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[Non-DoD Source] Planning Aid Letter for the proposed East San Pedro Bay Ecosystem Restoration Project 

Thursday, May 24, 2018 11:25:10 AM 

Naeem and Chris, 

This email suffices as our Planning Aid Letter (PAL) for the East San Pedro Bay Ecosystem Restoration Project (Project}, as currently 

proposed. Due to time constraints and timing needs of the Army Corps we are not sending you a PAL as a formal letter, but this email 
functions in the same way pursuant to the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (FWCA). 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) has prepared this PAL for the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) on the proposed 

Project to describe issues and opportunities related to the conservation and enhancement of fish and wildlife resources. The project, as 
proposed, would involve restoration and enhancement measures in East San Pedro Bay, near Long Beach Harbor and the City of Long 
Beach, Los Angeles County, California. The purpose of the proposed project is ecosystem restoration in East San Pedro Bay. 

The proposed project area would involve portions of the Los Angeles County coast of the eastern Pacific Ocean, within about 2 miles 

seaward of the historic coastline, near the mouth of the Los Angeles River. These marine and existing estuarine areas have been heavily 
modified over the last century associated with development of Long Beach Harbor/Port of Long Beach and nearby civil engineering and 

commercial/urban development. The likely direct project footprint is within and near the boundaries of the Port of Long Beach. 

This PAL is provided in accordance with the FWCA of 1958, as amended (48 Stat. 401; 16 U.S.C. 661 el seq.), the Endangered Species 
Act (ESA) of 1973, as amended (87 Stat. 884; 16 U.S.C. 1531 el seq.), and the scope of work agreed upon by the Corps and the Service. 
This PAL does not constitute the report of the Secretary of the Interior as required by section 2(b) of the FWCA, nor does it constitute a 

biological opinion under section 7 of the ESA. The purpose of this PAL is to deliver recommendations for use by the Corps design team in 
developing goals, objectives, and alternatives for the project. 

Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act 

The FWCA directs or authorizes consultation, reporting, consideration, and in many cases, installation/implementation of fish and wildlife 

conservation features. The authorities of the FWCA are considered to be "supplementary legislation" to the various Federal project 
authorizations, such as the Corps public works authorizations (Smalley and Mueller 2004). The FWCA conditions or supplements other 

water development statutes to require consideration of recommendations generated under the FWCA procedures, including portions of 
the Clean Water Act (Zabel v. Tabb, 430 F2d 199 [5th Cir. 1970] cert. denied 401 U.S. 910 [1972]). For Federal water resources 
development projects, the FWCA requires that fish and wildlife conservation receive equal consideration by Federal agencies with other 

project purposes, and that such conservation be coordinated with other project features. The FWCA authorizes the project 
implementation of means and measures for both mitigating losses of fish and wildlife resources, and for enhancing these resources 

beyond offsetting project effects (Smalley and Mueller 2004). 

Project Area History 

In 1542, Juan Rodriquez Cabrillo "discovered" the "Bay of Smokes" that is now San Pedro Bay, describing it from offshore aboard ship. 
The smoke he described above the bay may have originated from the several Native American villages that existed near the bay along 

the Los Angeles River at the time. Much of the south-facing San Pedro Bay along the coast was originally a shallow estuary and mudflat. 
See Figure 1 below. 

In 1899 construction of the San Pedro Bay breakwater began near the project area. In 1906 the Los Angeles Dock and Terminal Co. 
started development of Long Beach harbor by purchasing 800 acres of sloughs and salt marshes associated with the Los Angeles River 
mouth estuary - an area that later became the inner portion of Long Beach harbor. In 1907 construction began on the Craig Shipyard in 

the inner harbor; the Craig Shipyard Company was also awarded a contract to dredge a channel from the open ocean to the new inner 
harbor. In 1911 the State of California granted the tidelands areas of what is now the Port of Long Beach to the City of Long Beach for 

port operations (Tidelands in California are defined as those lands and water areas along the coast of the Pacific Ocean seaward of the 
ordinary high tide line to a distance of three miles.). These tidelands were granted to the City of Long Beach in trust for the people of the 

State. This tidelands trust not only restricts the use of the tidelands, the tidelands and tidelands-related revenues of the Port must be 
used for purposes related to harbor commerce, navigation, marine recreation, and fisheries. The Port currently includes more than 7,600 

acres of wharves, cargo terminals, roadways, rail yards, and shipping channels, and is one of the world's busiest seaports. 

An 8.5 mile-long breakwater made of rock stretches across most of San Pedro Bay, with two openings to allow ships to enter the harbor 

areas behind it. The initial western section of the breakwater, called the San Pedro Breakwater, was constructed between 1899 and 1911 
at San Pedro; the middle breakwater was completed from 1911 to 1936, and the Long Beach breakwater was completed after World War 

II. 

Considerable changes have occurred in the harbors since the 1970s. Some of these changes included deepening of navigational 
channels and basins, constructing substantial landfills at Piers 300 and 400 in Los Angeles Harbor, constructing a transportation corridor 

out to Pier 400, expanding Pier J in Long Beach Harbor, and constructing the west basin of the Cabrillo Marina complex. As part of 
mitigation for construction and channel deepening, shallow water habitats were created in formerly deepwater areas near Pier 300, the 

San Pedro Breakwater, and on the east side of Pier 400. The land/water coastal edge has largely been pushed south and most 
historically shallow water areas (e.g., estuarine zones) are now heavily modified or eliminated. The transition zones from relatively deep 
water to land are now largely artificially quite abrupt. Thus, substantial areas that were previously aquatic habitats are now land, some 

previous areas that were deep water are now shallow, and water circulation patterns within the harbors have been altered. Please see 
the figures below, including water depths where noted. 

Description of the Project Area 



































































































 

USACE responses to recommendations provided by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s 

Final Coordination Action Report (CAR) for the East San Pedro Bay (ESPB) Ecosystem 

Restoration Feasibility Study 

 

USFWS Recommendation 1 

1) As part of the proposed project, the Corps should create a least tern/snowy plover nesting 

island in the project region, potentially with rock and dredge materials. This island should be at 

least 9 acres in size and relatively flat with the main interior surface of the island constructed of 

typical least tern nesting soil matrix materials. To accommodate snowy plovers and the haul-out 

of some pinniped marine mammals, a portion of the island should have a zone of low gradient 

shoreline sloped down to the water within a protected cove. Other features, such as subaquatic 

reefs constructed of rock, are also suggested around the island, to provide shallow rocky reef 

habitats and to help prevent erosion of the island cove shoreline surface materials through 

dissipation of wave energy. The slope surface of the island cove shore should be constructed of 

surface boulders, cobble, rounded gravel, and sand (grouted/cemented in place for erosion 

control) or other compatible materials for snowy plover chick foraging; the configuration (e.g., 

shore slope angle) should be such that the cove areas remain open to tide-borne deposition of 

natural beach wrack and would otherwise support snowy plover chick and adult foraging. The 

remainder of the island would likely need to be edged by riprap or similar materials to avoid 

erosion of the island by wave and wind energy; this would be similar to the four artificial THUMS 

islands currently found off Long Beach within the project region. It is preferred that the 

surface/shore of this island not be utilized for human recreation and be protected from 

unauthorized entry. 

USACE Response 

1) Disagree: Recommendation 1 (create a California Least Tern/Western Snowy Plover nesting 

island in the project region with rock and dredge materials) is not feasible.  The USACE 

determined in the Final IFR (Section 5.7.2) that the proposed project would not affect either 

California Least Tern or Western Snowy Plover (USACE, 2019).  In addition, there is no feasible 

location for such an island. There are no areas within the project area where such a habitat 

could be safely constructed that would not obstruct shipping or would not erode away, possibly 

leading to sedimentation of the federal navigation channels and increased maintenance 

dredging requirements.  Although armoring as described by the USFWS could feasibly protect 

the island for a period of time, constant exposure to currents, particularly in any unprotected low 

areas, waves, and storm waves (as exemplified by the four days of 10- to15-foot waves 

generated by Hurricane Marie off the west coast of Mexico battered the stronger Los Angeles-

Long Beach Breakwater, culminating in substantial damages on or about August 26, 2014) 

would be expected to erode and damage the armoring and the fill beneath resulting in the 

structural failure of the island and the requirement to perform potentially substantial and costly 

repairs.  The area shoreward of the middle breakwater is a frequent location of local boating 

traffic, as well as mooring locations for the Port of Long Beach.  The area shoreward of the Long 

Beach breakwater is a frequently used mooring location for the nearby Naval Weapon Station 

Seal Beach.  Additionally, there are concerns that the purpose of the island, California Least 

Tern/Western Snowy Plover nesting, would be compromised due to marine mammal haul out 

and visitation by the public that would be expected to disturb the nesting of least tern and 
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western snowy plover.  Additionally, man-made nesting islands have a mixed history of use by 

the target species whose success is considered unlikely given the proposed location.  

Alternative placement sites for sandy island measures within the project area were considered 

by the USACE Project Delivery Team (please see Alternative 8 in the Final IFR).  Based on the 

inefficiency of the measure (Annual Average Costs/Annual Average Habitat Units being many 

times higher than features included in Alternatives 2 and 4A), reduced suitability scores from the 

Habitat Evaluation Model for alternative placement sites, exorbitant Operations and 

Maintenance costs and safety issues predicted for the measure, the measure was not carried 

forward or included in the Recommended Plan. 

USFWS Recommendation 2 

2) The Corps should consider opportunities to beneficially reuse dredged material from 
navigation and similar projects in the project region, if appropriate, in order to avoid and/or 
minimize the effects of dredging at the Surfside/Sunset Borrow Area for the proposed project.

USACE Response 

2) Agree: The USACE (and the Local Sponsor, the City of Long Beach) are committed to 
beneficially reusing dredge material to the maximum extent practicable. While we currently 
project using the Surfside Sunset borrow site, the possibility of utilizing dredged material from 
other navigation projects (e.g., the Port of Long Beach Deep Draft Navigation Project) will be 
evaluated during the pre-construction engineering and design (PED) phase and a decision 
made based on sediment quality and the timing of construction for any such projects. The Port 
of Long Beach Deep Draft Navigation Project concluded that this is a potentially feasible 
beneficial reuse of dredged materials and has included this as an option in the Feasibility Study 
should timing of funding and construction permit this use.  No specific projects have been 
identified that match construction timing and include results from sediment analyses that show 
compatibility of dredged sediments to ESPB requirements. If beneficial use sites become 
available, the Corps would consider a supplemental analysis.  This environmental commitment 
is included as GEO-2 in Section 5.2 of the Final IFR/EIS/EIR.

USFWS Recommendation 3 

3) The Corps should avoid construction of nearshore reef and eelgrass habitats in areas that 
previously supported eelgrass habitats but may not currently (e.g., Merkel and Associates 
2014). Eelgrass has a naturally variable spatial distribution over time (NOAA 2020c; Washington 
DNR 2020). Similarly, we recommend that rock and sediment placement project activities utilize 
an appropriate buffer (e.g., at least 100 ft) from existing eelgrass beds and areas that previously 
supported eelgrass beds to reduce potential indirect effects. Providing appropriate distance 
between in-water construction activities and eelgrass beds should be implemented to reduce 
potential inadvertent direct damage, as well as reduce potential construction-related 
sedimentation, siltation, and/or temporary disturbance and turbidity, within any nearby eelgrass 
beds (e.g., see NOAA 2014; Corps 2015; NOAA 2021). Alternatively, a minimum 25-foot buffer 
could be utilized, when combined with a silt curtain installed within the 25-foot buffer between 
the construction site footprint and existing eelgrass beds prior to placement of the proposed
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rock/sediment/dredge material (e.g., see California Coastal Commission 2013; NOAA 2021). 

Meaningful criteria to limit the movement of sediment during placement and/or its potential 

effects requires site-specific evaluations (e.g., see Erftemeijer and Lewis 2006; Corps 2018). As 

such, considering the large potential project area and limited extent of existing and previously 

identified eelgrass beds, we suggest that the final restoration design and measures for the 

project chosen by the Corps be informed by previous and current eelgrass mapping efforts such 

that project activities and all associated impacts would occur outside extant eelgrass beds and 

areas known to have supported eelgrass in the past.  

USACE Response 

3) Partial Agreement: Based on data obtained from the planned pre-construction survey, areas 

mapped as previously having eelgrass by Merkel and Associates in 2016, and the suitable 

areas for nearshore reef placement indicated in Figure 5-2 of the IFR/EIS/EIR, the USACE has 

determined that it is reasonably practicable to shift the locations of nearshore reef and sediment 

placement and incorporate a rock and sediment placement buffer at a minimum of 50 ft (instead 

of the recommended 100 ft) from existing eelgrass beds and areas that previously supported 

eelgrass beds during the PED phase.  This distance is greater than the eelgrass buffer zone of 

5 meters (approximately 16 ft) that is described in the California Eelgrass Mitigation Plan 

(NOAA, 2014). Additionally, the nearshore project area is relatively protected and composed of 

sandy substrate.  As a result, sediment is not likely to be significantly suspended or moved by 

hydrodynamic forces within the nearshore construction area, is expected to settle fairly quickly, 

and impacts to existing eelgrass beds are not expected based on a buffer zone of 50 ft.  The 

Final IFR/EIS/EIR includes this environmental commitment within MH-1. 

 

USFWS Recommendation 4  

4) Consistent with the NOAA’s National Artificial Reef Plan (NOAA 2007), the Corps should 

establish a performance monitoring program for the project that, among other things, can detect 

whether the created reefs from the project are having any unexpected negative consequences, 

such as facilitating the spread of non-native species (Lambert and Lambert 1998; Wasson et al. 

2005; Airoldi et al. 2015; NOAA 2020c). Post-project monitoring of any eelgrass beds nearby to 

construction areas should occur, if substantial potential for indirect impacts from the project 

exists (NOAA 2014). The results of the program should be provided to the relevant natural 

resource agencies. 

USACE Response   

4) Partial Agreement: As described in the National Artificial Reef Plan (NOAA, 2007), the 

USACE will use project monitoring data to evaluate the performance of restored habitats (i.e., to 

assess if restored reefs are accomplishing their designed purpose) and in support of identifying 

appropriate actions if performance measures are not met or for selecting adaptive management 

actions.  Performance measures described within the MAMP of the Final IFR/EIS/EIR (Appendix 

F) are consistent with or similar to currently published performance measures for restored 

marine ecosystem projects (e.g., NMFS, 2014 and Reed et al., 2006, 2017, and 2019).  As 

such, the USACE considers these performance measures satisfactory to evaluate project 

performance and to determine whether adaptive management measures are needed.  Within 

the Final IFR/EIS/EIR, language is provided in sections 2.2 and 3.5 of the MAMP pertaining to 
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monitoring of non-native and/or invasive (e.g., nuisance) species abundance and distribution to 

inform decisions about whether the restoration is performing as intended (e.g., native cover 

measure) and, if not, what adaptive management measures can be taken to rectify the issue.  In 

addition, within the Final MAMP in section 3.5 the removal of nuisance species is described as a 

possible adaptive management task to achieve performance criteria for restored habitats.   

However, nuisance species currently or potentially existing within the project area and the 

Southern California Bight were not identified for each of the restored habitats in the Draft 

IFR/EIS/EIR.  The USACE has amended the monitoring outlined in the MAMP of the Final 

IFR/EIS/EIR to specifically include monitoring of non-native/invasive species of algae (e.g., 

Caulerpa spp., Sargassum horneri, etc.) and sessile invertebrates including bryozoans (e.g., 

Bugula neritina), mussels (e.g., Arcuatula senhousia), Pacific oyster (Crassostrea gigas), and 

tunicates (e.g., Botrylloides spp., Ciona spp., etc.). The USACE has incorporated additional 

language detailing the monitoring and adaptive management of such species into the MAMP in 

the final IFR/EIS/EIR and agrees with the USFWS that results of this monitoring will be shared 

with all relevant natural resource agencies.  

The USACE disagrees with the recommendation that post-project monitoring of eelgrass beds 

(i.e., after construction and after the monitoring and adaptive management period) should occur. 

Within the Final MAMP in section 2.2 the monitoring of a reference population of established 

eelgrass within the nearshore zone of the study area is described. This reference population will 

be surveyed for nuisance species abundance and distribution throughout the monitoring and 

adaptive management period.  As the monitoring and adaptive management period will span a 

period of five (5) to ten (10) years, assuming success criteria are not met prior to this period, 

sufficient time is expected to occur in which to obtain monitoring data for the reference eelgrass 

population. Results of this monitoring will be shared with all relevant natural resource agencies. 
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From: Solek, Christopher W (Chris) CIV USARMY CESPL (USA)
To: Chabot, Christopher L CIV USARMY CESPL (USA)
Subject: FW: [Non-DoD Source] Re: ANNOUNCING: Release of Draft Report for East San Pedro Bay Ecosystem

Restoration Study Report EIS/EIR by USACE & City of Long Beach (UNCLASSIFIED)
Date: Tuesday, January 18, 2022 5:48:37 PM

 
 
_________________________________
 
Christopher W. Solek
Chief, Regional  Planning Section
Environmental Resources Branch, Planning Division
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Los Angeles District
christopher.w.solek@usace.army.mil
 
Office: 213-452-3867
Cell: 213-395-8464
 

From: Bryant Chesney - NOAA Federal <bryant.chesney@noaa.gov> 
Sent: Thursday, January 16, 2020 11:41 AM
To: Siddiqui, Naeem A CIV CESPL CESPD (US) <Naeem.A.Siddiqui@usace.army.mil>
Cc: Solek, Christopher W CIV USARMY CESPL (USA) <Christopher.W.Solek@usace.army.mil>
Subject: Re: [Non-DoD Source] Re: ANNOUNCING: Release of Draft Report for East San Pedro Bay
Ecosystem Restoration Study Report EIS/EIR by USACE & City of Long Beach (UNCLASSIFIED)
 
This letter was not received, though I can confirm I received it now. 
There have been several projects over the past couple years in which a letter was supposedly sent,
but we never received it. In the future, I'd suggest the USACE send initiation requests by hard copy
and via electronic email requesting confirmation of receipt so we can avoid this problem
moving forward.
On the surface, this does not appear to be the appropriate mechanism for initiating ESA7
consultation. 
I'll discuss internally on how to resolve this, but I doubt that you'll be receiving a LOC by 1/27.
I'll follow up tomorrow or Tuesday about timeline.
Thanks,
Bryant
 
On Thu, Jan 16, 2020 at 11:32 AM Siddiqui, Naeem A CIV CESPL CESPD (US)
<Naeem.A.Siddiqui@usace.army.mil> wrote:

Sorry Bryant for the late reply, I was on A/L just came back this week. But to answer your question
we initiated ESA consultation at the beginning of  the public comments period  with this letter
sent to you with the Draft IFR/EIS/EIR on GST.  Please let us if you have not received this letter in
the mail. This was our official notification to initiate ESA Section 7 informal consultation.   

mailto:Christopher.W.Solek@usace.army.mil
mailto:Christopher.L.Chabot@usace.army.mil
mailto:christopher.w.solek@usace.army.mil
mailto:Naeem.A.Siddiqui@usace.army.mil


From: Bryant Chesney ‐ NOAA Federal [mailto:bryant.chesney@noaa.gov] 
Sent: Thursday, January 30, 2020 1:35 PM 
To: Solek, Christopher W CIV USARMY CESPL (USA) <Christopher.W.Solek@usace.army.mil> 
Cc: Siddiqui, Naeem A CIV CESPL CESPD (US) <Naeem.A.Siddiqui@usace.army.mil>; Lovan, Hayley J CIV 
(USA) <Hayley.J.Lovan@usace.army.mil> 
Subject: [Non‐DoD Source] Re: ESPB NMFS Consultation 
 
Good afternoon, 
Thank you for the productive call yesterday. As discussed, I'm providing a summary of issues that should 
be addressed in order to move forward with informal ESA consultation for green sea turtles. 
 
The IFR does not contain sufficient information to initiate ESA consultation (50 CFR 402.14), and thus 
precludes our ability to concur with your may affect, not likely to adversely affect determination. Below 
are some summary points for which I would appreciate a response to initiate the informal consultation. 
 
There is incomplete/incorrect information regarding green sea turtles in the project area. For example, 
on page 5‐84, the IFR indicates that ‘Sporadic sightings of live sea turtles have been reported in Los 
Angeles‐Long Beach Harbor in the past; however, none had been observed during the past 20 years (see 
Table 5‐17); however, a dead leatherback sea turtle was collected recently in the area.’ This is not 
consistent with the information I have verbally relayed and by email (e.g., 8/16/19 and 8/30/19). It is not 
critical that you provide additional information and/or revisions on green sea turtle presence to 
complete our ESA consultation process as we can help with that information need, but please plan to 
make appropriate changes in your final IFR/EIS. I presume our ESA consultation will be complete before 
issuance of the final IFR, so our response will include more detailed information that you may use. 
 
I have some basic project clarification requests and am summarizing below in bullet form: 
‐ Please estimate when construction would begin and end. I see that the Chief’s report milestone is in 
August 2021. I understand there may be some uncertainty regarding project timing given the need for 
future authorization, but we need to at least be able to estimate the timing of the overall action in 
relation to other project activities that are affecting the environmental baseline. 
‐ Does your defined project area include the Surfside/Sunset borrow site? I can’t find a figure clearly 
delineating the borrow site location in your figures. Please provide a figure of the borrow site in relation 
to study area and restoration components. 
 
In order for us to concur with a not likely to adversely affect determination, effects need to be 
discountable, insignificant, or completely beneficial. The USACE makes a number of conclusions without 
providing supporting information and/or analytical justification. I am summarizing the conclusions and 
our requests for clarification/information below: 
‘Construction activities would not result in the direct loss of habitat for sea turtles that may occur in the 
project area.’ 
Eelgrass is important foraging habitat for green sea turtles. The project has the potential to impact 
eelgrass habitat (0.5 acres), so some direct loss may occur. Adverse effects to eelgrass could potentially 
be a form of harassment. The associated environmental commitment and narrative to avoid/minimize 
impacts to eelgrass is ambiguous.  
‐ Please clarify how you are defining eelgrass habitat (e.g., CEMP definition or something else) 
‐ Please clarify if you are committing to avoid the areas mapped as eelgrass habitat by Merkel (2017) 
(i.e. the comprehensive eelgrass survey in East San Pedro Bay), and any future pre‐construction surveys 
performed for this project. 



‐ The draft environmental commitment appears to indicate avoidance, if feasible. Given the project 
purpose (e.g., creation/restoration), please explain why avoidance of direct impacts would not be 
feasible. Please consider avoidance of direct impacts based on CEMP definition utilizing all available 
data, and remove ‘if feasible’ language if the USACE believes such avoidance is feasible. 
 
‘Construction activities, including dredging, would not likely result in direct mortality of green sea 
turtles.’ 
Hydraulic dredging is known to have resulted in direct turtle mortality in the Southeast, and we’ve at 
least one incident in southern California of such a turtle mortality associated with a dredge interaction 
(verified by expert turtle pathologist) that occurred coincident in time with similar offshore dredging for 
sand placement in northern San Diego County. We also have observed a number of turtle strandings in 
the ESPB project area associated with vessel encounters, and potentially dredge interactions (i.e., cracks 
in both the top and bottom of the shell). 
‐ Please clarify the duration and seasonal timing of the dredging 
‐ Please describe in greater detail the potential dredging equipment and how it would be carried out. 
‐ Please describe any operational measures and/or environmental commitments that would be 
implemented to avoid/minimize mortality. For example, a common BMP used with hydraulic dredging 
on the East Coast is to disengage dredge pumps until the dragheads are firmly on the bottom. 
‐ The IFR indicates that dredging can occur 24 hours per day, 7 days per week, but one of the 
environmental commitments indicates that work would occur only during daylight hours when visual 
monitoring of marine mammals and sea turtles can be conducted. Please clarify whether dredging 
would occur 24/7 or during the daylight hours only. 
 
‘Construction activities may result in indirect impacts from noise, turbidity, and barge/equipment travel 
to and from construction sites within the bay, causing turtles to temporarily avoid activity areas’ 
The IFR indicates that Alternative 4A is anticipated to take approximately 37 months to construct. Given 
our understanding of turtle presence, movements, and foraging behavior, turtles may normally be using 
some of the nearshore areas along E. San Pedro Bay. Thus, the project may preclude the use of these 
areas for over three years. Combined with the environmental baseline (e.g., Navy Seal Beach 
Ammunition Pier and Turning Basin), this could potentially cause harassment. 
‐ Please describe the duration and timing of individual nearshore restoration components to better 
understand the effects and exposure of these actions to turtles? How long will the nearshore reef 
placement and sediment placement occur and what time of year will the work be done? 
 
I appreciate the inclusion of an environmental protection plan that includes a green sea turtle 
monitoring and avoidance plan. However, the methods and procedures for monitoring/avoidance are 
not provided in the IFR, so the benefits of the plan are uncertain.  
‐ Please describe methods/procedures in greater detail so that we better understand how it would 
avoid/minimize effects to turtles and/or validate assumptions made in your effects analysis. 
 
 
As examples that may facilitate your understanding of ESA green turtle effects analysis and appropriate 
mitigation measures, I'm attaching an EFH/ESA Programmatic Consultation we are implementing with 
the Navy in San Diego. In addition, I'm attaching an EFH/ESA LOC for a Navy action in San Diego Bay, 
which is similar to the nearshore reef/eelgrass restoration components and may have similar effects. 
Some of their commitments and design criteria (e.g., monitoring and associated operational 
adjustments) may be useful for your proposed project. I would also recommend reaching out to your 
colleagues in Vicksburg. I believe they have a lot of experience with managing dredge/sea turtle 



interactions, and are working on various mitigation measures (e.g., 
Blockedhttps://www.usace.army.mil/Media/News‐Archive/Story‐Article‐View/Article/925977/erdc‐
demonstrates‐new‐equipment‐approach/). I understand the example I provided may not be feasible to 
commit to at this stage given contractual limitations, but I'm providing it as an example of the 
experience they've developed over time and because I believe they'd probably be a very good resource 
for you.  Lastly, I'm providing a link to a technical document developed in the Southeast for sea turtle 
dredge interactions: Blockedhttps://espis.boem.gov/final%20reports/5652.pdf. Please know that the 
risk and exposure is much higher in the Southeast for a variety of reasons, so I'm not implying that all 
the mitigation approaches used out there would be applicable/appropriate for your project. However, I 
believe you should consider some of the basic BMPs, as we discussed on our call. 
 
Once we receive a sufficient response to our information needs, I will do my best to expedite our 
integrated ESA/EFH response so that it does not adversely affect your project timeline. The revised 
regulations allow for 60 days upon receipt of a complete initiation package, but our internal WCR 
guidance is to complete within 30 days. That said, I aim to complete even sooner. 
 
Please let me know if you have any questions about our information needs and if you'd like assistance 
with developing more refined environmental commitments.  
 
Cheers, 
Bryant 

 



From: Chabot, Christopher L CIV (USA)
To: Bryant Chesney - NOAA Federal
Subject: Updated: ESPB GST Monitoring and Avoidance Plan
Date: Thursday, April 2, 2020 2:13:00 PM
Attachments: ESPB_GST_Monitoring_Avoidance_Plan_4220.docx

Bryant,

Per your request for additional information and commitments to support a not likely to adversely affect
determination for green sea turtles, these commitments were developed or revised in coordination with NMFS and
will be included in the Final IFR.

If you require any further clarification or revisions please don't hesitate to contact me.

Chris

Chris L. Chabot, Ph.D.
Biologist
Regional Planning Section, Planning Division, Environmental Resources Branch
Los Angeles District, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
christopher.l.chabot@usace.army.mil

Office: 213-452-3861
Government Cell: 213-663-2092

mailto:Christopher.L.Chabot@usace.army.mil
mailto:bryant.chesney@noaa.gov

East San Pedro Bay Ecosystem Restoration Project:  Clarification of Environmental Commitments 

(April 1, 2020)





Equipment and Scheduling: The Corps will utilize a clamshell dredge for all dredging associated with the East San Pedro Bay Ecosystem Restoration Project (Project) because this type of equipment has been determined to be well suited based on the quantity and the location of the work.  Dredging is expected to occur on a 24-hour per day basis.  The Corps will attempt to sequence dredging activities during winter months (November – March 31) when green sea turtles (Chelonia mydas) (GST) are generally expected to be located within the warm waters of the San Gabriel River adjacent to and downstream of power plants (Crear et al., 2016).  However, due to the exposure of the work area to open ocean wave conditions, adverse wave and inclement weather may preclude safe working conditions during winter months, necessitating that dredging activities extend into the non-winter months.

Other Commitments: As detailed in the Project’s 2019 Draft Integrated Feasibility Report (IFR) and as described in further detail during communications between NMFS and the staff of the USACE Planning Division’s Environmental Resources Branch, the following measures will be implemented to avoid or minimize impacts to the Federally-listed threatened East Pacific distinct population segment (DPS) of GSTs.  These commitments will be included in the Final IFR.

· When dredging and nearshore placement operations occur, a qualified biologist with experience monitoring GSTs will be on site to monitor for the presence of GSTs.  The GST monitor will have the authority to cease or alter operations to avoid impacts to GSTs. 

· Adequate lighting will be provided during night time operations to allow the monitor to observe the surrounding area effectively.   

· During dredging and placement operations, the Corps will designate 30-meter monitoring zones around both the dredge site and nearshore placement sites.

· All vessels associated with the project will not exceed eight (8) knots inside the breakwater. 

· Daily visual monitoring within the designated 30-meter monitoring zones will commence prior to the start of in-water construction activities and after each construction work break of more than 30 minutes.  

· If a GST is observed within the vicinity of the project site during project operations, all appropriate precautions shall be implemented to avoid or minimize unintended impacts.  These precautions include, but are not limited to:

· Cessation of operation of any moving equipment that is observed within 30 meters of a GST.  

· Immediate cessation of operation of any mechanical dredging equipment if a GST is observed within 30 meters of the equipment.

· Operations may not resume until the GST has departed the monitoring zone by its own accord or has not been observed for a 15-minute period of time.

· Biological monitors will maintain a written log of all GST observations during project operations.  This observation log will be provided to the Corps and NMFS as an attachment to the post-construction report for the project.  Each observation log will contain the following information:

1. Observer name and title; 

2. Type of construction activity (maintenance dredging, etc.); 

3. Date and time animal first observed (for each observation); 

4. Date and time observation ended (for each observation).  A GST observation will terminate if (1) an animal is observed exiting the monitoring zone or (2) after a 15-minute period of no observation (assumption is that animal has exited, but was not observed to do so);

5. Location of monitor (latitude/longitude), direction of GST in relation to the monitor, and estimated distance (in meters) of GST to the monitor; 

6. Nature and duration of equipment shutdown.  



· Any observations involving the potential “take” of GSTs will be reported to the Corps within 10 minutes of the incident and to the NMFS stranding coordinator immediately.

· The Corps and its contractors will inform all personnel associated with the construction work of the potential presence of GSTs and the requirement to monitor a 30 meter designated monitoring zone around all in-water equipment and vessels to avoid interactions with, or “take” of GSTs.  Prior to the commencement of on-site construction work, all contractor personnel (including sub-contractor personnel) will be trained by a Corps biologist (or qualified biologist approved by the Corps) on GST identification and observation protocols to be followed in the event that a GST is sighted.  All construction personnel are responsible for observing and reporting the presence of GSTs during all water-related construction activities. 

· The contractor will implement an Environmental Protection Plan that will include a GST Monitoring and Avoidance Plan and an employee training program on GST observation protocols, avoidance, and minimization measures.









From: Bryant Chesney - NOAA Federal
To: Chabot, Christopher L CIV (USA)
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Re: Updated: ESPB GST Monitoring and Avoidance Plan
Date: Friday, April 3, 2020 1:38:33 PM

Hi Chris,
Thank you for providing the additional information and clarity regarding the project and
related green sea turtle mitigation measures and environmental commitments. I believe this is
responsive to my previous request for additional information, and that you have provided
sufficient information to initiate the informal ESA7 consultation. I will do my best to expedite
our integrated ESA/EFH response so that it does not adversely affect your project timeline.
Take care and be well,
Bryant

On Thu, Apr 2, 2020 at 2:16 PM Chabot, Christopher L CIV (USA)
<Christopher.L.Chabot@usace.army.mil> wrote:

Bryant,

Per your request for additional information and commitments to support a not likely to
adversely affect determination for green sea turtles, these commitments were developed or
revised in coordination with NMFS and will be included in the Final IFR.

If you require any further clarification or revisions please don't hesitate to contact me.

Chris

Chris L. Chabot, Ph.D.
Biologist
Regional Planning Section, Planning Division, Environmental Resources Branch
Los Angeles District, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
christopher.l.chabot@usace.army.mil

Office: 213-452-3861
Government Cell: 213-663-2092

-- 
Bryant Chesney
Senior Marine Habitat Resource Specialist
NOAA National Marine Fisheries Service
West Coast Region
Protected Resources Division
501 W. Ocean Blvd, Suite 4200
Long Beach, CA 90802
w (562) 980-4037
f (562) 980-4092

mailto:bryant.chesney@noaa.gov
mailto:Christopher.L.Chabot@usace.army.mil
mailto:Christopher.L.Chabot@usace.army.mil
mailto:christopher.l.chabot@usace.army.mil


 

May 1, 2020 Refer to NMFS No.: WCRO-2020-00072 

 
Mr. Eduardo T. De Mesa 

Chief, Planning Division 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Los Angeles District 

915 Wilshire Boulevard, Suite 930 

Los Angeles, California 90017-3489 

Re: Endangered Species Act Section 7(a)(2) Concurrence Letter, Magnuson-Stevens Fishery 

Conservation and Management Act Essential Fish Habitat Response, and Fish and 

Wildlife Coordination Act Recommendations for the East San Pedro Bay Ecosystem 

Restoration Study  

Dear Mr. De Mesa: 

On January 16, 2020, NOAA’s National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) received your request 

for a written concurrence that the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) East San Pedro Bay 

Ecosystem Restoration Study’s (Study) Tentatively Selected Plan (TSP) is not likely to adversely 

affect (NLAA) species listed as threatened or endangered or critical habitats designated under the 

Endangered Species Act (ESA). The Study was funded by the Energy and Water Development 

and Related Agencies Appropriations Act for Fiscal Year 2010. This response to your request 

was prepared by NMFS pursuant to section 7(a)(2) of the ESA, implementing regulations at 50 

CFR 402, and agency template for preparation of letters of concurrence. 

NMFS also reviewed the proposed action for potential effects on essential fish habitat (EFH) 

designated under the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (MSA), 

including conservation measures and any determination you made regarding the potential effects 

of the action. This review was pursuant to section 305(b) of the MSA, implementing regulations 

at 50 CFR 600.920, and agency template for use of the ESA consultation process to complete 

EFH consultation.  

This letter underwent pre-dissemination review using standards for utility, integrity, and 

objectivity in compliance with applicable guidelines issued under the Data Quality Act (section 

515 of the Treasury and General Government Appropriations Act for Fiscal Year 2001, Public 

Law 106-554). The document will be available within two weeks at NMFS’ Environmental 

Consultation Organizer (ECO) [https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/resource/tool-app/environmental-

consultation-organizer-eco]. A complete record of this consultation is on file at NMFS’s West 

Coast Region Long Beach office. 

Consultation History 

On November 27, 2019, the USACE provided their Draft Integrated Feasibility Report (IFR), 

which included an Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report, for the Study. 

https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/resource/tool-app/environmental-consultation-organizer-eco
https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/resource/tool-app/environmental-consultation-organizer-eco
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In addition, NMFS received the USACE’s request for informal ESA consultation on January 16, 

2020. NMFS indicated by email correspondence on January 30, 2020, that the IFR did not 

contain sufficient information to initiate ESA consultation, and requested additional information 

and project clarification. The USACE provided clarifying information via email on February 19 

and 20, 2020, and a revised green sea turtle monitoring and avoidance plan on April 2, 2020. 

NMFS staff subsequently emailed the USACE on April 3, 2020, that the USACE had provided 

sufficient information to initiate informal ESA consultation. 

Proposed Action and Action Area 

The USACE identified Alternative 4A (Reef Restoration Plan) as the National Ecosystem 

Restoration (NER) Plan and the TSP. Restoration features include 24 rocky reefs intended to 

support kelp beds (121 acres) along the breakwater and in open water, two open water rocky 

reefs (29 acres) by Island Chaffee, and six nearshore rocky reef shoals (20 acres) coupled with 

six eelgrass beds (30 acres). In total, this alternative intends to restore over 200 acres of rocky 

reef, eelgrass, and kelp habitat. It is anticipated to take approximately 37 months to construct the 

proposed project. 

Each kelp reef will be roughly circular in shape, spanning approximately 500’ in diameter, with 

approximately 20% total bottom coverage of substrate with only one layer of stone thickness.  
To construct these kelp reefs, approximately 132,000 tons of quarry stone would be transported 

from either the Catalina Quarry (a.k.a. Pebbly Beach Quarry; primary quarry site) or from a 

secondary quarry site, 3M Quarry, located in Corona, Riverside County, California. A 

representative size of each stone is roughly 2' x 1.5' x 1', with a median weight of approximately 

500 pounds. Establishment of giant kelp on the stones would occur through passive colonization 

of propagules over time. Kelp reef construction would employ the “push off” construction 

method. In this method, a derrick barge, held in place by six anchor locations, is tethered to a 

flat-deck barge. Each anchor weighs approximately 7 tons and is accompanied by either a 15-ton 

concrete block (three seaward anchor locations) or by a second anchor (three shoreward anchor 

locations) to hold the derrick barge and accompanying flat-deck barge in place. Construction 

activities would be performed during daylight hours six days a week (Monday – Saturday) 

during a regular 8-hour day. 

The open water rocky reefs will be comprised of individual rock groupings, roughly 100’ in 

diameter, spaced apart within a circular area. Each individual rock grouping will vary in height 

between 3 feet to 12 feet above the seabed. Approximately 440,000 tons of armor stone quarry 

material will be needed to construct both of the offshore reef complexes. Construction of the 

offshore reefs will utilize similar equipment as the kelp reefs, but will require more complex 

placement techniques than those used for the kelp reefs. For this measure, stone must be 

specially placed in order to obtain the required void spaces.  

The nearshore reef shoals will be placed in relatively shallow waters. Each reef footprint is 

conceptually designed as a rectangle with crest limits roughly 1,000’ long by 175’ wide, running 

parallel to the shoreline in about -20’ MLLW depth of water. The reef by Belmont Pier is 

smaller. Reef crest elevations, or submerged depths below MLLW elevation, will vary from -3 to 

-10 feet MLLW. The stone pile height (or reef relief) would be roughly 2’ to 17’ in vertical 

height above the seabed. Refinements to nearshore reef locations will be made during the 
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planning and design process. For example, the western-most rocky reef/eelgrass feature from 

west of Belmont Pier may be adjusted to a location fronting Peninsula Beach. This could reduce 

potential impacts to existing eelgrass west of the pier, and potentially provide additional 

shoreline erosion benefits along Peninsula Beach. The construction of the nearshore rocky reefs 

will be accomplished by a barge and crane with appropriate support vessels. The nearshore 

shoals would be created by first depositing 134,000 tons of quarry run with individual stones no 

larger than 1 ton at the site, then finely placing 231,000 tons of filter and armor stone with 

individual stones ranging from 1 to 10 tons to obtain sufficient interlocking and depth profiles.  

Lastly, 30 acres of eelgrass habitat would be established at five locations in the nearshore zone, 

co-located with the nearshore reefs described above. The nearshore reefs are intended, among 

other things, to provide suitable habitat conditions for eelgrass by reducing wave energy and 

increasing sediment stabilization. Some structural work may be required to maintain the design 

condition for the nearshore rocky reefs. Typically, maintenance activities would be conducted 

every 10 years or after a strong storm event that has displaced enough stones to justify the cost of 

mobilization. 

For the eelgrass beds, up to 100,000 cubic yards of dredged sand material obtained from the 

Surfside/Sunset borrow area would be dumped on the leeward side of the five nearshore rocky 

reefs with the use of a split-haul scow. The USACE will utilize a clamshell dredge for all 

dredging associated with the East San Pedro Bay Ecosystem Restoration Project (Project) 

because this type of equipment has been determined to be well suited based on the quantity and 

the location of the work. Dredging is expected to occur on a 24-hour per day basis. The USACE 

will attempt to sequence dredging activities during winter months (November – March 31). 

However, due to the exposure of the work area to open ocean wave conditions, adverse wave and 

inclement weather may preclude safe working conditions during winter months, necessitating 

that dredging activities may extend into the non-winter months. 

We considered whether or not the proposed action would cause any other activities and 

determined that it would not. 

The action area includes nearshore habitat in East San Pedro Bay, along the Long Beach 

Breakwater, offshore Surfside/Sunset Beach, and associated vessel routes between the 

Surfside/Sunset borrow site and East San Pedro Bay. Figure 1 depicts a map provided by the 

USACE, which shows the locations of the major project features within the action area. 
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Figure 1: Action area and major project features 

As detailed in the IFR and as described in further detail during communications between NMFS 

and the staff of the USACE Planning Division’s Environmental Resources Branch, the following 

measures will be implemented to avoid or minimize impacts to the federally-listed threatened 

East Pacific distinct population segment (DPS) of GSTs.  These commitments will be included in 

the Final IFR. 

 When dredging and nearshore placement operations occur, a qualified biologist with 

experience monitoring GSTs will be on site to monitor for the presence of GSTs.  The 

GST monitor will have the authority to cease or alter operations to avoid impacts to 

GSTs.  

 Adequate lighting will be provided during night time operations to allow the monitor 

to observe the surrounding area effectively. 

 During dredging and placement operations, the Corps will designate 30-meter 

monitoring zones around both the dredge site and nearshore placement sites. 

 All vessels associated with the project will not exceed eight (8) knots inside the 

breakwater.  

 Daily visual monitoring within the designated 30-meter monitoring zones will 

commence prior to the start of in-water construction activities and after each 

construction work break of more than 30 minutes.   
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 If a GST is observed within the vicinity of the project site during project operations, 

all appropriate precautions shall be implemented to avoid or minimize unintended 

impacts.  These precautions include, but are not limited to: 

o Cessation of operation of any moving equipment that is observed within 30 

meters of a GST.   

o Immediate cessation of operation of any mechanical dredging equipment if a 

GST is observed within 30 meters of the equipment. 

o Operations may not resume until the GST has departed the monitoring zone 

by its own accord or has not been observed for a 15-minute period of time. 

 Biological monitors will maintain a written log of all GST observations during 

project operations.  This observation log will be provided to the Corps and NMFS 

as an attachment to the post-construction report for the project.  Each observation 

log will contain the following information: 

1. Observer name and title;  

2. Type of construction activity (maintenance dredging, etc.);  

3. Date and time animal first observed (for each observation);  

4. Date and time observation ended (for each observation).  A GST 

observation will terminate if (1) an animal is observed exiting the 

monitoring zone or (2) after a 15-minute period of no observation 

(assumption is that animal has exited, but was not observed to do so); 

5. Location of monitor (latitude/longitude), direction of GST in relation to 

the monitor, and estimated distance (in meters) of GST to the monitor;  

6. Nature and duration of equipment shutdown. 

 

 Any observations involving the potential “take” of GSTs will be reported to the 

Corps within 10 minutes of the incident and to the NMFS stranding coordinator 

immediately. 

 The Corps and its contractors will inform all personnel associated with the 

construction work of the potential presence of GSTs and the requirement to monitor 

a 30 meter designated monitoring zone around all in-water equipment and vessels to 

avoid interactions with, or “take” of GSTs.  Prior to the commencement of on-site 

construction work, all contractor personnel (including sub-contractor personnel) 

will be trained by a Corps biologist (or qualified biologist approved by the Corps) 

on GST identification and observation protocols to be followed in the event that a 

GST is sighted.  All construction personnel are responsible for observing and 

reporting the presence of GSTs during all water-related construction activities.  

 The contractor will implement an Environmental Protection Plan that will include a 

GST Monitoring and Avoidance Plan and an employee training program on GST 

observation protocols, avoidance, and minimization measures. 

 A pre-construction survey would be performed to document eelgrass extent in the 

areas of nearshore reef and sediment placement. If eelgrass is present, the location 
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of rocky reef and sand placement would be adjusted to avoid impacts to all existing 

eelgrass habitat. 

Background and Action Agency’s Effects Determination 

A small population of green sea turtles persists in the San Gabriel River, and within Anaheim 

Bay and the Seal Beach National Wildlife Refuge (SBNWR) estuarine complex (Crear et al. 

2016). The available information suggests that while green turtles are present in the San Gabriel 

River year round, their presence may be more seasonal in other locations during the summer and 

fall when water temperatures are warmer, including: Anaheim Bay, the SBNWR, 

Sunset/Huntington Harbor, and Alamitos Bay. Crear et al. (2016) showed that acoustically 

tagged juvenile sea turtles left SBNWR/Anaheim Bay and moved into the San Gabriel River 

during winter months, when temperatures dropped below 15° Celsius (C). Conversely, turtles 

moved through Anaheim Bay to get to the 7th Street Basin in the SBNWR during summer and 

fall months to forage on eelgrass beds. The bay and estuarine habitat areas in which green sea 

turtles appear to most frequently occur are primarily adjacent and inshore of the action area.  

NMFS’s Southwest Fisheries Science Center (SWFSC) has been monitoring green turtles 

throughout southern California, including Anaheim Bay and the SBNWR, to characterize 

population structure, foraging ecology, and movement patterns. For example, NMFS has been 

studying a local population of green sea turtles in San Diego Bay. These turtles are known to be 

attracted to the high concentrations of eelgrass and the presence of this important food item and 

habitat for other preferred prey species likely influences their activity patterns within San Diego 

Bay (Lemmons et al. 2011). While the specific importance of eelgrass in East San Pedro Bay has 

not been characterized, we conclude eelgrass is likely a similarly important habitat feature for 

green sea turtles that may be found within the project area. In addition to eelgrass, other 

important prey species identified in San Diego Bay included mobile and sessile invertebrates, as 

well as red and green algae to a lesser degree (Lemmons et al. 2011), which may also be found 

in shallow nearshore parts of the action area. 

In addition, the Navy, in collaboration with NMFS, has been implementing a green sea turtle 

satellite tagging study to help monitor and better understand impacts of the Navy actions on 

green sea turtles within the Anaheim Bay estuarine complex. Preliminary results from this effort 

indicate that habitat utilization is highest within the SBNWR, but a limited number of forays 

have occurred in the adjacent nearshore within the action area (Bredvik et al. 2019). For 

example, tagging study results indicate limited use of shallow nearshore habitat in East San 

Pedro Bay, which harbors eelgrass habitat in various locations. In addition, preliminary tagging 

study results also indicate limited movements within and adjacent to the Surfside/Sunset borrow 

site. 

The USACE concluded that the TSP may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect the federally 

threatened East Pacific (Chelonia mydas) DPS of green sea turtles. In summary, the USACE 

concluded that construction activities would not likely cause direct mortality, would not result in 

the direct loss of habitat for green sea turtles, and would only temporarily increase turbidity and 

noise in the action area. Proposed habitat restoration features would result in long-term beneficial 

impacts to green sea turtles by creation of 30 acres of new eelgrass habitat, which may increase 

foraging opportunities. In addition, the USACE committed to a number of conservation measures 
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that would avoid and/or minimize impacts to green sea turtles. No critical habitat has been 

designated for the East Pacific DPS, therefore, no impacts to critical habitat would occur. 

The USACE also determined that the TSP would adversely affect essential fish habitat for 

various federally managed species within the Coastal Pelagic Species, Highly Migratory Species, 

and Pacific Coast Groundfish Fishery Management Plans (FMP) due to short term increases in 

turbidity and noise, mechanical impacts to benthic habitat, and habitat conversions. However, the 

USACE concluded that the project would have a net, positive impact on EFH, due to the 

restoration and/or establishment of eelgrass, rocky reef, and kelp habitat, which are all habitat 

areas of particular concern (HAPC) for various federally managed species within the Pacific 

Coast Groundfish FMP.  

ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT 

Effects of the Action 

Under the ESA, “effects of the action” are all consequences to listed species or critical habitat 

that are caused by the proposed action, including the consequences of other activities that are 

caused by the proposed action. A consequence is caused by the proposed action if it would not 

occur but for the proposed action and it is reasonably certain to occur. Effects of the action may 

occur later in time and may include consequences occurring outside the immediate area involved 

in the action (50 CFR 402.02). In our analysis, which describes the effects of the proposed 

action, we considered 50 CFR 402.17(a) and (b). When evaluating whether the proposed action 

is not likely to adversely affect listed species or critical habitat, NMFS considers whether the 

effects are expected to be completely beneficial, insignificant, or discountable. Completely 

beneficial effects are contemporaneous positive effects without any adverse effects to the species 

or critical habitat. Insignificant effects relate to the size of the impact and should never reach the 

scale where take occurs. Discountable effects are those extremely unlikely to occur. 

 

The potential effects of the proposed action include risks of injury, general disturbance, 

loss/avoidance of habitat, and/or mortality to sea turtles as a result of project activities through 

the use of vessels, cranes, dredges, or any other equipment needed to complete project activities. 

Any turtles present in the project area may be subjected to significant injuries if struck by a 

vessel or dredging equipment being used, or by falling rocks as a result of reef construction 

activities. Turtles may also be affected through collisions with vessels that are transporting 

dredged materials to the nearshore disposal sites. Additionally, habitats in the vicinity of the 

project area that may be utilized by sea turtles, such as eelgrass and shallow nearshore habitat, 

have the potential to be impacted via disturbance or degradation. In their consultation request, 

the USACE committed to a number of avoidance and minimization measures described above in 

the project description. These measures are expected to minimize the risk of potential adverse 

effects to green sea turtles caused by the proposed activities in the unlikely event that a turtle is 

encountered during the project.  

Direct Contact Injury  

Dredging equipment poses a direct contact threat to green sea turtles. The use of a clamshell 

dredge comes with the possibility of striking or trapping an unseen turtle, which may lead to 

serious injury or mortality. However, the clamshell dredging method involves relatively slow-
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moving machinery that impacts small areas of substrate at a time. In order for a turtle to be 

entrapped by a clamshell, it would have to avoid detection and remain in the same location, 

despite the presence of the moving dredging equipment. Considering the lack of foraging habitat 

near the Surfside/Sunset borrow pit and the expectation of turtles to avoid the project area due to 

noise generation disturbance, NMFS does not expect there to be a significant presence of turtles 

in the project area during dredging operations. Furthermore, clamshell dredging has been shown 

to be less harmful to turtles when compared to other dredging methods, primarily in comparison 

to hopper dredging (NMFS and USFWS 1991) or other dredging methods that utilize suction or 

hydraulic intakes.  

In general, the risks of direct contact injury for sea turtles as a result of dredging are low as green 

sea turtles do not commonly occur near the Surfside/Sunset borrow pit, based on the information 

previously described. However, because there is a possibility of green sea turtles being present, 

the proposed project includes measures that are designed to minimize the risk of sea turtles 

coming into direct contact with any vessels, equipment, or debris. For example, the project area 

will be monitored for green sea turtles. If a turtle is observed within a 30 meter perimeter around 

activities, operations will cease for at least 15 minutes or until the animal is observed outside of 

the 30 meter zone, ensuring that any turtles have vacated the project area. If any turtles are in the 

project areas but avoid detection, we expect that those turtles will detect the commencement of 

project activities as dredging equipment and/or vessels begin to ramp up operations in the turtle’s 

immediate vicinity, and will have an opportunity to move away, especially during the initial 

stages of mobilizing equipment and vessels for work. 

The severity of injuries resulting from a collision between a GST and a project vessel typically 

depends on the size and speed of the vessel (Knowlton and Kraus 2001, Laist et al. 2001, 

Vanderlaan and Taggart 2007). For example, research has shown that lethality, defined as 

mortality or serious injury, increases with vessel speed. As described above in the proposed 

avoidance and minimization measures, vessels will be moving at relatively slow speeds while 

conducting project-related movements. While vessel collisions are the primary identified cause 

of green sea turtle strandings along the west coast of the United States (LeRoux 2015, NMFS 

unpublished stranding data), the likelihood of collisions between sea turtles and project vessels 

moving at such slow speeds is remote, as we expect alert vessel operators, biological monitors, 

and turtles to be able to avoid collisions.  

NMFS expects that the implementation of the proposed avoidance and minimization measures 

will be effective at reducing the risks of direct contact between sea turtles and vessels and/or 

dredging equipment. Given the low likelihood that sea turtles will commonly be in the project 

areas, and the additional impact minimization measures that can be triggered as a result of 

monitoring and avoidance measures, NMFS concludes that the likelihood of direct contact with 

vessels and/or dredging equipment resulting in severe injury or mortality as a result of the 

proposed dredging project is discountable. 

General Disturbance  

In general, all in-water construction projects present some degree or risk of disturbance to any 

green sea turtles that may be present within the project area. Dredging and other vessel-based 

operations that may involve the generation of underwater or surface sounds or the increase of 

turbidity in the water column have the potential to create some level of disturbance for any green 
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sea turtles that are nearby. However, clamshell dredging typically generates low frequency sound 

pressure levels, from 100 to 12 dB re 1 micro-Pascal (Dickerson et al. 2001). These levels are 

below the 160 dB re 1 micro-Pascal criteria for marine mammal harassment, which NMFS also 

uses as a general guideline for sea turtles, in the absence of species-specific information. Little 

data exists on the behavior of sea turtles in response to noise generate by dredging activities, but 

we expect the reaction to any disturbance that may be created by the proposed action will be 

avoidance of the immediate project area.  

Given the lack of important foraging habitat features near the Surfside/Sunset borrow pit, we do 

not expect turtles to spend a significant time near the dredging operations. Similarly, we do not 

expect turtles to frequently utilize the areas proposed for rock placement at the kelp and rocky 

reef restoration sites given the lack of important foraging habitat features currently present. 

Therefore, avoidance of these areas is not likely to significantly impact or disrupt the regular 

movements or behaviors of turtles. Within East San Pedro Bay, green sea turtles may spend 

relatively more time in the areas proposed for nearshore reef and sediment placement given that 

these areas contain some important foraging habitat features, such as eelgrass vegetation and 

associated shallow subtidal habitat. However, there have been only limited observations of green 

sea turtles in these areas. The majority of construction work will occur in the winter months 

when green sea turtles are expected to occur most frequently in enclosed bays and estuarine areas 

outside the action area, thereby minimizing exposure to general disturbances associated with 

construction activities. Temporary avoidance of a small portion of available foraging habitats is 

not likely to limit foraging abilities or have any detectable effect on the health of sea turtles, as 

they are not expected to rely specifically or exclusively on the project areas for forage, rest, or 

refuge, especially given the quantity and quality of foraging habitat further south. Therefore, 

NMFS expects that any effects or disturbance resulting from exposure to project activities will be 

insignificant, given the low probability that turtles will be in the project area for extended periods 

of time and the lack of any expected impact on health and fitness that avoidance of these areas 

would have on green sea turtles. 

Impacts to foraging habitat 

The project is expected to provide a long term increase in the amount of foraging habitat in East 

San Pedro Bay, which NMFS expects will have a beneficial impact to green sea turtles. The 

USACE has concluded that construction activities would not result in the direct loss of existing 

eelgrass habitat, and has made environmental commitments to ensure any losses would be 

avoided. Specifically, a pre-construction survey would be performed to document eelgrass extent 

in the areas of nearshore reef and sediment placement. If eelgrass is present, the location of rocky 

reef and sand placement would be adjusted to avoid impacts to all existing eelgrass habitat. 

Therefore, NMFS concludes that the potential risks of impacts to the quantity, quality, or 

availability of sea turtle foraging habitat as a result of the proposed project are expected to be 

insignificant. 

Conclusion 

Based on this analysis, NMFS concurs with the USACE that the proposed action is not likely to 

adversely affect the federally threatened green sea turtle. Reinitiation of Consultation  
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Reinitiation of consultation is required and shall be requested by USACE or by NMFS, where 

discretionary Federal involvement or control over the action has been retained or is authorized by 

law and (1) the proposed action causes take; (2) new information reveals effects of the action that 

may affect listed species or critical habitat in a manner or to an extent not previously considered; 

(3) the identified action is subsequently modified in a manner that causes an effect to the listed 

species or critical habitat that was not considered in the written concurrence; or (4) a new species 

is listed or critical habitat designated that may be affected by the identified action (50 CFR 

402.16). This concludes the ESA portion of this consultation. 

MAGNUSON-STEVENS FISHERY CONSERVATION AND MANAGEMENT ACT 

Under the MSA, this consultation is intended to promote the protection, conservation and 

enhancement of EFH as necessary to support sustainable fisheries and the managed species’ 

contribution to a healthy ecosystem. For the purposes of the MSA, EFH means “those waters and 

substrate necessary to fish for spawning, breeding, feeding, or growth to maturity”, and includes 

the associated physical, chemical, and biological properties that are used by fish (50 CFR 

600.10), and “adverse effect” means any impact which reduces either the quality or quantity of 

EFH (50 CFR 600.910(a)). Adverse effects may include direct, indirect, site-specific or habitat-

wide impacts, including individual, cumulative, or synergistic consequences of actions. 

The effects of dredging on EFH may include 1) direct removal/burial of organisms; 2) 

turbidity/siltation effects, including light attenuation from turbidity; 3) contaminant release and 

uptake, including nutrients, metals, and organics; 4) release of oxygen consuming substances; 5) 

entrainment; 6) noise disturbances; and 7) alteration to hydrodynamic regimes and physical 

habitat. The disposal of dredge material can adversely affect EFH by 1) impacting or destroying 

benthic communities, 2) affecting adjacent habitats, 3) creating turbidity plumes and introducing 

contaminants and/or nutrients. Adverse impacts to EFH from the introduction of fill material 

include 1) loss of habitat function and 2) changes in hydrologic patterns.  

NMFS generally concurs with the USACE’s determination that the TSP would adversely affect 

EFH for various federally managed species within the Coastal Pelagic Species, Highly Migratory 

Species, and Pacific Coast Groundfish Fishery Management Plans (FMP) due to short term 

increases in turbidity and noise, mechanical impacts to benthic habitat, and habitat conversions. 

In general, the habitat conversions associated with project activities are expected to provide a 

net, positive impact on EFH, due to the restoration and/or establishment of eelgrass, rocky reef, 

and kelp habitat, which are all habitat areas of particular concern (HAPC) for various federally 

managed species within the Pacific Coast Groundfish FMP. However, NMFS has some concerns 

regarding potential adverse impacts to eelgrass habitat and the effects of artificial reefs in 

embayment habitats. In addition, NMFS believes the USACE should consider opportunities to 

beneficially reuse dredged material from other navigation projects to avoid and/or minimize the 

effects of dredging at the Surfside/Sunset borrow pit. 

According to the IFR, nearshore rocky reef construction would potentially result in the direct 

loss of approximately 0.5 acre of existing eelgrass habitat from direct rock/sediment placement o 

based on the feasibility-level design. Pre-construction eelgrass presence surveys would be 

conducted to determine presence of eelgrass within areas proposed for sand and rocky reef 

placement. Rocky reef and eelgrass sand placement would be adjusted as much as feasible 

during the detailed design phase as well as during construction to avoid impacts to all existing 
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eelgrass habitat. For example, the western-most rocky reef/eelgrass feature from west of Belmont 

Pier may be adjusted to a location fronting Peninsula Beach. This could reduce potential impacts 

to existing eelgrass west of the pier. NMFS supports conducting additional pre-construction 

eelgrass surveys to inform final site design to avoid adverse impacts to eelgrass habitat. In 

addition, NMFS believes that the USACE should avoid nearshore reef and sediment placement 

in areas that previously supported eelgrass habitat (e.g., Merkel and Associates, 2014). Given the 

project purpose to restore and/or enhance the habitat quality of East San Pedro Bay, it is 

reasonable to avoid disruptions to areas that previously supported eelgrass vegetation. Eelgrass is 

a dynamic resource with highly variable spatial distribution. Therefore, the final restoration 

design should also be informed by previous eelgrass mapping efforts.  

The project would convert or modify approximately 200 acres of unvegetated soft bottom 

habitat. In general, NMFS concurs with the IFR that these conversions are offset by 

establishment of equivalent acreage of higher-value habitats and adverse impacts to adjacent soft 

bottom habitat would be short-term. NMFS believes a carefully planned artificial reef 

constructed from quarry rock in appropriate seascape contexts can provide valuable marine 

resources comparable to those provided by natural reefs. However, NMFS generally has 

concerns regarding the cumulative effects associated with artificial hardening of embayment and 

estuary HAPC shoreline and associated shallow water habitat.  

Although construction of the rocky reef components is expected to create beneficial reef habitat 

for numerous native marine taxa, it may also facilitate colonization by non-native species that 

may be better equipped to exploit such habitats compared to native species (Wasson et al. 2005; 

Airoldi et al. 2015). Given the relative lack of natural hard bottom habitat in estuaries, the 

addition of artificial hard structures within this type of habitat may provide an invasion 

opportunity for non-indigenous hard substratum species (Glasby et al. 2007, Wasson et al. 2005, 

Tyrell and Byers, 2007). Several studies have demonstrated greater abundance of non-native 

organisms on artificial structures in bays and harbors relative to native species (Lambert and 

Lambert 1998; Glasby et al. 2007; Tyrrell and Byers 2007; Obaza and Williams 2018). There 

also exists the potential for non-natives to expand into nearby eelgrass habitat (Worcester 1994; 

Carman and Grunden 2010). Quantifying non-native communities on such structures provides 

valuable information for resource managers where, currently, data and management strategies 

are limited (Obaza and Williams 2018).  

Hydrodynamic forces and seascape context are likely important factors influencing community 

structure of artificial reef environments. Pondella et al. 2006 indicated that artificial reefs placed 

near the mouth of San Diego Bay yielded fisheries benefits. In addition, Davis et al (2002) found 

that intertidal sites closest to the mouth of San Diego Bay were most similar to exposed coast 

intertidal sites compared to more protected sites further from the bay mouth. The majority of 

rocky reef establishment activities associated with the TSP occur near the mouth of the 

breakwater enclosed East San Pedro Bay, which suggests that these reefs may yield fisheries 

benefits more similar to open coast reefs, as found in San Diego Bay (Pondella et al. 2006). 

However, some of the reef components may be sufficiently protected within the bay to yield a 

community structure different than open-coast natural reefs, and may be more prone to harboring 

non-native species. Consistent with the National Artificial Reef Plan (NOAA 2007), the USACE 

should establish a performance monitoring program that, among other things, can detect whether 

the reefs are having any unexpected negative consequences, such as facilitating the spread of 
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non-native species. Therefore, NMFS believes that the USACE should include non-native 

species abundance and distribution as a performance measure in the monitoring and adaptive 

management program. 

Lastly, the USACE should consider opportunities to beneficially reuse dredged material from 

other navigation projects to avoid and/or minimize the effects of dredging at the Surfside/Sunset 

borrow pit. For example, the USACE’s Port of Long Beach (POLB) Deep Draft Navigation 

Project assumes that 2.5 million cubic yards of sediment may be placed at the Surfside/Sunset 

borrow site. In order to reduce dredging related habitat disturbances at the borrow site, the 

USACE should commit to beneficially re-using dredge and fill material from nearby navigation 

projects to the fullest extent practicable.  

EFH Conservation Recommendations 

The TSP contains a number of best management practices, standard operating procedures, 

conservation measures, and mitigation measures to reduce the effects of the project on EFH. 

Except where noted in our conservation recommendations, NMFS believes the mitigation and 

conservation measures are integral components of the proposed action, and expects that all 

proposed activities will be completed consistent with those measures. Any deviation from these 

measures will be beyond the scope of this consultation and may require supplemental 

consultation in order to determine what effects, if any, the modified action is likely to have on 

EFH. 

Based upon the above effects analysis, NMFS has determined that the proposed project would 

adversely affect EFH for various federally managed fish species under the Coastal Pelagic 

Species, Pacific Coast Groundfish Species, and Highly Migratory Species FMPs. Therefore, 

pursuant to section 305(b)(4)(A) of the MSA, NMFS offers the following EFH conservation 

recommendations to avoid, minimize, mitigate, or otherwise offset the adverse effects to EFH. 

1. In addition to avoiding vegetated eelgrass habitat observed in the planned pre-

construction survey, the USACE should avoid nearshore reef and sediment placement in 

areas previously mapped as eelgrass habitat (Merkel and Associates, 2014). 

2. The USACE should incorporate non-native species abundance and distribution as a 

performance measure in the monitoring and adaptive management program. Specifically, 

the USACE should include monitoring of non-native and/or invasive algae (e.g., 

Caulerpa taxifolia, Sargassum horneri, S. muticum, Undaria pinnatifida), and non-native 

sessile invertebrates, such as conspicuous space-occupying, bryozoans (e.g., Bugula 

neritina, Watersipora subtorquata, Zoobotryon verticillatum), mussels (Arcuatula 

senhousia, Mytilus galloprovincialis), Pacific oyster (Crassostrea gigas), and tunicates 

(e.g., Botrylloides spp., Ciona spp., Diplosoma listerianum, Microcosmus squamiger, 

Styela spp.). 

3. The USACE should evaluate the feasibility of beneficially re-using suitable dredged 

material for ecosystem restoration purposes within East San Pedro Bay. Specifically, the 

USACE should evaluate the feasibility of utilizing dredged material from the USACE’s 

POLB Deep Draft Navigation Project to support restoration measures identified in the 

TSP.  



13 
 

Within 30 days after receiving these recommendations, you must provide NMFS with a detailed 

written response (50 CFR 600.920(k)(1)). The number of conservation recommendations 

accepted should be clearly identified in that response. If your response is inconsistent with the 

EFH conservation recommendations, you must explain why the recommendations will not be 

followed, including the scientific justification for any disagreements over the anticipated effects 

of the action and the measures needed to avoid, minimize, mitigate, or offset such effects. 

The USACE must reinitiate EFH consultation with NMFS if the proposed action is substantially 

revised in a way that may adversely affect EFH, or if new information becomes available that 

affects the basis for NMFS’ EFH conservation recommendations (50 CFR 600. 920(l)). This 

concludes the MSA portion of this consultation. 

Please direct questions regarding this letter to Bryant Chesney in our Long Beach, California 

office at 562-980-4037 and/or Bryant.Chesney@noaa.gov. 

 

 Sincerely,  

 Chris Yates 

 Assistant Regional Administrator 

 for Protected Resources Division 

 

cc: Administrative File:  151422WCR2020PR00032 

  

mailto:Bryant.Chesney@noaa.gov
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS, LOS ANGELES DISTRICT 

915 WILSHIRE BOULEVARD, SUITE 930 
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90017-3489 

June 19, 2020 

Mr. Chris Yates 
Assistant Regional Administrator for Protected Resources 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
National Marine Fisheries Service, West Coast Region 
501 West Ocean Boulevard, Suite 4200  
Attention:  Mr. Bryant Chesney 
Long Beach, California 90802-4213 

Dear Mr. Yates: 

     On May 1, 2020, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Los Angeles District (Corps) received a 
National Marine Fisheries Service’s (NMFS) Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and 
Management Act (MSFCMA) Essential Fish Habitat response for the East San Pedro Bay 
Ecosystem Restoration Feasibility Study, Los Angeles County, California (National Marine 
Fisheries Service reference no. 151422WCRO202000072, dated May 1, 2020), and a 
discussion was held with NMFS staff on May 26, 2020 to discuss the recommendations. 

     This letter provides the Corps’ response to the conservation recommendations contained in 
the above referenced document in accordance with section 305(b)(4)(B) of the MSFCMA.  

     As part of the proposed action, the Corps would be implementing environmental 
commitments to avoid and minimize impacts to Essential Fish Habitat. Your office has reviewed 
the project and provided three (3) conservation recommendations to avoid, minimize, mitigate, 
or otherwise offset the adverse effects of the proposed action on Essential Fish Habitat, as well 
as an analysis for how the conservation recommendations were determined. 

     In the attached Enclosure, the Corps has provided a response to each Essential Fish Habitat 
conservation recommendation provided by NMFS. The Corps believes that it has met the intent 
of the law, and considers this consultation with your office pursuant to the MSFCMA complete. 
We appreciate the time and careful consideration of NMFS staff in evaluating the proposed 
project and for providing Essential Fish Habitat conservation recommendations. We look 
forward to a continued productive partnership with NMFS in ensuring the restoration of marine 
aquatic habitat in southern California.  

     Should you have any questions about our response, please contact Dr. Chris L. Chabot, 
Project Biologist, at (213) 452-3861 or via email at christopher.l.chabot@usace.army.mil. 

Sincerely, 

Eduardo T. De Mesa 
Chief, Planning Division 

Enclosure 



ENCLOSURE: USACE Response to National Marine Fisheries Service’s (NMFS) Essential 
Fish Habitat (EFH) Conservation Recommendations for East San Pedro Bay Ecosystem 
Restoration Feasibility Study 

NMFS EFH Conservation Recommendation 1. 

In addition to avoiding vegetated eelgrass habitat observed in the planned pre-construction 
survey, the USACE should avoid nearshore reef and sediment placement in areas previously 
mapped as eelgrass habitat (Merkel and Associates, 2014). By email dated May 26, 2020, the 
NMFS noted that this conservation recommendation incorrectly cited the Merkel and 
Associates, 2014 eelgrass report, and should have cited to Merkel and Associates, Inc. 2017. 
2016 Southern California Bight Regional Eelgrass Surveys. Report prepared for National Marine 
Fisheries Service. 
 
USACE Response to EFH Conservation Recommendation 1. 
 
Based on data obtained from the planned pre-construction survey, areas mapped as previously 
having eelgrass by Merkel and Associates in 2016, and the suitable areas for nearshore reef 
placement indicated in Figure 5-2 of the IFR/EIS/EIR, the USACE has determined that it is 
reasonably practicable to shift the locations of nearshore reef and sediment placement during 
the pre-construction engineering and design (PED) phase for the East San Pedro Ecosystem 
Restoration Project to avoid areas known to have previously supported eelgrass as indicated by 
the 2016 survey by Merkel and Associates, in addition to areas with existing eelgrass. The Final 
IFR/EIS/EIR will include this environmental commitment. 

NMFS EFH Conservation Recommendation 2. 

The USACE should incorporate non-native species abundance and distribution as a 
performance measure in the monitoring and adaptive management program. Specifically, the 
USACE should include monitoring of non-native and/or invasive algae (e.g., Caulerpa taxifolia, 
Sargassum horneri, S. muticum, Undaria pinnatifida), and non-native sessile invertebrates, such 
as conspicuous space-occupying, bryozoans (e.g., Bugula neritina, Watersipora subtorquata, 
Zoobotryon verticillatum), mussels (Arcuatula senhousia, Mytilus galloprovincialis), Pacific 
oyster (Crassostrea gigas), and tunicates (e.g., Botrylloides spp., Ciona spp., Diplosoma 
listerianum, Microcosmus squamiger, Styela spp.).  
 
USACE Response to EFH Conservation Recommendation 2. 

The USACE disagrees with the recommendation to establish non-native species abundance 
and distribution as a performance measure in the Monitoring and Adaptive Management Plan 
(MAMP) for the East San Pedro Ecosystem Restoration Project; however, the USACE will use 
monitoring data in support of identifying appropriate actions if performance measures are not 
met or for selecting adaptive management actions.  As written, performance measures 
described within the MAMP of the draft IFR/EIS/EIR are consistent with or similar to currently 
published performance measures for restored marine ecosystem projects (e.g., NMFS, 2014 
and Reed et al., 2006 & 2017).  As such, the USACE considers these performance measures 
satisfactory to evaluate project performance and to determine whether adaptive management 
measures are needed.  Within the Draft IFR/EIS/EIR, language was provided on page 2-7 of the 
MAMP pertaining to monitoring of non-native and/or invasive (e.g., nuisance) species 
abundance and distribution to inform decisions about whether the restoration is performing as 
intended (e.g., native cover measure) and, if not, what adaptive management measures (as 
briefly described on pages 3-2 and 3-3 for each of the restored habitats) can be taken to rectify 
the issue.  However, predicted nuisance species currently existing within the project area and 
the Southern California Bight were not identified for each of the restored habitats.  In regard to 



the non-native and/or invasive (i.e., nuisance) species NMFS specifically identifies for 
monitoring, the USACE agrees to amend the monitoring outlined in the MAMP to specifically 
include monitoring of non-native/invasive species of algae (e.g., Caulerpa taxifolia, Sargassum 
horneri, etc.) and sessile invertebrates including bryozoans (e.g., Bugula neritina), mussels 
(e.g., Arcuatula senhousia), Pacific oyster (Crassostrea gigas), and tunicates (e.g., Botrylloides 
spp., Ciona spp., etc.).  The USACE will commit to incorporating additional language detailing 
the monitoring and adaptive management of such species into the MAMP in the final 
IFR/EIS/EIR.   
 
NMFS EFH Conservation Recommendation 3. 
 
The USACE should evaluate the feasibility of beneficially re-using suitable dredged material for 
ecosystem restoration purposes within East San Pedro Bay. Specifically, the USACE should 
evaluate the feasibility of utilizing dredged material from the USACE’s POLB Deep Draft 
Navigation Project to support restoration measures identified in the TSP. 
 
USACE Response to EFH Conservation Recommendation 3. 
 
The USACE (and the Local Sponsor, the City of Long Beach) are committed to beneficially 
reusing dredge material to the maximum extent practicable. While we currently project using the 
Surfside Sunset borrow site, the possibility of utilizing dredged material from the Port of Long 
Beach Deep Draft Navigation Project will be evaluated during PED and a decision made based 
on sediment quality and the timing of construction for both projects. No specific projects have 
been identified that match construction timing and results from sediment analyses are 
necessary and will be conducted during PED. If beneficial use sites become available, the 
Corps would consider a supplemental analysis. 
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