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EAST SAN PEDRO BAY ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION STUDY
CITY OF LONG BEACH, CALIFORNIA
FINAL INTEGRATED FEASIBILITY REPORT
AND
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

The Federal lead agency responsible for implementing the National Environmental Policy Act {NEPA} is
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers [USACE), Los Angeles District. The local lead agency responsible for
implementing the California Environmental Quality Act {CEQA} is the City of Long Beach.

The Integrated Feasibility Report {IFR} for the East San Pedro Bay Ecosystem Restoration Feasibility
Study evaluates alternatives for restoring 18 square miles of the East San Pedro Bay from
approximately the Port of Long Beach to Alamitos Bay.

Restoration objectives include restoring aquatic ecosystems in a marine environment, to increase
abundance and biodiversity of marine populations in East San Pedro Bay. Restoration measures
considered include establishing additional rock habitat structure that would support kelp, eelgrass, and
other sensitive species or habitat types, and expanding sandy shorebird habitat and coastal wetlands.
The study is focused on evaluating opportunities to restore substrate habitats with broad ecosystem
value, rather than focusing on restoring for individual species. The study evaluated the No Action
Alternative and three action alternatives, Alternatives 2, 4A, and 8 in detail. The Recommended Plan is
the National Ecosystem Restoration Plan, Alternative 4A, which includes the following activities:

e Sourcing, transporting, and staging approximately 680,000 tons of quarry stone over the eight
years of active construction;

e Construction of 24 separate kelp beds totaling approximately 121 acres, consisting of a single
layer of rock approximately five acres each using “push off” method from an anchored derrick
barge;

e Construction of two separate open water rocky reefs totaling approximately 29 acres, with
each reef containing roughly 50 individual mounds of rocks ranging in height between 3-12 feet
and approximately 80-100 feet in diameter;

e Construction of six separate nearshore rocky reefs totaling approximately 20 acres, with each
reef covering 4-5 acres in a linear configuration parallel to the shoreline;

e Dredging approximately 100,000 cubic yards of sand from the Surfside/Sunset borrow area,
and placing sand on leeward or beach side of nearshore rocky reefs for eelgrass beds;

e Planting of eelgrass in six discrete beds totaling approximately 30 acres on leeward side of the
six nearshore rocky reefs using transplanted eelgrass material from donor beds.

A notice of availability of the draft environmental impact statement (EIS) was published in the Federal
Register on November 25, 2019. The Draft IFR, which contains the EIS, was also published on the Los
Angeles District’s website November 25, 2019. The 60-day public comment period ended on January 27,
2020. All comments received were considered and incorporated into the Final IFR, as appropriate.
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For further information, please contact the USACE at the following address:

ESPB DDN Comments
Headquarters

U.S Army Corps of Engineers
ATTN: CECQ-P (IP)

7701 Telegraph Road
Alexandria, VA 22315-3860

This Final IFR serves as the Final EIR under CEQA. It has been posted to the State of California’s
Clearinghouse at the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research at
http://opr.ca.gov/clearinghouse/ceqa. The State Clearinghouse number for the EIR is .The
State Clearinghouse may be contacted at (916) 445-0613 or state.clearinghouse@opr.ca.gov.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

ES.1 INTRODUCTION

This Final Integrated Feasibility Report (IFR) presents a summary of the ongoing planning process for the
East San Pedro Bay (ESPB) Ecosystem Restoration Feasibility Study (Study). This IFR also fulfills both
federal National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)? and state California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
environmental documentation requirements as the combined Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
and Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

The City of Long Beach, California (City) requested Federal partnership from the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers (USACE) Los Angeles District to address aquatic ecosystem restoration opportunities within
ESPB. A Feasibility Cost Sharing Agreement was signed between the City, the non-Federal sponsor for
the Study, and the Department of the Army on November 10, 2010, initiating the feasibility phase of the
Study. Staff from the USACE Los Angeles District office and the City make up the Project Delivery Team,
or PDT.

The Study is being conducted and prepared as an interim response to Senate Committee on Public
Works Resolution, approved 25 June 1969, reading in part:

“Resolved by the Committee on Public Works of the United States Senate, that the Board of
Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, created under Section 3 of the River and Harbor Act, approved June
13, 1902, be, and is hereby requested to review the report of the Chief of Engineers on the Los
Angeles and San Gabriel Rivers and Ballona Creek, California, published as House Document
Numbered 838, Seventy-sixth Congress, and other pertinent reports, with a view to determining
whether any modifications contained herein are advisable at the present time, in the resources in the
Los Angeles County Drainage Area.”

The Energy and Water Development and Related Agencies Appropriations Act for Fiscal Year 2010, Pub.
L. 111-085, provided funds for the Long Beach Breakwater Reconnaissance Study, as specifically listed on
the table on page 41 of Conference Report No. 111-278 to accompany H.R. 3183 dated September 30,
2009.

ES.2 STUDY AREA AND PROPOSED PROJECT AREA

The Study Area, shown in Figure ES-1, encompasses the entire San Pedro Bay, whereas the proposed
Project Area is focused on the eastern portion of San Pedro Bay. The Study Area is part of a larger area
known as the Southern California Bight (SCB), a coastal region from Point Conception west of Santa
Barbara to the Mexico border. The proposed Project Area shown below in Figure ES-2, located within
the broader Study Area shown in Figure ES-4, is located offshore from the city of Long Beach, California.
This 18 square mile area (11,465 acres), shown as a shovel-shaped red polygon, lies within the eastern
portion of San Pedro Bay, and typically referred to as ESPB.

The proposed Project Area includes approximately 4 miles of the Long Beach shoreline bisected by the
Belmont Pier as labeled in Figure ES-2. The Los Angeles River estuary (LARE) and major features
including Shoreline Village and the Queen Mary, are shown on the upper left corner of the map. The

1 The new NEPA regulations issued by the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) apply to NEPA processes begun after September 14, 2020,
but federal agencies have discretion to apply the new NEPA regulations to on-going NEPA processes or proceed to apply the prior CEQ
regulations. The NEPA process in this instance started before September 14, 2020, and the USACE has decided to proceed to apply the prior
CEQ regulations. For more information pertaining to NEPA and CEQ regulations, please visit https://ceq.doe.gov/.
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Port of Long Beach and associated piers are shown to the west. The Middle Breakwater and the Long
Beach Breakwater are the horizontal green lines at the bottom of the map to the south. The green lines
on the breakwaters, along shorelines, oil islands and port infrastructure represent existing kelp beds. To
the east of the proposed Project Area are Alamitos Bay Jetties, which serve as the entrance to Alamitos
Bay, just northwest of the City of Seal Beach. The pink areas within Alamitos Bay and along the Long
Beach shoreline represents existing eelgrass beds. The blue contour lines represent the depths in feet of
water below Mean Lower Low Water or MLLW surface water elevation.

ES.3 PURPOSE AND NEED

The purpose of the action (i.e., the ecosystem restoration project) is defined as the “planning
objectives” described below and in Section 2.2 and the need for the action is defined as the “Study
Problems” described below and in Section 2.1.

PROBLEMS, OPPORTUNITIES, OBJECTIVES, AND CONSTRAINTS
The following Study Problems have been identified for this Study:

1. Loss of sensitive marine habitat with associated nursery, reproductive, and other ecological
functions; and

2. Reduced abundance and biodiversity of marine populations as a result of habitat loss.

This Study’s purpose addresses the USACE aquatic ecosystem restoration mission with the stated goal
to:

Restore and improve aquatic ecosystem structure and function for increased habitat biodiversity and
ecosystem value of the San Pedro Bay within the proposed Project Area of East San Pedro Bay.

;
b

POl ok
v ‘\Lo‘h{ﬂbach

East San Pedro Bay

A Middle Breakwater Long{ Beach Breakwater

PROPOSED PROJECT AREA

San Pedro Breakwater

Figure ES-1: Study Area (San Pedro Bay)
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Figure ES-2 Proposed Project Area Map

e Existing open and undeveloped areas with minimal or degraded habitats in the proposed Project
Area are available for restoration to provide restored ecosystem functions and increased
biodiversity in ESPB within the regional setting of San Pedro Bay and the greater Southern
California Bight (SCB).

e The proposed Project Area contains an abundance of soft-bottom habitat that can be converted
to complex habitats to restore lost ecological functioning within the San Pedro Bay, including
benefits to support migratory species with ranges that extend far beyond the San Pedro Bay.

e Restoration features can be located within the proposed Project Area to be compatible with
existing environmental conditions and processes and to contribute to regional connectivity to
estuarine and open water environments within and outside of the region.

e Restoration features can be configured within the proposed Project Area to intentionally deliver
highest habitat value, augmenting the value of existing habitat that grew as an “unintended
consequence” of construction of ports, the breakwaters, and oil islands.

e Augment existing habitat on the breakwaters with strategically placed rock to maximize optimal
environmental conditions for rocky reef and/or kelp beds.

e Beneficial uses of dredged sediments and construction materials can be used to construct
features that mimic degraded or lost habitats such as rocky reefs, emergent sandy islands, kelp
beds, or coastal wetlands to restore regional patterns of ecosystem functions and outputs.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ES-3
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e Kelp beds and rocky reef lost or degraded due to navigational functions in San Pedro Bay can be
restored within the proposed Project Area where optimal open ocean conditions exist that do
not interfere with navigational operations.

e Shallow nearshore areas provide suitable restoration opportunities for intertidal and subtidal
habitats that have been lost such as sandy islands and rocky reef.

Restoring coastal marine habitat within the San Pedro Bay is expected to 1) increase breeding and
nursery areas for a wide array of coastal organisms, 2) provide habitat for fishes, invertebrates,
mammals, and reptiles, 3) boost aquatic wildlife and coastal bird populations, and 4) support
populations of fishes and invertebrates that are important forage for high level consumers within the
surrounding SCB ecosystem and along the remainder of the U.S. west coast.

The overall planning objective is to:

Restore and support the sustained functioning of aquatic habitats such as kelp, rocky reef, coastal
wetlands, and other types historically present in San Pedro Bay of sufficient quality and quantity
to support diverse resident and migratory species within the San Pedro Bay during the period of
analysis (50 years).

The 50-year period of analysis begins in 2030, known as the Base Year. 2
The specific sub-objectives related to the overall planning objective are as follows:

Increase the extent (total area) of complex aquatic habitats within the proposed Project Area.

b. Increase the diversity and spatial heterogeneity of complex aquatic habitat types (e.g., rocky
reef, kelp forest, etc.) within the proposed Project Area.

c. Increase the overall connectivity of complex aquatic habitat types within and adjacent to the
proposed Project Area by restoring habitat areas in a way to facilitate the movement of species
between habitat nodes to support and enhance existing food webs.

The planning constraints and considerations for the Study include:

e Constraint 1: Avoid negative impacts to U.S. Navy’s operations including activities in support of
national security and other missions.

e Constraint 2: Do not significantly reduce operational capacity for the ports, THUMS oil extraction
islands or other existing maritime operations.

e Constraint 3: Do not allow for infilling any of the energy island borrow pits located within the
ESPB boundary.

e Consideration 1: Minimize impacts to known major utilities or navigation channels and
anchorages.

e Consideration 2: Avoid increases in shoreline erosion, wave related damages, and coastal
flooding to existing residences, public infrastructure, marinas, existing jetties, other structures,
and recreational beaches.

e Consideration 3: Minimize impact to flood risk management operations on the Los Angeles
River.

e Consideration 4: Minimize vulnerability of coastal areas to accelerating sea level rise.

2 The Base Year is when the proposed project is expected to be operational, typically following construction completion. The Base Year was
identified early in the Study process for estimating planning-level annual b