
e. Appearance of trash, floatable material. grease, oil or oily slick, or other objectionable 

materials; 
f. G1scoloration and! or turbidity; 
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g. Depth of dredge operations during previous day; 
h. Amount of material dredged the previous day; 
1. Cumulative total amount of material dredged to date. 

General Provisions 

All sampling, sample preservation, and analyses shall be performed in accordance with the 
latest edition of "Guidelines Establishing Test Procedures for Analysis of Pollutants" 
promulgated by the United States Environmental Protection Agency. 

All chemical analyses shall be conducted at a laboratory certified for such analysis by the State 
Department of Health Services, or approved by the Executive Officer. 

The discharger shall calibrate and perform maintenance procedures on all monitoring 
instruments and equipment to insure accuracy of measurements, or shall insure that both 
activities will be conducted. 

A grab sample is defined as an individual sample collected in fewer than 15 minutes. 

All samples shall be representative of the waste discharge under normal operating conditions . 

Reporti1tg 

Monitoring reports shall be submitted within 10 days following each weekly sampling period. 
In reporting, the discharger shall arrange the monitoring in tabular form so that dates, time, 
parameter, test data, and observations are readily discernible. The data shall be summarized to 
demonstrate compliance with the waste discharge requirements. A final report, summarizing 
the results of the weekly monitoring and reporting the total volume discharged, shall be 
submitted within one month of completion of the project. 

Each monitoring report must affrrm in writing that: 

All analyses were conducted at a laboratory certified for such analyses by the State 
Water Resources Control Board or approved by the Executive Officer and in 
accordance with current EPA guidelines or as specified in the Monitoring Program. 

For any analysis performed for which no procedure is specified in the EPA guidelines or in the 
Monitoring Program, the constituent or parameter analyzed and the method or procedure used 
must be specified in the report. 

31 of 34 January 2.2, 2002 

• 

• 

• 



Port of Los Angeles Channel Deepening Project 
DRAFT 

Contaminated Sediment Management Plan 

General ProvisiollS for Reporting 

For every item where the requirements are not met, the discharger shall submit a statement of 
actions undertaken or proposed which will bring the discharge into full compliance with 
requirements at the earliest time and submit a timetable for correction. 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION IX 

February 20, 2002 

MEMORANDUM 

75 Hawthorne Street 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

SUBJECT: Port of Los Angeles Main Channel Deepening Project, Delineation of Dredged 
Materials for Unconfmed Aquatic Disposal 

FROM: Steven John, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
TO: Larry Smith, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

'II 

• 
.. 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency has reviewed a series of environmental documents 
for the proposed deepening of the Port of Los Angeles Main Channel as part of the Port's 
original-50 feet MLLW project (see EPA's May 1, 1998 and May 14, 1998 memoranda to the 
Corps) to the current Corps of Engineers -53 feet MLLW project. As the project has evolved to 
include the dredging and disposal of additional materials, in addition to substantial modification 
to the disposal locations, the Corps of Engineers (January 25, 2002 memo) requested a single • 
suitability concurrence by EPA for the current project. The Corps of Engineers suitability 
determination for all of the proposed dredged materials is provided in the attached table. 

EPA's review of the proposed action was conducted in accordance with the Federal Guidelines 
( 40 CFR 230) published pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act and Section 103 of the 
Marine Protection, Research and Sanctuaries Act. 

EPA confirms our concurrence on the suitability of the materials we had concurred on previously 
in May 1998 (see attached Corps suitability table for specific designated dredged material test 
units). Additionally, EPA reaffirms our position that the dredged materials noted in the May 
1998 memoranda as being unsuitable are not suitable for unconfined aquatic disposal (see 
attached Corps suitability table for specific designated dredged material test units). 

Materials designated as CG-1, CG-2, CG-3 and CG-4 were originally proposed by the Port of 
Los Angeles for inclusion in the Pier 400 landfill; EPA concurred on this disposal option for 
these materials in the May 1. 1998 memorandum. Subsequent project modifications has resulted 
in a change in the disposal locations for these materials to include unconfined aquatic disposal. 
'f:'P" "" ~ Corps determination that these materials are consistent with the 

EXHIBIT NO. I) 

California Coastal Commission 

Inland Testing Manual (Evaluation of Drede:ed 'N1aterial Proposed for 
· ,,f :h~ U.S.- Testme: Ylanual) and are suitable for unconfined aquatic 
f· r.·nitedStates. • 



• 

• 

• 

For proposed dredged materials resulting in the change in project depth to -53 feet MLLW, EPA 
concurs on the Corps determination that the materials associated with test unit FM-lA (formation 
and depositional) are suitable for unconfined aquatic disposal. EPA concurs on the 
determination by the Corps that the materials in test units FG-1 and FG-2A to -53 feet MLL W 
are suitable for unconfined aquatic disposal. EPA concurs on the Corps determination that the 
materials associated with the -53 feet MLLW project from test units FG2-7, FG2-9 and FG2-10 
are suitable for unconfined aquatic disposal. EPA also concurs on the Corps determination that 
the dredged materials associated with the -53 feet MLLW project at test units FG2-6 and FG2-8 
are suitable to be included in the Southwest Slip Landfill; while these materials are suitable for 
unconfined aquatic disposaL dredging the -53 feet MLL W materials separate from the overlying 
unsuitable materials is not feasible, therefore confined disposal of the -53 feet MLLW materials 
at the Southwest Slip Landfill is proposed. See attached Corps suitability determination table. 

Finally, EPA concurs with the Corps determination that the proposed dredged materials from 
Berth 100 and the Southwest Slip (Berth 100 Wharf Construction and Shoreline Improvement­
Sediment Characterization Study. POLA, MEC 2001; and Results of Physical. Chemical. and 
Bioassay Testing of Sediments Collected for the Port of Los An2:eles Modified Channel 
Deepening Pro2:ram, MEC 2001) are unsuitable for unconfined aquatic disposal. See attached 
Corps suitability determination table. 

EPA appreciates the opportunity to confirm our suitability concurrences for the dredged materials 
evaluated in the prior Port of Los Angeles Main Channel Deepening Project and to review and 
provide our concurrence on the Corps determinations for the modified, -53 feet :MLLW, Main 
Channel project. If you have any questions about EPA's concurrences, please contact me at 
213.452.3806 or by e-mail at john.steven@epa.£?:ov . 

Attachment ( 1) 



POLA Channel Deepening Project 03/05/2002 

Dredged Material Test llnit Material Ty1,e Dredge Depth Suitability Determination USEI' A Memo Oata Report 
f-M-IA Formation -50' MLLW Suitable fur unconfined aquatic disposal 5/1&14/1998 KLiffoxscan 1997 

Depositi• •nal material -50' MLLW Eastern portiou only suitable 0511411998 KLiffoxscan 1997 
Furmation -53'MLLW Suitable for unconfined aquatic disposal MEC 200lb 

l'il1•l Station rnrmation -53'MLLW Suitable for unconfined aquatic disposal MEC 200ib 
Depositional material -53'MLLW Suitable for unconfined aquatic disposal MEC 2001b 

Ff\t-1 n Formation -50' MLLW Suitable for unconfined aquatic disposal 511 & 14/1998 KLlffoxscan 1997 
Depositional material -53'MLLW Western portion only suitable 0511411998 KLlffoxscan 1997 

rn 1 Coarse grain -65'MLLW Suitable for unconfined aquatic disposal* 05/01/1998 KLiffoxscan 1996 

en 2 Coarse grain -65'MLLW Suitable for unconfined aquatic disposal* 05/0111998 KLiffoxscan 1997 

FGI Fine Grain -50' MLLW Suitable fur unconfined aquatic disposal 05/0111998 KLiffoxscan 1997 
Fine Grain -53' MLLW Suitable for unconfined aquatic disposal MEC 2001b 

H1-2A Fine Gruin -50' MILW Suitable for unconfined aquatic disposal 05/01/1998 KLiffuxscan 1997 
Fine Grain -53' MLLW Suitahle for unconfined aquatic disposal MEC2001b 

FC.-2B 
FG2-o & rn2-s rinc grain -50' MLLW Unsuitable for unconfined aquatic disposal 05/0111998 KLJffoxscan 1997 

Hi2 7, FG2-9, & fG2-IO Fine grain -50' MLLW Suitable for unconfined aquatic disposal 05/01/1998 KLiffoxscan 1997 
F02-6 & PG2-8 fine grain -53' MLLW Suitable for unconfined aquatic disposal** MEC 200lb 

Hl2-7, FCJ2-9, & Hi2-IO Fine grain -53' MLLW Suitable for unconfined aquatic disp_osal MEC 2001b 
CG-3 Coarse grain -65'MLLW Suitable for unconfined aquatic disposal* 05101/1998 KLiffoxscan 1997 
CG cl Coarse grain -65'MLLW Suitable for unconfined aquatic disposal* 05/01/1998 KUffoxscan 1997 
P<l-] Fine gmin -50' MLLW Suitable for unconfined aquatic disposal 05/01/1998 KLiffoxscan 1997 . 
B. 100 Fine )!rain -53' MLLW Unsuitahle for unconfined aquatic disposal MEC 2001a I 

Southw..:sl Slip Fine grain varying Unsuitable for unconfined aquatic disposal KLlffoxscan 201)2 i 
*Original determination was "suitable for use in the Pier 400 landl'ill." We believe, based on sediment chemistry, that "Suitable for unconfined aquatic disposal." is 
appn1priatc 
** While the tests show this material to he suitable for unconfined aquatic disposal, dredgability issues will require this material he placed in the Southwest Slip landfill. 

REFERiiN( 'ES 
K Llfl'oxscan 1996 
KJ.Ifroxscan 19lJ7 

Kl Jfroxscan 2002 
MEC :!Oil Ia 
1\IEC 2001h 

• 

Chemical Analysis and Toxicity Evaluation of Sediments, Pier 400 Deep Navigation Project Borrow Project 
Environmental Evaluation of Sediments fur the Channel Deepening Program, POLA 
Dredged Material Sampling ami Analysis Southwest Basin Development Project POLA 
Berth 100 Wharf Construction and Shoreline [mprovement-Scdiment Characterization Study, POLA 

Results of Physical, Chemical, and Bioassay Testing of Sediments Collected for the Port of Los Angeles Modified Channel Deepening 
Program 

• • 
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Date: April 9, 2002 

To: Contaminated Sediments Task Force and Interested Parties 

From: The Contaminated Sediments Task Force Advisory Committee 

Re: Port of Los Angeles Channel Deepening Project- Final Contaminated Sedj1uents Task 
Force Advisory Committee Memo 

The Advisory Committee (AC, see attached membership list) of the Contaminated 
Sediments Task Force (CSTF) recently completed a series of four meetings with 
representatives of the U.S. Anny Corps of Engineers, Los Angeles District (LAD) and 
the Port of Los Angeles (POLA). The purpose of the meetings was to solicit the 
assistance of the AC in preparing a Contaminated Sediments Management Plan (CSMP) 
for the Port of Los Angeles Channel Deepening Project. This memo is intended to serve 
as a record of comments provided by the AC during the meetings and to docur: __ ,n 
project modifications made in response to comments of the A C. It also is a record of key 
points of agreement regarding dredging and disposal of contaminated sediments, and any 
areas of continuing disagreement. · 

The primary purpose of the proposed project is to deepen the inner harbor of the Port of 
Los Angeles to improve deep-draft navigation safety, to maximize the efficiency of the 
Port of Los Angeles to accommodate deep-draft commercial vessels and increasing 
economies of scale, and to maximize the beneficial use of dredged material. The 
proposed project consists of dredging the Main Channel and turning basins to a project 
depth of -53' MLL W to improve navigation and disposing of dredged materials in ..:eas 
designated by the Port of Los Angeles. 

The AC is the body set up by the CSTF to review projects that include dredging of 
contaminated sediments until the CSTF can complete its work and finalize a regional 
strategy for dredging and disposing of contaminated sediments. The LAD and POLA 
approached the AC in November 200 l to begin the consultation process for the Channel 
Deepenmg Project. The project at that time was referred to as the Recommended Plan by 
the C.S .. -\rmy C'Jr;'" of Engineers lthe Corps). This initial design included dredging of 

EXHIBIT NO. /£,( 
fi f. million cubic yards lmcy) of channel sediments with disposal in the 

: :.5 mcy in the Pier 300 Expansion Site: 2) 1.7 mcy in the Southwest 

':;;;:rl'; 
c s rr #tlf4.~ 
California Coastal Commission 

' : ; · :~cy in the Cabrillo Shallow Water Habitat ( CSWH) Expansion Site: 
_: ::~;:; ;__A-3 Ocean Disposal Site. 



The series of meetings focused on project modifications. The discussion below will 
present modifications for each disposal site. Each disposal site was discussed at varying 
lengths at all meetings. The approach of presenting the results by disposal site is for 
clarity only and does not reflect any ordering of discussion by the AC. The majority of 
discussions dealt with the Southwest Slip Fill Site, so that site shall be discussed first. 

Southwest Slip Fill Site. The Recommended Plan and the first design submitted to the 
AC were based on a surface area limitation of 35 acres of fill. The 35 acres was based on 
mitigation credits available to the POLA. The Southwest Slip Fill Site was divided into 
two pieces: an East Fill and a West Fill. The basis for this decision was the result of 
studies conducted for a container terminal in this area and navigation studies conducted 
to ensure that the project would not impact the nearby liquid bulk terminal at Berths 118-
119. The East Fill was approximately 20 acres in size (including 2 acres for the Berth 
100 site) and the West Fill was approximately 15 acres in size. 

Prior to the first AC meeting, the POLA and the LAD determined to place all sediments 
unsuitable for ocean dis'!"'osal into the Southwest Slip Fill Site. Design for this was 
constrained by many factors, including a maximum land fill size of 35 acres, constraints 
presented by the navigation study on which areas could safely be filled, the inability, due 
to its geometry, to use any of the East Fill as a disposal site for sediments unsuitable for 
ocean disposal, and site topography that included deeper areas constructed for shipyard 
use that were ideally suitable for disposal of sediments unsuitable for ocean disposal. 
The resulting design included a ten-acre Confined Aquatic Disposal (CAD) Site adjacent 
to the West Fill. This design avoided impacts to the nearby liquid bulk terminal. while 
providing sufficient volume to dispose of all identified sediments unsuitable for ocean 
disposal from the proposed project. 

Members of the AC expressed concern about the CAD site. Additional studies were 
conducted by the POLA regarding alternative designs and rh"' :.lvi':lability of mitigation 
credits. The design presented in the Contaminated Sediments Management Plan (CSMP) 
expanded the West Fill from 15 to 23 acres in place of the previously proposed CAD. 
This design met the requirements to contain all sediments unsuitable for ocean disposal. 
avoid navigational impacts to the liquid bulk terminal. and provided an alternative to 

placing a CAD site in the harbor. 

The design alternative for the Southwest Slip Fill Site as presented in the CSMP was 
determined to be the most desirable option by members of tht: A C. 

Pier 400 Submerged Storage Site. A disposal or storage site adjacent to Pier 400 was 
first proposed in the Fe:.1sibility Study SEIS/SEIR. September 2000. conducted by the 
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Corps for the project. The POLA proposes to use the site as a temporary submerged 
storage site for sediments. Sediments placed within the site could be dredged as needed 
for future fill within the POLA. Use of this site as a storage area was proposed for 
sediments that would otherwise be disposed of at the LA-3 ocean disposal site. Three 
design alternatives were presented to the AC. The design selected represents the best 
compromise between storage volume and avoidance of the existing Terminal Island 
Treatment Plant (TITP) outfall. The Pier 400 site, as assessed in the Feasibility Study, 
was 160 ac.res in size. The Pier 400 Submerged Storage Site will be approximately 120 
acres in size. The site would be undisturbed for the first three years after construction to 
allow recolonization, after which the material may be reused. The timeframe for reuse 
was unspecified and is dependent on unknown future uses. 

The design alternative for the Pier 400 Submerged Storage Site as presented in the 
Supplemental Environmental Assessment (SEA) was acceptable to the AC members 
representing the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (US EPA), the Los Angeles 
Regional Water Quality Control Board (LARWQCB), the California Department of Fish 
and Game (CDFG) and the California Coastal Commission (CCC). The AC member 
representing Heal the Bay did not support this design alternative. 

All members of the AC except Heal the Bay agreed that the storage of dredged materials 
for reuse is preferable to permanent disposal of the materials in an ocean disposal site. It 
is Heal the Bay's position that the impacts of creating such a site would not constitute 
beneficial reuse, but would result in the loss of habitat due to periodic disturbance and 
damage after the initial three year period. Because the POLA is not required to mitigate 
these impacts under the Safe Harbors Agreement, it is Heal the Bay's position that the 
storage site would result in the loss of 120 acres of outer harbor habitat. Heal the Bay 
would prefer ocean disposal of clean sediment to the construction of the Pier 400 
Submerged Storage Site. 

\r - ..:.. ............ 

"·~ )I . 
. . : I 

Malaga mudstone. Formation materials in the channel entrance are classified as Malaga 
' ~ 

mudstone. These materials were initially E.!:...<?posed to be placed offshore at the LA-3 
ocean disposal site in the September 2000:0. The AC voiced dissenting opinions on 
this issue. Members from the US EPA. and the LAR WQCB disagreed with this option. 
preferring to see the surplus material kept within the port for future reuse. A proposal to 
place the Malaga mudstone within the Cabrillo Shallow Water Habitat Expansion 
(CSWHE) was made. However. as design proceeded it quickly became clear that there 
woulu not be sufficient volume \Vithin the CSWHE to contain all of the Malaga mudstone 
that requires Jredging and disposal as pan of the proposed project. To address this. the 
area directly south of Pie: -+00 was proposed as a temporary sediment storage site for 
sediments that othenvise would be disposed of at the LA-3 ocean disposal site. The 
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design of the Pier 400 Submerged Storage Site places the Malaga mudstone in the bottom 
of the site, to be overlain by fine-grained sediments removed from the Main Channel. 
The Malaga mudstone is low in organic carbon and would serve as a poor substrate for 
recolonization by benthic organisms. The Main Channel sediments are much higher in 
organic carbon and would be more easily and quickly recolonized following completion 
of construction. 

The location of Malaga mudstone in a temporary submerged storage site as described 
above was acceptable to the AC members representing the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency (US EPA), the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board 
(LARWQCB), the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) and the California 
Coastal Commission (CCC). The AC member representing Heal the Bay did not support 
this option. 

Although Malaga mudstone materials were determined to be suitable for ocean disposal 
by the Corps, with the U.S. EPA concurring, and have previously been dredged and 
disposed of within the Outer Harbor and at the LA-2 ocean disposal site, they contain 

I 

• 

naturally occurring elevated levels of metals. It is the position of most of the members of • 
the AC that Malaga mudstone is suitable for unconfined ocean disposal and that the 
naturally occurring metals do not represent a threat to the environment. Further, covering 
the Malaga mudstone with Main Channel sediments will provide additional seclusion 
from the benthic environment. It is Heal the Bay's position that the Malaga mudstone 
should undergo bioassay testing prior to any dredging or disposal of these sediments. 

Water Quality Monitoring. The CSMP contained a proposed water quality monitoring 
plan. One recommendation proposed by the AC was made to the monitoring plan. The 
water-sampling requirement will be changed from a one-time event to once per month 
during dredging of sediments unsuitable for ocean disposal. Dredging of sediments 
suitable for ocean disposal would be monitored by the weekly monitoring requirements, 
but chemical analyses of water samples would not be required. It is estimated that it will 
take approximately three months to dredge and dispose of the sediments unsuitable for 
ocean disposal resulting in a total of three water-sampling events 

All members of the AC except Heal the Bay found the plan acceptable with the proposed 
change. In comments addressed to the AC after the last meeting, they expressed the 
concern that the monitoring plan is not sufficiently defined and a contingency plan of 
BMPs that will be implemented in the event that monitoring indicates an exceedance of 
water quality standards has not been developed. Subsequently .he POLA is addressing 
the~e concerns by providing a more specifically defined plan. including contingency ,...),('~ 
BMPs~ ,_. ' • 
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US EPA suitability determination. Due to the numerous modifications of the proposed 
project The AC members exhibited some confusion regarding exactly which sediments 
had been determined to be suitable and unsuitable for ocean disposal. The US Corps of 
Engineers have made several suitability determinations since the inception of the original 
project, and the US EPA has made several suitability determination concurrences starting 
with an initial suitability determination concurrence in 1998. The LAD will be providing 
the US EPA with a final suitability determination and will request concurrence on the 
final suitability determination for the proposed project. This will result in a single 
suitability determination for the entire project and a final suitability determination 
concurrence, superceding the previous suitability determinations and concurrences. The 
members of the AC concurred with this course of action. 

Contaminated Sediment Management Plan. Members of the AC were provided copies 
of the draft CSMP for review and comment. The revised CSMP was provided to them as 
part of the SEA. Except as noted in this memo, all members of the AC concur with the 
findings and proposed actions contained in the CSMP . 

I. Name 

Steven John 
Michael Lyons 
Region 
Jessica Morton 
Mitzy Taggart 
Bill Paznokas 

Advisory Committee 
Membership List 

Agency 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles 

California Coastal Commission 
Heal the Bay 
California Department of Fish and Game 



Memorandum March 7, 2002 
FOR: CESPL-ED-DC 
FROM: Gary L. Howell, P.E., CEERD-HC-S 

SUBJECT: 

Cabrillo Beach Monitoring Plan 1 
I 

Executive Summary 

,. 
l ·~. 
l . 

I 

I 
I 
I 

The field monitoring plan is designed to provide an objective asses5fent of impacts from con-
struction of the Cabrillo Shallow Water Habitat Expansion on circulatiom and water quality at inner 

I 

Cabrillo Beach, a public park in Los Angeles, CA. The plan is a respt' se to findings of the Cal-
ifornia Coastal Commission related to expansion of the Cabrillo Shal ow Water Habitat in Los 
Angeles Harbor. In the Consistency Determination No. CD-50-00 [ J the Commission requests 
that the Corps submit a monitoring plan for post-construction monitoring of circulation and wa­
ter quality. The plan here exceeds this requirement by also providing for a pre-construction data 
collection. The pre-construction data set will provide a baseline for an objective evaluation of any 
changed conditions after construction. The construction schedule could require up to 24 months. 

Data will be collected to supplement the on-going hydrodynamic and water quality measure­
ments by the Corps and local partners. Circulation data include water levels, currents, dispersion, 
and dilution measurements. Water quality data include dissolved oxygen, temperature, turbidity, 
and transparency. The data will be supported by environmental and morphologic measurements in­
cluding atmospheric pressure, temperature, wind velocity, and wading-depth beach profiles. Anal­
ysis of the data and assessment of changed conditions will be reported. 
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Cabrillo Beach is a recreational swimming area consisting of a small pocket beach on the inside 
corner of the San Pedro Breakwater. The beach is bounded on the south by the breakwater and 
the north by a shore perpendicular groin. The beach was originally man-made and captures littoral 
and aeolian drift of sediment through and over the breakwater. The shoreward face of the beach is 
bound by natural headlands. The beach is protected by the breakwater from ocean swell and wind 
waves. There is limited fetch and exposure to locally generated wind waves in the harbor. The 
sheltering of the beach has made it a popular swimming area for families with small children . 
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Table 3.4-3. Mitigation Available for Channel Deepening Project 

Approximate Value in Deep Value in Shallow Value in Inner 
Mitirmtion Bank Credirs A vailable1 Ourer Harbor Outer Harbor·; Harbor Sliosl 

I Bolsa Chica Bank 70 70 -47 140 

Outer Harbor Bank 46 46 -31 92 
Inner Harbor Bank 6 n.a. n.a. 6 

Total 116 78 238 

Nores: 
l. Final values to be confirmed from as-built drawings for Pier 400 and the Cabri!lo Shallow Water Habitat. 
2. Value of credits is 1/1 for Outer Harbor deep habitat. 1/l.S for Outer Harbor shallow habitat, and 1/0.5 for inner 

harbor; n.a. = not applicable. 
3. The Pier 300 til! mav reouire exoendimre of credits for desrradation of the remaininl! water area. 
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SOUTHER~ CALIFORNIA EELGRt\~ 
(Adopted July 31, 1 :~:~1 J 

CY 

• Eelgrass marina) vegetated areas function as important habitat for a variety d fish and other 
wildlife. In order to standardize and maintain a consistent policy regarding mitigating adverse 
impacts to eelgrass resources, the following policy has been developed by the Federal and State 
resource agencies (National Marine Fisheries Service, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and the 
California Department ofFish and Game). This policy should be cited as the Southern California 
Eelgrass Mitigation Policy (revision 8). 

• 

For clarity, the following definitions apply. "Project" refers to work performed on-site to accomplish 
the applicant's purpose. "Mitigation" refers to work performed to compensate for any adverse impacts 
caused by the "project". "Resource agencies" refers to National Marine Fisheries Service, U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service, and the California Department of Fish and Game. 

1. Mitigation Need. Eelgrass transplants shall be considered only after the normal provisions and 
policies regarding avoidance and minimization, as addressed in the Section 404 Mitigation 
Memorandum of Agreement between the Corps of Engineers and Environmental Protection Agency, 
have been pursued to the fullest extent possible prior to the development of any mitigation program. 

2. Mitigation Map. The project applicant shall map thoroughly the area, distribution, density and 
relationship to depth contours of any eelgrass beds likely to be impacted by project construction. This 
includes areas immediately adjacent to the project site which have the potential to be indirectly or 
inadvertently impacted as well as areas having the proper depth and substrate requirements for 
eelgrass but which currently lack vegetation. 

Protocol for mapping shall consist of the following format: 

1) Coordinates 

Horizontal datum- Universal Transverse Mercator (UTM), NAD 83, Zone 11 

Vertical datum Mean Lower Low Water (MLL W), depth in feet. 

2) Units 

Transects and grids in meters. 

Area measurements in square meters/hectares. 

All mapping efforts must be completed during the active growth phase for the v~~etation (typically 
March through October) and shall be valid for a period of 120 days with the ::x..:.:pnon of surveys 
completed in August - October. 

EXHIBIT NO. I 
A .;;nrvey completed in August October shall be valid until the resumption of ~L---:-:----:::-::-:::±;::;---1 

• 

Marc!, 1 ). Aft~r project c?nstruction .. a post-project survey shall be completed v Application1~~r J 
acn:J.l area of Impact shall !Je determmed from this survey. J) j} '' L 

u:.~;-,..~-z-=-J-J--;J4~,~ .. c. • 
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3. Mitigation Site. The location of eelgrass transplant mitigation shall be in areas similar to those -! 

where the initial impact occurs. Factors such as. distance from project, depth, sediment type, distance 
from ocean connection. water quality, and currents are among those that should be considered in • 
evaluating potential sites. 

4. Mitigation Size. In the case of transplant mitigation activities that occur concurrent to the project 
that results in damage to the existing eelgrass resource, a ratio of 1.2 to 1 shall apply. That is, for each 
square meter adversely impacted, 1.2 square meters of new suitable habitat, vegetated with eelgrass, 
must be created. The rationale for this ratio is based on, 1) the time (i.e., generally three years) 
necessary for a mitigation site to reach full fishery utilization and 2) the need to offset any 
productivity losses during this recovery period within five years. An exception to the 1.2 to 1 
requirement shall be allowed when the impact is temporary and the total area of impact is less than 
100 square meters. Mitigation on a one-for-one basis shall be acceptable for projects that meet these 
requirements (see section 11 for projects impacting less. than 10 square meters). 

Transplant mitigation completed three years in advance of the impact (i.e., mitigation banks) will not 
incur the additional 20% requirement and, therefore, can be constructed on a one-for-one basis. 
However, all other annual monitoring requirements (see sections 8-9) remain the same irrespective of 
when the transplant is completed. 

Project applicants should consider increasing the size of the required mitigation area by 20-30% to 
provide greater assurance that the success criteria, as specified in Section 9, will be met. In addition, 
alternative contingent mitigation must be specified, and included in any required permits, to address 
situation where performance standards (see section 9) are not met. 

5. Mitigation Technique. Techniques for the construction and planting of the eelgrass mitigation site 
shall be consistent with the best available technology at the time of the project. Donor material shall 
be taken from the area of direct impact whenever possible, but also should include a minimum of two 
additional distinct sites to better ensure genetic diversity of the donor plants. No more than 10% of an 
existing bed shall be harvested for transplanting purposes.·Plants harvested shall be taken in a manner 
to thin an existing bed without leaving any noticeable bare areas. Written permission to harvest donor 
plants must be obtained from the California Department of Fish and Game. 

Plantings should consist of bare-root bundles consisting of 8-12 individual turions. Specific spacing 
of transplant units shall be at the ~iscretion of the project applicant. Ho· .ever, it is understood that 
whatever techniques are employed. they must comply with the stated requirements and criteria. 

6. Mitigation Timing. For off-site mitigation. transplanting should be started prior to or concurrent· 
with the initiation of in-water construction resulting in the impact to the eelgrass bed. Any off-site 
mitigation project which fails to initiate transplanting work within 135 days following the initiation 
of the in-water construction resulting in impact to the eelgrass bed will be subject to additional 
mitigation requirements as specified in section 7. For on-site mitigation, transplanting should be 
postponed when construction work is likely to impact the mitigation. However, transplanting of on­
site mitigation should be started no later than 135 days after initiati0:1 of in-water construction 
activities. A construction schedule which includes specific starting and ending dates for all work 
including mitigation activities shall be provided to the resource ag ::ncies for at:: rJroval at least 30 days 
prior to initiating in-water construction. 

http://swr.ucsd.edu/hcd/eelpol.htm 02/04/2002 
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7. Mitigation Delay. If, according to the construction schedule or because of any delays, mitigation 
cannot be started within 135 days of initiating in-water construction. the eelgrass replacement 
mitigation obligation shall increase at a rate of seven percent for each month of delay. This increase is 
necessary to ensure that all productivity losses incurred during this period are sufficiently offset 
within five years. 

8. Mitigation Monitoring. Monitoring the success of eelgrass mitigation shall be required for a 
period of five years for most projects. Monitoring activities shall determine the area of eelgrass and 
density of plants at the transplant site and shall be conducted at 3, 6, 12, 24, 36, 48, and 60 months 
after completion of the transplant. All monitoring work must be conducted during the active 
vegetative growth period and shall avoid the winter months of November through February. 
Sufficient flexibility in the scheduling of the 3 and 6 month surveys shall be allowed in order to 
ensure the work is completed during this active growth period. Additional monitoring beyond the 60 
month period may be required in those instances where stability of the proposed transplant site is 
questionable or where other factors may influence the long-term success of transplant. 

The monitoring of an adjacent or other acceptable control area (subject to the approval of the resource 
agencies) to account for any natural changes or fluctuations in bed width or density must be included 
as an element of the overall program. · 

A monitoring schedule that indicates when each of the required monitoring events will be completed 
shall be provided to the resource agencies prior to or concurrent with the initiation of the mitigation. 

Monitoring reports shall be provided to the resource agencies within 30 days after the completion of 
each required monitoring period. 

9. Mitigation Success. Criteria for determination of transplant success shall be based upon a 
comparison of vegetation coverage (area) and density (turions per square meter) between the project 
and mitigation sites. Extent of vegetated cover is defined as that area where eelgrass is present and 
where gaps in coverage are less than one meter between individual turion clusters. Density of shoots 
is defined by the number of turions per area present in representative samples within the control or 
transplant bed. Specific criteria are as follows: 

a. a minimum of 70 percent area of eelgrass bed and 30 percent density after the first year. 

b. a minimum of 85 percent area of eelgrass bed and 70 percent density after the second year. 

c. a sustained 100 percent area of eelgrass bed and at least 85 perc~nt density for the third. fourth and 
fifth years. 

Should the required eelgrass transplant fail to meet the established criteria. then a Supplementary 
Transplant Area (STA) shall be constructed. if necessary, and planted. The size of this STA shall be 
determined by the following formula: 

STA = MTA x (li\ + Dtl- lA.: + D c!) 

• :viTA= mitigation transplant area. 

http://swr.ucsd.edu/hcd/eelpol.htm 0210412002 
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At= transplant deficiency or excess in area of coverage criterion(%). 

Dt =transplant deficiency in density criterion (%). 

Ac ::: natural decline in area of control (% ). 

D c =natural decline in density of control (% ). 

Four conditions apply: 

1) For years 2-5, an excess of only up to 30% in area of coverage over the stated criterion with a 
density of at least 60% as compared to the project area may be used to offset any deficiencies in the 
density criterion. 

2) Only excesses in area criterion equal to or less than the deficiencies in density shall be entered into 
the ST A formula. 

3) Densities which exceed any of the stated criteria shall not be used to offset any deficiencies in area 
of coverage. 

4) Any required STA must be initiated within 120 days following the monitoring event that identifies 
a deficiency in meeting the success criteria. Any delays beyond 120 days in the implementation of the 

• 

ST A shall be subject to the penalties as described in Section 7. • 

10. Mitigation Bank. Any mitigation transplant success that, after five years, exceeds the mitigation 
requirements, as defined in section 9, may be considered as credit in a "mitigation bank". 

· Establishment of any "mitigation bank" and use of any credits accrued from such a bank must be with 
the approval of the resource agencies and be consistent with the provisions stated in this policy. 
Monitoring of any approved mitigation bank shall be conducted on an annual basis until all credits 
are exhausted. 

11. Exclusions. 

1) Placement of a single pipeline, cable, or other similar utility line across an existing eelgrass bed 
with an impact corridor of no more than V2 meter wide may be excluded from the provisions of this 
policy with concurrence of the resource agencies. After project construction. a post-project survey 
shall be completed within 30 days and the results shall be sent to the resource agencies. The actual 
area of impact shall be determined from this survey. An additional survey shall be completed after 12 
months to insure that the project or impacts attributable to the project have not exceeded the allowed 
Y2 meter corridor width. Should the post-project or 12 month survey demonstrate a Joss of eelgrass 
greater than the V2 meter wide corridor, then mitigation pursuant to sections 1-11 of this policy shall 
be required. 

2) Projecrs impacting lc-"s than 10 square meters. For these project:,, an exemption may be requested 
by a project applicant from the mitigation requirements as stated in this policy. provided suitable out- • 
of-kind mitigation is proposed. A case-by-case evaluation and determination regarding the 
applicability of the requested exemption shall be made by the resource agencies. 

http://swr.ucsd.edu/hcd/eelpol.htm 02/04/2002 
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SUMMARY 

Comprehensive surveys were conducted from April through September, 2001 of the foraging behavior • 
California least tern (Stema antillarum browni) in the Los Angeles Harbor at the request of the U.S. 
Anny Corps of Engineers, Los Angeles District (LAD). The purpose of the surveys was to determine 
whether a recent deepening project in the Los Angeles Harbor (Harbor) had affected the foraging 
behavior and ecology of California Least T ems, which nest at a prepared site on. Pier 400 in the Harbor 
and forage in several areas of the Harbor, as evidenced by several previous foraging surveys. This 
report summarizes results of surveys conducted in 2001, the first of a three-year study, and compares 
results with those of surveys conducted in selected areas of the Harbor during previous years. 

Surveys included observations at 29 stations throughout the Los Angeles Harbor; stations were selected 
based upon observations of foraging least terns during previous years; all stations were accessible by car 
or boat. Surveys were conducted once weekly from April17 through September 11, 2001 by five 
observers with demonstrated experience in observations of least tern foraging behavior and in 
distinguishing least terns from other terns foraging in the Harbor. The behavior ofleast terns was 
observed and recorded on prepared data sheets at each station for a 20-minute period. Recorded data 
included the number of terns exhibiting the same behavior at same time, and the number of foraging 
dives (plunge into water to capture prey), foraging flights (flight over station with bill pointed down), 
and transit flights (direct flight from one destination to another). We also recorded tern life stage (adult 
versus fledgling, if distance allowed accurate identification), date, time, observer, and weather variables. 
Data were entered into a Microsoft Excel file and analyzed for total percentage of each foraging 
behavior and mean behaviors per survey. Data were combined for similar stations (and corrected for 
the number of stations) to compare foraging behavior among different foraging habitats in the Harbor. 

Over 50% of total foraging dives during all surveys were recorded at the shallow water habitat area • 
(SWHA) east of Pier 300. With outlier data removed, the Pier 300 shallow water area still supported 
more foraging dives than other stations; the second highest number of foraging dives (albeit less than 
half of those recorded at Pier 300) was at the Harbor entrance. Results were similar for foraging flights. 
Transit flights were highest at Pier 400 stations closest to the nesting site, where least terns were 
traversing to and from foraging areas. 

Data were also analyzed by nesting stage. Foraging dives and foraging flights were most numerous at 
Pier 300 during the arrivaVcourtship, egg-laying and departure stages of the nesting season than other 
stations, but behaviors were more evenly distributed throughout the Harbor during chick-hatching and 
fledging stages of nesting. 

Comparisons with survey results from previous years suggested that foraging behavior at selected 
stations (those surveyed in 2000) was substantially reduced from 2000 levels. The exception was an 
increase in transit flights at the Cabrillo SWHA, because least terns were traversing this station more 
frequently during 2001 than :woo to access offshore foraging areas, where prey was apparently 
comparatively more abundant. Reports from Harbor bait barges also indicated a scarcity of scarce small 
bait fish, and higher chick mortality in 2001 as compared with 2000 suggested that least tern prey were 
less abundant in the Harbor during 2001 than during 2000, likely due to the presence of a widespread 
and persistent red tide. 

Monitoring of Least Tern Foraging, 
Port of Los Angeies Deepemng Project, ::001 

1 January 22. 2002 
Kt~ane Biological Consulting • 
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Figure 1. Locations of Least Tern Foraging Survey Stations, Los Angeles Harbor, 2001 
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