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Chapter 28 
RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

28.1 Introduction 
The draft EIR/EIS was released to the public and regulatory agencies for a 60-day (EIR) and 57-day (EIS) 
review period ending April 10, 2012.  See Section 1.8.1 for details of the distribution and public hearing 
process.  The Sanitation Districts and Corps received 52 comment letters, oral comments, and comment 
cards on the draft EIR/EIS during the public review period.  Table 28-1 presents a list of agencies, 
organizations, and individuals who commented on the draft EIR/EIS.  Letters, public hearing transcripts, 
and comment cards are provided in Appendix 28-A. 

Table 28-1.  List of Comment Letters Received on the Clearwater Program Draft EIR/EIS 

Commenter  Source of Comment Date (2012) 
Agencies 

A1 U.S. Department of Homeland Security, Federal Emergency Management Agency February 14  
A2 California Native American Heritage Commission February 15 
A3 City of Commerce February 23 
A4 City of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works, Bureau of Sanitation March 1 
A5 Port of Los Angeles (Public Hearing) March 8 
A6 U.S. Department of the Interior, Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance March 16 
A7 California State Lands Commission, Division of Environmental Planning and Management March 23 
A8 State of California, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse March 27 
A9 Central San Pedro Neighborhood Council March 28 

A10 City of Rancho Palos Verdes April 9 
A11 Port of Los Angeles April 9 
A12 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency April 9 
A13 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency April 10 
A14 California Department of Conservation, Division of Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources April 10 
A15 Northwest San Pedro Neighborhood Council April 10 
A16 South Coast Air Quality Management District April 19 
A17 City of South Gate April 24 
A18 State of California, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse May 25 
A19 State Water Resources Control Board May 23 

Public 
P1 ConocoPhillips Pipe Line Company February 27 
P2 Janet Gunter, Resident March 7 
P3 JoAnn Wysocki, Resident (Public Hearing) March 7 
P4 Kiran Magiawala, Resident (Public Hearing) March 7 
P5 Janet Gunter, Member, San Pedro Peninsula Homeowners United (Public Hearing) March 7 
P6 Lonna Calhoun, Resident (Public Hearing) March 8 
P7 John Winkler, Resident (Public Hearing) March 8 
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Table 28-1 (Continued) 

Commenter  Source of Comment Date (2012) 
Public 

P8 JoAnn Wysocki, Resident (Public Hearing) March 8 
P9 George Radovcich, Resident (Public Hearing) March 8 

P10 Cathy Beauregard, Resident (Public Hearing) March 8 
P11 Pat Rome, Resident (Public Hearing) March 8 
P12 Dave McCulloch, Resident (Public Hearing) March 8 
P13 Jody James, Board Member, San Pedro Peninsula Homeowners United (Public Hearing) March 8 
P14 Katy Watkins, Resident (Public Hearing) March 8 
P15 Jody James, Resident (Comment Card) March 6–8 
P16 Rosellen Trunnel (Comment Card) March 6–8 
P17 Robert Borden, Resident (Comment Card) March 6–8 
P18 Pat Rome, Harbor Pine Creek Homeowners Association (Comment Card) March 6–8 
P19 Katy Watkins, Resident (Comment Card) March 6–8 
P20 JoAnn Wysocki, Resident (Comment Card) March 6–8 
P21 Robert Stevens, Resident March 9 
P22 Laureen Vivian, Resident  March 10 
P23 Jody James, Resident March 11 
P24 Kiran Magiawala, Resident March 22 
P25 Jeanne Lacombe, Resident March 23 
P26 Heal the Bay April 4 
P27 John Winkler, Miraflores Home Owner Association Received April 9 
P28 Mark Wells, Resident April 9 
P29 Lonna Calhoun, Resident No Date 
P30 Heal the Bay April 10 
P31 Sierra Club Angeles Chapter April 10 
P32 Southern California Edison April 10 
P33 JoAnn Wysocki, Resident (Comment Card) April 10 
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28.2 Agencies 
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Commenter A1:  U.S. Department of Homeland Security, Federal 
Emergency Management Agency Region IX – Gregor Blackburn, 
Chief, Floodplain Management and Insurance Branch 
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Response to Comment A1-1 

The comment requests that the applicable Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs) and basic National Flood 
Insurance Program (NFIP) floodplain management building requirements be reviewed.  

During the Preliminary Screening Analysis (Appendix 1-A of the draft EIR/EIS, HYD-9), it was 
determined that the only project elements located within 100-year or 500-year floodplains, as shown on 
the applicable FIRMs, would be the shaft sites.  The only permanent structures located at these sites 
would be belowground access facilities.  The permanent facilities would not increase base flood elevation 
levels.  No habitable structures would be placed within floodplains.  No buildings would be placed in a 
coastal high hazard area.  Therefore, the NFIP floodplain management building requirements would not 
be applicable. 

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment A1-2 

This comment provides information about coordinating with the Los Angeles County floodplain manager 
to ensure that local floodplain management building requirements are met.   

During the project design period for all project components, the project engineer will coordinate with the 
Los Angeles County floodplain manager’s office and other local communities to ensure that the project 
features are designed in conformance with the local floodplain policies.   

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 
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Commenter A2:  California Native American Heritage Commission – 
Kay Sanchez, Program Analyst 
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Response to Comment A2-1 

The comment provides general guidelines for compliance with historical resources requirements under the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and recommends that a record search be conducted for the 
Clearwater Program. 

As described in Sections 7.2.2 and 7.2.3 of the draft EIR/EIS, on March 2, March 3, and March 16, 2010, 
an archival records search was conducted at the South Central Coastal Information Center of the 
California Historical Resources Information System located at California State University, Fullerton, to 
identify previously recorded archeological cultural resources and historical buildings within a 0.5-mile 
radius of program and project elements.  The records search included a review of federal, state, and local 
historic registers.  Previous architectural historical resources surveys and inventories in the area were also 
consulted.   

Pedestrian surveys were conducted at a number of program element sites including the San Jose Creek 
Water Reclamation Plant, Los Coyotes Water Reclamation Plant, Long Beach Water Reclamation Plant, 
and Joint Water Pollution Control Plant.  In addition, the Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County 
(Sanitation Districts) and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), in coordination with the California 
State Historic Preservation Officer, will conduct pedestrian surveys at the appropriate project element 
sites to ensure compliance with CEQA, the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), and the National 
Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). 

Through a letter dated March 16, 2010, ICF International (ICF), the environmental consulting firm 
responsible for the preparation of the EIR/EIS, contacted the Native American Heritage Commission 
(NAHC) on behalf of the Sanitation Districts and Corps requesting a Sacred Lands File review.  The 
NAHC responded to ICF via facsimile on April 20, 2010, with a Native American contact list for Los 
Angeles County.  The Sanitation Districts and Corps, in coordination with the California State Historic 
Preservation Officer, will contact tribal representatives on the contact list to ensure compliance with 
CEQA, NEPA, and NHPA. 

Accidental discovery of buried cultural resources and human remains was addressed with Mitigation 
Measure CUL-2 in the draft EIR/EIS.    

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 
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Commenter A3:  City of Commerce – Alex Hamilton, Assistant 
Director of Community Development 
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Response to Comment A3-1 

The comment provides positive feedback on the draft Executive Summary for the Clearwater Program 
draft Master Facilities Plan and draft EIR/EIS.  (Note that an attachment to the comment addressed a topic 
unrelated to the Clearwater Program; therefore, this attachment was not included in the comments on the 
draft EIR/EIS.)  

The Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers appreciate the 
positive feedback on the draft Executive Summary.  However, the comment does not address the 
EIR/EIS, so no response is necessary.  The comment will be provided to the decision makers for their 
consideration. 

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 
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Commenter A4:  City of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works, 
Bureau of Sanitation – Ali Poosti, Acting Division Manager, 
Wastewater Engineering Services Division 
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Response to Comment A4-1 

The comment states that the City of Los Angeles Bureau of Sanitation has no comments on the draft 
EIR/EIS as described because the Clearwater Program does not fall within its jurisdiction.  

No response is necessary.  However, the comment will be provided to the decision makers for their 
consideration. 

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 
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Commenter A5:  Port of Los Angeles – Augie Bezmalinovich (March 8, 
2012, Public Hearing at the Crowne Plaza Los Angeles Harbor Hotel, 
San Pedro, California) 
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Response to Comment A5-1 

The comment states that the Trans Pacific Container Service Corporation (TraPac) terminal area would 
not be available for use as shaft site due to the disruption and expenses it would cause.  The comment also 
requests close coordination with the Port of Los Angeles if the project were to be aligned through the 
port. 

Alternative 4 (the recommended alternative) would not be aligned through the Port of Los Angeles.  If, 
however, either Alternative 1 or Alternative 2 were selected for implementation, the Sanitation Districts 
of Los Angeles County (Sanitation Districts) would closely coordinate with port staff during the final 
design and construction phases to address concerns raised by this comment and ensure that port 
operations would not be disrupted.  Based on this comment, if either Alternative 1 or 2 were selected, the 
Sanitation Districts would need to either eliminate or relocate the proposed TraPac shaft site.  If new 
significant environmental impacts resulted from the access shaft relocation, they would have to be 
addressed in a subsequent environmental document. 

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment A5-2 

The comment requests that the Sanitation Districts explore the possibility of allowing the Terminal Island 
Water Reclamation Plant to discharge into a new Sanitation Districts’ ocean discharge system if the new 
ocean discharge system were aligned through the Port of Los Angeles. 

As shown in Table 4 in Appendix 1-B of the draft EIR/EIS, from early 2006 to late 2011, the Sanitation 
Districts met with the Port of Los Angeles and/or the City of Los Angeles Bureau of Sanitation on 
10 occasions to coordinate the potential construction of a Sanitation Districts’ ocean discharge system 
aligned through the Port of Los Angeles.  The possibility of allowing the Terminal Island Water 
Reclamation Plant to discharge into a new Sanitation Districts’ ocean discharge system was discussed at 
several of these coordination meetings.  Alternative 4, which is the recommended alternative identified in 
the draft EIR/EIS, is not aligned through the Port of Los Angeles.  If, however, the recommended 
alternative were to become Alternative 1 or Alternative 2, the Sanitation Districts would continue to 
explore this possibility with the Port of Los Angeles and the City of Los Angeles Bureau of Sanitation. 

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 
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Commenter A6:  U.S. Department of the Interior, Office of 
Environmental Policy and Compliance – Patricia Sanderson Port, 
Regional Environmental Officer 
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Response to Comment A6-1 

The comment states that the U.S. Department of Interior has no comments on the draft EIR/EIS.   

No response is necessary.  However, the comment will be provided to the decision makers for their 
consideration. 

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 
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Commenter A7:  California State Lands Commission – Cy R. Oggins, 
Chief, Division of Environmental Planning and Management 
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Response to Comment A7-1 

The comment identifies the California State Lands Commission (CSLC) as a trustee agency under the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) for the Clearwater Program EIR/EIS because of its trust 
responsibility for projects that could directly or indirectly affect sovereign lands, their accompanying 
Public Trust resources or uses, and the public easement in navigable waters.   

The Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County (Sanitation Districts), the lead agency under CEQA, agree 
with the designation of the CSLC as a trustee agency.  The CSLC is also a cooperating agency under the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) as the 
federal lead agency. 

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment A7-2 

The comment requests that the Sanitation Districts apply for an amendment to existing CSLC Lease 
No. PRC 251.9 prior to performing the rehabilitation of the existing ocean outfalls. 

Subsequent telephone discussions on June 7, 2012, and June 8, 2012, between the Sanitation Districts and 
CSLC staff concluded that maintenance of the existing ocean outfalls is explicitly allowed under the 
existing lease, so an amendment is not necessary.  In a letter dated July 27, 2012, the CSLC affirmed that 
no additional authorization from the CSLC is required at this time because the rehabilitation of the 
existing ocean outfalls would be consistent with repair and maintenance, as authorized by CSLC Lease 
No. PRC 251.9.  The letter is included in the final EIR/EIS in Appendix 28-A.  

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment A7-3 

The comment describes the CSLC’s understanding of the project alternatives. 

The Sanitation Districts and the Corps concur with the CSLC’s description of the project alternatives.  No 
response is necessary.  However, the comment will be provided to the decision makers for their 
consideration. 

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment.   

Response to Comment A7-4 

The comment requests that the EIR/EIS consider an alternative that evaluates treating wastewater to 
drinking water standards.   

The Sanitation Districts and Corps recognize that recycled water is an essential regional resource, which 
is why one of the four primary objectives of the Clearwater Program is to “provide support for emerging 
recycled water reuse…opportunities.”  As described in Chapter 1 of the draft Master Facilities Plan 
(MFP), the Sanitation Districts have pioneered water reclamation and reuse in Southern California, 
beginning with the completion of the Whittier Narrows Water Reclamation Plant in 1962.  The Sanitation 
Districts now own and operate 10 water reclamation plants (WRPs) that produce approximately 
165 million gallons per day (MGD) of high-quality recycled water.  Approximately half of the recycled 
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water is reused at over 640 sites throughout Los Angeles County.  Eight of these WRPs, located in the 
Joint Outfall System (JOS), intercept and treat the more reclaimable wastewater flow that would instead 
be treated at the Joint Water Pollution Control Plant (JWPCP) and discharged to the ocean.  The 
tertiary-treated effluent produced at the JOS WRPs essentially meets drinking water standards and is used 
for groundwater replenishment (i.e., indirect potable reuse) and other important uses, including industrial, 
commercial, and recreational applications; habitat maintenance; and agricultural and landscape irrigation. 

The draft EIR/EIS analyzed a reasonable range of alternatives that feasibly meet the project objectives 
and purpose and need.  These final feasible alternatives were determined through the alternatives analysis 
process presented in Chapter 6 of the draft MFP and summarized in Chapter 3 of the draft EIR/EIS.  
Section 6.2.5.1 of the draft MFP, which provided an analysis of options/alternatives for WRP effluent 
management, determined that complete reuse at the upstream WRPs would not be feasible.  The draft 
MFP also explored the possibility of providing advanced treatment at the JWPCP.  Specifically, Section 
6.2.6 of the draft MFP analyzed the feasibility of diverting enough flow from the existing JWPCP ocean 
discharge system to allow for the inspection/repair of each of the existing tunnels (JE 4 Reduced Ocean 
Discharge).  To accommodate reuse and storage of the required 200 MGD of diverted flow, advanced 
treatment (e.g., microfiltration/reverse osmosis, ultraviolet disinfection, and advanced oxidation) would 
be necessary.  This reduced ocean discharge option specifically contemplated diversion of this 
advanced-treated effluent to the Central, West Coast, and/or Main San Gabriel Basins for groundwater 
recharge (i.e., indirect potable reuse).  However, the reduced ocean discharge option was determined to be 
not viable for reasons presented in Section 6.2.6.5 of the draft MFP and thus was not further evaluated in 
the draft EIR/EIS. 

Chapter 11 of the draft EIR/EIS stated that the Sanitation Districts’ Clearwater Program is consistent with 
the State Water Resources Control Board Recycled Water Policy to provide recycled water to purveyors 
in the region.  This policy mandates significantly increasing the use of recycled water in California and 
replacing potable water with recycled water as much as possible by 2030.  These mandates are achieved 
through a collaborative partnership among multiple entities, including the Sanitation Districts and water 
purveyors (e.g., city, water company, or water agency).  State duplication of service laws requires the 
Sanitation Districts to work with local water purveyors to provide recycled water in areas with domestic 
service.  The necessary distribution infrastructure (purple pipes) to convey recycled water to the end user 
would also need to be constructed or expanded by the water purveyor.  The Sanitation Districts will 
continue to consider all feasible projects that would expand the use of recycled water in Los Angeles 
County to help the region meet the recycled water policy mandates.  

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment A7-5 

The comment requests that the EIR/EIS consider the effects of sea-level rise on the resources potentially 
affected by the Clearwater Program.  The comment references a CSLC policy related to the eventual 
effects of sea-level rise on facilities located within its jurisdiction.  The comment mentions a number of 
technical and legal issues under CEQA. 

Under CEQA, the environmental analysis must consider the impacts of the project on the environment, 
but not the impacts of the environment on the project.  This requirement was recently upheld in the 
Ballona Wetlands Land Trust et al. v. City of Los Angeles (2001) decision (201 Cal.App.4th 455).  The 
Ballona Wetlands ruling is the most recent case related to “CEQA in reverse,” which holds that CEQA is 
concerned with the impact of the project on the environment, not vice-versa.  Therefore, the impacts of 
sea-level rise on the project are outside the requirements of CEQA. 
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NEPA has draft guidance on consideration of the effects of climate change (including sea-level rise).  In 
the draft guidance, the Council on Environmental Quality recommends that climate change effects 
(e.g., increasing sea levels) should be considered in the analysis of projects that are designed for 
long-term utility within the project’s timeframe.  However, this is currently only draft guidance, still 
undergoing the review process. 

Under both CEQA and NEPA, there is a requirement to look at the cumulative impacts of the project and 
other projects on the environment.  Cumulative impact analyses were included in the draft EIR/EIS, as 
documented in Chapter 21.  For areas within the jurisdiction of the CSLC, the cumulative impacts on the 
marine environment are most relevant, which are found in Section 21.2.10 of the draft EIR/EIS.   

The project would not be expected to affect sea-level rise, except as a secondary effect from the project’s 
incremental contribution to greenhouse gas emissions.  This topic was discussed in Chapter 9 of the draft 
EIR/EIS. 

Under the recommended alternative (Alternative 4), sea-level rise would have no impact on the tunnel 
because it would be located below ground and pressurized.  For any future effluent pumping plant 
improvements at the JWPCP, the analysis of the effects of sea-level rise on the performance of the pumps 
would be considered during the design of these improvements.  

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment A7-6 

The comment recommends that complete surveys of all areas within granted and sovereign land where 
construction may occur be conducted prior to proposing mitigation relating to unanticipated discovery. 

The draft EIR/EIS provided both project-level and program-level environmental analyses.  As presented 
in Chapter 7 of the draft EIR/EIS, the cultural analyses of project elements included both record searches 
and pedestrian surveys and provided mitigation measures to meet the requirements of CEQA and NEPA.  
For program elements, that is, portions of the Clearwater Program that will be implemented in the future 
but for which actual construction locations are unknown, record searches were conducted of the general 
locations, and mitigation was included.  This mitigation includes the requirements for additional cultural 
resources analyses of these sites, including conducting pedestrian surveys, once these elements are better 
defined and more information is available regarding the limits of disturbance.  In accordance with CEQA, 
the analyses will be documented in the appropriate supplemental environmental documents. 

Prior to issuance of Corps’ permits and construction, the Sanitation Districts and Corps will ensure 
compliance with cultural requirements under CEQA and NEPA and, in consultation with the California 
State Historic Preservation Officer, with the requirements of Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act.  This will include conducting pedestrian surveys of appropriate project sites. 

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment A7-7 

The comment requests that the draft EIR/EIS state that the title to all abandoned shipwrecks, 
archaeological sites, and historic or cultural resources on or in the tide and submerged lands of California 
is vested in the state and under the jurisdiction of the CSLC.  The comment also indicates that a salvage 
permit may be required for the recovery of objects from any submerged archaeological site or shipwreck. 
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The need for CSLC permits prior to undertaking salvage or recovery operations is noted.  However, no 
salvage or recovery operations of submerged archaeological sites or shipwrecks are anticipated with the 
implementation of the recommended alternative (Alternative 4).  Section 7.2.1.6, second paragraph, is 
revised in the final EIR/EIS as follows:  

Shipwrecks off the Southern California coast, in varying states of preservation, represent 
hundreds of years of history because of the lengthy Southern Californian coast historical 
maritime period.  It has been estimated that there are “upwards of 100 wrecks in the harbors 
[Los Angeles and Long Beach], which vary in age from significant old wrecks to culturally 
insignificant modern wrecks” (Weinman and Stickel 1978:76).  Approximately 415 vessel 
losses have been reported within Los Angeles County by the Bureau of Ocean Energy 
Management, Regulation, and Enforcement (BOEMRE), and 156 vessel losses have been 
identified within Los Angeles County by the California State Lands Commission (CSLC) 
database (see Section 7.4.1.2 for more information on each of these databases).  Only a small 
fraction of these wrecks has ever been located.  A number of reported vessels lost off Los 
Angeles County are reported to be in excess of 400 feet in length and are primarily freighters 
and tankers (CSLC 2011).  Title to all abandoned shipwrecks, archaeological sites, and 
historic or cultural resources on or in the tide and submerged lands of California is vested in 
the state and under the jurisdiction of the CSLC.   

No other revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment A7-8 

The comment indicates that the Sanitation Districts may need an amendment to existing CSLC Lease 
No. PRC 251.9 prior to performing the rehabilitation of the existing ocean outfalls. 

See Response to Comment A7-2.   

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment A7-9 

The comment states that the draft EIR/EIS lacks sufficient detail regarding the analyses of sediment 
contaminant testing during dredging conducted as part of riser and diffuser construction.  The comment 
also emphasizes that the lead agency is responsible under CEQA to mitigate all project-related impacts to 
the extent feasible and not defer this responsibility to a responsible agency through its permitting 
authority.  Finally, the comment suggests that existing documents that regulate ocean discharge be used to 
monitor and enforce this mitigation measure. 

Sediment testing is required for the placement of dredged materials within the aquatic environment.  A 
full suite of sediment testing entails four tiers:  (1) review of data from past sediment tests, (2) testing for 
grain size and bulk chemistry, (3) testing for toxicity and bioaccumulation, and (4) testing for sub-lethal 
effects.  Agencies that directly regulate placement of dredged material within the aquatic environment 
require Tiers 1 and 2 at a minimum, and may require Tiers 3 and 4 as needed.  Repeated testing is not 
required once regulatory agencies have reviewed and approved the placement of dredged materials within 
the marine environment. 

The Sanitation Districts and Corps are aware that sediment testing will be required if project elements 
entail placement of dredged material within the marine environment.  However, as described in 
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Section 7.2.5.4 of the draft MFP, Section 3.3.2.3 of the draft EIR/EIS, and the draft Executive Summary, 
rehabilitation of the existing ocean outfalls would include only re-ballasting,  joint repairs, and cathodic 
protection.  Rehabilitation of the existing ocean outfalls would not require mechanical dredging or 
removal of large quantities of sediment.  Joint repairs would require the temporary removal of sediment 
and ballast rock to fully expose the joint being repaired.  A team of divers would remove the ballast rock 
and hand-shovel approximately 2 cubic yards of sediment from each joint.  A coupling, which is a giant 
clamp that wraps around the joint, would be installed and the annular space filled with concrete.  The 
sediment and existing ballast rock would be replaced around the pipe, and additional ballast rock would 
be placed as needed.  Cathodic protection would also be restored or added where necessary.  It is 
estimated that approximately 10 to 40 joints would require repair, resulting in the hand removal of 
approximately 20 to 80 cubic yards of sediment.  Therefore, because no mechanical dredging would be 
associated with Alternative 4 (the recommended alternative), the rehabilitation work would entail removal 
of de minimis quantities of sediment.   

Section 3.3.2.3, under Existing Ocean Outfalls, second paragraph, is revised in the final EIR/EIS as 
follows: 

Alternatives 1 through 4 (Project) would include improvements to the existing ocean outfalls, 
such as joint repairs and re-ballasting.  The re-ballasting work would occur on the existing 
72-, 90- and 120-inch outfalls in water depths ranging from approximately 20 to 50 feet.  A 
small derrick barge would be used to place the ballast rock around the outfalls and support 
the joint repair work.  Joint repairs would involve temporarily removing some of the existing 
ballast rock from around the outfall to fully expose the joint being repaired.  A team of divers 
would repair an estimated 10 to 40 joints and hand-shovel approximately 2 cubic yards of 
sediment from each joint.  Mechanical dredging would not be required.  A coupling, which is 
a giant clamp that wraps around the joint, would be installed and the annular space filled with 
concrete.  The sediment and existing ballast rock would be replaced around the pipe, and 
additional ballast rock would be placed as needed.  cCathodic protection would also be 
restored or added where necessary.  The marine vessels required for this work are listed in 
Table 3-10.  The majority of the construction work would be based on one 10-hour shift per 
day, 5 days per week.  It is estimated that approximately eight to ten construction workers 
would be needed for the rehabilitation work.  Joint repairs and transport of construction 
workers would require a work vessel and crew vessel operating one daily round-trip for 
approximately 1 month, which would most likely deploy from the Port of Los Angeles.  All 
of the work including mobilization, construction, and demobilization would take 
approximately 9 months. 

No other revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment A7-10 

The comment provides information about future coordination with the CSLC.   

The Sanitation Districts and Corps will coordinate with the CSLC as requested.   

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 



Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County  Chapter 28.  Responses to Comments 

 

 
Clearwater Program  
Final EIR/EIS 

 
28-31 

November 2012 
 

ICF 00016.07 
 

Commenter A8:  State of California, Governor’s Office of Planning and 
Research – Scott Morgan, Director, State Clearinghouse 
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Response to Comment A8-1 

The comment acknowledges that the State Clearinghouse distributed the draft EIR/EIS to affected state 
agencies.  Copies of comment letters from the Native American Heritage Commission and the California 
State Lands Commission were also provided.   

The comment does not address the draft EIR/EIS, so no response is necessary.  However, the comment 
will be provided to the decision makers for their consideration.  The attached letters from the Native 
American Heritage Commission and the California State Lands Commission are included in these 
Responses to Comments as Commenters A2 and A7, respectively.  Therefore, the attached letters are not 
included in this response.   

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 
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Commenter A9:  Central San Pedro Neighborhood Council – Linda 
Alexander, President 
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Response to Comment A9-1 

The comment requests an extension of the comment period for the draft EIR/EIS.   

The comment periods for the draft EIR and draft EIS were 60 and 57 days, respectively, which exceeded 
the 45-day requirements for both the California Environmental Quality Act and the National 
Environmental Policy Act.  On April 5, 2012, the project manager for the Clearwater Program informed 
the commenter via telephone that, although the comment period would not be extended, the Sanitation 
Districts of Los Angeles County and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers would respond to late comments 
if received within a reasonable timeframe that would not delay preparation of the final EIR/EIS.  No 
further comments were received from this party.  

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 
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Commenter A10:  City of Rancho Palos Verdes – Kit Fox, Senior 
Administrative Analyst 
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Response to Comment A10-1 

The comment requests that the City of Rancho Palos Verdes General Plan be added to Table 1-3 of the 
final EIR/EIS.  Table 1-3 is revised in the final EIR/EIS to include the following rows at the end of the 
table, as requested: 

City of Rancho Palos Verdes General Plan/Environmental Impact Report, 1975 

The Infrastructure chapter of the City of Rancho Palos Verdes General Plan (City of Rancho 
Palos Verdes 2012) provides policies related to public infrastructure.  The Disposal/Recovery 
Systems addresses sanitation, while the Transportation Systems discusses the vehicular 
networks.  The general plan is currently being updated.   

In addition, Section 25.1.1 is revised in the final EIR/EIS to include the city’s general plan by adding the 
following references: 

City of Rancho Palos Verdes.  1975.  City of Rancho Palos Verdes General 
Plan/Environmental Impact Report.  Adopted June 26.  As amended through September 13, 
1988. 

City of Rancho Palos Verdes.  2012.  General Plan Update.  Available: < 
http://palosverdes.com/rpv/planning/content/General_Plan_Update.cfm>.  Accessed: July 13, 
2012.  

No other revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment A10-2 

The comment expresses concerns regarding the proximity of the Royal Palms shaft site to the recent 
White Point landslide and the nature of the Palos Verdes Peninsula soils, which the comment 
characterizes as susceptible to large-scale land movement.  The comment requests that Chapter 8 of the 
draft EIR/EIS discuss the suitability and stability of the Royal Palms shaft site and the potential for the 
project to de-stabilize the White Point landslide and/or other coastal bluffs. 

The draft EIR/EIS discussed the potential for landslides at the Royal Palms shaft site (part of 
Alternative 4 [the recommended alternative]), in Section 8.4.6.2, Impact GEO-1, Shaft Site – Royal 
Palms.  The draft EIR/EIS stated that the shaft would be constructed in Altimira Shale, which could 
contain weak layers, and that excavation could result in ground failure in the vicinity of the shaft.  The 
draft EIR/EIS recognized this as a significant impact.  Mitigation was included to reduce this impact to 
less than significant.  Specifically, Mitigation Measure (MM) GEO-1 and MM GEO-6a require 
geotechnical investigation and site-specific recommendations for stabilization of slopes and shaft 
instability.  The mitigation measures require that all recommendations be incorporated into the final 
design.  In addition, MM GEO-6b requires construction monitoring at the shafts and along the onshore 
tunnel. 

In addition, Appendix 8-A of the draft EIR/EIS included a letter report prepared by Fugro West that 
addressed the potential for Alternative 4 (the recommended alternative) to affect slope stability in the 
Royal Palms area.  This report was prepared in response to the recent landslide activity on Paseo Del Mar 
near White Point State Beach.  In summary, the report stated that the Monterey Formation throughout the 
peninsula can be folded and variable over short distances.  Weak bentonitic layers contained within the 
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formation have resulted in some of the landslides when the bedding plane is out of slope (i.e., slopes 
downhill towards the ocean).  In the vicinity of Royal Palms Beach, the bedding planes are sloped in a 
favorable inclination, which was confirmed during the excavation of the Sanitation Districts of Los 
Angeles County’s (Sanitation Districts’) 8- and 12-foot tunnels in 1938 and 1957, respectively.  The 
report concluded that impacts on the stability of the existing slopes in the vicinity of the Alternative 4 
alignment resulting from tunnel construction would be unlikely.  Furthermore, the reinforced concrete 
tunnel may improve slope stability.  The study recommended that (1) additional geotechnical 
investigation be conducted during final design and (2) the slopes be instrumented and monitored in 
advance of, and during, construction activities as a precautionary measure.  Implementation of 
MM GEO-2, MM GEO-6a, and MM GEO-6b would fulfill these recommendations. 

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment A10-3 

The comment asks whether the Chapter 18 traffic analysis took into account the impacts of additional 
traffic on 25th Street as a result of the recent closure of West Paseo Del Mar. 

Since collection of the 2010 baseline traffic data in support of the traffic analysis presented in Chapter 18 
of the draft EIR/EIS, Paseo Del Mar has been closed for an indeterminate period due to a landslide east of 
the Royal Palms shaft site.  This closure of the roadway link between Western Avenue and Weymouth 
Avenue to motorized traffic has resulted in localized traffic patterns that differ from those that prevailed 
when the baseline traffic counts were collected.  Therefore, to determine whether there would be 
differences in the impacts reported in the draft EIR/EIS if Paseo Del Mar were not re-opened by the time 
construction began for Alternative 4 (the recommended alternative), a new study was conducted.  In 
May 2012, new baseline traffic counts were collected at five study intersections along key access routes 
to and from the Royal Palms shaft site:  Gaffey Street and Interstate 110 ramps, Gaffey Street and 
9th Street, Western Avenue and Paseo Del Mar, Western Avenue and 9th Street, and Western Avenue and 
25th Street.  (Note that the Western Avenue and 25th Street intersection was not previously analyzed in the 
draft EIR/EIS.)  An analysis of the new data determined that the proposed project-related 
construction-period traffic under Alternative 4 (the recommended alternative) would not result in 
significant traffic impacts, even if West Paseo Del Mar were to remain closed.  These findings are 
consistent with the original findings presented in the draft EIR/EIS. 

The new 2012 study is referenced in Section 18.4.6.2 and included as Appendix 18-D in the final 
EIR/EIS.  No other revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment A10-4 

The comment expresses concerns about the potential for tunneling to affect storm drains and other 
infrastructure in Rancho Palos Verdes, and asks whether the draft EIR/EIS addressed this issue. 

The draft EIR/EIS discussed the potential for ground failure to affect people, structures, or property in 
Section 8.4.6.2.  Impact GEO-6 addressed unstable earth conditions or changes in geologic substructure, 
and found that there was a potential for settlement during tunneling, and that this impact would be 
significant.  Therefore, mitigation was included in the draft EIR/EIS to reduce this impact to less than 
significant.  MM GEO-6a requires geological investigations to characterize the subsurface conditions and 
anticipated ground behavior, and that recommendations identified in the investigation be incorporated 
into the final design, along with contingency measures if excessive settlement were to occur.  
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MM GEO-6b requires a detailed plan for construction monitoring to minimize potential ground surface 
settlement along the onshore tunnel.   

In comparison to the January 2005 sinkhole in Western Avenue just north of Westmont Avenue, the 
proposed tunnel would be constructed with different material at much greater depths.  For Alternative 4 
(the recommended alternative) the proposed reinforced concrete tunnel would be constructed through a 
rock-like material along Western Avenue at depths ranging from 350 to 450 feet below ground surface.  
Conversely, the January 2005 sink hole resulted from the storm-related failure of an old corrugated metal 
storm drain constructed through much looser material at a depth of only 25 feet.  Therefore, the 
circumstances are significantly different.  

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment A10-5 

The comment suggests that the risk of upset on nearby industrial facilities be analyzed for tunneling 
activities, particularly the Rancho Liquefied Petroleum Gas (LPG) facility at North Gaffey Street and 
Westmont Drive. 

Alternative 4 (the recommended alternative), would traverse under Gaffey Street between Anaheim Street 
and Capitol Drive.  The two large Rancho LPG butane storage tanks are approximately 600 feet east of 
the recommended tunnel alignment (Alternative 4).  At this location, the tunnel invert would be 
approximately 100 feet below the ground surface.  Section 14.4.1.4 of the draft EIR/EIS specifically 
analyzed potential groundborne vibrations associated with tunnel construction and concluded that 
vibrations would not be perceivable beyond a distance of 110 feet through the soil.  Furthermore, 
implementation of Mitigation Measure (MM) NOI-2a (rail maintenance plan) and MM NOI-2b (vibration 
control plan) would reduce vibration impacts to less than significant.  Therefore, given the tunnel location 
and depth, construction and operation of the tunnel would not have an impact on the Rancho LPG facility, 
and an upset at the Rancho LPG facility would not have an impact on the tunnel.   

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment A10-6 

The comment requests information on the depth of the proposed tunnel base relative to the ground surface 
and the potential for groundborne vibration impacts for three residential properties along Western 
Avenue.   

The tunnel depth would be approximately 400 feet below the ground surface in the vicinity of the 
identified properties.  Therefore, the impact of groundborne vibrations from the tunneling operation 
would be less than significant, as described in Section 14.4.6.2 of the draft EIR/EIS.   

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment A10-7 

The comment asks what activities would be involved in the future inspection and possible repair of the 
existing tunnels, would the staging of these future activities occur in Eastview Park, and could the impacts 
of these future activities be included in the draft EIR/EIS.    
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The Sanitation Districts have attempted various methods of determining the condition of the existing 
tunnels (e.g., remote operated vehicle inspection) and will continue to explore additional options.  
Unfortunately, the information obtained thus far has been insufficient to make a determination.  Because 
both tunnels flow full every day, it appears that the only means of conclusively assessing their condition 
would be to dewater each and perform a physical inspection as described in the draft Master Facilities 
Plan and draft EIR/EIS.  Implementation of Alternative 4 (the recommended alternative) would allow for 
such an inspection.  The existing shaft at Eastview Park would be included in the overall tunnel 
inspection.  Depending on the location and extent of any necessary tunnel/shaft repairs, a portion of the 
park may be temporarily used to stage the repair activities.  Due to the unknown condition of the tunnels 
and, consequently, the highly speculative nature of the repair work, it was determined that the potential 
repair project is beyond the scope of the draft EIR/EIS for the Clearwater Program.  However, if it were 
determined that repairs are required, the associated work would be subject to the California 
Environmental Quality Act, and appropriate documentation would be prepared at that time.  Moreover, if 
staging activities at Eastview Park were necessary, the Sanitation Districts would coordinate closely with 
the city of Rancho Palos Verdes to ensure that any potential impacts would be minimized to the extent 
feasible. 

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 
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Commenter A11:  The Port of Los Angeles – Christopher Cannon, 
Director of Environmental Management 
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Response to Comment A11-1 

The comment expresses support for the Clearwater Program, and specifically for the proposed 
improvements to the Joint Water Pollution Control Plant and the ocean discharge system.   

The Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County (Sanitation Districts) and the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers appreciate the Port of Los Angeles’ support for the Clearwater Program.  However, the 
comment does not address the analysis in the EIR/EIS, so no response is necessary.  The comment will be 
provided to the decision makers for their consideration. 

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment A11-2 

The comment requests close coordination with the Port of Los Angeles if Alternative 1 or 2 is chosen 
because of the potential for either alternative to have an impact on deep utility crossings in the Main and 
East Channels. 

As shown in Table 4 in Appendix 1-B of the draft EIR/EIS, the Sanitation Districts met with the Port of 
Los Angeles on seven occasions between early 2006 and late 2011 to coordinate the possible construction 
of a Sanitation Districts’ ocean discharge system aligned through the Port of Los Angeles.  As proposed, 
the tunnel alignment for Alternative 1 or 2 would be at depths sufficient to avoid port substructures and 
utility crossings based on the information provided at these coordination meetings.  Alternative 4 (the 
recommended alternative) would not be aligned through the Port of Los Angeles.  If, however, either 
Alternative 1 or Alternative 2 were selected for implementation, the Sanitation Districts would closely 
coordinate with port staff during the final design and construction phases of the project.   

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment A11-3 

The comment asks that the EIR/EIS consider the impacts of Alternatives 1 and 2 on both ongoing 
operations and future planned redevelopment of the Trans Pacific Container Service Corporation (TraPac) 
Container Terminal.   

Alternative 4 (the recommended alternative) would not be aligned through the Port of Los Angeles.  If, 
however, Alternative 1 or Alternative 2 were selected for implementation, the Sanitation Districts would 
closely coordinate with port staff during the final design and construction phases to address concerns 
raised by this comment, thus ensuring that port operations would not be disturbed.   

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment A11-4 

The comment states that construction workers within the Port of Los Angeles would be required to 
comply with the Maritime Transportation Safety Act.   

Alternative 4 (the recommended alternative) would not be aligned through the Port of Los Angeles.  If, 
however, Alternative 1 or Alternative 2 were selected for implementation, construction workers would 
comply with the Maritime Transportation Safety Act.   
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No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment A11-5 

The comment states that the draft EIR/EIS did not account for potential noise impacts on Wilmington 
Waterfront Park.   

The draft EIR/EIS did not address the potential impacts at Wilmington Waterfront Park because the park 
did not exist at the time of the notice of preparation/notice of intent, which is the recommended baseline 
for addressing impacts under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), and is allowed under the 
National Environmental Policy Act.  This site is nearest the TraPac shaft site, which is part of 
Alternatives 1 and 2.  At the nearest point, the park is approximately 100 feet from the TraPac shaft site.  
Predicted noise levels at 100 feet from this shaft site would be approximately 83 A-weighted decibels 
(dBA) without a noise barrier.  Alternative 4 (the recommended alternative) would not be aligned through 
the Port of Los Angeles.  If, however, either Alternative 1 or Alternative 2 were selected for 
implementation, additional analysis and mitigation would be required in order to comply with the city of 
Los Angeles’ noise ordinance. 

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment A11-6 

The comment recommends an alternative site to TraPac that is located on vacant port property.   

Alternative 4 (the recommended alternative) would not be aligned through the Port of Los Angeles.  If, 
however, Alternative 1 or Alternative 2 were selected for implementation, the Sanitation Districts would 
closely coordinate with port staff during the final design and construction phases and would consider 
either relocating or eliminating the proposed TraPac shaft site as necessary to address the concerns raised 
by this comment.  The site recommended by this comment (port property between Interstate 110 and 
Figueroa Street, just north of Harry Bridges Boulevard) would require significant tunnel realignment for 
Alternative 1 or 2.  If new significant environmental impacts result from the access shaft relocation and/or 
tunnel realignment, they would have to be addressed in a subsequent environmental document.  

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment A11-7 

The comment advises that both an existing railcar facility and proposed marine terminal project could 
have a significant impact on the Los Angeles Export Terminal (LAXT) shaft site. 

As shown in Table 4 in Appendix 1-B of the draft EIR/EIS, the Sanitation Districts met with the Port of 
Los Angeles on seven occasions between early 2006 and late 2011 to coordinate the possible construction 
of a Sanitation Districts’ ocean discharge system aligned through the Port of Los Angeles.  During these 
coordination meetings, it was suggested that the former LAXT property would be a suitable location for a 
construction shaft site as proposed under Alternatives 1 and 2.  However, based on this comment, at least 
one new condition has emerged that could potentially interfere with construction at the LAXT shaft site.  
Alternative 4 (the recommended alternative) would not be aligned through the Port of Los Angeles.  If, 
however, either Alternative 1 or Alternative 2 were selected for implementation, the Sanitation Districts 
would closely coordinate with port staff during the final design and construction phases of the project to 
ensure that the Sanitation Districts’ proposed LAXT shaft site would be compatible with the proposed 
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adjacent Pacific L.A. Marine Terminal project and the active Pacific Harbor Line railroad tracks that 
intersect the site.   

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment A11-8 

The comment expresses interest in seeing the responses to these comments, and provides future 
coordination contact information. 

As required by CEQA, all commenting agencies are provided with responses to their comments at least 
10 days prior to certification of the EIR.  

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment.  
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Commenter A12:  U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region IX – 
Kathleen Martyn Goforth, Manager 
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Response to Comment A12-1 

The comment provides an introduction and references the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s 
(EPA’s) comments on the notice of intent.  The comment also expresses appreciation for the coordination 
meetings conducted during the planning process.   

The Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County (Sanitation Districts) and the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers (Corps) appreciate the EPA’s acknowledgement of the Clearwater Program agency scoping 
meetings.  However, the comment does not address the analysis in the environmental documents, so no 
response is necessary.  The comment will be provided to the decision makers for their consideration. 

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment A12-2 

The comment expresses support for the selection of Alternative 4 as the recommended alternative and for 
avoidance of the Palos Verdes dichlorodiphenyltrichloroethane/polychlorinated biphenyl (DDT/PCB) 
Superfund Site and the LA-2 Ocean Disposal site.   

The Sanitation Districts and the Corps appreciate the EPA’s support for the selection of Alternative 4 as 
the recommended alternative.  However, the comment does not address the analysis in the environmental 
documents, so no response is necessary.  The comment will be provided to the decision makers for their 
consideration. 

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment A12-3 

The comment states that the agency rated the draft EIR/EIS as “Environmental Concerns – Insufficient 
Information (EC-2)” due to concerns about air quality, aquatic resources, children’s health, and 
environmental justice.  The comment also explains the rating system used by the EPA.  

See Responses to Comments A12-4 through A12-26. 

No other revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment A12-4 

The comment requests that additional air quality measures, such as using cleaner engines and best 
available control technologies (BACT) for equipment, be implemented during project construction and as 
part of the operational phase of the Clearwater Program.   

In Chapter 5 of the draft EIR/EIS, mitigation measures that exceed regulatory requirements were included 
to protect public health to the highest extent practical and to reduce air quality impacts. 

The Sanitation Districts are a regional public works agency that awards projects to contractors following 
an open bid process prescribed by state law.  For construction projects, the equipment and vehicles are 
owned and operated by contractors.  The contractor bears the responsibility for the regulatory compliance 
of its fleet and equipment, and makes the decisions regarding fleet mix and replacement schedule.  The 
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specifications and engineering drawings that are developed for the bid advertisement cannot be based on 
the presumption that certain technologies or equipment may be available at the start of construction.   

Project construction is anticipated to start in 2015.  Only equipment or engines that are known with 
certainty to be in use or available at the start of construction can be specified at this time.  As indicated in 
Section 5.3.1.2 of the draft EIS/EIR, the manufacture of Tier 4 engines is being phased in from 2008 to 
2015.  Consequently, it is uncertain to what extent contractor fleets will include these diesel engines when 
construction begins.  The mitigation measures proposed exceed California Air Resources Board’s 
(CARB’s) fleet turnover compliance schedule.   

Several mitigation measures would be incorporated into the project construction to lessen air quality and 
health risk impacts: 

 Mitigation Measure (MM) AQ-2a (same as MM AQ-3a) specifies that heavy-duty diesel trucks 
used during construction with a gross vehicle weight greater than 26,000 pounds will have a 2007 
model year engine or newer.  Table 5-11 of the draft EIR/EIS showed that in 2015 only trucks 
with pre-1994 engines need to be replaced.  MM AQ-2a goes beyond this regulatory requirement 
by requiring a cleaner engine.  In response to EPA’s request to lower the gross vehicle weight 
threshold in MM AQ-2a to 14,000 pounds, the Sanitation Districts have revised MM AQ-2a in 
the final EIR/EIS as follows: 

MM AQ-2a.  All on-road heavy-duty diesel trucks used during construction with a 
gross vehicle weight rating greater than 26,00014,000 pounds will include a 
particulate matter trap or have a 2007 model year engine or newer, or be equipped 
with a particulate matter trap. 

This revision also applies to MM AQ-3a and MM GHG-1a.  This revision applies to Alternatives 
1 through 4 and elsewhere in the final EIR/EIS and final Executive Summary where MM AQ-2a, 
MM AQ-3a, and MM GHG-1a occur. 

 MM AQ-2b would require off-road diesel equipment used during construction to be equipped 
with Tier 3 engines and a diesel particulate matter trap.  This would exceed EPA rules for in-use 
off-road diesel engines and CARB compliance schedule and nitrogen oxide (NOX) targets for 
off-road diesel fleets (Table 5-12 of the draft EIR/EIS).   

 MM AQ-2e would route trucks away from congested streets or sensitive receptor areas as 
feasible.  This measure is not required by regulation, but the Sanitation Districts attempt to 
minimize project impacts where feasible.   

 MM AQ-2f would require using the cleanest harbor craft available at the Port of Los Angeles for 
the project. 

 MM AQ-2g would require a Tier 4 engine for the tunnel locomotive, which would exceed 
regulatory requirements.  

As shown in Table 5-27 of the draft EIR/EIS, the potential impacts from the operational element of 
biosolids truck hauling were determined to be less than significant without mitigation.  No new mitigation 
measures are necessary.  The Sanitation Districts, however, will continue ongoing efforts to promote 
feasible low emissions technologies and commercially available alternative fuel vehicles (e.g., ethanol, 
compressed natural gas [CNG], liquefied propane gas, or biodiesel) for hauling biosolids. 

No other revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 
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Response to Comment A12-5 

The comment recommends that the final EIR/EIS and record of decision (ROD) include best management 
practices (BMPs) that minimize disturbance to sediment and marine habitats, and provide more detail on 
the extent of sediment impacts and kelp disturbance. 

As described in Section 7.2.5.4 of the draft Master Facilities Plan (MFP), Section 3.3.2.3 of the draft 
EIR/EIS, and the draft Executive Summary, rehabilitation of the existing ocean outfalls would include 
re-ballasting and joint repairs.  Rehabilitation of the existing ocean outfalls would not require mechanical 
dredging or removal of large quantities of sediment.  A small derrick barge would be used to place the 
ballast rock around the outfalls and to support the joint repair work.  The re-ballasting work would occur 
on the existing 72-, 90-, and 120-inch outfalls in water depths ranging from approximately 20 to 50 feet.  
A tube extending from the barge deck to the ocean floor would ensure that placement of ballast rock 
would not extend beyond the existing footprint.  Joint repairs would require the temporary removal of 
sediment and ballast rock to fully expose the joint being repaired.  A team of divers would remove the 
ballast rock and hand-shovel approximately 2 cubic yards of sediment from each joint.  A coupling, which 
is a giant clamp that wraps around the joint, would be installed and the annular space filled with concrete.  
The sediment and existing ballast rock would be replaced around the pipe, and additional ballast rock 
would be placed as needed.  Cathodic protection would also be restored or added where necessary.  It is 
estimated that approximately 10 to 40 joints would require repair, resulting in the hand removal of 
approximately 20 to 80 cubic yards of sediment.  Therefore, because no mechanical dredging would be 
associated with Alternative 4 (the recommended alternative), the rehabilitation work would entail removal 
of de minimis quantities of sediment.   

In the White Point area, kelp can be found on the 72‐, 90‐, and the 120‐inch outfalls at water depths 
ranging from approximately 40 to 70 feet.  Areas shoreward of 40-foot depths do not support kelp due to 
wave action, sea urchin grazing, and the absence of hard substrate.  The proposed re-ballasting work 
would occur at water depths ranging between approximately 20 and 50 feet.  Thus, there would be some 
overlap between the general work area and the kelp habitat from approximately 40 feet to 50 feet.  As a 
result, re-ballasting activities could impact kelp growing on the outfall pipes and the adjacent rock ballast.  
However, the impact would be minimized because the proposed method of placing the new ballast rock 
ensures that the work would be limited to the existing footprint of the outfalls (i.e., pipeline and adjacent 
rock ballast).  The impact would also be temporary because kelp would be able to recolonize the rock 
ballast upon completion of construction.  Furthermore, replacement of rock ballast would increase hard 
substrate and thus benefit benthic habitat.  Overall, direct and indirect impacts on kelp forests associated 
with the rehabilitation work for Alternative 4 (the recommended alternative) would be minimal and 
temporary.   

Section 3.3.2.3, under Existing Ocean Outfalls, second paragraph, is revised in the final EIR/EIS as 
follows: 

Alternatives 1 through 4 (Project) would include improvements to the existing ocean outfalls, 
such as joint repairs and re-ballasting.  The re-ballasting work would occur on the existing 
72-, 90- and 120-inch outfalls in water depths ranging from approximately 20 to 50 feet.  A 
small derrick barge would be used to place the ballast rock around the outfalls and support 
the joint repair work.  Joint repairs would involve temporarily removing some of the existing 
ballast rock from around the outfall to fully expose the joint being repaired.  A team of divers 
would repair an estimated 10 to 40 joints and hand-shovel approximately 2 cubic yards of 
sediment from each joint.  Mechanical dredging would not be required.  A coupling, which is 
a giant clamp that wraps around the joint, would be installed and the annular space filled with 
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concrete.  The sediment and existing ballast rock would be replaced around the pipe, and 
additional ballast rock would be placed as needed.  cCathodic protection would also be 
restored or added where necessary.  The marine vessels required for this work are listed in 
Table 3-10.  The majority of the construction work would be based on one 10-hour shift per 
day, 5 days per week.  It is estimated that approximately eight to ten construction workers 
would be needed for the rehabilitation work.  Joint repairs and transport of construction 
workers would require a work vessel and crew vessel operating one daily round-trip for 
approximately 1 month, which would most likely deploy from the Port of Los Angeles.  All 
of the work including mobilization, construction, and demobilization would take 
approximately 9 months. 

Section 13.2.2.1, under Existing Ocean Outfalls, Biological Resources, Marine Vegetation, is revised in 
the final EIR/EIS as follows: 

Giant kelp beds occur inshore of the existing ocean outfalls, though the sizes of the beds have 
changed over time.  Historic trends for kelp beds in the area of the existing ocean outfalls are 
presented in Appendix 13-A.  In 2008, approximately 150 acres of kelp were reported in the 
White Point area. at water depths ranging from approximately 40 to 70 feet.  Areas shoreward 
of 40-foot depths do not support kelp due to wave action, sea urchin grazing, and the absence 
of hard substrate.  There is no eelgrass located at the existing ocean outfalls or within the 
general vicinity of the existing ocean outfalls.  Eelgrass is usually found at depths between 
+6.0 and -22.0 feet mean lower low water level (MLLW) (+2.4 and -6.6 meter MLLW) 
(Phillips 1984:4).  

Section 13.4.3.2, under Impact MAR-4, Riser/Diffuser Area – San Pedro Shelf, Construction, CEQA 
Analysis, Marine Habitat, after the first paragraph, is revised in the final EIR/EIS to include the following 
paragraph: 

As discussed in Section 13.2.2.1, kelp can be found in the White Point area at water depths 
ranging from approximately 40 to 70 feet.  The proposed re-ballasting work would occur at water 
depths ranging between approximately 20 and 50 feet.  Thus, there would be some overlap 
between the general work area and the kelp habitat from approximately 40 feet to 50 feet.  As a 
result, re-ballasting activities could impact kelp growing on the outfall pipes and the adjacent 
rock ballast.  However, the impact would be minimized because the proposed method of placing 
the new ballast rock ensures that the work would be limited to the existing footprint of the 
outfalls (i.e., pipeline and adjacent rock ballast).  The impact would also be temporary because 
kelp would be able to recolonize the rock ballast upon completion of construction.  Furthermore, 
replacement of rock ballast would increase hard substrate and thus benefit benthic habitat.  
Overall, direct and indirect impacts on kelp forests would be minimal and temporary.  Therefore, 
impacts would be less than significant.   

No other revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment A12-6 

The comment provides an introduction to the EPA’s specific comments.   

See Responses to Comments A12-8 through A12-26. 

No other revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 
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Response to Comment A12-7 

The comment provides instructions for distribution of the final EIR/EIS.   

The final EIR/EIS will be distributed as requested. 

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment A12-8 

The comment requests that mitigation measures be implemented on a schedule concurrent with the 
commencement of construction of the project and that additional mitigation measures be included. 

Construction mitigation measures associated with both the project and the program were analyzed in the 
draft EIR/EIS based on implementation at the start of respective construction activities.  The Sanitation 
Districts will incorporate the mitigation measures into the contract bid specifications.  Section 5.4.3.1, 
under Impact AQ-2, CEQA Impact Determination, Mitigation, is revised in the final EIR/EIS as follows:   

Mitigation measures for construction were derived, where feasible, from SCAQMD 
mitigation measure tables (SCAQMD 2007b), LAHD Construction Guidelines (also part of 
the Port of Los Angeles’ Clean Air Action Plan), and the Sanitation Districts.  The following 
mitigation measures would be implemented at the start of the construction activity to reduce 
criteria pollutant emissions associated with construction. 

No other revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment A12-9 

The comment requests that all engines used for construction be Tier 4, when available, and that BACT be 
used for activities that occur prior to Tier 4 standards availability. 

As previously described in Response to Comment A12-4, the Sanitation Districts are a regional public 
works agency that awards projects to contractors following an open bid process prescribed by state law.  
For construction projects, the equipment and vehicles are owned and operated by contractors.  The 
contractor bears the responsibility for the regulatory compliance of its fleet and equipment, and makes the 
decisions regarding fleet mix and replacement schedule.  The specifications and engineering drawings 
that are developed for the bid advertisement cannot be based on the presumption that certain technologies 
or equipment may be available at the start of construction.   

Project construction is anticipated to start in 2015.  As noted previously, only equipment or engines that 
are known with certainty to be in use or available at the start of construction can be specified at this time.  
As indicated in Section 5.3.1.2 of the draft EIR/EIS, the manufacture of Tier 4 engines is being phased in 
from 2008 to 2015.  Consequently, it is uncertain to what extent contractor fleets will include these diesel 
engines when construction begins.  The mitigation measures proposed exceed CARB’s fleet turnover 
compliance schedule.   

Several mitigation measures would be incorporated into the project construction to lessen air quality and 
health risk impacts: 

 MM AQ-2a (same as MM AQ-3a) specifies that heavy-duty diesel trucks used during 
construction with a gross vehicle weight greater than 26,000 pounds will have a 2007 model year 
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engine or newer.  Table 5-11 of the draft EIR/EIS showed that in 2015 only trucks with pre-1994 
engines need to be replaced.  MM AQ-2a goes beyond this regulatory requirement by requiring a 
cleaner engine.  In response to EPA’s request to lower the gross vehicle weight threshold in 
MM AQ-2a to 14,000 pounds, the mitigation measure is revised in the final EIR/EIS as follows: 

MM AQ-2a.  All on-road heavy-duty diesel trucks used during construction with a gross 
vehicle weight rating greater than 26,00014,000 pounds will include a particulate matter 
trap orhave a 2007 model year engine or newer, or be equipped with a particulate matter 
trap. 

This revision also applies to MM AQ-3a and MM GHG-1a.  This revision applies to Alternatives 
1 through 4 and elsewhere in the final EIR/EIS and final Executive Summary where MM AQ-2a, 
MM AQ-3a, and MM GHG-1a occur. 

 MM AQ-2b would require off-road diesel equipment used during construction to be equipped 
with Tier 3 engines and a diesel particulate matter trap.  This would exceed EPA rules for in-use 
off-road diesel engines and CARB compliance schedule and NOX targets for off-road diesel fleets 
(Table 5-12 of the draft EIR/EIS).   

 MM AQ-2b specifies the use of Tier 3 engines at a minimum regardless of fleet size and ahead of 
CARB’s implementation schedule for in-use equipment.  CARB’s In-Use Off-Road Diesel 
Vehicle Regulation requires that fleets meet a Tier 3 equivalent average target at a date later than 
required for MM AQ-2b.  The EPA Tier 3 NOX standard is 3.5 grams per brake horsepower-hour 
(g/bhp-hr) NOX + non-methane hydrocarbons (NMHC) NMHC (3.3 NOX) for equipment less 
than 100 horsepower (hp) and 3.0 g/bhp-hr NOX + NMHC (2.85 NOX) for equipment greater than 
100 hp.  (CARB 2011a.) 

 MM AQ-2e would route trucks away from congested streets or sensitive receptor areas as 
feasible.  This measure is not required by regulation, but the Sanitation Districts attempt to 
minimize project impacts where feasible.   

 MM AQ-2f would require using the cleanest harbor craft available at the Port of Los Angeles for 
the project. 

 MM AQ-2g would require a Tier 4 engine for the tunnel locomotive, which would exceed 
regulatory requirements. 

No other revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment A12-10 

The comment requests that all harbor crafts used for construction have a Tier 4 engine and, if not 
available locally, that one be transported from other west coast states before allowing the use of a lower 
tier harbor craft. 

The draft EIR/EIS was analyzed with Tier 3 harbor craft engines for both the unmitigated and mitigated 
scenarios.  This reflects the harbor craft repowering schedule shown under Control Measure 4.4.1 in the 
2010 Update of the San Pedro Bay Ports Clean Air Action Plan (Port of Los Angeles and Port of Long 
Beach 2010:134), which was developed jointly by the Port of Los Angeles and Port of Long Beach.  It is 
anticipated that rehabilitation work for the existing ocean outfalls would begin in 2019 and take 
approximately 4 to 6 months.  MM AQ-2f goes above and beyond the CARB requirements for in-use 
harbor craft.  If a Tier 4 harbor craft is available at the Port of Los Angeles when the rehabilitation work 
begins, it would be used.   
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The Northwest Ports Clean Air Strategy for the Ports of Seattle and Tacoma and the Vancouver Port 
Authority (Port of Seattle et al. 2007) does not show any Tier 3 or Tier 4 engines in its harbor vessel 
repowering schedule.  CARB has more stringent requirements than the other western states so the 
availability of Tier 4 harbor crafts outside of California is unlikely.  Additionally, it would be impractical 
to transport a harbor craft with a Tier 4 engine from another west coast state for a 4 to 6 month project.   

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment A12-11 

The comment requests a discussion regarding the potential use of an electric locomotive for tunnel 
construction. 

An electric locomotive was considered but deemed infeasible for several reasons, including:  (1) the 
inability to stay charged given the number of trips back and forth and the tunnel distance involved; (2) the 
safety hazard of an in-tunnel charging station given the potential of encountering water during tunnel 
construction; and (3) the need for a reliable, uninterrupted power source to evacuate personnel in the 
event of an emergency.   

MM AQ-2g directly addresses the highest emissions source of NOX of the proposed project by utilizing 
the cleanest locomotive engine commercially available.  This mitigation would exceed the EPA emission 
standards applicable to in-use locomotive engines. 

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment A12-12 

The comment requests including an emissions standard table similar to Table 5-8 of the draft EIR/EIS for 
on-road engines and a comparison of emission levels between alternative-fuel and diesel engines. 

A table summarizing EPA’s on-road engine standards was not deemed necessary because Section 5.3.1.3 
of the draft EIR/EIS already discussed these standards.  It should be noted that CARB’s On-Road 
Heavy-Duty Diesel Vehicles Regulation (CARB 2011b) incorporates EPA’s on-road engine standards 
and stipulates a compliance schedule for fleets, as shown in Tables 5-10 and 5-11 of the draft EIR/EIS.  It 
should be further noted that EPA’s on-road engine standards and CARB’s regulatory requirements are 
incorporated into the fleet averages used in emission calculations.   

MM AQ-2d requires the evaluation of alternative fuel engines for construction.  It is premature to include 
an emissions comparison table between alternative-fuel and diesel engines until a commercially proven 
engine is selected for the specific construction application and on-road operational use, and the 
manufacturer’s emissions data is obtained.   

As previously discussed in Response to Comment A12-4, the potential impacts from the operational 
element of biosolids truck hauling were determined to be less than significant without mitigation.  No 
new mitigation measures are necessary.  The Sanitation Districts, however, will continue ongoing efforts 
to promote feasible low emissions technologies and alternative fuel vehicles for hauling biosolids. 

The comment also requests a discussion on using on-road engines meeting the 0.2 g/bhp-hr NOX emission 
standard for construction and operations. 
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Although EPA on-road standards allowed manufacturers to phase in compliance with this standard, and 
according to EPA, 100 percent of vehicle sales met the standards as of 2010, this is not reflective of 
available vehicle fleets.  CARB’s On-Road Heavy-Duty Diesel Vehicles Regulation (CARB 2011b) 
incorporates EPA’s on-road engine standards and stipulates a compliance schedule for fleets, as shown in 
Tables 5-10 and 5-11 of the draft EIR/EIS.  CARB’s inventory, available at the time of the analysis, was 
used to quantify fleet averages for on-road vehicles reflective of the anticipated activity years, for the 
unmitigated scenarios.  As previously described in Response to Comment A12-4, MM AQ-2a and MM 
AQ-3a require that trucks used during construction have 2007 model year engines or newer, or be 
equipped with a particulate matter trap.  MM AQ-2d requires the evaluation of alternative fuels for 
off-road construction equipment as well as for on-road trucks used at the time of construction.  These 
mitigation measures incorporate EPA standards for new on-road engines and go beyond CARB 
requirements for in-use on-road engines.  As previously discussed, the potential impacts from the 
operational element of biosolids truck hauling were determined to be less than significant without 
mitigation.   

The comment also requests that MM AQ-2a (and MM AQ-3a) stipulate the use of the cleanest on-road 
emission standards available for diesel trucks.   

MM AQ-2a and MM AQ-2d (same as MM AQ-3a and MM AQ-3d, respectively) incorporate EPA 
standards and go beyond CARB requirements for in-use on-road engines.  The use of the cleanest 
available on-road engines, specifically the use of all 2007 or newer on-road engines, is stipulated in 
MM AQ-2a (same as MM AQ-3a).   

The comment also requests that MM AQ-2a (and MM AQ-3a) be updated to apply to all on-road 
heavy-duty diesel trucks greater than 14,000 pounds versus the current 26,000 pounds mentioned in the 
draft EIR/EIS.  

It was anticipated in the draft EIR/EIS that haul trucks used during construction and operational activities 
would have a gross vehicle weight rating (GVWR) greater than 26,000 pounds.  However, as discussed in 
Response to Comment A12-4, MM AQ-2a and MM AQ-3a are revised in the final EIR/EIS to reflect a 
GVWR of 14,000 pounds or greater.  

The comment also requests that the tables in the Chapter 5 impact analysis be updated in the final 
EIR/EIS to reflect the additional criteria pollutant emissions reductions that would result from using the 
cleanest available on-road engines for each project construction and program operational element.   

Table 5-16 of the draft EIR/EIS delineated the construction and operational emission sources for each 
element under program and project.  Tables 5-30, 5-31, 5-35, 5-41, 5-42, 5-47, 5-48, 5-50, 5-55, 5-56, and 
5-58 show emissions after mitigation that would occur under each alternative.  With revision of 
MM AQ-2a and MM AQ-3a, which expand the applicability of emissions controls to a wider range of 
vehicles, emissions would be slightly lower than what was reported in these tables.  However, NOX 
emissions would still exceed the significance threshold.   

The comment also requests that the final EIR/EIS describe expected final disposal locations for excavated 
materials and include criteria that would minimize overhaul hauling distances.  

For excavated materials suitable for backfill in construction projects, potential disposal locations include 
San Pedro and surrounding areas.  For excavated materials suitable for daily cover at landfills, potential 
reuse locations are in Los Angeles and Orange Counties.  For excavated materials requiring special 
disposition, the potential disposal location would be Buttonwillow Landfill in Kern County, as worst case, 
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or a local facility permitted under the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act.  The draft EIR/EIS 
conservatively estimated that excavated materials would be disposed at locations 60 miles from the 
construction sites.  Local beneficial use of the excavated materials is preferred over truck hauling to 
longer distances.   

The comment also requests that the final EIR/EIS provide a quantification of (1) the additional air quality 
impacts associated specifically with the trucking of the excavated material and (2) the air quality benefits 
expected to be achieved by specific mitigation measures.  

The draft EIR/EIS analyzed and quantified impacts associated with trucking of excavated materials as 
well as the air quality benefits associated with mitigation measures.  For example, trucking emissions 
were included for each element in Table 5-53 of the draft EIR/EIS, except for onshore tunnel alignment 
where emissions were due to the tunnel locomotive.  Including each type of emissions source for each 
element would make the tables difficult to read.  The appendices contain the detailed calculations. 

Overall, as stated above, MM AQ-2a and MM AQ-3a are revised in the final EIR/EIS to reflect a GVWR 
of 14,000 or greater.   

No other revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment A12-13 

The comment requests that the final EIR/EIS discuss the Ports of Long Beach and Los Angeles’ Clean 
Trucks Programs (Port of Los Angeles 2012) and how their success could be transferred to truck 
applications proposed for construction of the Clearwater Program, as well as the fleet of trucks used to 
transport biosolids from the Joint Wastewater Pollution Control Plant (JWPCP).  

The Port’s Clean Trucks Program banned drayage trucks older than 2007 on Port property since 2012.  
The use of 2007 or newer trucks for construction is considered to be a mitigation measure by the Port of 
Los Angeles and the Port of Long Beach (2010).  MM AQ-2a (same as MM AQ-3a) parallels the use of 
2007 and newer trucks for mitigated construction activities.   

As previously discussed in Response to Comment A12-4, the potential impacts from the operational 
element of biosolids truck hauling were determined to be less than significant without mitigation.  No 
new mitigation measures are necessary.  The Sanitation Districts, however, will continue ongoing efforts 
to promote feasible low emissions technologies and commercially available alternative fuel vehicles for 
hauling biosolids. 

The comment also requests that the final EIR/EIS discuss incentives and require continuous improvement 
for trucks servicing the construction sites and the JWPCP. 

In order to implement MM AQ-2d, commercially available construction equipment and heavy-duty trucks 
that use alternative fuels will be evaluated for their use during construction and operation prior to 
finalizing the bid specifications.  A periodic review of these technologies will be conducted.  In addition, 
if a CARB-certified technology with a better emissions profile than the existing mitigation measures is 
identified, it will be evaluated.  As previously discussed, the Sanitation Districts will continue ongoing 
efforts to promote feasible low emissions technologies and commercially available alternative fuel 
vehicles for hauling biosolids. 

The comment also requests that the final EIR/EIS include a mitigation measure for the phase-in of zero 
emission trucks and a periodic review of new technologies and regulations specific to heavy-duty trucks. 
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As previously discussed in Response to Comment A12-4, the potential impacts from the operational 
element of biosolids truck hauling were determined to be less than significant without mitigation.  No 
new mitigation measures are necessary.  The Sanitation Districts, however, will continue ongoing efforts 
to promote feasible low emissions technologies and commercially available alternative fuel vehicles for 
hauling biosolids. 

The Ports’ Clean Truck Program is a long-term program intended to address the more than 20,000 daily 
truck trips associated with the Port of Los Angeles.  Construction for the Clearwater Program, in turn, 
adds truck trips for a short term, and the number of trucks is orders of magnitude smaller by comparison.  
Based on this much smaller number of truck trips, it is inappropriate to utilize the Ports’ Clean Truck 
Program for the project.   

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment A12-14 

The comment requests that the final EIR/EIS clarify the calculations used to adjust the localized 
significance threshold (LST) based on the federal standard.  The comment is also concerned that localized 
emission impacts could constitute a disproportionately adverse impact on minority and low-income 
populations.  

The analysis in the draft EIR/EIS relied on LSTs developed by the South Coast Air Quality Management 
District (SCAQMD), which are part of SCAQMD’s environmental justice program.  LSTs were designed 
to protect communities from the localized effects of air quality impacts caused by projects.  LSTs 
represent the maximum emissions from a project that will not cause or contribute to an exceedance of the 
most stringent applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard, thereby not resulting in significant 
adverse localized air quality impacts.  The LSTs are conservative, providing public agencies with a 
relatively simple method of evaluating ambient air pollutant concentrations without having to conduct 
more complicated air dispersion modeling. 

SCAQMD’s LST methodology for nitrogen dioxide (NO2) is based on the California 1-hour ambient air 
quality standard.  In 2010, the EPA created a new federal NO2 1-hour ambient air standard that is lower 
than the California standard.  Because the SCAQMD has not revised their LST methodology to reflect the 
new federal standard, a different approach was warranted in addressing localized NO2 impacts as they 
apply to the federal 1-hour standard.   

The analysis determined the NOX federal screening threshold by scaling SCAQMD NOX LST by the ratio 
of the federal 1-hour National Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS) to the California Ambient Air 
Quality Standard (a ratio of 0.10 to 0.18).   

The de minimis level for NOX stipulated in the federal general conformity rule could also be used as the 
federal screening threshold for NOX.  The federal general conformity rule ensures that federal actions do 
not cause or contribute to a new violation of the NAAQS, do not cause additional or worsen existing 
violations of the NAAQS, and do not delay attainment of the NAAQS.  The conformity regulation 
stipulates de minimis emission levels based on the type and severity of the nonattainment designation.  If 
the federal action would result in emissions below the de minimis levels, the action is determined to 
conform; that is, it would not cause or contribute to a violation of the NAAQS.  The South Coast Air 
Basin (SCAB) is in extreme nonattainment for ozone, for which NOX is a precursor, and as such is subject 
to a 10 tons-per-year de minimis level (EPA 2010).  The general conformity de minimis level of 10 tons 
per year, therefore, could be used to evaluate NOX impacts as they relate to the NAAQS.  If the general 
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conformity de minimis level of 10 tons per year were used, impacts from program construction, project 
construction, and program operation would not result in a significance determination different from the 
EIR/EIS.  It should also be noted that the SCAB is considered a maintenance area for NO2 and as such is 
subject to a 100 tons-per-year de minimis level.   

As discussed in Chapter 15 of the draft EIR/EIS, the study areas for the tunnel alignment and Royal 
Palms shaft site for the recommended alternative (Alternative 4) do not have a greater presence of 
minority or low-income populations in comparison to the reference community.  The study area around 
the JWPCP West shaft site does have a greater presence of minority and low-income populations in 
comparison to the reference community.  However, as described in Chapter 5, under Impact AQ-3, 
implementation of MM AQ-3a through MM AQ-3e and MM AQ-3g would reduce construction impacts 
for the onshore tunnel and the JWPCP West and Royal Palms shaft sites to below the SCAQMD LSTs for 
all pollutants for the recommended alternative (Alternative 4).  Residual impacts would be less than 
significant.  Therefore, the recommended alternative would not result in significant, disproportionately 
high, or adverse localized emissions impacts on minority or low-income populations.  Environmental 
justice-related impacts would be less than significant. 

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment A12-15 

The comment requests a discussion of potential non-cancer health problems linked to particulate 
pollution, including diesel particulates. 

Non-cancer health issues associated with criteria pollutants, including particulate matter less than 10 and 
2.5 microns in diameter (PM10 and PM2.5), were described in Table 5-3 of the draft EIR/EIS.  No revisions 
to the final EIR/EIS are necessary.  For additional information, the California Environmental Protection 
Agency’s (CalEPA’s) Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) has a fact sheet that 
describes the health effects of diesel exhaust (CalEPA OEHHA 2012).   

The comment also requests a discussion and analysis of how toxic air contaminants generated during 
project construction contribute to the acute hazard and total hazard indices. 

OEHHA has not developed an acute hazard index for diesel particulate matter, so the short-term 
construction-related effects of diesel particulate cannot be estimated.  Based on CARB’s fact sheet, 
Health Effects of Diesel Exhaust (CARB 2012), the diesel-particulate levels estimated to be present in 
ambient air in 2000 result in a potential cancer risk of over 540 in 1 million over a 70-year lifetime.   

LSTs were used to assess whether or not there would be any significant adverse localized air quality 
impacts associated with construction.  Localized PM2.5 impacts associated with program construction and 
project construction were found to be below the level of significance.  Because health impacts associated 
with short-term exposure are linked to ambient PM2.5 concentrations, it is appropriate to define the trigger 
to quantify such impacts as the finding of significance for the PM2.5 ambient concentration impact.  
Therefore, a less than significant finding for the PM2.5 ambient concentration impact would not trigger a 
quantification of short-term impacts associated with construction activities since the impact has already 
been found not to be significant.   

The comment suggests altering the construction schedule or limiting the use of high emitting equipment 
as a mitigation to achieve the lowest emissions possible. 
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It would be infeasible to halt tunnel construction or use equipment intermittently.  A longer construction 
schedule would also result in longer-term impacts.  The cleanest engine (Tier 4) would be used for the 
tunnel locomotive, which is the highest emissions source for the project. 

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment A12-16 

The comment suggests adding certain greenhouse gas (GHG) mitigation measures to the construction and 
bid specifications.   

Over the years, the Sanitation Districts have developed cost-effective, environmentally sound programs to 
reduce GHG emissions.  As described in Chapter 1 of the draft MFP, the Sanitation Districts, having 
successfully pioneered renewable energy technologies at their wastewater and solid waste facilities, are 
leaders in the production and use of green power.  The production of renewable energy from biogas 
conserves fossil fuels and reduces GHG emissions.  In 2010, the Sanitation Districts produced 
750,000 megawatt hours (MWh) of power offsetting 220,000 metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalents 
(CO2e).  This is enough renewable energy to power 120,000 homes.  (That same year, the EPA 
recognized the Sanitation Districts as one of the top five “Green Power Partnership” local government 
leaders in the nation with respect to annual green power usage.)  As further described in Chapter 1 of the 
draft MFP, approximately 84 million gallons per day (93,000 acre-feet per year) of recycled water was 
reused at 640 sites throughout Los Angeles County in 2010.  Assuming this water would otherwise have 
been supplied by imported water, these recycled water efforts have avoided approximately 250,000 MWh 
of annual power consumption, offsetting 73,000 metric tons of CO2e.  In addition, the Sanitation Districts 
recently cooperated in the installation of a public CNG refueling station at the JWPCP and have planted 
trees around the JWPCP and other facilities in the Joint Outfall System, which is one of EPA’s suggested 
mitigation measures.   

Nonetheless, based on this comment, the final EIR/EIS is revised to include the following mitigation 
measures in Chapter 9: 

MM GHG-1f.  Use energy efficient lighting systems, such as LED technology, during 
construction, where feasible. 

MM GHG-1g.  Use lighter-colored pavement during construction, where feasible. 

MM GHG-1h.  Recycle construction debris to the maximum extent feasible. 

The additional mitigation applies to Alternatives 1 through 4 (Project) and is added elsewhere in the final 
EIR/EIS and final Executive Summary where GHG mitigation for the project occurs.  

No other revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment A12-17 

The comment requests consideration of all feasible mitigation strategies, monitoring measures, and the 
preferences expressed by the local community to reduce potential environmental justice and cumulative 
health impacts. 

Section 5.2.3.2 of the draft EIR/EIS acknowledged the carcinogenic risk posed by ambient diesel 
particulate around the Port of Los Angeles, identified in the MATES III study.  In recognition of the 
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existing ambient air quality, mitigation measures were included that went beyond the existing regulatory 
requirements.  Additionally, a Tier 4 engine is proposed for the locomotive engine, which is the highest 
emissions source for the project. 

As discussed in Chapter 15 of the draft EIR/EIS, the study areas for the tunnel alignment and Royal 
Palms shaft site for the recommended alternative (Alternative 4) do not have a greater presence of 
minority or low-income populations in comparison to the reference community.  The study area around 
the JWPCP West shaft site does have a greater presence of minority and low-income populations in 
comparison to the reference community.  However, as described in Chapter 5 under Impact AQ-3, 
implementation of MM AQ-3a through MM AQ-3e and MM AQ-3g would reduce construction impacts 
for the onshore tunnel and the JWPCP West and Royal Palms shaft sites to below the SCAQMD LSTs for 
all pollutants for Alternative 4 (Project).  Residual impacts would be less than significant.  Therefore, the 
recommended alternative would not result in significant, disproportionately high, or adverse localized 
emissions impacts on minority or low-income populations.  Environmental justice-related impacts would 
be less than significant. 

The draft EIR/EIS used the SCAQMD’s very conservative LST methodology to ensure that public health 
is protected during project construction.  The potential local air quality impacts caused by project 
construction were determined to be less than significant after implementing the mitigation measures.   

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment A12-18 

The comment requests that, in general, an analysis of impacts on children be included and, specifically, 
that the final EIR/EIS include child care facilities as non-resident sensitive receptors when assessing 
localized air quality impacts from construction activities.  

The LST analysis in the draft EIR/EIS considered child care facilities as non-resident sensitive receptors. 

The comment also requests that the final EIR/EIS describe the specific location for all staging areas to be 
used during construction at each shaft site, and confirm that these locations would result in the least 
environmental impacts and disruption to sensitive receptors, including schools and child care centers. 

The proposed staging areas would be located within the footprint of the shaft sites or facilities described 
in the draft EIR/EIS.  Impacts from activities at these locations on surrounding sensitive receptors were 
addressed in the draft EIR/EIS.  As described in Table 5-62 of the draft EIR/EIS, LST impacts would be 
less than significant with mitigation. 

The comment also requests that the final EIR/EIS consider smaller footprints for the proposed shaft sites 
and construction schedules that would minimize impacts on such sensitive receptors. 

The comment is noted.  The footprint is determined by the space needed to lower the tunnel boring 
machine and equipment through the shaft, the size and type of equipment needed for construction, the 
need for construction equipment and vehicles to maneuver or rotate, and other factors.  The construction 
schedules provided in Table 3-13 of the draft EIR/EIS represent a worst-case scenario with respect to 
overlapping construction of project elements.  This ensures a conservative approach for analyzing 
potential project impacts because it assumes project activities are occurring concurrently, thus resulting in 
greater air emissions and traffic impacts.   
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The comment also requests that measures identified in the Draft Schools Environmental Health 
Guidelines (EPA 2012) for reducing exposure of environmental hazards at schools be discussed. 

The EPA’s Draft Schools Environmental Health Guidelines are draft voluntary guidelines intended as 
BMPs to be implemented by school facilities.  The guidelines include the following measures to be 
implemented by states and school facilities.   

 Promote the establishment of local school environmental management systems that consider 
student and staff health and safety in all practices related to design, construction, renovation, 
operations, and maintenance of schools and school grounds.  

 Recommend that new and renovated school facilities are designed and built to ensure a 
sustainable, healthy environment that also conserves energy and saves money.  

 Ensure that environmental factors are considered in school siting decisions as recommended in 
the EPA’s School Siting Guidelines.  

 Provide support to schools that are identified as most in need of critical infrastructure repair 
and/or maintenance. 

 Promote energy efficient products and practices.  

 Encourage environmentally safe purchasing policies for school districts.  

Implementation of these guidelines by the project proponent would not be applicable because the 
Sanitation Districts have no authority over schools nor does the Clearwater Program involve construction 
or renovation of schools. 

The comment also requests that the final EIR/EIS provide a discussion of current rates of asthma and how 
construction emissions may impact children’s health and refers to the 2007 Los Angeles County Health 
Survey. 

In 2009, the Los Angeles County Department of Public Health released a report entitled Key Indicators of 
Health (Los Angeles County Department of Health 2009) indicating that, in 2007, an average of 
9.5 percent of children of ages 0 through 17 in South Bay had asthma.  This is a decline from 2005, which 
was 11 percent.   

The 2007 Los Angeles County Health Survey was a population-based telephone survey that provided 
information concerning the health of Los Angeles County residents.  The data provided by the survey is 
intended for assessing health-related needs of the population, for program planning and policy 
development, and for program evaluation.  The data is not linked to medical records and is based on 
self-reported data from a randomly selected sample of Los Angeles County population. 

The data, although useful for assessing general rates of asthma in 2007 for state and county health 
planning purposes, is not meaningful in assessing how construction-related, project-specific air emissions 
may affect children in the direct vicinity of the proposed project.  

It should be noted that asthma is often linked to ambient PM2.5 concentrations.  The draft EIR/EIS found 
that PM2.5 impacts associated with program and project construction would be below the level of 
significance even prior to implementation of the mitigation measures.  Therefore, a less than significant 
finding for the PM2.5 ambient concentration impact would not trigger a quantification of impacts 
associated with temporary construction activities because the impact has already been found to be less 
than significant.  
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No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment A12-19 

The comment requests additional analysis of aerially deposited lead and asbestos in the surface soils 
around the JWPCP East, JWPCP West, and TraPac shaft sites.   

As discussed in Chapter 10 of the draft EIR/EIS, as part of the construction process, excavated material 
would be monitored and tested at the shaft sites prior to disposal, and disposal of contaminated materials, 
if found, would comply with all federal, state, and local regulations.  Therefore, impacts related to 
contaminated soil were found to be less than significant.   

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment A12-20 

The comment states, in general, that the draft EIR/EIS did not sufficiently characterize project impacts on 
the Palos Verdes Shelf Superfund Site under each alternative and did not describe how such information 
was used to support the selection of the recommended (preferred) alternative.   

As shown in Table 2 in Appendix 1-B of the draft EIR/EIS, from late 2007 to mid-2011, the Sanitation 
Districts conducted four scoping meetings with the EPA, Region 9, two of which were attended by the 
Corps as well.  A topic of discussion at each of these meetings was the potential environmental impacts of 
the proposed riser/diffuser construction and existing outfall rehabilitation on the Palos Verdes Shelf 
Superfund Site.  In addition, the Sanitation Districts’ Ocean Monitoring and Research Group had several 
coordination meetings with the EPA’s Superfund Group during the Clearwater Program planning process.  
Over the course of these scoping and coordination meetings, the EPA indicated that the proposed 
riser/diffuser for Alternative 1 is beyond the Palos Verdes Shelf Superfund Site study area; the proposed 
riser/diffuser for Alternatives 2 and 3 is within the Palos Verdes Shelf Superfund Site study area, but in an 
area of low concern with respect to DDT/PCB sediment concentrations; and the proposed existing outfall 
rehabilitation under Alternatives 1, 2, 3, and 4 is within the study area for the Palos Verdes Shelf 
Superfund Site, but would occur primarily in ocean depths ranging between 20 and 50 feet, which is 
much shallower than the EPA’s area of concern with respect to high DDT/PCB sediment concentrations 
that start at ocean depths greater than 100 feet.  The input received from the EPA was used in the 
screening of each of the viable alternatives and the subsequent ranking of the feasible alternatives.  As 
described in Section 6.3.4.2 of the draft MFP, five weighted screening parameters were used to evaluate 
the viable project alternatives for feasibility.  One of the criteria – constructability – considered hazards 
(e.g., potential disturbance to areas of high DDT/PCB sediment concentrations during construction) and 
institutional feasibility (e.g., EPA approval to construct within the Palos Verdes Shelf Superfund Site 
study area).  Another of the criteria – operational considerations – considered potential disturbance to 
areas of high DDT/PCB sediment concentrations during ocean outfall operation.  Therefore, the 
alternatives analysis presented in the draft MFP and the draft EIR/EIS considered the potential 
construction and operation impacts of the viable project alternatives on the Palos Verdes Shelf Superfund 
Site, and the results of the analysis were factored into the aggregate weighted scores presented in 
Table 6-28 of the draft MFP, which ultimately established the ranked feasible alternatives presented in 
Table 6-29 of the draft MFP.  The highest ranked alternative was the recommended alternative 
(Alternative 4). 

In addition, this comment specifically recommends several changes to the document.   
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The first specific recommendation is to include avoidance and impact minimization of the Palos Verdes 
Shelf Superfund Site as one of the screening criteria listed in Section 3.3 of the draft EIR/EIS. 

As previously described, minimization of impacts on the Palos Verdes Shelf Superfund Site was 
considered under two of the screening criteria – constructability and operational considerations.  Both of 
these criteria, which were listed on Figure 3-2 of the draft EIR/EIS, were defined in Section 6.3.4.2 of the 
draft MFP.  The second specific recommendation is to include a discussion on how the construction, 
operation, rehabilitation, and maintenance activities would impact the Palos Verdes Shelf Superfund Site 
under each alternative, and identify any potentially necessary remedial actions.   

Section 13.2 and Appendix 13-A of the draft EIR/EIS provided a comprehensive description of the 
marine environmental setting on the San Pedro and Palos Verdes Shelves, including DDT/PCB sediment 
concentrations.  Figure 13-4 of the draft EIR/EIS showed the location of the existing ocean outfalls and 
the proposed riser/diffuser area for each alternative in relationship to the Palos Verdes Shelf Superfund 
Site study area.  Section 13.4 of the draft EIR/EIS provided a systematic evaluation of the construction 
and operation impacts for each of the alternatives on the marine environment.  Potential impacts on the 
Palos Verdes Shelf Superfund Site study area were specifically addressed in Sections 13.4.3.2, 13.4.4.2, 
13.4.5.2, and 13.4.6.2 of the draft EIR/EIS.  Any potentially necessary remedial actions relating to 
DDT/PCB contaminated sediments were included in mitigation measures, specifically MM MAR-1a and 
MM MAR-1b.   

The third specific recommendation is to discuss potential operational environmental effects due to 
disturbance of contaminated sediments that could result from effluent discharge and changes in currents 
as a result of a new diffuser on the seafloor, including a discussion of modeling and monitoring results 
used to determine environmental effects. 

As shown on Figure 13-5 of the draft EIR/EIS, prevailing currents in the project vicinity would run 
parallel to the coast in a northwesterly direction.  The proposed diffusers for Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 
would be oriented in the same direction, and the proposed diffusers for Alternatives 2 and 3 would be 
closer to the area of concern with respect to high DDT/PCB sediment concentrations (approximately 
1 mile at its closest point) than the proposed diffuser for Alternative 1.  Effluent would be discharged 
perpendicular to the prevailing current at a low velocity (approximately 2 feet per second) from a series of 
ports located along the entire length of each diffuser leg.  Once discharged, the effluent would typically 
begin to rise (due to its higher temperature and lower salinity than that of the ambient ocean water) until it 
reaches the thermocline about 10 to 30 meters below the surface (approximately 30 to 100 feet).  The 
prevailing currents would then carry the effluent toward the area of high DDT/PCB sediment 
concentrations and suspended solids would settle out over time, some of which could further cover the 
buried DDT/PCB.  Furthermore, given the orientation of the proposed diffusers for Alternatives 1, 2, and 
3 with respect to the prevailing currents, any potential down-current turbulence moving in the direction of 
the area of high DDT/PCB sediment concentrations would be generated primarily by the cross-section of 
the diffuser, not the 8,000-foot diffuser length.  The cross-section of the proposed diffuser was shown on 
Figure 3-25 of the draft EIR/EIS.  The maximum height, which is limited to the very top of the diffuser 
pipe, would be approximately 13 feet above the seafloor.  The maximum width of the cross-section would 
be 54 feet, most of which is 5 feet or less above the seafloor.  As described in Section 13.2.2.1 of the draft 
EIR/EIS, based on a 9-year study conducted by the Sanitation Districts, currents on the Palos Verdes 
Shelf at a depth of 175 feet (the location and depth of the diffuser proposed for Alternatives 2 and 3) 
averaged 0.3 feet per second, with a maximum current speed of 2.3 feet per second recorded in 2001.  
Given the small cross-section of the proposed diffusers, the relatively low current speeds at the diffuser 
locations and depths, and the 1-mile distance between the tip of the closest diffuser leg and the edge of the 
higher DDT/PCB sediment concentrations, there would be minimal or no potential for the proposed 
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diffusers to alter currents in the area of concern.  Therefore, additional modeling and monitoring of 
potential disturbance to contaminated sediments are not warranted.   

The fourth specific recommendation is that the final EIR/EIS should evaluate the alternatives with the 
recognition that two of the offshore tunnel alignments have the potential to cause unavoidable, but 
mitigable, impacts on the Palos Verdes Superfund Site.   

Section 13.4 of the draft EIR/EIS provided a systematic evaluation of the construction and operation 
impacts of each of the alternatives on the marine environment.  Potential impacts on the Palos Verdes 
Shelf Superfund Site study area were specifically addressed in Sections 13.4.3.2, 13.4.4.2, 13.4.5.2, and 
13.4.6.2 of the draft EIR/EIS.  Any potentially necessary remedial actions relating to DDT/PCB 
contaminated sediments are addressed by MM MAR-1a and MM MAR-1b.  After mitigation, the draft 
EIR/EIS concluded that the impacts would be less than significant.   

The fifth specific recommendation is that Chapter 10 should discuss contaminated sediment at the Palos 
Verdes Shelf Superfund Site and disclose that Alternatives 2 and 3 terminate on the Palos Verdes Shelf 
Superfund Site. 

Section 10.1 of the draft EIR/EIS referred the reader to Chapter 13 for a discussion of impacts associated 
with hazards and hazardous materials resulting from construction of the proposed riser/diffuser.  
Therefore, Chapter 10 included no such discussion.  Contaminated sediment on the Palos Verdes Shelf 
was discussed in Sections 13.2.2.1, 13.4.3.2, 13.4.4.2, 13.4.5.3, and 13.4.6.3 as well as in Appendix 13-A 
of the draft EIR/EIS.  To date, however, the EPA has not clearly delineated the boundaries of the Palos 
Verdes Shelf Superfund Site.  The EPA has instead provided figures showing the study area for the Palos 
Verdes Shelf Superfund Site (e.g., Figure 1-1 of the Final Palos Verdes Shelf Superfund Site Remedial 
Investigation Report [EPA et al. 2007]; Figure 1-1 of the Palos Verdes Shelf Superfund Site Operable 
Unit 5 of the Montrose Chemical Corp. Superfund Site Final Feasibility Study [EPA et al. 2009]; and 
Figure 1 of the Interim Record of Decision, Palos Verdes Shelf Operable Unit 5 of the Montrose 
Chemical Corporation Superfund Site [EPA 2009]).  Consequently, to maintain consistency with the 
EPA’s most recently published documents, Chapter 13 of the draft EIR/EIS referred to the “Palos Verdes 
Shelf Superfund Site DDT/PCB study area” or the “EPA-designated DDT/PCB study area.”  Figure 13-4 
clearly showed that Alternatives 2 and 3 terminate within the Palos Verdes Shelf Superfund Site 
DDT/PCB study area.  The sixth specific recommendation is that Figure 13-4 of the draft EIR/EIS include 
the extent of DDT and PCB contamination and the location of the proposed re-ballasting of the existing 
ocean outfalls. 

In response to this recommendation, Figure 13-4 is revised in the final EIR/EIS to include the location of 
the proposed re-ballasting of the existing ocean outfalls.  Furthermore, two new figures are added to 
Chapter 13, Figures 13-7 and 13-8.  Figure 13-7 shows the extent of DDT contamination within the Palos 
Verdes Shelf Superfund Site Study Area and the proposed riser/diffuser and re-ballasting locations.  
Figure 13-8 shows the extent of PCB contamination within the Palos Verdes Shelf Superfund Site Study 
Area and the proposed riser/diffuser and re-ballasting locations. 

Section 13.2.2.1, under Palos Verdes Shelf, Sediment Quality, is revised in the final EIR/EIS as follows: 

The PV Shelf includes 19,895 acres between the depths of 100 and 400 feet (30 and 120 
meters), generally considered midshelf depths.  Soft-bottom sediments are approximately 97 
percent of the midshelf depths.  The PV Shelf riser and diffuser area is within the boundaries 
of the EPA-designated Palos Verdes Shelf Superfund Site.  The location of the DDT/PCB 
study area is depicted on Figure 13-4.  The extent of the DDT contamination within the PV 
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Shelf Superfund Site Study Area (EPA 2009a:27–28) and the proposed riser/diffuser and re-
ballasting locations are shown on Figure 13-7.  The extent of the PCB contamination within 
the PV Shelf Superfund Site Study Area (EPA 2009a:27–28) and the proposed riser/diffuser 
and re-ballasting locations are shown on Figure 13-8.  See the discussion under Existing 
Ocean Outfalls for more details regarding the DDT/PCB on the PV Shelf, and refer to 
Appendix 13-A for levels of sediment contamination. 

In addition, Section 25.13.1 is revised in the final EIR/EIS by adding the following reference: 

EPA.  2009a.  Interim Record of Decision Palos Verdes Shelf Operable Unit 5 of Montrose 
Chemical Corporation Superfund Site.  San Francisco, CA.  Prepared by U.S. EPA, Region 
IX.  27–28 p. 

Section 13.2.2.1, under Existing Ocean Outfalls, Location and Geography, is revised in the final EIR/EIS 
as follows: 

The existing ocean outfalls extend from the existing manifold structure at Royal Palms Beach 
and terminate at a depth of approximately 200 feet (60 meters) as described in Section 
2.2.4.3.  The rehabilitation work proposed re-ballasting would occur along the existing ocean 
outfalls at depths of 20 to 50 feet as shown on Figures 13-4, 13-7, and 13-8. 

The seventh specific recommendation is that Chapter 2 of the final EIR/EIS should state that the 
Sanitation Districts entered into a consent decree in 1997 with the EPA to address DDT/PCB 
contamination on the Palos Verdes Shelf.  

In response to this recommendation, Section 2.2.4.3, under JWPCP Effluent Management, last paragraph, 
is revised in the final EIR/EIS as follows:   

The pesticide, dichlorodiphenyltrichloroethane (DDT), was manufactured at the Montrose 
Chemical Corporation plant in Torrance, California, from 1947 through 1983.  From the late 
1950s to the early 1970s1947 to1971, DDT was disposed of into Sanitation Districts’ sewers 
and conveyed to the JWPCP.  Local industries also discharged polychlorinated biphenyls 
(PCBs) into the Sanitation Districts’ sewer system until PCBs were banned in 1976.  The 
JWPCP had no means of removing or containing the DDT or PCBs, which were discharged 
along with the plant’s effluent into the Pacific Ocean approximately 1.5 miles off White Point 
on the Palos Verdes Shelf.  Since the 1970s, the contaminated sediment has been gradually 
buried by plant effluent and natural sediment, resulting in a layer of cleaner sediment on top 
of the contaminated sediment.  In 1997, the Sanitation Districts entered into a consent decree 
with the EPA to address DDT/PCB contamination on the Palos Verdes Shelf.  The EPA has 
conducted various studies and investigations to determine the extent of the contaminated area 
and to evaluate the appropriate remediation measures.  In June 2009, the EPA released for 
public comment their proposed plan to address risks to human health and the environment 
posed by the contaminated sediment.  The proposed plan presented the EPA’s preferred 
alternative, as well as the other alternatives the EPA evaluated to address these risks.  On 
September 30, 2009, the EPA signed an interim record of decision that selected an initial 
remedial action for the Palos Verdes Shelf of capping, monitored natural recovery, and 
institutional controls.  The cleanup decision will be documented in a record of decision, 
supported by the EPA’s remedial investigation/feasibility study.   

No other revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 
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Response to Comment A12-21 

The comment states that the proposed rehabilitation work on the existing ocean outfalls would avoid 
potentially contaminated sediments and would not interfere with the EPA’s proposed Comprehensive 
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) remedy for the Palos Verdes 
Superfund Site, but nevertheless recommends the inclusion of specific BMPs in the final EIR/EIS and 
ROD to prevent interference with the EPA’s proposed CERCLA remedy for the Palos Verdes Superfund 
Site and ensure minimum disturbance to sediments and marine habitats. 

Table 3-13 of the draft EIR/EIS indicated that the proposed rehabilitation of the existing ocean outfalls 
under Alternative 4 (the recommended alternative) would begin in 2019 and last approximately 9 months.  
However, the construction schedules provided in Table 3-13 represent a worst-case scenario with respect 
to overlapping construction of project elements.  This ensures a conservative approach for analyzing 
potential project impacts because it assumes project activities are occurring concurrently, thus resulting in 
greater air emissions and traffic impacts.  In reality, a proposed project element, such as the rehabilitation 
of the existing ocean outfalls, that is independent of the other project elements with respect to 
construction sequencing could potentially be accelerated or delayed.  Consequently, the proposed 
rehabilitation work may occur prior to the EPA’s implementation of the proposed CERCLA remedy (i.e., 
placement of a sediment cap) by 2018.  Regardless of when the rehabilitation work would actually occur, 
the Sanitation Districts will coordinate with the EPA during the design and construction phases as was 
done throughout the planning process.  (Note that during the most recent coordination meeting, both 
parties agreed to enter into a memorandum of understanding that would preserve the EPA’s need to 
implement the proposed CERCLA remedy and the Sanitation Districts’ need to operate, maintain, and 
repair the existing ocean outfalls.)   

The proposed CERCLA remedy was most recently presented in Section 9.4 of the EPA’s Interim Record 
of Decision, Palos Verdes Shelf Operable Unit 5 of the Montrose Chemical Corporation Superfund Site 
(EPA 2009).  As proposed, a 45-centimeter-thick cap consisting of clean sand/coarse silt would be placed 
over approximately 300 acres of the Palos Verdes Shelf where the highest surficial contaminant 
concentrations appear to be eroding.  Figures 7 and 8 of the EPA’s Interim Record of Decision 
(EPA 2009) indicate that the area of high surficial contaminant concentrations is near the terminus of the 
existing ocean outfalls, beginning at a depth of approximately 150 feet, with the highest concentrations at 
depths closer to 200 feet.  Section 3.3.2.3 of the draft EIR/EIS described the proposed rehabilitation of the 
existing ocean outfalls.  As described in Section 13.4.3.2 of the draft EIR/EIS, the primary 
sediment-disturbing activity would be placement of additional ballast rock along the existing outfalls at 
ocean depths ranging from approximately 20 to 50 feet.  Given the distance between the proposed 
re-ballasting work and the EPA’s proposed CERCLA remedy, potential impacts on the cap would not 
occur and mitigation is not required.  However, if during final design it is determined that ballast rock is 
needed at depths greater than 50 feet, the Sanitation Districts would coordinate with the EPA to ensure 
that the work would not interfere with the proposed CERCLA remedy. 

Sediment disturbing activities within the 20 to 50 feet isobaths would be minimal.  Mechanical dredging 
or removal of large quantities of sediment would not be required.  Joint repairs would require a localized 
and temporary removal of sediment and ballast rock.  A team of divers would remove the ballast rock and 
hand-shovel approximately 2 cubic yards of sediment from each joint.  It is estimated that approximately 
10 to 40 joints would require repair, resulting in the hand removal of approximately 20 to 80 cubic yards 
of sediment.  Therefore, relative to dredging projects, the rehabilitation work would entail removal of 
de minimis quantities of sediment.  Re-ballasting activities would utilize a small derrick barge.  A tube 
extending from the barge deck to the ocean floor would ensure that placement of ballast rock would not 
extend beyond the existing footprint.  Furthermore, the Sanitation Districts would be required to 
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implement special conditions to minimize impacts on the marine environment per the Corps of Engineers’ 
Department of Army permit issued pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act and Section 10 of the 
Rivers and Harbors Act. 

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment A12-22 

The comment supports the identification of Alternative 4 (the recommended alternative) as the least 
environmentally damaging practicable alternative (LEDPA) because it would not result in the dredging 
and sediment disposal impacts associated with new outfall construction for Alternatives 1 through 3.  The 
comment also requests that the final EIR/EIS provide more detail to characterize impacts on kelp 
forests/beds. 

The Sanitation Districts and the Corps concur that Alternative 4 (the recommended alternative) would 
minimize impacts on the marine environment.  A draft 404(b)(1) analysis is currently being conducted to 
determine whether Alternative 4 is the LEDPA.  A report summarizing the findings of the draft 404(b)(1) 
analysis is included as Appendix 24-A of the final EIR/EIS, and the final determination of the LEDPA 
will be included in the ROD for the EIS.   

Table 24-1 is revised in the final EIR/EIS to reletter footnote “a” to footnote “b”. 

Table 24-1 is revised in the final EIR/EIS to add a footnote “a” to the first row under United States Army 
Corps of Engineers and the following addition to the footnote section at the end of table: 

a The draft 404(b)(1) analysis is included as Appendix 24-A. 

See Response to Comment A12-5 regarding potential impacts on kelp forests/beds. 

No other revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment A12-23 

The comment requests that the final EIR/EIS describe the approximate number of joints requiring repair 
and provide an estimate of the volume of bottom sediment potentially disturbed for the rehabilitation of 
the existing ocean outfalls to better inform whether additional sampling and BMPs would be appropriate 
to prevent redistribution of contaminated sediment, control turbidity, and protect nearby marine 
organisms.   

See Response to Comment A12-5. 

Section 3.3.2.3, under Existing Ocean Outfalls, second paragraph, is revised in the final EIR/EIS to 
include the approximate number of joints requiring repair and an estimate of the volume of bottom 
sediment potentially disturbed for the rehabilitation of the existing ocean outfalls.   

No other revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 



Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County  Chapter 28.  Responses to Comments

 

 
Clearwater Program  
Final EIR/EIS 

 
28-82 

November 2012

ICF 00016.07
 

Response to Comment A12-24 

The comment states that the draft EIR/EIS did not fully assess and quantify cumulative impacts 
associated with the project, requests that air quality cumulative impact analysis include additional 
constituents of concern, and makes additional specific recommendations. 

Under both the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the National Environmental Policy 
Act (NEPA), a cumulative impact analysis is required in an EIR/EIS.  The CEQA Guidelines state that  

an EIR shall discuss cumulative impacts of the project when the project’s incremental effect 
is cumulatively considerable….  The discussion of cumulative impacts shall reflect the 
severity of the impacts and their likelihood of occurrence, but the discussion need not provide 
as great detail as is provided for the effects attributable to the project alone.  The discussion 
should be guided by standards of practicality and reasonableness….  (CEQA 2007.)   

The Council for Environmental Quality has issued guidance for analyzing cumulative impacts under 
NEPA, entitled Considering Cumulative Effects Under the National Environmental Policy Act 
(CEQ 1997).  The guidance states that the focus of cumulative effects analysis should be on important 
cumulative issues in order to lead to better decisions by the lead agency.  The primary goal of the 
cumulative effects analysis is to determine the magnitude and significance of the environmental 
consequences of the proposed action in context of the cumulative effects of other actions. 

EPA’s guidance for reviewing cumulative impacts in NEPA documents, entitled Consideration of 
Cumulative Impacts in EPA Review of NEPA Documents (EPA 1999), states that  

…Federal agencies have the responsibility of determining how and the extent to which 
cumulative impacts are assessed in NEPA documents and documenting that effort….   

EPA’s guidance also suggests that the information in the cumulative impact analysis should be 
commensurate with the impacts of the project.  In the case of the Clearwater Program, the impacts of the 
project are primarily related to the construction period.  Many of the other projects in the cumulative 
impact analysis would result in impacts of a much larger scale or for much longer periods of time.  For 
instance, the Port of Los Angeles and Port of Long Beach projects cited in the comment involve 
generation of large amounts of truck traffic on a long-term basis.   

The cumulative analysis for the Clearwater Program is included in Chapter 21 of the draft EIR/EIS.  For 
each resource area, this analysis described the scope of analysis; the impacts of past, present, and 
foreseeable future projects; and, for each alternative, the activities for which no potentially significant 
cumulative impact would result as well as the activities for which potentially significant cumulative 
impacts would result.  Therefore, the analysis focused on the important cumulative issues as allowed and 
recommended by CEQA, NEPA, and the EPA guidance, commensurate with the impacts of the project, 
which are primarily during the construction phase.  In some cases (e.g., air quality), the chapter 
referenced the cumulative analyses provided in other chapters of the document.   

The comment recommends that the final EIR/EIS update the list of projects analyzed in the cumulative 
impact analysis.  This is not required by NEPA, and CEQA requires that the baseline for environmental 
analysis be the conditions at the time of the notice of preparation for the EIR.  Therefore, there is no 
requirement to update the list of projects and redo the analysis based on a revised list.  The comment also 
requests more detailed information about the 128 projects in the cumulative projects list, but this is not 
necessary.  Each of the resource analyses in the cumulative impacts chapter of the draft EIR/EIS provides 
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the necessary information for the projects within the scope of analysis for that resource, and discussed 
that information in the context of the timing and severity of the Clearwater Program impacts. 

The comment recommends that there be a quantification of cumulative emissions from the project and 
other nearby goods movement projects, including terminal expansion projects at the Ports of Los Angeles 
and Long Beach, nearby proposed intermodal facilities, and freeway expansion projects.  The scope of the 
air quality analysis, as described in Section 21.2.2.1 of the draft EIR/EIS, was the entire SCAB; therefore, 
the analysis included not only the projects mentioned in this comment, but also many other projects in the 
basin.  This requested analysis would use the “list” approach to air quality analysis rather than the 
“projection” approach.  The projection approach is better suited for air quality because of the scale of the 
analysis area (the entire SCAB) and the fact that there is a program in place to predict (i.e., make a 
projection) of air quality impacts and address them on a cumulative basis.  Therefore, the SCAB 
nonattainment status for some pollutant criteria was used as the basis for the cumulative impact analysis. 

Because the SCAB is in nonattainment for ozone, PM10, and PM2.5, the cumulative analysis identified 
existing cumulative impacts for these pollutants.  The project/program would contribute to these 
cumulative impacts if their emissions would exceed SCAQMD’s daily emissions thresholds.  Any of the 
“build” alternatives (Alternative 1 through 4) would result in exceedances of the SCAQMD thresholds for 
NOX, a precursor for ozone.  Therefore, the cumulative impact analysis of air quality found that any of the 
build alternatives would contribute to a cumulative air quality impact, though only during construction. 

For PM10 and PM2.5, the build alternatives would not result in exceedances of the thresholds, so they 
would not contribute to a significant cumulative impact.  This information was provided in Chapter 5 of 
the draft EIR/EIS.  To clarify that the project and program would not contribute to a significant 
cumulative impact for these criteria, the following bullet is added to Section 21.2.2.2 of the final EIR/EIS 
under Alternative 1 Through Alternative 4, Activities for Which No Potentially Significant Cumulative 
Impacts Would Result: 

 Concurrent peak day emissions of PM10 and PM2.5 (combined construction and operational 
impacts) would not exceed the SCAQMD daily emissions thresholds at any time, as described in 
Chapter 5. 

The comment recommends that the final EIR/EIS discuss whether there are projects that, if all are 
constructed at the same time, would heavily burden specific communities (with regard to construction 
impacts).  This analysis is not necessary because the SCAQMD thresholds identify when such an impact 
would occur (by exceeding the thresholds).  As discussed above, for Alternatives 1 through 4, this impact 
would occur for NOX during the construction period.  As discussed in the draft EIR/EIS, this impact 
would be unavoidable because mitigation would not reduce the impact to below the thresholds.  This 
impact would not affect one community more than another because the criteria pollutant, NOX, affects the 
entire basin, as a precursor to ozone.  It is not a localized impact. 

No other revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment A12-25 

The comment requests that the final EIR/EIS and ROD include a commitment to provide the construction 
schedule and contact information of the noise disturbance coordinator to affected sensitive receptors.   

In response to EPA’s request, MM NOI-1b (same as MM NOI-4b) is revised in the final EIR/EIS as 
follows: 
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MM NOI-1b.  Prior to construction, initiate a complaint/response tracking program.  A 
construction schedule will be made available to schools, child care facilities, and residents 
living in the vicinity of the construction areas, and a noise disturbance coordinator will be 
designated.  The coordinator will be responsible for responding to complaints regarding 
construction noise, will determine the cause of the complaint, and will ensure that reasonable 
measures are implemented to correct the problem when feasible.  A contact telephone number 
for the noise disturbance coordinator will be conspicuously posted on construction site fences 
and will be included in the notification of the construction schedule. 

This revision also applies to MM NOI-4b and MM REC-1b.  This revision applies to Alternatives 1 
through 4 and elsewhere in the final EIR/EIS and final Executive Summary where MM NOI-1b, 
MM NOI-4b, and MM REC-1b occur. 

No other revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment A12-26 

The comment recommends that the final EIR/EIS and ROD include commitments to install signage at 
each shaft site during construction warning of dangers at the construction site.    

In accordance with standard practices of the Sanitation Districts, contractors would be held responsible 
for ensuring that access is controlled at all construction sites, including the shaft sites.  Fencing and 
signage alone are not necessarily sufficient to ensure site security, and in fact could lead to an “attractive 
nuisance” issue by providing a temptation to trespassers.  Depending on the location, appropriate 
measures may include signage, screening, surveillance cameras, security personnel, or other methods.  
Besides the requirements of the Sanitation Districts, the contractors’ insurance coverage would also 
require controlled access.  Because of these requirements, impacts related to site security would be less 
than significant and no mitigation is required. 

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 
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Commenter A13:  U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region IX – 
Paul F. Amato, Wetlands Regulatory Officer 
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Response to Comment A13-1 

The comment supports the identification of Alternative 4 as the recommended alternative and 
preliminarily considers Alternative 4 to be the least environmentally damaging practicable alternative 
(LEDPA). 

The Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers concur that 
Alternative 4 (the recommended alternative) would minimize impacts on the aquatic environment.  A 
draft 404(b)(1) analysis is currently being conducted to determine whether Alternative 4 is the LEDPA.  
A report summarizing the findings of the draft 404(b)(1) analysis is included as Appendix 24-A of the 
final EIR/EIS, and the final determination of the LEDPA will be included in the record of decision for the 
EIS. 

Table 24-1 is revised in the final EIR/EIS to reletter footnote “a” to footnote “b”. 

Table 24-1 is revised in the final EIR/EIS to add a footnote “a” to the first row under United States Army 
Corps of Engineers and the following addition to the footnote section at the end of table: 

a The draft 404(b)(1) analysis is included as Appendix 24-A.  

No other revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment A13-2 

The comment requests that the project assess and avoid any potential impacts on kelp forests and kelp 
beds because of their importance as marine habitat and physical coastal buffer. 

As described in Section 3.3.2.3 of the draft EIR/EIS, rehabilitation of the existing ocean outfalls would 
include re-ballasting and joint repairs.  Rehabilitation of the existing ocean outfalls would not require 
mechanical dredging or removal of large quantities of sediment.  A small derrick barge would be used to 
place the ballast rock around the outfalls and to support the joint repair work.  The re-ballasting work 
would occur on the existing 72-, 90-, and 120-inch outfalls in water depths ranging from approximately 
20 to 50 feet.  A tube extending from the barge deck to the ocean floor would ensure that placement of 
ballast rock would not extend beyond the existing footprint.  Joint repairs would require the temporary 
removal of sediment and ballast rock to fully expose the joint being repaired.  A team of divers would 
remove the ballast rock and hand-shovel approximately 2 cubic yards of sediment from each joint.  A 
coupling, which is a giant clamp that wraps around the joint, would be installed and the annular space 
filled with concrete.  The sediment and existing ballast rock would be replaced around the pipe, and 
additional ballast rock would be placed as needed.  Cathodic protection would also be restored or added 
where necessary.  It is estimated that approximately 10 to 40 joints would require repair, resulting in the 
hand removal of approximately 20 to 80 cubic yards of sediment.  Therefore, because no mechanical 
dredging would be associated with Alternative 4 (the recommended alternative), the rehabilitation work 
would entail removal of de minimis quantities of sediment. 

The 150 acres of kelp noted in Section 13.2.2.1 of the draft EIR/EIS are not strictly located within the 
White Point area but are spread over approximately 5 miles of coastline.  In the White Point area, kelp 
can be found on the 72‐, 90‐, and the 120‐inch outfalls at water depths ranging from approximately 40 to 
70 feet.  Areas shoreward of 40-foot depths do not support kelp due to wave action, sea urchin grazing, 
and the absence of hard substrate.  The proposed re-ballasting work would occur at water depths ranging 
between approximately 20 and 50 feet.  Thus, there would be some overlap between the general work 
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area and the kelp habitat from approximately 40 feet to 50 feet.  As a result, re-ballasting activities could 
impact kelp growing on the outfall pipes and the adjacent rock ballast.  However, the impact would be 
minimized because the proposed method of placing the new ballast rock ensures that the work would be 
limited to the existing footprint of the outfalls (i.e., pipeline and adjacent rock ballast).  The impact would 
also be temporary because kelp would be able to recolonize the rock ballast upon completion of 
construction.  Furthermore, replacement of rock ballast would increase hard substrate and thus benefit 
benthic habitat.  Overall, direct and indirect impacts on kelp forests associated with the rehabilitation 
work for Alternative 4 (the recommended alternative) would be minimal and temporary. 

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment A13-3 

The comment requests that the final EIR/EIS provide an estimate of the volume of bottom sediment 
potentially disturbed for the rehabilitation of the existing ocean outfalls to better inform whether 
additional sampling and best management practices would be appropriate to prevent redistribution of 
contaminated sediment, control turbidity, and protect nearby marine organisms.   

As described in Section 7.2.5.4 of the draft MFP, Section 3.3.2.3 of the draft EIR/EIS, and the draft 
Executive Summary, rehabilitation of the existing ocean outfalls would include re-ballasting and joint 
repairs.  See Response to Comment A13-2 for discussion on outfall rehabilitation. 

Section 3.3.2.3, under Existing Ocean Outfalls, second paragraph, is revised in the final EIR/EIS as 
follows: 

Alternatives 1 through 4 (Project) would include improvements to the existing ocean outfalls, 
such as joint repairs and re-ballasting.  The re-ballasting work would occur on the existing 
72-, 90- and 120-inch outfalls in water depths ranging from approximately 20 to 50 feet.  A 
small derrick barge would be used to place the ballast rock around the outfalls and support 
the joint repair work.  Joint repairs would involve temporarily removing some of the existing 
ballast rock from around the outfall to fully expose the joint being repaired.  A team of divers 
would repair an estimated 10 to 40 joints and hand-shovel approximately 2 cubic yards of 
sediment from each joint.  Mechanical dredging would not be required.  A coupling, which is 
a giant clamp that wraps around the joint, would be installed and the annular space filled with 
concrete.  The sediment and existing ballast rock would be replaced around the pipe, and 
additional ballast rock would be placed as needed.  cCathodic protection would also be 
restored or added where necessary.  The marine vessels required for this work are listed in 
Table 3-10.  The majority of the construction work would be based on one 10-hour shift per 
day, 5 days per week.  It is estimated that approximately eight to ten construction workers 
would be needed for the rehabilitation work.  Joint repairs and transport of construction 
workers would require a work vessel and crew vessel operating one daily round-trip for 
approximately 1 month, which would most likely deploy from the Port of Los Angeles.  All 
of the work including mobilization, construction, and demobilization would take 
approximately 9 months. 

No other revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 
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Commenter A14:  California Department of Conservation, Division of 
Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources – Syndi Pompa, Associate Oil 
and Gas Engineer 
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Response to Comment A14-1 

The comment states that the comments provided for the notice of preparation (NOP) still apply to the 
draft EIR/EIS.  The commenter also included a copy of the letter submitted for the NOP.   

See Response to Comment A14-2. 

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment A14-2 

The comment states that the project would be located within the administrative boundaries of the 
Torrance and Wilmington Oil Fields.  The comment recommends that all wells within or in close 
proximity to project boundaries be accurately plotted on future project maps and that construction over or 
in proximity of an idle or plugged and abandoned well be avoided if possible.  Information is also 
provided regarding proper review procedures for construction projects.   

As discussed in Section 10.2.2.1 of the draft EIR/EIS, the Wilmington to San Pedro Shelf alignment and 
the Wilmington to Palos Verdes Shelf alignment would pass through the Wilmington Oil Field, which 
contains numerous active, idle, and abandoned oil wells; the Figueroa/Gaffey to Palos Verdes Shelf 
alignment would skirt the southwestern margin of the Wilmington Oil Field; and the Figueroa/Western to 
Royal Palms alignment would briefly skirt the southwestern margin of the Wilmington Oil Field and may 
include the southeastern margin of the Torrance Oil Field.  It was also stated that relatively few active, 
idle, or abandoned oil wells were mapped in the vicinity of the Figueroa/Western to Royal Palms 
alignment, which is the recommended alternative (Alternative 4). 

Section 10.3.2.9 of the draft EIR/EIS described the role of the California Division of Oil, Gas, and 
Geothermal Resources (DOGGR) and acknowledged that the project would be located within the 
administrative boundaries of the Torrance and Wilmington Oil Fields.  Additionally, it was stated that the 
tunnel alignments presented in the document were located specifically to minimize interference with 
active and idle wells.  In the unlikely event that an abandoned oil well is encountered at a shaft site or 
during tunnel boring, the text indicated that the well would be re-abandoned in accordance with the 
California Code of Regulations Title 14, Division 2, Chapters 2 through 4, and with the approval of the 
local DOGGR office.  Furthermore, as a part of the final design, wells would be included on the contract 
drawings that are based on DOGGR maps.   

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 
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Commenter A15:  Northwest San Pedro Neighborhood Council – 
Diana Nave, President 
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Response to Comment A15-1 

The comment provides an introduction to the attached resolution by the Northwest San Pedro 
Neighborhood Council and expresses support for Alternative 1 rather than Alternative 4 (the 
recommended alternative).   

See Responses to Comments A15-2 through A15-16. 

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment.  

Response to Comment A15-2 

The comment states that four tunnel alignment alternatives were analyzed in the draft EIR/EIS for the 
Clearwater Program and that Alternative 4 was chosen as the recommended alternative based primarily on 
cost.  The comment also describes the general tunnel alignment of Alternative 4 and the construction of 
the Royal Palms shaft site, including the proposed use of the shaft site, truck trips, and duration.  The 
comment states that Alternative 1 would not have many of the negative impacts associated with the 
construction described for Alternative 4. 

As shown in Table 6-26 of the draft Master Facilities Plan, which lists the screening parameters and 
weighting used in the analysis of the viable project alternatives, cost effectiveness was only weighted 
20 percent, and five other parameters (i.e., environmental impacts, public input, operational 
considerations, constructability, and long-term uncertainty) were collectively weighted 80 percent.  
Furthermore, environmental impacts and long-term uncertainty were each weighted just as heavily as cost 
effectiveness.  Therefore, Alternative 4 (the recommended alternative) was not the highest ranked feasible 
alternative based primarily on cost. 

The draft EIR/EIS provided a co-equal level of analysis for each of the four project alternatives, as well as 
the No-Project Alternative and No-Federal-Action Alternative.  The draft Executive Summary contained 
a comprehensive table listing all of the significant environmental impacts and associated mitigation 
measures for each of the four project alternatives.  Chapter 22 of the draft EIR/EIS provided a comparison 
of alternatives, which was summarized in Tables 22-1 and 22-2.  Alternative 4 (the recommended 
alternative) would avoid marine environment impacts associated with constructing a new riser/diffuser 
and would minimize truck trips and air emissions due to its shorter tunnel length.  Conversely, Alternative 
1 would result in greater impacts on the marine environment due to new riser/diffuser construction and 
significantly more air emissions and truck trips due to its longer tunnel length.  Based on the overall 
environmental analysis, it was concluded that Alternative 4 (the recommended alternative) is the 
environmentally preferred and superior alternative. 

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment A15-3 

The comment states that construction of Alternative 4 (the recommended alternative) has the potential to 
initiate a landslide or ground failure in the cliffs surrounding the Royal Palms shaft site. 

As described in Chapter 8 of the draft EIR/EIS, implementation of Mitigation Measure (MM) GEO-1 at 
the Royal Palms shaft site, which involves performing a detailed geotechnical investigation and 
incorporating site-specific recommendations into the final design of the project, would reduce impacts to 



Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County  Chapter 28.  Responses to Comments 

 

 
Clearwater Program  
Final EIR/EIS 

 
28-97 

November 2012 
 

ICF 00016.07 
 

less than significant.  The detailed investigation would address issues such as landslide potential, slope 
stability, and ground failure. 

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment A15-4 

The comment states that Alternative 4 (the recommended alternative) would have harmful impacts on the 
environment and Northwest San Pedro due to construction truck traffic and noise impacts related to the 
construction at the Royal Palms shaft site.   

As discussed in Chapter 18 of the draft EIR/EIS, traffic impacts associated with Alternative 4 (the 
recommended alternative) would be less than significant for both the construction and operational phases 
of the project.   

As described in Chapter 14 of the draft EIR/EIS, construction noise from the Royal Palms shaft site 
would generally not produce a significant increase in overall ambient noise levels at residential areas 
north of Royal Palms Beach, particularly areas that do not have a direct line of sight into the shaft site.  
Occasionally, however, construction noise would exceed city noise standards at nearby residences and 
recreational uses, and impacts would be significant before mitigation.  Implementation of MM NOI-1a 
and MM NOI-1b would reduce those impacts to less than significant. 

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment A15-5 

The comment states that there would be a potential for the catastrophic failure of both the existing and 
proposed tunnels for Alternative 4 (the recommended alternative), due to their proximity to the seismic 
zones along Western Avenue. 

If a major earthquake on the Palos Verdes Fault were to occur that produced surface displacement, the 
existing tunnels could be severely damaged.  All four alternatives analyzed in the draft EIR/EIS must 
cross the Palos Verdes Fault as shown on Figure 8-1 of the draft EIR/EIS.  The risk of failure for the new 
tunnel does not increase or decrease based on the distance from the existing tunnels.  Implementation of 
MM GEO-2, which involves performing site-specific fault hazard investigations to minimize the damage 
to the tunnel and structures, would reduce impacts to less than significant.  The geotechnical 
recommendations will be incorporated into the final design and may include remediation measures, such 
as special lining systems inside the tunnel through the fault zone. 

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment A15-6 

The comment states that there would be a degradation of the aesthetics of Royal Palms Beach due to the 
construction of the shaft site and continued use of the site after construction has been completed.   

As described in Chapter 4 of the draft EIR/EIS, under Impact AES-3, Shaft Site – Royal Palms, 
construction and operation at the Royal Palms shaft site would substantially degrade the existing visual 
character or quality of the site or its surroundings before mitigation.  MM AES-3a would be implemented 
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to improve the aesthetic quality of the noise barrier during construction.  This impact would remain 
significant after mitigation, but would be a temporary impact limited to the construction period.   

The only visible element remaining after construction would be access hatches and vent stacks that are 
similar to the existing facilities.  The hatches would be either flush with the ground or protrude slightly 
above the ground surface.  MM AES-3b would be implemented to reduce the visibility of new structures 
during operation.  This mitigation would reduce visual impacts associated with the access hatches and 
vent stacks at the Royal Palms shaft site after construction to less than significant.  Therefore, there would 
not be a degradation of aesthetics at Royal Palms Beach due to the continued use of the site after 
construction has been completed. 

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment A15-7 

This introductory comment states that Alternative 1 would not have many of the negative impacts of 
Alternative 4 (the recommended alternative).   

See Response to Comment A15-2. 

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment A15-8 

The comment expresses the Northwest San Pedro Neighborhood Council’s opposition to Alternative 4 
(the recommended alternative) and preference for Alternative 1.   

The comment does not address the analysis in the draft EIR/EIS, so no response is necessary.  The 
comment will be provided to the decision makers for their consideration. 

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment A15-9 

The comment recommends that a detailed geotechnical study on slope stability in the area be performed 
and specific recommendations based on the study be used to mitigate potential slope instability from 
construction.  

Chapter 8 of the draft EIR/EIS included MM GEO-1 for the Royal Palms shaft site, which involves 
performing a detailed geotechnical investigation and incorporating site-specific recommendations into the 
final design of the project.  The detailed investigation would address issues such as landslide potential, 
slope stability, and ground failure.  Implementation of MM GEO-1 would reduce impacts to less than 
significant. 

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment A15-10 

The comment recommends that the slope at Royal Palms Beach be monitored to mitigate potential slope 
instability from construction.  
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Chapter 8 of the draft EIR/EIS included MM GEO-1 as discussed in Response to Comment A15-9.  In 
addition, MM GEO-6b requires construction monitoring at shafts and along the onshore tunnel.  With 
implementation of these mitigation measures, impacts would be reduced to less than significant. 

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment A15-11 

The comment requests that MM AQ-3a and MM AQ-3b require the use of best available control 
technology for off-road trucks and equipment as soon as California Air Resources Board (CARB) 
certification is obtained. 

The Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County (Sanitation Districts) are a regional public works agency 
that awards projects to contractors following an open bid process prescribed by state law.  For 
construction projects, the equipment and vehicles are owned and operated by contractors.  The contractor 
bears the responsibility for the regulatory compliance of its fleet and equipment, and makes the decisions 
regarding fleet mix and replacement schedule.  The specifications and engineering drawings that are 
developed by the Sanitation Districts for the bid advertisement cannot be based on the presumption that 
certain technologies or equipment may be available at the start of construction.   

Project construction is anticipated to start in 2015.  Only equipment or engines that are known with 
certainty to be in use or available at the start of construction can be specified at this time.  As indicated in 
Section 5.3.1.2 of the draft EIR/EIS, the manufacture of Tier 4 engines is being phased in from 2008 to 
2015.  Consequently, it is uncertain to what extent contractor fleets will include these diesel engines when 
construction begins.  The mitigation measures proposed exceed CARB’s fleet turnover compliance 
schedule.   

Several mitigation measures would be incorporated into the project construction to lessen air quality and 
health risk impacts: 

 MM AQ-2a (same as MM AQ-3a) specifies that heavy-duty diesel trucks used during 
construction with a gross vehicle weight greater than 26,000 pounds will have a 2007 model year 
engine or newer.  Table 5-11 of the draft EIR/EIS showed that in 2015 only trucks with pre-1994 
engines need to be replaced.  MM AQ-2a goes beyond this regulatory requirement by requiring a 
cleaner engine.  In response to multiple comments, the mitigation measure is revised in the final 
EIR/EIS as follows: 

MM AQ-2a.  All on-road heavy-duty diesel trucks used during construction with a 
gross vehicle weight rating greater than 26,00014,000 pounds will include a 
particulate matter trap orhave a 2007 model year engine or newer, or be equipped 
with a particulate matter trap. 

This revision also applies to MM AQ-3a and MM GHG-1a.  This revision applies to Alternatives 
1 through 4 and elsewhere in the final EIR/EIS and final Executive Summary where MM AQ-2a, 
MM AQ-3a, and MM GHG-1a occur. 

 MM AQ-2b would require off-road diesel equipment used during construction to be equipped 
with Tier 3 engines and a diesel particulate matter trap.  This would exceed EPA rules for in-use 
off-road diesel engines and CARB compliance schedule and nitrogen oxide (NOX) targets for 
off-road diesel fleets (Table 5-12 of the draft EIR/EIS).   
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MM AQ-2b specifies the use of Tier 3 engines at a minimum regardless of fleet size and ahead of 
CARB’s implementation schedule for in-use equipment.  CARB’s In-Use Off-Road Diesel 
Vehicle Regulation requires that fleets meet a Tier 3 equivalent average target at a date later than 
required for MM AQ-2b.  The EPA Tier 3 NOX standard is 3.5 grams per brake horsepower-hour 
(g/bhp-hr) NOX + non-methane hydrocarbons (NMHC) NMHC (3.3 NOX) for equipment less 
than 100 horsepower (hp) and 3.0 g/bhp-hr NOX + NMHC (2.85 NOX) for equipment greater than 
100 hp. (CARB 2011a.) 

 MM AQ-2g would require a Tier 4 engine for the tunnel locomotive, which would exceed 
regulatory requirements. 

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment A15-12 

The comment requests that MM AQ-3d be revised to require the use of construction equipment and 
heavy-duty trucks that use alternative fuels as soon as the equipment/fuels are CARB-certified. 

In order to implement MM AQ-3d (and MM AQ-2d), commercially available construction equipment and 
heavy-duty trucks that use alternative fuels will need to be evaluated prior to finalizing the bid 
specifications.  Reasonable efforts will be made to identify and evaluate CARB-certified technologies 
with a better emissions profile than the existing mitigation measures. 

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment.   

Response to Comment A15-13 

The comment requests that MM AQ-3e define feasible periods when trucks would be routed away from 
congested streets and/or sensitive receptors or remove the qualification “as feasible.” 

A traffic plan that would specify truck hauling periods and routes will be developed and submitted to the 
city of Los Angeles for approval.  The intent of the traffic plan is to minimize the number of trucks at any 
given time during the day, particularly during prime school hours.   

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment A15-14 

The comment requests modifying MM NOI-1a to require that all equipment within 500 feet of residential 
areas have BACT for noise reduction. 

The utilization of sound barriers and the implementation of MM NOI-1a and MM NOI-1b at the Royal 
Palms shaft site would reduce noise impacts to less than significant.  MM NOI-1a is a comprehensive 
mitigation measure that includes specific practices that would result in limiting noise at sensitive 
receptors to below local standards.  Additionally, MM NOI-1b includes a complaint/response tracking 
program to ensure that reasonable measures are implemented to address any construction noise concerns 
from local residents during construction. 

Because the mitigation measures included in the draft EIR/EIS would reduce impacts to less than 
significant, no additional mitigation is necessary. 
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No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment A15-15 

The comment requests the truck trip projections from the Royal Palms shaft site. 

The truck trip generation estimates for the Royal Palms shaft site construction were presented in 
Table 18-29 of the draft EIR/EIS.  For the purposes of analyzing the potential traffic impacts of the 
project, a passenger-car-equivalent (PCE) factor of 2.0 was applied to each truck trip (i.e., the estimates 
shown in Table 18-29 of the draft EIR/EIS were double the number of estimated truck trips, as noted in 
the table’s footnotes).  It was estimated that a maximum of 40 truck round trips (80 total one-way trips) 
per day would occur during the approximately 9-month shaft construction period and subsequent 
18-month manifold and tie-in construction period at the Royal Palms shaft site.  Truck traffic would occur 
during one 10-hour shift, 5 days per week.  For each hour of the workday, there would be an average of 
4 inbound and 4 outbound truck trips, or about 1 truck trip every 7 to 8 minutes during the peak 
construction period.     

As described in Chapter 18 of the draft EIR/EIS, truck trips were assumed to travel on Gaffey Street and 
Western Avenue to access Interstate (I-) 110, along the most direct route to the regional freeway system.  
The assumed specific route followed the Royal Palms Beach access road to Paseo Del Mar (northbound 
left turn), Western Avenue (westbound right turn), 9th Street (northbound right turn), and Gaffey Street 
(eastbound left turn) to reach I-110.  The reverse of this route was assumed for inbound truck trips to the 
Royal Palms shaft site.  The city of Los Angeles allows trucks to travel on city streets unless otherwise 
prohibited.  The assumed haul route to the Royal Palms shaft site follows streets classified as Major 
Highways Class II, with the exception of a short distance on Paseo Del Mar, which is classified as a 
Secondary Highway. 

As discussed in Section 18.3.4 of the draft EIR/EIS, the city of Los Angeles requires the preparation of 
traffic management plans for major construction projects that include designation of haul routes, among 
other elements, to ensure that any construction-related effects are minimized to the greatest extent 
possible. 

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment A15-16 

The comment requests carpooling as an alternative to reduce PCE trips during shaft site and manifold 
construction. 

The construction worker trip generation estimates for the Royal Palms shaft site during construction were 
presented in Table 18-30 of the draft EIR/EIS.  It was estimated that approximately 10 construction 
workers per day would be required during the 9-month Royal Palms shaft site and 18-month manifold 
construction, resulting in an estimated 20 daily worker trips (10 inbound and 10 outbound).  The traffic 
impact analysis conservatively assumed that all inbound worker trips and all outbound worker trips would 
occur during the peak traffic hours, though it is unlikely that both inbound and outbound worker trips 
would coincide with the peak traffic hours due to the 10-hour shift.  It was assumed that parking for these 
workers would occur on Sanitation Districts’ property or in the adjacent parking lots at Royal Palms 
Beach and/or White Point Beach.   
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As discussed in Section 18.3.4 of the draft EIR/EIS, the city of Los Angeles requires the preparation of 
traffic management plans for major construction projects that include designation of areas for worker 
parking and work areas and allowable hours of construction activity, among other elements, to ensure that 
any construction-related effects are minimized to the greatest extent possible.  If required by the city, 
some level of carpooling will be required of construction workers. 

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 
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Commenter A16:  South Coast Air Quality Management District – Ian 
MacMillan, Program Supervisor, Inter-Governmental Review, 
Planning, Rule Development and Area Sources 
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Response to Comment A16-1 

The comment provides guidance on contacting the South Coast Air Quality Management District 
(SCAQMD) to obtain necessary permits.   

The Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County (Sanitation Districts) and the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers are aware of the permitting requirements and will coordinate with SCAQMD during the 
permitting process.   

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment A16-2 

The comment requests that responses to SCAQMD’s comments be forwarded to the agency in advance of 
adoption of the final environmental document.   

As required by the California Environmental Quality Act, all commenting agencies are provided with 
responses to their comments at least 10 days prior to certification of the EIR.  SCAQMD will also be 
notified with regard to the approval of the final EIS. 

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 
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Commenter A17:  City of South Gate – Emilio M. Murga, Assistant City 
Engineer 
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Response to Comment A17-1 

The comment requests that recycled water lines be extended through the city of South Gate to serve 
various municipal purposes. 

The Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County (Sanitation Districts) recognize that recycled water is an 
essential regional resource, which is why one of the four primary objectives of the Clearwater Program is 
to “provide support for emerging recycled water reuse…opportunities.”  As described in Chapter 1 of the 
draft Master Facilities Plan, the Sanitation Districts have pioneered water reclamation and reuse in 
Southern California, beginning with the completion of the Whittier Narrows Water Reclamation Plant in 
1962.  The Sanitation Districts now own and operate 10 water reclamation plants (WRPs) that produce 
approximately 165 million gallons per day of high-quality recycled water.  Approximately half of the 
recycled water is reused at over 640 sites throughout Los Angeles County.  Eight of these WRPs, located 
in the Joint Outfall System (JOS), intercept and treat the more reclaimable wastewater flow that would 
instead be treated at the Joint Water Pollution Control Plant and discharged to the ocean.  The tertiary-
treated effluent produced at the JOS WRPs essentially meets drinking water standards and is used for 
groundwater replenishment (i.e., indirect potable reuse) and other important uses, including industrial, 
commercial, and recreational applications; habitat maintenance; and agricultural and landscape irrigation. 

As stated in Chapter 11 of the draft EIR/EIS, the Sanitation Districts’ Clearwater Program is consistent 
with the State Water Resources Control Board Recycled Water Policy to provide recycled water to 
purveyors in the region.  This policy mandates significantly increasing the use of recycled water in 
California and replacing potable water with recycled water as much as possible by 2030.  These mandates 
are achieved through a collaborative partnership among multiple entities, including the Sanitation 
Districts and water purveyors (e.g., city, water company, or water agency).  State duplication of service 
laws requires the Sanitation Districts to work with local water purveyors to provide recycled water in 
areas with domestic service.  The necessary distribution infrastructure (purple pipes) to convey recycled 
water to the end user would also need to be constructed or expanded by the water purveyor.  The 
Sanitation Districts will continue to consider all feasible projects that would expand the use of recycled 
water in Los Angeles County to help the region meet the recycled water policy mandates.  

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 
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Commenter A18:  State of California, Governor’s Office of Planning 
and Research – Scott Morgan, Director, State Clearinghouse 
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Response to Comment A18-1 

The comment states that the State Clearinghouse encourages the consideration of the enclosed late 
comments in the final EIR/EIS, although consideration of late comments is not required under the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  A copy of a comment letter from the State Water 
Resources Control Board (SWRCB) was also provided. 

The comment periods for the draft EIR and draft EIS were 60 and 57 days, respectively, which exceeded 
the 45-day requirements for both CEQA and the National Environmental Policy Act.  In addition, the 
Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers have given 
consideration to all late comments received within a reasonable timeframe that would not delay 
preparation of the final EIR/EIS.   

The attached letter from the SWRCB is included in these Responses to Comments as Commenter A19.  
Therefore, the attached letter is not included in this response. 

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 
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Commenter A19:  State Water Resources Control Board – Melessia 
Downham, Environmental Scientist 
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Response to Comment A19-1 

The comment requests that copies of the draft and final EIR/EIS, the certifying resolution by the 
Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County’s (Sanitation Districts’) Board, all comments received during 
review of the draft EIR/EIS and responses to comments, the mitigation monitoring and reporting 
program, the notice of determination (NOD), and the record of decision be provided to the State Water 
Resources Control Board (SWRCB).  The comment also requests notification of any hearings. 

The SWRCB was provided with copies of the draft EIR/EIS.  Copies of the other requested documents as 
well as notices of all hearings will be provided to the SWRCB when available. 

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment A19-2 

The comment provides general information about the Clean Water State Revolving Fund (SRF) Program. 

The Sanitation Districts appreciate the information provided by the SWRCB regarding the SRF Program.  
However, because the information is general and does not specifically address the draft EIR/EIS, no 
response is necessary.   

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment A19-3 

The comment explains the SWRCB’s requirements for California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
documentation and reviews, consultations, and federal environmental laws and requirements prior to 
providing funding through the SRF Program. 

The Clearwater Program Draft Master Facilities Plan (MFP) and draft EIR/EIS were prepared in 
conformance with the SWRCB’s policy for implementing the SRF Program for construction of 
wastewater management facilities.  Appendix A of the draft MFP reviewed the project report 
requirements by the SWRCB.  In this appendix, applicable sections of the draft MFP were referenced, and 
in some cases, supplemental information was provided as necessary to address SRF Program 
requirements.  Section 1.7.7 of the draft EIR/EIS stated that the document would be used by the SWRCB 
to ensure compliance with SRF Program loan requirements.  Specific federal environmental regulations as 
required under CEQA-Plus have been addressed in the draft EIR/EIS through compliance with NEPA.  
The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) is the federal lead agency because the Corps has direct 
permitting authority over the Clearwater Program.   

Table 1-3 of the draft EIR/EIS identified major applicable statutes, plans, policies, and other regulatory 
requirements that the Clearwater Program addressed in the document including the Clean Water Act, 
federal Endangered Species Act, National Historic Preservation Act, Clean Air Act, and Coastal Zone 
Management Act.  The Migratory Bird Treaty Act was addressed in Section 6.3.1.7 of the draft EIR/EIS.  
Table 1-3 is revised in the final EIR/EIS to include the following rows after the federal Endangered 
Species Act entry: 
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Federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act, 1918  

Makes it unlawful at any time, by any means or in any manner, to take (pursue, hunt, take, 
capture, possess, transport, sell, or kill) or attempt to take migratory birds.  The U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service is the lead agency for migratory birds. 

The Farmland Protection Policy Act, Williamson Act, and Wild and Scenic River Act are not applicable 
to the Clearwater Program.  The Farmland Protection Policy Act is not applicable because, as described in 
the Preliminary Screening Analysis (Appendix 1-A of the draft EIR/EIS), none of the program or project 
elements would be located within or around farmland, nor would they convert any farmland or forestry 
resources to non-agricultural uses.  The Williamson Act is not applicable because, as described in the 
Preliminary Screening Analysis, all of the program or project elements would be located on lands that are 
not zoned for agriculture or identified by the Williamson Act.  The Wild and Scenic River Act is not 
applicable because no wild or scenic rivers, as defined by the Wild and Scenic River Act, are located 
within the study area for the Clearwater Program.  

As described in the Preliminary Screening Analysis (Appendix 1-A of the draft EIR/EIS), the only project 
elements located within 100-year or 500-year floodplains, as shown on the applicable flood insurance rate 
maps, would be the shaft sites.  The only permanent structures located at these sites would be 
belowground access facilities that would not increase base flood elevation levels.  Therefore, the national 
flood insurance program floodplain management building requirements, as stipulated by the Flood Plain 
Management Act, would not be applicable.  

Federal agency consultation meetings were conducted prior to the release of the draft EIR/EIS, as shown 
in Table 2 of Appendix 1-B of the draft EIR/EIS.  Additionally, as described in Section 7.3.1.1 of the 
draft EIR/EIS, the Corps is the federal lead agency responsible for identifying eligibility for listing in the 
National Register of Historic Places under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act as a part 
of its permitting process, and for determining and documenting an area of potential effects.  As described 
in Chapter 7 of the draft EIR/EIS, study areas were established for the project elements.  Resources were 
identified and/or mitigation included for the study areas.  For program elements where study areas cannot 
be identified at this time, supplemental environmental analysis at the project level will be required, 
including identifying study areas for cultural resources. 

The Sanitation Districts and the Corps will provide the additional coordination and documentation to 
comply with the requirements of the SWRCB during the final EIR/EIS process and after certification of 
the EIR and approval of the EIS.  

No other revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment A19-4 

The comment lists documents that will be required as part of the SRF Program application.  The comment 
also requests that a statement of overriding consideration be prepared per the CEQA Guidelines. 

The Sanitation Districts will provide the requested documents as part of the SRF Program application.  In 
addition, the Sanitation Districts’ Board will approve a statement of overriding considerations that 
includes substantial evidence as to why the Sanitation Districts are willing to accept each significant 
effect, include the statement of overriding considerations in the record of project approval, and identify 
the statement of overriding considerations in the NOD. 
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No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 
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Commenter P1:  ConocoPhillips Pipe Line Company – Leo Martinez, 
Utility Coordinator 
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Response to Comment P1-1 

The comment requests coordination with ConocoPhillips prior to construction in the vicinity of their 
pipelines.   

As standard practice, the Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County will coordinate with utility 
providers, including ConocoPhillips, during final design and construction.  Detailed drawings with 
elevation data will be provided at that time. 

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 
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Commenter P2:  Janet Gunter – Resident 
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Response to Comment P2-1 

The comment questions whether the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act (Alquist-Priolo Act) is 
applicable to the project and expresses concerns about the potential impact of a seismic event on the 
Rancho Liquefied Petroleum Gas (LPG) facility. 

The Alquist-Priolo Act was discussed in Section 8.3.2.1 of the draft EIR/EIS.  The law requires that some 
structures, such as private dwellings, be set back at least 50 feet from the mapped trace of an active fault.  
The Alquist-Priolo Act is applicable to projects that propose structures intended for human occupancy.  
The Clearwater Program does not propose structures intended for human occupancy. 

Each of the four alternatives analyzed in the draft EIR/EIS must cross the Palos Verdes Fault as shown on 
Figure 8-1 of the draft EIR/EIS.  Implementation of Mitigation Measure GEO-2, which involves 
performing site-specific fault hazard investigations to minimize damage to the tunnel and structures, 
would reduce impacts to less than significant.  The geotechnical recommendations will be incorporated 
into the final design and may include remediation measures, such as special lining systems inside the 
tunnel through the fault zone.  

The Rancho LPG facility is located over 4,000 feet south of where the Palos Verdes Fault crosses the 
recommended tunnel alignment (Alternative 4).  The two large Rancho LPG butane storage tanks are 
approximately 600 feet east of the tunnel alignment.  At this location, the tunnel invert would be 
approximately 100 feet below the ground surface.  Therefore, given the tunnel location and depth, 
construction and operation of the tunnel would not have an impact on the Rancho LPG facility, and an 
upset at the Rancho LPG facility would not have an impact on the tunnel. 

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment P2-2 

The comment expresses concerns about the potential for an explosion at the Rancho LPG facility to result 
in damage to the proposed Clearwater Program infrastructure, and states that this is a reason that the 
outfall tunnel should be located at the Port of Los Angeles. 

See Response to Comment P2-1. 

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment P2-3 

The comment states that, despite the initial cost savings of constructing Alternative 4 (the recommended 
alternative) instead of an alternative aligned through the Port of Los Angeles, a port alignment would be 
more cost effective in the long term if an explosion at the Rancho LPG facility were to result in the loss of 
the tunnel being proposed under Alternative 4. 

As discussed in Response to Comment P2-1, the tunnel proposed under Alternative 4 would be located 
approximately 600 feet away from the two large Rancho LPG butane storage tanks and at a depth of 
approximately 100 feet below the ground surface.  Therefore, Alternative 4 (the recommended 
alternative) would not be impacted by an explosion at the Rancho LPG facility, and it would not be more 
cost-effective in the long term to construct an alignment through the Port of Los Angeles. 

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 
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Commenter P3:  JoAnn Wysocki – Resident (March 7, 2012, Public 
Hearing at the Carson Community Center, Carson, California) 
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Response to Comment P3-1 

The comment asks about the printing costs associated with the draft EIR/EIS.   

The cost for printing and mailing one copy of the draft EIR/EIS, including the Executive Summary, 
Master Facilities Plan (MFP), and appendices, was approximately $690.  The Sanitation Districts of Los 
Angeles County (Sanitation Districts) and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) are cognizant of the 
need to conserve paper and minimize document reproduction costs.  Thus, only a limited number of hard 
copies were produced and the use of electronic distribution was maximized.  Electronic documents were 
made available on the Sanitation Districts’ website and the Clearwater Program website, as well as 
distributed via compact disc.  However, to facilitate public access to the materials, hard copies were made 
available for review at three public libraries in the project area and at the main headquarters of the 
Sanitation Districts.  In addition, a few hard copies were produced as for the record copies for the various 
agencies involved.  Overall, 18 full sets of documents were produced.   

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment P3-2 

The comment requests clarification as to why Sepulveda Boulevard is mentioned various times in the 
draft EIR/EIS even though it is located away from the alternative sites.    

As described in Section 18.2.2 of the draft EIR/EIS, Sepulveda Boulevard transects the northern portion 
of the Joint Water Pollution Control Plant (JWPCP).  Because each of the alternatives analyzed included 
improvements to the JWPCP and a shaft site at the JWPCP, Sepulveda Boulevard was referenced 
numerous times in the analysis.   

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment P3-3 

The comment suggests that the baseline traffic count data used in the traffic analysis was collected in 
2009.  The comment also requests that traffic analysis be conducted at Anaheim Street and Figueroa 
Street. 

As discussed in Section 18.2.3 of the draft EIR/EIS, the traffic impact analysis was based on counts 
collected in late February and early March 2010 at all but three study intersections.  The exceptions, 
located in Wilmington, used 2008 baseline count data for projecting future conditions in the vicinity of 
Figueroa Street and Harry Bridges Boulevard to provide consistency with the Final Environmental Impact 
Report for the Wilmington Waterfront Development Project, which was certified when the traffic analysis 
for the Clearwater Program was initiated.  The year of the counts was correctly shown for the title of 
Figure 18-3, “Existing (2010) Peak Hour Traffic Volumes,” and the base counts were provided in 
Appendix 18-A of the draft EIR/EIS.   

The intersection of Figueroa Street and Anaheim Street is located over 1 mile south of the JWPCP.  It was 
not selected for traffic impact analysis because it is not located on a major access route to the JWPCP or 
to any of the alternative shaft sites and thus would not be expected to be significantly affected by the 
activities associated with the Clearwater Program.  

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 
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Response to Comment P3-4 

The comment refers to the JWPCP West shaft site as the Margate property and requests additional 
information regarding a possible pumping plant, construction shifts, and employee parking. 

Should the existing effluent pumping plant at the JWPCP become inadequate in the future, space within 
the JWPCP West shaft site has been allocated for the placement of a future pumping plant.  The pumping 
plant – along with a ground-level cover over the shaft, a surge tower, vent pipes, and access covers – 
would require a total of approximately 0.5 acre. 

Shaft construction would be based on a single 10-hour shift working 5 days a week.  The number of 
workers on site would vary depending on what construction activity is occurring.  The JWPCP West shaft 
site has sufficient space for employee parking even during peak construction activities. 

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment P3-5 

The comment requests clarification on how truck trips were counted in the draft EIR/EIS. 

Round trips were counted as two trips, as explained in footnote (a) to Tables 18-12, 18-22, and 18-29 of 
the draft EIR/EIS, which presented construction truck trip generation estimates for each of the 
alternatives.  In addition, as stated in Section 18.2.3 of the draft EIR/EIS, a passenger car equivalent 
factor of 2.0 was applied to construction trucks to account for the fact that their operating characteristics 
differ from those of automobiles. 

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment P3-6 

The comment requests information on how the 100-foot crane would be brought to the shaft site. 

The 100-foot crane would be delivered in pieces and assembled on site.  

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment P3-7 

The comment states that the location of the JWPCP was not properly shown in Volume 2 of the 
appendices after Page 8-A-9 on Attachment B and Attachment C-1. 

It appears that the comment is in reference to Appendix 13-E of the draft EIR/EIS, Joint Water Pollution 
Control Plant National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit (2006).  The JWPCP was 
incorrectly located on Attachment B, Location Map, which was after Page A-9.  The JWPCP should be 
located between Sepulveda Boulevard and Pacific Coast Highway, not south of Pacific Coast Highway.   

However, Attachment B was a copy of a portion of a waste discharge permit that was issued to the 
Sanitation Districts in 2006 by the California Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB).  
Therefore, as an official RWQCB document, it cannot be revised for the final EIR/EIS.  However, it 
should be noted that Appendix 13-F included the most recently issued Joint Water Pollution Control Plant 
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National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit (2011) by the RWQCB.  For the 2011 permit, 
Attachment B did correctly locate the JWPCP on the map. 

Attachment C (Page C-1) was a flow schematic of the treatment system.  Therefore, the comment is not 
relevant to Attachment C, Page C-1, of the draft EIR/EIS. 

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment P3-8 

The comment addresses the Existing (2010) Level of Service Worksheets found in Appendix 18-B of the 
draft EIR/EIS.  The comment states that the city is incorrectly labeled on some of the worksheets. 

These forms were used during analysis by the traffic consultant.  Some of these forms include a field for 
the city in which the intersection is located.  Although these intersections are actually within the 
jurisdiction of the city of Los Angeles, the traffic consultant used San Pedro or Wilmington to provide 
context for analysis purposes.  This identification does not affect the accuracy of the analysis because the 
jurisdictional information is not relevant to the analysis.   

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment P3-9 

The comment asks for a definition of ruderal.   

Ruderal vegetation refers to natural vegetation growing in areas that have been disturbed by humans 
(Merriam-Webster 2012).  

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment P3-10 

The comment states that the print was too small in the appendices and that some pages lacked page 
numbering.   

The appendices provided information to supplement the draft EIR/EIS.  In some cases the print size 
needed to be small to allow printing on a standard 8½-by-11-inch sheet of paper.  Some documents (e.g., 
model outputs) do not have page numbering.  

As noted in Response to Comment P3-1, the Clearwater Program documents are electronically accessible 
on the Sanitation Districts’ website, the Clearwater Program website, and compact disc.  In an electronic 
format, readers have the ability to zoom in on any page if necessary.  

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment P3-11 

The comment states that the intersection of Figueroa Street and Harry Bridges Boulevard exists and 
requests that the intersection be shown on Figure 18-5.  The comment also requests that Table 18-3 and 
Figure 18-8 (not Table 18-8) be revised because C Street and John S. Gibson Street are parallel streets.   



Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County  Chapter 28.  Responses to Comments 

 

 
Clearwater Program  
Final EIR/EIS 

 
28-130 

November 2012 
 

ICF 00016.07 
 

The title of Figure 18-5 of the draft EIR/EIS was “Cumulative Base (2017) Peak Hour Traffic Volumes.”  
This figure appropriately reflected that the intersection of Harry Bridges Boulevard and Figueroa Street 
would no longer exist once the planned improvements to the Interstate-110 and C Street interchange were 
completed.  The lane configuration shown on Figure 18-2 of the draft EIR/EIS also appropriately 
reflected the planned improvements at that location.   

The comment is correct regarding C Street and Harry Bridges Boulevard being parallel; however, as 
shown on Figure 18-2 of the draft EIR/EIS, the southernmost segment of Figueroa Street lies between 
C Street and the intersection of John S. Gibson Street and Harry Bridges Boulevard.  Table 18-3 and 
Figure 18-8 of the draft EIR/EIS are correct as shown.   

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment P3-12 

The comment requests that Pasha Terminal be labeled on the figures in the draft EIR/EIS.  

There were in-text references to Pasha Terminal in Chapters 3, 12, 14, 16, 18, and 19 of the draft 
EIR/EIS.  There were no in-text references to Pasha Terminal in Section 19.4.3.1, Pages 19-33 or 20-28.  
On Figure 21-1, none of the detailed areas within the Port of Los Angeles were labeled directly on the 
map due its scale.  However, in the legend of Figure 21-1, under the Port of Los Angeles Projects, 
cumulative Project No. 17 (which was listed as “Berths 171-181, Pasha Marine Terminal Improvements 
Project”) was properly located in Pasha Terminal.  Pasha Terminal was shown in greater detail on 
Figures 12-8 and 12-9.  To better locate Pasha Terminal, the following figures are revised for the final 
EIR/EIS:  Figures 18-1, 18-4, 18-7, 18-10, and 19-2.    

No other revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment P3-13 

The comment expresses disappointment that the Los Angeles Police Department did not provide 
information about the response times for the Angels Gate and Royal Palms shaft sites.   

The information was requested, but neither the Sanitation Districts nor the Corps has the means to compel 
the police department to provide the information.   

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment P3-14 

The comment requests information on how the project would be bid and what employment opportunities 
it would create. 

The project would be competitively bid.  While tunneling is a highly specialized profession that would 
likely attract national and/or international construction firms, there could be a temporary increase in local 
hiring to accommodate the less specialized construction activities and secondary jobs that would be 
created.  

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 
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Response to Comment P3-15 

The comment requests information on how cost overruns would be managed. 

A contingency consistent with industry standards for a project of this size was applied to the cost estimate 
to account for possible overruns.  

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment P3-16 

The comment requests information on how dust would be controlled and a contact number for people to 
express concerns during construction. 

It is the Sanitation Districts’ standard practice to require contractors have a motor sweeper on the job site 
at all times to keep paved areas acceptably clean wherever construction is occurring.  In addition, 
implementation of South Coast Air Quality Management District Rule 403 would reduce dust emanating 
from the job site because watering would occur at least three times a day.  As part of the community 
outreach, a contact number would be established to provide people with a means to express their concerns 
during construction.  

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment P3-17 

The comment requests information on how graffiti would be removed in a timely manner. 

It is the Sanitation Districts’ standard practice to require contractors to remove graffiti within 24 hours of 
notification.  Implementation of Mitigation Measure (MM) AES-1 (same as MM AES-3a), as described 
in the draft EIR/EIS, would ensure maintenance of the aesthetic treatments by removing graffiti in a 
timely manner.   

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment P3-18 

The comment suggests that the Clearwater Program publicize new and innovative uses of recycled water. 

As described in Appendix 1-B of the draft EIR/EIS, since 2006, the Sanitation Districts conducted over 
500 public outreach meetings with public officials; civic and community groups; businesses; 
environmental organizations; news media; and various local, state, and federal agencies.  This effort 
facilitated a productive exchange of information and ideas between the Sanitation Districts and 
stakeholders regarding all components of the Clearwater Program, including reuse opportunities for 
recycled water. 

The Sanitation Districts and Corps recognize that recycled water is an essential regional resource, which 
is why one of the four primary objectives of the Clearwater Program is to “provide support for emerging 
recycled water reuse…opportunities.”  As described in Chapter 1 of the draft MFP, the Sanitation 
Districts have pioneered water reclamation and reuse in Southern California, beginning with the 
completion of the Whittier Narrows Water Reclamation Plant in 1962.  The Sanitation Districts now own 
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and operate 10 water reclamation plants that produce approximately 165 million gallons per day of 
high-quality recycled water.  Approximately half of the recycled water is reused at over 640 sites 
throughout Los Angeles County for groundwater replenishment; industrial, commercial, and recreational 
applications; habitat maintenance; and agricultural and landscape irrigation.  This message has been and 
will continue to be an important component of the Sanitation Districts’ public outreach and education 
efforts.  

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment P3-19 

The comment requests clarification on the actual release date of the final EIR/EIS. 

It is currently anticipated that the final EIR/EIS will be released during the final months of 2012.  
However, circumstances beyond the Sanitation Districts and Corps’ control could delay this release date.  

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 
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Commenter P4:  Kiran Magiawala – Resident (March 7, 2012, Public 
Hearing at the Carson Community Center, Carson, California) 
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Response to Comment P4-1 

The comment suggests that the Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County (Sanitation Districts) consider 
beneficial uses for the excess excavated material generated during tunneling construction. 

Section 3.3.2.1 of the draft EIR/EIS stated that material excavated by the tunnel boring machine (TBM) 
would be removed for disposal or possibly beneficial use.  There are two types of TBMs that are 
commonly used for tunnel construction:  earth-pressure balance (EPB) and slurry type.  The EPB method 
removes material as-is, while the slurry method blends the material with water and bentonite, which may 
preclude certain types of disposal or beneficial use.  In either case, the Sanitation Districts will strive to 
find the best means of managing the excavated material.  

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 
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Commenter P5:  Janet Gunter – Member, San Pedro Peninsula 
Homeowners United (March 7, 2012, Public Hearing at the Carson 
Community Center, Carson, California) 
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Response to Comment P5-1 

The comment expresses concerns about the existing Rancho Liquefied Petroleum Gas (LPG) facility, its 
proximity to the Palos Verdes Fault, and the effects the proposed project may have on its operation. 

Each of the four alternatives analyzed in the draft EIR/EIS must cross the Palos Verdes Fault as shown on 
Figure 8-1 of the draft EIR/EIS.  Implementation of Mitigation Measure (MM) GEO-2, which involves 
performing site-specific fault hazard investigations to minimize damage to the tunnel and structures, 
would reduce impacts to less than significant.  The geotechnical recommendations will be incorporated 
into the final design and may include remediation measures, such as special lining systems inside the 
tunnel through the fault zone.  

The Rancho LPG facility is located over 4,000 feet south of where the Palos Verdes Fault crosses the 
recommended tunnel alignment (Alternative 4).  The two large Rancho LPG butane storage tanks are 
approximately 600 feet east of the tunnel alignment.  At this location, the tunnel invert would be 
approximately 100 feet below the ground surface.  Therefore, given the tunnel location and depth, 
construction and operation of the tunnel would not have an impact on the Rancho LPG facility, and an 
upset at the Rancho LPG facility would not have an impact on the tunnel. 

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment P5-2 

The comment expresses concern about the potential for landslides to affect Alternative 4 (the 
recommended alternative).   

The draft EIR/EIS discussed the potential for landslides at the Royal Palms shaft site (part of 
Alternative 4 [the recommended alternative]), in Section 8.4.6.2, Impact GEO-1, Shaft Site – Royal 
Palms.  The draft EIR/EIS stated that the shaft would be constructed in Altimira Shale, which could 
contain weak layers, and that excavation could result in ground failure in the vicinity of the shaft.  The 
draft EIR/EIS recognized this as a significant impact.  Mitigation was included to reduce this impact to 
less than significant.  Specifically, MM GEO-1 and MM GEO-6a require geotechnical investigation and 
site-specific recommendations for stabilization of slopes and shaft instability.  The mitigation measures 
state that all recommendations be incorporated into the final design.  In addition, MM GEO-6b requires 
construction monitoring at the shafts and along the onshore tunnel.   

In addition, Appendix 8-A of the draft EIR/EIS included a letter report, prepared by Fugro West, that 
addressed the potential for Alternative 4 (the recommended alternative) to affect slope stability in the 
Royal Palms area.  This report was prepared in response to the recent landslide activity on Paseo Del Mar 
near White Point State Beach.  In summary, the report stated that the Monterey Formation throughout the 
peninsula can be folded and variable over short distances.  Weak bentonitic layers contained within the 
formation have resulted in some of the landslides when the bedding plane is out of slope (i.e., slopes 
downhill towards the ocean).  In the vicinity of Royal Palms Beach, the bedding planes are sloped in a 
favorable inclination, which was confirmed during the excavation of the Sanitation Districts of Los 
Angeles County’s (Sanitation Districts’) 8- and 12-foot tunnels in 1938 and 1957, respectively.  The 
report concluded that impacts on the stability of the existing slopes in the vicinity of the Alternative 4 
alignment resulting from tunnel construction would be unlikely.  Furthermore, the reinforced concrete 
tunnel may improve slope stability.  The study recommended that (1) additional geotechnical 
investigation be conducted during final design and (2) the slopes be instrumented and monitored in 
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advance of, and during, construction activities as a precautionary measure.  Implementation of 
MM GEO-2, MM GEO-6a, and MM GEO-6b would fulfill these recommendations. 

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment P5-3 

The comment expresses a belief that an alternative through the Port of Los Angeles would be the least 
offensive route, even though it would cost more and would disturb marine life. 

The draft EIR/EIS analyzed a reasonable range of alternatives that feasibly meet the project objectives 
and purpose and need.  These final feasible alternatives were determined through the alternatives analysis 
process presented in Chapter 6 of the draft MFP and summarized in Chapter 3 of the draft EIR/EIS.  As 
shown in Table 6-26 of the draft MFP, which lists the screening parameters and weighting used in the 
analysis of the viable project alternatives, several weighted screening parameters (i.e., cost effectiveness, 
environmental impacts, public input, operational considerations, constructability, and long-term 
uncertainty) were applied to score the alternatives.  On the basis of its superior relative ranking, 
Alternative 4 was selected as the recommended alternative.   

The draft EIR/EIS provided a co-equal level of analysis for each of the four project alternatives.  The 
draft Executive Summary contained a comprehensive table, beginning on Page 34 that listed all of the 
significant environmental impacts and associated mitigation measures for each of the four project 
alternatives.  Chapter 22 of the draft EIR/EIS provided a comparison of alternatives, which was 
summarized in Tables 22-1 and 22-2.  Alternative 4 (the recommended alternative) would avoid marine 
environment impacts associated with constructing a new riser/diffuser and would minimize truck trips and 
air emissions due to its shorter tunnel length.  Conversely, Alternative 1 would result in greater impacts 
on the marine environment due to new riser/diffuser construction and significantly more air emissions and 
truck trips due to its longer tunnel length.  Based on the overall environmental analysis, it was concluded 
that Alternative 4 (the recommended alternative) is the environmentally preferred and superior 
alternative. 

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 



Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County  Chapter 28.  Responses to Comments 

 

 
Clearwater Program  
Final EIR/EIS 

 
28-142 

November 2012 
 

ICF 00016.07 
 

Commenter P6:  Lonna Calhoun – Resident, (March 8, 2012, Public 
Hearing at the Crowne Plaza Los Angeles Harbor Hotel, San Pedro, 
California) 
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Response to Comment P6-1 

The comment is concerned that Alternative 4 (the recommended alternative) has the potential to initiate a 
landslide or ground failure in the surrounding cliffs due to shaft construction at the Royal Palms shaft site. 

The draft EIR/EIS discussed the potential for landslides at the Royal Palms shaft site (part of 
Alternative 4 [the recommended alternative]), in Section 8.4.6.2, Impact GEO-1, Shaft Site – Royal 
Palms.  The draft EIR/EIS stated that the shaft would be constructed in Altimira Shale, which could 
contain weak layers, and that excavation could result in ground failure in the vicinity of the shaft.  The 
draft EIR/EIS recognized this as a significant impact.  Mitigation was included to reduce this impact to 
less than significant.  Specifically, Mitigation Measure (MM) GEO-1 and MM GEO-6a require 
geotechnical investigation and site-specific recommendations for stabilization of slopes and shaft 
instability.  The mitigation measures state that all recommendations be incorporated into the final design.  
In addition, MM GEO-6b requires construction monitoring at the shafts and along the onshore tunnel.   

In addition, Appendix 8-A of the draft EIR/EIS included a letter report, prepared by Fugro West, that 
addressed the potential for Alternative 4 (the recommended alternative) to affect slope stability in the 
Royal Palms area.  This report was prepared in response to the recent landslide activity on Paseo Del Mar 
near White Point State Beach.  In summary, the report stated that the Monterey Formation throughout the 
peninsula can be folded and variable over short distances.  Weak bentonitic layers contained within the 
formation have resulted in some of the landslides when the bedding plane is out of slope (i.e., slopes 
downhill towards the ocean).  In the vicinity of Royal Palms Beach, the bedding planes are sloped in a 
favorable inclination, which was confirmed during the excavation of the Sanitation Districts of Los 
Angeles County’s (Sanitation Districts’) 8- and 12-foot tunnels in 1938 and 1957, respectively.  The 
report concluded that impacts on the stability of the existing slopes in the vicinity of the Alternative 4 
alignment resulting from tunnel construction would be unlikely.  Furthermore, the reinforced concrete 
tunnel may improve slope stability.  The study recommended that (1) additional geotechnical 
investigation be conducted during final design and (2) the slopes be instrumented and monitored in 
advance of, and during, construction activities as a precautionary measure.  Implementation of 
MM GEO-2, MM GEO-6a, and MM GEO-6b would fulfill these recommendations. 

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 



Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County  Chapter 28.  Responses to Comments 

 

 
Clearwater Program  
Final EIR/EIS 

 
28-148 

November 2012 
 

ICF 00016.07 
 

Commenter P7:  John Winkler – Resident (March 8, 2012, Public 
Hearing at the Crowne Plaza Los Angeles Harbor Hotel, San Pedro, 
California) 
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Response to Comment P7-1 

The comment suggests that the Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County (Sanitation Districts) may be 
able to use excess material as backfill for San Pedro area construction projects. 

Section 3.3.2.1 of draft EIR/EIS stated that material excavated by the tunnel boring machine (TBM) 
would be removed for disposal or possibly beneficial use.  There are two types of TBMs that are 
commonly used for tunnel construction:  earth-pressure balance (EPB) and slurry type.  The EPB method 
removes material as-is, while the slurry method blends the material with water and bentonite, which may 
preclude certain types of disposal or beneficial use.  In either case, the Sanitation Districts will strive to 
find the best means of managing the excavated material. 

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 



Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County  Chapter 28.  Responses to Comments 

 

 
Clearwater Program  
Final EIR/EIS 

 
28-151 

November 2012 
 

ICF 00016.07 
 

Commenter P8:  JoAnn Wysocki – Resident (March 8, 2012, Public 
Hearing at the Crowne Plaza Los Angeles Harbor Hotel, San Pedro, 
California) 
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Response to Comment P8-1 

The comment addresses the Existing (2010) Level of Service Worksheets found in Appendix 18-B of the 
draft EIR/EIS.  The comment states that the city is incorrectly labeled on some of the worksheets. 

These forms were used during analysis by the traffic consultant.  Some of these forms include a field for 
the city in which the intersection is located.  Although these intersections are actually within the 
jurisdiction of the city of Los Angeles, the traffic consultant used San Pedro or Wilmington to provide 
context for analysis purposes.  This identification does not affect the accuracy of the analysis because the 
jurisdictional information is not relevant to the analysis.   

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment P8-2 

The comment expresses disappointment in the fact that the Los Angeles Police Department did not 
provide information about the response times for the Angels Gate and Royal Palms shaft sites.   

The information was requested, and neither the Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County (Sanitation 
Districts) nor the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) has the means to compel the police department 
to provide the information.   

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment P8-3 

The comment suggests that the EIR/EIS process include opportunities for the public to suggest new uses 
for recycled water. 

As described in Appendix 1-B of the draft EIR/EIS, since 2006, the Sanitation Districts conducted over 
500 public outreach meetings with public officials; civic and community groups; businesses; 
environmental organizations; news media; and various local, state, and federal agencies.  This effort 
facilitated a productive exchange of information and ideas between the Sanitation Districts and 
stakeholders regarding all components of the Clearwater Program, including reuse opportunities for 
recycled water. 

The Sanitation Districts and Corps recognize that recycled water is an essential regional resource, which 
is why one of the four primary objectives of the Clearwater Program is to “provide support for emerging 
recycled water reuse…opportunities.”  As described in Chapter 1 of the draft Master Facilities Plan, the 
Sanitation Districts have pioneered water reclamation and reuse in Southern California, beginning with 
the completion of the Whittier Narrows Water Reclamation Plant in 1962.  The Sanitation Districts now 
own and operate 10 water reclamation plants (WRPs) that produce approximately 165 million gallons per 
day of high-quality recycled water.  Approximately half of the recycled water is reused at over 640 sites 
throughout Los Angeles County for groundwater replenishment; industrial, commercial, and recreational 
applications; habitat maintenance; and agricultural and landscape irrigation.  This message has been and 
will continue to be an important component of the Sanitation Districts’ public outreach and education 
efforts. 

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 
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Response to Comment P8-4 

The comment requests additional information about the bid process, cost overruns, street sweeping, 
telephone contacts, and graffiti removal. 

The project would be competitively bid upon completion of final design.  The Sanitation Districts would 
award the project to the lowest qualified bid for each construction contract.  

A contingency consistent with industry standards for a project of this size was applied to the cost estimate 
to account for possible overruns.  

It is the Sanitation Districts’ standard practice to require contractors have a motor sweeper on the job site 
at all times to keep paved areas acceptably clean wherever construction is occurring.  In addition, 
implementing South Coast Air Quality Management District Rule 403 would reduce dust emanating from 
the job site because watering would occur at least three times a day.  As part of the community outreach, a 
contact number would be established to provide people with a means to express their concerns during 
construction.  

It is also the Sanitation Districts’ standard practice to require contractors remove graffiti within 24 hours 
of notification.  Implementation of Mitigation Measure (MM) AES-1 (same as MM AES-3a), as 
described in the draft EIR/EIS, would ensure maintenance of the aesthetic treatments by removing graffiti 
in a timely manner.   

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment P8-5 

The comment asks whether the final EIR/EIS will be available in the local libraries.   

The final EIR/EIS will be available in hard copy format at the Carson Regional Library, the Los Angeles 
Public Libraries’ San Pedro and Wilmington Branches, and the Sanitation Districts’ offices in Whittier.  
In addition, the EIR/EIS can be accessed electronically on the Sanitation Districts’ website, the 
Clearwater Program website, or compact disc.  

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 



Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County  Chapter 28.  Responses to Comments 

 

 
Clearwater Program  
Final EIR/EIS 

 
28-155 

November 2012 
 

ICF 00016.07 
 

Commenter P9:  George Radovcich – Resident (March 8, 2012, Public 
Hearing at the Crowne Plaza Los Angeles Harbor Hotel, San Pedro, 
California) 
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Response to Comment P9-1 

The comment expresses opposition to Alternative 4 (the recommended alternative) due to concerns 
related to the potential for sink holes along Western Avenue.   

The draft EIR/EIS discussed the potential for ground failure to affect people, structures, or property in 
Section 8.4.6.2.  Impact GEO-6 addressed unstable earth conditions or changes in geologic substructure, 
and found that there was a potential for settlement during tunneling, and that this impact would be 
significant.  Therefore, mitigation was included in the draft EIR/EIS to reduce this impact to less than 
significant.  Mitigation Measure (MM) GEO-6a requires geological investigations to characterize the 
subsurface conditions and anticipated ground behavior, and that recommendations identified in the 
investigation be incorporated into the final design, along with contingency measures if excessive 
settlement were to occur.  MM GEO-6b requires a detailed plan for construction monitoring to minimize 
potential ground surface settlement along the onshore tunnel. 

A considerable number of Clearwater Program public outreach presentations were conducted in the 
Rancho Palos Verdes area, and a concern raised was whether the proposed tunnel could result in a 
situation similar to the January 2005 sinkhole in Western Avenue just north of Westmont Avenue.  Along 
Western Avenue, the proposed reinforced concrete tunnel would be constructed through a rock-like 
material at depths ranging from 350 to 450 feet below ground surface.  Conversely, the January 2005 sink 
hole resulted from the storm-related failure of an old corrugated metal storm drain constructed through 
much looser material at a depth of only 25 feet.  Therefore, the circumstances are significantly different.  

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment P9-2 

The comment suggests that the Clearwater Program is a county project and asks why San Pedro is being 
burdened with a county project going through residential neighborhoods.  The comment suggests that the 
project should go through county land or Palos Verdes.  The comment also expresses concern about noise 
and vibration during construction. 

The Clearwater Program is not a county of Los Angeles project.  The project proponent and lead agency 
under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) is the Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles 
County (Sanitation Districts), which consist of 23 independent special districts that serve the wastewater 
and solid waste needs for 5.7 million people in Los Angeles County, with a service area of 820 square 
miles and 78 cities and unincorporated territory within the county. 

The Clearwater Program focuses on the Joint Outfall System (JOS), which serves portions of the city of 
Los Angeles, including areas in the vicinity of the San Pedro community, as shown on Figure 7-9 of the 
draft MFP.  The recommended alternative (Alternative 4) would regionally benefit the entire JOS by 
providing for reliable Joint Water Pollution Control Plant (JWPCP) effluent management and would 
locally benefit the San Pedro community by reducing the potential of having to bypass JWPCP effluent 
flow into the Wilmington Drain.  As described in the draft EIR/EIS, most of the construction-related 
project impacts would occur at the JWPCP West shaft site, which is located on the border between the 
city of Los Angeles and city of Carson.  The majority of the residences and businesses in the immediate 
vicinity of the JWPCP West shaft site are within the JOS service area.  Additionally, the residents of the 
South Shores area of San Pedro would benefit from the project because they are within the Sanitation 
Districts’ service area for wastewater treatment. 
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Chapter 6 of the draft Master Facilities Plan (MFP), as summarized in Chapter 3 of the draft EIR/EIS, 
presented an alternatives analysis process that systematically applied multiple screening criteria (e.g., 
public input, cost effectiveness, long-term uncertainty, operational considerations, constructability, and 
environmental impacts) to establish a reasonable range of alternatives, including the highest-ranked 
recommended alternative and tunnel alignment, that feasibly met the project objectives.  

As described in Section 2.2.4.3 of the draft EIR/EIS, the existing 8- and 12-foot tunnels were constructed 
in 1937 and 1958, respectively.  For both existing tunnels, the tunnel sections located between the JWPCP 
and approximately Anaheim Street were built by traditional open cut construction methods, which can be 
noisy.  The remaining tunnel sections from approximately Anaheim Street to Royal Palms Beach were 
constructed by conventional tunneling methods, which were less disruptive.  Starting from that location, 
the ground surface above the existing tunnels rises rapidly, with tunnel depths quickly exceeding 150 feet 
and reaching a maximum of approximately 600 feet.  As described in Section 3.3.2.1 of the draft EIR/EIS, 
the new tunnel would be constructed with a tunnel boring machine (TBM) operating at depths 
significantly below the ground surface.  Section 14.4.1.4 of the draft EIR/EIS specifically addressed the 
potential groundborne vibrations and noise impacts from tunneling operations.  The analysis of the draft 
EIR/EIS determined that vibration and groundborne noise from the TBM would be below the impact 
threshold, and that any vibrations caused by the haul train, which would be used to remove excavated 
material, would be below the impact threshold where the tunnel base depth is greater than 110 feet below 
the ground surface.  In the vicinity of Dodson Avenue, the tunnel would be approximately 380 feet below 
the ground surface.  Therefore, no vibrations from the tunneling operations should be perceived.  In 
addition, implementation of MM NOI-2a (rail maintenance plan) and MM NOI-2b (vibration control 
plan) would further reduce any groundborne vibration impacts resulting from the tunneling operations to 
less than significant. 

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment P9-3 

The comment suggests that there was insufficient public outreach, particularly to the communities along 
Dodson Avenue. 

In developing a plan that meets the needs of the communities and businesses served by the JOS, the 
Sanitation Districts felt it was important to involve the public from the onset.  Appendix 1-B of the draft 
EIR/EIS included a comprehensive agency and public scoping report.  Since 2006, the Sanitation Districts 
have conducted over 500 outreach and coordination meetings with public officials; civic and community 
groups; businesses; environmental organizations; news media; and various local, state, and federal 
agencies.  At the onset of the planning effort, a project website (www.ClearwaterProgram.com) and an 
information hotline (877-300-WATER) were established.  In addition, three newsletters were circulated in 
the project area to keep the public and interested parties apprised of progress being made during the 
planning process.  The mailing list for the third newsletter included every parcel along each of the final 
four tunnel alignment alternatives. 

In March 2008, at the inception of the alternatives analysis process and long before any decisions were 
made, the Sanitation Districts conducted a series of public workshops in San Pedro, Carson, Wilmington, 
and Rancho Palos Verdes.  Also, in October and November 2008, public scoping meetings to inform the 
preparation of the draft EIR/EIS were held in San Pedro, Carson, Wilmington, and Whittier.  Public 
hearings on the draft EIR/EIS were conducted in San Pedro, Carson, and Whittier in March 2012.  All of 
these public workshops and hearings were advertised in several newspapers including the Daily Breeze, 

http://www.clearwaterprogram.com/
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Press Telegram, Random Lengths, Beach Reporter, Peninsula News, Impacto, La Opinion, Wave Pub 
West Edition, Inland Valley Daily Bulletin, and San Gabriel Valley newspapers. 

The Clearwater Program outreach efforts included the three neighborhood councils in San Pedro.  
Specifically, the Sanitation Districts met with the full Coastal San Pedro Neighborhood Council in August 
2008 and July 2011, the full Central San Pedro Neighborhood Council in July 2011, the President of the 
Northwest San Pedro Neighborhood Council in January 2007, the full Northwest San Pedro 
Neighborhood Council in July 2011, and the Port Committee of the Northwest San Pedro Neighborhood 
Council in August 2011.   

Overall, this comprehensive outreach program greatly exceeded the public noticing, disclosure, and 
scoping requirements and recommendations of CEQA and the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA).   

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment P9-4 

The comment requests a map that depicts the exact tunnel alignment location under Dodson Avenue (i.e., 
the recommended alternative). 

Under Alternative 4 (the recommended alternative), the exact tunnel alignment within the Dodson 
Avenue right-of-way will be determined as part of the final design process.  However, at this point in the 
planning process, it is anticipated that the tunnel would be approximately 380 feet below the ground 
surface along Dodson Avenue. 

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment P9-5 

This comment requests information about who would be responsible for fixing any damages to homes 
should ground settlement occur as a result of the tunneling operations. 

Section 8.4 of the draft EIR/EIS analyzed potential settlement impacts along tunnel alignments for each 
alternative and determined that impacts would be less than significant after implementation of 
MM GEO-6a and MM GEO-6b.  Along Dodson Avenue, the tunnel would be in rock-like material 
approximately 380 feet below the ground surface; therefore, the potential for settlement would be highly 
improbable.  However, in the unlikely event settlement-related damage to homes occurred as a direct 
result of the tunnel construction, the Sanitation Districts and/or contractor(s) would be responsible for 
paying for any repairs that are required. 

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment P9-6 

The comment asks what would happen to property values if homeowners were required to disclose the 
presence of a tunnel near or beneath their property. 

The effect an easement would have on property values is beyond the purview of a draft EIR/EIS under 
both CEQA and NEPA.  Nonetheless, a homeowner would not need to disclose the presence of the tunnel 
if it were located in the public street right-of-way.  The tunnel would be treated the same as any other 



Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County  Chapter 28.  Responses to Comments 

 

 
Clearwater Program  
Final EIR/EIS 

 
28-163 

November 2012 
 

ICF 00016.07 
 

utility in the street, such as those conveying potable water, natural gas, or electricity.  Where the tunnel 
crosses private property, an easement would be required as indicated in Table 12-6 of the draft EIR/EIS.  
The Sanitation Districts would make every attempt to obtain these easements from property owners 
voluntarily at fair market value.  During the process of a real estate transaction, any easements associated 
with the property would be disclosed with the property title search.   

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment P9-7 

The comment raises concerns that another ocean outfall would deposit more 
dichlorodiphenyltrichloroethane (DDT) on the Palos Verdes Shelf.  The comment also suggests that 
Alternative 1 is superior to Alternative 4 (the recommended alternative) because it would discharge 
effluent further offshore and avoid residential neighborhoods.  Finally, this comment asks who would be 
responsible for any damage to homes caused by settlement. 

As described in Chapter 7 of the draft MFP and Chapter 3 of the draft EIR/EIS, Alternative 4 (the 
recommended alternative) would not result in the construction of a new ocean outfall; it would require 
rehabilitation of the existing ocean outfalls, which is also an element of the other three project 
alternatives.  As described in Section 2.2.4.3 of the draft EIR/EIS, industries have been prohibited from 
discharging DDT into sewers since the mid-1970s.  Therefore, neither Alternative 4 (the recommended 
alternative) nor the other three project alternatives would result in increased levels of DDT on the Palos 
Verdes and San Pedro Shelves. 

Although Alternative 1 would discharge effluent further from the shore than Alternative 4 (the 
recommended alternative), diffuser performance is determined primarily by discharge depth, not offshore 
distance, and the discharge depth for both alternatives would be approximately 200 feet.  Furthermore, 
Alternative 4 (the recommended alternative) would avoid marine environment impacts associated with 
constructing a new riser/diffuser and would minimize truck trips and air emissions due to its shorter 
tunnel length.  Conversely, Alternative 1 would result in greater impacts on the marine environment due 
to new riser/diffuser construction and significantly more air emissions and truck trips due to its longer 
tunnel length.  Based on the overall environmental analysis, it was concluded that Alternative 4 (the 
recommended alternative) is the environmentally preferred and superior alternative. 

Each of the four alternatives would be aligned through residential neighborhoods but would generally 
remain within the public rights-of-way to the extent feasible.  As previously described in Response to 
Comment P9-5, Section 8.4 of the draft EIR/EIS analyzed potential settlement impacts along tunnel 
alignments for each alternative and determined that impacts would be less than significant after 
implementation of MM GEO-6a and MM GEO-6b.  However, in the unlikely event tunnel construction 
would result in settlement-related damage to homes as a direct result of the tunnel construction, the 
Sanitation Districts and/or contractor(s) would be responsible for paying for any repairs that are required.  

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment P9-8 

The comment expresses concerns that the city of Los Angeles is allowing the Clearwater Program to be 
constructed through the city of Los Angeles. 
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As previously described in Response to Comment P9-3, Appendix 1-B of the draft EIR/EIS included a 
comprehensive agency and public scoping report.  Since 2006, the Sanitation Districts have conducted 
over 500 outreach and coordination meetings with public officials; civic and community groups; 
businesses; environmental organizations; news media; and various local, state, and federal agencies.  This 
outreach included various departments within the city of Los Angeles and several of the neighborhood 
councils that report to the Los Angeles City Council.  To date, the city of Los Angeles has not expressed 
any opposition to the Clearwater Program, although two of the neighborhood councils (Commenters A9 
and A15) have provided comments.   

Additionally, as previously described in Response to Comment P9-2, the JOS serves portions of the city 
of Los Angeles, including areas in the vicinity of the San Pedro community.  The recommended 
alternative (Alternative 4) would regionally benefit the entire JOS by providing for reliable JWPCP 
effluent management and would locally benefit the San Pedro community by reducing the potential of 
having to bypass JWPCP effluent flow into the Wilmington Drain.   

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment P9-9 

The comment states that noise levels would be above the nighttime noise limits for the city of Los 
Angeles. 

As discussed previously in Response to Comment P9-2, no vibrations from the tunneling operations 
should be perceived along Dodson Avenue due to the depth, which would be well over the 110-foot 
threshold.  Any vibration impacts at locations where the tunnel is aligned within 110 feet of sensitive 
receptors would be mitigated to less than significant with the implementation of MM NOI-2a and 
MM NOI-2b.  Section 14.4.1.4 of the draft EIR/EIS notes that vibration from TBM operations occurs at 
low frequencies, whereas groundborne noise typically is caused by higher frequency vibration.  
Therefore, it is anticipated that audible groundborne noise from TBM operations would not be perceived 
by sensitive receptors located above the tunnel. 

As described in Section 14.4.5.2 of the draft EIR/EIS, noise impacts at the JWPCP West shaft site would 
be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.  As shown in Table 14-30 of the draft EIR/EIS, 
with the noise barrier in place, residences located within 200 feet of the JWPCP West shaft site could be 
exposed to construction noise levels of 65 A-weighted decibels (dBA), which would be less than 
5 decibels (dB) above the lowest measured ambient level.  Therefore, construction noise at this site would 
not exceed city nighttime noise standards at nearby residences, or daytime noise standards at recreation 
areas.  As described in Section 14.4.6.2 of the draft EIR/EIS, noise impacts at the Royal Palms shaft site 
would be less than significant with mitigation.  As shown in Table 14-35 of the draft EIR/EIS, with the 
noise barrier in place, the nearest residential receptors could be exposed to construction noise levels of 
63 dBA at a distance of 600 feet from the shaft site.  Table 14-35 also indicated that recreational use at 
Royal Palms Beach within a 275-foot radius of the shaft site would be exposed to construction noise 
levels of 63 dBA or more (an increase of 5 dB above the ambient level).  However, implementation of 
MM NOI-1a (noise-reducing construction practices) and MM NOI-1b (complaint/response tracking 
program) would reduce noise at sensitive receptors to below local standards.  Therefore, nighttime noise 
limits would not be exceeded for Alternative 4 (the recommended alternative) at both shaft sites. 

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 



Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County  Chapter 28.  Responses to Comments 

 

 
Clearwater Program  
Final EIR/EIS 

 
28-165 

November 2012 
 

ICF 00016.07 
 

Response to Comment P9-10 

The comment asks how the impacts of construction would affect property values. 

See Response to Comment P9-6. 

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment P9-11 

The comment expresses a preference for Alternative 1 to avoid impacts on neighborhoods near Western 
Avenue and Gaffey Street, and on Royal Palms Beach. 

As previously discussed in Responses to Comments P9-4 through P9-6, the tunnel would generally be 
located beneath public rights-of-way.  With the use of the TBM and the depth of the tunnel, it is unlikely 
that the streets above the tunnel would be affected.   

As discussed in Chapter 13 of the draft EIR/EIS, rehabilitation of the existing ocean outfalls, which 
would occur under each of the alternatives, would result in a temporary impact on water-contact 
recreation at Royal Palms Beach for approximately 9 months.  This impact would be less than significant 
because the impact would be temporary and other similar water-contact recreational facilities would 
remain available during the construction period. 

Chapter 13 of the draft EIR/EIS also discussed the operational impacts of the use of the rehabilitated 
ocean outfalls, which would occur under each alternative.  Based on past and present performance of the 
JWPCP secondary treatment and the past and present performance of the existing ocean outfalls, the 
treated effluent discharges through the existing outfalls currently meet the national pollutant discharge 
elimination system requirements and protect the designated beneficial uses.  Because post-rehabilitation 
effluent quality would be the same as existing conditions, continued use of the existing ocean outfalls 
would not impair beneficial uses at Royal Palms Beach. 

As previously described in Response to Comment P9-7, Alternative 1 would result in greater impacts on 
the marine environment due to new riser/diffuser construction and significantly more air emissions and 
truck trips due to its longer tunnel length.  Based on the overall environmental analysis, it was concluded 
that Alternative 4 (the recommended alternative) is the environmentally preferred and superior 
alternative.  

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 
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Commenter P10:  Cathy Beauregard – Resident (March 8, 2012, Public 
Hearing at the Crowne Plaza Los Angeles Harbor Hotel, San Pedro, 
California) 
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Response to Comment P10-1 

The comment expresses support for the project. 

The Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers appreciate the 
commenter’s support for the Clearwater Program.  However, the comment does not address the analysis 
in the EIR/EIS, so no response is necessary.  The comment will be provided to the decision makers for 
their consideration. 

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 
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Commenter P11: Pat Rome – Resident (March 8, 2012, Public Hearing 
at the Crowne Plaza Los Angeles Harbor Hotel, San Pedro, California) 
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Response to Comment P11-1 

The comment asks if the tunnel construction for Alternative 4 (the recommended alternative) in the area 
of Ken Malloy Harbor Regional Park will be coordinated with the Proposition O-funded improvement of 
Machado Lake and Wilmington Drain that was recently stopped after discovery of a protected bird 
species (least Bell’s vireo).  The commenter is concerned that tunnel construction would negatively 
impact, or be impacted by, this nearby project when it is restarted. 

The Machado Lake Ecosystem Rehabilitation Project and the Wilmington Drain Multi-Use Project are 
scheduled to be completed before tunnel construction would commence.  As described in the Preliminary 
Screening Analysis for the Clearwater Program (Appendix 1-A of the draft EIR/EIS), the onshore tunnel 
alignments would be constructed more than 70 feet below ground surface, sometimes as deep as 450 feet.  
Under Alternative 4 (the recommended alternative), the tunnel would be constructed at a depth of 
approximately 80 feet beneath Ken Malloy Harbor Regional Park.  Therefore, the tunnel for Alternative 4 
would not have an impact on the Machado Lake/Wilmington Drain project or any biological resources, 
including potential least Bell’s vireo habitat.   

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 
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Commenter P12:  Dave McCulloch – Resident (March 8, 2012, Public 
Hearing at the Crowne Plaza Los Angeles Harbor Hotel, San Pedro, 
California) 
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Response to Comment P12-1 

The comment asks why a straight tunnel alignment option was not considered in the draft EIR/EIS. 

The draft EIR/EIS analyzed a reasonable range of alternatives that feasibly meets the project objectives.  
These final feasible alternatives were determined through the alternatives analysis process presented in 
Chapter 6 of the draft Master Facilities Plan (MFP) and summarized in Chapter 3 of the draft EIR/EIS.  A 
straight tunnel alignment option was evaluated as one of 23 conceptual onshore tunnel options in Section 
6.3.3.1 of the draft MFP.  This straight tunnel alignment option would parallel the existing two tunnels.  
However, the existing 68 tunnel easements would not permit construction of a new tunnel, and a parallel 
tunnel alignment just beyond the existing easements would require approximately 1,060 new easements.  
Therefore, this conceptual option was eliminated, and the remaining 22 conceptual onshore tunnel options 
that were aligned primarily through public rights-of-way were carried forward into the analysis as 
preliminary options.  

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment P12-2 

The comment expresses concerns about traffic.   

As discussed in Chapter 18 of the draft EIR/EIS, traffic impacts associated with Alternative 4 would be 
less than significant for both the construction and operational phases of the project.  Additionally, as 
described in Section 18.3.4 of the draft EIR/EIS, the city of Los Angeles requires the preparation of traffic 
management plans for major construction projects that include designation of haul routes, among other 
elements, to ensure that any construction-related effects are minimized to the greatest extent possible.   

A subsequent traffic analysis was conducted for the final EIR/EIS to ensure that the recent closure of 
Paseo Del Mar would not result in greater impacts than those evaluated in the draft EIR/EIS, if Paseo Del 
Mar was not reconstructed before construction began.  This analysis confirmed the findings of the draft 
EIR/EIS that construction of Alternative 4 (the recommended alternative) would not result in significant 
traffic impacts on the surrounding street system.  This additional analysis is included in Appendix 18-D of 
the final EIR/EIS.  

No other revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment P12-3 

The comment asks for clarification on the locations where emissions would occur, the methods of 
construction, the potential inclusion of an access shaft at Peck Park, and the associated construction truck 
traffic. 

Figures 3-4 through 3-15 of the draft EIR/EIS showed the locations of the proposed construction.  As 
described in Section 3.3.2.1 of the draft EIR/EIS, the tunnel would be constructed with a tunnel boring 
machine (TBM).  Therefore, all tunneling activities would be underground except for the removal and 
trucking of excavated materials at the shaft sites.  Aboveground construction for Alternative 4 (the 
recommended alternative) would occur at Royal Palms Beach and the Joint Water Pollution Control Plant 
(JWPCP) as the shaft sites are constructed.  For Alternative 4, the tunnel emissions would exit out of the 
JWPCP West shaft until the TBM reaches the Royal Palms shaft site, at which point the TBM would be 
removed.   
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There would not be a shaft site at Peck Park for any of the alternatives.  As described in Section 6.3.3.3 of 
the draft MFP, Peck Park was identified as one of 13 preliminary options for an intermediate shaft site.  
However, during Level 2 screening for viable options, Peck Park was eliminated from consideration 
based on conflicts with public recreational uses and public input.  Alternative 4 (the recommended 
alternative) would have one working shaft site at the JWPCP and one exit shaft site at Royal Palms 
Beach. 

The number of trucks associated with tunnel construction would vary according to the project alternative.  
Alternative 4 (the recommended alternative), would result in the least number of truck trips.  Truck trips 
for each alternative were included in Chapters 3 and 18 and Appendix 5-B of the draft EIR/EIS, and their 
air quality impacts were analyzed in Chapter 5 of the draft EIR/EIS.  

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment P12-4 

The comment expresses concern with the proximity of the recommended alternative to the Rancho 
Liquefied Petroleum Gas (LPG) facility located near the intersection of Gaffey Street and Westmont 
Drive. 

Alternative 4 (the recommended alternative), would traverse under Gaffey Street between Anaheim Street 
and Capitol Drive.  The two large Rancho LPG butane storage tanks are approximately 600 feet east of 
the recommended tunnel alignment.  At this location, the tunnel invert would be approximately 100 feet 
below the ground surface.  Therefore, given the tunnel location and depth, construction and operation of 
the tunnel would not have an impact on the Rancho LPG facility, and an upset at the Rancho LPG facility 
would not have an impact on the tunnel.   

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment P12-5 

The comment provides a summary of the commenter’s major concerns.   

See Responses to Comments P12-1 through P12-4. 

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment P12-6 

The comment requests information about additional vent locations along the tunnel alignment for 
Alternative 4 (the recommended alternative). 

As previously described in Response to Comment P12-3, ventilation, air emissions, and all materials 
going in or out of the tunnel would occur at the JWPCP West shaft site on the Sanitation Districts of Los 
Angeles County’s JWPCP property.  No intermediate vent shafts are proposed between the JWPCP West 
shaft site and the Royal Palms shaft site.  

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 
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Commenter P13:  Jody James – Board Member, San Pedro Peninsula 
Homeowners United (March 8, 2012, Public Hearing at the Crowne 
Plaza Los Angeles Harbor Hotel, San Pedro, California)  
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Response to Comment P13-1 

The comment expresses concerns about the San Pedro area being burdened by Alternative 4 (the 
recommended alternative) and states a preference for an alternative going through the Port of Los 
Angeles, despite the higher cost. 

The Clearwater Program focuses on the Joint Outfall System (JOS), which serves portions of the city of 
Los Angeles, including areas in the vicinity of the San Pedro community as shown on Figure 7-9 of the 
draft Master Facilities Plan (MFP).  Alternative 4 (the recommended alternative) would regionally benefit 
the entire JOS by providing for reliable Joint Water Pollution Control Plant (JWPCP) effluent 
management and would locally benefit the San Pedro community by reducing the potential of having to 
bypass JWPCP effluent flow into the Wilmington Drain.  As described in the draft EIR/EIS, most of the 
construction-related project impacts would occur at the JWPCP West shaft site, which is located on the 
border between the city of Los Angeles and city of Carson.  The majority of the residences and businesses 
in the immediate vicinity of the JWPCP West shaft site are within the JOS service area.  Additionally, the 
residents of the South Shores area of San Pedro would benefit from the project because they are within 
the Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County’s (Sanitation Districts’) service area for wastewater 
treatment. 

Chapter 6 of the draft MFP, as summarized in Chapter 3 of the draft EIR/EIS, presented an alternatives 
analysis process that systematically applied multiple screening criteria to establish a reasonable range of 
alternatives, including the highest-ranked recommended alternative that feasibly met the project 
objectives.  Cost effectiveness was one of the screening criteria considered in the alternatives analysis.  
Alternatives 1 and 2, each of which would be aligned through the Port of Los Angeles, would cost 
approximately $810 million (147 percent) and $430 million (78 percent) more to construct, respectively, 
than the $550 million estimated for Alternative 4 (the recommended alternative).   

Although the savings associated with Alternative 4 are significant, other screening criteria, such as 
environmental impacts, also factored heavily into ranking the alternatives.  Alternative 4 would avoid 
marine environment impacts associated with constructing a new riser/diffuser and would minimize truck 
trips and air emissions due to its shorter tunnel length.  Conversely, Alternatives 1 and 2 would result in 
greater impacts on the marine environment due to new riser/diffuser construction and significantly more 
air emissions and truck trips due to their longer tunnel lengths.  Based on the overall environmental 
analysis, it was concluded that Alternative 4 (the recommended alternative) is the environmentally 
preferred and superior alternative.  

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment P13-2 

The comment expresses concern that Alternative 4 (the recommended alternative) traverses the Palos 
Verdes Fault and mentions the presence of the Rancho Liquefied Petroleum Gas (LPG) facility near this 
area.  

Each of the four alternatives analyzed in the draft EIR/EIS must cross the Palos Verdes Fault as shown on 
Figure 8-1 of the draft EIR/EIS.  Implementation of Mitigation Measure GEO-2, which involves 
performing site-specific fault hazard investigations to minimize damage to the tunnel and structures, 
would reduce impacts to less than significant.  The geotechnical recommendations will be incorporated 
into the final design and may include remediation measures, such as special lining systems inside the 
tunnel through the fault zone.  
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The Rancho LPG facility is located over 4,000 feet south of where the Palos Verdes Fault crosses the 
recommended tunnel alignment (Alternative 4).  The two large Rancho LPG butane storage tanks are 
approximately 600 feet east of the tunnel alignment.  At this location, the tunnel invert would be 
approximately 100 feet below the ground surface.  Therefore, given the tunnel location and depth, 
construction and operation of the tunnel would not have an impact on the Rancho LPG facility, and an 
upset at the Rancho LPG facility would not have an impact on the tunnel.   

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment P13-3 

The comment is concerned that the hazards and traffic resulting from Alternative 4 (the recommended 
alternative) would unfairly burden the San Pedro community, and expresses a preference for an 
alternative that would go through the Port of Los Angeles.   

See Response to Comment P13-1 regarding the relative burden on the San Pedro community and the 
reasons that Alternative 4 is the recommended alternative.  See Response to Comment P13-2 regarding 
the comparative hazard for each alternative. 

As discussed in Chapter 18 of the draft EIR/EIS, traffic impacts associated with Alternative 4 (the 
recommended alternative) would be less than significant for both the construction and operational phases 
of the project.  Additionally, as described in Section 18.3.4 of the draft EIR/EIS, the city of Los Angeles 
requires the preparation of traffic management plans for major construction projects that include 
designation of haul routes, among other requirements, to ensure that any construction-related effects are 
minimized to the greatest extent possible.   

A subsequent traffic analysis was conducted for the final EIR/EIS to ensure that the recent closure of 
Paseo Del Mar would not result in greater impacts than those evaluated in the draft EIR/EIS, if Paseo Del 
Mar was not reconstructed before construction began.  This analysis confirmed the findings of the draft 
EIR/EIS that construction of Alternative 4 (the recommended alternative) would not result in significant 
traffic impacts on the surrounding street system.  This additional analysis is included in Appendix 18-D of 
the final EIR/EIS. 

No other revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment P13-4 

The comment encourages the removal of the Rancho LPG facility through eminent domain as part of the 
project by turning the property into a shaft site during construction and a parking lot after construction. 

Title 7 of the California Code of Civil Procedure contains laws regarding the circumstances by which 
public agencies can use eminent domain to acquire private property for projects that benefit the public, 
such as schools, roads, and police and fire stations.  Eminent domain is the last measure a public agency 
can use to acquire private property, but the agency must first attempt to purchase the land by performing 
“good faith negotiations” with the property owner.  The purchase price is usually set by the fair market 
value based on an appraisal.  If the negotiations fail, then the public agency must file a Resolution of 
Necessity clearly stating why acquiring the land is the only option available for the progression of the 
project.  Because the Rancho LPG facility was never identified as an essential shaft site location in either 
the draft MFP or draft EIR/EIS, there is no basis for the Sanitation Districts to modify Alternative 4 (the 
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recommended alternative) and to claim acquisition of the property as a necessary element for the 
completion of the project.  

Additionally, both the California Environmental Quality Act and National Environmental Policy Act 
require that there be a nexus between an impact and mitigation imposed on the project.  That is, 
mitigation cannot be imposed that does not serve to avoid or reduce a specific impact.  The only 
significant and unavoidable impacts that would result from Alternative 4 (those for which mitigation 
cannot reduce the impacts to less than significant) would be those related to aesthetics, air quality, cultural 
resources, and greenhouse gases.  None of these impacts would be reduced by the removal of the Rancho 
LPG facility.  Therefore, removal of the Rancho LPG facility via eminent domain would not be 
appropriate mitigation.  

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 
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Commenter P14:  Katy Watkins – Resident (March 8, 2012, Public 
Hearing at the Crowne Plaza Los Angeles Harbor Hotel, San Pedro, 
California) 
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Response to Comment P14-1 

The comment expresses concerns about coordination with the Proposition O-funded improvement of 
Machado Lake and Wilmington Drain.  

The Machado Lake Ecosystem Rehabilitation Project and the Wilmington Drain Multi-Use Project are 
scheduled to be completed before tunnel construction would commence.  As described in the Preliminary 
Screening Analysis for the Clearwater Program (Appendix 1-A of the draft EIR/EIS), the onshore tunnel 
alignments would be constructed more than 70 feet below ground surface, sometimes as deep as 450 feet.  
Under Alternative 4 (the recommended alternative), the tunnel would be constructed at a depth of 
approximately 80 feet beneath Ken Malloy Harbor Regional Park.  Therefore, the tunnel for Alternative 4 
(the recommended alternative) would not have an impact on the Machado Lake/Wilmington Drain 
project.  

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment P14-2 

The comment expresses concerns about the potential for vibrations from tunnel construction of 
Alternative 4 (the recommended alternative) to have an impact on the two large butane storage tanks at 
the Rancho Liquefied Petroleum Gas (LPG) facility. 

Alternative 4 (the recommended alternative) would traverse under Gaffey Street between Anaheim Street 
and Capitol Drive.  The two large Rancho LPG butane storage tanks are approximately 600 feet east of 
the recommended tunnel alignment (Alternative 4).  At this location, the tunnel invert would be 
approximately 100 feet below the ground surface.  Section 14.4.1.4 of the draft EIR/EIS specifically 
analyzed potential groundborne vibrations associated with tunnel construction and concluded that 
vibrations would not be perceivable beyond a distance of 110 feet through the soil.  Furthermore, 
implementation of Mitigation Measure (MM) NOI-2a (rail maintenance plan) and MM NOI-2b (vibration 
control plan) would reduce vibration impacts to less than significant.  Therefore, given the tunnel location 
and depth relative to the two large butane storage tanks, vibrations from tunnel construction would not 
affect the Rancho LPG facility.   

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 
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Commenter  P15:  Jody James – Resident 
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Response to Comment P15-1 

The comment is concerned that construction of Alternative 4 (the recommended alternative) would 
unfairly burden the San Pedro community.  The comment also suggests removing the Rancho Liquefied 
Petroleum Gas (LPG) facility through eminent domain as mitigation for the project, and using the 
property for a shaft site, an operational base, public parking, special events, or a soccer field. 

The Clearwater Program focuses on the Joint Outfall System (JOS), which serves portions of the city of 
Los Angeles, including areas in the vicinity of the San Pedro community as shown on Figure 7-9 of the 
draft Master Facilities Plan (MFP).  Alternative 4 (the recommended alternative) would regionally benefit 
the entire JOS by providing for reliable Joint Water Pollution Control Plant (JWPCP) effluent 
management and would locally benefit the San Pedro community by reducing the potential of having to 
bypass JWPCP effluent flow into the Wilmington Drain.  As described in the draft EIR/EIS, most of the 
construction-related project impacts would occur at the JWPCP West shaft site, which is located on the 
border between the city of Los Angeles and city of Carson.  The majority of the residences and businesses 
in the immediate vicinity of the JWPCP West shaft site are within the JOS service area.  Additionally, the 
residents of the South Shores area of San Pedro would benefit from the project because they are within 
the Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County’s (Sanitation Districts’) service area for wastewater 
treatment. 

Alternative 4 (the recommended alternative) would avoid marine environment impacts associated with 
constructing a new riser/diffuser and would minimize truck trips and air emissions due to its shorter 
tunnel length.  Conversely, Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 would result in greater impacts on the marine 
environment due to new riser/diffuser construction and significantly more air emissions and truck trips 
due to their longer tunnel lengths.  Based on the overall environmental analysis, it was concluded that 
Alternative 4 (the recommended alternative) is the environmentally preferred and superior alternative. 

Alternative 4 (the recommended alternative) would traverse under Gaffey Street between Anaheim Street 
and Capitol Drive.  The two large Rancho LPG butane storage tanks are approximately 600 feet east of 
the recommended tunnel alignment.  At this location, the tunnel invert would be approximately 100 feet 
below the ground surface.  Therefore, given the tunnel location and depth, construction and operation of 
the tunnel would not have an impact on the Rancho LPG facility, and an upset at the Rancho LPG facility 
would not have an impact on the tunnel. 

Title 7 of the California Code of Civil Procedure contains laws regarding the circumstances by which 
public agencies can use eminent domain to acquire private property for projects that benefit the public, 
such as schools, roads, and police and fire stations.  Eminent domain is the last measure a public agency 
can use to acquire private property, but the agency must first attempt to purchase the land by performing 
“good faith negotiations” with the property owner.  The purchase price is usually set by the fair market 
value based on an appraisal.  If the negotiations fail, then the public agency must file a Resolution of 
Necessity clearly stating why acquiring the land is the only option available for the progression of the 
project.  Because the Rancho LPG facility was never identified as an essential shaft site location in either 
the draft MFP or draft EIR/EIS, there is no basis for the Sanitation Districts to modify Alternative 4 (the 
recommended alternative) and to claim acquisition of the property as a necessary element for the 
completion of the project.  

Additionally, both the California Environmental Quality Act and National Environmental Policy Act 
require that there be a nexus between an impact and mitigation imposed on the project.  That is, 
mitigation cannot be imposed that does not serve to avoid or reduce a specific impact.  The only 
significant and unavoidable impacts that would result from Alternative 4 (those for which mitigation 
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cannot reduce the impacts to less than significant) would be those related to aesthetics, air quality, cultural 
resources, and greenhouse gases.  None of these impacts would be reduced by the removal of the Rancho 
LPG facility.  Therefore, removal of the Rancho LPG facility via eminent domain would not be 
appropriate mitigation.  

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 
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Commenter P16:  Rosellen Trunnel – Resident 
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Response to Comment P16-1 

The comment expresses appreciation for the public meeting on the draft EIR/EIS.   

The Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers appreciate the 
comment and agree that public outreach is essential to the planning process.  However, the comment does 
not address the analysis in the EIR/EIS, so no response is necessary.  The comment will be provided to 
the decision makers for their consideration. 

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 
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Commenter P17:  Robert Borden – Resident 
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Response to Comment P17-1 

The comment raises concerns about tunneling beneath residential areas where there may be geological 
instability.   

Alternatives 1, 2, 3, and 4 would all require tunneling beneath residential areas; however, under each 
alternative, the tunnel would generally be aligned within public rights-of-way.  As described in 
Section 8.4.1 of the draft EIR/EIS, geotechnical reports were prepared for the Sanitation Districts of Los 
Angeles County by Fugro West, and the resulting analyses and recommendations were evaluated in a 
feasibility report prepared by Parsons (see Chapter 25 of the draft EIR/EIS for references).  The feasibility 
report considered potential geotechnical and seismic issues that could affect the design and construction 
of the facilities for the project alternatives.  Geological impacts were analyzed in Chapter 8 of the draft 
EIR/EIS, and it was determined that with mitigation, all geological impacts would be less than significant.   

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 
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Commenter P18:  Pat Rome – Harbor Pine Creek Homeowners 
Association 
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Response to Comment P18-1 

The comment expresses concerns about coordination with the Proposition O-funded improvement of 
Machado Lake and Wilmington Drain.  

The Machado Lake Ecosystem Rehabilitation Project and the Wilmington Drain Multi-Use Project are 
scheduled to be completed before tunnel construction would commence.  As described in the Preliminary 
Screening Analysis for the Clearwater Program (Appendix 1-A of the draft EIR/EIS), the onshore tunnel 
alignments would be constructed more than 70 feet below ground surface, sometimes as deep as 450 feet.  
Under Alternative 4 (the recommended alternative), the tunnel would be constructed at a depth of 
approximately 80 feet beneath Ken Malloy Harbor Regional Park.  Therefore, the tunnel for Alternative 4 
would not have an impact on the Machado Lake/Wilmington Drain project.  

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment P18-2 

The comment expresses concern about potential impacts associated with the Rancho Liquefied Petroleum 
Gas (LPG) facility on Gaffey Street. 

Alternative 4 (the recommended alternative), would traverse under Gaffey Street between Anaheim Street 
and Capitol Drive.  The two large Rancho LPG butane storage tanks are approximately 600 feet east of 
the recommended tunnel alignment.  At this location, the tunnel invert would be approximately 100 feet 
below the ground surface.  Therefore, given the tunnel location and depth, construction and operation of 
the tunnel would not have an impact on the Rancho LPG facility, and an upset at the Rancho LPG facility 
would not have an impact on the tunnel.   

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment P18-3 

The comment asks if the project is similar to “fracking.”  

Hydraulic fracturing, which is commonly referred to as “fracking,” is a method used by the petroleum and 
gas industry to extract oil or natural gas from geological formations deep underground.  The extraction 
wells can be located miles below the ground surface.  Water or slurry is injected into the bottom of the 
well at very high pressures to break, or fracture, rock that contains oil or gas.  The oil or gas is then 
collected in the well after it is released from the geological formation.   

The proposed project would not involve hydraulic fracturing, nor is it similar.  A tunnel boring machine 
(TBM) would be used to construct the tunnel.  High-pressure water or slurry would not be used to break 
up the ground in front of the TBM.  

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 
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Commenter P19:  Katy Watkins – Resident 
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Response to Comment P19-1 

The comment expresses concerns about coordination with the Proposition O-funded improvement of 
Machado Lake and Wilmington Drain.  

The Machado Lake Ecosystem Rehabilitation Project and the Wilmington Drain Multi-Use Project are 
scheduled to be completed before tunnel construction would commence.  As described in the Preliminary 
Screening Analysis for the Clearwater Program (Appendix 1-A of the draft EIR/EIS), the onshore tunnel 
alignments would be constructed more than 70 feet below ground surface, sometimes as deep as 450 feet.  
Under Alternative 4 (the recommended alternative), the tunnel would be constructed at a depth of 
approximately 80 feet beneath Ken Malloy Harbor Regional Park.  Therefore, the tunnel for Alternative 4 
would not have an impact on the Machado Lake/Wilmington Drain project.  

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment P19-2 

The comment expresses concern about potential impacts associated with the Rancho Liquefied Petroleum 
Gas (LPG) facility on Gaffey Street. 

Alternative 4 (the recommended alternative), would traverse under Gaffey Street between Anaheim Street 
and Capitol Drive.  The two large Rancho LPG butane storage tanks are approximately 600 feet east of 
the recommended tunnel alignment.  At this location, the tunnel invert would be approximately 100 feet 
below the ground surface.  Therefore, given the tunnel location and depth, construction and operation of 
the tunnel would not have an impact on the Rancho LPG facility, and an upset at the Rancho LPG facility 
would not have an impact on the tunnel.  

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 
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Commenter P20:  JoAnn Wysocki – Resident 
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Response to Comment P20-1 

The comment addresses the Existing (2010) Level of Service Worksheets found in Appendix 18-B of the 
draft EIR/EIS.  The comment states that the city is incorrectly labeled on some of the worksheets. 

These forms were used during analysis by the traffic consultant.  Some of these forms include a field for 
the city in which the intersection is located.  Although these intersections are actually within the 
jurisdiction of the city of Los Angeles, the traffic consultant used San Pedro or Wilmington to provide 
context for analysis purposes.  This identification does not affect the accuracy of the analysis because the 
jurisdictional information is not relevant to the analysis. 

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment P20-2 

The comment expresses disappointment in the fact that the Los Angeles Police Department did not 
provide information about the response times for the Angels Gate and Royal Palms shaft sites.   

The information was requested, and neither the Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County (Sanitation 
Districts) nor the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) has the means to compel the police department 
to provide the information.   

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment P20-3 

The comment suggests that the Clearwater Program EIR/EIS should be an opportunity for people to 
provide new suggestions for the uses of recycled water. 

As described in Appendix 1-B of the draft EIR/EIS, since 2006, the Sanitation Districts conducted over 
500 public outreach meetings with public officials; civic and community groups; businesses; 
environmental organizations; news media; and various local, state, and federal agencies.  This effort 
facilitated a productive exchange of information and ideas between the Sanitation Districts and 
stakeholders regarding all components of the Clearwater Program, including reuse opportunities for 
recycled water. 

The Sanitation Districts and Corps recognize that recycled water is an essential regional resource, which 
is why one of the four primary objectives of the Clearwater Program is to “provide support for emerging 
recycled water reuse…opportunities.”  As described in Chapter 1 of the draft Master Facilities Plan, the 
Sanitation Districts have pioneered water reclamation and reuse in Southern California, beginning with 
the completion of the Whittier Narrows Water Reclamation Plant in 1962.  The Sanitation Districts now 
own and operate 10 water reclamation plants (WRPs) that produce approximately 165 million gallons per 
day of high-quality recycled water.  Approximately half of the recycled water is reused at over 640 sites 
throughout Los Angeles County for groundwater replenishment; industrial, commercial, and recreational 
applications; habitat maintenance; and agricultural and landscape irrigation.  This message has been and 
will continue to be an important component of the Sanitation Districts’ public outreach and education 
efforts.  

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 
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Response to Comment P20-4 

The comment requests additional information about the bid process, cost overruns, street sweeping, 
telephone contacts, and graffiti removal. 

The project would be competitively bid upon completion of final design.  The Sanitation Districts would 
award the project to the lowest qualified bid for each construction contract.  

A contingency consistent with industry standards for a project of this size was applied to the cost estimate 
to account for possible overruns.  

It is the Sanitation Districts’ standard practice to require contractors have a motor sweeper on the job site 
at all times to keep paved areas acceptably clean wherever construction is occurring.  In addition, 
implementing South Coast Air Quality Management District Rule 403 would reduce dust emanating from 
the job site because watering would occur at least three times a day.  As part of the community outreach, a 
contact number would be established to provide people with a means to express their concerns during 
construction.  

It is also the Sanitation Districts’ standard practice to require contractors remove graffiti within 24 hours 
of notification.  Implementation of Mitigation Measure (MM) AES-1 (same as MM AES-3a), as 
described in the draft EIR/EIS, would ensure maintenance of the aesthetic treatments by removing graffiti 
in a timely manner.   

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment P20-5 

The comment asks if the final EIR/EIS will be available in the local libraries. 

The final EIR/EIS will be available in hard copy format at the Carson Regional Library, the Los Angeles 
Public Libraries’ San Pedro and Wilmington Branches, and the Sanitation Districts’ headquarters near the 
city of Whittier.  In addition, the EIR/EIS can be accessed electronically on the Sanitation Districts’ 
website, the Clearwater Program website, or compact disc.  

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 
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Commenter P21:  Robert Stevens – Resident 
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Response to Comment P21-1 

The comment requests alternative dirt removal methods be investigated at the Royal Palms shaft site due 
to the number of trucks traversing the existing access road and the potential of those trucks to affect the 
stability of the cliff. 

As described in Chapter 8 of the draft EIR/EIS, implementation of Mitigation Measure GEO-1 at the 
Royal Palms shaft site, which involves performing a detailed geotechnical investigation and incorporating 
site-specific recommendations into the final design of the project, would reduce impacts to less than 
significant.  The detailed investigation would address issues such as landslide potential, slope stability, 
and ground failure. 

Removal of excavated materials from the construction site will be investigated during final design.  
Utilization of conveyor belts will be included in the analyses.  

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 
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Commenter P22:  Laureen Vivian – Resident 
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Response to Comment P22-1 

The comment requests that the Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County (Sanitation Districts) meet 
with three San Pedro neighborhood councils to fully inform the community about potential project 
impacts. 

The Sanitation Districts and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) agree that public outreach and 
transparency are critical to the success of the Clearwater Program planning effort.  Appendix 1-B of the 
draft EIR/EIS included a comprehensive agency and public scoping report.  Since 2006, the Sanitation 
Districts have conducted over 500 outreach and coordination meetings with public officials; civic and 
community groups; businesses; environmental organizations; news media; and various local, state, and 
federal agencies.  At the onset of the planning effort, a project website (www.ClearwaterProgram.com) 
and an information hotline (877-300-WATER) were established.  In addition, three newsletters were 
circulated in the project area to keep the public and interested parties apprised of progress being made 
during the planning process.  The mailing list for the third newsletter included every parcel along each the 
final four tunnel alignment alternatives. 

In March 2008, at the inception of the alternatives analysis process and long before any decisions were 
made, the Sanitation Districts conducted a series of public workshops in San Pedro, Carson, Wilmington, 
and Rancho Palos Verdes.  Also, in October and November 2008, public scoping meetings to inform the 
preparation of the draft EIR/EIS were held in San Pedro, Carson, Wilmington, and Whittier.  Public 
hearings on the draft EIR/EIS were conducted in San Pedro, Carson, and Whittier in March 2012.  All of 
these public workshops and hearings were advertised in several newspapers including the Daily Breeze, 
Press Telegram, Random Lengths, Beach Reporter, Peninsula News, Impacto, La Opinion, Wave Pub 
West Edition, Inland Valley Daily Bulletin, and San Gabriel Valley newspapers. 

The Clearwater Program outreach efforts included the three neighborhood councils in San Pedro.  
Specifically, the Sanitation Districts met with the full Coastal San Pedro Neighborhood Council in August 
2008 and July 2011, the full Central San Pedro Neighborhood Council in July 2011, the President of the 
Northwest San Pedro Neighborhood Council in January 2007, the full Northwest San Pedro 
Neighborhood Council in July 2011, and the Port Committee of the Northwest San Pedro Neighborhood 
Council in August 2011.  

Overall, this comprehensive outreach program greatly exceeded the public noticing, disclosure, and 
scoping requirements and recommendations of the California Environmental Quality Act and the National 
Environmental Policy Act.   

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment P22-2 

The comment suggests that an alternative route through the Port of Los Angeles would cause fewer 
environmental impacts in the Royal Palms area, be more logical because of disruptive impacts from 
existing port projects, and result in benefits that outweigh the added costs. 

Chapter 22 of the draft EIR/EIS compared the environmental impacts of each of the project alternatives 
and concluded that Alternative 4 (the recommended alternative) would result in less environmental 
impacts than the other three project alternatives, including Alternatives 1 and 2, which are aligned 
through the Port of Los Angeles.  Chapter 21 of the draft EIR/EIS provided cumulative impact analysis, 
which specifically included the San Pedro and Wilmington Waterfront Projects and identified potential 

http://www.clearwaterprogram.com/
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environmental impacts for each resource area.  Chapter 6 of the draft Master Facilities Plan, as 
summarized in Chapter 3 of the draft EIR/EIS, presented an alternatives analysis process that 
systematically applied multiple screening criteria (e.g., public input, cost effectiveness, long-term 
uncertainty, operational considerations, constructability, and environmental impacts) to establish a 
reasonable range of alternatives, including the highest-ranked recommended alternative, that feasibly met 
the project objectives.  Alternative 4 (the recommended alternative) would avoid marine environment 
impacts associated with constructing a new riser/diffuser and would minimize truck trips and air 
emissions due to its shorter tunnel length.  Conversely, Alternatives 1 and 2 would result in greater 
impacts on the marine environment due to new riser/diffuser construction and significantly more air 
emissions and truck trips due to their longer tunnel lengths.  Based on the overall environmental analysis, 
it was concluded that Alternative 4 (the recommended alternative) is the environmentally preferred and 
superior alternative. 

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment P22-3 

The comment requests additional public outreach to allow for the best plan to be decided communally and 
transparently. 

As discussed in Response to Comment P22-1, the Sanitation Districts conducted an extensive public 
outreach effort in support of the planning phase of the Clearwater Program that included meetings with 
the three San Pedro neighborhood councils.  The valuable input received was used to evaluate the project 
alternatives and determine the recommended alternative.  On March 14, 2012, in response to this 
comment, the Sanitation Districts sent an email to the commenter offering to meet again with the three 
neighborhood councils in San Pedro; however, the commenter did not respond. 

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 
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Commenter P23:  Jody James – Resident 
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Response to Comment P23-1 

The comment states that the harbor communities are bearing a disproportionate burden for the benefit of 
wider areas in Los Angeles County. 

The Clearwater Program focuses on the Joint Outfall System (JOS), which serves portions of the city of 
Los Angeles, including areas in the vicinity of the harbor communities, as shown on Figure 7-9 of the 
draft Master Facilities Plan (MFP).  Alternative 4 (the recommended alternative) would regionally benefit 
the entire JOS by providing for reliable Joint Water Pollution Control Plant (JWPCP) effluent 
management and would locally benefit the harbor communities by reducing the potential of having to 
bypass JWPCP effluent flow into the Wilmington Drain.  As described in the draft EIR/EIS, most of the 
construction-related project impacts would occur at the JWPCP West shaft site, which is located on the 
border between the city of Los Angeles and city of Carson.  The majority of the residences and businesses 
in the immediate vicinity of the JWPCP West shaft site are within the JOS service area.  Additionally, the 
residents of the South Shores area of San Pedro would benefit from the project because they are within 
the Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County’s (Sanitation Districts’) service area for wastewater 
treatment. 

Alternative 4 (the recommended alternative) would avoid marine environment impacts associated with 
constructing a new riser/diffuser and would minimize truck trips and air emissions due to its shorter 
tunnel length.  Conversely, Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 would result in greater impacts on the marine 
environment due to new riser/diffuser construction and significantly more air emissions and truck trips 
due to their longer tunnel lengths.  Based on the overall environmental analysis, it was concluded that 
Alternative 4 (the recommended alternative) is the environmentally preferred and superior alternative. 

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment 

Response to Comment P23-2 

The comment encourages removal of the Rancho Liquefied Petroleum Gas (LPG) facility through 
eminent domain as mitigation for the project, using the property as a shaft site or base of operations, and 
later a park-and-ride, parking lot, soccer field, or special events facility. 

Alternative 4 (the recommended alternative) would traverse under Gaffey Street between Anaheim Street 
and Capitol Drive.  The two large Rancho LPG butane storage tanks are approximately 600 feet east of 
the recommended tunnel alignment.  At this location, the tunnel invert would be approximately 100 feet 
below the ground surface.  Therefore, given the tunnel location and depth, construction and operation of 
the tunnel would not have an impact on the Rancho LPG facility, and an upset at the Rancho LPG facility 
would not have an impact on the tunnel. 

Title 7 of the California Code of Civil Procedure contains laws regarding the circumstances by which 
public agencies can use eminent domain to acquire private property for projects that benefit the public, 
such as schools, roads, and police and fire stations.  Eminent domain is the last measure a public agency 
can use to acquire private property, but the agency must first attempt to purchase the land by performing 
“good faith negotiations” with the property owner.  The purchase price is usually set by the fair market 
value based on an appraisal.  If the negotiations fail, then the public agency must file a Resolution of 
Necessity clearly stating why acquiring the land is the only option available for the progression of the 
project.  Because the Rancho LPG facility was never identified as an essential shaft site location in either 
the draft MFP or draft EIR/EIS, there is no basis for the Sanitation Districts to modify Alternative 4 (the 
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recommended alternative) and to claim acquisition of the property as a necessary element for the 
completion of the project. 

Additionally, both the California Environmental Quality Act and National Environmental Policy Act 
require that there be a nexus between an impact and mitigation imposed on the project.  That is, 
mitigation cannot be imposed that does not serve to avoid or reduce a specific impact.  The only 
significant and unavoidable impacts that would result from Alternative 4 (those for which mitigation 
cannot reduce the impacts to less than significant) would be those related to aesthetics, air quality, cultural 
resources, and greenhouse gases.  None of these impacts would be reduced by the removal of the Rancho 
LPG facility.  Therefore, removal of the Rancho LPG facility via eminent domain would not be 
appropriate mitigation.  

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 



Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County  Chapter 28.  Responses to Comments 

 

 
Clearwater Program  
Final EIR/EIS 

 
28-208 

November 2012 
 

ICF 00016.07 
 

Commenter P24:  Kiran Magiawala – Resident 
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Response to Comment P24-1 

The comment asks if sea-level rise would affect pumping requirements for future ocean discharge. 

The potential for rising sea levels would be integrated into the design of the new facilities.  Any future 
effluent pumping plant improvements at the Joint Water Pollution Control Plant would need to account 
for the effects of sea-level rise on the performance of the pumps.   

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 
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Commenter P25:  Jeanne Lacombe – Resident 
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Response to Comment P25-1 

The comment states that Alternative 4 (the recommended alternative) would pass under the Rancho 
Liquefied Petroleum Gas (LPG) facility and encourages the removal of the facility through eminent 
domain as mitigation for the project.  The comment recommends using the property as a shaft site or for 
equipment storage. 

Alternative 4 (the recommended alternative) would traverse under Gaffey Street between Anaheim Street 
and Capitol Drive.  The two large Rancho LPG butane storage tanks are approximately 600 feet east of 
the recommended tunnel alignment.  At this location, the tunnel invert would be approximately 100 feet 
below the ground surface.  Therefore, given the tunnel location and depth, construction and operation of 
the tunnel would not have an impact on the Rancho LPG facility, and an upset at the Rancho LPG facility 
would not have an impact on the tunnel. 

Title 7 of the California Code of Civil Procedure contains laws regarding the circumstances by which 
public agencies can use eminent domain to acquire private property for projects that benefit the public, 
such as schools, roads, and police and fire stations.  Eminent domain is the last measure a public agency 
can use to acquire private property, but the agency must first attempt to purchase the land by performing 
“good faith negotiations” with the property owner.  The purchase price is usually set by the fair market 
value based on an appraisal.  If the negotiations fail, then the public agency must file a Resolution of 
Necessity clearly stating why acquiring the land is the only option available for the progression of the 
project.  Because the Rancho LPG facility was never identified as an essential shaft site location in either 
the draft Master Facilities Plan or draft EIR/EIS, there is no basis for the Sanitation Districts of Los 
Angeles County to modify Alternative 4 (the recommended alternative) and to claim acquisition of the 
property as a necessary element for the completion of the project.  

Additionally, both the California Environmental Quality Act and National Environmental Policy Act 
require that there be a nexus between an impact and mitigation imposed on the project.  That is, 
mitigation cannot be imposed that does not serve to avoid or reduce a specific impact.  The only 
significant and unavoidable impacts that would result from Alternative 4 (those for which mitigation 
cannot reduce the impacts to less than significant) would be those related to aesthetics, air quality, cultural 
resources, and greenhouse gases.  None of these impacts would be reduced by the removal of the Rancho 
LPG facility.  Therefore, removal of the Rancho LPG facility via eminent domain would not be 
appropriate mitigation.  

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 
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Commenter P26:  Heal the Bay – W. Susie Santilena, Environmental 
Engineer 
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Response to Comment P26-1 

The comment requests clarification on whether Alternative 4 (the recommended alternative) would 
include dredging of ocean sediments. 

The only marine work proposed under Alternative 4 would be the rehabilitation of the existing ocean 
outfalls.  As described in Section 7.2.5.4 of the draft Master Facilities Plant (MFP), Section 3.3.2.3 of the 
draft EIR/EIS, and the draft Executive Summary, rehabilitation of the existing ocean outfalls would 
include re-ballasting and joint repairs.  Rehabilitation of the existing ocean outfalls would not require 
mechanical dredging or removal of large quantities of sediment.  A small derrick barge would be used to 
place the ballast rock around the outfalls and to support the joint repair work.  The re-ballasting work 
would occur on the existing 72-, 90-, and 120-inch outfalls in water depths ranging from approximately 
20 to 50 feet.  A tube extending from the barge deck to the ocean floor would ensure that placement of 
ballast rock would not extend beyond the existing footprint.  Joint repairs would require the temporary 
removal of sediment and ballast rock to fully expose the joint being repaired.  A team of divers would 
remove the ballast rock and hand-shovel approximately 2 cubic yards of sediment from each joint.  A 
coupling, which is a giant clamp that wraps around the joint, would be installed and the annular space 
filled with concrete.  The sediment and existing ballast rock would be replaced around the pipe, and 
additional ballast rock would be placed as needed.  Cathodic protection would also be restored or added 
where necessary.  It is estimated that approximately 10 to 40 joints would require repair, resulting in the 
hand removal of approximately 20 to 80 cubic yards of sediment.  Therefore, because no mechanical 
dredging would be associated with Alternative 4 (the recommended alternative), the rehabilitation work 
would entail removal of de minimis quantities of sediment.   

Section 3.3.2.3, under Existing Ocean Outfalls, second paragraph, is revised in the final EIR/EIS as 
follows: 

Alternatives 1 through 4 (Project) would include improvements to the existing ocean outfalls, 
such as joint repairs and re-ballasting.  The re-ballasting work would occur on the existing 
72-, 90- and 120-inch outfalls in water depths ranging from approximately 20 to 50 feet.  A 
small derrick barge would be used to place the ballast rock around the outfalls and support 
the joint repair work.  Joint repairs would involve temporarily removing some of the existing 
ballast rock from around the outfall to fully expose the joint being repaired.  A team of divers 
would repair an estimated 10 to 40 joints and hand-shovel approximately 2 cubic yards of 
sediment from each joint.  Mechanical dredging would not be required.  A coupling, which is 
a giant clamp that wraps around the joint, would be installed and the annular space filled with 
concrete.  The sediment and existing ballast rock would be replaced around the pipe, and 
additional ballast rock would be placed as needed.  cCathodic protection would also be 
restored or added where necessary.  The marine vessels required for this work are listed in 
Table 3-10.  The majority of the construction work would be based on one 10-hour shift per 
day, 5 days per week.  It is estimated that approximately eight to ten construction workers 
would be needed for the rehabilitation work.  Joint repairs and transport of construction 
workers would require a work vessel and crew vessel operating one daily round-trip for 
approximately 1 month, which would most likely deploy from the Port of Los Angeles.  All 
of the work including mobilization, construction, and demobilization would take 
approximately 9 months. 

No other revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 
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Response to Comment P26-2 

The comment asks if the Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County (Sanitation Districts) have analyzed 
the potential for increased reuse at all of the Joint Outfall System (JOS) treatment plants to obviate the 
need to build a new tunnel.  The comment also asks if the Sanitation Districts have assessed the potential 
for discharge to the Wilmington Drain to allow for maintenance of the existing tunnels. 

The Sanitation Districts recognize that recycled water is an essential regional resource, which is why one 
of the four primary objectives of the Clearwater Program is to “provide support for emerging recycled 
water reuse…opportunities.”  As described in Chapter 1 of the draft MFP, the Sanitation Districts have 
pioneered water reclamation and reuse in Southern California, beginning with the completion of the 
Whittier Narrows Water Reclamation Plant in 1962.  The Sanitation Districts now own and operate 
10 water reclamation plants (WRPs) that produce approximately 165 million gallons per day (MGD) of 
high-quality recycled water.  Approximately half of the recycled water is reused at over 640 sites 
throughout Los Angeles County for groundwater replenishment; industrial, commercial, and recreational 
applications; habitat maintenance; and agricultural and landscape irrigation.  The other (unused) half of 
the recycled water produced is currently wasted, and discharged to nearby receiving waters (i.e., rivers, 
creeks, and channels) that convey it to the ocean.   

While efforts to increase reuse at the JOS WRPs through coordination with local water agencies and 
regulators are ongoing, the anticipated success of these efforts will have no bearing on the need to build a 
new effluent tunnel at the Joint Water Pollution Control Plant (JWPCP).  The permitted capacity of the 
JWPCP would remain at 400 MGD, and the associated peak flows of 927 MGD would require an 
approximately 18-foot-diameter (internal) effluent tunnel.  Therefore, even if the Sanitation Districts 
could achieve the goal of 100 percent reuse at the WRPs, there would not be a commensurate reduction in 
wastewater flow to the JWPCP; there would only be a reduction in what is currently discharged to the 
receiving waters by the WRPs. 

Section 6.2.5.1 of the draft MFP, which provided an analysis of options and alternatives for WRP effluent 
management, determined that complete reuse at the upstream WRPs would not be feasible.  The draft 
MFP also explored the possibility of providing advanced treatment (such as microfiltration/reverse 
osmosis, ultraviolet disinfection, and advanced oxidation) at the JWPCP.  Specifically, Section 6.2.6 of 
the draft MFP analyzed the feasibility of diverting enough flow from the existing JWPCP ocean discharge 
system to allow for the inspection and repair of each of the existing tunnels (Option JE 4 Reduced Ocean 
Discharge).  To accommodate reuse and storage of the required 200 MGD of diverted flow, advanced 
treatment would be necessary.  This reduced ocean discharge option specifically contemplated diversion 
of this advanced-treated effluent to the Central, West Coast, and/or Main San Gabriel Basins for 
groundwater recharge (i.e., indirect potable reuse).  However, the reduced ocean discharge option was 
determined to be not viable for reasons presented in Section 6.2.6.5 of the draft MFP and thus was not 
further evaluated in the draft EIR/EIS. 

Alternatively, as suggested by this comment, the advanced-treated effluent under the reduced ocean 
discharge option could potentially be discharged to the Wilmington Drain.  However, this discharge 
location shares many of the same concerns discussed in Section 6.2.6.5 of the draft MFP, including those 
relating to constructability, operational flexibility, reliability, and familiarity.  Hydraulically separating 
the two existing tunnels while both are flowing full each day would be a complex undertaking.  Only then 
could flow be diverted to one tunnel, with the balance of the flow being diverted to the advanced 
treatment facilities for discharge to the Wilmington Drain so that inspection/repair work could ensue in 
the other dewatered tunnel.  Tunnel inspection/repair would need to occur during the dry season when 
flows are typically lower.  However, there would always be the risk of a severe unseasonal storm event 
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that could overwhelm the advanced treatment facilities and thus require a portion of the secondary-treated 
JWPCP effluent to be diverted directly to the Wilmington Drain in violation of the JWPCP discharge 
permit.  This option would also require the operation of a completely new and complex treatment system 
to enhance the JWPCP’s effluent quality.  Lack of familiarity and system complexity would reduce the 
options’ overall operational reliability.  And, even if all of these impediments could be overcome, it 
would be very difficult to implement this option within a reasonable timeframe (i.e., approximately 
10 years). 

A reduced ocean discharge option that relies on discharge to the Wilmington Drain raises other concerns 
beyond those discussed in Section 6.2.6.5 of the draft MFP.  First, the Wilmington Drain flows directly 
into Machado Lake, which is currently slated for major restoration.  The restoration project includes 
providing an average of 1 cubic feet per second (0.6 MGD) of recycled water from the Terminal Island 
WRP to supplement flow already provided by the Wilmington Drain.  According to the project manager, 
the 200 MGD the Sanitation Districts would need to divert to the Wilmington Drain would far exceed the 
average daily flows for which the Machado Lake restoration project is being designed and could 
potentially result in adverse impacts.  A flow of this magnitude would exceed the capacity of the low-flow 
outlets in the Machado Lake dam.  Consequently, there would be permanent overflow of the dam during 
the summer, cutting the east side of the lake off from the west, thus restricting public access to the park 
facilities.  The proposed lake edge planting and terrace, pedestrian bridge in the lower freshwater marsh, 
and pedestrian walkway could be affected as well.  The trash net system operating in the Wilmington 
Drain could also be impacted, as could the ecosystem in the Wilmington Drain, which provides habitat for 
the protected least Bell’s vireo (Ahmed pers. comm.).  Second, the primary function of the Wilmington 
Drain is to provide flood control for the local area, and storm flows in the Wilmington Drain have 
historically reached or exceeded its capacity.  For example, as a result of a 1995 storm event, the 
Wilmington Drain overflowed its concrete channel next to the JWPCP and came within inches of 
overflowing a berm located between the drain and the plant.  Consequently, because of the potential for a 
significant storm event at any time during the year, the Sanitation Districts cannot reliably discharge any 
amount of JWPCP effluent to the Wilmington Drain.  Third, discharge to the Wilmington Drain would 
require a significant investment in facility upgrades at the JWPCP.  It is estimated that the required 
treatment and storage facilities would cost over $1 billion, and there are no confirmed local reuse 
opportunities to offset these costs through the sale of the recycled water. 

Finally, the recommended alternative (Alternative 4) provides benefits that would not be realized under 
the reduced ocean discharge option.  As discussed in Chapters 1 and 7 of the draft MFP and in Chapter 1 
of the draft EIR/EIS, in addition to aging infrastructure concerns, the existing tunnels cross the active 
Palos Verdes Fault and cannot accommodate projected peak wastewater flows associated with major 
storm events.  A new tunnel would be constructed to current seismic standards and would have a 
hydraulic capacity of approximately 1,080 MGD, which can accommodate the peak storm flows of 
927 MGD projected for the year 2050.  Therefore, the reduced ocean discharge option, with or without 
utilization of the Wilmington Drain as a discharge location, is not viable and was not further analyzed in 
the draft EIR/EIS as a feasible project alternative. 

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 
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Commenter P27:  John Winkler – Miraflores Home Owner Association 
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Response to Comment P27-1 

The comment suggests that a former hot springs pool near White Point be restored as mitigation for the 
project impacts on the Royal Palms community.  The comment points out that the Bixby Marshland was 
restored by the Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County (Sanitation Districts) to mitigate impacts of 
another project. 

Both the California Environmental Quality Act and the National Environmental Policy Act require that 
there be a nexus between the impacts of a project and the mitigation required to address these impacts.  
This means that mitigation measures must address specific impacts and seek to avoid, minimize, rectify, 
reduce, eliminate, or compensate for those specific impacts.   

Mitigation was included in the draft EIR/EIS to address specific impacts at the Royal Palms shaft site and 
throughout the project area to reduce impacts to less than significant.  Some impacts for Alternative 4 (the 
recommended alternative) were found to be significant and unavoidable, meaning that mitigation could 
not reduce the impacts to less than significant.  These included exceeding an air quality threshold, 
generating greenhouse gases, causing adverse visual impacts on scenic vistas or scenic resources, 
degrading existing visual character or quality, and disturbing or destroying a unique paleontological 
resource.  None of these impacts would be avoided, minimized, rectified, reduced, eliminated, or 
compensated for by restoring the hot springs pool near White Point because there is no nexus between the 
impacts and the proposed mitigation.  Therefore, restoring the hot springs pool would not be appropriate 
mitigation.  

The Sanitation Districts restored the Bixby Marshland to mitigate significant impacts of digester 
construction at the Joint Water Pollution Control Plant (JWPCP) on adjacent riparian and marsh habitats.  
Therefore, because of the strong nexus between the project impacts and the mitigation, restoring the 
Bixby Marshland at the JWPCP was appropriate mitigation. 

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment P27-2 

The comment suggests that current homeowners would be forced to pay higher sanitation fees even 
though cost increases can be attributed to future population growth. 

As described in Section 7.4 of the draft Master Facilities Plan (MFP), the capital cost of the recommended 
alternative has been split into two subcategories: upgrade and expansion.  Upgrade portions of the 
alternative would benefit existing users by addressing needed improvements or existing deficiencies 
without providing additional capacity.  Expansion portions of the project would benefit new users by 
providing increased capacity to accommodate their discharge.  Of the recommended alternative’s 
$550,000,000 total estimated capital cost, $416,250,000 is attributable to upgrade and $133,750,000 is 
attributable to expansion.  The existing users of the Joint Outfall System (JOS) would pay for the upgrade 
portion through an increase in their annual service charge, and new users would pay for the expansion 
portion through their connection fees.  Therefore, current homeowners would not be paying for the 
proposed facilities necessary to accommodate future population growth.  

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 
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Response to Comment P27-3 

The comment states that the San Pedro community bears uncompensated risk of existing tunnel failure. 

As described in Chapter 1 of the draft MFP and Chapters 1 and 3 of the draft EIR/EIS, if the existing 
tunnels were damaged or the capacity of the ocean discharge system was exceeded, treated effluent from 
the JWPCP would need to be bypassed into the Wilmington Drain, a stormwater channel that flows 
through Ken Malloy Harbor Regional Park and out to the Los Angeles Harbor.  This concern would be 
avoided through the implementation of Alternative 4 (the recommended alternative), the cost of which 
would be borne by the JOS ratepayers, most of whom are located outside of the San Pedro community.  

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment P27-4 

The comment expresses concern that owners would have to sell their property if the Sanitation Districts 
need an easement or temporary occupational rights-of-way. 

Easements and occupational rights-of-way are legal agreements between a property owner and an agency 
or person requesting permission to utilize a portion of a property.  These agreements do not require the 
owner to sell the property, and the owner is typically compensated.  Where the tunnel alignment crosses 
private property and no work on the surface is required, the Sanitation Districts would request a 
permanent subsurface easement from the owner that would grant rights to an area below ground that 
surrounds the tunnel.  The property owner would retain full rights from the surface down to the upper 
boundary of the easement.  Where a portion of a property is needed only during construction (e.g., a shaft 
site), the Sanitation Districts would request a temporary occupational right-of-way from the owner.  
However, as described in Section 3.3.2.2 of the draft EIR/EIS, the JWPCP West and Royal Palms shaft 
sites for Alternative 4 (the recommended alternative) are primarily located on property owned by the 
Sanitation Districts.  

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment P27-5 

The comment requests that a former hot springs pool near White Point be restored as part of the project. 

See Response to Comment P27-1.  

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 
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Commenter P28:  Mark Wells – Resident  
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Response to Comment P28-1 

The comment requests additional traffic analysis to account for the closure of Paseo Del Mar due to a 
landslide. 

The traffic analysis presented in Chapter 18 of the draft EIR/EIS used baseline traffic data collected in 
2010, prior to the closure of Paseo Del Mar.  It is unknown when the city of Los Angeles will rebuild 
Paseo Del Mar and in what manner.  At the time this response was prepared, the city of Los Angeles had 
not yet identified or approved funding, and an engineering design option had not been selected.  The 
closure of the roadway link between Western Avenue and Weymouth Avenue to motorized traffic has 
resulted in localized traffic patterns that differ from those that prevailed when the baseline traffic counts 
were collected.   

Therefore, a subsequent traffic analysis was conducted to identify whether there would be differences in 
the impacts reported in the draft EIR/EIS if Paseo Del Mar were not re-opened by the time construction 
began for Alternative 4 (the recommended alternative).  The updated analysis is based on traffic counts 
collected in May 2012 and reflects the current stabilized traffic patterns in the area.  The analysis includes 
key intersections along the primary access route between the Royal Palms shaft site and Interstate 
(I-) 110:  Western Avenue and Paseo Del Mar, Western Avenue and 25th Street, Western Avenue and 
9th Street, Gaffey Street and 9th Street, and I-110 and Gaffey Street.  The subsequent analysis, which is 
documented in a technical memorandum, is included in the final EIR/EIS as Appendix 18-D, confirms the 
findings of the draft EIR/EIS that construction of Alternative 4 (the recommended alternative) would not 
result in significant traffic impacts on the street system between Royal Palms Beach and I-110.    

Section 18.4.6.2, under Project, Impact TRT-1, Shaft Site – Royal Palms, Construction, CEQA Analysis, 
fourth paragraph, is revised in the final EIR/EIS to add the following footnote “2” to the end of the 
paragraph: 

2 Since the time of the project-level traffic analysis of Alternative 4, there was a landslide east 
of the Royal Palms shaft site that led the city of Los Angeles to close a portion of Paseo Del 
Mar to through traffic for an indeterminate period.  The closure to motorized traffic of the 
roadway link between Western Avenue and Weymouth Avenue has resulted in localized 
traffic patterns that differ from those that prevailed when the baseline traffic counts used in 
the original analysis were collected.  Because it is unknown whether this roadway segment 
would be reopened by the time of construction at the Royal Palms shaft site, an additional 
traffic analysis was performed to determine whether construction at the shaft site would result 
in different traffic impacts if Paseo Del Mar remained closed.  This additional traffic analysis 
is included as Appendix 18-D.  The analysis concluded that the construction traffic impacts 
with Paseo Del Mar closed would be consistent with the impacts in the original traffic 
analysis, and that the impacts at the analyzed intersections would be less than significant.  
The increase in traffic from the project with Paseo Del Mar closed would not exceed the city 
of Los Angeles’ established thresholds of significance. 

No other revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment P28-2 

The comment requests that the final EIR/EIS clearly indicate where on Western Avenue the construction 
trucks would turn to proceed to Gaffey Street or continue through.  The comment also requests additional 
analysis for the intersection of Western Avenue and 25th Street.   
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The selection of study intersections analyzed in the draft EIR/EIS was based on the anticipated access 
routes of project-generated traffic during the construction period and included major intersections where 
project traffic is expected to turn.   

As described in Chapter 18 of the draft EIR/EIS, truck trips were assumed to travel on Gaffey Street and 
Western Avenue to access I-110, along the most direct route to the regional freeway system.  The 
assumed specific route followed the Royal Palms Beach access road to Paseo Del Mar (northbound left 
turn), Western Avenue (westbound right turn), 9th Street (northbound right turn), and Gaffey Street 
(eastbound left turn) to reach I-110.  The reverse of this route was assumed for inbound truck trips to the 
Royal Palms shaft site.  The city of Los Angeles allows trucks to travel on city streets unless otherwise 
prohibited.  The assumed haul route to the Royal Palms shaft site follows streets classified as Major 
Highways Class II, with the exception of a short distance on Paseo Del Mar, which is classified as a 
Secondary Highway. 

The subsequent analysis, which is documented in a technical memorandum included in the final EIR/EIS 
as Appendix 18-D and described in Response to Comment P28-1, includes the intersection of Western 
Avenue and 25th Street, which was not analyzed in the draft EIR/EIS.  To provide a conservative analysis 
of potential project impacts, the most intense period of project construction was analyzed against 
projected future conditions.  The updated analysis confirms the findings of the draft EIR/EIS, as described 
in Section 18.4.6.2, that less than significant impacts are anticipated during the construction phase of the 
project.   

No other revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment.   

Response to Comment P28-3 

The comment states that most affected homes and businesses in San Pedro use the city of Los Angeles’ 
sewage system and, therefore, would not benefit from a new Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County 
(Sanitation Districts) tunnel and outfall.  

The Joint Outfall System (JOS) serves portions of the city of Los Angeles, including areas in the vicinity 
of the San Pedro community as shown on Figure 7-9 of the draft MFP.  The recommended alternative 
(Alternative 4) would regionally benefit the entire JOS by providing for reliable JWPCP effluent 
management and would locally benefit the San Pedro community by reducing the potential of having to 
bypass JWPCP effluent flow into the Wilmington Drain.  As described in the draft EIR/EIS, most of the 
construction-related project impacts would occur at the JWPCP West shaft site, which is located on the 
border between the city of Los Angeles and city of Carson.  The majority of the residences and businesses 
in the immediate vicinity of the JWPCP West shaft site are within the JOS service area.  Additionally, the 
residents of the South Shores area of San Pedro would benefit from the project because they are within 
the Sanitation Districts’ service area for wastewater treatment. 

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment P28-4 

The comment expresses support for a new outfall tunnel but also raises a concern with the potential traffic 
impacts related to Alternatives 3 and 4 due to the closure of Paseo Del Mar.   

See Responses to Comments P28-1 and P28-2.  
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No other revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment P28-5 

The comment states that it is unfair for residents and businesses in the area to be encumbered with many 
project negatives but none of the benefits. 

See Response to Comment P28-3. 

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment P28-6 

The comment expresses support for Alternative 1 because of its close freeway access and potential for rail 
transportation of excavated materials.   

The draft EIR/EIS provided a co-equal level of analysis for each of the four project alternatives, as well as 
a No-Project Alternative and No-Federal-Action Alternative.  The draft Executive Summary contained a 
comprehensive table listing all of the significant environmental impacts and associated mitigation 
measures for each of the four project alternatives.  Chapter 22 of the draft EIR/EIS provided a comparison 
of alternatives, which was summarized in Tables 22-1 and 22-2.  Alternative 4 (the recommended 
alternative) would avoid marine environment impacts associated with constructing a new riser/diffuser 
and would minimize truck trips and air emissions due to its shorter tunnel length.  Conversely, 
Alternative 1 would result in greater impacts on the marine environment due to new riser/diffuser 
construction, and significantly more air emissions and truck trips due to its longer tunnel length.  Based 
on the overall environmental analysis, it was concluded that Alternative 4 (the recommended alternative) 
is the environmentally preferred and superior alternative.  Furthermore, as discussed in Chapter 18 of the 
draft EIR/EIS, Alternative 4 (the recommended alternative) would result in less than significant traffic 
impacts related to haul routes.  Therefore, overall, the potential for reduced traffic impacts associated with 
the other alternatives would not offset their other more substantial impacts. 

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment P28-7 

The comment requests an extension to the comment period for the draft EIR/EIS to allow further study of 
the potential effects of the loss of Paseo Del Mar as a major roadway. 

The comment periods for the draft EIR and draft EIS were 60 and 57 days, respectively, which exceeded 
the 45-day requirements for both the California Environmental Quality Act and the National 
Environmental Policy Act.  Therefore, the comment period was not extended.  However, the Sanitation 
Districts and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers have responded to all late comments received within a 
reasonable timeframe that would not delay preparation of the final EIR/EIS.   

See Responses to Comments P28-1 and P28-2. 

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 
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Response to Comment P28-8 

The comment requests additional studies and outreach regarding tunnel alignments, clarification of the 
Sanitation Districts’ involvement in repairing the Paseo Del Mar landslide, and consideration of the Paseo 
Del Mar landslide when selecting truck hauling routes.   

The Sanitation Districts conducted extensive preliminary engineering studies in support of the Clearwater 
Program planning process.  As referenced in Section 13.2.2.1 of the draft EIR/EIS, the Sanitation 
Districts conducted the Palos Verdes Flow Study from October 2000 through April 2008, which included 
the collection of temperature and current data on the Palos Verdes and San Pedro Shelves over a 9-year 
period.  The more than 100 million data points generated from this unprecedented field observation 
program were used in a computer model to determine optimal locations for a new ocean outfall.  
CH2M Hill and MWH assisted in the preparation of the Clearwater Program Master Facilities Plan; 
Parsons Water Infrastructure, Inc., in association with Jacobs Associates, prepared a project feasibility 
study report for the tunnel/outfall alternatives; and Fugro West, Inc. prepared a preliminary geotechnical 
site characterization report for the onshore and offshore tunnel alignments, shaft sites, and ocean outfalls.  
Each of the studies and reports were referenced and cited throughout the draft EIR/EIS. 

Extensive public outreach was also a vital component of the planning process.  Appendix 1-B of the draft 
EIR/EIS included a comprehensive agency and public scoping report.  In developing a plan that meets the 
needs of the communities and businesses served by the JOS, the Sanitation Districts felt it was important 
to involve the public from the onset.  Since 2006, the Sanitation Districts have held over 500 public 
outreach meetings with public officials; civic and community groups; businesses; environmental 
organizations; news media; and various local, state, and federal agencies.  Their input provided valuable 
guidance during the alternatives analysis and environmental review process.  At the onset of the planning 
effort, a project website (www.ClearwaterProgram.com) and an information hotline (877-300-WATER) 
were established.  In March 2008, long before any decisions were made, the Sanitation Districts 
conducted a series of public workshops in San Pedro, Carson, Wilmington, and Rancho Palos Verdes.  
Also, in October and November 2008, public hearings for the preparation of the draft EIR/EIS were held 
in San Pedro, Carson, Wilmington, and Whittier.  The notice of availability for the draft EIR/EIS was 
mailed to approximately 4,000 addresses, including more than 3,000 homes and businesses along the 
alignments.  Public hearings on the draft EIR/EIS were conducted in San Pedro, Carson, and Whittier in 
March 2012.  All of these public workshops and hearings were advertised in several newspapers including 
the Daily Breeze, Press Telegram, Random Lengths, Beach Reporter, Peninsula News, Impacto, La 
Opinion, Wave Pub West Edition, Inland Valley Daily Bulletin, and San Gabriel Valley newspapers.  In 
addition, three newsletters were circulated in the project area to keep the public and interested parties 
apprised of progress being made during the planning process.  The mailing list for the third newsletter 
included every parcel along each the final four tunnel alignment alternatives. 

The Paseo Del Mar landslide is under the jurisdiction of the city of Los Angeles and is being managed by 
the city’s Bureau of Engineering.  The Sanitation Districts contacted the Bureau of Engineering on 
May 16, 2012, to obtain information regarding the city’s plans and timeline for repairing the portion of 
Paseo Del Mar affected by the landslide.  The Bureau of Engineering indicated that they are developing a 
geotechnical report outlining repair options, costs, and other pertinent information.  The timeline for 
repairs is undefined at this time because the city of Los Angeles has not yet identified or approved 
funding and has not selected an engineering design option.   

See Responses to Comments P28-1 and P28-2. 

No other revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

http://www.clearwaterprogram.com/
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Response to Comment P28-9 

The comment states that there has been one significant change since the traffic studies for the 
draft EIR/EIS were conducted several years ago. 

See Responses to Comments P28-1 and P28-2. 

No other revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment.  

Response to Comment P28-10 

The comment requests that additional information on the truck hauling routes from Royal Palms Beach 
through the community of San Pedro be provided and expresses concerns about traffic impacts during 
construction.   

The truck trip generation estimates for the Royal Palms shaft site construction were presented in 
Table 18-29 of the draft EIR/EIS.  For the purposes of analyzing the potential traffic impacts of the 
project, a passenger-car-equivalent factor of 2.0 was applied to each truck trip (i.e., the estimates shown 
in Table 18-29 were double the number of estimated truck trips, as noted in the table’s footnote).  It was 
estimated that a maximum of 40 truck round trips (80 total one-way truck trips) per day would occur 
during the approximately 9-month shaft construction period and subsequent 18-month manifold and tie-in 
construction period at the Royal Palms shaft site.  Truck traffic would occur during one 10-hour shift, 
5 days per week.  For each hour of the workday, there would be an average of 4 inbound and 4 outbound 
truck trips, or about 1 truck trip every 7 to 8 minutes during the peak construction period.   

As discussed in Section 18.3.4 of the draft EIR/EIS, the city of Los Angeles requires the preparation of 
traffic management plans for major construction projects that include designation of haul routes, among 
other elements, to ensure that any construction-related effects are minimized to the greatest extent 
possible. 

See Responses to Comments P28-1 and P28-2. 

No other revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 
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Commenter P29:  Lonna Calhoun – Resident 
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Response to Comment P29-1 

The comment is concerned that Alternative 4 (the recommended alternative) has the potential to initiate a 
landslide or ground failure in the surrounding cliffs due to shaft construction at the Royal Palms shaft site. 

The draft EIR/EIS discussed the potential for landslides at the Royal Palms shaft site (part of 
Alternative 4 [the recommended alternative]), in Section 8.4.6.2, Impact GEO-1, Shaft Site – Royal 
Palms.  The draft EIR/EIS stated that the shaft would be constructed in Altimira Shale, which could 
contain weak layers, and that excavation could result in ground failure in the vicinity of the shaft.  The 
draft EIR/EIS recognized this as a significant impact.  Mitigation was included to reduce this impact to 
less than significant.  Specifically, Mitigation Measure (MM) GEO-1 and MM GEO-6a require 
geotechnical investigation and site-specific recommendations for stabilization of slopes and shaft 
instability.  The mitigation measures state that all recommendations be incorporated into the final design.  
In addition, MM GEO-6b requires construction monitoring at the shafts and along the onshore tunnel.   

In addition, Appendix 8-A of the draft EIR/EIS included a letter report, prepared by Fugro West, that 
addressed the potential for Alternative 4 (the recommended alternative) to affect slope stability in the 
Royal Palms area.  This report was prepared in response to the recent landslide activity on Paseo Del Mar 
near White Point State Beach.  In summary, the report stated that the Monterey Formation throughout the 
peninsula can be folded and variable over short distances.  Weak bentonitic layers contained within the 
formation have resulted in some of the landslides when the bedding plane is out of slope (i.e., slopes 
downhill towards the ocean).  In the vicinity of Royal Palms Beach, the bedding planes are sloped in a 
favorable inclination, which was confirmed during the excavation of the Sanitation Districts of Los 
Angeles County’s (Sanitation Districts’) 8- and 12-foot tunnels in 1938 and 1957, respectively.  The 
report concluded that impacts on the stability of the existing slopes in the vicinity of the Alternative 4 
alignment resulting from tunnel construction would be unlikely.  Furthermore, the reinforced concrete 
tunnel may improve slope stability.  The study recommended that (1) additional geotechnical 
investigation be conducted during final design and (2) the slopes be instrumented and monitored in 
advance of, and during, construction activities as a precautionary measure.  Implementation of 
MM GEO-2, MM GEO-6a, and MM GEO-6b would fulfill these recommendations. 

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment P29-2 

The comment requests an extension of the comment period for the draft EIR/EIS, stating that only one 
public meeting was held, with no questions allowed, and that the meeting was not well publicized.    

The comment periods for the draft EIR and draft EIS were 60 days and 57 days, respectively, which 
exceeded the 45-day requirements for both the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).  In addition, the Sanitation Districts and the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers (Corps) have given consideration to all late comments received within a reasonable 
timeframe that would not delay preparation of the final EIR/EIS.     

During the comment period, a total of three public hearings were held in San Pedro, Carson, and Whittier.  
Notices for the hearings appeared in newspapers and were mailed to approximately 4,000 addresses.  In 
addition, the notices were sent to the State Clearinghouse, published in the Federal Register, posted at the 
County Clerk’s office, and featured on the Sanitation Districts and Clearwater Program websites.  The 
noticing exceeded the requirements of CEQA and NEPA.  The purpose of the meetings on the draft 



Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County  Chapter 28.  Responses to Comments 

 

 
Clearwater Program  
Final EIR/EIS 

 
28-230 

November 2012 
 

ICF 00016.07 
 

EIR/EIS was to take comments on the document.  Each of the comments received is addressed in the final 
EIR/EIS.  

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment P29-3 

The comment expresses concern that Alternative 4 (the recommended alternative) has the potential to 
initiate a landslide or ground failure in the surrounding cliffs due to shaft construction at the Royal Palms 
shaft site, and the project would not benefit the residents of San Pedro. 

See Response to Comment P29-1 regarding landslide or ground failure associated with the project.   

The Joint Outfall System (JOS) serves portions of the city of Los Angeles, including areas in the vicinity 
of the San Pedro community as shown on Figure 7-9 of the draft MFP.  The recommended alternative 
(Alternative 4) would regionally benefit the entire JOS by providing for reliable JWPCP effluent 
management and would locally benefit the San Pedro community by reducing the potential of having to 
bypass JWPCP effluent flow into the Wilmington Drain.  As described in the draft EIR/EIS, most of the 
construction-related project impacts would occur at the JWPCP West shaft site, which is located on the 
border between the city of Los Angeles and city of Carson.  The majority of the residences and businesses 
in the immediate vicinity of the JWPCP West shaft site are within the JOS service area.  Additionally, the 
residents of the South Shores area of San Pedro would benefit from the project because they are within 
the Sanitation Districts’ service area for wastewater treatment.  

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment P29-4 

The comment expresses support for the Clearwater Program but concern that Alternative 4 (the 
recommended alternative) has the potential to initiate a landslide in the surrounding cliffs due to shaft 
construction at the Royal Palms shaft site. 

The Sanitation Districts and Corps appreciate the support expressed for the Clearwater Program.  The 
comment will be provided to the decision makers for their consideration. 

See Response to Comment P29-1 regarding landslide potential at the Royal Palms shaft site.  

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 
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Commenter P30:  Heal the Bay – W. Susie Santilena, Environmental 
Engineer, and Kirsten James, Director of Water Quality 
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Response to Comment P30-1 

The comment provides background information about Heal the Bay and serves as an introduction to 
subsequent comments.  See Responses to Comments P30-2 through P30-5. 

Response to Comment P30-2 

The comment asks if the Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County (Sanitation Districts) have analyzed 
the potential for increased water recycling at the upstream water reclamation plants (WRPs) to obviate the 
need to build a new tunnel and because of its importance to water resource sustainability.  The comment 
also suggests that the Sanitation Districts investigate ways to expand demand and uses for recycled water 
in the Joint Outfall System (JOS) service area. 

The Sanitation Districts recognize that recycled water is an essential regional resource, which is why one 
of the four primary objectives of the Clearwater Program is to “provide support for emerging recycled 
water reuse…opportunities.”  Under the recommended plan (Alternative 4), as described in Chapter 7 of 
the draft MFP, projected increases in wastewater flow would be accommodated through a 25-million-
gallons-per-day (MGD) expansion of the SJCWRP West.  As described in Chapter 1 of the draft Master 
Facilities Plan (MFP), the Sanitation Districts have pioneered water reclamation and reuse in Southern 
California, beginning with the completion of the Whittier Narrows Water Reclamation Plant in 1962.  The 
Sanitation Districts now own and operate 10 WRPs that produce approximately 165 MGD of high-quality 
recycled water.  Approximately half of the recycled water is reused at over 640 sites throughout Los 
Angeles County for groundwater replenishment; industrial, commercial, and recreational applications; 
habitat maintenance; and agricultural and landscape irrigation.  The other (unused) half of the recycled 
water produced is currently wasted, and discharged to nearby receiving waters (i.e., rivers, creeks, and 
channels) that convey it to the ocean.   

While efforts to increase reuse at the JOS WRPs through coordination with local water agencies and 
regulators are ongoing, the anticipated success of these efforts will have no bearing on the need to build a 
new effluent tunnel at the Joint Water Pollution Control Plant (JWPCP).  The permitted capacity of the 
JWPCP would remain at 400 MGD, and the associated peak flows of 927 MGD would require an 
approximately 18-foot-diameter (internal) effluent tunnel.  Therefore, even if the Sanitation Districts 
could achieve the goal of 100 percent reuse at the WRPs, there would not be a commensurate reduction in 
wastewater flow to the JWPCP; there would only be a reduction to what is currently discharged to the 
receiving waters by the WRPs. 

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment P30-3 

The comment encourages the construction of advanced wastewater treatment at the JWPCP and discharge 
to Wilmington Drain as a potentially cost-effective alternative to a new tunnel and outfall.  It states that 
Machado Lake needs supplemental water and that recycled water would be preferred over potable water.  
The comment suggests that new treatment may be more cost-effective than a new tunnel.  It also claims 
that Machado Lake lacks water inputs that are instead used for the Sanitation Districts’ Bixby Marshland. 

Chapter 6 of the draft MFP explored the possibility of providing advanced treatment (such as 
microfiltration/reverse osmosis, ultraviolet disinfection, and advanced oxidation) at the JWPCP.  
Specifically, Section 6.2.6 of the draft MFP analyzed the feasibility of diverting enough flow from the 
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existing JWPCP ocean discharge system to allow for the inspection and repair of each of the existing 
tunnels (Option JE 4 Reduced Ocean Discharge).  To accommodate reuse and storage of the required 
200 MGD of diverted flow, advanced treatment would be necessary.  This reduced ocean discharge 
option specifically contemplated diversion of this advanced-treated effluent to the Central, West Coast, 
and/or Main San Gabriel Basins for groundwater recharge (i.e., indirect potable reuse).  However, the 
reduced ocean discharge option was determined to be not viable for reasons presented in Section 6.2.6.5 
of the draft MFP and thus was not further evaluated in the draft EIR/EIS. 

Alternatively, as suggested by this comment, the advanced-treated effluent under the reduced ocean 
discharge option could potentially be discharged to the Wilmington Drain.  However, this discharge 
location shares many of the same concerns discussed in Section 6.2.6.5 of the draft MFP, including those 
relating to constructability, operational flexibility, reliability, and familiarity.  Hydraulically separating 
the two existing tunnels while both are flowing full each day would be a complex undertaking.  Only then 
could flow be diverted to one tunnel, with the balance of the flow being diverted to the advanced 
treatment facilities for discharge to the Wilmington Drain so that inspection/repair work could ensue in 
the other dewatered tunnel.  Tunnel inspection/repair would need to occur during the dry season when 
flows are typically lower.  However, there would always be the risk of a severe unseasonal storm event 
that could overwhelm the advanced treatment facilities and thus require a portion of the secondary-treated 
JWPCP effluent to be diverted directly to the Wilmington Drain in violation of the JWPCP discharge 
permit.  This option would also require the operation of a completely new and complex treatment system 
to enhance the JWPCP’s effluent quality.  Lack of familiarity and system complexity would reduce the 
options’ overall operational reliability.  And, even if all of these impediments could be overcome, it 
would be very difficult to implement this option within a reasonable timeframe (i.e., approximately 
10 years). 

A reduced ocean discharge option that relies on discharge to the Wilmington Drain raises other concerns 
beyond those discussed in Section 6.2.6.5 of the draft MFP.  First, the Wilmington Drain flows directly 
into Machado Lake, which is currently slated for major restoration.  The restoration project includes 
providing an average of 1 cubic feet per second (0.6 MGD) of recycled water from the Terminal Island 
WRP to supplement flow already provided by the Wilmington Drain.  According to the project manager, 
the 200 MGD the Sanitation Districts would need to divert to the Wilmington Drain would far exceed the 
average daily flows for which the Machado Lake restoration project is being designed and could 
potentially result in adverse impacts.  A flow of this magnitude would exceed the capacity of the low-flow 
outlets in the Machado Lake dam.  Consequently, there would be permanent overflow of the dam during 
the summer, cutting the east side of the lake off from the west, thus restricting public access to the park 
facilities.  The proposed lake edge planting and terrace, pedestrian bridge in the lower freshwater marsh, 
and pedestrian walkway could be affected as well.  The trash net system operating in the Wilmington 
Drain could also be impacted, as could the ecosystem in the Wilmington Drain, which provides habitat for 
the protected least Bell’s vireo (Ahmed pers. comm.).  Second, the primary function of the Wilmington 
Drain is to provide flood control for the local area, and storm flows in the Wilmington Drain have 
historically reached or exceeded its capacity.  For example, as a result of a 1995 storm event, the 
Wilmington Drain overflowed its concrete channel next to the JWPCP and came within inches of 
overflowing a berm located between the drain and the plant.  Consequently, because of the potential for a 
significant storm event at any time during the year, the Sanitation Districts cannot reliably discharge any 
amount of JWPCP effluent to the Wilmington Drain.  Third, discharge to the Wilmington Drain would 
require a significant investment in facility upgrades at the JWPCP.  It is estimated that the required 
treatment and storage facilities would cost over $1 billion, and there are no confirmed local reuse 
opportunities to offset these costs through the sale of the recycled water. 
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Finally, the recommended alternative (Alternative 4) provides benefits that would not be realized under 
the reduced ocean discharge option.  As discussed in Chapters 1 and 7 of the draft MFP and in Chapter 1 
of the draft EIR/EIS, in addition to aging infrastructure concerns, the existing tunnels cross the active 
Palos Verdes Fault and cannot accommodate projected peak wastewater flows associated with major 
storm events.  A new tunnel would be constructed to current seismic standards and would have a 
hydraulic capacity of approximately 1,080 MGD, which can accommodate the peak storm flows of 
927 MGD projected for the year 2050.  Therefore, the reduced ocean discharge option, with or without 
utilization of the Wilmington Drain as a discharge location, is not viable and was not further analyzed in 
the draft EIR/EIS as a feasible project alternative. 

Additionally, the Sanitation Districts’ Bixby Marshland is designed to return stormwater and urban runoff 
flows back to the Wilmington Drain upstream of Machado Lake while providing wetland habitat to a 
variety of birds, animals, and plants.  Therefore, the Bixby Marshland does not reduce water inputs to 
Machado Lake.  

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment P30-4 

The comment requests that the project beneficially reuse all dredged material if feasible.  All other 
options should be exhausted before choosing offshore disposal, in accordance with a management 
strategy developed by the Los Angeles Regional Contaminated Sediments Task Force.  The comment 
suggests specific beneficial reuse options and all relevant project and regulatory entities to facilitate a 
reuse plan. 

The only marine work proposed under Alternative 4 (the recommended alternative) would be the 
rehabilitation of the existing ocean outfalls.  As described in Section 7.2.5.4 of the draft MFP, Section 
3.3.2.3 of the draft EIR/EIS, and the draft Executive Summary, rehabilitation of the existing ocean 
outfalls would include re-ballasting and joint repairs.  Rehabilitation of the existing ocean outfalls would 
not require mechanical dredging or removal of large quantities of sediment.  A small derrick barge would 
be used to place the ballast rock around the outfalls and to support the joint repair work.  The re-ballasting 
work would occur on the existing 72-, 90-, and 120-inch outfalls in water depths ranging from 
approximately 20 to 50 feet.  A tube extending from the barge deck to the ocean floor would ensure that 
placement of ballast rock would not extend beyond the existing footprint.  Joint repairs would require the 
temporary removal of sediment and ballast rock to fully expose the joint being repaired.  A team of divers 
would remove the ballast rock and hand-shovel approximately 2 cubic yards of sediment from each joint.  
A coupling, which is a giant clamp that wraps around the joint, would be installed and the annular space 
filled with concrete.  The sediment and existing ballast rock would be replaced around the pipe, and 
additional ballast rock would be placed as needed.  Cathodic protection would also be restored or added 
where necessary.  It is estimated that approximately 10 to 40 joints would require repair, resulting in the 
hand removal of approximately 20 to 80 cubic yards of sediment.  Therefore, because no mechanical 
dredging would be associated with Alternative 4 (the recommended alternative), the rehabilitation work 
would entail removal of de minimis quantities of sediment, none of which would require offshore disposal 
at LA-2 and LA-3. 

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 
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Response to Comment P30-5 

The comment encourages project proponents to promote water use efficiency and conservation to further 
reduce capacity shortfalls of the JOS. 

The Sanitation Districts agree that water use efficiency and conservation measures can effectively reduce 
future capacity shortfalls of the JOS.  The flow projections presented in Section 4.8 of the draft MFP were 
based on a per-capita wastewater generation rate derived over an 8-year period that included years of 
sustained drought conditions and increased water conservation efforts.  The resulting per-capita 
generation rate was determined to be 83 gallons per capita per day (gpcd), which is 18 percent lower than 
the 101-gpcd rate used for the previous JOS facilities planning effort in 1995.  Although the Sanitation 
Districts have historically supported water conservation within the JOS service area, and will continue to 
do so, the California Health and Safety Code limits what the Sanitation Districts can do to promote water 
conservation.  Additionally as described in Section 3.6.2 of the draft MFP, state regulations require the 
capacity of sanitary sewer systems to be appropriately designed to reasonably prevent overflows.  
Therefore, as previously discussed, Alternative 4 (the recommended alternative) would benefit the entire 
service area by providing adequate system capacity, improving overall system reliability, and reducing 
the risk of discharges to the Wilmington Drain or sewer overflows. 

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 
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Commenter P31:  Sierra Club Angeles Chapter – Charming Evelyn, 
Chair, Water Committee 

 



Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County  Chapter 28.  Responses to Comments 

 

 
Clearwater Program 
Final EIR/EIS 

 
28-243 

November 2012 
 

ICF 00016.07 
 

 



Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County  Chapter 28.  Responses to Comments 

 

 
Clearwater Program 
Final EIR/EIS 

 
28-244 

November 2012 
 

ICF 00016.07 
 

 



Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County  Chapter 28.  Responses to Comments 

 

 
Clearwater Program 
Final EIR/EIS 

 
28-245 

November 2012 
 

ICF 00016.07 
 

 



Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County  Chapter 28.  Responses to Comments 

 

 
Clearwater Program 
Final EIR/EIS 

 
28-246 

November 2012 
 

ICF 00016.07 
 

 



Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County  Chapter 28.  Responses to Comments 

 

 
Clearwater Program 
Final EIR/EIS 

 
28-247 

November 2012 
 

ICF 00016.07 
 

 



Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County  Chapter 28.  Responses to Comments 

 

 
Clearwater Program 
Final EIR/EIS 

 
28-248 

November 2012 
 

ICF 00016.07 
 

 



Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County  Chapter 28.  Responses to Comments 

 

 
Clearwater Program 
Final EIR/EIS 

 
28-249 

November 2012 
 

ICF 00016.07 
 

 



Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County  Chapter 28.  Responses to Comments 

 

 
Clearwater Program 
Final EIR/EIS 

 
28-250 

November 2012 
 

ICF 00016.07 
 

 



Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County  Chapter 28.  Responses to Comments 

 

 
Clearwater Program 
Final EIR/EIS 

 
28-251 

November 2012 
 

ICF 00016.07 
 

 



Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County  Chapter 28.  Responses to Comments 

 

 
Clearwater Program 
Final EIR/EIS 

 
28-252 

November 2012 
 

ICF 00016.07 
 

 



Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County  Chapter 28.  Responses to Comments 

 

 
Clearwater Program 
Final EIR/EIS 

 
28-253 

November 2012 
 

ICF 00016.07 
 

 



Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County  Chapter 28.  Responses to Comments 

 

 
Clearwater Program 
Final EIR/EIS 

 
28-254 

November 2012 
 

ICF 00016.07 
 

 



Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County  Chapter 28.  Responses to Comments 

 

 
Clearwater Program 
Final EIR/EIS 

 
28-255 

November 2012 
 

ICF 00016.07 
 

 



Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County  Chapter 28.  Responses to Comments 

 

 
Clearwater Program 
Final EIR/EIS 

 
28-256 

November 2012 
 

ICF 00016.07 
 

 



Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County  Chapter 28.  Responses to Comments 

 

 
Clearwater Program 
Final EIR/EIS 

 
28-257 

November 2012 
 

ICF 00016.07 
 

 



Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County  Chapter 28.  Responses to Comments 

 

 
Clearwater Program 
Final EIR/EIS 

 
28-258 

November 2012 
 

ICF 00016.07 
 

 



Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County  Chapter 28.  Responses to Comments 

 

 
Clearwater Program 
Final EIR/EIS 

 
28-259 

November 2012 
 

ICF 00016.07 
 

Response to Comment P31-1 

The comment recognizes the need for an additional effluent tunnel between the Joint Water Pollution 
Control Plant (JWPCP) and the ocean to allow for the inspection and repair of the existing effluent 
tunnels and to provide additional hydraulic capacity for peak flows associated with significant flow 
events.  The comment also states that the draft Master Facilities Plan (MFP) did not sufficiently discuss 
how implementation of the Clearwater Program would result in recycled water becoming a significant 
local water resource.  The comment further states that the draft EIR/EIS was inadequate in meeting 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requirements and the draft Executive Summary was based 
on an inadequate and incomplete environmental assessment.   

The Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County (Sanitation Districts) concur that a new effluent tunnel 
between the JWPCP and ocean is necessary.  However, the Sanitation Districts strongly disagree with the 
assertion that the draft MFP did not sufficiently recognize the significant role that recycled water serves 
as a local water resource.  As presented in Chapter 1 of the draft MFP and Chapter 1 of the draft EIR/EIS, 
one of the four primary objectives of the Clearwater Program is to “provide support for emerging recycled 
water…opportunities.”  As further described in Chapter 1 of the draft MFP, the Sanitation Districts have 
pioneered water reclamation and reuse in Southern California, beginning with the completion of the 
Whittier Narrows Water Reclamation Plant in 1962.  The Sanitation Districts own and operate 10 water 
reclamation plants (WRPs) that produce approximately 165 million gallons per day (MGD) of 
high-quality recycled water.  Approximately half of the recycled water is reused at over 640 sites 
throughout Los Angeles County.  Eight of these WRPs, located in the Joint Outfall System (JOS), 
intercept and treat the more reclaimable wastewater flow that would instead be treated at the JWPCP and 
discharged to the ocean.  The tertiary-treated effluent produced at the JOS WRPs essentially meets 
drinking water standards and is used for groundwater replenishment (i.e., indirect potable reuse) and other 
important uses, including industrial, commercial, and recreational applications; habitat maintenance; and 
agricultural and landscape irrigation.  Assuming this water would otherwise have been supplied by 
imported water, the Sanitation Districts’ recycled water programs have avoided approximately 
250,000 megawatt hours of annual power consumption, offsetting 73,000 metric tons of carbon dioxide 
equivalents. 

It is not clear how the commenter reached the conclusion that the Clearwater Program would result in an 
additional 165 MGD of recycled water.  The current combined permitted treatment capacity of the six 
JOS WRPs is 193 MGD.  To accommodate the projected wastewater flows for the year 2050, the 
Sanitation Districts are proposing an expansion at the San Jose Creek Water Reclamation Plant 
(SJCWRP) that would result in the ability for the JOS to produce an additional 25 MGD of recycled 
water.   

The comment did not specify how the draft EIR/EIS was inadequate in meeting CEQA requirements, or 
how the draft Executive Summary was inadequate and incomplete.  Overall, the Clearwater Program 
documents were prepared in accordance with State Revolving Fund loan and CEQA/National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requirements.  

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment P31-2 

The comment states that the draft EIR/EIS did not adequately address environmental justice impacts on 
the lower service area residents near the JWPCP.  The comment suggests that the absence of sludge 
management/solids processing and the abundance of cost-effective recycled water in the upper service 
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areas provided residents in these areas with advantages not available to residents in the lower service 
areas. 

An analysis of environmental justice impacts is required under NEPA, in accordance with Executive 
Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and 
Low-Income Populations.  CEQA does not require an analysis of environmental justice impacts.  Because 
only the project elements of the Clearwater Program are subject to NEPA, the program elements did not 
require an analysis of environmental justice impacts.  The required environmental justice analysis to 
comply with NEPA was presented in Chapter 15 of the draft EIR/EIS. 

Regardless, implementation of the Clearwater Program would not disproportionately concentrate the risk 
of treated-effluent discharges into the Wilmington Drain or sewer overflows in the lower portion of the 
JOS.  On the contrary, as stated in the purpose and needs statement, Alternative 4 (the recommended 
alternative) would benefit the San Pedro community by reducing the potential of discharges to the 
Wilmington Drain or overflows from the sewers tributary to the JWPCP.  Section 6.2.3 of the draft MFP, 
which provided an analysis of options/alternatives for solids processing, determined that processing at the 
source plants would not be feasible.  Furthermore, the solids produced by the upstream WRPs and 
returned to the sewers for treatment at the JWPCP would constitute less than 2 percent of the JWPCP 
influent flow.  The biosolids produced would be managed at remote locations, and, because centralized 
solids processing is more cost-effective, rates would be lower throughout the JOS service area.  Also, 
approximately two-thirds of the recycled water that would be reused in the JOS would replenish the 
regional groundwater basins (i.e., the Central Basin, which is hydraulically connected to the West Basin) 
thus providing a benefit to the entire lower service area.  Recycled water from the Long Beach Water 
Reclamation Plant is reused at the Alamitos Seawater Barrier to prevent salt water intrusion into the 
groundwater of the lower service area  

Section 6.2.5.1 of the draft MFP, which provided an analysis of options and alternatives for WRP effluent 
management, determined that complete reuse at the upstream WRPs would not be feasible.  The draft 
MFP also explored the possibility of providing advanced treatment (such as microfiltration/reverse 
osmosis, ultraviolet disinfection, and advanced oxidation) at the JWPCP.  Specifically, Section 6.2.6 of 
the draft MFP analyzed the feasibility of diverting enough flow from the existing JWPCP ocean discharge 
system to allow for the inspection and repair of each of the existing tunnels (Option JE 4 Reduced Ocean 
Discharge).  To accommodate reuse and storage of the required 200 MGD of diverted flow, advanced 
treatment would be necessary.  This reduced ocean discharge option specifically contemplated diversion 
of this advanced-treated effluent to the Central, West Coast, and/or Main San Gabriel Basins for 
groundwater recharge (i.e., indirect potable reuse).  However, the reduced ocean discharge option was 
determined to be not viable for reasons presented in Section 6.2.6.5 of the draft MFP and thus was not 
further evaluated in the draft EIR/EIS. 

Specific to this comment, the draft EIR/EIS was adequate.   

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment.  

Response to Comment P31-3 

The comment states that the goal and objectives of the Clearwater Program provided in the draft 
Executive Summary and draft EIR/EIS were inadequate and/or incomplete. 

The comment defines objectives differently than defined for CEQA.  According to CEQA, an EIR 
requires a “statement of the objectives sought by the proposed project,” which will “help the Lead 
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Agency develop a reasonable range of objectives to evaluate in the EIR….”  CEQA also states that the 
objects should include “the underlying purpose of the project.”  (CEQA Guidelines 15124[b].)   

The NEPA equivalent to CEQA-required objectives is the purpose and need statement, which is defined 
under NEPA as a statement that briefly specifies “the underlying purpose and need to which the agency is 
responding in proposing the alternatives…”  (40 CFR 1502.13.)   

Neither CEQA nor NEPA require “shorter term, dated and quantitative expected/planned achievement,” 
which the comment defines as objectives. 

Chapter 1 of the draft MFP, Chapter 1 of the draft EIR/EIS, and the draft Executive Summary each 
provided a broad, qualitative goal statement for the Clearwater Program, as well as a set of specific 
objectives for meeting the goal.  These documents further elaborated on the objectives immediately after 
they were listed.  A reasonable range of program-wide and project-specific alternatives was 
systematically analyzed in Chapter 6 of the draft MFP, and those that could feasibly meet the overall goal 
and underlying objectives of the Clearwater Program were further analyzed in the draft EIR/EIS.  Note 
the goal and underlying objectives of the Clearwater Program were shared with agencies and the general 
public throughout the public outreach process, including coordination meetings held with the Sierra Club 
in January 2008 and July 2011.  Agency and public feedback during the public outreach process, which 
generally was very supportive, were considered in the development of the Clearwater Program’s goal and 
objectives.  Furthermore, the goal and objectives in the draft EIR/EIS were consistent with the 
requirements of CEQA and NEPA.   

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment P31-4 

The comment states that the goal and objectives of the Clearwater Program as provided in Appendix 1-A 
of the draft EIR/EIS were inadequate and/or incomplete. 

See Response to Comment P31-3 for the correct definition of objectives under CEQA and purpose and 
need under NEPA.  Neither CEQA nor NEPA require objectives or the purpose and need to be based on 
“scheduled and quantitative parameters and criteria,” as requested by the comment. 

The goal and underlying objectives of the Clearwater Program provided in Appendix 1-A of the draft 
EIR/EIS were consistent with those provided in Chapter 1 of the draft MFP, Chapter 1 of the draft 
EIR/EIS, and the draft Executive Summary.  Appendix 1-A consisted of a preliminary screening analysis, 
the purpose of which was to evaluate potential environmental impacts and identify those that would result 
in no impact or a less than significant impact so that the draft EIR/EIS could focus on potentially 
significant impacts.   

Providing adequate system capacity and providing overall system reliability were the first-stated and 
second-stated objectives of the Clearwater Program, respectively.  Therefore, Chapter 6 of the draft MFP 
appropriately considered capacity and reliability when identifying a reasonable range of alternatives that 
could feasibly meet the overall goal and underlying objectives of the Clearwater Program.  

The goal and objectives in the draft EIR/EIS were consistent with the requirements of CEQA and NEPA. 

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 
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Response to Comment P31-5 

The comment takes issue with the discussion of the aging infrastructure objective in the draft Executive 
Summary.  The comment also states that additional geotechnical studies should be conducted before 
committing to a new tunnel that terminates within the White Point area as proposed under Alternative 4 
(the recommended alternative).   

In an effort to ensure that readers would fully understand the meaning and context of the Clearwater 
Program objectives provided in Chapter 1 of the draft MFP, both Chapter 1 of the draft EIR/EIS and the 
draft Executive Summary included further elaboration on the objectives immediately after they were 
listed.  It is not clear why the comment takes issue with this approach.  For example, the word 
“philosophy” applied to the Sanitation Districts as an organization, not the field of engineering, and the 
word “aging” was specifically used in the second objective listed. 

As discussed in Section 8.4.1 of the draft EIR/EIS, the geology, soils, and mineral resources impact 
analysis was based on literature review, available geological data, geotechnical studies conducted by 
Fugro West, and a feasibility report prepared by Parsons.  Mitigation Measure (MM) GEO-1, 
MM GEO-2, MM GEO-3, MM GEO-4, and MM GEO-6a all require further site-specific geotechnical 
studies during the final design phase of the project and prior to construction. 

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment P31-6 

The comment states that the project purpose, needs, goals, and objectives provided in the draft Executive 
Summary and draft EIR/EIS were not clearly defined.  The comment further states that the risk associated 
with sewer overflows were disproportionately concentrated in the lower portion of the JOS. 

As previously discussed in Response to Comment P31-3, Chapter 1 of the draft MFP, Chapter 1 of the 
draft EIR/EIS, and the draft Executive Summary each provided a broad, qualitative goal statement for the 
Clearwater Program, as well as a set of specific objectives for meeting the goal.  These documents further 
elaborated on the objectives immediately after they were listed and, pursuant to NEPA, described the 
project purpose and needs.   

As previously discussed in Response to Comment P31-2, implementation of the Clearwater Program 
would not disproportionately concentrate the risk of sewer overflows or the responsibility of solids 
processing in the lower portion of the JOS.  As stated in the purpose and needs statement, the 
recommended project alternative (Alternative 4) would benefit the San Pedro community by reducing the 
potential of overflows from the sewers tributary to the JWPCP.  Additionally, centralized solids 
processing would facilitate lower rates throughout the JOS service area.  Furthermore, as described in 
Section 5.2.4 of the draft MFP, the most effective means of minimizing potential overflows would be 
through proper conveyance system management practices, including the relief of hydraulic capacity 
constraints.  Under the Clearwater Program planning effort, a conveyance system needs assessment was 
conducted, the results of which were provided in Section 5.9.1 of the draft MFP.  As described in 
Chapter 7 of the draft MFP, the Sanitation Districts proposed construction of approximately 33 miles of 
Joint Outfall relief trunk sewers.  Overall, based on the information provided in the draft MFP, 
implementation of the recommended plan would result in a beneficial impact on the lower services areas 
with respect to reducing potential sewer overflows. 

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment.   
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Response to Comment P31-7 

The comment states the draft EIR/EIS was incomplete and inadequate and must be revised and 
recirculated because the project-specific purpose and needs were not related to the Clearwater Program 
goal and objectives and the program-wide purpose and needs.  

See Response to Comment P31-3 for the correct definition of purpose and need under NEPA.   

As described in Chapter 1 of the draft MFP, Chapter 1 of the draft EIR/EIS, and the draft Executive 
Summary, the Clearwater Program comprises program-wide and project-specific elements.  The project 
elements are subject to NEPA because they require federal permits from the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers.  Conversely, the program elements are not subject to NEPA because they do not require 
federal permits.  Therefore, the statement of purpose and needs, which is provided pursuant to NEPA, 
only applies to the project.  The project purpose and needs statement is provided in Section 1.4.2 of the 
draft MFP, Section 1.1.2.3 of the draft EIR/EIS, and the draft Executive Summary.  The statement of 
purpose and needs is consistent with the Clearwater Program goal and objectives provided in Chapter 1 of 
the draft MFP, Chapter 1 of the draft EIR/EIS, and the draft Executive Summary.  The need component is 
typically understood to be the larger and more general objective, whereas the purpose component is a 
specific objective that supports the larger objective.  Section 1.1.2.3 of the draft EIR/EIS stated that “the 
project purpose and needs are to inspect and upgrade aging infrastructure, to provide sufficient capacity to 
accommodate projected 2050 flows, and to comply with all applicable water quality standards.”  
Furthermore, Section 1.1.2.3 of the draft EIR/EIS stated, “to meet these needs, the Sanitation Districts 
propose to either modify the existing ocean discharge system or construct a new ocean discharge system.”  
Therefore, the overall purpose of modifying the existing ocean discharge system or constructing a new 
ocean discharge system is in support of the need to inspect the existing tunnels and accommodate 
projected flows.  As such, the draft EIR/EIS evaluated the impacts of modifying the Sanitation Districts’ 
existing ocean discharge system (Alternative 4, the recommended alternative) and constructing a new 
ocean discharge system (Alternatives 1, 2, and 3).  Therefore, the project purpose and needs are well 
defined and closely related to the Clearwater Program’s goal and objectives.   

Specific to this comment, the draft EIR/EIS was adequate, and recirculation is not necessary.   

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment.  

Response to Comment P31-8 

The comment states that the draft EIR/EIS was inadequate and incomplete because it did not adequately 
address environmental justice impacts on the lower service area residents near the JWPCP.  The comment 
suggests that the absence of sludge conveyance/solids processing and the abundance of cost-effective 
recycled water in the upper service areas provided residents in these areas with advantages not available 
to residents in the lower service areas.  It further suggests that the document did not adequately address 
increased water conservation/sewage reduction in the upper areas to benefit the lower areas.  

See Responses to Comments P31-2 and P31-6. 

The flow projections presented in Section 4.8 of the draft MFP were based on a per-capita wastewater 
generation rate derived over an 8-year period that included years of sustained drought conditions and 
increased water conservation efforts.  The resulting per-capita generation rate was determined to be 
83 gallons per capita per day (gpcd), which is 18 percent lower than the 101-gpcd rate used for the 
previous JOS facilities planning effort in 1995.  Although the Sanitation Districts have historically 
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supported water conservation within the JOS service area, and will continue to do so, the California 
Health and Safety Code limits what the Sanitation Districts can do to promote water conservation.  
Additionally as described in Section 3.6.2 of the draft MFP, state regulations require the capacity of 
sanitary sewer systems to be appropriately designed to reasonably prevent overflows.  Therefore, as 
previously discussed, Alternative 4 (the recommended alternative) would benefit the entire service area 
by providing adequate system capacity, improving overall system reliability, and reducing the risk of 
discharges to the Wilmington Drain or sewer overflows.   

Specific to this comment, the draft EIR/EIS was adequate, and recirculation is not necessary.   

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment.  

Response to Comment P31-9 

The comment states that project purpose, needs, goals, and objectives provided in the draft Executive 
Summary were not clearly defined.  The comment further states the draft EIR/EIS was incomplete and 
inadequate and must be revised and recirculated because it did not consider a straight tunnel alignment 
alternative, overall system sewage reductions, and an optimal ocean discharge location.  

As previously discussed in Response to Comment P31-3, Chapter 1 of the draft MFP, Chapter 1 of the 
draft EIR/EIS, and the draft Executive Summary each provided a broad, qualitative goal statement for the 
Clearwater Program, as well as a set of specific objectives for meeting the goal.  These documents further 
elaborated on the objectives immediately after they were listed and, pursuant to NEPA, described the 
project purpose and needs.  The draft EIR/EIS analyzed a reasonable range of alternatives that feasibly 
met the project objectives.  These final feasible alternatives were determined through the alternatives 
analysis process presented in Chapter 6 of the draft MFP and summarized in Chapter 3 of the draft 
EIR/EIS.   

A straight tunnel alignment option was evaluated as one of 23 conceptual onshore tunnel options in 
Section 6.3.3.1 of the draft MFP.  This straight tunnel alignment option would parallel the existing two 
tunnels.  However, the existing 68 tunnel easements would not permit construction of a new tunnel, and a 
parallel tunnel alignment just beyond the existing easements would require approximately 1,060 new 
easements.  Therefore, this conceptual option was eliminated, and the remaining 22 conceptual onshore 
tunnel options that were aligned primarily through public rights-of-way were carried forward into the 
analysis as preliminary options. 

As previously discussed in Response to Comment P31-8, the Sanitation Districts recognize that water use 
efficiency and conservation measures can effectively reduce future capacity shortfalls, and those effects 
were considered in the flow projections presented in Section 4.8 of the draft MFP. 

The Sanitation Districts are not proposing to expand the JWPCP.  Under the recommended plan 
(Alternative 4), as described in Chapter 7 of the draft MFP, projected increases in wastewater flow would 
be accommodated through a 25-MGD expansion of the SJCWRP West.  The JWPCP permitted treatment 
capacity would remain at 400 MGD.  The full-secondary, disinfected effluent produced at the JWPCP 
consistently meets all treatment requirements for safe ocean discharge.  The existing ocean outfall 
locations are extensively monitored on a regular basis, and there is no evidence to suggest the Sanitation 
Districts’ ocean discharge of secondary-treated effluent from the JWPCP is having an adverse impact on 
the marine environment.  With the exception of legacy (1940s to 1970s) 
dichlorodiphenyltrichloroethane/polychlorinated biphenyl (DDT/PCB) sediment contamination, the 
health of the ecosystems (i.e., benthic, pelagic, kelp forest, and rocky reef) near the existing outfalls is 
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comparable to other parts of the Southern California coastal zone that do not have treated wastewater 
effluent outfalls.   

In support of the Clearwater Program planning effort, as referenced in Section 13.2.2.1 of the draft 
EIR/EIS, the Sanitation Districts conducted the Palos Verdes Flow Study from October 2000 through 
April 2008, which included the collection of temperature and current data on the Palos Verdes and San 
Pedro Shelves over a 9-year period.  More than 100 million data points generated from this unprecedented 
field observation program were used in a computer model to determine optimal locations for a new ocean 
outfall.  As described in Sections 13.4.3.2 and 13.4.4.2 of the draft EIR/EIS, this information was utilized 
to ensure that a new outfall would not impair receiving water quality and that the effluent plume would 
remain submerged. 

Specific to this comment, the draft EIR/EIS was adequate, and recirculation is not necessary.   

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment.  

Response to Comment P31-10 

The comment states the draft EIR/EIS was incomplete and inadequate and must be revised and 
recirculated because the recommendations were based on a project goal, objectives, purpose, needs, and 
criteria that were insufficient in assessing feasibility.  

As previously discussed in Responses to Comments P31-3, P31-7, and P31-9, the draft EIR/EIS analyzed 
a reasonable range of alternatives that feasibly met the project objectives and purpose and needs.  These 
final feasible alternatives were determined through the alternatives analysis process presented in Chapter 
6 of the draft MFP and summarized in Chapter 3 of the draft EIR/EIS.   

Specific to this comment, the draft EIR/EIS was adequate, and recirculation is not necessary.   

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment.  

Response to Comment P31-11 

The comment states the draft EIR/EIS was incomplete and inadequate and must be revised and 
recirculated because the schedule presented did not take into consideration water conservation and 
increased recycling. 

The Clearwater Program program-wide schedule was described in Sections 7.2 and 7.3 of the draft MFP, 
Section 3.3.1 of the draft EIR/EIS, and the draft Executive Summary.  The project-specific schedule was 
included in Table 7-1 of the draft MFP, Table 3-13 of the draft EIR/EIS, and the draft Executive 
Summary.  The Clearwater Program implementation schedule is driven by the short-term need to inspect 
and repair the existing JWPCP effluent tunnels, rehabilitate the existing ocean outfalls, and optimize the 
upstream WRPs.  The Clearwater Program implementation schedule also is driven by the long-term need 
to accommodate projected wastewater flows in the JOS through conveyance system relief and expansion 
of the SJCWRP. 

As previously discussed in Responses to Comments P31-8 and P31-9, the Sanitation Districts recognize 
that water use efficiency and conservation measures can effectively reduce future capacity shortfalls and 
those effects were considered in the flow projections presented in Section 4.8 of the draft MFP. 
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As previously discussed in Response to Comment P31-1, the Sanitation Districts own and operate WRPs 
that produce approximately 165 MGD of high-quality recycled water.  Approximately half of the recycled 
water is reused.  The other (unused) half of the recycled water produced is currently wasted, and 
discharged to nearby receiving waters (i.e., rivers, creeks, and channels) that convey it to the ocean.  
While efforts to increase reuse at the JOS WRPs through coordination with local water agencies and 
regulators are ongoing, the anticipated success of these efforts will have no bearing on the need to build a 
new effluent tunnel at the JWPCP.  The permitted capacity of the JWPCP would remain at 400 MGD, and 
the associated peak flows of 927 MGD would require an approximately 18-foot-diameter (internal) 
effluent tunnel.  Therefore, even if the Sanitation Districts could achieve the goal of 100 percent reuse at 
the WRPs, there would not be a commensurate reduction in wastewater flow to the JWPCP; there would 
only be a reduction in what is currently discharged by the WRPs to the receiving waters. 

As previously described in Response to Comment P31-2, Chapter 6 of the draft MFP did explore the 
feasibility of diverting enough flow from the existing JWPCP ocean discharge system to allow for the 
inspection and repair of each of the existing tunnels.  However, as discussed in Section 6.2.6.5 of the draft 
MFP, it was determined that a reduced ocean discharge option was not viable, and thus was not further 
evaluated in the draft EIR/EIS.   

Specific to this comment, the draft EIR/EIS was adequate, and recirculation is not necessary.   

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment.  

Response to Comment P31-12 

The comment states the draft EIR/EIS was incomplete and inadequate and must be revised and 
recirculated because the program-wide and project-specific recommendations and associated impacts 
were not clearly presented.  

As described in Chapter 1 of the draft MFP, Chapter 1 of the draft EIR/EIS, and the draft Executive 
Summary, the Clearwater Program comprises program-wide component areas and project-specific 
elements.  The term program was consistently used in reference to options/alternatives that would be 
implemented over a longer period of time and, thus, included a general level of detail.  The term project 
was consistently used in reference to options/alternatives that would be implemented in the near term and, 
thus, a greater level of detail was available for analysis.  As presented in Chapter 6 of the draft MFP, the 
program and project options/alternatives were systematically analyzed through a multi-tier screening 
process to determine feasibility.  The environmental impacts of feasible alternatives, each of which had 
program and project elements, were then evaluated in the draft EIR/EIS.  Therefore, the recommended 
alternative (Alternative 4) for the Clearwater Program, which was presented in Chapter 7 of the draft 
MFP, Chapter 3 of the draft EIR/EIS, and the draft Executive Summary, included both program-wide and 
project-specific recommendations.   

Specific to this comment, the draft EIR/EIS was adequate, and recirculation is not necessary.   

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment.  

Response to Comment P31-13 

The comment states the draft EIR/EIS was incomplete and inadequate and must be revised and 
recirculated because it lacked program-wide recommendations, inconsistently categorized the program 
elements, and failed to present a program schedule.  
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See Response to Comment P31-12 for a discussion on program and project.  For the purposes of the 
alternatives analysis presented in Chapter 6 of the draft MFP, wastewater conveyance was evaluated in 
combination with treatment (plant expansion/optimization) as one program component area.  As 
described in Section 6.2.2 of the draft MFP, this was the most logical approach because of the 
interdependence between treatment capacity and the conveyance system flows (i.e., an upstream WRP 
expansion reduces the need for downstream sewer relief).  However, for the purposes of environmental 
analysis presented in the draft EIR/EIS, it was more logical to evaluate potential impacts based on 
location, so conveyance improvements, plant expansion, and process optimization were assessed as 
separate program elements.  Table 3-2 of the draft EIR/EIS presented a side-by-side comparison of the 
program component areas in the draft MFP and program elements in the draft EIR/EIS. 

See Response to Comment P31-11 for a discussion on the program and project schedule.   

Specific to this comment, the draft EIR/EIS was adequate, and recirculation is not necessary.   

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment.  

Response to Comment P31-14 

The comment states the draft EIR/EIS was incomplete and inadequate and must be revised and 
recirculated because it failed to address JWPCP effluent management, include a straight tunnel alignment 
alternative, consider an optimal ocean discharge location before identifying tunnel alignments, and 
associate upstream program elements with flows through the JWPCP effluent management system.  

See Response to Comment P31-12 for a discussion on the program and project.  As shown in Table 3-4 of 
the draft EIR/EIS, at a program-level, the draft EIR/EIS analyzed the potential environmental impacts for 
one alternative with the following program elements:  conveyance improvements, plant expansion, 
process optimization, WRP effluent management, solids processing, and biosolids management.  As 
shown in Table 3-9 of the draft EIR/EIS, at a project-level, the draft EIR/EIS analyzed the potential 
environmental impacts of four alternatives for JWPCP effluent management under the following 
functional categories:  tunnel alignment, shaft site, and riser/diffuser area.  As described in Sections 3.1, 
3.2, and 3.3 and shown in Figure 3-3 of the draft EIR/EIS, each of the four project alternatives in 
combination with the program alternative constitutes Alternatives 1, 2, 3, and 4 in the draft EIR/EIS.  
Therefore, JWPCP effluent management was addressed at a project-specific level of analysis in the draft 
EIR/EIS. 

See Response to Comment P31-9 for a discussion on the evaluation of a straight tunnel alignment option.  
As previously described, this conceptual option was evaluated and eliminated in Section 6.3.3.1 of the 
draft MFP. 

As previously discussed in Response to Comment P31-9, more than 100 million data points generated 
from the Palos Verdes Flow Study from October 2000 through April 2008 were used in a computer model 
to determine optimal locations for a new ocean outfall (see Section 13.2.2.1 of the draft EIR/EIS).  As 
described in Sections 13.4.3.2 and 13.4.4.2 of the draft EIR/EIS, this information was utilized to ensure 
that a new outfall would not impair receiving water quality and that the effluent plume would remain 
submerged.  As described in Section 6.3.3.5 of the draft MFP, because each offshore tunnel alignment is 
dependent on the locations of the intermediate shaft site and diffuser area, preliminary options for the 
offshore alignment were established after the viable options for the intermediate shaft site and diffuser 
area were determined.  Therefore, optimal ocean discharge locations were considered before identifying 
tunnel alignments. 
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As described in Chapter 1 of the draft MFP and Chapter 1 of the draft EIR/EIS, the condition and capacity 
of the existing JWPCP ocean discharge system were major concerns addressed through the Clearwater 
Program planning effort.  Based on the program-wide alternatives analysis for JWPCP effluent 
management presented in Chapter 6 of the draft MFP, it was determined that this concern could be 
feasibly met by constructing a new ocean discharge system (Alternatives 1, 2, and 3) or by modifying the 
existing ocean discharge system (Alternative 4).  A new tunnel would be required under each of these 
alternatives, the diameter of which would be dictated by projected peak flows at the JWPCP.  A summary 
of the analysis used to project future flows in the JOS was provided in Chapter 4 of the draft MFP.  Based 
on the wastewater conveyance and treatment alternatives analysis provided in Chapter 6 of the draft MFP, 
it was determined that projected flow increase would be accommodated through an expansion of the 
SJCWRP.  Consequently, the permitted capacity of the JWPCP would remain at 400 MGD, and the 
associated peak flows of 927 MGD would require an approximately 18-foot-diameter (internal) effluent 
tunnel.  Therefore, the projected flows associated with the proposed upstream program elements were 
used to establish the preliminary engineering design criteria for the proposed ocean discharge system 
project elements. 

Specific to this comment, the draft EIR/EIS was adequate, and recirculation is not necessary.   

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment.  

Response to Comment P31-15 

The comment states that the draft EIR/EIS was incomplete and inadequate and must be revised and 
recirculated because future projects in the Clearwater Program should be subject to supplemental EIRs 
and not be included in the current programmatic EIR.   

The Clearwater Program EIR/EIS is both a project and program environmental document.  For the 
program, future environmental reviews will be required to fully comply with CEQA, and in some cases 
NEPA.  These future reviews may result in supplemental initial studies (and in some cases environmental 
assessments) to determine whether additional environmental impacts would be significant.  If significant 
impacts could not be mitigated to less than significant, then supplemental EIRs (and in cases EISs) may 
be prepared.   

Specific to this comment, the draft EIR/EIS was adequate, and recirculation is not necessary.   

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment.  

Response to Comment P31-16 

The comment states that the draft EIR/EIS was incomplete and inadequate and must be revised and 
recirculated because it did not consider a straight tunnel alignment alternative. 

See Response to Comment P31-9 for a discussion on the evaluation of a straight tunnel alignment option.  
As previously described, this conceptual option was evaluated and eliminated in Section 6.3.3.1 of the 
draft MFP. 

Specific to this comment, the draft EIR/EIS was adequate, and recirculation is not necessary.   

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment.  
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Response to Comment P31-17 

The comment requests the use of alternative fuels for the tunnel locomotive and slurry conveyance, and 
the use of JWPCP solids processing facilities to dewater slurry-excavated material.  The comment further 
states that without consideration of alternate tunnel conveyance for excavated material, the draft EIR/EIS 
was inadequate and incomplete and must, therefore, be revised and recirculated.  

In Chapter 5 of the draft EIR/EIS, mitigation measures that exceed regulatory requirements were included 
to protect public health to the highest extent practical and to reduce air quality impacts. 

MM AQ-2g directly addresses the highest emissions source of nitrogen oxide of the proposed project by 
utilizing the cleanest locomotive engine commercially available.  This mitigation would exceed U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency emission standards applicable to in-use locomotive engines. 

An electric locomotive was considered but deemed infeasible for several reasons, including:  (1) the 
inability to stay charged given the number of trips back and forth and the tunnel distance involved; (2) the 
safety hazard of an in-tunnel charging station given the potential of encountering water during tunnel 
construction; and (3) the need for a reliable, uninterrupted power source to evacuate personnel in the 
event of an emergency.  Alternative fuels, such as liquefied natural gas and compressed natural gas, 
would not be suitable in a confined space due to concerns of potentially creating an explosive or 
flammable environment as a result of a tank leak.  Conversely, diesel has a very low vapor pressure and is 
essentially non-volatile.  The concerns over using alternative fuels would also apply to the system used to 
convey the excavated material.  The type of tunneling system used will be determined during final 
engineering design based on geological conditions.  If a slurry tunnel boring machine (TBM) is selected, 
electrically powered pumps would be utilized to transfer the excavated materials to the surface through 
pipes, and a tunnel locomotive would be used to transport supplies and personnel.  If an earth- pressure 
balance (EPB) TBM is selected, a tunnel locomotive would be used to transport supplies, personnel, and 
excavated material.  The method for removal of the excavated materials is specific to each type of TBM 
and cannot be used interchangeably.  Therefore, for an EPB TBM, an electrically powered pump for the 
removal of excavated materials would not be feasible.   

For clarification, Section 3.3.2.1, last paragraph, is revised in the final EIR/EIS as follows: 

Two types of TBMs could be used to build the tunnel:  earth-pressure balance (EPB) or 
slurry.  These TBMs differ in how the excavated material generated from the tunneling 
operations is handled, transported, and treatedremoved.  With an EPB TBM, locomotives 
convey the excavated material in rail cars back through the constructed portion of the tunnel 
to the shaft for removal by crane.  The excavated material would be retained at the surface to 
allow any water to separate before removal.  With a slurry TBM, a slurry is supplied by pipe 
from the ground surface of the shaft to the cutterhead of the TBM to suspend the excavated 
material, which is thenthe excavated material would be blended with a slurry mixture and 
pumped back to the shaft and up to the surface through pipes.  In this case, the excavated 
material would be processed at a slurry separation plant at the surface of the shaft site prior to 
disposal.  A bentonite additive is used in the slurry TBM method, which may preclude ocean 
disposal of the excavated material.  For the purposes of evaluating the greatest potentially 
significant environmental impacts, the tunnel construction was analyzed assuming either an 
EPB TBM or the use of a slurry TBM, depending on the resource area. 
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The JWPCP centrifuges were designed specifically for dewatering biosolids and would be unsuitable for 
dewatering the excavated materials.  Additionally, there are no extra or unused centrifuges available at the 
JWPCP.    

Specific to this comment, the draft EIR/EIS was adequate, and recirculation is not necessary.   

No other revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment.  

Response to Comment P31-18 

The comment states that the draft EIR/EIS was inadequate and incomplete and must be revised and 
recirculated because it did not consider a straight tunnel alignment alternative and changes in the 
conveyance system that could reduce construction emissions. 

See Response to Comment P31-9 for a discussion on the evaluation of a straight tunnel alignment option.  
As previously described, this conceptual option was evaluated and eliminated in Section 6.3.3.1 of the 
draft MFP. 

Furthermore, as described in Chapter 7 of the draft MFP, the Sanitation Districts are proposing an 
expansion at the SJCWRP and approximately 33 miles of sewer relief to accommodate the projected 
wastewater flows for the year 2050.  As described in Section 5.9.1 of the draft MFP, an expansion at the 
JWPCP would have required an estimated 44 miles of sewer relief.  Therefore, the recommended 
alternative (Alternative 4) would result in a 25 percent reduction in conveyance system projects. 

Specific to this comment, the draft EIR/EIS was adequate, and recirculation is not necessary.   

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment.  

Response to Comment P31-19 

The comment states that the draft EIR/EIS was inadequate and incomplete and must be revised and 
recirculated because geological testing did not identify the most likely fossil locations, the term fossils 
was not properly defined, and the impacts on fossils should have been mitigated to below significance 
levels. 

Chapter 7 of the draft EIR/EIS addressed paleontological impacts of the Clearwater Program.  The draft 
EIR/EIS detailed the geologic formations through which the alternatives would pass and identified which 
of these would be most likely to contain paleontological resources.   

The draft EIR/EIS did not specifically define or exclude any type of paleontological resources.  
Consistently throughout Chapter 7 of the draft EIR/EIS, the analysis included all paleontological and 
fossil resources, and did not focus on bones.  In fact, the word bone does not appear anywhere in the 
paleontological resources discussion. 

The draft EIR/EIS identified impacts on paleontological resources that would be significant, and in some 
cases, unavoidable.  For areas where ground disturbance would occur from above ground (e.g., at WRPs 
and shaft sites), MM CUL-3 was proposed to reduce impacts to less than significant.  However, this 
mitigation is not possible for the tunnel, where a TBM would be used.  A TBM has a cutterhead, which 
consists of a rotating disk with cutting teeth that grind the rock into small pieces.  The TBM would 
pulverize and destroy any paleontological resources in its path.  Even if paleontological fragments were 
detected in the excavated material, the TBM could not change course to avoid potential resources.  It 
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would not be possible to perform geologic testing in front of the advancing TBM, nor would it be feasible 
to attempt to excavate hundreds of feet down under a public right-of-way to try to recover any potential 
resources in its path.  Therefore, as described in Chapter 7 of the draft EIR/EIS, the impacts on 
paleontological resources, if present, would be significant and unavoidable.  

Specific to this comment, the draft EIR/EIS was adequate, and recirculation is not necessary.   

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment.  

Response to Comment P31-20 

The comment states that the draft EIR/EIS was inadequate and incomplete because further mitigation and 
compensation could be implemented to reduce the significant impacts of program and project 
construction that would disproportionately affect the lower service areas.  

See Response to Comment P31-2.     

Specific to this comment, the draft EIR/EIS was adequate, and recirculation is not necessary.   

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment.  

Response to Comment P31-21 

The comment states that the draft EIR/EIS was incomplete and inadequate and must be revised and 
recirculated because it did not consider a straight tunnel alignment alternative.  

See Response to Comment P31-9 for a discussion on the evaluation of a straight tunnel alignment option.  
As previously described, this conceptual option was evaluated and eliminated in Section 6.3.3.1 of the 
draft MFP. 

Specific to this comment, the draft EIR/EIS was adequate, and recirculation is not necessary.   

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment.  

Response to Comment P31-22 

The comment states that the draft EIR/EIS did not consider a straight tunnel alignment alternative. 

See Response to Comment P31-9 for a discussion on the evaluation of a straight tunnel alignment option.  
As previously described, this conceptual option was evaluated and eliminated in Section 6.3.3.1 of the 
draft MFP.   

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment.  

Response to Comment P31-23 

The comment states that the draft EIR/EIS was incomplete and inadequate and must be revised and 
recirculated because the overall Clearwater Program goal was to identify a recommended plan. 

The comment only refers to the introductory phrase of the overall Clearwater Program goal.  Chapters 1 
and 6 of the draft MFP, Chapter 1 of the draft EIR/EIS, and the draft Executive Summary each provided a 



Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County  Chapter 28.  Responses to Comments 

 

 
Clearwater Program 
Final EIR/EIS 

 
28-272 

November 2012 
 

ICF 00016.07 
 

complete goal statement for the Clearwater Program, which was “to identify a recommended plan that is 
protective of public health and will best meet the needs of the JOS through the year 2050 in a cost-
effective and environmental sound manner.”  These documents also provided a set of underlying 
objectives for meeting the goal.  As previously discussed in Response to Comment P31-3, a reasonable 
range of program-wide and project-specific alternatives was systematically analyzed in Chapter 6 of the 
draft MFP, and those that could feasibly meet the overall goal and underlying objectives of the Clearwater 
Program were further analyzed in the draft EIR/EIS.   

Specific to this comment, the draft EIR/EIS was adequate, and recirculation is not necessary.   

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment.  

Response to Comment P31-24 

The comment states that the draft EIR/EIS was incomplete and inadequate and must be revised and 
recirculated because the draft MFP used the same set of objectives to screen program-wide and 
project-specific options/alternatives and arrive at a recommended plan. 

See Response to Comment P31-12 for a discussion on program and project.  Because the project-specific 
alternatives for a new or modified ocean discharge system were based on the findings of the 
program-level alternatives analysis of JWPCP effluent management, it is appropriate that they meet the 
same overall goal and underlying objectives.  The recommended alternative (Alternative 4) is the highest 
ranking combined program/project alternative.   

Specific to this comment, the draft EIR/EIS was adequate, and recirculation is not necessary.   

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment.  

Response to Comment P31-25 

The comment notes that the feasible alternatives did not include water conservation measures and water 
recycling in the lower service areas due to high salt levels and speculates that inflow and leakage could be 
the cause of the high salt levels.  The comment further states that the tunnel alignment for the 
recommended alternative should be straight. 

Inflow and infiltration, which were addressed in Section 4.8.3.3 of the draft MFP, are not the cause of the 
relatively high dissolved solids concentrations in the wastewater tributary to the JWPCP.  As described in 
Section 1.3.4 of the draft MFP, the JOS was developed over time to not only accommodate growth and 
take advantage of gravity flow, but to augment the regional water supply through water recycling.  In the 
early 1960s, when wastewater flows began to approach the capacity limits of the downstream trunk 
sewers, a plan was developed to build WRPs at inland sites as an alternative to a massive expansion of the 
downstream sewer system and the JWPCP that would have otherwise been necessary.  The WRPs were 
sited to take advantage of the nearby groundwater replenishment spreading grounds and of the relatively 
low concentration of dissolved solids (i.e., salts) in wastewater from the largely residential portions of the 
JOS.  The wastewater with relatively high concentrations of dissolved solids is largely from industrial 
portions of the JOS.  Because it is far more expensive and energy-intensive to reclaim, the wastewater 
with relatively high concentrations of dissolved solids continues to be treated at the JWPCP.   
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See Response to Comment P31-9 for a discussion on the evaluation of a straight tunnel alignment option.  
As previously described, this conceptual option was evaluated and eliminated in Section 6.3.3.1 of the 
draft MFP. 

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment P31-26 

The comment suggests the use of an EPB TBM with electrically powered slurry lines to convey excavated 
material to the JWPCP and the use of JWPCP dewatering centrifuges and odor control systems to reduce 
traffic, odor, and air emissions impacts.  The comment also recommends the use of an electric or 
alternative fuel locomotive. 

As previously discussed in Response to Comment P31-17, the use of electrically powered slurry lines 
with an EPB TBM would not be feasible.  

Additionally, as previously discussed in Response to Comment P31-17, the JWPCP centrifuges were 
designed specifically for dewatering biosolids and would be unsuitable for dewatering the excavated 
materials.  The JWPCP odor control systems are designed for removing the odorous constituents that 
accumulate in the headspace of the treatment processes and biosolids storage buildings, and not for 
scrubbing diesel exhaust.   

Furthermore, as previously discussed in Response to Comment P31-17, the use of an electric or 
alternative fuel locomotive to support tunneling activities would not be feasible.  MM AQ-2g would 
require a Tier 4 engine be used for the tunnel locomotive.  This would be the cleanest diesel engine 
available.   

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment P31-27 

The comment notes that the feasible alternatives did not include water conservation measures and water 
recycling in the lower service areas due to high salt levels and speculates that inflow and leakage could be 
the cause of the high salt levels.  The comment further states that tunnel alignment for the recommended 
alternative should be straight. 

See Response to Comment P31-25 for a discussion regarding salt concentrations in wastewater. 

See Response to Comment P31-9 for a discussion on the evaluation of a straight tunnel alignment option.  
As previously described, this conceptual option was evaluated and eliminated in Section 6.3.3.1 of the 
draft MFP. 

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment P31-28 

The comment favors a straight tunnel alignment to reduce significant and unavoidable cultural resources 
impacts. 
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See Response to Comment P31-9 for a discussion on the evaluation of a straight tunnel alignment option.  
As previously described, this conceptual option was evaluated and eliminated in Section 6.3.3.1 of the 
draft MFP. 

See Response to Comment P31-19 for a discussion on cultural resources impacts. 

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment P31-29 

The comment states that the draft EIR/EIS does not address the potentially significant seismic impacts of 
conveying solids from the upstream WRPs to the JWPCP, centrally processing solids within an active 
fault zone at the JWPCP, and the differential movement of interconnected facilities. 

As described in Chapter 7 of the draft MFP, the Sanitation Districts proposed an expansion at the 
SJCWRP to accommodate the projected wastewater flows for the year 2050.  Because the solids produced 
by the upstream WRPs and returned to the sewers for treatment at the JWPCP constitute less than 
2 percent of the JWPCP influent flow, with the expansion of the SJCWRP, there would be a net reduction 
in the amount of wastewater (including solids from the upstream WRPs) that would have otherwise been 
conveyed to the JWPCP.  As described in Section 8.4.3.1 of the draft EIR/EIS, approximately 33 miles of 
the conveyance system would be improved within the JOS.  All relief sewers would be constructed to 
meet the modern-day seismic standards established by the California Building Code, which was described 
in Section 8.3.2.3 of the draft EIR/EIS.  Therefore, as described in Section 8.4.3.1 of the draft EIR/EIS, 
this impact would be less than significant. 

As presented in Table 8-5, shown on Figures 8-1 and 8-3a, and described in Section 8.4.3.1 of the draft 
EIR/EIS, the JWPCP is not near or within a known active fault zone.  The active Palos Verdes, Cabrillo, 
and Newport-Inglewood Faults are located more than 5 miles away.  Therefore, the centralized solids 
processing facilities would not be directly affected by a fault rupture.  However, seismic ground shaking 
levels could result in damage to the facilities.  Implementation of MM GEO-3 would reduce this impact to 
less than significant. 

Potential differential movement between interconnected facilities is addressed in the California Building 
Code.  All facilities being proposed under the Clearwater Program would be designed and constructed to 
meet modern-day standards for seismic ground shaking, liquefaction, and shrinking/swelling soils, but 
significant impacts could remain.  However, as described in Sections 8.4.3., 8.4.4, 8.4.5, and 8.4.6 of the 
draft EIR/EIS, implementation of MM GEO-3, MM GEO-4, MM GEO-5, and MM GEO-7 would reduce 
these impacts to less than significant. 

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment P31-30 

The comment states that the draft EIR/EIS did not consider a straight tunnel alignment; did not disclose 
areas subject to subsidence; did not adequately document sources for statements about artificial recharge; 
did not provide boundary mapping of oil fields and areas of historic subsidence; and did not provide 
well-head, casing path, and well toe information. 
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See Response to Comment P31-9 for a discussion on the evaluation of a straight tunnel alignment option.  
As previously described, this conceptual option was evaluated and eliminated in Section 6.3.3.1 of the 
draft MFP.   

As stated in Section 8.2.1.5, subsidence was documented in the 1940s and 1950s in the Wilmington Oil 
Fields, but artificial recharge has since managed this problem.  References for this chapter were provided 
in Section 25.8 of the draft EIR/EIS.  Additionally, numerous mitigation measures were included in the 
draft EIR/EIS that require geological investigations and site-specific recommendations to minimize risks 
associated with ground failure and subsidence.  With mitigation, impacts would be less than significant.   

As discussed in Section 10.2.2.1 of the draft EIR/EIS, the Wilmington to San Pedro Shelf alignment and 
the Wilmington to Palos Verdes Shelf alignment would pass through the Wilmington Oil Field, which 
contains numerous active, idle, and abandoned oil wells; the Figueroa/Gaffey to Palos Verdes Shelf 
alignment would skirt the southwestern margin of the Wilmington Oil Field; and the Figueroa/Western to 
Royal Palms alignment would briefly skirt the southwestern margin of the Wilmington Oil Field and may 
include the southeastern margin of the Torrance Oil Field.  It was also stated that relatively few active, 
idle, or abandoned oil wells were mapped in the vicinity of the Figueroa/Western to Royal Palms 
alignment, which is the recommended alternative (Alternative 4).  The Long Beach Oil Fields are not 
located within the Clearwater Program study area. 

Section 10.3.2.9 of the draft EIR/EIS acknowledged that the project would be located within the 
administrative boundaries of the Torrance and Wilmington Oil Fields.  Additionally, it was stated that the 
tunnel alignments presented in the document were located specifically to minimize interference with 
active and idle wells.  In the unlikely event that an abandoned oil well were encountered at a shaft site or 
during tunnel boring, it was stated that the well would be re-abandoned in accordance with the California 
Code of Regulations Title 14, Division 2, Chapters 2 through 4, and the approval of the local California 
Division of Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources office. 

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment P31-31 

The comment states that Figures 8-2, 8-3a, and 8-4 of the draft EIR/EIS did not adequately present the 
geological setting with respect to scale and the relationship between geology and the project alternatives.  
The comment further states that seismic risk could not be adequately assessed unless the tunnel 
alignments were depicted with geological conditions. 

Each figure was scaled to be displayed on a single 8½-inch by 11-inch sheet of paper.  On Figure 8-2 of 
the draft EIR/EIS, the different color segments along each alignment only referred to the depth of the 
tunnel below the ground surface; they were not intended to illustrate which geological formations the 
tunnel would be boring through.  While the stratigraphic relationships shown on Figure 8-3a of the draft 
EIR/EIS were for the ground surface, they did represent the types of material through which the tunnels 
would be constructed.  Properties of the formations at the surface can be used to help anticipate how the 
material will perform at the depth of the tunnel.  Figure 8-4 of the draft EIR/EIS presented a general 
overview of the geological profile that exists between the JWPCP and Royal Palms shaft sites; therefore, 
no scale was necessary.  A general comparison of some geological hazards along each tunnel alignment 
was presented in Table 8-7 of the draft EIR/EIS.   

As described in Section 8.4.1 of the draft EIR/EIS, geotechnical reports were prepared for the Sanitation 
Districts by Fugro West, and the resulting analysis and recommendations were evaluated in a feasibility 
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report prepared by Parsons (see Chapter 25 of the draft EIR/EIS for references).  The feasibility report 
considered potential geotechnical and seismic issues that could affect the design and construction of the 
facilities for the project alternatives.  Geological impacts were analyzed in Chapter 8 of the draft EIR/EIS, 
and it was determined that, with mitigation, all geological impacts would be less than significant. 

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment P31-32 

The comment states that Sections 8.2.3.1 and 8.2.3.2 and Tables 8-7 and 8-8 of the draft EIR/EIS were 
contradictory and did not adequately provide the basis for an impact analysis due to how liquefaction 
zones were presented in relationship to the project alternatives.  The comment also states that the offshore 
portions of the alternatives were not addressed in the draft EIR/EIS. 

Table 8-7 of the draft EIR/EIS provided a summary of the liquefaction potential for the various tunnel 
alignments.  Table 8-8 of the draft EIR/EIS identified whether the shaft sites would be within a 
liquefaction hazard zone.  The information presented is different and not contradictory.  Sections 8.2.3.1 
and 8.2.3.2 of the draft EIR/EIS provided an overview of the conditions each alternative would 
encounter.  A more detailed geological profile was provided in the feasibility report prepared by Parsons, 
as referenced in the tables (see Chapter 25 of the draft EIR/EIS for references).  The offshore portion of 
the tunnel alternatives was addressed in Table 8-7 of the draft EIR/EIS.  Mitigation measures in Chapter 8 
of the draft EIR/EIS require design-level geotechnical analysis and incorporation of the findings into the 
project design to reduce the geological impacts to less than significant. 

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment P31-33 

The comment states that Chapter 13 of the draft EIR/EIS was inadequate and incomplete because it did 
not take into consideration the impacts of program-wide component areas on the marine environment and 
did not consider an optimal ocean discharge location. 

As previously discussed in Response to Comment P31-14, the projected flows associated with the 
proposed upstream program elements were used to establish the preliminary engineering design criteria 
for the proposed ocean discharge system project elements. 

As previously discussed in Responses to Comments P31-9 and P31-14, more than 100 million data points 
generated from the Palos Verdes Flow Study from October 2000 through April 2008 were used in a 
computer model to determine optimal locations for a new ocean outfall (see Section 13.2.2.1 of the draft 
EIR/EIS).  Additionally, the recommended alternative (Alternative 4) would avoid the marine 
environment impacts associated with the construction of a new riser/diffuser as required by Alternatives 
1, 2, and 3.   

Specific to this comment, the draft EIR/EIS was adequate.   

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment.  
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Response to Comment P31-34 

The comment states that Chapter 13 of the draft EIR/EIS was inadequate and incomplete because it did 
not consider an optimal ocean discharge location or potential changes in effluent quality characteristics 
and flows at the JWPCP.   

As previously discussed in Responses to Comments P31-9 and P31-14, more than 100 million data points 
generated from the Palos Verdes Flow Study from October 2000 through April 2008 were used in a 
computer model to determine optimal locations for a new ocean outfall (see Section 13.2.2.1 of the draft 
EIR/EIS).  Additionally, the recommended alternative (Alternative 4) would avoid the marine 
environment impacts associated with the construction of a new riser/diffuser as required by 
Alternatives 1, 2, and 3.   

Chapter 4 of the draft MFP provided an analysis of wastewater characteristics and flow projections.  
Section 4.7.4 of the draft MFP specifically examined long-term trends in influent data for key parameters 
at the upstream WRPs and the JWPCP.  Section 4.7.5 of the draft MFP concluded that, overall, the 
loadings and concentrations are expected to remain relatively constant.  As previously discussed in 
Response to Comment P31-8, the flow projections presented in Section 4.8 of the draft MFP were based 
on a per-capita wastewater generation rate of 83 gpcd, which was derived over an 8-year period that 
included years of sustained drought conditions and increased water conservation efforts.  Based on these 
findings regarding wastewater characteristics and flow projections, Section 13.4.1.2 of the draft EIR/EIS 
appropriately assumed the following:  (1) all effluent discharged from any of the alternative outfall sites 
would, at a minimum, be treated to levels consistent with the effluent currently discharged through the 
existing ocean outfalls; (2) for operation of the new riser and diffuser, the Sanitation Districts’ existing 
national pollutant discharge elimination system (NPDES) individual permit for wastewater treatment 
discharges would be updated; (3) NPDES requirements for all discharge alternatives would be no less 
protective of the beneficial uses of the receiving waters than the current NPDES permit, and the 
Sanitation Districts would have to comply with either the existing NPDES permit or an updated permit 
for the new riser and diffuser; and (4) the physical characteristics of the effluent released on the San Pedro 
Shelf or Palos Verdes Shelf would be the same as the existing effluent characteristics despite any change 
in location or change in depth of release (between 175 and 200 feet).  Furthermore, based on the proposed 
expansion of the SJCWRP, it was assumed that the permitted capacity of the JWPCP would remain at 
400 MGD, which is consistent with average daily flow that occurred at the JWPCP as recently as 
February 1998.  As previously discussed in Response to Comment P31-9, the existing outfall locations 
are extensively monitored on a regular basis, and there is no evidence to suggest the current Sanitation 
Districts’ ocean discharge of secondary-treated effluent from the JWPCP is having an adverse impact on 
the marine environment.  With the exception of legacy DDT/PCB sediment contamination, the health of 
the ecosystems near the current outfall is comparable to other parts of the Southern California coastal 
zone that do not have treated wastewater effluent outfalls.   

Specific to this comment, the draft EIR/EIS, including Chapter 13, was adequate. 

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment.   

Response to Comment P31-35 

The comment states that the draft EIR/EIS contained a contradictory, inadequate, and incomplete 
assessment of environmental justice issues. 

See Response to Comment P31-2.     
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Specific to this comment, the draft EIR/EIS was adequate. 

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment.   

Response to Comment P31-36 

The comment states that the draft EIR/EIS was inadequate and incomplete because it did not consider 
environmental justice impacts or mitigation measures with respect to complete reuse of advanced-treated 
effluent, decentralized solids processing, a straight tunnel alignment, a slurry pipeline from an EPB TBM 
to the JWPCP, an optimal ocean discharge location, increases in flows at the JWPCP, and 
screening/sampling for paleontological resources in the excavated material from the slurry blend or tunnel 
rail cars.  Note that the comment does not explain the link between several of these issues and 
environmental justice concerns, such as marine disposal sites and paleontological resources, for which 
disproportionate impacts on minority and low-income populations would not be likely.   

See Responses to Comments P31-2, P31-14, P31-19, P31-26, and P31-34.  

Specific to this comment, the draft EIR/EIS was adequate. 

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment.   

Response to Comment P31-37 

The comment states that the draft EIR/EIS was inadequate and incomplete because it did not adequately 
mitigate significant irreversible cultural resources impacts by expanding the evaluation of paleontological 
resources during construction.  

See Response to Comment P31-19.  The draft EIR/EIS did not specifically define or exclude any type of 
paleontological resources.  Consistently throughout Chapter 7 of the draft EIR/EIS, the analysis included 
all paleontological and fossil resources; nowhere did it state that the analysis focused on resources greater 
than 1 inch in diameter. 

Specific to this comment, the draft EIR/EIS was adequate. 

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 
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Commenter P32:  Southern California Edison – Ben Wong, Director, 
Local Public Affairs 
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Response to Comment P32-1 

The comment requests coordination with Southern California Edison (SCE) prior to any use of SCE 
rights-of-way or fee-owned properties. 

As standard practice, the Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County (Sanitation Districts) will coordinate 
with utility providers, including SCE, during final design and construction.   

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment P32-2 

The comment states that additional California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) review may be 
required if the Clearwater Program necessitates rebuilding or relocating SCE electrical facilities that 
operate at or above 50 kilovolts (kV). 

The Sanitation Districts are aware that additional CEQA review could be required if implementation of 
the Clearwater Program requires rebuilding or relocating any SCE electrical facilities that operate at or 
above the 50-kV thresholds prescribed by the California Public Utilities Commission, and that the 
additional review could result in project delays. 

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 
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Commenter P33:  JoAnn Wysocki – Resident 
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Preface 

The comments represent an abbreviated outline of the oral comments made at the public hearings on the 
draft EIR/EIS.  Every effort has been made to interpret the comments and provide informative responses 
based on statements made by Commenters P3, P8, and P20. 

Response to Comment P33-1 

The comment asks about the printing costs associated with the draft EIR/EIS.   

The cost for printing and mailing one copy of the draft EIR/EIS, including the Executive Summary, 
Master Facilities Plan (MFP), and appendices, was approximately $690.  The Sanitation Districts of Los 
Angeles County (Sanitation Districts) and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) are cognizant of the 
need to conserve paper and minimize document reproduction costs.  Thus, only a limited number of hard 
copies were produced and the use of electronic distribution was maximized.  Electronic documents were 
made available on the Sanitation Districts’ website and the Clearwater Program website, as well as 
distributed via compact disc.  However, to facilitate public access to the materials, hard copies were made 
available for review at three public libraries in the project area and at the main headquarters of the 
Sanitation Districts.  In addition, a few hard copies were produced for the record copies of the various 
agencies involved.  Overall, 18 full sets of documents were produced.   

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment P33-2 

The comment requests clarification as to why Sepulveda Boulevard is mentioned various times in the 
draft EIR/EIS even though it is located away from the alternative sites.  The comment also refers to the 
Joint Water Pollution Control Plant (JWPCP) East shaft site and requests information regarding additional 
facilities at the site, including a possible surge tower.  

As described in Section 18.2.2 of the draft EIR/EIS, Sepulveda Boulevard transects the northern portion 
of the JWPCP.  Because each of the alternatives analyzed included improvements to the JWPCP and a 
shaft site at the JWPCP, Sepulveda Boulevard was referenced numerous times in the analysis.   

The JWPCP East shaft is not being proposed under Alternative 4 (the recommended alternative), which 
would instead require the 19-acre JWPCP West shaft site to support tunnel construction.  As described in 
Section 7.2.5.1 of the draft MFP and Sections 3.3.2.2 and 4.4.5.2 of the draft EIR/EIS, upon completion 
of tunneling activities, the 40- to 60-foot-diameter JWPCP West shaft would be converted into a drop 
structure and connected to the existing JWPCP effluent force main, located just north of Lomita 
Boulevard.  Should the existing effluent pumping plant at the JWPCP become inadequate in the future, 
space within the JWPCP West shaft site has been allocated for the placement of a future pumping plant.  
The pumping plant – along with a ground-level cover over the shaft, a surge tower (approximately 30 feet 
tall), vent pipes, and access covers – would require a total of approximately 0.5 acre. 

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 
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Response to Comment P33-3 

The comment suggests that the baseline traffic count data used in the traffic analysis was collected in 
2009.  The comment also requests that traffic analysis be conducted at Anaheim Street and Figueroa 
Street. 

As discussed in Section 18.2.3 of the draft EIR/EIS, the traffic impact analysis was based on counts 
collected in late February and early March 2010 at all but three study intersections.  The exceptions, 
located in Wilmington, used 2008 baseline count data for projecting future conditions in the vicinity of 
Figueroa Street and Harry Bridges Boulevard to provide consistency with the Final Environmental Impact 
Report for the Wilmington Waterfront Development Project, which was certified when the traffic analysis 
for the Clearwater Program was initiated.  The year of the counts was correctly shown for the title of 
Figure 18-3, Existing (2010) Peak Hour Traffic Volumes, and the base counts were provided in 
Appendix 18-A of the draft EIR/EIS.   

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment P33-4 

The comment requests additional information on the JWPCP West shaft site.   

See Response to Comment P33-2. 

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment P33-5 

The comment requests information on the hours of construction at the JWPCP West shaft site.   

Shaft construction would be based on a single 10-hour shift working 5 days a week.  

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment P33-6 

The comment requests clarification on how truck trips were counted in the draft EIR/EIS. 

Round trips were counted as two trips, as explained in footnote (a) to Tables 18-12, 18-22, and 18-29 of 
the draft EIR/EIS, which presented construction truck trip generation estimates for each of the 
alternatives.  In addition, as stated in Section 18.2.3 of the draft EIR/EIS, a passenger car equivalent 
factor of 2.0 was applied to construction trucks to account for the fact that their operating characteristics 
differ from those of automobiles. 

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment P33-7 

The comment requests information on how the 100-foot crane would be brought to the shaft site. 

The 100-foot crane would be delivered in pieces and assembled on site.  
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No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment P33-8 

The comment states that the location of the JWPCP was not properly shown in Volume 2 of the 
appendices after Page 8-A-9 on Attachment B and Attachment C-1. 

It appears that the comment is in reference to Appendix 13-E of the draft EIR/EIS, Joint Water Pollution 
Control Plant National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit (2006).  The JWPCP was 
incorrectly located on Attachment B, Location Map, which was after Page A-9.  The JWPCP should be 
located between Sepulveda Boulevard and Pacific Coast Highway, not south of Pacific Coast Highway.   

However, Attachment B was a copy of a portion of a waste discharge permit that was issued to the 
Sanitation Districts in 2006 by the California Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB).  
Therefore, as an official RWQCB document, it cannot be revised for the final EIR/EIS.  However, it 
should be noted that Appendix 13-F included the most recently issued Joint Water Pollution Control Plant 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit (2011) by the RWQCB.  For the 2011 permit, 
Attachment B did correctly locate the JWPCP on the map. 

Attachment C (Page C-1) was a flow schematic of the treatment system.  Therefore, the comment is not 
relevant to Attachment C, Page C-1, of the draft EIR/EIS. 

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment P33-9 

The comment addresses the Existing (2010) Level of Service Worksheets found in Appendix 18-B of the 
draft EIR/EIS.  The comment states that the city is incorrectly labeled on some of the worksheets. 

These forms were used during analysis by the traffic consultant.  Some of these forms include a field for 
the city in which the intersection is located.  Although these intersections are actually within the 
jurisdiction of the city of Los Angeles, the traffic consultant used San Pedro or Wilmington to provide 
context for analysis purposes.  This identification does not affect the accuracy of the analysis because the 
jurisdictional information is not relevant to the analysis.   

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment P33-10 
 
The comment asks for a definition of ruderal.   

Ruderal vegetation refers to natural vegetation growing in areas that have been disturbed by humans.  
(Merriam-Webster 2012). 

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment P33-11 

The comment states that the print was too small in the appendices and that some pages lacked page 
numbering.   
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The appendices provided information to supplement the draft EIR/EIS.  In some cases the print size 
needed to be small to allow printing on a standard 8½ inch by 11 inch sheet of paper.  Some documents 
(e.g., model outputs) do not have page numbering.  

As noted in Response to Comment P33-1, the Clearwater Program documents are electronically 
accessible on the Sanitation Districts’ website, the Clearwater Program website, and compact disc.  In an 
electronic format, readers have the ability to zoom in on any page if necessary. 

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment P33-12 

The comment appears to refer to the commenter’s oral comments stating that the intersection of Figueroa 
Street and Harry Bridges Boulevard exists and requesting that the intersection be shown on Figure 18-5 of 
the draft EIR/EIS.   

The title of Figure 18-5 of the draft EIR/EIS was “Cumulative Base (2017) Peak Hour Traffic Volumes.”  
This figure appropriately reflected that the intersection of Harry Bridges Boulevard and Figueroa Street 
would no longer exist once the planned improvements to the Interstate 110 and C Street interchange were 
completed.  The lane configuration shown on Figure 18-2 of the draft EIR/EIS also appropriately 
reflected the planned improvements at that location.   

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment P33-13 

The comment states that the intersection of Figueroa Street and Harry Bridges Boulevard exists and 
requests that the intersection be shown on Figure 18-5.  The comment also requests that Table 18-3 and 
Figure 18-8 be revised because C Street and John S. Gibson Street are parallel streets.   

The title of Figure 18-5 of the draft EIR/EIS was “Cumulative Base (2017) Peak Hour Traffic Volumes.”  
This figure appropriately reflected that the intersection of Harry Bridges Boulevard and Figueroa Street 
would no longer exist once the planned improvements to the Interstate-110 and C Street interchange were 
completed.  The lane configuration shown on Figure 18-2 of the draft EIR/EIS also appropriately 
reflected the planned improvements at that location.   

The comment is correct regarding C Street and Harry Bridges Boulevard being parallel; however, as 
shown on Figure 18-2 of the draft EIR/EIS, the southernmost segment of Figueroa Street lies between 
C Street and the intersection of John S. Gibson Street and Harry Bridges Boulevard.  Table 18-3 and 
Figure 18-8 of the draft EIR/EIS are correct as shown.   

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment P33-14 

The comment requests that Pasha Terminal be labeled on the figures in the draft EIR/EIS.  

There were in-text references to Pasha Terminal in Chapters 3, 12, 14, 16, 18, and 19 of the draft 
EIR/EIS.  There were no in-text references to Pasha Terminal in Section 19.4.3.1, Pages 19-33 or 20-28.  
On Figure 21-1, none of the detailed areas within the Port of Los Angeles were labeled directly on the 
map due its scale.  However, in the legend of Figure 21-1, under the Port of Los Angeles Projects, 
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cumulative Project No. 17 (which was listed as “Berths 171-181, Pasha Marine Terminal Improvements 
Project”) was properly located in Pasha Terminal.  Pasha Terminal was shown in greater detail on 
Figures 12-8 and 12-9.  To better locate Pasha Terminal, the following figures are revised for the final 
EIR/EIS:  Figures 18-1, 18-4, 18-7, 18-10, and 19-2.    

No other revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment P33-15 

The comment expresses disappointment that the Los Angeles Police Department did not provide 
information about the response times for the Angels Gate and Royal Palms shaft sites.   

The information was requested, but neither the Sanitation Districts nor the Corps has the means to compel 
the police department to provide the information.   

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment P33-16 

The comment suggests that the Clearwater Program publicize new and innovative uses of recycled water. 

As described in Appendix 1-B of the draft EIR/EIS, since 2006, the Sanitation Districts conducted over 
500 public outreach meetings with public officials; civic and community groups; businesses; 
environmental organizations; news media; and various local, state, and federal agencies.  This effort 
facilitated a productive exchange of information and ideas between the Sanitation Districts and 
stakeholders regarding all components of the Clearwater Program, including reuse opportunities for 
recycled water. 

The Sanitation Districts and Corps recognize that recycled water is an essential regional resource, which 
is why one of the four primary objectives of the Clearwater Program is to “provide support for emerging 
recycled water reuse…opportunities.”  As described in Chapter 1 of the draft MFP, the Sanitation 
Districts have pioneered water reclamation and reuse in Southern California, beginning with the 
completion of the Whittier Narrows Water Reclamation Plant in 1962.  The Sanitation Districts now own 
and operate 10 water reclamation plants (WRPs) that produce approximately 165 million gallons per day 
of high-quality recycled water.  Approximately half of the recycled water is reused at over 640 sites 
throughout Los Angeles County for groundwater replenishment; industrial, commercial, and recreational 
applications; habitat maintenance; and agricultural and landscape irrigation.  This message has been and 
will continue to be an important component of the Sanitation Districts’ public outreach and education 
efforts.  

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment P33-17 

The comment requests additional information about the bid process, cost overruns, street sweeping, 
telephone contacts, and graffiti removal. 

The project would be competitively bid upon completion of final design.  The Sanitation Districts would 
award the project to the lowest qualified bid for each construction contract.  
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A contingency consistent with industry standards for a project of this size was applied to the cost estimate 
to account for possible overruns.  

It is the Sanitation Districts’ standard practice to require contractors have a motor sweeper on the job site 
at all times to keep paved areas acceptably clean wherever construction is occurring.  In addition, 
implementing South Coast Air Quality Management District Rule 403 would reduce dust emanating from 
the job site because watering would occur at least three times a day.  As part of the community outreach, a 
contact number would be established to provide people with a means to express their concerns during 
construction.  

It is also the Sanitation Districts’ standard practice to require contractors to remove graffiti within 
24 hours of notification.  Implementation of Mitigation Measure (MM) AES-1 (same as MM AES-3a), as 
described in the draft EIR/EIS, would ensure maintenance of the aesthetic treatments by removing graffiti 
in a timely manner.   

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment P33-18 

The comment asks whether the final EIR/EIS will be available in the local libraries.   

The final EIR/EIS is available in hard copy format at the Carson Regional Library, the Los Angeles 
Public Libraries’ San Pedro and Wilmington Branches, and the Sanitation Districts’ offices in Whittier.  
In addition, the final EIR/EIS can be accessed electronically on the Sanitation Districts’ website, the 
Clearwater Program website, or compact disc.  

No revisions to the draft EIR/EIS are required in response to this comment. 
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