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Final SEIS/SEIR 14-1 April 2009 

14.1 Comments on the Draft SEIS/SEIR 

The public comment and response component of the NEPA/CEQA process serves an essential 
role. It allows the respective lead agencies to assess the impacts of a project based on the analysis 
of other responsible, concerned, or adjacent agencies and interested parties, and it provides the 
opportunity to amplify and better explain the analysis that the lead agencies have undertaken to 
determine the potential environmental impacts of a project. To that extent, responses to comments 
are intended to provide complete and thorough explanations to commenting agencies and 
individuals and to improve the overall understanding of the project for the decisionmaking body. 

The USACE and LAHD received 21 comment letters on the Draft SEIS/SEIR during the public 
review period. Table 14-1 presents a list of those agencies, organizations, and individuals who 
provided comment on the Draft SEIS/SEIR. 

Table 14-1  Public Comments Received on the Draft SEIS/SEIR 
Letter Code Date Individual/Organization Page 

  Federal Government  

USEPA 8/29/2008 United States Environmental Protection Agency 14-3 

NMFS 9/02/2008 National Marine Fisheries Service 14-15 

DOI 8/25/2008 Department of Interior 14-20 

  State Government  

CCC 8/15/2008 California Coastal Commission 14-21 

OPRSC 9/02/2008 Office of Planning and Research 14-22 

  Regional/Local Government  

SCAQMD 8/29/2008 South Coast Air Quality Management District 14-24 

LACDRP 8/14/2008 Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning 14-33 

CRPV 8/13/2008 City of Rancho Palos Verdes, Planning , Building , & Code 
Enforcement 14-65 

  Local Organizations  

NRDC 8/29/2008 National Resources Defense Council 14-67 

CBYC 8/29/2008 Cabrillo Beach Yacht Club 14-110 

  Business/Labor Groups  

WBOA 9/04/2008 Wilmington Boat Owners Association 14-113 
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Letter Code Date Individual/Organization Page 

  San Pedro/Wilmington Community Groups  

PCAC 8/28/2008 Port of Los Angeles, Community Advisory Committee EIR/Aesthetic 
Mitigation Subcommittee 14-115 

SPPHC 8/31/2008 San Pedro & Peninsula Homeowners Coalition 14-132 

  Individuals  

WM 8/06/2008 Donna Ethington 14-136 

DN 8/06/2008 David Nichol 14-139 

KWJM 8/29/2008 Kathleen Woodfield and John Miller 14-142 

RP 8/06/2008 Robert Perel 14-150 

JO 8/06/2008 John O’ Connor 14-151 

CS 8/06/2008 Carrie Scorrillo 14-152 

KW 8/06/2008 Kathleen Woodfield 14-153 

TP 8/06/2008 Tony Polltee 14-154 

PH 8/06/2008 Public Hearing 14-155 
 

14.2 Responses to Comments 

In accordance with CEQA (Guidelines Section 15088) and NEPA (23 CFR Part 771), the USACE 
and the Port have evaluated the comments on environmental issues received from agencies and 
other interested parties and have prepared written responses to each comment pertinent to the 
adequacy of the environmental analysis contained in the Draft SEIS/SEIR. In specific compliance 
with Section 15088(b) of the CEQA Guidelines and implementing regulations 23 CFR Part 771 of 
the NEPA Guidelines, the written responses address the environmental issues raised. In addition, 
where appropriate, the basis for incorporating, or not incorporating specific suggestions into the 
Proposed Action is provided. In each case, USACE and the Port have expended a good faith effort, 
supported by reasoned analysis, to respond to comments.  

This section includes responses to comments at the public hearing on the Draft SEIS/SEIR and 
written comments received during the 45-day public review period of the Draft SEIS/SEIR. Where 
responses have resulted in changes to the text of the Draft SEIS/SEIR, these changes are 
referenced, and are illustrated in Chapter 3. A copy of each comment letter is provided with 
responses to each comment presented next to each comment. 
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  Comment Set USEPA, continued 

 

USEPA-1 The comment is noted. With regard to the HRA analysis, 
please see the response to Comment USEPA-5. With regard to conformity, 
Section 3.2 has been updated to include the following information. On 
November 30, 1993, USEPA promulgated final general conformity 
regulations at 40 CFR 93 Subpart B for all federal activities except those 
covered under transportation conformity.  On September 14, 1994, South 
Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) adopted these 
regulations by reference as part of Rule 1901.  The general conformity 
regulations apply to a proposed federal action in a nonattainment or 
maintenance area if the total of direct and indirect emissions of the relevant 
criteria pollutants and precursor pollutants caused by the proposed action 
equal or exceed certain de minimis amounts, thus requiring the federal 
agency to make a determination of general conformity.  Regardless of the 
proposed action's exceedance of de minimis amounts, if this total represents 
10 percent or more of the area's total emissions of that pollutant, the action 
is considered regionally significant, and the federal agency must make a 
determination of general conformity.  By requiring an analysis of direct and 
indirect emissions, USEPA intended the regulating federal agency to make 
sure that only those emissions that are reasonably foreseeable and that the 
federal agency can practicably control subject to that agency's continuing 
program responsibility will be addressed.  The general conformity 
regulations incorporate a stepwise process, beginning with an applicability 
analysis.  
 According to USEPA guidance (USEPA, 1994), before any approval is 
given for a proposed action to go forward, the regulating federal agency 
must apply the applicability requirements found at 40 CFR 93.153(b) to the 
proposed action and/or determine the regional significance of the proposed 
action to evaluate whether, on a pollutant-by-pollutant basis, a 
determination of general conformity is required.  The guidance states that 
the applicability analysis can be (but is not required to be) completed 
concurrently with any analysis required under NEPA.  If the regulating  

 

USEPA-1 

USEPA-2 

USEPA-3 
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federal agency determines that the general conformity regulations do 
not apply to the proposed action, no further analysis or documentation 
is required.  If the general conformity regulations do apply to the 
proposed action, the regulating federal agency must next conduct a 
conformity evaluation in accord with the criteria and procedures in the 
implementing regulations, publish a draft determination of general 
conformity for public review, and then publish the final determination 
of general conformity.  

A general conformity determination will be necessary for the proposed 
federal action.  The Draft Conformity Determination has been prepared 
and is included as Appendix M of this Final SEIS/SEIR, and Section 
3.2.3.1 (Conformity Statement) has been updated to reflect this. The 
Draft Conformity Determination concludes that both Alternatives 1 and 
2 would conform to the most recent federally-approved SIP.   

USEPA-2 The comment suggests conducting a port-wide Health 
Impact Assessment (HIA).  According to the World Health 
Organization (WHO), a Health Impact Assessment (HIA) is “A 
combination of procedures, methods and tools by which a policy, 
program or project may be judged as to its potential effects on the 
health of a population, and the distribution of those effects within the 
population”. Recommendations are produced for decision makers and 
stakeholders, with the aim of maximizing the proposal’s positive health 
effects and minimizing the negative health effects. Because the Draft 
SEIS/SEIR discloses the environmental impacts, including health risk 
impacts, of the Proposed Action, the Draft SEIS/SEIR is not required to 
additionally include a separate, full-blown HIA.  Nevertheless the Draft 
SEIS/SEIR included a number of health assessment tools to accomplish 
many of the goals of an HIA. These tools include criteria pollutant 
modeling, health risk discussions, an Environmental Justice analysis, 
and a Socioeconomic analysis. These analyses are presented in the Final 
SEIS/SEIR for the Proposed Action alternatives (including the No 
Action Alternative), allowing the reader, and subsequently the Board 
and USACE (the decision makers) to compare and contrast the benefits 
and costs among all proposals.
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  The USACE and Port are committed to mitigating disproportionate 
effects to the extent feasible. The Port’s primary means of mitigating 
the disproportionate effects of air quality impacts is to address the 
source of the impact through a variety of Port-wide clean air initiatives, 
including the CAAP, the Sustainable Construction Guidelines, and the 
proposed CAAP San Pedro Bay [Health] Standards.  As part of the San 
Pedro Bay Standards, the Port will complete a Port-wide Health Risk 
Assessment (HRA) covering both the Port of Los Angeles and the Port 
of Long Beach that will include a quantitative estimate of health risk 
impacts from Diesel Particulate Matter (DPM) emissions of the Ports’ 
overall existing and planned operations. Current and future proposed 
projects’ approval will be dependent on meeting the San Pedro Bay 
Standards. The Port is also developing a comprehensive Climate 
Change Action Plan to address GHG emissions from Port operations. 
GHG emissions at the Port are largely a function of diesel combustion 
and thereby addressing these emissions will not only help address 
potential climate change effects but also local health issues from diesel 
sources.     

In addition, recently, as part of comments on the Berth 97-109 [China 
Shipping] Final EIS/EIR, the USEPA has approached the Port and the 
USACE to suggest a HIA may be more applicable in a Port-wide 
analysis such as through the TraPac Memorandum of Understanding 
(MOU) (discussed below). The Port agreed to this approach and will 
support such efforts.  The Port will commit to working with the USEPA 
and the Appellant Group established by the MOU, on a Port-wide HIA 
as part of the MOU.   

Through an MOU, the Port has previously agreed to establish a Port 
Community Mitigation Trust Fund geared towards addressing the 
cumulative off-port impacts created by Port operations. This fund 
includes, for example, approximately $6 million for air filtration in 
schools and funding for an initial study of off-Port impacts on health 
and land use in Wilmington and San Pedro, as well as a more detailed 
subsequent study of off-Port impacts examining aesthetics, light and 
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  glare, traffic, public safety and effects of vibration, recreation, and 
cultural resources related to port impacts on harbor area communities.  
As discussed above, the Port will support USEPA and Appellant group 
efforts to complete an HIA as a way of studying off-Port impacts. The 
off-Port community benefits of the MOU are designed to offset 
cumulative effects of Port operations. While the MOU is not related to 
this Proposed Action and therefore is not an environmental justice 
mitigation per se, it would have particular benefits for harbor area 
communities where disproportionate effects could occur. 

USEPA-3 In response to your comment, Section 2.4.2 of the 
SEIS/SEIR has been revised to clarify that ocean disposal of 
contaminated sediments is prohibited by law. Section 2.4.2 of the 
SEIS/SEIR has been revised to clarify that the annual disposal capacity 
at LA-2 is 1.0 million cubic yards (mcy). Additionally, because the 
Eelgrass Habitat Area has been eliminated as a disposal option under 
Alternative 1 of the Proposed Action, the volume of dredge material 
that would be disposed at LA-2 would be approximately 0.804 mcy. 
Additionally, Figure 2-2 has been revised to depict the correct 
configuration of the Northwest Slip. 

USEPA-4 The Final SEIS/SEIR includes all feasible measures to 
mitigate health impacts from proposed construction sources.  While the 
USACE Final SEIS discloses and discusses various construction and 
operational impacts and mitigation measures for the Proposed Action, 
most of the mitigation measures identified in the SEIS/SEIR would be 
implemented, maintained, and monitored by the Port of Los Angeles as 
the local agency with continuing program control and responsibility. 
The mitigation measures would be implemented as specifications in 
construction contracts.  
 
 

 

USEPA-4 

USEPA-5 
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In addition, the Port is continually working to identify measures to reduce 
proposed construction emissions and human health impacts in the Port 
region. As such, the construction contractor will be required to submit an 
Environmental Compliance Plan for work completed as part of the 
Proposed Action. The Environmental Compliance Plan will be developed 
by the contractor and must:  

• Identify the overall construction area 
• Identify work hours and days 
• Describe the overall construction scope of work 
• Identify all construction equipment to be used to complete the 

project 
• Identify all applicable mitigation measures depending on scope of 

work and construction equipment list  
• Develop a plan to adhere to all applicable mitigation measures 
• Develop a record-keeping system to track mitigation and any 

pertinent permits and/or verification documents such as equipment 
specifications, equipment logs, and receipts 

• Develop a tracking system to ensure mitigation is completed within 
the specified plan 

• Identify one lead person, plus one back-up person to be responsible 
for environmental compliance 

• Identify additional measures, practices or project elements to 
further reduce environmental impacts.    

The Environmental Compliance Plan must be submitted to the Port of Los 
Angeles and USACE for review prior to commencing construction.  
 

 

USEPA-6 

USEPA-7 

USEPA-8 

USEPA‐5 
Cont. 
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  USEPA-5 The discussion under impact topic AQ-5 has been 
revised to more clearly explain the reasoning for the HRA approach 
taken in the SEIS/SEIR. The Proposed Action only includes 
construction emissions over a two year period (spanning three calendar 
years) and as shown in the Table 3.2-11, total PM emissions will not 
exceed daily thresholds. Due to the relative short-term nature of the 
Proposed Action (at the Port, full HRAs have been completed for 
projects with 3-5 years of construction and 30 years of operation), and 
the low levels of PM, a full HRA was not completed for this Project. 
Instead, the analysis used the Berth 136-147 [TraPac] Container 
Terminal HRA as a surrogate to show that Proposed Action emissions 
would not exceed those of the TraPac Project, which was shown to be 
below the 10 in a million health risk threshold. 

There are a few sensitive receptors that are closer to Alternative 1 
sources than those evaluated for the TraPac project.  Individuals that 
live aboard vessels in the Cabrillo Marina may be as close as 500 feet to 
the CSHW construction activities.  However, since the magnitude and 
density of air emissions associated with the unmitigated CSHW 
construction activities are so much lower than the TraPac emissions 
scenario, as identified above, cancer risks produced by unmitigated 
Alternative 1 construction activities would be substantially less than 0.4 
per million (0.4 × 10-6) at any of these locations.  As a result, 
unmitigated cancer risks produced from Alternative 1 to all receptor 
types would be less than significant.  

With regard to the revision to the TraPac DPM emission rate used in the 
Project cancer risk analysis, please see the response to Comment 
SCAQMD-11. 
USEPA-6 Per the LAHD Sustainable Construction Guidelines for 
Reducing Air Emissions, all off-road diesel-powered construction 
equipment greater than 50 hp, except derrick barges and marine vessels, 
shall meet Tier 2 emission off-road standards prior to December 31, 
2011.  Beginning January 1, 2012 to December 31, 2014, all off-road  

 

USEPA-9 

USEPA-10 

USEPA‐8 
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diesel‐powered construction equipment greater than 50 hp, except 
ships and barges and marine vessels, shall meet Tier 3 emission off-
road standards. Based on the current estimated construction schedule, 
under which construction would be completed prior to December 31, 
2011, the air quality modeling analysis assumes off-road diesel-
powered construction equipment would meet Tier 2 emission off-road 
standards. However, if construction is delayed for any reason and part 
or all of the construction occurs on or after January 1, 2012, the 
construction equipment would meet Tier 3 emission off-road standards, 
consistent with Port policy. As stated above, this measure would be 
incorporated through bid specifications in the construction contracts.  

USEPA-7 The SEIS/SEIR assessed and provided emission 
calculations for both mitigated and unmitigated scenarios.  The 
likelihood that exceptions included in AQ MM 2.1 and 2.2 will be 
applicable is quite small because the construction timeline is short (22 
months) and specific equipment analyzed for the air quality modeling is 
currently available. All mitigation measures would become part of the 
Mitigation Monitoring Reporting Program which would be incorporated 
through bid specifications in construction contracts. 

USEPA-8 In response to your comment, the SEIS/SEIR has been 
revised to state that the SCAB attains the NAAQS for CO and that it 
does not attain the NAAQS for PM2.5. 

USEPA-9 The comment is noted. Please see response to comment 
USEPA-1. 

USEPA-10 In response to your comment, the analysis for 
environmental justice has been revised to reflect the high cost of living 
in southern California.  The revised analysis parallels the method used 
for the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact 
Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) for 
the Pacific L.A. Marine Terminal LLC Crude Oil Terminal Project.  
The revised analysis concludes that low income populations would be 
affected by both Alternative 1 (Port Development and Environmental 
Enhancement) and Alternative 2 (Environmental Enhancement and 
Ocean Disposal). 

 

USEPA‐10 
Cont. 
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  The environmental justice analysis for the Pacific L.A. Marine Terminal 
LLC Crude Oil Terminal Project concludes that impacts to minority and 
low income populations would include Air Quality, Risk of Upset and 
Hazardous Materials, Noise and Recreation.  As such, the benefit of the 
side-by-side impact summary table contained in the Pacific LA Marine 
Terminal LLC Crude Oil Terminal Project analysis is understood.   

However, the environmental justice analysis presented in the  Final 
SEIS/SEIR for the Proposed Action is limited to Air Quality because 
only Air Quality impacts remain significant and unavoidable.  
Consequently, the use of a side-by-side impact summary table does not 
appear to provide additional benefit because only one issue-area is 
addressed.  It is noted, however, that Table 5-7 of the analysis lists each 
impact identified for each alternative, along with the significance of that 
impact. 

A summary of public comments and concerns has been added to the end 
of Section 5.5 (Public Outreach).  It is noted, however, that such a 
discussion was provided in Section 1 (Introduction) of the Draft 
SEIS/SEIR. 

USEPA-11 The comment is noted, USEPA’s suggestions are 
appreciated. Regarding the recommendation to perform an HIA, please 
see response to comment USEPA-2. 
USEPA-12  The comment is noted. Regarding the recommendation 
to perform an HIA, please see response to comment USEPA-2. The 
remainder of this response addresses the individual mitigations 
suggested in the comment. Regarding the suggestion to engage in 
proactive efforts to hire local workers and the suggestion to provide 
public education programs, the Port has an on-going set of mechanisms 
to promote inclusion of small, minority, woman-owned and similar 
business enterprises, many of which are located in the local area, in its 
contracting. In addition, job training targeted to Harbor Area .  

 

USEPA‐11 
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  communities is provided by economic development organizations, the 
City of Los Angeles, and other entities.  The Port provides outreach to 
the community in the form of meetings with the PCAC and other 
community groups and individuals and provides community education 
information on its website, in newsletters that are available in English 
and Spanish, through outreach at community events and festivals, and 
by other means. 

Related to the suggestion of establishing Environmental Management 
Systems, the Port has developed and is implementing an award-winning 
Environmental Management System (briefly summarized in Section 1.9 
of the SEIS/SEIR) that improves efficiency and reduces environmental 
impacts from Harbor Department operations.  

Related to the suggestion to improve access to healthy food by 
establishing markets on Port lands, most of the land administered by 
LAHD is zoned to allow for coastal dependent cargo transport activities 
and related facilities. Also, the Port is operated and managed under a 
State Tidelands Trust that grants local municipalities jurisdiction over 
ports and stipulates that activities must be related to commerce, 
navigation and fisheries. Thus, although some of the land administered 
by LAHD is zoned in such a way that it could accommodate a retail or 
commercial use, establishing a retail outlet or farmer’s market would 
not be consistent with LAHD’s central purpose.  

Finally, related to the suggestion to continue expansion and 
improvements to the local community’s parks and recreation system: 
As described above, the Port Community Mitigation Trust Fund will 
fund a study of off-port impacts, including recreation and other topics. 
In addition, the Port’s proposed San Pedro Waterfront and Wilmington 
Waterfront projects, if approved, would provide open space, recreation 
and pedestrian amenities. 

USEPA-13 In response to your comment, Section 2.4.2 of the 
SEIS/SEIR has been modified to clarify that ocean disposal is not an 
option for contaminated sediments.
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USEPA-14 Because the Eelgrass Habitat Area has been eliminated 
as a disposal option under Alternative 1 of the Proposed Action, the 
volume of dredge material that would be disposed at LA-2 would be 
approximately 0.804 mcy. No other feasible opportunities for reuse of 
this material have been identified.  As described in Section 2.4 of the 
SEIS/SEIR, USACE and the Port have considered multiple options for 
beneficial reuse of the remaining dredge material. Other beneficial 
reuses previously considered included using fill to: create a 40-acre 
expansion of the Pier 300, a 20-acre Eelgrass Restoration Area in the 
Seaplane Lagoon, cap contaminated sediments at the Consolidated Slip, 
create a 40-acre Eelgrass Habitat Area at Cabrillo Shallow Water 
Habitat (CSWH), create a least tern nesting island at the CSWH, raise 
the existing depth of the Western Channel, and to create additional land 
at Pier 400. However, these disposal options have been determined to 
be infeasible for various reasons as explained in Section 2.4.3 of the 
SEIS/SEIR. 

USEPA-15 In response to your comment, Section 2.4.2 of the 
SEIS/SEIR has been revised to clarify that the annual disposal capacity 
at LA-2 is 1.0 million cubic yards (mcy). Additionally, LA-3 has been 
added as a disposal site under Alternative 2. 

USEPA-16 In response to your comment, Figure 2-2 has been 
revised to clarify the configuration of the NW Slip fill. 
 

 

USEPA-14 
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USEPA-17 In response to your comment, Section 2.7.1 of the 
SEIS/SEIR has been revised to remove the erroneous reference to 
operation activities because the Project does not involve any operations.  
 
 

 

USEPA‐16 
Cont. 
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NMFS-1 Thank you for your comment. The discrepancy between 
Section 1.12 and the construction details presented in Chapter 2 have 
been resolved in the Final SEIS/SEIR. Section 1.12 of the SEIS/SEIR 
has been revised to indicate that the USACE and Port shall put a 
minimum of two feet of coarse grained material on top of the fine 
material at the CSWH Expansion Area. The Eelgrass Habitat Area has 
been removed from the project 

NMFS-2 Approximately 68 acres of the Main Channel and 34 acres 
berthing areas remain to be dredged. 
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  NMFS-3 As discussed in Section 3.3.2.7 of the Draft SEIS/SEIR, 
the Proposed Action will conform to the 2008 Caulerpa Control 
Protocol, which requires survey results to be submitted to NOAA and 
California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) within 15 days of 
completion. This protocol also requires that NOAA and CDFG be 
notified within 24 hours if Caulerpa is identified at a permitted project 
site.  Additionally, as described in Section 1.12 of the Final SEIS/SEIR, 
the USACE and POLA have agreed to perform preconstruction surveys 
in accordance with the Caulerpa Control Protocol (which has been 
included as Appendix L of the Final SEIS/SEIR). 

NMFS-4 In order to address this concern, POLA and the USACE 
have begun to coordinate with the National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration (NOAA) NMFS. Prior to construction of the Proposed 
Action, POLA and the USACE will develop an appropriate monitoring 
program to evaluate the success of the Cabrillo Shallow Water Habitat 
(CSWH) Expansion Area in increasing biological value within the 
harbor before any mitigation credit for this value can be obtained. 

NMFS-5 As discussed in Section 3.3.2.7 of the Draft SEIS/SEIR, 
the Proposed Action will conform to the 2008 Caulerpa Control 
Protocol, which requires survey results to be submitted to NOAA and 
California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) within 15 days of 
completion. This protocol also requires that NOAA and CDFG be 
notified within 24 hours if Caulerpa is identified at a permitted project 
site.  Additionally, as described in Section 1.12 of the Final SEIS/SEIR, 
the USACE and POLA have agreed to perform preconstruction surveys 
in accordance with the Caulerpa Control Protocol (which has been 
included as Appendix L of the Final SEIS/SEIR).  

NMFS-6 The comment is noted. Please see response to comment 
NMFS-4 above. 
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  NMFS-7  The USACE provided written response to NOAA Fisheries 
in a letter dated March 19, 2009, which is included in Appendix J of 
this Final SEIS/SEIR. As discussed in Section 3.3.6.1 of the SEIS/SEIR 
in the discussion of Impact BIO-2, impacts of Alternative 1 to Essential 
Fish Habitat (EFH) would be mitigated through the use of existing 
mitigation credits as outlined in Mitigation Measure BIO-5. As 
discussed in Section 3.3.6.2 of the SEIS/SEIR in the discussion of 
Impact BIO-2, impacts of Alternative 1 to EFH could occur from 
sedimentation during disposal activities at the ARSSS would be 
avoided through implementation of erosion Best Management Practices 
required by the project’s stormwater pollution prevention plan 
(SWPPP). 
NMFS-8  The first part of the comment appears to be about the 
quoted statement on page 3.3-31 of the Draft SEIS/SEIR.  In response 
to your comment, the referenced text has been clarified in the Final 
SEIS/SEIR to indicate that few, if any, individual marine mammals and 
no sea turtles would be expected near construction activities within the 
Harbor.  As discussed in Section 3.3.6.1 under Impact BIO-1, any 
marine mammals present would avoid injury due to their agility and 
adaptation to disturbances in the Harbor.  Marine mammals are 
expected to voluntarily move away from the area upon commencement 
of construction. 
The statement quoted from page 3.3-45 applies to the LA-2 disposal 
site.  The document has been revised to clarify that disposal at LA-2 
would involve two barge trips per day for 200 days.  A discussion of 
clamshell dredging noise in air on marine mammals in the Harbor 
(clamshell dredging would not occur outside the Harbor).  Dredge 
equipment noise levels of 85 dBA could cause individuals near the 
dredging to temporarily move away due to the noise.  The duration of 
such noise would be short, 30 days total for all three sites, and the work 
at each site would be in different locations and at different times. 
Underwater noise from the clamshell dredging would be 150-162 dB (re 
1 µPa) which is below the designated level A harassment threshold of 
190 dBrms (re 1 µPa) for pinnipeds.  This has been added to Section 
3.3.6.1 of the Final SEIS/SEIR document as further documentation that 
project effects on marine mammals would be less than significant.
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NMFS-9 As noted above in response to NMFS-8 and discussed in 
Chapter 3.3, because construction is largely restricted to the harbor area 
and marine mammals are likely to avoid construction areas, collisions 
with a marine mammal are highly unlikely. However, in the unlikely 
event of a watercraft collision with a marine mammal, POLA and the 
USACE would contact NMFS. 
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Comment Set DOI 

   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
DOI-1 Thank you for your comment. 
 

 

DOI-1 
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Comment Set CCC1 

   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CCC1-1 The requested extension was granted. 
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Comment Set OPRSC 

   

 

 

 

 

 

OPRSC-1 Thank you for your comment. 
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Comment Set OPRSC, continued 
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Comment Set SCAQMD 
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Comment Set SCAQMD, continued 
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  SCAQMD-1 The comment is noted. Please see the response to 
comment USEPA-6 and SCAQMD-2. 
SCAQMD-2 Per the LAHD Sustainable Construction Guidelines for 
Reducing Air Emissions, all on-road heavy-duty diesel trucks with a 
GVWR of 19,500 pounds or greater shall comply with USEPA 2004 
on-road emission standards for PM10 and NOx prior to December 31, 
2011.  Beginning January 1, 2012 on, all on-road heavy-duty diesel 
trucks with a GVWR of 19,500 pounds or greater shall comply with 
USEPA 2007 on-road emission standards for PM10 and NOx.  
According to the construction schedule, construction will be completed 
prior to December 31, 2011. As a result, USEPA 2004 on-road emission 
standards have been utilized consistent with the Port’s Sustainable 
Construction Guidelines. The Guidelines were developed based on 
equipment availability. The Port conducted a survey in early 2008 of 
construction contractors and equipment providers, including 
information on future equipment orders. As a result of this survey, it 
was found that 2007 compliant trucks would not be available in large 
quantities before 2012. However, as described above, the Port will 
encourage use of USEPA 2007 compliant trucks through the 
Environmental Compliance Plan required of all contractors. 
The project contractor will be required to submit an Environmental 
Compliance Plan for work completed as part of the Proposed Action. 
The Environmental Compliance Plan will be developed by the 
contractor and must: 

• Identify the overall construction area 
• Identify work hours and days 
• Describe the overall construction scope of work 
• Identify all construction equipment to be used to complete the project 
• Identify all applicable mitigation measures depending on scope of work 

and construction equipment list  
• Develop a plan to adhere to all applicable mitigation measures 
• Develop a record-keeping system to track mitigation and any pertinent 

permits and/or verification documents such as equipment 
specifications, equipment logs, and receipts 

• Develop a tracking system to ensure mitigation is completed within the 
specified plan 

SCAQMD-1 

SCAQMD-2 

SCAQMD-3 

SCAQMD-4 
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• Identify one lead person, plus one back-up person to be responsible for 
environmental compliance 

• Identify additional measures, practices or project elements to 
further reduce environmental impacts 

The Environmental Compliance Plan must be submitted to the Port of 
Los Angeles and USACE for review prior to commencing construction. 
SCAQMD-3  As stated on page 3.2-22 of the Draft SEIS/SEIR, the 
intent of the POLA Sustainable Construction Guidelines is to 
implement these procedures in a practical yet aggressive manner.  The 
practicality of electrifying all dredging equipment within the entire 
project area is the reason why the qualifier “where available” is 
included in mitigation measure (MM) AQ-2.3.  Currently, there is only 
one company with an electric clamshell dredger. Unlike other recent 
Port Projects with localized dredging that could be accomplished solely 
with a clamshell dredger, the Channel Deepening Project will involve a 
greater volume of dredging using a variety of pieces of equipment. To 
be conservative, it was assumed that it is infeasible to electrify dredges 
in the outer harbor and auxiliary diesel-powered barge equipment.  
However, all dredging in the inner harbor could be accomplished by an 
electric dredge. In the case of the auxiliary diesel-powered barge 
equipment sources, they typically produce only about four percent of 
the total emissions generated from all dredge equipment, as shown in 
Tables C-65 through C-70 which are presented in Appendix C of the 
Draft SEIS/SEIR.  The Port will continue to work with contractors to 
determine if different equipment capable of being electrified could be 
used for the entire Project. 
SCAQMD-4 In response to your comment, MM AQ-2.4 has been 
revised in the Final SEIS/SEIR to state that all harbor craft used during 
proposed construction shall meet the USEPA Tier 2 marine engine 
emission standards.  Additionally, where feasible and assuming such 
equipment is readily available, proposed harbor craft shall meet the 
USEPA Tier 3 (available in 2009) or cleaner marine engine emission 
standards.  To provide a more conservative mitigated analysis, it was 
assumed that proposed harbor craft only would achieve the USEPA Tier 
2 marine engine emission standards.  
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  SCAQMD-5 The 90% fugitive dust control efficiency assumed in MM 
AQ-2.5 understates the effects of the combined dust control measures in 
this mitigation, as SCAQMD Rule 403 essentially prohibits emissions 
of fugitive dust from blowing beyond a site property line.  In other 
words, MM AQ-2.5 essentially requires a 100% fugitive dust control 
efficiency.  The Proposed Action construction contractor would comply 
with this level of fugitive dust control.  MM AQ-2.5 has been revised in 
the Final SEIS/SEIR to include the additions requested in the comment.   

SCAQMD-6  In response to your comment, MM AQ-2.6 has been 
revised in the Final SEIS/SEIR to include the additional Best 
Management Practices (BMPs) identified in the comment, as follows: 

MM AQ-2.6:  Additional Best Management Practices (BMPs).  The 
following types of measures are required on construction equipment 
(including on-road trucks), where feasible:  

1. Use of diesel oxidation catalysts and catalyzed diesel particulate traps. 
2. Maintain equipment according to manufacturers’ specifications. 
3. Restrict idling of construction equipment and on-road heavy-duty 

trucks to a maximum of 5 minutes when not in use. 
4. Install high-pressure fuel injectors on construction equipment vehicles. 
5. Maintain a minimum buffer zone of 300 meters between truck traffic 

and sensitive receptors 
6. Improve traffic flow by signal synchronization 
7. Enforce truck parking restrictions 
8. Provide on-site services to minimize truck traffic in or near residential 

areas, including, but not limited to, the following services: meal or 
cafeteria services, automated teller machines, etc. 

9. Re-route construction trucks away from congested streets or sensitive 
receptor areas 

10. Provide dedicated turn lanes for movement of construction trucks and 
equipment on- and off-site. 

11. Use electric power in favor of diesel power where available. 
  

  
 

SCAQMD-6 

SCAQMD-5 
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Comment Set SCAQMD, continued 

  SCAQMD-7 The highest concentration of a volatile organic 
compounds (VOC) detected in material that would be dredged as part of 
the Proposed Action was 226 micrograms/kilogram (µg/kg), or 226 
parts per billion (ppb), of benzo(b)fluoranthene (Kinnetic Labs & 
Fugro, 2007). According to SCAQMD Rule 1166, VOC contaminated 
soil is a soil which registers a concentration of 50 parts per million 
(ppm; or 50,000 ppb) or greater of volatile organic compounds. The 
concentration of 226 µg/kg is well below 50 ppm, therefore project-
related dredge material would not be subject to Rule 1166. 

SCAQMD-8  The Port has conducted environmental analyses of the 
Anchorage Road Soil Storage Site (ARSSS) to (1) assess the presence 
of contaminants in soil, sediment, and air samples from the site and (2) 
evaluate potential health effects of these contaminants to surrounding 
receptors by comparing concentrations to regulatory standards through 
use of a health risk assessment (HRA) (Tetra Tech 2006).   

Sampling results showed that contaminant concentrations are 
sufficiently low and, in most cases, comparable to those found at 
residential sites based on the facts that a majority of the contaminants 
are below the residential Preliminary Remediation Goals (PRGs), 
California Human Health Screening Levels (CHHSLs), or regional 
background concentrations; with the exception of PAHs. Although most 
of the samples (18/20) had benzo(a)pyrene toxicity equivalent [B(a)P 
TE] values greater than the residential PRG and CHHSL, only less than 
one sixth (1/6) of the sample population exceeded the Southern 
California background concentrations of 0.24 mg/kg for B(a)P. 
Therefore, it is unlikely that the soil and dredged sediment at the 
ARSSS will cause any adverse health effects to onsite workers, who 
represent the most potentially at risk group, because workers are in 
closest contact to the soil and/or dredged sediment. Additionally, none 
of the contaminant concentrations in the soils and sediments exceeded 
the federal and state regulated hazardous waste levels. 

The HRA was based upon air samples collected at the site to determine 
health impacts for the detected pollutants of endosulfan, PAHs and 
VOCs, regardless of whether they were detected in the soil/sediment 
samples. The HRA was conducted in accordance with SCAQMD risk 

SCAQMD-10 

SCAQMD-8 

SCAQMD-7 

SCAQMD-9 

SCAQMD-11 

SCAQMD-12 



PORT OF LOS ANGELES CHANNEL DEEPENING PROJECT 
14. Response to Comments 

 

Final SEIS/SEIR  14‐30  April 2009 

assessment methodologies to determine cancer risk and chronic and 
acute non-cancer effects to the surrounding population.  The HRA 
predicted that these effects from the facility would be below all 
SCAQMD significance thresholds.  A subsequent sampling and 
analysis effort in 2008 were consistent with these results (Tetra Tech 
2008).   

The air sampling program at the ARSSS identified levels of PM10 that 
exceeded the SCAQMD Rule 403 PM10 criterion of 50 μg/m3. Ergo, 
the environmental assessment made the following recommendations, 
which have been adopted into this Final SEIS/SEIR under MM AQ-2.6: 

1. To further reduce the risk of chemical exposure to nearby receptors, the Port 
should develop and implement more effective dust control measures at the 
ARSSS; particularly for future dredge disposal operations when the site is 
subject to the most vehicle traffic.  

2.  The Port should monitor for airborne pollutants and dust during periods of 
dredged material disposal operations to assess the effectiveness of dust 
control measures and whether additional remedies will be needed for the 
protection of the environment and public health.  

SCAQMD-9 As stated on page 3.2-29 of the Draft SEIS/SEIR, 
Appendix F includes the proposed construction schedules, which show 
bar chart time lines for each proposed construction activity.  Daily 
emissions estimated for each activity, as presented in Appendix C, were 
applied to these data to identify maximum daily emissions.  In response 
to your comment, the discussion of Impact AQ-2 has been revised in 
the Final SEIS/SEIR to more clearly explain the method used to 
identify peak daily emissions.     
SCAQMD-10  Thank you for your comment. The emission 
calculations for the mitigated Alternative 1 were inadvertently omitted 
from Appendix C of the Draft SEIS/SEIR.  The Final SEIS/SEIR 
includes these data.  The discussion for Impact AQ-2 presented in the 
Final SEIS/SEIR also includes separate tabulations of unmitigated and 
mitigated emissions due to the construction of Alternatives 1 and 2.   
SCAQMD-11  Thank you for your comment. The Draft SEIS/SEIR 
erroneously identified the pounds per hour DPM emission rate for the  
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Comment Set SCAQMD, continued 

  in-harbor and near-terminal TraPac sources, rather than the tons per 
year emission rate.  The annual emission rate, as summed in Table D4-
PP-22 of Appendix D4 of the TraPac FEIS/EIR is 64.7 tons of DPM 
and not 14.8, meaning that the cancer risk estimated for the Channel 
Deepening Project is lower than that identified in the Draft SEIS/SEIR.  
This error has been corrected in the Final SEIS/SEIR.  Table H5-A1.27 
in Appendix D2 of the TraPac FEIS/EIR shows the annual DPM 
emissions by source type used in the chronic non-cancer analysis for 
that project.  The use of these emissions for this analysis has been 
clarified in the Final SEIS/SEIR.   

SCAQMD-12  To evaluate acute non-cancer effects of the Proposed 
Action, the Draft SEIS/SEIR focused on a single construction activity 
with the densest amount of emissions.  This approach was taken to 
compare Project emissions to a similar scenario used in the evaluation 
of acute non-cancer effects from the TraPac project.  Emissions 
evaluated for the TraPac project for the most part also occurred from a 
dense amount of emissions generated within and adjacent to the Berths 
136-147 terminal, as shown in Appendix D2 Table D2.1-PP(2010)-37 
of the TraPac FEIS/EIR.   

It is probable that Proposed Action emissions from unloading surcharge 
material at the Northwest Slip also would partially combine with 
emissions from surcharge loading at the Southwest Slip, as the distance 
between these two locations is approximately 0.8 mile.  However, this 
activity at the Northwest Slip would only occur for three days.  The 
combination of daily emissions from both activities would amount to 
66/25 pounds of VOC/DPM.  These combined VOC/DPM emissions 
are approximately 12 percent of the combined VOC/DPM emissions 
that were used to estimate acute non-cancer effects from the TraPac 
project.  Applying this factor of 12 percent to the maximum acute non-
cancer impact estimated for the TraPac project would result in a 
maximum unmitigated acute non-cancer hazard index impact for 
Alternative 1 of about 0.56, which would not exceed the significance 
criterion of 1.0.  Therefore, unmitigated Alternative 1 would produce 
less than significant acute non-cancer effects.  The Final SEIS/SEIR 
includes these clarifications. 

SCAQMD-13 

SCAQMD‐12 
Cont. 
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SCAQMD-13 There is no depth limitation for ships drafting less 
than 48 feet. This depth, and the project depth of -53 feet MLLW, will 
allow for any class container ship currently in use (or production) to 
offload at berths within the Port of Los Angeles once terminal-specific 
improvements are made to wharves, following project-specific 
assessments in future environmental documents. 
. 
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Comment Set LACDRP 

   
 
 
 
LACDRP-1 Upland disposal outside the Port was not considered 
because of cost, traffic and air quality impacts related to transport. As 
discussed in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement Proposed Site 
Designation of the LA-3 Ocean Dredged Material Disposal Site off 
Newport Bay, Orange County, California prepared by USEPA and 
USACE in 2004, potential effects to fishes in the epipelagic and pelagic 
zones from disposal operations at LA-2 and LA-3 include contact with 
the disposal plume, altered seafloor habitat, impaired visibility and/or 
feeding, and a reduction and/or change in prey items. Information on 
effects of dredged material disposal on nearshore fishes is limited. 
Northern anchovy, one of the most abundant pelagic species in southern 
California, actively avoided clouds of sediments from Los Angeles 
Harbor in laboratory experiments and would presumably avoid a turbid 
disposal plume if possible. This is likely true of other coastal pelagic 
species including jack mackerel, Pacific mackerel, and Pacific sardine, 
which are commonly landed by the commercial fishery in areas 
surrounding both LA-3 and LA-2. While some organisms would likely 
be smothered in the benthic zone, because LA-2 is an approved disposal 
site that has previously been disturbed, impacts are considered to be less 
than significant. 
 

 

LACDRP-1 
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  LACDRP-2  In response to your comment, the presence of 
pickleweed, between the abandoned wharf and the concrete lined shore 
has been added to the Final SEIS/SEIR in Section 3.3.2.10 Wetlands 
and Other Special Habitats, under Wetlands.  The constructed shoreline 
of the landfill is assumed to have been new concrete and riprap when 
built with no soil or soft sediment remaining. Currently, however, 
patches of soft sediment, that are assumed to have been deposited from 
storm drain runoff (large storm drain from Machado Lake area 
discharges in the northeast corner of Northwest Slip), are present along 
the shoreline. Pickleweed and several other species have colonized the 
deposited soft sediment patches in the basins (Weston Solutions, 2008).  
The area covered by pickleweed is approximately 0.042 acre (0.017 ha) 
in the northern basin with only one plant in the middle basin and none 
in the southern basin.  Plant cover appears to be sparse to moderate, and 
high tides carry trash into this area. Concrete rubble is also present.  The 
area supporting pickleweed meets the criteria for a USACE 
jurisdictional wetland, but the wetland functions of this area are 
minimal due to the small size and isolated location.  The impacts of fill 
placement in this area under Alternative 1 have been addressed in 
Impact BIO-2 and were found to be significant but mitigable.  A new 
mitigation measure requiring transplanting of the pickleweed to another 
area has been added to offset the loss of the salt marsh as follows: 
Mitigation Measure BIO-4:  Transplant Pickleweed. Pickleweed in 
areas to be filled at the Northwest Slip shall be salvaged prior to filling 
and replanted at a 1:1 mitigation ratio in suitable habitat in the harbor or 
off site. A final mitigation plan consistent with USACE habitat 
mitigation and monitoring guidelines will be prepared prior to permit 
issuance and the Record of Decision for the Proposed Action. 
Additionally, although no bird breeding activity has been observed in 
this area previously, construction will be performed in accordance with 
the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. Nesting surveys would be conducted if  
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  construction would take place during the breeding seasons (February 15 
through September 1).  If active nests are found, a 100-foot radius 
would be established around the active nests to prohibit construction 
activities in this area.  Thus, no individuals would be lost and their 
populations would not be adversely affected by construction activities.  
LACDRP-3 As discussed under Impact BIO-1 in Section 3.3.6.1 of 
the SEIS/SEIR, breeding activity has not been observed in this area. 
Although no bird breeding activity has been observed in this area 
previously, Proposed Action construction, like all other Port 
construction projects, will be performed in accordance with the 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA). Consistent with the MBTA, if 
active nests are found, a 100-foot radius would be established around 
the active nests to prohibit construction activities in this area.  Thus, no 
individuals would be lost and their populations would not be adversely 
affected by construction activities. 
LACDRP-4 The water circulation study cited in the SEIS/SEIR has 
been prepared and reviewed by qualified engineers and is found to be 
acceptable Circulation and Water Quality Modeling in Support of 
Deepening the Port of Los Angeles: Alternative Disposal Sites (2008), 
prepared by the USACE. ) This study determined that construction of 
the CSWH Expansion Area would not substantially affect water 
circulation in this area. Therefore, as discussed in the SEIS/SEIR, 
significant impacts related to water circulation are not anticipated and 
therefore mitigation addressing water circulation is not required. Please 
also see Response to Comment SPPHC-7. 
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Comment Set LACDRP, continued 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LACDRP-5 Please see the response to comment number LACDRP-2. 
 
 

LACDRP-5 
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Comment Set LACDRP, continued 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LACDRP-6 Please see the response to comment number LACDRP-2. 
 
 

LACDRP-6 
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Comment Set LACDRP, continued 

   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LACDRP-7 Please see the response to comment number LACDRP-2. 
 
 

LACDRP-7 
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LACDRP-8 Your opinion is noted. Please see the response to 
comment number LACDRP-2. 
 
 

LACDRP-8 
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Comment Set LACDRP, continued 

   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LACDRP-9 As the commenter notes in comment LACDRP-2, the 
southwest corner of the Berths 243-245 site is not a prime location for 
Giant Kelp and is not likely necessary to maintain the health of the 
species. 
 
 

LACDRP-9 
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Comment Set LACDRP, continued 
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Comment Set LACDRP, continued 
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Comment Set LACDRP, continued 
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Comment Set LACDRP, continued 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LACDRP-10 Comment noted.  
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LACDRP-11 Your opinion is noted. Please see response to comment 
number LACDRP-4. 
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Comment Set LACDRP, continued 

   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LACDRP-12 Please see response to comment number LACDRP-4. 
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LACDRP-13  Your comment is noted.  
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LACDRP-14  Your opinion is noted.  
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omment Set LACDRP, continued 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LACDRP-15  Your opinion is noted.  
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Comment Set LACDRP, continued 
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LACDRP-16  Your opinion is noted.  
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LACDRP-17  Your opinion is noted. Regarding water circulation, 
please see the response to comment LACDRP-4. As discussed in detail 
in the response to comment PCAC-7, the Eelgrass Habitat Area has 
been eliminated from further consideration as part of the current 
Proposed Action. 
 

LACDRP-17 



PORT OF LOS ANGELES CHANNEL DEEPENING PROJECT 
14. Response to Comments 

 
 

Final SEIS/SEIR  14‐63  April 2009 

Comment Set LACDRP, continued 

   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LACDRP-18  Your opinion is noted. Please see the response to 
comment LACDRP-4. 
 

LACDRP-18 
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Comment Set LACDRP, continued 

   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LACDRP-19  Your opinion is noted. Please see the response to 
comment LACDRP-4. 
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CRPV-1 The ARSSS has been approved by the LARWQCB since 
the early 1990s for disposal of dredge materials that are unsuitable 
(contaminated) for open water disposal. As discussed in Section 2.4.3 
of the SEIS/SEIR, the lead agencies have evaluated numerous disposal 
options, disposal sites, and alternatives at which to dispose such 
material. The disposal options and alternatives presented in the 
SEIS/SEIR represent the most feasible locations and methodologies 
available.  It should be noted, and as discussed in Section 2.3.3, the 
dredge material being considered for ARSSS is not considered toxic 
under state and federal guidelines.   
 
CRPV-2 Your opinion regarding traffic congestion is noted. With 
regard to rail traffic, because there is adequate capacity within the Port 
(including LA-2) to dispose all the material, it is therefore not feasible 
to transport material to upland disposal outside the Port. 
 

 

CRPV-2 

CRPV-1 
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CRPV-3 The Clearwater Program is analyzed in the Cumulative Impacts 
chapter of the SEIR/SEIS, (Section 6.0).  Construction of the Clearwater 
Program is not scheduled to begin until 2012 at the earliest.  (See 
http://www.clearwaterprogram.org/clearwater/frequently_asked_questions.asp
.)  Dredging activities in the East Basin Channel associated with the Proposed 
Action are expected to be complete by December 2011. The Proposed Action 
is therefore not expected to overlap with the commencement of construction 
on the Clearwater Program.  Nor is the Proposed Action expected to preclude 
potential future construction projects in the East Basin. 
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Comment Set NRDC 

   
 
 
 
NRDC-1 Please see response to Comment SCAQMD-13. Impacts 
associated with throughput related to larger container ships were 
evaluated in the 2000 SEIS/SEIR. As discussed in Section 1, the 
Proposed Action is to dispose of 3.0 mcy of dredge material and would 
not result in increased throughput at the Port; therefore upland activities 
associated with increased throughput were not assessed. The overall 
purpose for the Proposed Action is to provide approximately 3.0 million 
cubic yards (mcy) of additional disposal capacity for the dredge 
material to complete the previously approved Channel Deepening 
Project and to beneficially reuse the dredge material in the Port of Los 
Angeles and optimize disposal of the dredge material.  Additional 
disposal sites are needed because disposal sites developed for dredge 
material identified in the 2000 SEIS/SEIR have been found to be 
inadequate for the total volume of sediments that require removal from 
the Main Channel and adjacent berth areas to complete the project. 
USACE and the LAHD prepared this SEIS/SEIR to address impacts 
associated with required additional disposal sites to complete the 
Channel Deepening Project authorized by the WRDA 2000. All other 
impacts associated with the Channel Deepening Project and past 
modifications to the project assessed in previous documents (USACE 
2004, USACE 2003, USACE 2002, USACE and LAHD 2000). As 
discussed in Section 1, these documents are incorporated by reference 
and are summarized where applicable within the Draft SEIS/SEIR.  
Dredging is restricted to the Main Channel and does not extend to 
individual berths. Therefore, larger ships will not be able to berth at 
individual terminals as a result of the Proposed Action.     
 
 

NRDC-1 
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Comment Set NRDC, continued 

   

NRDC-2  Please see response to Comment NRDC-1. As discussed in 
Section 1 of the Draft SEIS/SEIR, all other impacts associated with the 
Channel Deepening Project and past modifications to the project were 
adequately assessed in previous documents (USACE 2004, USACE 
2003, USACE 2002, USACE and LAHD 2000).   
The proposed Action covers impacts associated with disposing of 3.0 
million cubic yards (mcy) of additional disposal capacity for the dredge 
material. As discussed in Section 2 of the Draft SEIS/SEIR, the 
proposed Action would use the 3.0 mcy to create five acres of land at 
the Northwest Slip to enhance terminal efficiency and safety; expand 
the Cabrillo Shallow Water Habitat (CSWH) to enhance shallow water 
habitat in the outer harbor area, and place the contaminated dredged 
material associated with the Channel Deepening Project at Berths 243-
245 to create a CDF. The only new potential upland impacts would be 
associated with the eight acres of new land at Berths 243-245. Potential 
impacts related to future development of the eight acres of new that 
would be created at Berths 243-245 have been addressed in Section 
3.14.2 of the SEIS/SEIR.  As discussed in Section 3.14.3 of the 
SEIS/SEIR, Alternative 1 of the Proposed Action would result in 
construction of a new 5-acre land area at the Northwest Slip.  If 
Alternative 1 is approved and constructed, the new 5-acre land area at 
this site would be developed in the future to realign the wharf roadway 
at Berths 136-139 as part of Phase I of the Berth 136-147 Container 
Terminal Project.  The realigned wharf roadway would facilitate safer 
and more efficient truck and equipment movement. Both development 
of the five acres of new land as backlands and operation of the five 
acres in conjunction with the rest of the Berth 136-147 Terminal have 
been assessed in the Berth 136-147 [TraPac] Container Terminal 
Project EIS/EIR. 
 

 

NRDC-1 
cont 

NRDC-2 
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  NRDC-3 The Draft SEIS/SEIR includes a full cumulative analysis 
consistent with both CEQA and NEPA. The Draft SEIS/SEIR identifies 
Cumulative impacts and substantial mitigation that will be applied to 
the selected alternative to address Project-level impacts. As a result of 
these mitigation measures, only NOx emissions remain significant and 
unavoidable. These mitigation measures would also minimize the 
contribution of the Project (or alternative) to cumulative impacts.   

The USACE and Port are committed to mitigating disproportionate 
effects to the extent feasible.  The Port’s primary means of mitigating 
the disproportionate effects of air quality impacts is to address the 
source of the impact through a variety of Port-wide clean air initiatives, 
including the CAAP, the Sustainable Construction Guidelines, and the 
proposed CAAP San Pedro Bay (Health) Standards.  As part of the San 
Pedro Bay Standards, the Port will complete a Port-wide Health Risk 
Assessment (HRA) covering both the Port of Los Angeles and the Port 
of Long Beach that will include a quantitative estimate of health risk 
impacts from diesel particulate matter (DPM) emissions of the Port’s 
overall existing and planned operations.  Current and future proposed 
projects’ approval will be dependent on meeting the San Pedro Bay 
Standards.  

The primary purpose of the proposed San Pedro Bay Standards is to 
provide a valuable tool for long-term air quality planning, aiding the 
Ports and the agencies with evaluating and substantially reducing the 
long-term overall health risk effects of future projects and ongoing port 
operations' emissions over time.  The ports will use the San Pedro Bay 
Standards in CEQA documents as a tool in the cumulative health risk 
discussions, although consistency with the Standards will not serve as a 
standard of impact significance.  When evaluating projects, a 
consistency analysis with the assumptions used to develop the health 
risk and criteria pollutant San Pedro Bay Standards will be performed in 
order to ensure that the proposed project is fully contributing to 

NRDC-2, 
Cont. 
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attainment of the San Pedro Bay Standards.  The forecasting used to 
develop San Pedro Bay Standards assumed implementation of the 
CAAP and on projected future Ports’ operations through the specified 
CAAP implementation mechanisms and also assumed implementation 
of existing regulations.  As long as the project is consistent with growth 
projection assumptions used to develop the San Pedro Bay Standards, 
and the CAAP mitigations for the project are consistent with the 
mitigation assumptions used to develop the San Pedro Bay Standards, 
then the project can be deemed consistent with the San Pedro Bay 
Standards.  The Proposed Action is consistent with the San Pedro Bay 
Standards as it is consistent with projections of the Ports’ future 
operations used in formulating the San Pedro Bay Standards.  

The Port is also developing a comprehensive Climate Change Action 
Plan to address GHG emissions from Port operations.  GHG emissions 
at the Port are largely a function of diesel combustion and thereby 
addressing these emissions will not only help address potential climate 
change effects but also local health issues from diesel sources.  

In addition, through a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU), the Port 
previously agreed to establish a Port Community Mitigation Trust Fund 
geared towards addressing the overall off-port impacts created by Port 
operations outside of the context of project-specific NEPA and/or 
CEQA documents.  This fund includes, for example, approximately $6 
million for air filtration in schools and funding for an initial study of 
off-Port impacts on health and land use in Wilmington and San Pedro, 
as well as a more detailed subsequent study of off-Port impacts of 
existing Port operations, examining aesthetics, light and glare, traffic, 
public safety and effects of vibration, recreation, and cultural resources 
related to port impacts on harbor area communities.  As part of the 
MOU, the Port would contribute $3.50 per container received at the 
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Comment Set NRDC, continued 

  Proposed Action terminal up to an amount of approximately $4 million.  
The off-Port community benefits of the MOU are designed to offset 
overall effects of existing Port operations.  While the MOU does not 
alter the legal obligations of the lead agencies under NEPA or CEQA to 
disclose and evaluate mitigation measures to reduce or avoid 
cumulative impacts of the Project, and; therefore, is not an 
environmental justice mitigation per se, it would have particular 
benefits for harbor area communities where disproportionate effects 
could occur. 

Despite identification of all feasible mitigation measures, as required by 
CEQA, significant unavoidable adverse impacts will remain after 
implementation of the mitigation measures (under both CEQA and 
NEPA).  The Environmental Justice evaluation bases its identification 
of high and adverse impacts to minority and low-income population 
upon these significant unavoidable adverse NEPA impacts.  Regarding 
the comment that the SEIS/SEIR does not propose any measures to 
mitigate significant and unavoidable impacts identified in Chapter 5, all 
feasible mitigation measures have been identified for each 
environmental resource topic addressed in the SEIS/SEIR and would be 
implemented and tracked via the MMRP required under CEQA. Please 
see the response to comment USEPA-2. 
NRDC-4 The comment is noted. Please see response to comment 
USEPA-1. 
NRDC-5 Please see the response to comment NRDC-1. The current 
Proposed Action is to dispose of 3.0 mcy of dredge material and would 
not result in increased throughput at the Port and would therefore not 
result in any increased automobile, truck, or train traffic. 
 

 

NRDC-4 
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PORT OF LOS ANGELES CHANNEL DEEPENING PROJECT 
14. Response to Comments 

 
 

Final SEIS/SEIR  14‐73  April 2009 

Comment Set NRDC, continued 

  . 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
NRDC-6 Please see the response to comment NRDC-1. The 
comment is noted. This comment encourages construction of ships with 
the cleanest available technology through implementation of a port-
wide rule that the shipping fleet calling at the port meet certain 
reductions for NOx and particulate matter by a certain date. However, 
as discussed in Section 2.4, the current Proposed Action is to dispose of 
3.0 mcy of dredge material and would not result in increased throughput 
at the Port; therefore, this comment is not directly applicable to the 
Proposed Action. 
 

 

NRDC-5, 
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Comment Set NRDC, continued 

   
 
 
 
NRDC-7 Please see the response to comment NRDC-1. As 
discussed in Section 2.4, the current Proposed Action is to dispose of 
3.0 mcy of dredge material and would not result in increased throughput 
at the Port and would therefore not result in any increased automobile, 
truck, or train traffic. 

NRDC-8   The concluding sentence in the analysis of Cumulative 
Impact AQ-6 contained a typographical error, which has been corrected 
in the Final SEIS/SEIR.  It should read “…there are no other feasible 
measures…”, as MM AQ-2.3 would reduce GHG emissions from 
proposed construction activities.  Electrification is one of the few 
techniques that can reduce emissions from construction activities, due 
to the transient and often remote nature of operation of construction 
equipment.   

In developing mitigation measures to address GHG emissions, the 
USACE and the Port reviewed the GHG emission reduction measures 
proposed by AB 32 to determine if any could feasibly reduce GHG 
emissions from proposed construction activities.  In addition the Port 
and USACE reviewed the Climate Action Team Report to Governor 
Schwarzenegger and the California Legislature (State of California, 
2006) and the CARB Proposed Early Actions to Mitigate Climate 
Change in California (CARB,40 2007). Mitigation measures such as 
electrifying construction equipment, and reducing idling are consistent 
with state guidance.    
 

NRDC-7 

NRDC-8 
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CBYC-1  Please see the response to comment number PCAC-7. The 
Proposed Action has been modified such that the Eelgrass Habitat Area 
proposed under Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 in the Draft SEIS/SEIR 
has been eliminated from further consideration for disposal of dredge 
material. 
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CBYC-2 Please see the response to comment number PCAC-7. 
The Proposed Action has been modified such that the Eelgrass Habitat 
Area proposed under Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 in the Draft 
SEIS/SEIR has been eliminated from further consideration for disposal 
of dredge material. CBYC-2 
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Comment Set WBOA 

  WBOA-1 Thank you for your comment. 
WBOA-2 Relocating the material that currently exists at the 
ARSSS would not achieve any of the objectives of the current Proposed 
Action and is therefore beyond the scope of this project. The objectives 
of the Proposed Action are to:  1) Provide additional dredged material 
disposal capacity to complete the Channel Deepening Project; and 2) 
Maximize beneficial use of dredge material by construction of 
additional lands for eventual terminal uses and to provide 
environmental enhancements at locations in the Port. 
WBOA-3 Comment noted. This SEIS/SEIR evaluates the impacts 
associated with implementation of the Proposed Action, which is to 
dispose of approximately 3.0 mcy to complete the Channel Deepening 
Project. Additionally, confined aquatic disposal (CAD) is considered by 
the Los Angeles Regional Contaminated Sediments Task Force (CSTF) 
as one of the least preferred methods of managing contaminated 
sediments due to uncertainties relative to the long�term environmental 
consequences. Heal the Bay, an active participant in the CSTF, 
continues to oppose development of a multi�user CAD within San 
Pedro Bay. Therefore, using dredge material from the Channel 
Deepening Project to create a CAD for disposal of material from future 
maintenance dredging is not considered to be feasible. 
WBOA-4 CAD sites have been used in California only for 
permanent placement of contaminated dredge material and then capped 
with clean material. The preliminary results of a three‐year monitoring 
study of the North Energy Island Borrow Pit CAD site indicate that the 
CAD site appears to be successfully isolating the contaminated 
sediments and providing a clean surface area suitable for recolonization 
by benthic organisms. Nevertheless, placing contaminated sediments in 
a CAD facility is the least preferred management alternative because of 
the difficulty of designing, building, permitting and monitoring an 
aquatic disposal site that adequately reduces the long‐term risks to the 

 

WBOA-4 

WBOA-3 

WBOA-2 

WBOA-1 



PORT OF LOS ANGELES CHANNEL DEEPENING PROJECT 
14. Response to Comments 

 
 

Final SEIS/SEIR  14‐114  April 2009 

Comment Set WBOA, continued 

  aquatic environment. As such, the CSTF has recommended that aquatic 
disposal of either clean or contaminated sediments be considered only 
as a last option, after attempts have been made to beneficially reuse or 
treat the material. 
WBOA-5 Relocating the material that currently exists at the 
ARSSS would not achieve any of the objectives of the Proposed Action 
and is therefore beyond the scope of the Proposed Action. The 
objectives of the Proposed Action are to:  1) Provide additional dredged 
material disposal capacity to complete the Channel Deepening Project; 
and 2) Maximize beneficial use of dredge material by construction of 
additional lands for eventual terminal uses and to provide 
environmental enhancements at locations in the Port. 
WBOA-6 Comment noted, the Port and USACE agree that the 
Consolidated Slip plan is separate from the Proposed Action and is 
therefore beyond the scope of this project, as described in Section 2.4.3 
of the Draft SEIS/SEIR. The objectives of the Proposed Action are to:  
1) Provide additional dredged material disposal capacity to complete the 
Channel Deepening Project; and 2) Maximize beneficial use of dredge 
material by construction of additional lands for eventual terminal uses 
and to provide environmental enhancements at locations in the Port. 
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PCAC‐1  As discussed in Section 1.1.3 of the SEIS/SEIR, since 
2000, several changes to the Channel Deepening Project were required 
as a result of revised bathymetric data, the occurrence of shoaling and 
settlement of material, design changes, the need to dispose of surcharge, 
the opportunity to remove and confine contaminated dredge material, 
and other design and construction modifications. These project changes 
were analyzed and documented in three separate Supplemental 
Environmental Assessments (EAs) prepared by USACE in 2002, 2003, 
and 2004. A detailed description of the dredge volumes associated with 
these modifications is presented in Appendix A. 
In regard to why the Cerritos Channel is being dredged to -53 feet, 
although current use of terminals on the south side of the Cerritos 
Channel may not include use of the largest vessels currently possible, 
the authorized Channel Deepening Project, approved in 2000, includes 
deepening the channel to -53’ MLLW.  The proposed Action of this 
SEIS/SEIR would allow the USACE and Port to complete the 
Congressionally Authorized Navigation Improvement Project, which 
includes deepening of the Cerritos Channel to Berths 206 and 208 to 
accommodate deep draft vessels intended to call at those berths. 
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PCAC-2 Please see response to NRDC-1. The Proposed Action is 
a construction project. The Draft and Final SEIS/SEIR acknowledge 
that the Proposed Action would produce temporary, but significant air 
quality impacts due to construction activities. These emissions will be 
mitigated through measures developed as part of the Port’s Sustainable 
Construction Guidelines which was designed, in part, to reduce diesel 
emissions from construction projects. Please see Section 3.2.2 of the 
Draft SEIS/SEIR which describes the various health effects of Diesel 
PM along with other pollutants. 
PCAC-3 Please see the response to NRDC-1 and PCAC-6. The 
current Proposed Action is to dispose of 3.0 mcy of dredge material and 
would not result in increased throughput at the Port. Therefore the 
Clean Truck Program does not apply to the Proposed Action. As 
discussed in the Draft SEIS/SEIR, Operational impacts of the Channel 
Deepening Project were addressed in the 2000 SEIS/SEIR.   
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  PCAC-4 The comment is noted. Please see response to comment 
USEPA-1. A general conformity determination will be necessary for the 
proposed federal action.  The Draft Conformity Determination has been 
prepared and is included as Appendix M of this Final SEIS/SEIR, and 
Section 3.2.3.1 (Conformity Statement) has been updated to reflect this. 
The Draft Conformity Determination concludes that both Alternatives 1 
and 2 would conform to the most recent federally-approved SIP.   
PCAC-5 The comment is noted. Please see response to comment 
USEPA-1. According to USEPA guidance (USEPA, 1994), before any 
approval is given for a proposed action to go forward, the regulating 
federal agency must apply the applicability requirements found at 40 
CFR 93.153(b) to the proposed action and/or determine the regional 
significance of the proposed action to evaluate whether, on a pollutant-
by-pollutant basis, a determination of general conformity is required.  
The guidance states that the applicability analysis can be (but is not 
required to be) completed concurrently with any analysis required under 
NEPA.  If the regulating federal agency determines that the general 
conformity regulations do not apply to the proposed action, no further 
analysis or documentation is required.  If the general conformity 
regulations do apply to the proposed action, the regulating federal 
agency must next conduct a conformity evaluation in accord with the 
criteria and procedures in the implementing regulations, publish a draft 
determination of general conformity for public review, and then publish 
the final determination of general conformity. 
PCAC-6 Operational impacts of the Channel Deepening Project 
were addressed in the 2000 SEIS/SEIR.  For example, the air quality 
analysis from the 2000 EIR states that “[t]he USACE estimated Port of 
Los Angeles container vessel traffic and associated cargo throughputs 
for 20 years in the future, starting in the year 2003, for with and without 
proposed channel deepening scenarios (USACE 2000).”  (Channel  
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Comment Set PCAC, continued 

  Deepening EIR 2000, page 3.1-13.)  Similar information can be seen in 
the Table ES-5 and Appendix D of the Channel Deepening EIR from 
2000. Specifically, the air quality analysis presented in that document 
on pages 3.1-14 through 3.1-18 describe how implementation of the 
Channel Deepening Project would result in decreased emissions of 
reactive organic compounds (ROGs or VOCs), carbon monoxide (CO, 
nitrous oxides (NOx), sulfur oxides (SOx), and particulate matter (PM10) 
compared to the No Action. 
 

PCAC-7 The Proposed Action has been modified such that the 
Eelgrass Habitat Area proposed under Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 in 
the Draft SEIS/SEIR has been eliminated from further consideration for 
disposal of dredge material. As discussed in more detail in Chapter 2 
and Chapter 4 of the Final SEIS/SEIR, dredge material that would have 
been used to construct the Eelgrass Habitat Area would be disposed at 
ocean disposal site LA-2 and/or LA-3 depending on which Alternative 
is selected and implemented by the Lead Agencies.  Therefore any 
impacts to recreation (including potential impacts to Hurricane Gulch), 
aesthetics, or water circulation associated with the Eelgrass Habitat 
Area would not occur. 
PCAC-8 Please see the response to comment number PCAC-7. 
 
PCAC-9 Please see the response to comment number PCAC-7. 
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Comment Set PCAC, continued 

  PCAC-10 Please see the response to comment number PCAC-7. 
PCAC-11 There is no mention on page 3.1-18 of the SEIS/SEIR of 
the uses surrounding the ARSSS. There are, however, references to the 
“surrounding industrial uses” at the ARSSS on pages 3.1-31 and 3.1-32 
of the SEIS/SEIR. These references to “surrounding industrial uses” in 
relation to the ARSSS, taken in context, are not factually incorrect: 
Page 3.1-31: “The visual quality of the ARSSS is moderately low due 
to its existing use as a disposal site, and the surrounding industrial 
uses.” 
Page 3.1-32 of the SEIS/SEIR: “There are no valued views at the 
ARSSS or its surroundings due to the moderately low visual quality of 
the site from its existing use as a disposal facility and the presence of 
various surrounding industrial uses, including backland container 
storage and marine terminals.” 
These statements explain that views in the area of, and surrounding, the 
ARSSS site are not considered “valued” because of surrounding 
industrial uses such as the adjacent Tidelands Oil and container and 
bulk terminals across Cerritos Channel. 
Additionally, the following detailed description of the ARSSS and the 
areas and uses surrounding the ARSSS presented on pages 3.1-6 and 
3.1-11 of the Draft SEIS/SEIR specifically acknowledge the marinas in 
the vicinity of the ARSSS.  The following description of the ARSSS is 
presented on page 3.1-6 of the SEIS/SEIR: “The areas south and west 
of the site consist of various marinas, including Holiday Harbor, Yacht 
Haven, Colonial Yacht Anchorage, Lighthouse Yacht Anchorage, 
Cerritos Yacht Anchorage, and Island Yacht Anchorage. These marinas 
provide recreational opportunities for public boaters, including 
watercraft launching, storage, and repair services.” The following 
description of the ARSSS site is presented on page 3.1-11 of the 
SEIS/SEIR: “As presented on Figure 3.1-7, the visual quality of the site 
is considered to be moderately low due to the surrounding industrial 
characteristics and the existing sediment disposal at the site.”
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Comment Set PCAC, continued 

  PCAC-12 Regarding the eelgrass area, please see the response to 
comment number PCAC-7.  Regarding increased container throughput, 
please see response to comment number PCAC-3. 
 

PCAC-13  Comment noted.  In accordance with the City of Los 
Angeles’ L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide (City of Los Angeles, 2006), 
the land use analysis of the Draft SEIS/SEIR evaluated the direct and 
indirect impacts associated with five thresholds of significance.  The 
analysis included evaluation of each of the three alternative’s potential 
to: be inconsistent with the adopted land use/density designation in the 
Community Plan, redevelopment plan, or specific plan for the site 
(Impact LU-1); be inconsistent with the General Plan or adopted 
environmental goals or policies contained in other applicable plans 
(Impact LU-2); substantially affect the types and/or extent of existing 
land uses in the project area (Impact LU-3); disrupt, divide or isolate 
existing neighborhoods, communities, or land uses (Impact LU-4); and, 
result in secondary impacts to surrounding land uses (Impact LU-5).  
These criteria were additionally used to evaluate each alternative’s 
potential to contribute to cumulative land use-related impacts.   

The land use analysis evaluates the potential direct and indirect impacts 
of the project (e.g., channel deepening).  Per Sections 1502.1 and 
1506.16 of the Council on Environmental Quality’s (CEQ’s) NEPA 
Regulations and Sections 15121 and 15126 of the State CEQA 
Guidelines, evaluating the land use impacts associated with all Port-
related industrial activities is beyond the scope or purpose of the 
proposed project’s Draft and Final SEIS/SEIR.  Under Impacts LU-1 
and LU-2, an evaluation of potential inconsistencies with adopted land 
use related documents is presented in the Draft and Final SEIS/SEIR; 
no inconsistencies were identified.   
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Comment Set PCAC, continued 

  PCAC-14 The requested projects have been added to Table 6.1 and 
Figure 6-1. Construction of the Proposed Action would be completed 
before construction of these three projects would begin, therefore 
impacts of the Proposed Action would not have the potential to 
combine with impacts of these three reasonably foreseeable projects. 
PCAC-15 Thank you for your comment. The sentence identified in 
the comment includes a typographical error, which has been corrected 
in the Final SEIS/SEIR.  It should read “…there are no other feasible 
measures…”, as MM AQ-2.3 would reduce GHG emissions from 
proposed construction activities.  Electrification and reduced idling are 
among a few of the techniques that can reduce emissions from 
construction activities, due to the transient and often remote nature of 
operation of construction equipment. 
Please see response to comment NRDC-8. The Port reviewed the GHG 
emission reduction measures proposed by this process to determine if 
any could feasibly reduce GHG emissions from proposed construction 
activities.   
PCAC-16 The Port and USACE generally try to avoid having 
numerous environmental documents under public review at the same 
time.  In addition, the Port and the USACE appreciate the voluminous 
nature of some of the EIS/EIRs, and have circulated several 
environmental documents for time periods greater than legally required.  
As an example, the public review period for the China Shipping 
Recirculated Draft EIS/EIR was 75 days.  In addition, the USACE and 
Port made a special presentation to PCAC on the Proposed Action and 
provided the consultant and project team working on the document to 
answer any questions. 

PCAC-17  Please see responses to the various parts of your comment 
below: 

1. Section 5.3 (Applicable Regulations for Environmental Justice) 
of the Final SIES/EIR has been revised to include agency-
specific actions, commitments, strategies and programs for 
environmental justice at State and federal levels.  However, no 
formally adopted environmental justice policies for the 
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purposes of environmental review have been adopted to date.  
Consequently, a policy consistency analysis is not considered 
applicable.  It is noted, though, that in lieu of formally adopted 
policy, federal CEQ guidance and the USEPA’s 
recommendations for the analysis of environmental justice have 
been applied.  

2. Section 5.3 (Applicable Regulations for Environmental Justice) 
of the Draft and Final SEIS/SEIR outlines that, at a federal 
level, the intent of an environmental justice analysis is to 
disclose to decision makers and the public any potential 
environmental or human health impacts associated with a 
proposed project that may cause a disproportionate, or undue, 
burden on minority and/or low-income populations.  Under 
California Government Code Title 7 (Planning and Land Use), 
Chapter 1.5 (Office of Planning and Research [OPR]), Article 4 
(Powers and Duties), Section 65040.12(e), “Environmental 
Justice” means “the fair treatment of people of all races, 
cultures, and incomes with respect to the development, 
adoption, implementation, and enforcement of environmental 
laws, regulations, and policies.”  However, this definition is not 
specific as to how environmental justice is to be addressed 
within the context of environmental review under CEQA. It is 
specific to Article 4, Section 65040.2(d), which directs the OPR 
to develop guidelines to address “environmental justice 
matters,” which remains in process.  In the absence of OPR 
guidelines for environmental justice analysis under CEQA, 
federal guidelines and recommendations have been used for the 
Draft and Final SEIS/SEIR. Section 5.4.3 (Impacts for 
Environmental Justice) of the Draft and Final SEIS/SEIR 
address these guidelines, and conclude that, as related to air 
quality, significant and unavoidable impacts would occur as 
related to minority and low income populations.   

3. It is noted that low income populations are not always minority 
populations.  Low-income populations can be Caucasian (e.g., 
“white”) as well; the classification is a function of annual 
income, not race or culture.  Please refer to Section 4 
(Socioeconomics) for a discussion of the profile of all 
populations within an approximate two-mile radius of the Port. 

4. The focus of the environmental justice analysis is on minority 
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and low income populations within the four zip code radius of 
the study area, consistent with other environmental review 
documents prepared for the proposed project; it is not intended 
to address quality of life issues, which is the focus of the white 
paper referenced in the comment. An analysis of southern 
California as a “donor region” for trade services of the entire 
nation would be, within the context of this comment, a quality 
of life evaluation. Neither NEPA nor CEQA require an analysis 
of quality of life within the body of an EIS or EIR. 
Additionally, such an evaluation would involve an assessment 
of all types of trade-related and transport/movement services, 
including non-shipping services, not just for southern California 
but for “all of California,” as is noted in the white paper 
referenced in the comment (O’Brien, 2004)1.  Addressing the 
proposed project’s potential direct, indirect, and cumulative 
impacts at a State-wide scale is considered to be excessive and 
beyond the scope and intent of the Draft and Final SEIS/SEIR. 

Impacts to minority and low-income populations within the four zip 
code radius of the study area have been evaluated in the environmental 
justice analysis, including those that are in proximity to study area’s 
existing rail lines, on- and off-Port rail yards, and truck routes.  Please 
refer to Section 4 (Socioeconomics) for a discussion of the profile of all 
populations within an approximate two-mile radius of the Port. 

 
 

 

                                                            
1   O’Brien, T.  2004.  Quality of Life and Port Operations: Challenges, Successes and the Future.  Presented at the Sixth Annual CITT State of the Trade and 
Transportation Industry Town Hall Meeting.  August 30, 2004.  http://www.metrans.org/outreach/townhalls/citt_6th_thm.pdf.  Accessed October 27, 2008. 
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Comment Set PCAC, continued 

  PCAC-18 Impacts associated with throughput related to larger 
container ships were evaluated in the 2000 Channel Deepening Project 
SEIS/SEIR. The current Proposed Action is to dispose of 3.0 mcy of 
dredge material and would not result in increased throughput at the Port 
and would not result in any increased automobile, truck, or train traffic. 
Please see Sections 1.0 and Section 1.1 of the Draft SEIS/SEIR for 
more detailed information on the scope of this Proposed Action and its 
relationship to previous Channel Deepening Project actions. As 
required under NEPA and agreed to by the Port, the SEIS/SEIR 
addresses socioeconomic effects (i.e., employment, population, and 
housing), in Chapter 4 Socioeconomic Analysis; hazards, in Section 3.7 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials; and health risks, in Section 3.2 Air 
Quality. Regarding the commenter’s suggestion to analyze the benefits 
and costs of the project, CEQA and NEPA do not require an analysis of 
economic costs and benefits; however, the SEIS/SEIR provides a 
comprehensive analysis of environmental impacts of the construction 
and operation of the Proposed Action as well as its alternatives, 
including not building the Proposed Action (i.e., the No Action 
Alternative). Consistent with NEPA and CEQA, the document focuses 
on evaluating and identifying feasible project alternatives and 
mitigation measures to avoid or reduce the Proposed Action’s 
potentially significant impacts to the physical environment. The 
document includes a comprehensive, quantitative analysis of 
environmental and public health risk impacts of the Proposed Action 
and the alternatives carried forward, including impacts on air quality 
and cancer and noncancer health risk from air pollution. No changes to 
the document are required.  
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Comment Set PCAC, continued 

  . 
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Comment Set PCAC, continued 
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Comment Set PCAC, continued 

  PCAC-19  The SEIS/SEIR complies with CEQA/NEPA provisions. 
The Findings of Fact/Overriding Considerations that will be made 
available to the public before Board consideration will assess impacts 
and benefits to the community. The Draft SEIS/SEIR does not include a 
cost-benefit analysis regarding public health and Proposed Action 
revenues. Despite the application of all feasible mitigation measures, 
significant unavoidable adverse project-level and cumulative impacts 
would remain. These impacts have been identified in the SEIS/SEIR, 
and the decision-makers will have to consider them as part of their 
deliberations to approve or disapprove the Proposed Action or not. In 
addition, the Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding 
Considerations (a public document that will be released prior to Board 
consideration) will include a discussion comparing and contrasting the 
Proposed Action with the Alternatives, including a No Action 
Alternative. In certifying the EIR and approving the Proposed Action, 
the Board must consider and adopt the Findings of Fact and Statement 
of Overriding Considerations.  
In addition, through a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU), the Port 
has previously agreed to establish a Port Community Mitigation Trust 
Fund geared towards addressing the cumulative off-port impacts created 
by Port operations. This fund includes, for example, approximately $6 
million for air filtration in schools and funding for an initial study of 
off-Port impacts on health and land use in Wilmington and San Pedro, 
as well as a more detailed subsequent study of off-Port impacts 
examining aesthetics, light and glare, traffic, public safety and effects of 
vibration, recreation, and cultural resources related to port impacts on 
harbor area communities.  The off-Port community benefits of the 
MOU are designed to offset cumulative effects of Port operations. 
While the MOU is not related to this Proposed Action and, therefore, is 
not an environmental justice mitigation per se, it would have particular 
benefits for harbor area communities where disproportionate effects 
could occur. 
PCAC-20 Your opinion is noted.  The SEIS/SEIR complies with 
CEQA/NEPA.  Please also see response to comment PCAC-16.

 

PCAC-18, 
cont 

PCAC-19 

PCAC-20 



PORT OF LOS ANGELES CHANNEL DEEPENING PROJECT 
14. Response to Comments 

 

Final SEIS/SEIR  14‐129  April 2009 

Comment Set PCAC, continued 

   
 
 
 
PCAC-21 Your opinion is noted.  The SEIS/SEIR complies with 
CEQA/NEPA and BHC objectives and requirements. 
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Comment Set PCAC, continued 

   

 

 

 

 

 

PCAC-22 Comment noted. This SEIS/SEIR evaluates the impacts 
associated with implementation of the Proposed Action, which is to 
dispose of approximately 3.0 mcy to complete the Channel Deepening 
Project. In addition, the USACE and Port made a special presentation to 
PCAC on the Proposed Action and provided the consultant and project 
team working on the document to answer any questions. 
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Comment Set PCAC, continued 
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Comment Set SPPHC 

  SPPHC-1 As discussed in Section 3.8.3.1 of the SEIS/SEIR, the 
CCA requires preparation of a Port Master Plan (PMP) and certification 
of the PMP by the California Coastal Commission.  The PMP identifies 
existing conditions, short-term plans, long-range preferred uses, and 
anticipated projects for each of the nine Planning Areas that comprises 
the planning core of the Port.  Each Planning Area is designated with 
one or more major land use category (General Cargo, Liquid Bulk 
Cargo, Other Liquid Bulk, Dry Bulk, Commercial Fishing, 
Recreational, Industrial, Institutional, Commercial, and Other).  The 
PMP was first drafted in 1979 and was recently revised in 2006 (LAHD 
2006). The Proposed Action facilities would be located in Planning 
Areas 1 (Outer Harbor), 2 (Outer Harbor), 5 (Wilmington District), 6 
(Cerritos Channel), and 7 (Terminal Island/Main Channel) (Refer to 
Table 3.8-1 for the land uses of each Planning Area.)  Planning Areas 1 
and 2 are located in the Outer Harbor. Planning Area 5 is located in the 
northeast portion of the West Basin, Planning Area 6 is located along 
the Cerritos Channel, and Planning Area 7 is located in the northern and 
western portions of Terminal Island.  In April 1993, the California 
Coastal Commission certified Port Master Plan Amendment No. 12 
which provided for the creation of the first phase of Pier 400 and related 
navigational channels and provided for liquid bulk as a permitted land 
use on the fill.  This amendment, as well as all amendments processed 
subsequent to the original certification of the Port Master Plan by the 
Coastal Commission have been prepared, reviewed and adopted 
consistent with the policies contained in Article 3, Chapter 8 of the 
California Coastal Act.  As such, the Proposed Action is consistent with 
both the PMP and the Port Element of the City’s General Plan. 
SPPHC-2 The Draft SEIS/SEIR was made available to the public 
consistent with the requirements of CEQA, Guidelines Section 
15087(g), and NEPA, 40 CFR Sections 1502.19 and 1506.6. Hard 
copies of the Draft SEIS/SEIR were made available for public review at 
six locations, including: 1) the US Army Corps of Engineers offices in 
downtown Los Angeles, 2) the Pot of Los Angeles Environmental 
Management Division offices in San Pedro, 3) the Central Branch of the 
Los Angeles Public Library in downtown Los Angeles, 4) the San 
Pedro Branch of the Los Angeles Public Library in San Pedro, 5) the 
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Comment Set SPPHC 

  Wilmington Branch of the Los Angeles Public Library in Wilmington, 
and the Main Branch of the Long Beach Public Library in Long Beach. 
An electronic version of the Draft SEIS/SEIR was made available 
online at 
http://www.portoflosangeles.org/Environmental/publicnotice.htm. 
Additionally, the analysis presented in the Draft SEIS/SEIR was 
presented at a public meeting at the Port of Los Angeles on August 6, 
2008 along with an opportunity provided for public comment on the 
analysis.    
SPPHC-3 Thank you for your comment. Recreational diving is no 
longer allowed in the Port of Los Angeles, due to heightened security 
concerns since the terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001 and the 
language in the Draft SEIS/SEIR has updated to reflect this change.  As 
discussed in Section 3.13, all dredging will be performed in accordance 
with waste discharge requirements established by the Regional Water 
Quality Control Board in order to protect marine life.  Further, Impacts 
to water quality were determined to be less than significant.  The 
current conditions  of the tanks on the east side of the channel and the 
murals on the east side of the harbor are part of baseline conditions and 
are unrelated to the Proposed Action and the Alternatives and are 
therefore not addressed in this SEIR/SEIS.  As s discussed in section 
3.1 of the SEIS/SEIR, impacts to aesthetics would be less than 
significant because dredging operations would be temporary. 
SPPHC-4 Please see response to PCAC-7. The Proposed Action 
has been modified such that the Eelgrass Habitat Area proposed under 
Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 in the Draft SEIS/SEIR has been 
eliminated from further consideration for disposal of dredge material. 
The Proposed Action would not impact or affect the reserved space for 
recreation stipulated in the City of Los Angeles Charter. 
SPPHC-5 The water circulation study cited in the SEIS/SEIR has 
been prepared and reviewed by qualified engineers and is found to be 
acceptable. Therefore, as discussed in the SEIS/SEIR, no impacts 
related to water circulation are anticipated. 
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Comment Set SPPHC 

  SPPHC-6 Contaminated sediments would not be used to construct 
any shallow water habitat areas. The proposed shallow water habitat 
expansion will be constructed with clean dredge material that is suitable 
for open water disposal in accordance with USEPA criteria. No Port 
expansion is planned on shallow water habitat. The shallow water 
habitat is designed to support marine life. 
SPPHC-7  Creation of connections between the outer harbor and 
waters outside the breakwater would not achieve any of the objectives 
of the current Proposed Action and is therefore beyond the scope of this 
project. The objectives of the Proposed Action are to:  1) Provide 
additional dredged material disposal capacity to complete the Channel 
Deepening Project; and 2) Maximize beneficial use of dredge material 
by construction of additional lands for eventual terminal uses and to 
provide environmental enhancements at locations in the Port. 
Water circulation impacts are discussed in Sections 3.13.2.2, 3.13.2.4, 
3.14.4, and under Impacts WQ-1 and WQ-4.  As discussed in Section 
3.13.4, water circulation and water quality impacts resulting from the 
Proposed Action was obtained from a report prepared by the USACE 
entitled Circulation and Water Quality Modeling in Support of 
Deepening the Port of Los Angeles: Alternative Disposal Sites (2008).  
The hydrodynamic data was input into a water quality computer model. 
Existing water quality conditions were compared to post-project 
conditions to determine if significant changes in water quality would 
have the potential to occur. Water quality parameters considered by the 
study included biological oxygen demand, chlorophyll, dissolved 
inorganic phosphorous, DO, ammonium, nitrate and temperature. 
Potential changes to water quality conditions within the Port were 
estimated at eight locations distributed throughout the harbor area.  
Water Quality Impacts associated with changed circulation were 
determined to be less than significant. 
SPPHC-8  Please see response to PCAC-6. Impacts associated with 
throughput related to larger container ships were evaluated in the 2000 
SEIS/SEIR. The current Proposed Action is to dispose of 3.0 mcy of 
dredge material and would not result in increased throughput at the 
Port.  
The comment suggests the Draft SEIS/SEIR should address economic 
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impacts.  Economic impacts of the project are discussed in section 4 of 
the Draft SEIS/SEIR. 
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Comment Set WM 
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Comment Set WM, continued 

  WM-1 Although current use of terminals on the south side of the 
Cerritos Channel may not include use of the largest vessels currently 
possible, the authorized Channel Deepening Project, approved in 2000, 
includes deepening the channel to -53’ MLLW.  The proposed Action 
of this SEIS/SEIR would allow the USACE and Port to complete the 
Congressionally Authorized Navigation Improvement Project, which 
includes deepening of the Cerritos Channel to Berths 206 and 208 to 
accommodate deep draft vessels intended to call at those berths. 
WM-2 The comment is noted. Please see response to comment WM-
1, above. 
WM-3 The Proposed Action has been designed to avoid impacts to 
the Wilmington marinas. 

WM‐4  Other beneficial reuses of dredge material include using the 
material to create a confined disposal facility (CDF) for contaminated 
sediments at Berths 243-245 and to create the Cabrillo Shallow Water 
Habitat (CSWH) Expansion area. As discussed in Section 2.3.3, 
contaminants have been detected in surface and subsurface sediments 
within the harbor and within Berths 243-245 at concentrations 
frequently associated with adverse biological affects: mercury, lead, 
zinc, PCBs, TBT and PAHs. Under Alternative 1 of the Proposed 
Action, these existing contaminants would be placed and capped in a 
CDF at Berths 243-245, thereby eliminating the potential for their 
exposure to surrounding benthic infaunal organisms and their predators. 
Under both Alternative 1 and Alternative 2, dredge material would be 
used to create a 50-acre expansion of the CSWH expansion which 
would provide foraging habitat for special status birds and other 
species.  
Additionally, please see revisions to the Project Description of the Final 
SEIS/SEIR in Sections 2.4.1 and 2.4.3 regarding elimination of the 
Eelgrass Habitat Area from Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 to ensure 
recreational impacts would be less than significant. 
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Comment Set WM, continued 

  WM-5 The contaminated material at Cabrillo Way Marina and 
material from future maintenance dredging are not part of the Channel 
Deepening Project and are therefore beyond the scope of the Proposed 
Action, which is to dispose of approximately 3.0 mcy to complete the 
Channel Deepening Project.   
 
WM-6 The Port of Long Beach simply communicated to the Port of 
Los Angeles that it is not interested in accepting the material. 

WM-7 Future dredging of contaminated material is not part of the 
Channel Deepening Project and is therefore beyond the scope of the 
Proposed Action, which is to dispose of approximately 3.0 mcy to 
complete the Channel Deepening Project. 
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Comment Set DN 
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Comment Set DN, continued 

   

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
DN-1 Please see the response to comment number PCAC-7. The 
Proposed Action has been modified such that the Eelgrass Habitat Area 
proposed under Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 in the Draft SEIS/SEIR 
has been eliminated from further consideration for disposal of dredge 
material. 

 
 

DN-1 
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Comment Set CBYC, continued 

   

 

 

 

 

 
 
DN-2  Please see the response to comment number PCAC-7. The 
Proposed Action has been modified such that the Eelgrass Habitat Area 
proposed under Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 in the Draft SEIS/SEIR 
has been eliminated from further consideration for disposal of dredge 
material. 
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KWJM-1  The ARSSS has been approved by the LARWQCB since 
the early 1990s for disposal of dredge materials that are unsuitable 
(contaminated) for open water disposal. Removal of the material that 
currently exists at the ARSSS would not achieve any of the objectives 
of the current Proposed Action and is therefore beyond the scope of this 
project. The objectives of the Proposed Action are to:  1) Provide 
additional dredged material disposal capacity to complete the Channel 
Deepening Project; and 2) Maximize beneficial use of dredge material 
by construction of additional lands for eventual terminal uses and to 
provide environmental enhancements at locations in the Port. 

Additionally, the ARSSS is one of several disposal options considered 
in this SEIS/SEIR and would not be used as part of this project if the 
preferred alternative (Alternative 1) is selected and implemented. 
 
KWJM-2 Comment noted. This SEIS/SEIR evaluates the impacts 
associated with implementation of the Proposed Action, which is to 
dispose of approximately 3.0 mcy to complete the Channel Deepening 
Project. As discussed in the SEIS/SEIR, under Alternative 2, the 
ARSSS is one of the possible locations to dispose of dredge material 
consistent with agency guidance, if the CDF is not constructed. As 
discussed in the SEIS/SEIR, the proposed Action does not include use 
of the ARSSS.    
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KWJM-3  As discussed in the SEIS/SEIR, this SEIS/SEIR evaluates 
the impacts associated with implementation of the Proposed Action, 
which is to dispose of approximately 3.0 mcy to complete the Channel 
Deepening Project. Therefore the use of Pier 400 is outside the scope of 
the Proposed Action.  Furthermore, this alternative would not meet the 
project objectives listed in Sections 2.2 and 2.3.  The suggested 
alternative would not complete the first objective, completion of the 
Channel Deepening Project, nor would it provide for additional disposal 
capacity, the second and third objectives.  

As discussed in the Draft and Final SEIS/SEIR for the Pacific LA 
Marine Terminal Project, dredging was only one reason, among many, 
that Face E was rejected as an alternative site for the Pier 400 berth. 
Even if the site was dredged to the necessary depth, the berth at Face E 
would present navigational issues for the tankers due to the close 
proximity of the breakwater.   
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  KWJM-4 The Proposed Action has been modified such that the 
Eelgrass Habitat Area has been eliminated from further consideration 
(please see response to comment PCAC-7).  The creation of the 
Cabrillo Shallow Water Habitat created valuable habitat.  Under 
provisions of the Outer Harbor Mitigation Bank MOU, and approval by 
signatory resource agencies (US Fish & Wildlife, National Marine 
Fisheries Service, and California Department of Fish & Game), the Port 
received mitigation credits for shallow water created.  The Port will also 
work through the process detailed in the Outer Harbor Mitigation Bank 
to receive mitigation credit for shallow water habitat created through 
the CSWH Expansion in the Proposed Action.  By design, the credits in 
the mitigation bank are available for use to mitigate for Port 
development projects that may occur.   
KWJM-5  The Cabrillo Shallow Water Habitat is valuable habitat 
and its expansion is an important part of the Port’s mitigation banking 
and credit process.  Please see response to comment KWJM-4.  Further, 
the impacts to recreation in the CSWH Expansion Area would be less 
than significant.  The expansion of the CSWH would remove 
approximately 50 acres of open water from use by container vessels, but 
not from recreational boaters.  In exchange, the expansion would 
provide 50 acres of improved habitat for fish species, thereby enhancing 
and creating more recreational fishing opportunities.  
The Los Angeles City Charter gives the Los Angeles Harbor District 
permission to reserve no less than 10,000 feet of the water frontage of 
Los Angeles Harbor, specifically, the Charter states: “Not less than ten 
thousand feet of the water frontage of Los Angeles Harbor, linear 
measurement, measured along the United States harbor lines, together 
with the necessary coterminous and adjacent tidelands and submerged 
lands as may be determined by the board and approved by the Council 
by ordinance, owned or controlled by the City, are hereby forever 
reserved for public use to be improved, controlled, maintained and 
operated by the City.” As noted in the Charter, reservation applies to 
public use, not recreational use. As such, 10,000 feet of water frontage 
open to public use currently exists at various locations within the 
harbor.
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  KWJM-6 The water circulation study cited in the SEIS/SEIR has 
been prepared and reviewed by qualified engineers and is found to be 
acceptable. 
 
KWJM-7 Your opinion is noted. Please see the response to 
comment USEPA-2.   Through a MOU, the Port has previously agreed 
to establish a Port Community Mitigation Trust Fund geared towards 
addressing the cumulative off-Port impacts created by Port operations.  
The Draft SEIS/SEIR adequately identifies and evaluates all feasible 
mitigation to reduce or avoid the significant environmental effects of 
the Proposed Action.  Therefore, the Draft SEIS/SEIR adequately 
fulfills the requirements of CEQA with regard to mitigation for the 
Proposed Action. 
 
KWJM-8 Please see response to PCAC-16.  The Port and USACE 
generally try to avoid having numerous environmental documents under 
public review at the same time.  In addition, the Port and the USACE 
appreciate the voluminous nature of some of the EIS/EIRs, and have 
circulated several environmental documents for time periods greater 
than legally required to address the overlap. In addition, the USACE 
and Port made a special presentation to PCAC on the Proposed Action 
and provided the consultant and project team working on the document 
to answer any questions. 
 
KWJM-9 Thank you for your comment. 
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KWJM-9 



PORT OF LOS ANGELES CHANNEL DEEPENING PROJECT 
14. Response to Comments 

 
 

Final SEIS/SEIR  14‐146  April 2009 

Comment Set KWJM, continued 

   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
KWJM-10 The comment is noted. Please see the response to 
comment PCAC-17. 
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Cont. 
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Comment Set KWJM, continued 

   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
KWJM-11 The comment is noted. Please see the response to 
comment PCAC-18. 
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KWJM-12 Thank you for your comment. 
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RP-1 Good housekeeping practices, required in the construction 
contractor’s contract would prevent hazardous materials from being 
stored in barges near Leeward Bay Marina and Chowder Barge 
Restaurant. 
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JO-1 As discussed in detail in the response to comment number 
PCAC-7, the Proposed Action has been modified such that the Eelgrass 
Habitat Area proposed under Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 in the 
Draft SEIS/SEIR has been eliminated from further consideration for 
disposal of dredge material. 
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Public Hearing Transcript, continued 

   

 

 

 

 

 

PH-1 As discussed in detail in the response to comment number 
PCAC-7, the Proposed Action has been modified such that the Eelgrass 
Habitat Area proposed under Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 in the 
Draft SEIS/SEIR has been eliminated from further consideration for 
disposal of dredge material. 
 
PH-2 As discussed in detail in the response to comment number 
PCAC-7, the Proposed Action has been modified such that the Eelgrass 
Habitat Area proposed under Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 in the 
Draft SEIS/SEIR has been eliminated from further consideration for 
disposal of dredge material. 
 

PH-1 
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PH-3 As discussed in detail in the response to comment number 
PCAC-7, the Proposed Action has been modified such that the Eelgrass 
Habitat Area proposed under Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 in the 
Draft SEIS/SEIR has been eliminated from further consideration for 
disposal of dredge material. 
 
PH-4 The majority of the existing kelp located in this area grows in 
a band along the submerged rock dike of the existing Cabrillo Shallow 
Water Habitat (CSWH). It is possible that kelp would also grow along 
the submerged rock dike of the proposed CSWH expansion, thereby 
incrementally decreasing the amount of area available for sailing in the 
outer harbor. However, additional kelp growth would increase the 
biological value of this area and would incrementally increase the 
amount of area available for recreational fishing the outer harbor. 
 

PH-3 

PH-4 
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PH-5 As discussed in detail in the response to comment number 
PCAC-7, the Proposed Action has been modified such that the Eelgrass 
Habitat Area proposed under Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 in the 
Draft SEIS/SEIR has been eliminated from further consideration for 
disposal of dredge material. 
 

PH-4, 
Cont. 
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PH-6 Please see the response to comment number RP-1. 
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PH-7 As discussed in the response to comment number AQMD-5, 
Mitigation Measure AQ-2.5 essentially requires a 100% fugitive dust 
control efficiency.  The construction contractor would comply with this 
level of fugitive dust control. 
 
 
 
PH-8 As discussed in detail in the response to comment number 
PCAC-7, the Proposed Action has been modified such that the Eelgrass 
Habitat Area proposed under Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 in the 
Draft SEIS/SEIR has been eliminated from further consideration for 
disposal of dredge material. 
 

PH-7 

PH-8 
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PH-9 With regard to Port master planning, please see the response 
to comment number SPPHC-1. With regard to the Eelgrass Habitat 
Area, as discussed in the response to comment number PCAC-7 this 
disposal location has been eliminated from further consideration. With 
regard to addressing future dredging this SEIS/SEIR evaluates the 
impacts associated with implementation of the Proposed Action, which 
is to dispose of approximately 3.0 mcy to complete the Channel 
Deepening Project. 
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PH-10 Please see the response to comments WM-1 and WM-3. 
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PH-11 Please see the response to comment number WM-4. 
 
 
 
PH-12 Please see the response to comment number WM-4. 
 
 
 
PH-13 Please see the response to comment number WM-5. 
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Cont. 
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PH-14 Please see the response to comment number WM-6. 
 
 
 
 
PH-15 Please see the response to comment number WM-7. 
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PH-14 

PH-15 



PORT OF LOS ANGELES CHANNEL DEEPENING PROJECT 
14. Response to Comments 

 
 

Final SEIS/SEIR  14‐182  April 2009 

Public Hearing Transcript, continued 

   
 
 
 
PH-16 Please see the response to comment number WM-7. 
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PH-17 As discussed in detail in the response to comment number 
PCAC-7, the Proposed Action has been modified such that the Eelgrass 
Habitat Area proposed under Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 in the 
Draft SEIS/SEIR has been eliminated from further consideration for 
disposal of dredge material. 
 
PH-18 Please see the response to comment number KWJM-5. 
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PH-19 With regard to the Eelgrass Habitat Area, please see the 
response to comment number PCAC-7. As discussed in Section 3.13 of 
the SEIS/SEIR under Impact WQ-4, the water circulation report 
prepared for Alternative 1 concluded that increased bottom current 
velocities and the formation of an eddy would occur immediately to the 
west of the CSWH Expansion Area in the vicinity of the Inner Cabrillo 
Beach. Most changes in residual currents would be on the order of 0.1 
cm/sec.  Due to the localized and small changes in current velocities 
when compared to baseline conditions, the predicted changes in water 
movement were considered to be less than significant and impacts to 
the overall circulation system in the POLA would not be significant. 
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PH-20 With regard to the Eelgrass Habitat Area, please see the 
response to comment number PCAC-7. With regard to the Port Master 
Plan, please see the response to comment number KWJM-5. 

 

 

 

 

PH-21 As discussed in detail in the response to comment number 
PCAC-7, the Proposed Action has been modified such that the Eelgrass 
Habitat Area proposed under Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 in the 
Draft SEIS/SEIR has been eliminated from further consideration for 
disposal of dredge material. 
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PH-22 With regard to dust, as discussed in the response to comment 
number AQMD-5, Mitigation Measure AQ-2.5 essentially requires a 
100% fugitive dust control efficiency.  The construction contractor 
would comply with this level of fugitive dust control. With regard to 
Alternative 3, the commenter is correct when stating that if Alternative 
3 is implemented, the surcharge located at the Southwest Slip would 
remain in place. 
 

PH-22 

PH-21, 
Cont. 



PORT OF LOS ANGELES CHANNEL DEEPENING PROJECT 
14. Response to Comments 

 
 

Final SEIS/SEIR  14‐187  April 2009 

Public Hearing Transcript, continued 

   

PH-22, 
Cont. 



PORT OF LOS ANGELES CHANNEL DEEPENING PROJECT 
14. Response to Comments 

 
 

Final SEIS/SEIR  14‐188  April 2009 

Public Hearing Transcript, continued 

   



PORT OF LOS ANGELES CHANNEL DEEPENING PROJECT 
14. Response to Comments 

 
 

Final SEIS/SEIR  14‐189  April 2009 

Public Hearing Transcript, continued 

   



PORT OF LOS ANGELES CHANNEL DEEPENING PROJECT 
14. Response to Comments 

 
 

Final SEIS/SEIR  14‐190  April 2009 

Public Hearing Transcript, continued 

   



PORT OF LOS ANGELES CHANNEL DEEPENING PROJECT 
14. Response to Comments 

 
 

Final SEIS/SEIR  14‐191  April 2009 

Public Hearing Transcript, continued 

   



PORT OF LOS ANGELES CHANNEL DEEPENING PROJECT 
14. Response to Comments 

 
 

Final SEIS/SEIR  14‐192  April 2009 

Public Hearing Transcript, continued 

   



PORT OF LOS ANGELES CHANNEL DEEPENING PROJECT 
14. Response to Comments 

 
 

Final SEIS/SEIR  14‐193  April 2009 

Public Hearing Transcript, continued 

   



PORT OF LOS ANGELES CHANNEL DEEPENING PROJECT 
14. Response to Comments 

 
 

Final SEIS/SEIR  14‐194  April 2009 

Public Hearing Transcript, continued 

   



PORT OF LOS ANGELES CHANNEL DEEPENING PROJECT 
14. Response to Comments 

 
 

Final SEIS/SEIR  14‐195  April 2009 

Public Hearing Transcript, continued 

   

 


	Set 0 Intro text-jks
	set 1 USEPA_ALL
	Set 1 USEPA_PAGE 3.pdf
	Set 1 USEPA_PAGE 4
	Set 1 USEPA_PAGE 5
	Set 1 USEPA_PAGE 6
	Set 1 USEPA_PAGE 7
	Set 1 USEPA_PAGE 8
	Set 1 USEPA_PAGE 9
	Set 1 USEPA_PAGE 10
	Set 1 USEPA_PAGE 11
	Set 1 USEPA_PAGE 12
	Set 1 USEPA_PAGE 13
	Set 1 USEPA_PAGE 14

	Set 2 NMFS_ALL
	Comment Set 2 NMFS_PAGE 1.pdf
	Comment Set 2 NMFS_PAGE 2
	Comment Set 2 NMFS_PAGE 3
	Comment Set 2 NMFS_PAGE 4
	Comment Set 2 NMFS_PAGE 5

	Set 3 DOI_PAGE 1
	Set 4 CCC1_PAGE 1
	Set 5 OPRSC_PAGES 1-2
	Set 6_SCAQMD_ALL
	Comment Set 6 SCAQMD_PAGE 1-2.pdf
	Comment Set 6 SCAQMD_PAGE 3
	Comment Set 6 SCAQMD_PAGE 4
	Comment Set 6 SCAQMD_PAGE 5
	Comment Set 6 SCAQMD_PAGE 6

	Set 7 LACDRP_ALL
	Comment Set 7 LACDRP_PAGE 1.pdf
	Comment Set 7 LACDRP_PAGE 2
	Comment Set 7 LACDRP_PAGES 3 on

	Set 8 CRPV_ALL
	Set 9 NRDC_ALL
	Comment Set 9 NRDC_PAGE 1-3.pdf
	Comment Set 9 NRDC_PAGE 4
	Comment Set 9 NRDC_PAGE 5
	Comment Set 9 NRDC_PAGE 6
	Comment Set 9 NRDC_PAGE 7

	Set 10 CBYC_PAGES 1-3
	Set 11 WBOA_ALL
	Set 12 PCAC_ALL
	Comment Set 12 PCAC_PAGE 1-2.pdf
	Comment Set 12 PCAC_PAGE 3
	Comment Set 12 PCAC_PAGE 4
	Comment Set 12 PCAC_PAGE 5
	Comment Set 12 PCAC_PAGE 6
	Comment Set 12 PCAC_PAGE 7
	Comment Set 12 PCAC_PAGE 8
	Comment Set 12 PCAC_PAGE 9-11
	Comment Set 12 PCAC_PAGE 12
	Comment Set 12 PCAC_PAGE 13
	Comment Set 12 PCAC_PAGE 14-15

	Set 13 SPPHC_ALL
	Comment Set 13 SPPHC_PAGE 1.pdf
	Comment Set 13 SPPHC_PAGE 2
	Comment Set 13 SPPHC_PAGE 3

	Set 14 WM_ALL
	Set 15 DN_PAGES 1-3
	Set 16 KWJM_ALL
	Comment Set 16 KWJM_PAGE 1.pdf
	Comment Set 16 KWJM_PAGE 2
	Comment Set 16 KWJM_PAGE 3
	Comment Set 16 KWJM_PAGE 4
	Comment Set 16 KWJM_PAGE 5-6
	Comment Set 16 KWJM_PAGE 7
	Comment Set 16 KWJM_PAGE 8

	Set 17 RP_PAGE 1
	Set 18 JO_PAGE 1
	Set 19 CS_PAGE 1
	Set 20 KW_PAGE 1
	Set 21 TP_PAGE 1
	Set 22-Public  hearing transcript



