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TABLE 2-1  
COMMENTERS ON THE DRAFT PEIR 

Tribe/Agency/Organization/Individual Name 
Letter 
Code 

Date of 
Comment 

Tribes   

Gabrielino Tongva Tribe GTT 6/22/2020 

Gabrieleno/Tongva San Gabriel Band of Mission Indians and  
Acjachemen Tribal Elder 

GABACJ 7/6/20 

Juaneno Band of Mission Indians, Acjachemen Nation – Belardes JBMIANB 8/20/20 

Agencies   

South Coast Air Quality Management District AQMD 5/22/20 

California Department of Transportation, Division 12 DOT12 6/19/20 

California Department of Transportation, Division 7  DOT7 6/22/20 

Orange County Public Works OCPW 6/22/20 

Santa Ana Water Quality Control Board SAWQCB 6/23/20 

City of Long Beach LBC 6/29/20 

California Department of Fish and Wildlife CDFW 7/6/20 

City of Seal Beach CSB 7/6/20 

Los Angeles County Sanitation District LASD 7/6/20 

California State Lands Commission SLC 7/6/20 

California Coastal Commission CCC 8/6/20 

Organizations   

Signal Hill Petroleum SHP 7/3/20 

El Dorado Audubon EDAUD 7/6/20 

Los Cerritos Wetland Land Trust LCWLT 7/6/20 

Sierra Club Wetland Task Force SCWTF 7/6/20 

Individuals   

Ken Husting Husting 6/7/20 

William Napier Napier 6/20/20 

Melanie Sinclair Sinclair 6/30/20 

Dianne Sundstrom Sundstrom 7/6/20 

Mary Zeiser Zeiser 7/6/20 

Margot Griswold Griswold 7/7/20 
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Acronyms 

The list below identifies commonly used acronyms in the response to comments. 

BOMP Beach Oil Minerals Partners  

Caltrans California Department of Transportation 

CCC California Coastal Commission 

CDFW California Department of Fish and Wildlife 

CEQA California Environmental Quality Act 

CESA California Endangered Species Act 

CNDDB California National Diversity Database 

CNPS California Native Plant Survey 

CRC Coastal Restoration Consultants  

CWA Clean Water Act  

dBA decibel 

FCAM Functional Condition and Assessment Method 

FEMA Federal Emergency Management Agency 

HMMMP Habitat Mitigation, Maintenance and Monitoring Program 

LACSD Los Angeles County Sanitation District 

LCWA Los Cerritos Wetland Authority 

LOS Level of Service 

LSA Lake or Streambed Alteration Agreement 

MAMP Monitoring and Adaptive Management Plan 

NMFS National Marine Fisheries Service 

OCFCD Orange County Flood Control District  

PEIR Program Environmental Impact Report 

RWQCB Regional Water Quality Control Board 

SCAQMD South Coast Air Quality Management District 

SGR San Gabriel River 

USACE United States Army Corps of Engineers 

VMT Vehicle Miles Traveled 

WQC Water Quality Certification 
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Comments and Responses 

Comments received on the Draft PEIR and response to those comments are provided on the 

following pages.  

  



From: sam dunlap
To: Sally Gee
Cc: lcandelaria1@gabrielinotribe.org
Subject: LOS CERRITOS WETLANDS RESTORATION PLAN - DRAFT PEIR - TRIBAL COMMENTS
Date: Monday, June 22, 2020 2:57:48 PM

Re: SCH No. 20190309050

Sally Gee
Los Cerritos Wetlands Authority
100 N. Old San Gabriel Canyon Rd.
Azusa, CA 91702

Dear Ms Gee,

The Gabrielino Tongva Tribe would like to take this opportunity to comment on the Draft Program EIR for
the Los Cerritos Wetlands Restoration Plan. As you are aware, the Gabrielino Tongva Tribe has
participated in the Tribal consultation process per AB52 for this project and the Gabrielino Tongva Tribe
expressed our concerns regarding Tribal Cultural Resources.

However, we see that the Draft PEIR has included language in Mitigation Measure CUL-6 (Native
American Monitoring) that is unacceptable to our tribal group. As you recall, the purpose of the AB52
consultation with the Gabrielino Tongva Tribe was to express our concerns for the protection and
identification of any Tribal Cultural Resources that may be impacted by construction activity during the
course of this project. In addition, the Gabrielino Tongva Tribe stated that there are 5 different Gabrielino
tribal groups that are identified by the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) that have cultural
affiliation to the project area. The Gabrielino Tongva Tribe also stated that we would have interest in
providing Native American monitors from our tribe that could be incorporated into the Native American
monitoring schedule.

However, Mitigation Measure CUL-6 of the Draft PEIR clearly designates the "Gabrieleno Band of
Mission Indians - Kizh Nation" as the Native American monitoring group to be contracted by the City to
provide Native American monitors for this project. I believe the Gabrielino Tongva Tribe made it very clear
that the designation of one tribal group over another is unfair and discriminatory in nature. The unfair
designation of one tribal group in this situation violates equal opportunity for the Gabrielino Tongva Tribe.

With that said, the Gabrielino Tongva Tribe requests that the language of Mitigation Measure CUL-6 be
changed to include any Gabrielino tribal group that requests to be included in the Native American
monitoring schedule, and the reference to a sole tribal group such as the "Gabrieleno Band of Mission
Indians - Kizh Nation" be stricken from the mitigation measure. As I recall, these types of concerns of the
Gabrielino Tongva Tribe were expressed to your agency and to that of Environmental Science
Associates, the company that produced and provided the Draft PEIR.

The Gabrielino Tongva Tribe will weigh what options are available to counter and remedy this issue.

Sincerely,

Sam Dunlap
Cultural Resource Director
Gabrielino Tongva Tribe
(909)262-9351 mobile

Comment Letter GTT

GTT-1

GTT-2

GTT-3



From: sam dunlap
To: Sally Gee
Subject: RE: LOS CERRITOS WETLANDS RESTORATION PLAN - DRAFT PEIR - TRIBAL COMMENTS
Date: Monday, August 24, 2020 4:08:33 PM

Sally,

I apologize for the late response. The Tribe has reviewed the PEIR and concurs with the language as
written regarding Cultural Resources and Tribal Cultural Resources in the document.

The Gabrielino Tongva Tribe wishes to remain informed of the project's progress and is ready to become
involved in Native monitoring when that time arrives.

Sincerely,

Sam Dunlap
Cultural Resource Director
Gabrielino Tongva Tribe
909-262-9351

GTT-4

GTT-5



2. Response to Comments 

Los Cerritos Wetlands Restoration Plan 2-7 ESA / D170537 

Final Program EIR  October 2020 

Gabrielino Tongva Tribe, June 22, 2020 

Comment Letter GTT 

Response GTT-1 

The commenter acknowledges receipt of the Draft PEIR and participation in the Tribal 

Consultation process per AB52 wherein objections to the Tribal Cultural Resources were 

expressed. Specific comments regarding the Draft PEIR are provided and responded to below. 

Response GTT-2 

The commenter notes that the Draft PEIR language in Mitigation Measure CUL6 (Native 

American Monitoring) that designates one tribal group over another is unfair and discriminatory 

in nature.  Draft PEIR Mitigation Measure CUL6 is related to Phase II Archaeological 

Investigations, not Native American monitoring. Native American monitoring is addressed in 

Mitigation Measure CUL13, which states “LCWA shall retain a Native American monitor(s) 

from a California Native American Tribe that is culturally and geographically affiliated with the 

program area (according to the California Native American Heritage Commission) to conduct the 

monitoring. If more than one Tribe is interested in monitoring, LCWA shall contract with each 

Tribe that expresses interest and prepare a monitoring rotation schedule. LCWA shall rotate 

monitors on an equal and regular basis to ensure that each Tribal group has the same opportunity 

to participate in the monitoring program.” Mitigation Measure CUL13 does not name a specific 

Tribe. 

Response GTT-3 

The commenter provides a general statement that they will explore options but does not raise any 

specific issues regarding the content and adequacy of the Draft PEIR. As such, no further 

response is warranted. Please also see Response to Comment No. GTT-2 above. 

Response GTT-4 

The commenter concurs with the language as written regarding Cultural Resources and Tribal 

Cultural Resources, and is noted for the record.  

Response GTT-5 

The comment states that the Gabrielino Tongva Tribe wishes to remain informed of the project’s 

progress and Native American monitoring. The LCWA will continue to engage the tribe as the 

project progresses.  

  



July 6, 2020 

To: Sally Gee, Los Cerritos Wetlands Authority 

From, Anthony Morales, Tribal Chair, Gabrieleno/Tongva San Gabriel Band of Mission Indians 

Rebecca Robles, Acjachemen Tribal Elder 

Regarding:: The Los Cerritos Wetlands Restoration Plan PEIR 

It is challenging to respond to continued threats to our lands, history, and culture that are justified and legalized by 

state actors. They come before us as Environmental Impact Reports and Local Coastal Plans required by CEQA and 

the California Coastal Act and include public and private projects - dams, highways, oil and gas infrastructure, 

power plants, massive residential and commercial sprawl, and so-called “restoration” projects. In responding to the 

Los Cerritos Wetlands Restoration Plan PEIR, we retain our inherent right as indigenous peoples to seek a 

resolution that is most protective of our Traditional Tribal Landscape and Sacred Site. Our connection to Puvungna 

cannot be determined piecemeal, as it is timeless and inclusive of all manifestations of being. Our relationship to 

this place defines us as a people, we rely on it to heal and comfort us, we speak to our Ancestors through the gifts 

given to us by all our relations, and we depend on them to teach our children how to live in balance.  

The 500 acre Tribal Cultural Landscape and Sacred Site of Puvungna, “the gathering place,” is central to our 

spirituality, our history and our survival and it is our responsibility to protect and preserve it as a place where all 

our relations can find sanctuary. We appreciate that the LCWA has acknowledged that the program area lies within 

this significant tribal cultural landscape and concurs that our tribal cultural concerns include waterways, plants, 

and animals as well as the remains of our Ancestors and our ancient communities.  We agree that proposed ground 

disturbance, including dredging and digging channels, scraping and bulldozing, and  burying the existing landscape 

under berms, parking lots, and buildings, will do irreversible harm. We appreciate the determination that  “There is 

no feasible mitigation for cumulative impacts to archaeological resources other than not undertaking the proposed 

program.” We concur that both individually and cumulatively, “Potential impacts from the proposed program on the 

tribal cultural landscape are considered significant and unavoidable... and there is no feasible mitigation to lessen 

this impact to a level of less than significant.” We agree with PEIR that, “When taken together, past, present, and 

foreseeable projects result in a significant cumulative impact to the tribal cultural landscape.” There is precious 

little of  Puvungna that has not been erased, including community and burial sites, natural areas that support 

human and animal life, springs, and waterways that once flowed freely to the sea. Considering that the PEIR 

acknowledges that the negative impacts, not only to our tribal cultural sites, but to waterways, plant, and animal 

life, will be significant and unavoidable, we question why the LCWA has chosen this path as the “Preferred 

Alternative” for “restoring” the Los Cerritos Wetlands. 

Unfortunately, we see  no evidence that the LCWA sought to include tribal members with expertise in tribal culture 

or tribal ethnobotany, or tribal individuals with a previous history of involvement in protecting the Los Cerritos 

Wetlands, in drafting either the Initial Study or the PEIR. Although Julia Bogany, Tribal Cultural Representative for 

the Gabrieleno/Tongva San Gabriel Band of Mission Indians, contributed to the Los Cerritos Wetlands Final 

Conceptual Restoration Plan, she was not include in the preparation of either the Initial Study or the PEIR, nor was 

Comment Letter GABACJ

GAB 

ACJ 
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ACJ 
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the information that she provided regarding tribal salt works included in these documents. Also ignored was staff’s 

identification of specific salt flats and proposals for incorporating them into educational programming. Instead the 

remaining ten acres of salt flats are to be entirely eliminated. ​Although the PEIR references information provided by 

tribal leaders to the California Coastal Commission regarding the impact of the Los Cerritos Wetland Restoration 

and Oil Consolidation Project on the wetlands, including the Program Areas, the commenters were not invited to 

participate in designing the LCWA’s current restoration program. 

The Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources Sections are written from an outdated Eurocentric perspective. 

Established policies and practices, including CEQA, intentionally ignore the reality that California Indian Tribes are 

sovereign living nations capable of planning and engaging in cultural resource management over lands within their 

tribal territories and/or with which they maintain a cultural connection. Our tribes are not acknowledged as living 

communities and governing bodies with a legal right to maintain a physical and spiritual connection to the Los 

Cerritos Wetlands. Nor are past and present tribal efforts to protect and use the wetlands for spiritual, cultural, and 

recreational purposes included in the PEIR. Ignoring tribal cultural perspectives and historic and current tribal 

involvement in the Los Cerritos Wetlands, the PEIR fails to fully identify the program’s potentially significant 

impacts to the wetlands themselves and to those tribal peoples having physical and cultural connections to the 

project area. The proposed mitigation measures fail to acknowledge comments by numerous tribal leaders and 

members that the disruption and destruction of natural areas does harm and must be avoided. 

Restoration plans that include increased public access at the expense of wildlife, that involve the removal of existing 

plant communities supporting wildlife, that employ pesticides and involve extensive flooding, excavation and 

bulldozing, are in and of themselves disrespectful measures. Realistically, restoring the Los Cerritos Wetlands to the 

once magnificent river estuary beloved by its tribal occupants is not possible. To include tribal peoples in protecting 

what remains is essential. Failing to do so, the PEIR reveals a continued mindset of dominion over, rather than true 

appreciation for, the natural world and the original peoples of the land. ​We advise the LCWA to abandon its current 

“restoration” plan as presented in this PEIR and rethink your approach to wetlands restoration.  We  recommend 

that you devise a plan to co-manage the Los Cerritos Wetlands with tribes having a territorial or cultural connection 

to them and invite you to consider returning jurisdiction over the wetlands under your control to the the tribal 

peoples who are affiliated with this Traditional Tribal Landscape. 

Additional Concerns regarding the Los Cerritos Wetlands Restoration Plan PEIR: 

1. The history of our public “wilderness” areas, including Regional, State and National Parks, and

conservation areas such as the Los Cerritos Wetlands, is one of the dispossession and exclusion of tribal

peoples and a hunger for their lands. Current policies and future plans are based on the racist illusion that

tribal people have no legitimate place in or inherent right to inhabit these landscapes.  “Restoration” that

seeks to eliminate “invasive” plants and animals while advocating for exclusively “native” ones, fails to take

into account the interdependency that now exists between these communities. It is ironic that while

“Native” Americans have not been invited to reclaim our homelands, “invasive” public access is now

encouraged.
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2. The Restoration Plan Goals and Objectives for this Traditional Tribal Landscape lack any reference to tribal

involvement or tribal cultural preservation.

3. To identify our tribal nations exclusively by names “imposed by the Spanish Missionaries,” is disrespectful

and denies us the inherent right to self-identify as Tongva and Acjachemen. In addition, the failure to

identify additional tribes with a cultural connection to the program area, including the ​Payómkawichum,

the Yuhaaviatam, the Tatviam, and the Kumeyaay, ​while referencing their homelands as counties, lacks

accuracy and sensitivity.

4. The Cultural Resources section improperly questions whether tribal cultural resources exist within the

program area. It describes known villages, burial, and cultural sites as being “nearby” the program area,

rather than including the Los Cerritos Wetlands  area within the Sacred Site of Puvungna.

5. The Los Cerritos Wetlands Restoration Plan is not restoration. It is a flood control project involving a

massive reconfiguration of seasonal brackish/freshwater wetlands and uplands into salt marsh habitat. The

introduction of water requires bulldozing existing wetlands and wildlife habitat and the construction of

massive berms across the wetlands to protect current oil operations. Eventually the existing wetlands will

be flooded and/or buried under berms protecting oil drilling operations, power plants, and commercial

development from sea rise.

6. The Plan conforms to (includes) the Los Cerritos Wetlands Restoration and Oil Consolidation Project which

expands existing oil operations. Beach Oil Minerals oil production will increase from 300 to 23,000 barrels

a day, and release 70, 000 tons of GHG emissions annually. State environmental agencies such as the

LCWA, the RMC, and the Coastal Conservancy are partnering with the fossil fuel industry to allow

continued and expanded gas and oil operations endangering the wetlands, the general public, and the

planet.

7. This proposed “restoration” of the Los Cerritos denies the history and the value of the existing landscape,

as the intention is to erase it and create a model that accommodates a larger human footprint with visitors

centers, parking lots, bike and walking trails. Along with numerous other tribal members, we  object to any

development which unearths or further disturbs tribal remains or cultural materials, disrupts the

ecosystem, and/or puts public health and safety at risk.
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From: Rececca Robles
To: Sally Gee
Subject: Letters to LCWA from Anthony Morales and Rebecca Robles
Date: Monday, July 6, 2020 3:04:48 PM
Attachments: Untitled document.pdf

Comment Letter GABACJ

GABACJ-12
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Gabrieleno/Tongva San Gabriel Band of Mission Indians and 
Acjachemen Tribal Elder, July 6, 2020 

Comment Letter GABACJ 

Response GABACJ-1 

The commenter states they are writing in response to the Los Cerritos Wetlands Restoration Plan 

PEIR and that they seek to protect the Tribal Cultural Landscape and Sacred Site of Puvungna. 

The 500-acre Tribal Cultural Landscape and Sacred Site of Puvungna are central to the tribe’s 

spirituality, history, and survival, and the tribe appreciates that the LCWA has acknowledged that 

the program area lies within a tribal cultural landscape and concurs that it includes waterways, 

plants, and animals, in addition to the remains of their Ancestors and ancient communities. The 

tribe also concurs with the determination of significant and unavoidable impacts to cultural 

resources and the tribal cultural landscape in the program due to the proposed ground disturbance. 

Therefore, the tribe questions why the LCWA would proceed with the proposed program if there 

will be significant and unavoidable impacts to cultural sites and the waterways, plants, and 

animals.  

The LCWA has noted these concerns, and recognizes the importance of the Los Cerritos 

Wetlands to the tribe. The LCWA acknowledges impacts to cultural resources and the tribal 

cultural landscape would be significant and unavoidable at the program level. However, with 

implementation of Mitigation Measures CUL-1 through CUL-16 and Mitigation Measures BIO1 

through BIO11, there is a potential that project-level impacts to resources could be mitigated to a 

less than significant level. At the project level LCWA would conduct focused surveys and 

employ strategies to minimize or avoid impacts to cultural resources. LCWA believes that the 

restoration program outlined in the PEIR, while it would result in impacts to sensitive resources, 

would also restore the salt marshes historically present in the program area and provide important 

and valuable benefits for wildlife and tribal uses. 

Response GABACJ-2 

The commenter states that tribal input/expertise was not included in the development of the Initial 

Study or the proposed program in the PEIR, and that the tribe was not invited to participate in 

designing LCWA’s current restoration program. The LCWA conducted AB 52 consultation with 

all tribes who requested consultation pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21080.3.1 during 

the development of the PEIR. Tribes consulted and a summary of information provided is 

summarized in Table 3.15-2, Summary of Tribes Consulted, of the Draft PEIR. However, LCWA 

recognizes that it is important to engage tribal members as we move forward in project level 

designs, especially early on in the process. PEIR Mitigation Measure CUL16 requires that LCWA 

consult with California Native American Tribes during the future design of project-level 

components, plant and native plant selections or palettes, and development of content for 

educational and interpretative elements. Also, the LCWA is pursuing the initiation of a tribal 

council/advisory group as the project moves forward that would consult on the design of the 

program and results of future studies. 
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Additionally, the commenter writes that information regarding tribal salt works contributed by 

Julia Bogany during the development of the Los Cerritos Wetlands Final Conceptual Restoration 

Plan was not included in the PEIR. In a follow-up tribal consultation meeting on August 17, 2020 

between LCWA and the tribe, information regarding the importance of salt marshes and salt flats 

to the tribe was shared, and Chapter 3.14, Section 3.14.2 Environmental Setting, of the Draft 

PEIR was revised.  

The commenter informs that identification of specific salt flats and proposals for incorporating 

them into educational programming were not included in the PEIR’s restoration program, and 

instead the remaining ten acres of salt flats are to be eliminated. While the existing salt flats could 

be affected by the proposed program, one of the program’s goals is to restore and expand tidal 

salt marshes. It is LCWA’s intent to preserve as much existing habitat and special status species 

as possible while enhancing degraded habitats. Salt flats and pannes are important parts of the 

tidal salt marsh ecosystem that will be enhanced and improved by the program. 

Response GABACJ-3 

The commenter states that established policies and practices, including CEQA, ignore that tribes 

are living nations capable of planning and engaging in cultural resource management within their 

tribal territories. LCWA recognizes that California Indian Tribes are living communities with a 

connection to the Los Cerritos Wetlands and understands that tribes have expertise concerning 

their tribal cultural resources. In response to this comment and others, Chapter 3.4 Cultural 

Resources, Section 3.4.2.2, of the Draft PEIR has been revised to acknowledge current tribal 

groups and their active participation in preservation of their tribal resources. To engage tribal 

participation in preparation of the Draft PEIR, LCWA conducted AB 52 consultation with all 

tribes who requested consultation pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21080.3.1. Tribes 

consulted and a summary of information provided is summarized in Table 3.15-2, Summary of 

Tribes Consulted, of the Draft PEIR. LCWA also met with tribal representatives on August 17, 

2020. 

The commenter also states that the PEIR fails to fully identify the program’s potentially 

significant impacts to the wetlands and tribal peoples, and that the mitigation measures fail to 

acknowledge tribal comments regarding the avoidance of disruption and destruction of natural 

areas. Chapter 3.15 Tribal Cultural Resources, Section 3.15.2.3, of the Draft PEIR acknowledges 

that the biological resources present, including the wetlands, are sacred to tribal peoples and 

integral components of tribal resources. Section 3.15.5 Program Impacts and Mitigation 

Measures, of the Draft PEIR also acknowledges that even with mitigation, impacts to tribal 

cultural resources would be significant and unavoidable at the program level. However, in 

response to this comment, the Draft PEIR has been revised to acknowledge that avoidance and 

preservation is the preferred approach to avoid or minimize significant adverse effects and that 

any changes to the existing wetlands affects values that tribes ascribe to the tribal cultural 

landscape within and surrounding the program area.   
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Response GABACJ-4 

The commenter states their concern about impacts to existing wildlife and plant communities 

from increased public access and disturbance associated with restoration activities.  The 

commenter further states that fully restoring the Los Cerritos Wetlands is not possible. The 

commenter advises LCWA to abandon its restoration plans and devise an alternative plan to co-

manage the Los Cerritos Wetlands with tribes having a territorial or cultural connection to them.  

LCWA is committed to avoiding, minimizing and mitigating impacts to existing sensitive wildlife 

and plant communities, and acknowledges the challenges in restoring a landscape where 

ecosystem processes are constrained and there have been many extreme alterations.  LCWA 

believes that the restoration program outlined in the PEIR, while it would result in impacts to 

sensitive resources, would also provide important and valuable benefits for wildlife and the 

public.  LCWA did consult with all tribes that requested consultation as part of the preparation of 

the PEIR.  LCWA is committed to inviting and incorporating input from Native American tribes 

as project-specific planning occurs, and is pursuing the creation of a tribal advisory group for that 

purpose.  LCWA would welcome proposals for involvement of Native American tribes in the 

management of the wetlands.   

Response GABACJ-5 

The commenter states that plans and current policies regarding the Los Cerritos Wetlands exclude 

and dispossess tribal peoples and do not recognize their legitimate place in or right to inhabit 

these landscapes.  The commenter further states that the interdependency between invasive and 

native wildlife should be accounted for, and that public access is invasive and should be 

discouraged, while Native Americans should be invited to reclaim the wetlands.  As stated above, 

LCWA would welcome proposals for involvement of Native American tribes in the management 

and use of the wetlands. LCWA is committed to inviting and incorporating input from Native 

American tribes as project-specific planning occurs, and is pursuing the creation of a tribal 

advisory group for that purpose.  The impacts of removing invasive species and restoring native 

species, and the impacts of public access, were considered in the PEIR and will also be evaluated 

in project-specific environmental analysis.  LCWA seeks to avoid and minimize adverse impacts, 

while realizing the benefits to wildlife and the public that can result from restoration and 

increased public access. In additional response to the commenter, Mitigation Measure CUL17 has 

been added to Chapter 3.4 Cultural Resources, Section 3.4.5 Program Impacts and Mitigation 

Measures of the Draft PEIR. In response to this comment, the Draft PEIR has been revised to 

include a new mitigation measure to develop a tribal access plan in Chapter 3.4 Cultural 

Resources, Section 3.4.5 Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures of the Draft PEIR.  

Response GABACJ-6 

The commenter points out that the Restoration Plan Goals and Objectives for the program lack 

any reference to tribal involvement or tribal cultural preservation.  LCWA acknowledges that this 

is the case and has revised the goals and objectives in Chapter 2, Section 2.5 Project Objectives of 

the PEIR, to include a reference to Native American tribes.  In addition, the LCWA will work 

with tribal representatives during the project-specific planning phases to consider other revisions 

to the Goals and Objectives.  
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Response GABACJ-7 

The commenter states that using Spanish names to refer to tribal entities is disrespectful. The 

commenter further states that the PEIR fails to identify other tribes with a cultural connection to 

the program area, such as the Payomkawichum, Yuhaaviatam, Tataviam, and Kumeyaay. LCWA 

acknowledges that the tribe prefers to use indigenous terms when referring to tribal groups. The 

PEIR has been revised to indicate that the terms Tongva, Kizh, and Acjachemen are preferred by 

many descendant groups over the Spanish words that have historically been used to describe 

them. With regards to the failure to identify other tribes with a cultural connection to the program 

area, Chapter 3.15 Cultural Resources, Section 3.15.2.3, lists all the tribes who were contacted as 

part of the AB 52 process for the Draft PEIR. A total of 26 tribes were contacted, including those 

who are Payomkawichum, Yuhaaviatam, Tataviam, and Kumeyaay. The only tribal groups who 

requested consultation are Tongva, Kizh, and Acjachemen tribes, and these are the tribes who 

were included in the ethnographic section.  However, the LCWA sees the LCW as a regional 

resource and will not limit future coordination and consultation to just those tribal groups that 

responded to AB52. The LCWA would welcome other regional tribal representatives to 

participate in the forthcoming tribal advisory group. 

Response GABACJ-8 

The commenter states that the PEIR improperly questions whether tribal cultural resources exist 

within the program area and that the Los Cerritos Wetlands are within Puvungna. Chapter 3.4 

Cultural Resources and Chapter 3.15 Tribal Cultural Resources, indicate that a tribal cultural 

landscape is present within and surrounding the program area, and that LCWA determined that 

the landscape is a historical resource pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(a)(4) and a 

tribal cultural resource pursuant to Public Resources code section 21074(a)(2). The sections also 

acknowledge that there is one known Native American archaeological site within the program 

area and an additional four sites that appear to overlap or partially overlap the program area, as 

well as seven other sites within 150 feet of the program area. The sections further acknowledge 

that there could be as yet unidentified sites on the surface or subsurface in the program area. The 

sections state that these sites are potential contributors to the landscape. As such, these sites are 

part of the historical resource and tribal cultural resource identified as the tribal cultural 

landscape. However, in response to this comment and others, Section 2.4.2 Cultural History of 

the Los Cerritos Wetlands Complex, has been modified to indicate that the wetlands are within 

the Puvungna and Motuucheyngna village sites community. Chapters 3.4 and 3.15 have also been 

modified to indicate that the Los Cerritos Wetlands are located in between the archaeological 

manifestations of Puvungna and Motuucheyngna, and the wetlands were identified by tribes to be 

part of the larger cultural landscape of Puvungna and surrounding villages. 

Response GABACJ-9 

The commenter states that the Los Cerritos Wetlands Restoration Plan is not restoration, but a 

flood control project that will convert seasonal brackish/freshwater wetlands and uplands into salt 

marsh habitat and will have significant impacts from ground disturbance to existing habitat and 

wildlife.  The LCWA acknowledges there will be impacts to existing habitats from the program, 

but believes that restoring tidal wetlands and associated habitats will have very important benefits 

for wildlife and the public that outweigh the impacts of the program. One of the goals of the 
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proposed program is to restore tidal salt marshes. Although there are existing jurisdictional 

wetlands on site, most of them are degraded and low functioning habitat. The LCWA would also 

look to preserve as much existing habitat and special status species as possible while enhancing 

the degraded habitats. Some areas of the LCW are completely cut off from historic tidal 

influence, thus LCWA is looking to reintroduce tides. In the Central Area, the opportunity for 

tidal influence is a connection to the San Gabriel River (SGR). Breaching the SGR levee would 

require equal flood protection and more to account for sea level rise, which is why the footprint of 

the levees are so large. However, the exact height of the levees and the exact connection from the 

SGR to the site are to be determined at the project level and could be smaller than what is 

currently proposed. 

Response GABACJ-10 

The commenter notes that the LCW Restoration Plan includes the Los Cerritos Wetlands 

Restoration and Oil Consolidation Project which expands existing oil operations, with a resulting 

increase in GHG emissions that will endanger the wetlands, the general public, and the planet,  

The environmental effects associated with oil operations described in the Los Cerritos Wetlands 

Oil Consolidation and Restoration Project are evaluated in the Los Cerritos Wetlands Oil 

Consolidation and Restoration Project EIR (State Clearinghouse No. 2016041083) and were not 

further evaluated in this PEIR. As such, no further response is warranted.  

Response GABACJ-11 

The commenter states that the program denies the history and value of the existing landscape, and 

will result in a larger human footprint.  The commenter further objects to any development which 

unearths or further disturbs tribal remains or cultural materials, disrupts the ecosystem, and/or 

puts public health and safety at risk.  LCWA designed the program to restore and enhance tidal 

wetlands and associated habitats, and seeks to bring back some of the habitat values and 

ecosystem services that historically were provided by the Los Cerritos Wetlands before they were 

drained, filled, and disrupted by oil production and other human uses, consistent with the Goals 

and Objectives in the PEIR.  This program is designed to reduce the human footprint by creating 

large swaths of core habitat areas that will be inaccessible to humans in locations that are 

currently fragmented/disturbed by a variety of human uses. Implementation of Mitigation 

Measures CUL1 through CUL16 will ensure that LCWA avoids, minimizes and mitigates any 

impacts to tribal remains or cultural materials.  LCWA plans to work with tribes on project-

specific design and implementation to avoid and minimize impacts and to include tribal 

monitoring.  LCWA believes that the program will not disrupt the ecosystem, but will restore 

important ecosystem processes and services that have been lost due to human disturbances.  

LCWA believes that public health and safety will not be put at risk by the program, but will 

benefit from increased access to open space and stewardship opportunities. 

Response GABACJ-12 

Responses to the referenced letter are provided above in Responses to Comments Nos. GABACJ-

1 through GABACJ-12. 

  



From: Joyce Perry
To: Sally Gee
Cc: Candace Ehringer
Subject: Re: Los Cerritos Wetland PEIR
Date: Thursday, August 20, 2020 1:29:36 PM

Good Afternoon Ms. Gee, 

Thank you for clearing up the confusion and I appreciate the extension to review. On behalf of
the Juaneno Band of Mission Indians, Acjachemen Nation- Belardes, our comments are as
follows:

We have great concerns regarding the proposed Los Cerritos Restoration project. This
project appears to be to the main benefit of the oil industry. While the PEIR does define the
Los Cerritos Wetlands as part of the "greater cultural landscape of  Puvungna and
Motuucheyngna" we urge you to consider Raymond White's ethnographic data for criteria of
defining a village-- which he refers to as a "Rancheria" 

"...each ranchería is composed of several definite topological units, arranged so that all
necessary types of terrain are included within these boundaries, for example, oak
groves, chaparral covered slopes, river bottoms, springs, and so forth. None is so large
that a man could not reach any part of it on foot in about half a day, starting from the
major dwelling site or village; each includes all features necessary for maximum
efficiency in the harvesting of food and other resources according to daily need,
seasonal availability, accessibility, and defensibility (White 1963:116–117).   

His criteria of a village site which spans an area able to be reached in half a day's walk would
include the project area as a part of Puvungna and Motuucheyngna.

Further, even with implementation of mitigation measures CUL-1 through CUL-9 the impacts
are defined as "significant and unavoidable."  This is unacceptable. The destruction and
degradation of Traditional Cultural Properties and Landscapes is the continued reality for
southern California's indigenous peoples, with an estimated 90 percent of our ancestral sites
having been destroyed in the path of development.  While we support efforts to restore the
wetlands, we cannot stand behind any project that both enhances the oil industry while
allowing bulldozing and further degradation of our sacred sites. Any efforts towards
restoration should be undertaken in collaboration with Native American experts who have
ancestral ties to the land. Avoiding further impacts to our significant cultural sites is the only
appropriate option. 

As this project moves through the process, we wish to continue to consult in order to find
options that we all can live with. 

Húu'uni 'óomaqati yáamaqati.
Teach peace
Joyce Stanfield Perry
Payomkawichum Kaamalam - President
Juaneño Band of Mission Indians, Acjachemen Nation
Tribal Manager, Cultural Resource Director

Comment Letter JBMIANB
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Juaneno Band of Mission Indians, Acjachemen Nation – Belardes, 
August 20, 2020 

Comment Letter JBMIANB 

Response JBMIANB-1 

The commenter acknowledges an extension to review the Draft PEIR. Specific comments 

regarding the Draft PEIR are provided and responded to below. 

Response JBMIANB-2 

The commenter provides a general statement that they have concerns about the project and that 

the project appears to benefit the oil industry. The commenter provides criteria for defining a 

village site and indicates that this definition would include the program area as part of Puvungna 

and Motuucheyngna.  

With regards to the first part of the comment, the commenter does not raise any specific issues 

regarding the content and adequacy of the Draft PEIR. As such, no further response is warranted.  

With regards to the second part of the comment, in response to this comment and others, Chapter 

2 Project Description, Section 2.4.2 Cultural History of the Los Cerritos Wetlands Complex, of 

the Draft EIR has been modified to indicate that the wetlands are within the Puvungna and 

Motuucheyngna village sites community. Chapters 3.4 and 3.15 have also been modified to 

indicate that the Los Cerritos Wetlands are located in between the archaeological manifestations 

of Puvungna and Motuucheyngna, and the wetlands were identified by tribes to be part of the 

larger cultural landscape of Puvungna and surrounding villages. 

Response JBMIANB-3 

The commenter expresses opposition to the proposed program based on significant and 

unavoidable impacts to Cultural Resources and to the degradation of Traditional Cultural 

Properties and Landscapes. Additionally, commenter raises the issue that any efforts toward 

restoration should involve collaboration with Native American experts/tribes to avoid further 

impacts to significant cultural sites.   

The LCWA acknowledges that at the program level, impacts to cultural resources and the tribal 

cultural landscape would be significant and unavoidable. However, with implementation of 

Mitigation Measures CUL1 through CUL16 and Mitigation Measures BIO1 through BIO11, there 

is a potential that project-level impacts to resources could be mitigated to a less than significant 

level. At the project level we would conduct focused surveys and employ strategies to minimize 

or avoid impacts to cultural resources. Additionally, Mitigation Measures CUL12 and CUL16 

specifically points to continued Native American coordination and input for this project. The 

LCWA recognizes that it is important to engage tribal members as we move forward in project 

level designs, especially early on in the process. The LCWA is pursuing the creation of a tribal 

council/advisory group as the program moves forward that would consult on the design of the site 

and results of future studies. The LCWA will continue to include the Juaneno Band of Mission 

Indians, Acjachemen Nation- Belardes tribe in future communications on this project. 
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Response JBMIANB-4 

The commenter states that they wish to continue to consult on this project.  The LCWA will 

continue to include the Juaneno Band of Mission Indians, Acjachemen Nation- Belardes tribe in 

future communications on this project. 

  



SENT VIA E-MAIL: May 22, 2020 

sgee@rmc.ca.gov 

Sally Gee, Project Planner 

Los Cerritos Wetlands Authority  

100 North Old San Gabriel Canyon Road 

Azusa, CA 91702 

Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (Draft PEIR) for the Proposed 

Los Cerritos Wetlands Restoration Plan 

South Coast Air Quality Management District (South Coast AQMD) staff appreciates the opportunity to 

comment on the above-mentioned document. The following comments are meant as guidance for the 

Lead Agency and should be incorporated into the Final PEIR.  

The Lead Agency proposes to develop programs to guide wetland restoration, habitat conservation, and 

flood management with a planning horizon of 2040 (Project Project). The Proposed Project will include, 

among others, removal and relocation of oil pipelines. The Proposed Project encompasses 503 acres and 

is located in the East Long Beach and North Seal Beach area along the border of Los Angeles County and 

Orange County.  

Based on a review of the Hazards and Hazardous Materials Section in the Draft PEIR, the Lead Agency is 

committed to developing and implementing a Health and Safety Plan and a Soil, Landfilled Materials, and 

Groundwater Management Plan that includes a materials disposal plan specifying how the contractor will 

remove, handle, transport, and dispose of all excavated material in a safe, appropriate, and lawful 

manner1. If on-site or earth-moving activities involve equipment or operations which either emits or 

controls air pollution, South Coast AQMD staff should be consulted in advance of the project start to 

determine the need for any permits or plans are required to be filed and approved by South Coast AQMD 

prior to start of operation. Disturbing soils containing toxic air contaminants are subject to the 

requirements of South Coast AQMD Rule 1466 – Control of Particulate Emissions from Soils with Toxic 

Air Contaminants2. Therefore, in addition to the discussions of South Coast AQMD Rules 401, 402, 403, 

1113, 1166, and 11863, it is recommended that the Lead Agency include a discussion to demonstrate 

compliance with Rule 1466 in the Air Quality Section of the Final PEIR.  

Pursuant to California Public Resources Code Section 21092.5(a) and CEQA Guidelines Section 

15088(b), South Coast AQMD staff requests that the Lead Agency provide South Coast AQMD staff with 

written responses to all comments contained herein prior to the certification of the Final PEIR. In 

addition, issues raised in the comments should be addressed in detail giving reasons why specific 

comments and suggestions are not accepted. There should be good faith, reasoned analysis in response. 

Conclusory statements unsupported by factual information will not suffice (CEQA Guidelines Section 

15088(c)). Conclusory statements do not facilitate the purpose and goal of CEQA on public disclosure 

and are not meaningful, informative, or useful to decision makers and to the public who are interested in 

the Proposed Project.  

1  Draft PEIR. Page 3.7-38. 
2  South Coast AQMD. Rule 1466. Accessed at: http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/rule-book/reg-xiv/rule-1466.pdf. 
3  Draft PEIR. Page 3.2-19. 
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South Coast AQMD staff is available to work with the Lead Agency to address any air quality questions 

that may arise from this comment letter. Please contact me at lsun@aqmd.gov if you have any questions. 

 

 

Sincerely, 

Lijin Sun 
Lijin Sun, J.D.  

Program Supervisor, CEQA IGR 

Planning, Rule Development & Area Sources 
 

 

 

LS 

LAC200514-08 

Control Number  
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From: Lijin Sun
To: Sally Gee
Subject: South Coast AQMD Staff"s Comments on Draft Program Environmental Impact Report for the Los Cerritos

Wetlands Restoration Plan
Date: Friday, May 22, 2020 7:40:43 AM
Attachments: LAC200514-08 DPEIR Los Cerritos Wetlands Restoration Plan_20200522.pdf

Dear Ms. Gee,

Attached are South Coast AQMD staff's comments on the Draft Program Environmental Impact
Report for the Los Cerritos Wetlands Restoration Plan (South Coast AQMD Control Number:
LAC200514-08). Please contact me if you have any questions regarding these comments.

Thank you,
Lijin Sun, J.D.
Program Supervisor, CEQA IGR
South Coast Air Quality Management District
21865 Copley Drive, Diamond Bar, CA 91765
Direct: (909) 396-3308
Fax: (909) 396-3324
*Please note that the building is closed to the public and I am working remotely.
I will be responding to emails and voice messages during my scheduled work hours,
Tuesday through Friday 7:00 am to 5:30 pm. Thank you.

Comment Letter AQMD
AQMD-6
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South Coast Air Quality Management District, May 22, 2020 

Comment Letter AQMD 

Response AQMD-1 

The commenter expresses South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) 

appreciation to provide comments on the LCWA’s Draft PEIR. The commenter provides a 

summary of the proposed program and does not raise any issues with respect to the content and 

adequacy of the Draft PEIR. As such, no further response is warranted. 

Response AQMD-2 

The commenter cites to the Hazards and Hazardous Materials Section in the Draft PEIR, which 

indicates that the Lead Agency is committed to developing and implementing a Health and Safety 

Plan and a Soil, Landfilled Materials, and Groundwater Management Plan that includes a 

materials disposal plan specifying how the contractor will remove, handle, transport, and dispose 

of all excavated material in a safe, appropriate, and lawful manner. The commenter states that 

SCAQMD staff should be consulted in advance of the project start to determine the need for any 

permits or plans are required to be filed and approved by South Coast AQMD prior to start of 

operation. As described in Chapter 2 Project Description, Section 2.7 Program Characteristics, the 

program would require remediation of contaminated soil and groundwater, grading, and 

excavation. The program would use heavy duty construction equipment to handle such earth-

moving activities. A list of off-road equipment including specialized construction equipment is 

shown in Table 5, Off-Road Equipment List, in the Air Quality Technical Report, provided in 

Appendix B of the Draft PEIR. In accordance with the use of such heavy-duty construction 

equipment, it is understood that certain discretional approvals would be required. As shown in 

Table 2-17, Required Permits and Approvals, of the Draft PEIR, permits/approvals from multiple 

agencies, including South Coast AQMD’s permits to construct and operate, would be obtained as 

necessary according to specific detailed designs for the proposed restoration activity. These 

permits/approvals would be determined on a project level basis and subsequent to the preparation 

of this PEIR  

Response AQMD-3 

The comment recommends that the Lead Agency include a discussion of compliance with Rule 

1466 in the Air Quality Section of the Final PEIR. A description of Rule 1466 has been added to 

Chapter 3.2 Air Quality, Section 3.2.3 Regulatory Framework, of the Draft PEIR following Rules 

401, 402, 403, 1113, 1166, and 1186.  

While no implementing project is proposed under the Draft PEIR, subsequent implementing 

projects will be required to provide a project-level analysis and demonstrate compliance with 

applicable SCAQMD rules, which may include Rule 1466. 

Response AQMD-4 

The commenter requests that the Lead Agency provide SCAQMD staff with written responses to 

all comments contained herein prior to the certification of the Final PEIR. In addition, issues 

raised in the comments should be addressed in detail giving reasons why specific comments and 
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suggestions are not accepted. Please see Responses to Comments Nos. AQMD-2 and AQMD-3.  

The Draft PEIR provides an accurate and objective analysis based upon substantial evidence in 

the record. The Draft PEIR details specific methodologies used to determine the significance of 

impacts and makes conclusions that are well explained and supported by facts. The responses in 

this PEIR represent a good faith response to the SCAQMD’s comments, including providing the 

additional requested information regarding SCAQMD Rule 1466 (see Response to Comment No. 

AQMD-3), as required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. 

Response AQMD-5 

The commenter expresses the SCAQMD willingness to work with the Lead Agency on any 

questions relating to this comment letter and does not raise any issues with respect to the content 

and adequacy of the Draft PEIR. As such, no further response is warranted.   

Response AQMD-6 

The commenter sent an introductory email stating that comments have been submitted on behalf 

of the SCAQMD staff and does not raise any issues with respect to the content and adequacy of 

the Draft PEIR. As such, no further response is warranted. 
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From: Lugaro, Julie M@DOT
To: Sally Gee
Cc: Shelley, Scott@DOT
Subject: Comment Letter for the Los Cerritos Wetlands Authority
Date: Friday, June 19, 2020 1:03:21 PM
Attachments: Comment Letter for LCWA 6-19-2020.pdf

Hello Ms. Gee

I have attached the Comment Letter for the Los Cerritos Wetlands Authority.

A hardcopy of the letter will be coming to you by mail.

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me.

Thank you,

Julie Lugaro, M.S.
Associate Transportation Planner
California Department of Transportation; LD-IGR
Caltrans District 12

1750 E. 4th Street
Santa Ana, CA. 92705

Comment Letter DOT12
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California Department of Transportation, Division 12, June 19, 2020 

Comment Letter DOT12 

Response DOT12-1 

The commenter acknowledges receipt of the Draft PEIR by the California Department of 

Transportation, Division 12. Specific comments regarding the Draft PEIR are provided and 

responded to below. 

The commenter provides a summary of the proposed program and does not raise any issues with 

respect to the content and adequacy of the Draft PEIR. As such, no further response is warranted. 

Response DOT12-2 

The commenter notes that surface runoff from the Pacific Coast Highway flows towards where 

the proposed restoration is to take place. The commenter also notes this runoff is currently 

covered under the Caltrans NPDES permit. As discussed within Section 2.7.4.2 Ecosystem 

Restoration, of the Draft PEIR, “The levee [in the Central Area] would be offset from the 

property boundaries by 30 feet to allow for road drainage to the area between the road and the 

levee...” The levee in the North Area would also be offset from the Pacific Coast Highway to 

provide room for stormwater management. Under Section 2.7.4.3, of the Draft PEIR the 

following statement is included “With the construction of the proposed levees, storage volume for 

the excess overflow drainage from the roads would be eliminated. Replacement stormwater 

storage volume would be provided by creating low areas (e.g., basins or swales) between the 

roads and the proposed levee. These storage basins or bioswales would be sized to accommodate 

the local area drainage. These basins would also function as water quality treatment measures for 

a portion of the runoff from the existing paved areas.” Therefore, while the runoff from the 

Pacific Coast Highway would not be altered by the proposed program, the program would be 

designed to ensure that runoff does not adversely affect the proposed restoration through design 

elements than include buffers and overflow drainage swales. 

Response DOT12-3 

The commenter notes that an encroachment permit is required. As shown in Table 2-17, Required 

Permits and Approvals, of the Draft PEIR, permits/approvals from multiple agencies, including 

the California Department of Transportation’s permits to construct and operate, would be 

obtained as necessary according to specific detailed designs for the proposed restoration activity. 

These permits/approvals would be determined on a project level basis and subsequent to the 

preparation of this PEIR. 

Response DOT12-4 

The commenter provides contact information and is noted for the record. 

Response DOT12-5 

Responses to the referenced letter are provided above in Responses to Comments Nos. DOT12-1 

to DOT12-4. 



“Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation system 
to enhance California’s economy and livability” 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA------- CALIFORNIA STATE TRANSPORTATION AGENCY Gavin Newsom, Governor 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
DISTRICT 7 – Office of Regional Planning 
100 S. MAIN STREET, MS 16 
LOS ANGELES, CA  90012 
PHONE  (213) 897-9140 
FAX  (213) 897-1337 
TTY  711 

        www.dot.ca.gov  

Making Conservation  
a California Way of Life. 

June 22, 2020 

Sally Gee  
Los Cerritos Wetland Authority 
100 N. Old San Gabriel Canyon Rd., 
Azusa, CA 91702 

RE: Los Cerritos Wetlands Restoration Plan – 
Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) 
SCH# 2019039050 
GTS # 07-LA-2019-03251 
Vic. LA-1/PM: 0.08  

Dear Sally Gee: 

Thank you for including the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) in the environmental review 
process for the above referenced project’s DEIR.  The proposed program would restore wetland, 
transitional, and upland habitats throughout the program area. This would involve remediation of 
contaminated soil, grading, revegetation, construction of new public access opportunities, construction of 
flood management facilities, and modification of existing infrastructure and utilities. 

After reviewing this project’s DEIR Caltrans has the following comments: 

1. Since future developments will be implemented after SB-743 is in full effect (July 2020), the analysis of
traffic impacts must use Vehicle miles traveled (VMT) as a metric.  Los Cerritos Wetland Authority, as the
lead agency, has discretion to develop and adopt its own thresholds of significance or rely on thresholds
of significance recommended or used by other agencies.

2. When future project level documents become available, Caltrans suggests utilizing the following
guidelines for project level studies and analysis on the State Highway System:

• Please consider utilizing the latest version of the Technical Advisory and Guidelines on Evaluating
Transportation Impacts in CEQA by the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research.

• Please consider utilizing the latest version of Caltrans’ Transportation Impact Study Guide.

3. Each project will be evaluated separately.  The intersections and freeway segments to be studied and
type of analysis to be included, will depend on the location and type of development

4. Once SB-743 is in full effect, safety and conflict analysis, such as queuing analysis at intersections and
off-ramps impacted by the project, may still be required depending on trips generated by the project.

Further information included for your consideration: 

Caltrans seeks to promote safe, accessible multimodal transportation.  Methods to reduce pedestrian and 
bicyclist exposure to vehicles improve safety by lessening the time that the user is in the likely path of a 
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Sally Gee 
June 22, 2020 
Page 2 of 2 

“Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation system 
to enhance California’s economy and livability” 

motor vehicle.  These methods include, but are not limited to, the construction of physically separated 
facilities such as sidewalks, raised medians, refuge islands, and off-road paths and trails, or a reduction 
in crossing distances through roadway narrowing.  

Caltrans recommends the project to consider the use of methods such as, but not limited to, pedestrian 
and bicyclist warning signage, flashing beacons, crosswalks, signage and striping, be used to indicate to 
motorists that they should expect to see and yield to pedestrians and bicyclists.  Visual indication from 
signage can be reinforced by road design features such as lane widths, landscaping, street furniture, and 
other design elements. 

An encroachment permit will be required for any project on, or in the vicinity of, the Caltrans right of way. 
Please note that any modifications to the State facility (SR-1 or SR-22) will be subject to additional review 
by the Office of Permits prior to issuance of the permit. 

Storm water run-off is a sensitive issue for Los Angeles County. Please be mindful that projects should be 
designed to discharge clean run-off water.  Discharge of storm water run-off is not permitted onto State 
Highway facilities without a storm water management plan. 

If you have any questions regarding these comments, please contact project coordinator Reece Allen, at 
reece.allen@dot.ca.gov and refer to GTS# 07-LA-2019-03251 

Comment Letter DOT07
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From: Allen, Reece@DOT
To: Sally Gee; state.clearinghouse@opr.ca.gov
Subject: Caltrans" Comment Letter - Los Cerritos Wetlands Restoration Plan - SCH# 2019039050
Date: Monday, June 22, 2020 5:03:33 PM
Attachments: Los Cerritos Wetlands - 03251.pdf

Good Afternoon,

Attached, please find Caltrans' comment letter for the above referenced project.

Thank you,

Reece Allen
Associate Environmental Planner
Caltrans District 7, Office of Regional Planning
100 S. Main Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012
(213) 897-9140 Office
(213) 897-1337 Fax

Comment Letter DOT07
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California Department of Transportation, Division 7, June 22, 2020 

Comment Letter DOT07 

Response DOT07-1 

The commenter acknowledges receipt of the Draft PEIR by the California Department of 

Transportation, Division 7. Specific comments regarding the Draft PEIR are provided and 

responded to below. 

The commenter provides a summary of the proposed program and does not raise any issues with 

respect to the content and adequacy of the Draft PEIR. As such, no further response is warranted 

Response DOT07-2 

The commenter suggests that the analysis of traffic impacts must use vehicle miles traveled as a 

metric. The commenter also asserts that LCWA has the discretion to adopt its own thresholds of 

significance or rely on thresholds of significance recommended or used by other agencies. 

Chapter 3.14 Transportation, Section 3.14.2 Regulatory Setting, of the Draft PEIR provides a 

description of Senate Bill (SB) 743, which mandates that the significance of the transportation 

impacts of proposed development projects under CEQA be determined based on vehicle miles 

travelled (VMT), rather than on delay- and capacity-based metrics, such as level of service 

(LOS). Consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3, lead agencies have until July 1, 2020 

to develop and adopt new analytical procedures and threshold criteria to implement VMT as the 

primary transportation impact metric. Sections 15064.3(c) and 15007 also states that the 

provisions of this Section shall apply prospectively, i.e. new requirements in CEQA Guidelines 

amendments will apply to steps in the CEQA process not yet undertaken by the date when 

agencies must comply with the amendments. The Notice of Preparation was issued on March 8, 

2019, prior to the adoption of Section 15064.3. Since the Draft PEIR was released before July 1, 

2020 and prior to LCWA’s adoption of VMT thresholds, a VMT analysis is not required for the 

proposed program. In the future, as restoration designs are finalized and ready to be implemented, 

project-specific environmental review will be required. Such environmental review would occur 

after July 1, 2020, and would therefore be required to comply with CEQA Guidelines Section 

15064.3, which would include a transportation impact evaluation/determination related to VMT. 

At such time, LCWA will determine whether to adopt its own VMT thresholds, adopt thresholds 

already established by the relevant local jurisdiction(s), or follow guidance provided in the 

Governor’s Office of Planning and Research’s (OPR) Technical Advisory on Evaluating 

Transportation Impacts in CEQA.1 

Response DOT07-3 

The commenter does not raise an issue regarding the transportation analysis in the Draft PEIR. 

Rather, the comment provides Caltrans’ recommendations on how to evaluate transportation 

impacts on the State Highway System for future project-specific environmental documents. These 

                                                      
1  https://opr.ca.gov/docs/20190122-743_Technical_Advisory.pdf 

https://opr.ca.gov/docs/20190122-743_Technical_Advisory.pdf
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recommendations are noted and will be considered, along with all applicable Federal, State, and 

local regulations at the time project-specific environmental documents are prepared. 

Response DOT07-4 

The commenter recommends specific methods for the lead agency to consider incorporating into 

the project to reduce pedestrian and bicyclist exposure to vehicles to improve safety  

With respect to pedestrian and bicycle access to/from the program area, Chapter 3.14 

Transportation, Section 3.14.5 Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures of the Draft PEIR states 

that: 

“...the proposed program could install new sidewalks around the perimeter of the program area 

where there are currently none and a crosswalk at the intersection of Shopkeeper Road and 2nd 

Street to improve public access between the North Area, Long Beach Visitor Center, and Central 

Area. These components would increase connectivity and safety for pedestrians and bicyclists.” 

In the future, as restoration designs are finalized and ready to be implemented, project-specific 

environmental review will be required. Such environmental review would consider the specific 

design elements listed in the comment (i.e., bicycle warning signage, flashing beacons, 

crosswalks, signage and striping, lane widths, landscaping, and street furniture) meant to improve 

accessibility by pedestrians and bicyclists.  

Response DOT07-5 

The commenter notes that an encroachment permit is required. As shown in Table 2-17, Required 

Permits and Approvals, of the Draft PEIR, permits/approvals from multiple agencies, including 

California Department of Transportation’s permits to construct and operate, would be obtained as 

necessary according to specific detailed designs for the proposed restoration activity. These 

permits/approvals would be determined on a project level basis and subsequent to the preparation 

of this PEIR. 

Response DOT07-6 

The commenter notes that the program should be designed to discharge clean run-off water and 

that discharge of storm water run-off is not permitted onto State Highway facilities. The program 

would result in an overall improvement of stormwater run-off quality by including bioswales 

along the levees in the North and Central Areas and by increasing wetland habitat, which can act 

as a natural water filter. As discussed in Chapter 2 Project Description, Section 2.7.4.3 Flood Risk 

and Stormwater Management, of the Draft PEIR “With the construction of the proposed levees, 

storage volume for the excess overflow drainage from the roads would be eliminated. 

Replacement stormwater storage volume would be provided by creating low areas (e.g., basins or 

swales) between the roads and the proposed levee. These storage basins or bioswales would be 

sized to accommodate the local area drainage. These basins would also function as water quality 

treatment measures for a portion of the runoff from the existing paved areas.” 
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Response DOT07-7 

The commenter provides contact information and is noted for the record. 

Response DOT07-8 

Responses to the referenced letter are provided above in Responses to Comments Nos. DOT07-1 

to DOT07-7. 

  



Comment Letter OCPW

OCPW-1

OCPW-2

OCPW-3



Comment Letter OCPW

OCPW-4

OCPW-5

OCPW-6



Comment Letter OCPW

OCPW-7



From: Giang, Steven
To: Sally Gee
Cc: Salazar, Cindy; Chang, Joanna; Parsi, Sahar; Lew, Penny
Subject: County of Orange Comments for Draft Program EIR for the LCWA Restoration Plan (SCH#2019039050)
Date: Monday, June 22, 2020 3:18:45 PM
Attachments: County of Orange Comment Letter for NCL-20-0004.pdf

Hi Sally,

Thank you for the opportunity to provide public comment. We reviewed the project and have
provided the attached signed letter from Development Services.

Please let me know if you have any questions or clarifications.

Thanks,

Steven Giang, Associate Planner
OC Public Works | Development Services
601 N. Ross Street, Santa Ana, CA  92701| (714) 667-8816

Comment Letter OCPW

OCPW-8
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Orange County Public Works, June 22, 2020 

Comment Letter OCPW 

Response OCPW-1 

The commenter acknowledges receipt of the Draft PEIR. Specific comments regarding the Draft 

PEIR are provided and responded to below. 

Response OCPW-2 

The commenter notes that the impacts of the project on the Orange County Flood Control 

Facilities, including the Los Alamitos Pump Station and Retarding Basin, are not discussed. At 

this stage in the design, it has not been determined how management of the Los Alamitos 

Retarding Basin might be changed to increase the habitat value of the area. Restoration of this 

area would not begin until a project-level design is developed in coordination with OCFCD, and 

permits and subsequent CEQA clearance documents are acquired that would evaluate project-

level impacts on the Orange County Flood Control Facilities.  

Response OCPW-3 

The commenter suggests that four Orange County Flood Control District (OCFCD) facilities 

should be identified on a map and that impacts to these facilities should be evaluated. These 

facilities include the Los Alamitos Channel, the Federal Storm Channel, the Los Alamitos 

Retarding Basin, and the Los Alamitos Pump Station. Figure 2-2, Program Area and Local 

Vicinity, of the Draft PEIR, shows the location of the latter two facilities. In response to this 

comment, the map has been updated to include the two former facilities. Additionally, text has 

been added to Chapter 2 Project Description, Section 2.3.2.1 South Area, of the Draft PEIR to 

reference the two channels and the map: “The Los Alamitos Retarding Basin site is a 30-acre 

depressed basin surrounded by an earthen berm and access road that receives stormwater runoff 

and other drainage from a 3,600-acre area in the City of Seal Beach, including from the Los 

Alamitos Channel and the Federal Storm Channel (Figure 2-2).” 

As explained in Response to Comment No. OCPW-2, the details of how the management of the 

Los Alamitos Retarding Basin might be changed to increase habitat value will be determined as 

part of project-level design including implications regarding the effect of the design on the four 

OCFCD facilities.  

Response OCPW-4 

The commenter recommends that the proposed program should not worsen existing conditions or 

shift flooding problems and that appropriate mitigation measures should be provided to address 

adverse impacts. Impact HYD-3b discusses the results of the hydrodynamic modeling regarding 

potential flooding and concludes the impact is less than significant. For any areas, including the 

Los Alamitos Retarding Basin, where flood modeling was not conducted, the project-level CEQA 

clearance document would require additional hydrology and hydraulic analyses to analyze 

impacts. As explained in Response to Comment No. OCPW-2, the details of how the 

management of the Los Alamitos Retarding Basin might be changed to increase habitat value 

have not been determined at this point. Once the project details have been developed, hydrologic 
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and hydraulic analyses would be conducted to evaluate any changes to runoff volumes, peak flow 

rates, and the adequacy and capacity of existing drainage facilities, as recommended by the 

comment. All appropriate studies would conform to the guidelines specified in the Orange 

County Hydrology Manual and the OCFCD Design Manual, as recommended by the commenter. 

Response OCPW-5 

The commenter notes that the City of Seal Beach will need to review and approve all local 

hydrology and hydraulic analyses and will need to ensure that floodplains are properly identified, 

and structures are in conformance with local floodplain ordinances and FEMA regulations. 

Before restoration can be implemented, each individual project within the city of Seal Beach will 

need to acquire permits and approvals from the City of Seal Beach, including a site plan review, 

grading permit, building permit, and encroachment permit. During the permitting process, the 

City would have the opportunity to review and approve all hydrology and hydraulic analyses and 

ensure conformance with local and federal regulations. 

Response OCPW-6 

The commenter notes that any work within or adjacent to any OCFCD right-of-way will need to 

be reviewed and approved by Orange County Public Works prior to application for an 

encroachment permit. As noted in Chapter 2 Project Description, Section 2.8 Required 

Approvals, “LCWA will work closely with all of the approving agencies to maintain 

communication and coordination throughout the implementation of program activities and receipt 

of the various permits/approvals.”  

Response OCPW-7 

The commenter provides contact information and is noted for the record. 

Response OCPW-8 

Responses to the referenced letter are provided above in Responses to Comments Nos. OCPW-1 

through OCPW-7.  

 

  



June 22, 2020 

Sally Gee 
Los Cerritos Wetlands Authority 
100 N. Old San Gabriel Canyon Rd. 
Azusa, CA 91702 
sgee@rms.ca.gov 

DRAFT PROGRAM ENVIRONMENAL IMPACT REPORT, LOS CERRITOS 
WETLANDS RESTORATION PLAN, SCH# 

Dear Ms. Gee 

Staff of the Regional Water Quality Control Board, Santa Ana Region (Regional Board) 
have reviewed the Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (DPEIR) for the 
proposed Los Cerritos Wetlands Restoration Plan (Project). 

The proposed Project would restore wetland, transitional, and upland habitats 
throughout the program area. This would involve remediation of contaminated soil, 
grading, revegetation, construction of new public access opportunities (including trails, 
visitor centers, parking lots, and viewpoints), construction of flood management facilities 
(including earthen levees, berms, and walls), and modification of existing infrastructure 
and utilities. 

The Regional Board commends the Los Cerritos Wetlands Authority for this ambitious 
and worthwhile restoration program, which will be a significant step toward restoring the 
ecological functions of the Southern California coast. 

The following comments are presented by the Santa Ana Regional Board and 
incorporates input from staff of the Los Angeles Regional Board and the State Water 
Resources Control Board (State Water Board).  We believe that the PEIR should 
incorporate the following comments in order for the project to best protect water quality 
standards (water quality objectives and beneficial uses) contained in the Water Quality 
Control Plan for the Santa Ana River Basin (Region 8 Basin Plan) and Los Angeles 
Basin (Region 4 Basin Plan): 

Comment Letter SARWB

SARWB-1 
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GENERAL COMMENTS 

Note:  In the following comments, when revisions to the text of the Draft PEIR are 
suggested, suggested deleted text is struck through, suggested new text is in bold 
underlined text.  Comments are arranged by PEIR section and numbered for 
convenient reference. 

Note:  Staff suggests that the final EIR be produced using ADA compliant font sizes, 
and that the final document be checked for ADA compliance before publication. 

1. Identify and Recognize Regional Water Board Boundaries:  Throughout the Draft
Programmatic Environmental Impact Report (Draft PEIR), only the Los Angeles
RWQCB is mentioned as a regulating agency.  The Los Cerritos Wetlands Restoration
Plan area lies on the boundary of two water quality control regions:  Los Angeles and
Santa Ana. Areas in Orange County (city of Seal Beach) are in the Santa Ana RWQCB
region while areas in Los Angeles County (city of Long Beach) are in the Los Angeles
RWQCB region.

The South LCWA Site, State Land Parcel Site and a majority of the Hellman Retained 
Site and Los Alamitos Retarding Basin Site are within the Santa Ana Regional 
boundaries.  

All sections of the PEIR should be revised to show this regulatory context.   An example 
of possible rewording for this is provided in comments for section 3.8, below.  Similar 
consideration should be provided for all Chapters of the DEIR that refer to the Water 
Boards’ authorities. 

Comment Letter SARWB
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cont.
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Figure 1: Approximate RWQCB Boundary – Red Line (L.A. to North, Santa Ana to 
south) 

DEIR CHAPTER 3.3 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES and APPENDIX C 

2. Section 3.3.2.1:  The presentation of Literature Review and Field Surveys, and 
Appendix C, describe biological surveys and delineation work that has been done in the 
project area.  Detailed surveys of animal habitats and vegetation species and 
communities are reported.  However, staff notes that no assessment using a Functional 
Condition Assessment Method (FCAM) as defined by the Corps of Engineers is 
reported.  No assessment of overall wetland condition or function is described.   

However, Mitigation Measure BIO-11, which would require preparation and 
implementation of a Monitoring and Adaptive Management Plan (MAMP), 
does prescribe the development and implementation of a monitoring plan that would 
monitor the “functional wetland values” of the project area.    

The measures proposed in MM BIO-11 should be made a factor in the discussions 
provided in Chapters 3 and 8.    This MM should specifically require that each ecological 
restoration goal should be clearly associated with performance measures that would 
show achievement of the goal, and those in turn should be associated with monitoring 
methods that are capable of quantifying achievement of each performance should be 
proposed.   

Staff recommends that the monitoring framework provided by the California Wetland 
Monitoring Workgroup be specifically cited as guidance on the development of the final 

Comment Letter SARWB
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monitoring plan, to help ensure that statewide and regional monitoring needs and goals 
are met along with the goals within the project itself:   
(https://mywaterquality.ca.gov/monitoring_council/wetland_workgroup/wramp/index.html
). 

3. Section 3.3.3.2-5:  Section 3.3.3.2 omits discussion of the Porter-Cologne Water 
Quality Control Act.  Regulatory authority over this project by the State and Regional 
Water Boards is much more extensive than the enforcement of section 401 of the Clean 
Water Act (CWA), and should be fully presented. 

4. Section 3.3.2.9:  In section 3.3.2.9, eelgrass (Zostera spp) is identified as being 
present in Essential Fish Habitat in the project area. Eelgrass is an important food 
source and provides nursery habitat for juvenile fish and invertebrates. The PEIR does 
not discuss the potential impact on eelgrass in the submerged marine and estuarine 
environments in the project area. The discharge of dredged or fill material can bury 
aquatic vegetation or create unsuitable conditions in a variety of ways, as described in 
the CWA Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines. Section 3.3.2.3 of the PEIR describes the 
wetland alliances and land-cover types found within the project area but specifically 
excludes eelgrass from the mapping. We recommend documenting the extent of 
eelgrass within, adjacent to, and downstream of the project area, so as to avoid and 
minimize impact to eelgrass habitat to the maximum practical extent. Where impact is 
unavoidable, in-kind mitigation is the preferred option. 

5.  Section 3.3.5:  Section 3.3.5 describes Impact BIO-3, (p. 3.3-113), which would 
include effects on state or federally protected wetlands.  Mitigation Measure BIO-11 (as 
discussed above) and other measures are presented that would serve to avoid and 
minimize this impact.  MM BIO-11 requires that an adaptive management plan be 
incorporated in the required Monitoring and Adaptive Management Plan (MAMP).  See 
comments above for MM BIO-11.  

6.  Table 3.3-5:  Table 3.3-5 (p. 3.3-38) of the PEIR identifies the Pacific green sea 
turtle, Chelonia mydas, as a special-status wildlife species that is present in the project 
area: it is a resident in the San Gabriel River in the Central Area, and has been 
documented in the Haynes Cooling Channel in the South Area and in Steamshovel 
Slough upstream of the North Area. We recommend consultation with the National 
Marine Fisheries Service Office of Protected Resources regarding the east Pacific 
Distinct Population Segment of green sea turtles. Additionally, although west coast 
critical habitat has not yet been designated for this species, this may change during the 
course of the project. 

DEIR CHAPTER 3.8 -- HYDROLOGY 

7.  Beneficial Uses:  The Santa Ana RWQCB Basin Plan includes the Los Cerritos 
Wetlands with designated beneficial uses: Water Contact Recreation (REC1), Non-
Water Contact Water Recreation (REC2), Preservation of Biological Habitats of Special 
Significance (BIOL), Wildlife Habitat (WILD), Rare, Threatened or Endangered Species 

Comment Letter SARWB
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(RARE), Spawning, Reproduction and Development (SPWN), Marine Habitat (MAR), 
and Estuarine Habitat (EST).  

8. Section 3.8.3.1 (p. 3.8-14):  Please consider the following suggested rewording for
the text describing Clean Water Act section 401:

Federal CWA Section 401 requires that any person applying for a federal permit or 
license that may result in the discharges of dredged or fill material or pollutants 
(including sediment) into waters of the United States must obtain a state water quality 
standards certification (WQC) that the activity complies with all applicable state water 
quality standards, limitations, and restrictions.   In California, this certification is 
typically administered by the Regional Water Quality Control Boards (RWQCBs). 
For all applications for WQC received by the Water Boards after May 29, 2020, the 
State Wetland Definition and Procedures for Discharges of Dredged or Fill 
Material to Waters of the State must be implemented. For guidance on the 
application process see: 
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/cwa401/docs/procedur 
s_conformed.pdf ).  SWRCB via the local RWQCB. No license or permit may be 
granted by a federal agency until certification as required by Section 401 has been 
granted. Further, no license or permit may be issued if certification has been denied. An 
entity seeking a Section 401 water quality certification typically must obtain a CWA 
Section 404 permit from USACE. This certification ensures that the proposed activity 
does not violate state or federal water quality standards.  The Los Cerritos Wetlands 
Restoration Plan area lies on the boundary between two water quality control 
regions, Santa Ana and Los Angeles, and therefore the State Water Resources 
Control Board may be designated as the permitting authority for issuance of 
some or all of the WQCs that may be needed for the projects to be conducted 
under this PEIR.   
9. Wetland Definition:  In the discussion of CWA sec. 404 (p. 3.8-16, pdf p. 16), please
consider the suggested rewording shown below, using the CWA wetland definition:

Under the CWA, Wetlands are "areas that are inundated or saturated by surface or 
ground water at a frequency and duration sufficient to support, and that under 
normal circumstances do support, a prevalence of vegetation typically adapted 
for life in saturated soil conditions."generally considered to be areas that are 
periodically or permanently inundated by surface water or groundwater, and support 
vegetation adapted to life in saturated soil. ... Technical standards for delineating 
wetlands have been developed by the USACE, which generally defines wetlands 
through consideration of three criteria: hydrology, soils and vegetation. 

10. Section 3.8.3.2:  For the discussion of Porter-Cologne (p. 3.8-16, pdf p. 17), please
consider the following suggested rewording:

The Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act (California Water Code Sections 13000–
16104) (Porter-Cologne Act) provides the basis for water quality regulation within 
California and defines water quality objectives as the limits or levels of water 
constituents that are established for reasonable protection of beneficial uses.  Porter-
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Cologne is administered by the State Water Resources Control Board (State 
Water Board) and nine Regional Water Quality Control Boards (RWQCBs), 
collectively referred to as the Water Boards. The State Water Board SWRCB 
administers water rights, water pollution control, and water quality functions throughout 
the state, while the local regional water boards (in this case, LARWQCB) conducts 
planning, permitting, and enforcement activities. The State Water Board sets 
statewide water quality standards, issues statewide general permits, conducts 
statewide surface and groundwater monitoring and assessment, administers 
water rights, regulates drinking water supplies, and issues orders for cleaning up 
contaminated sites. 

The nine semi-autonomous Regional Water Boards are responsible for setting 
water quality standards and objectives, issuing waste discharge requirements, 
determining compliance with those requirements, and taking appropriate 
enforcement actions.  Each Water Quality Control Region is regulated through a 
Water Quality Control Plan, or “Basin Plan,” which is updated every three years.  
The Basin Plans contain the regulations adopted by the Regional Water Boards to 
control the discharge of waste and other controllable factors affecting the quality 
or quantity of waters of the state. 
The Los Cerritos Wetlands Restoration Plan area lies on the boundary of two 
water quality control regions:  Los Angeles and Santa Ana.   

[suggest adding a paragraph break here] The Porter-Cologne Act requires the 
LARWQCB Regional Water Boards to establish water quality objectives, while 
acknowledging that water quality may be changed to some degree without 
unreasonably affecting beneficial uses.  

11. Figure 2-2:   Please revise the map in Figure 2-2, Section 2, to show Water Quality
Control Region boundaries as illustrated in Figure 1 above.

Program impacts and mitigation 

12. Section 3.8.5, Impact HYD-1 (P. 3.8-29, PDF P. 29): Impact HYD-1 states:  The
proposed program would result in a significant impact if the proposed program would
violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or otherwise
substantially degrade surface or ground water quality.

In the discussion of construction impacts for Impact HYD-1 that follows, it is stated: “For 
work in the channel, the proposed program also would be required to comply with a 
Section 401 Water Quality Certification. Excavation of the channels in the Central and 
South Areas may extend below the water table and could require temporary 
dewatering.”  Is it anticipated that channel excavation will be the only part of the 
Program activity that would require a WQC?  If so, then that should be clearly stated; if 
not, then additional information on channel work should be provided. 

13. Section 3.8.5, Impact HYD-1 (continued):  The discussion of HYD-1 also states:
“All excavation dewatering would be conducted in accordance with the General
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Construction Permit, which ensures discharge water would not be discharged in such a 
way as to result in direct or indirect degradation of surface water in the San Gabriel 
River, Los Cerritos Channel, or Alamitos Bay.”   

For the Santa Ana Water Board region construction dewatering discharges, including 
temporary stream diversions necessary to carry out the Project, are subject to regulation 
by Regional Water Board Order No. R8 2015-0004, General Waste Discharge 
Requirements for Discharges to Surface Waters that Pose an Insignificant (De Minimis) 
Threat to Water Quality. For more information, please review Order No. R8-2015-0004 
at: 
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/santaana/board_decisions/adopted_orders/orders/2015
_orders.shtml. 

14. Section 3.8.5, Mitigation Measure HYD-1:  Mitigation Measure HYD-1 includes
this requirement:  “A Monitoring and Adaptive Management Plan (MAMP) shall be
prepared and implemented prior to commencement of construction or restoration
activities. The MAMP shall provide a framework for monitoring site conditions in
response to the program implementation. The monitoring shall focus on sediment
quality in areas subject to the greatest deposition from storm events...”  Is a separate
MAMP to be provided for monitoring to document achievement of other ecological goals
besides sediment?

This MM requires monitoring for sediment impacts but does not provide any mechanism 
to require remediation of impacts once detected.  Thus, this MM does not reduce the 
potential impact at all.  The finding of “LTSWM” is inappropriate. A finding of LTSWM 
could be made if a MM were presented that required action to remediate sediment 
impacts detected through actions taken under MM HYD-1. 

15. IMPACT HYD-2:  The discussion of Impact HYD-1 describes potential groundwater
impacts due to construction (which would be temporary) and due to installation of new
infrastructure (which would be permanent).  No mention is made of the effect on
groundwater that might occur as a result of the ecological restoration work itself.  Would
the restored areas increase groundwater recharge, decrease recharge, or have no
effect?  We do not know based on the information provided here.   As a result, the
finding of Less Than Significant is not supported by the information provided in the Draft
EIR.

16. Section 3.8.5, IMPACT HYD-3a (p. 3.8-33, pdf p. 33, Construction Impacts):  The
discussion of Impact HYD-3a dwells more on actions that are presumed to minimize or
avoid impacts due to alteration of drainage patterns of stream courses, or addition of
impervious surfaces during construction, than in a description of the potential impact
itself.  A description of the potential impact is needed.

17. Section 3.8.5, Construction Impact Minimization and Avoidance: The proposed
minimization and avoidance measures for Construction-related impacts rely primarily on
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obtaining permits (“Compliance with the General Construction Permit, MS4 Permit, and 
401 Certification would ensure that the proposed activities would include adequate 
stormwater protection through BMPs and monitoring, to limit increased turbidity and 
decreased water quality from sediment and other pollutants leaving the construction 
site.” ) and promising to comply with those permits.  Known applicant proposed 
measures for avoidance and minimization of construction impacts should be included 
here.  

18. Section 3.8.5, Impact HYD-3a (substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site),
Operation Impacts:    For sediment movement, it is stated that project design features
are expected to minimize or avoid this potential impact, and that project monitoring
would be conducted as proposed in MM HYD-1 to detect if any unexpected and
unwanted effects are occurring.  However, as with Impact HYD-1, no provision is
included that would require action to remediate those impacts if or when they are
detected.   Without a requirement to take action on detected sediment impacts, the
finding of LTS for Impact HYD-3a is not supported by the information provided. Staff
notes that the rationale provided for this finding for Impact HYD-3c may be sufficient to
address this concern, if applied here.

19. Section 3.8.5, Impact HYD-3b (Increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in
a manner which would result in flooding on- or off-site):  Reliance on MS4 permit
conditions is the only mitigation measure proposed here. No mention of design features,
etc. is provided. Features/BMPs/Practices that might be implemented to comply with the
permits should be described, to provide more detail on the avoidance and minimization
measures that would be implemented.

20. Section 3.8.5, Figure 3.8-4:  Figure 3.8-4 provides two graphs.  The top graph
shows the relative elevations of the existing SGR thalweg and levees in relation to
existing and predicted 100-year flood elevations.  The bottom graph illustrates “Level
Due to the Program (ft.),” shown as a red line.  Is this the change in 100-year flood level
expected due to the project?  If so, consider changing the label on the Y axis of the
graph to “Change in 100-year Flood Elevation Due to the Program (ft.).”  If not, please
clarify.

21. Section 3.8.5, Impact HYD-3c (create or contribute runoff water that would
exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or
provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff):   Impact HYD-3c refers
to measures/BMPs that would be installed to comply with permits.  More emphasis on
these design elements and less on reliance on permits would be more informative here,
and would provide more detail on the avoidance and minimization measures that would
be implemented.

22. Section 3.13.3.2 (Recreation): Section 3.13.3.2 states: “There are no generally
applicable state laws, regulations, plans, or standards governing recreational facilities
that are relevant to the proposed program.”  It should be noted that contact and non-
contact water-based recreation (REC1 and REC2) is identified as a beneficial use of
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waters of the state in all basin plans for all water quality control regions in California.  As 
such, protection of that beneficial use is a requirement under those basin plans 
While the proposed project would arguably provide great benefit as a newly developed 
water based education and recreation facility, the context of the basin plan’s beneficial 
uses served by those facilities should be described. 

In conclusion:  Water Boards staff look forward to continued work with the Authority in 
the development of the Los Cerritos Wetlands Restoration Plan and it’s several 
constituent projects.    

Thank you for your consideration of these comments.  If you have any questions, please 
contact David Woelfel at David.Woelfel@waterboards.ca.gov, Celine Gallon at 
Celine.Gallon@waterboards.ca.gov or Cliff Harvey at Cliff.Harvey@waterboards.ca.gov. 

Sincerely, 

David Woelfel 
Senior Environmental Scientist 
Regional Planning Programs Section 
Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board 

 

  

  State Clearinghouse state.clearinghouse@opr.ca.gov 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Los Angeles – Gerado Salas – 
Gerardo.Salas@uasce.army.mil  
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency – Melissa Scianni – 
Scianni.Melissa@epa.gov  
California Coastal Commission - Kate Huckelbridge – 
kate.huckelbridge@coastal.ca.gov   

  U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service – Christine Medak – Christine_medak@fws.gov  
California Department of Fish and Wildlife – Jennifer Turner – 
Jennifer.Turner@wildlife.ca.gov 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife – Megan Evans – 
Megan.Evans@wildlife.ca.gov 

  Los Angeles RWQCB – Celine Gallon – Celine.Gallon@waterboards.ca.gov 
State Water Resources Control Board – Jessica Nadolski -
Jessica.Nadolski@waterboards.ca.gov  
State Water Resources Control Board – Cliff Harvey – 
Cliff.Harvey@waterboards.ca.gov   
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From: WB-RB8-RWQCB8
To: Sally Gee
Subject: LCW-Draft_EIR Comment Letter
Date: Tuesday, June 23, 2020 12:22:28 PM
Attachments: CEQA.pdf

You have been designated to receive a copy of the attached document. 

In an effort to improve efficiency the Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board no longer mails
paper copies to those designated to receive copies (cc's) of letters and other documents; these are
transmitted through email only. 

All large attachments and other documents (such as tentative and adopted orders), will be posted on our
website and not attached to this e-mail notification. To access these documents, please see our website
at http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/santaana. 

Document(s) can be viewed using Adobe Acrobat Reader. The free reader can be downloaded from
www.adobe.com or from our web site.

If you have any questions or have received this email in error, please reply to this email or contact us at
the phone number below.

Thank you

==========================================
Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board
3737 Main Street, Suite 500
Riverside, CA 92501
Phone: 951-782-4130
FAX: 951-781-6288
Web: www.waterboards.ca.gov/santaana

Comment Letter SARWB

SAWRB-25



2. Response to Comments 

Los Cerritos Wetlands Restoration Plan 2-51 ESA / D170537 

Final Program EIR  October 2020 

Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board, June 23, 2020 

Comment Letter SARWB 

Response SARWB-1 

The commenter acknowledges receipt of the Draft PEIR by the Santa Ana Regional Water 

Quality Control Board. Specific comments regarding the Draft PEIR are provided and responded 

to below. 

The commenter provides a summary of the proposed program and does not raise any issues with 

respect to the content and adequacy of the Draft PEIR. As such, no further response is warranted. 

Response SARWB-2 

The commenter requests that the PEIR be revised to show the regulatory boundary between the 

two RWQCB agencies with jurisdiction within the program boundary and does not raise any 

issues with respect to the content and adequacy of the Draft PEIR. As such, no further response is 

warranted.  This line is clearly indicated by the County boundary already shown on Figure 2-2, 

Program Area and Local Vicinity, of the Draft PEIR. 

Response SARWB-3 

The commenter notes that no assessment of existing wetlands using a Functional Condition 

Assessment Method (FCAM) as defined by the Corps of Engineers is reported in the PEIR and 

that no assessment of overall wetland condition or function is described. The comment states that 

Mitigation Measure BIO11, which requires the preparation and implementation of a Monitoring 

and Adaptive Management Plan (MAMP), does prescribe the development and implementation of 

a monitoring plan that would monitor the “functional wetland values” of the project area. The 

measures proposed in Mitigation Measure BIO11 should be made a factor in the discussions 

provided in Chapter 3, Environmental Setting and Chapter 8, Responses to Comments. This 

Mitigation Measure should specifically require that each ecological restoration goal should be 

clearly associated with performance measures that would show achievement of the goal, and 

those in turn should be associated with monitoring methods that are capable of quantifying 

achievement of each performance should be proposed. Staff recommends that the monitoring 

framework provided by the California Wetland Monitoring Workgroup be specifically cited as 

guidance on the development of the final monitoring plan, to help ensure that statewide and 

regional monitoring needs and goals are met along with the goals within the project itself: 

(https://mywaterquality.ca.gov/monitoring_council/wetland_workgroup/wramp/index.html ). 

As indicated in Mitigation Measure BIO11, the MAMP shall include provisions for conducting a 

pre-construction survey to collect baseline data for existing wetland function and shall require 

that monitoring focus on the functional wetland values. Specifically, as stated. the MAMP shall 

identify habitat functions, such as biotic structure and hydrology, that shall be monitored as part 

of the proposed program’s monitoring and reporting requirements. The MAMP shall require that 

the findings of the monitoring efforts be used to identify any source of functional loss of wetlands 

and water quality impairment, and if discovered, provide measures to improve wetland function 

and for remediation of the sediment source area(s). Upon completion of restoration activities, the 
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proposed program shall demonstrate a no net loss of aquatic resource functions and demonstrate 

an increase in wetland functions and values throughout the entire site. Lastly, the MAMP will be 

submitted for review and approval to responsible permitting agencies prior to commencement of 

construction or restoration activities at which time the framework will be verified, and the 

California Wetland Monitoring Workgroup may be cited, as necessary.  

Response SARWB-4 

The commenter states that Chapter 3.4 Biological Resources, Section 3.3.3.2, of the Draft PEIR 

omits discussion of the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act. Regulatory authority over this 

project by the State and Regional Water Boards is much more extensive than the enforcement of 

Section 401 of the Clean Water Act (CWA), and should be fully presented.  A summary of the 

Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act has been added to Section 3.3.3.2. 

Response SARWB-5 

The commenter recommends documenting the extent of eelgrass within, adjacent to, and 

downstream of the project area. See Response to Comment Nos. CDFW-2 and CDFW-3. Eelgrass 

surveys will be conducted as part of project-level analyses in similar fashion to other sensitive 

species and habitat types.  

Response SARWB-6 

See Response to Comment No. SARWB-3 

Response SARWB-7 

The commenter recommends consultation with National Marine Fisheries Service regarding the 

Pacific Green Sea Turtle. The LCWA has been collaborating with NMFS staff on sea turtle 

monitoring for over a decade. The LCWA collaborated with NMFS and the Aquarium of the 

Pacific to design the Southern California Sea Turtle Monitoring Project which is a program that is 

coordinated through the LCWA’s Stewardship Program.  The LCWA intends to maintain this 

collaboration and consult with their partners on the how data produced by this monitoring 

program can inform future project-level design efforts. 

Response SARWB-8 

The commenter provides the beneficial uses identified by SARWQCB for the Los Cerritos 

Wetlands but does not raise any issues with respect to the content and adequacy of the Draft 

PEIR. As such, no further response is warranted. 

Response SARWB-9 

The commenter suggests revisions to the text describing Clean Water Act Section 401 in Chapter 

3.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, Section 3.8.3.1, of the Draft PEIR. Section 3.8.3.1 has been 

modified accordingly.  
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Response SARWB-10 

The commenter suggests rewording the CWA wetland definition in Chapter 3.8 Hydrology and 

Water Quality, of the Draft PEIR. The CWA wetland definition in Section 3.8.3.1 has been 

modified accordingly.  

Response SARWB-11 

The commenter suggests revisions to the text describing Porter-Cologne Act in Chapter 3.8 

Hydrology and Water Quality, Section 3.8.3.2, of the PEIR. Section 3.8.3.2 has been modified 

accordingly. 

Response SARWB-12 

The commenter requests that Figure 2-2 show Water Quality Control Region boundaries and does 

not raise any issues with respect to the content and adequacy of the Draft PEIR. As such, no 

further response is warranted.  This line is clearly indicated by the County boundary already show 

on Figure 2-2, Program Area and Local Vicinity, of the Draft PEIR.  

Response SARWB-13 

The commenter asks whether channel excavation will be the only part of the program activity that 

would require a water quality certification (WQC). It is not known whether other activities would 

require a WQC at this time. As part of individual restoration projects subsequent to the 

certification of this PEIR, LCWA will work with the Santa Ana RWQCB to determine whether 

there are additional construction activities that would trigger a WQC, and will provide any 

additional information as warranted.  

Response SARWB-14 

The commenter notes that aspects of the program may be subject to regulation by the General 

Waste Discharge Requirements for Discharges to Surface Waters that Pose an Insignificant (De 

Minimis) Threat to Water Quality. In response to the commenters request, text was added for 

Impact HYD-1 in Chapter 3.8 Hydrology and Water Quality, Section 3.8.5 Program Impacts and 

Mitigation Measures, of the Draft PEIR.   

Response SARWB-15 

The commenter notes that Mitigation Measure HYD1 does not provide a mechanism to require 

remediation of impacts if they are detected. A Draft Monitoring and Adaptive Management Plan 

(MAMP) Framework has been added as Appendix B of the Final EIR to further layout the steps 

that would be taken if impacts were detected through monitoring. The MAMP provides the 

monitoring to be conducted and the required action to remediate sediment impacts if detected. 

Text has been added in Mitigation Measure HYD1 in Chapter 3.8 Hydrology and Water Quality, 

Section 3.8.5 Program Impacts and Mitigation Measures, of the Draft PEIR to reference the Draft 

Outline MAMP. The commenter also asked if a separate MAMP would be prepared for 

ecological goals. See Mitigation Measure BIO11 in Chapter 3.3 Biological Resources, Section 

3.3.5, which describes the MAMP for ecological goals. 
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Response SARWB-16 

The commenter notes that the document does not mention the effect on groundwater that might 

occur as a result of the ecological restoration work. Under Impact HYD2 in Chapter 3.8 

Hydrology and Water Quality, Section 3.8.5 Program Impacts and Mitigation Measures, of the 

Draft PEIR, the text includes: “the proposed program would largely remain pervious with 

restoration and provide large areas of groundwater recharge.” Text has been added following this 

sentence to clarify: “Other than the public access elements, Visitor Center, and parking areas, the 

restoration would not increase or decrease recharge to the groundwater basin because no 

substantial areas of pervious surface are being added or removed.” Additionally, as noted under 

Impact HYD2, the “...shallow groundwater beneath the study area is brackish and not a source of 

public water supply.” Under existing conditions, the program areas are influenced by saline 

waters. The program would not change this. 

Response SARWB-17 

The commenter notes that the discussion of Construction Impacts under Impact HYD-3a does not 

include a description of the potential impact. Section 3.8.5 Project Impacts and Mitigation 

Measures, Impact HYD-3a has been revised to include a description of the potential impact.  

Response SARWB-18 

The commenter notes that the proposed minimization and avoidance measures for construction-

related impacts in the hydrology section relies primarily on obtaining permits and complying with 

those permits. The commenter suggests including proposed measures for avoidance and 

minimization of construction impacts. The general approach to the construction, remediation, and 

restoration measures that would be included in the proposed program are described more fully in 

Chapter 2 Project Description, Section 2.7 Program Characteristics, of the Draft PEIR. Specific 

measures for avoidance and minimization of construction impacts will be developed at the project 

level as the restoration design is further progressed. However, adherence to the required permits 

as described in the Hydrology section would be considered sufficient to reduce potential impacts 

to less than significant. 

Response SARWB-19 

The commenter notes that Mitigation Measure HYD1 does not provide a mechanism to require 

remediation of sediment movement impacts if they are detected. See Response to Comment No. 

SARWB-15. 

Response SARWB-20 

The commenter notes that the proposed minimization and avoidance measures for Impact HYD3b 

relies primarily on obtaining an MS4 permit and complying with that permit. The commenter 

recommends describing the features/BMPs/practices that might be implemented to comply with 

the permits. As discussed under Impact HYD3b in Chapter 3.8 Hydrology and Water Quality, 

Section 3.8.5 Program Impacts and Mitigation Measures, of the Draft PEIR, the bioswales would 

be included along the edge of the Central and North Areas between the roads and the proposed 

levees. Chapter 2 Project Description, Section 2.7.4.3 Flood Risk and Stormwater Management 

includes the following: “With the construction of the proposed levees, storage volume for the 
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excess overflow drainage from the roads would be eliminated. Replacement stormwater storage 

volume would be provided by creating low areas (e.g., basins or swales) between the roads and 

the proposed levee. These storage basins or bioswales would be sized to accommodate the local 

area drainage. These basins would also function as water quality treatment measures for a portion 

of the runoff from the existing paved areas.” Additionally, as discussed in Response to Comment 

No. SARWB-18, additional specific measures for avoidance and minimization of impacts will be 

developed at the project level as the restoration design is further progressed. 

Response SARWB-21 

The commenter asks if the y-axis of the bottom plot in Figure 3.8-4, Modeled Water Levels 

during a 100-Year Storm Event along the San Gabriel River, in the Draft PEIR shows the change 

in 100-year flood level expected due to the project. This is correct and the figure has been 

updated so that the y-axis label reads “Change in Water Level (ft)”. 

Response SARWB-22 

Similar to Comment SARWB-20, the commenter notes that the proposed minimization and 

avoidance measures for Impact HYD3c relies primarily on obtaining and complying with permits. 

The commenter recommends describing the design elements that might be implemented to 

comply with the permits. See Response to Comment No. SARWB-20. 

Response SARWB-23 

The commenter notes that the Los Angeles Region Basin Plan identifies contact and non-contact 

water-based recreation (REC1 and REC2) as beneficial uses of waters of the state and that 

protection of those beneficial uses is required under the plan. The comment suggests including 

this context. Please refer to Chapter 3.13 Recreation, Section 3.13.3.3 Regulatory Framework for 

additions to the text.   

Response SARWB-24 

The commenter provides contact information and is noted for the record. 

Response SARWB-25 

Responses to the referenced letter are provided above in Responses to Comments Nos. SARWB-1 

to SARWB-24. 

  



From: Mouhsen Habib
To: Los Cerritos Wetlands; eric@tidalinfluence.com
Cc: Joshua Hickman; Eric Lopez
Subject: Re: Public Comment Period Extended for Draft Program Environmental Impact Report for the Los Cerritos Wetlands

Restoration Plan
Date: Monday, June 29, 2020 9:56:33 PM
Importance: High

Hello Eric,

In reviewing the hydrodynamic modeling of the wetlands restoration alternatives presented in the Draft
Programmatic EIR (DPEIR) leads suggestively to be based on the assumption that no pumping of water into the
San Gabriel River from the Los Cerritos Channel or Haynes Cooling Channel will occur in the future once the
power stations shut down to eliminate once-through-cooling. This assumption even if true, it might not be
realized. I Would recommend to make sure that the DPEIR be revised to include the potential for future
circulation pumping to cover the work we are currently pursuing with M&N at the AES power station. Ideally,
the DPEIR will be revised in a way that preserves flexibility for the City to pursue future circulation pumping
while not impacting the various wetlands restoration alternatives.

I wish you the best of luck and I am sorry for the late comments and feed back. 

Best, 

Mouhsen Habib  
Program Manager 

Public Works | Project Management Bureau
Mouhsen.Habib@longbeach.gov
Office: 562.570.5754 | Mobile: 949.433.5296

From: Los Cerritos Wetlands <lcwa@tidalinfluence.com>
Sent: Friday, June 12, 2020 5:36 PM
To: Mouhsen Habib <Mouhsen.Habib@longbeach.gov>
Subject: Public Comment Period Extended for Draft Program Environmental Impact Report for the Los
Cerritos Wetlands Restoration Plan

-EXTERNAL-

Comment Letter LBC

LBC-1

LBC-2
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City of Long Beach, June 29, 2020 

Comment Letter LBC 

Response LBC-1 

The commenter suggests that the hydrodynamic modeling needs to consider a scenario in which 

pumping from the AES Alamitos Energy Center continues into the future to provide the City of 

Long Beach flexibility in pursuing future circulation pumping. The Hydrodynamic Modeling 

Technical Report (Appendix H) includes modeling scenarios where the pumping into the San 

Gabriel River from AES Alamitos Energy Center and the Haynes Generating Station are included 

and also scenarios where the pumping is turned off (Section 2.5.1 Power Plant Inflow). As 

described in Section 3.2.2 100-Year Storm Event\San Gabriel River of Appendix H, the model 

results show that water levels in the San Gabriel River decrease slightly when the pumping is not 

included in the model under existing conditions compared to when the pumping is included. 

When program conditions are compared to existing conditions (both with no pumping included), 

the model shows the program results in up to a 0.3-foot decrease in water levels in the river 

compared to existing conditions. If the pumping was included, water levels would be slightly 

higher under program conditions, but it is expected that the program would still lower water 

levels compared to existing conditions, since the restoration of the Central and South Areas 

provides additional water volume storage during the storm.  

While the pumping would result in slightly higher water levels in the river than those presented in 

Section 3.2.2 100-Year Storm Event\San Gabriel River of Appendix H for both existing and 

program conditions, the program increases levee freeboard substantially from existing conditions. 

This means the flood risk would not increase with the program, even if the pumping continued 

into the future. The impacts of continued pumping from the Los Cerritos Channel on the 

hydrology of the North Area were not analyzed as part of this PEIR but are included in the Los 

Cerritos Wetlands Oil Consolidation and Restoration Project EIR (State Clearinghouse No. 

2016041083). 

Response LBC-2 

The commenter provides a general statement but does not raise any specific issues regarding the 

content and adequacy of the Draft PEIR. As such, no further response is warranted. 
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MM-BIO-26-Impacts to 
Wildlife 

Include areas of non-native vegetation-dominated cover in 
focused surveys for special-status wildlife species 
dependent on grasslands/upland habitat where 
appropriate. 

Prior to Program 
construction/activities 

LCWA 

MM-BIO-27-Impacts to 
Wildlife 

Include an additional BIO Mitigation Measure that shall 
state, “A biological monitor shall be present before and 
during initial grubbing and grading operations to salvage 
wildlife species that may be killed or injured by heavy 
equipment. Fossorial mammal den sites shallbe inspected 
and not disturbed until confirmed unoccupied. Salvaged 
wildlife of low mobility shall be removed and placed onto 
adjacent habitat out of harm’s way. Grubbing and grading 
shall be done to avoid islands of habitat where wildlife may 
take refuge and later be killed by heavy equipment. 
Grubbing and grading shall be done from the center of a 
site, working outward towards adjacent habitat out of the 
construction footprint where wildlife may safely escape.” 

To be implemented 
during to Program 
construction/activities 

LCWA 

MM-BIO-28-Impacts to 
Wildlife 

The Program may result in the use of open pipes used as 
fence posts, property line stakes, signs, etc. These 
structures mimic the natural cavities preferred by various 
bird species and other wildlife for shelter, nesting, and 
roosting. Raptor’s talons can become entrapped within the 
bolt holes of metal fence stakes resulting in mortality. Due 
to the location of the LCWC and the open space that is in 
the surrounding vicinity, the following BIO mitigation 
measure shall be added: “All hollow posts and pipes shall 
be capped, and metal fence stakes shall be plugged with 
bolts or other plugging materials to prevent wildlife 
entrapment and mortality.” 

To be implemented 
during to Program 
construction/activities 

LCWA 
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MM-BIO-29-Impacts to 
Rare plants 

Disclose population information for rare plants documented 
in the Program Area using data collected from 2012 
through 2018. Estimate of number of individuals or area 
potentially impacted by the Program and show which 
polygons/plants will be impacted. If additional data has 
been collected since 2018, LCWA shall incorporate recent 
data into this analysis. 

Prior to Program 
construction/activities 

LCWA 

MM-BIO-30-Impacts to 
Estuary seablite  

Figure 3.3-2d shows estuary seablite as points (i.e. 
individual plants occurring in specific areas). Page 22 of 
the Los Cerritos Wetlands Habitat Assessment Report 
shows estuary seablite occuring in two large polygons, 
suggesting plants are more widespread around 
Steamshovel Slough than shown in Figure 3.3-2d. Clarify 
whether estuary seablite currently occurs as a few 
individuals restricted to the shore or many more plants 
distributed across a larger area.  

Prior to Program 
construction/activities 

LCWA 

MM-BIO-31-Impacts to 
Rare plants 

LCWA shall use the following minimum mitigation ratios for 
rare: 3:1 for southern tarplant and 7:1 for Coulter’s 
goldfields, estuary seablite, California boxthorn, Lewis' 
primrose, southwestern spiny rush, and woolly seablite. 

Prior to Program 
construction/activities 

LCWA 

MM-BIO-32-Impacts to 
Sensitive vegetation 
communities 

LCWA shall use the following minimum mitigation ratios for 
sensitive vegetation communities: 5:1 for S2-ranked 
communities and 3:1 for S3-ranked communities. 
 
LCWA shall include a discussion as to the reasoning for a 
60 percent absolute vegetation cover success criterion for 
restoring sensitive vegetation communities. 

Prior to Program 
construction/activities 

LCWA 
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MM-BIO-33-Impacts to 
Rare plants and 
sensitive vegetation 
communities 

LCWA shall disclose where mitigation will take place, on or 
off site, and why the selected mitigation area(s) are 
appropriate for each special-status species or sensitive 
vegetation community based on vegetation composition, 
soils, substrate, slope, etc. Disclosures could be made in a 
Mitigation, Maintenance, and Monitoring Program and/or 
Restoration Plan for rare plants and sensitive vegetation 
communities (see below).    

Prior to Program 
construction/activities 

LCWA 

MM-BIO-34-Impacts to 
Rare plants and 
sensitive vegetation 
communities 

LCWA shall provide a Mitigation, Maintenance, and 
Monitoring Program and/or Restoration Plan for rare plants 
and sensitive vegetation communities as appendices in the 
DPEIR for review and commenting.  

Prior to Program 
construction/activities 

LCWA 

MM-BIO-35-
Restoration 
Techniques 

LCWA shall use Restoration Techniques described under 
Comment #5 (page 11) for project-level activities under 
the Program and include the language as a BIO mitigation 
measure.  

To be implemented 
during Program 
construction/activities 

LCWA 

MM-BIO-36-
Restoration 
Techniques 

LCWA shall expand on the herbicide-use language on 
page 2-77 by providing safety measures, protocols, and 
standards regarding herbicide use (or no herbicide use) 
around special-status plants, wildlife, and vegetation 
communities. LCWA shall also implement buffer zones to 
protect species-status species, including habitat structures, 
from direct herbicide contact and drift.   

To be implemented 
during Program 
construction/activities 

LCWA 

MM-BIO-37-
Restoration 
Techniques 

LCWA shall consider controlling large areas of black 
mustard, ripgut brome, and poison hemlock in phases 
instead of removing all vegetation at one time. Non-native 
vegetation could support wildlife such as birds, small 
mammals, small frogs, and snakes, which could be 
displaced if non-native vegetation is completely removed 
and native vegetation has yet to be restored. Non-native 
vegetation should remain in place to the extent feasible to 
support wildlife until seeded or planted native vegetation 

To be implemented 
during Program 
construction/activities 

LCWA 
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reaches an appropriate size, density, and abundance. 

MM-BIO-38-Impacts to 
Wildlife 

LCWA shall address CDFW’s concerns with the DPEIR’s 
jurisdictional delineation described under Comment #6 – 
Jurisdictional Delineation (page 12). 

Prior to Program 
construction/activities 

LCWA 

MM-BIO-39-Impacts to 
Wildlife 

LCWA shall clarify/discuss whether the new office at the 
Pumpkin Patch site will conflict with restoration of the site 
and potentially impact Belding’s savannah sparrows (i.e. 
noise level, increased human activity) in the Program Area. 

Prior to Program 
construction/activities 

LCWA 

MM-BIO-40-Impacts to 
Plants and wildlife 

LCWA shall reevaluate long-term conceptual plans, 
especially for the South Area (e.g. Figure 2-14) to 
maximize vegetation community diversity, not only habitat 
types. Upland habitats should be resilient to 1.7 and 3.5 ft. 
of sea level rise. Additional details found under Comment 
#8 – Plan Alternatives (page 13). 

Prior to Program 
construction/activities 

LCWA 

MM-BIO-41-Impacts to 
Plants and wildlife 

The DPEIR proposes a Program that will constantly modify 
the LCWA over the next 20 years. Erecting, lowering, 
breaching, removing berms or flood walls after or during 
restoration may impact and disrupt biological resources 
and water flow. LCWA shall minimize disruptive activities 
and consider workflows (i.e. Table ES-1, ES-2, ES-3, ES-
4) that strategically schedules landscape and waterflow-
altering projects for the near-term to the extent possible. 

Prior to Program 
construction/activities 

LCWA 

MM-BIO-42-Impacts to 
Plants and wildlife 

Assess and discuss potential impacts to biological 
resources up and downstream of the LCWC along the San 
Gabriel River because the Program could lead to a drop in 
water level. A review of CNDDB found western spadefoot, 
tricolored black bird, and western pond turtle, upstream of 
the LCWC. 

Prior to Program 
construction/activities 

LCWA 
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MM-BIO-43-Impacts to 
Plants and wildlife 

Clearly show where the Seal Beach Residential Project 
and Haynes Generating Station Intake Channel Infill 
Project will occur in Program maps, and implement 
Mitigation Measures for burrowing owl (MM-BIO-8 and 9) 
and Pacific green sea turtle (MM-BIO-14 and 15) because 
there may be cumulative impacts to wildlife.  

Prior to Program 
construction/activities 

LCWA 
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From: Kwan-Davis, Ruby@Wildlife
To: Sally Gee
Cc: Drewe, Karen@Wildlife; Wilson-Olgin, Erinn@Wildlife; Tang, Victoria@Wildlife; Rieman, Frederic@Wildlife;

Howell, Susan@Wildlife; Turner, Jennifer@Wildlife; Gymer, Lisa@Wildlife; Wildlife CEQA;
state.clearinghouse@opr.ca.gov

Subject: CDFW Comments on Los Cerritos Wetlands Restoration Plan DPEIR
Date: Monday, July 6, 2020 11:51:38 AM
Attachments: CDFW Comments on Los Cerritos Wetlands Restoration Plan DPEIR.pdf

Dear Ms. Gee,
 
The California Department of Fish and Wildlife has completed review of a Draft Program
Environmental Impact Report (DPEIR) submitted by the Los Cerritos Wetlands Authority for the
following Program: Los Cerritos Wetlands Restoration Plan (SCH # 2019039050). Please find
CDFW’s comment letter attached. Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments and for
extending the comment period. If you have any questions or concerns regarding CDFW’s
comments, please feel free to reach out at your convenience.
 
Sincerely,
Ruby
 
Ruby Kwan-Davis
Senior Environmental Scientist (Specialist)
Temporary Number: (657) 215-1007
Email: Ruby.Kwan-Davis@wildlife.ca.gov
 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife
South Coast Region 5
4665 Lampson Avenue
Los Alamitos, CA 90720

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This communication with its contents may contain confidential and/or legally privileged
information. It is solely for the use of the intended recipient(s). Unauthorized interception, review, use or disclosure is
prohibited and may violate applicable laws including the Electronic Communications Privacy Act. If you are not the intended
recipient, please contact the sender and destroy all copies of the communication.
 

Comment Letter CDFW

CDFW-20



2. Response to Comments 

Los Cerritos Wetlands Restoration Plan 2-89 ESA / D170537 

Final Program EIR  October 2020 

California Department of Fish and Wildlife, July 6, 2020 

Comment Letter CDFW 

Response CDFW-0 

The commenter acknowledges receipt of the Draft PEIR by California Department of Fish and 

Wildlife. Specific comments regarding the Draft PEIR are provided and responded to below. 

The commenter provides a summary of the proposed program and does not raise any issues with 

respect to the content and adequacy of the Draft PEIR. As such, no further response is warranted. 

Response CDFW-1 

The commenter recommends that the Upper Los Cerritos Wetlands Mitigation Bank property 

boundary be identified in text and on maps and that the LCWA should limit public access to the 

Mitigation Bank.  The Bank Enabling instrument for this proposed mitigation bank has not been 

finalized. Therefore, it is still a draft plan and may or may not move forward as currently 

proposed. The public access program is still being determined by the agencies on the Interagency 

Review Team and is also governed by that project’s Coastal Development Permit conditions of 

issuance. Figure 2-8, Los Cerritos Wetlands Oil Consolidation and Restoration Project, of the 

Draft PEIR clearly indicates the proposed restoration plan that could occur on the bank property 

as shown in the certified EIR for the Los Cerritos Wetlands Oil Consolidation and Restoration 

Project.  

Response CDFW-2 

The commenter states that focused surveys are needed for this Draft PEIR as a basis for 

evaluating species presence/absence, identifying potential impacts, and proposing appropriate 

mitigation measures.  The commenter further claims that surveys for sensitive plant and wildlife 

species were not completed prior to the preparation of the Draft PEIR. The comment goes on to 

state that the lack of species-specific surveys prevents full disclosure of potential Program-related 

impacts and prevents full analysis of those impacts in the Draft PEIR. The comment continues by 

recommending that additional surveys be conducted before determining meaningful avoidance, 

minimization and mitigation measures.  

This comment is not entirely accurate because numerous studies have been conducted regarding 

the biological resources of the program area. Chapter 3.3 Biological Resources, Section 3.3.2.1 

states that surveys were conducted in the North and Central areas over a seven-year period and 

the recent supplemental surveys were conducted in 2019. A summary of the surveys conducted 

within the program area are described in Section 3.3.2.1 and include botanical surveys, and 

focused surveys for burrowing owl and Belding’s savannah sparrow. It must also be stated that as 

each phase of the restoration plan is designed, further CEQA analysis at the project-level of 

analysis will be required and public comment will be possible at each stage. See Chapter 2 

Project Description, Section 2.1.2 for revised text that describes the restoration and CEQA 

process subsequent to the certification of the PEIR.  
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It should also be noted that access to all the properties within the program area is not currently 

available for surveys because of current land ownership. Additionally, because the restoration 

plan will be implemented over a 20-30-year period, perhaps even longer, focused surveys 

conducted in 2019 or 2020 would be clearly out-of-date by the time certain phases of the 

restoration plan are designed, let alone implemented. Another consideration when scheduling 

surveys is the recognition that some habitat areas will change over time and suitable habitat that 

may not be present in one portion of the program area, may become established later in the 

restoration process because the early phase of restoration will likely have a positive benefit to 

surrounding areas not yet restored. 

As stated in the Executive Summary, Section ES.5.4, a project-level EIR was prepared for the 

City of Long Beach to evaluate the environmental effects associated with the Los Cerritos 

Wetlands Oil Consolidation and Restoration Project (State Clearinghouse Number 2016041083). 

The project applicant, Beach Oil Minerals Partners (BOMP), proposes to consolidate existing oil 

operations and implement a wetlands habitat restoration project in portions of the North and 

Central Areas within the Program area as well as on property that falls completely outside of the 

program area. That EIR was certified by the City of Long Beach City Council on January 16, 

2018. The Local Coastal Program Amendment associated with the Los Cerritos Wetlands Oil 

Consolidation and Restoration Project was approved by the California Coastal Commission 

(CCC) on August 8, 2018, with modifications to the amendment approved on October 2, 2018. 

The Coastal Development Permit was conditionally approved by the CCC on December 13, 2018. 

This PEIR partially relies on the technical analysis, impact discussion, and mitigation measures 

documented in the Los Cerritos Wetlands Oil Consolidation and Restoration Project EIR (State 

Clearinghouse Number 2016041083) for a portion of the program area. No new information of 

substantial importance or change in circumstance with the Los Cerritos Wetlands Oil 

Consolidation and Restoration Project requires re-evaluation of the analysis in that EIR. 

The Los Cerritos Wetlands Oil Consolidation and Restoration Project EIR contains more detailed 

and quantitative analysis than this PEIR because this PEIR is evaluating the impacts associated 

with implementing the Los Cerritos Wetlands Restoration Plan, which is not yet a specifically 

designed project as is the case for the Los Cerritos Wetlands Oil Consolidation and Restoration 

Project. The Los Cerritos Wetlands Oil Consolidation and Restoration Project was designed to be 

consistent with the goals and objectives of the Los Cerritos Wetlands Final Conceptual 

Restoration Plan. 

The mitigation measures developed for this PEIR are designed to augment the baseline 

understanding of the resources for each phase of the restoration plan and to focus on avoidance in 

the restoration design where special-status species are documented (See Section 3.3 Biological 

Resources, Section 3.3.5 for mitigation measures). For this to be effective, focused surveys 

should be timed to be less than two years old during the detailed planning and implementation of 

individual area restoration projects. Mitigation Measure BIO1: Avoidance of Special-Status 

Plants will be implemented prior to each design phase and the mitigation measure is modified to 

provide more specific timing for such surveys for the special-status plant species with the highest 

potential to occur, or have been previously recorded. 
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Mitigation Measure BIO3: Belding’s Savannah Sparrow Habitat requires accurate and current 

mapping of this listed species in order for restoration activities to avoid take of this species. 

Mitigation Measure BIO4: Nesting Bird and Raptor Avoidance requires identification of active 

nests within the program area. Timing is important for the validity of such surveys and the 

mitigation measure is modified to specify timing of such surveys in relation to both design and 

construction/implementation. Mitigation Measure BIO5: Habitat Assessment and Pre-

Construction Surveys for Burrowing Owl requires a habitat assessment for the species and this 

mitigation measure is modified to specify survey timing for burrowing owl to be conducted prior 

to restoration plan design for each location within the program area. Mitigation Measure BIO7:  

Pre-Construction Bat Surveys is modified to be conducted prior to design, in addition to prior to 

start of construction activities. 

Mitigation Measure BIO8: Focused Surveys for Special-Status Wildlife Species. Focused wildlife 

surveys will be conducted prior to implementation of the design phase of the restoration plan to 

determine presence/absence and potential impacts prior to LCWA’s approval of project plans and 

subsequent CEQA documentation. This mitigation measure requires that surveys be conducted 

where suitable habitat is present for any special-status wildlife species listed in Table 3.3‑4, 

Special-Status Plants with Potential to Occur within the Program Area, of the Draft PEIR. 

Lastly, it needs to be stated that the program itself will greatly enhance the value of habitat at the 

Los Cerritos Wetlands, which currently is impacted by disturbances and modifications that 

degrade habitat value.  With the success of the restoration efforts, the Los Cerritos Wetlands 

Complex should become home to a greater number of species over time. 

Response CDFW-3 

The commenter recommends that baseline surveys be conducted for the many special-status 

species identified in this PEIR. The comment lists surveys for bats, Belding's savannah sparrow, 

burrowing owl, least Bell’s vireo, monarch butterfly, Pacific green sea turtle, red-diamond 

rattlesnake Southern California steelhead, tidewater goby, western pond turtle, Pacific pocket 

mouse, south coast marsh vole and southern California salt marsh shrew. The comment also 

provides embellishment for certain mitigation measures. 

Please see Response to Comment No. CDFW-2 above regarding the timing consideration for 

special-status species surveys. LCWA concurs that additional special-status species surveys are 

prudent as knowledge of the resources present will allow an efficient and effective restoration 

design to maximize habitat benefit to the Los Cerritos Wetlands Complex.  

Mitigation Measure BIO7 in Section 3.3.5 Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures of the draft 

PEIR, is modified to conduct bat surveys, including of palm trees, which will help determine 

whether existing trees should be retained in each restoration area. 

With regards to Belding’s savannah sparrow, LCWA concurs that existing Belding’s savannah 

sparrow habitat should be avoided to the extent feasible, prioritizing areas of high nesting 

activity, and other considerations to support this species.  Mitigation Measure BIO3: Belding’s 

Savannah Sparrow Breeding Habitat is modified in a manner consistent with the CDFW 

recommendations. The Belding’s savannah sparrow Habitat Mitigation, Maintenance and 
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Monitoring Program (HMMMP) will be drafted in conjunction with CDFW and will be included 

in a subsequent environmental document. Inclusion of the HMMMP in the PEIR is not required.  

Focused surveys for burrowing owl will be consistent with the CDFW 2012 Staff Report on 

Burrowing Owl Mitigation. 

Least Bell’s vireo (LBV) breeding habitat is not likely to be directly impacted and direct impacts 

to this species will be avoided with implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO4 (see Chapter 3.3 

Biological Resources, Section 3.3.5 Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures, of the Draft PEIR). 

However, the Conceptual Restoration Plan will convert some willow habitat to salt marsh habitat 

with the potential temporal loss of LBV. The conversion of the habitat can avoid direct impact 

but the loss of habitat will be addressed through consultation with USFWS. 

Monarch butterfly surveys are implied with Mitigation Measure BIO8 (see Section 3.3.5), which 

is modified to be specific to this and other special-status species. Such surveys are not necessary 

at the Program-level because no specific restoration design has been evaluated. 

Direct impacts to Pacific green turtle will likely be avoided in the restoration design because 

direct in water activities will be designed to avoid impacts to aquatic wildlife. However, the 

restoration program includes restoring a San Gabriel River connection with the Central LCWA 

site, and potentially other locations. This would be achieved by removing segments of the 

existing levee on the north banks of the river, resulting in changes in San Gabriel River resources.  

Pre-restoration design surveys for Pacific green turtle in accordance with Mitigation Measure 

BIO8, should ensure suitable habitat occur for terrestrial or aquatic special-status species, a 

qualified biologist shall conduct focused habitat assessments and focused surveys to determine 

presence, absence and/or abundance for special-status wildlife species listed in Table 3.3‑5, 

Special-Status Wildlife with the Potential to Occur, within the Draft PEIR, which includes Pacific 

green turtle and plan design will focus on wildlife avoidance.   

Additional mammal, reptile and fish species will be surveyed under the provisions of Mitigation 

Measure BIO8. Raptors and nesting birds will have protections under Mitigation Measure BIO4 

(see Section 3.3.5). 

Additionally, the commenter suggests providing more information about the land bridges 

proposed in the three Conceptual Restoration Plan alternatives (Figures 5-1 through 5-3, Final 

Alternatives). While the land bridges were considered as part of the Conceptual Restoration Plan, 

they were not carried forward as features of the proposed program for evaluation under CEQA 

due to their design complexity and high construction cost. LCWA could incorporate these 

features as part of future design phases and would prepare the associated environmental 

documentation as required under CEQA at that time. 

Response CDFW-4 

The commenter recommends mitigation ratios for special-status plant species and sensitive 

natural communities of up to 7:1. The commenter also requires demographic data of special-

status plant species populations be included in the environmental documentation. 
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This program is at least partially self-mitigating and where sensitive natural communities may be 

impacted in implementing the restoration plan, they will be mitigated at an appropriate ratio in 

kind with the habitat impacted. Specific mitigation ratios are added to the modified mitigation 

measures and it is reasonable to increase mitigation ratios for those sensitive natural communities 

with a higher sensitivity ranking. A mitigation ratio of a minimum 2:1 for natural communities 

with a rarity ranking of S3 or higher will be incorporated into the restoration designs. For special-

status plant species, those species with small population numbers (less than 50 individuals) will 

incorporate mitigation ratios up to 7:1, where on-site seed sources are available, e.g., California 

boxthorn and southwestern spiny rush. Higher special-status plant mitigation ratios of up to 3:1 

will be incorporated where suitable habitat area can support populations of large individual 

numbers, e.g., southern tarplant, the most common of the special-status plant species observed. 

This is reflected in the modified mitigation measure in Section 3.3.5. 

For sensitive natural communities, which include those communities with a rank of S1-S3 as 

stated on the CDFW Natural Communities webpage, Mitigation Measure BIO-9 has been revised 

to include a minimum 2:1 for natural communities with a rarity ranking of S3 or higher and the 

ratio will be incorporated into the restoration designs. This mitigation measure uses the 60 

percent absolute cover as the minimum success criteria because it is a realistic goal when applied 

to a group of natural communities, although some natural communities may have higher absolute 

percentages as part of the restoration design plans.  The County of Los Angeles’s ordinance for 

activities proposed for significant ecological areas does not apply within incorporated areas of the 

County such as the City of Long Beach. 

Where seed is to be planted for the restoration efforts, the greatest effort will be made to make 

use of local genotypes. Mitigation Measure BIO-1 has been revised to include performance 

standard for the success of propagated or transplanted species will be achieved with the survival 

of the appropriate number of individuals meeting the mitigation ratio (1:1 for most species) after 

five years of growth and the establishment of a self-propagating population for annual species for 

a minimum of three years after revegetation completion for a specific area. In addition, it is 

acknowledged that transplantation of perennial plant species is a potential mitigation technique 

but must be used sparingly and only when the receiving site parameters are a suitable match from 

the donor location. It is noted that success criteria for specific special-status plant species, covered 

under Mitigation Measure BIO-1, will have to be different from the success criteria for sensitive 

natural communities, covered under Mitigation Measure BIO-9. 

Demographic data are not a requirement of CEQA, as long as the environmental documentation 

provides substantial information to assess potential impacts and the proposed mitigation is 

sufficient to reduce the identified impacts. Demographic data are appropriate for inclusion in 

regulatory permit conditions or monitoring plans in order to measure success of the mitigation 

efforts. Such details will be considered when designing the success criteria for specific restoration 

plans. Details regarding specific special-status plant populations and areas using the most current 

survey information available will be provided in subsequent CEQA documentation as specific 

restoration plan designs are developed. Where special-status species are observed in limited 

numbers, these areas will be prioritized for avoidance, e.g., coulter’s goldfields.  
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In regard to estuary seablite, the individual plants depicted in Figure 3.3-2d is more accurate than 

the previously used polygons although the species is found extensively within the middle and 

upper salt marsh zones at Steamshovel Slough. 

Response CDFW-5 

The commenter provides recommended text to be used as part of the PEIR mitigation measures 

for the restoration program. 

LCWA concurs with most of the recommended text and has modified appropriate mitigation 

measures with portions of the recommended text (See Section 3.3.5). Certainly, control of non-

native species such as black mustard will be a key component of each area’s restoration plan 

design. 

Response CDFW-6 

The commenter indicates that CDFW finds the Draft PEIR’s jurisdictional delineation insufficient 

and recommends that the Draft PEIR fully identify the potential impacts to the stream or riparian 

resources and provide adequate avoidance, mitigation, monitoring and reporting commitments for 

issuance of the Lake or Streambed Alteration Agreement (LSA).  The comment also recommends 

modifications to the jurisdictional delineation that includes separating CDFW and California 

Coastal Commission (CCC) jurisdictions, identifying areas that were not assessed, discussing 

potential federal and/or state jurisdiction, including Sec 10 Waters; and re-evaluating isolated 

wetlands that may be subject to Section 1602 of the Fish and Game Code. 

The primary goal of the proposed program is the restoration and expansion of coastal salt marsh 

throughout much of the program area including on existing oil production facilities. 

Implementation of the program would result in a net increase in jurisdictional wetlands and 

waters that would mitigate any temporary loss of stream and riparian resources that currently 

exist within the program area. As required in accordance with Mitigation Measure BIO10, a 

jurisdictional delineation report shall be prepared that describes the jurisdictional resources and 

the extent of jurisdiction under the USACE, RWQCB, CDFW, and CCC within each restoration 

area (i.e., North, South, Central and Isthmus) when project-level planning is pursued. Agency 

permits, including USACE Nationwide or equivalent permit, Los Angeles RWQCB Water 

Quality Certification, CDFW LSA, and CCC Coastal Development Permit, would be issued 

following the completion of the restoration design and determination of impacts to streams and 

wetlands at the project-level for each restoration area.  As such, pursuant to Section 1600 et seq. 

and/or under CEQA, the project-level CEQA analysis for each restoration area will fully identify 

the potential impacts to the stream or riparian resources and provide adequate avoidance, 

mitigation, monitoring and reporting commitments for issuance of the LSA Agreement.  

The Draft PEIR, Chapter 3.3 Biological Resources, Section 3.3.3 Regulatory Framework of the 

Draft PEIR, has been revised to distinguish between CDFW and CCC jurisdiction and USACE 

Sec 10 waters, and acknowledges the portions of the South Area that were not assessed due to 

access limitations, but that will be formally delineated at the project-level. Moreover, the 

discussion has been revised to indicate that the potential presence of isolated or non-federal 

waters that may be subject to waste discharge requirements under the Porter Cologne Water 
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Quality Control Act will be determined based on the project-level jurisdictional delineation and 

permitted in accordance with Mitigation Measure BIO10, Section 3.5.5, Project Impacts and 

Mitigation Measures. 

Response CDFW-7 

The commenter requests clarification whether the new office will conflict with restoration of the 

Pumpkin Patch site and if Belding’s savannah sparrows could be potentially impacted.   

The proposed program described in Chapter 2 Project Description of the Draft PEIR would not 

include a new office at the Pumpkin Patch site. The commenter may be referencing the office 

proposed as part of the Los Cerritos Wetlands Oil Consolidation and Restoration Project (State 

Clearinghouse Number 2016041083). The proposed program would involve construction of 

earthen levees on the Pumpkin Patch site. In accordance with Mitigation Measure BIO8 in 

Section 3.5.5, a Wildlife Avoidance Plan will be prepared and approved by CDFW and USFWS 

prior to commencement of construction, which shall include specific species minimization and 

avoidance measures. As modified, Mitigation Measure BIO8 specifies that if special-status 

species cannot be avoided, Incidental Take Permits from the United States Fish and Wildlife 

Service and California Department of Fish and Wildlife will be required and compensatory 

mitigation for the loss of occupied habitat shall be provided as approved by the resource agencies.  

Response CDFW-8 

The commenter recommends reevaluating long-term conceptual plans, specifically in the South 

Area, to include more diverse vegetation communities including more upland habitat. The exact 

mix of different habitat types and vegetation will be further analyzed for the project-level design. 

The PEIR alternative considered more extensive grading in the South Area to lower the site to 

marshplain to be able to analyze the impacts of this amount of extensive grading. The future site 

design would be refined during project-level design to balance creating marsh today with creating 

room for habitat migration in the future. 

The commenter also recommends modifying the conceptual plans to incorporate space to 

accommodate habitat migration with sea-level rise. The commenter specifically recommends 

considering 1.7 and 3.5 ft. of sea-level rise. Appendix H, Hydrodynamics Modeling Report, 

includes the modeled habitat elevation bands under 1.7 and 3.3 ft. of sea-level rise. Assuming the 

acreages presented in Table 2-6 occur at the average elevation within the habitat band (e.g., all of 

the mid marsh occurs at 5.4 ft. NAVD based on last column of Table 4-2 in Appendix H) and 

roughly three quarters of the tidal salt marsh is high marsh and one quarter is mid marsh, the 

following table summarizes the marsh acreage with 1.7 and 3.3 ft. of sea-level rise.  
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Habitat Mid-term acreage Acreage with 1.7 ft. of SLR Acreage with 3.3 ft. of SLR 

Transition Zone 16 Some from uplands Some from uplands 

High Marsh 50 16 Some from uplands 

Mid Marsh 16 50 16 

Low Marsh Some along channels 16 50 

Mudflat Some along channels Some along channels 16 

 

With 3.3 ft. of sea-level rise, 80 percent of the initial marsh and transition zone habitat would 

remain, so the site as designed is resilient to up to 3.3 ft. of sea-level rise.  

The commenter also asks for clarification on the amount of sea-level rise considered for the 

Conceptual Restoration Plan alternatives and whether those alternative reflect near, mid, or long-

term restoration. Section 5.2.1.1 provides the background on the development of the current 

alternatives, including the history of the Conceptual Restoration Plan. The exact Conceptual 

Restoration Plan alternatives were not evaluated in the PEIR but led to the development of the 

alternatives that were analyzed. As discussed in Section 5.2.1.2:  

“The Conceptual Restoration Plan identified the next step in the restoration design process: 

Further concept development of a hybrid alternative may occur at some point in 

the future to maximize benefits and minimize impacts of restoration. This work 

may include “mixing” and “matching” certain footprints of particular 

alternatives with those of different alternatives to create more alternatives that 

may provide more overall benefit than any of these individual concepts (pg 7). 

As a result, the following alternatives were developed as hybrids of the Conceptual Restoration 

Plan alternatives.” Therefore, these alternatives were not analyzed in the PEIR and were not 

classified as near, mid, or long-term restoration. The Conceptual Restoration Plan evaluated sea-

level rise amounts of 1.5 and 5.5 ft. 

Response CDFW-9 

The commenter suggests that the proposed phasing approach be reconsidered so that there will 

not be continuous modifications to the landscape over the next 20 years and that oil operations 

should be decommissioned in the near-term.  As stated in Chapter 2 Project Description, Section 

2.5 LCW Restoration Plan Goals and Objectives of the PEIR, one of the goals of the LCWA’s 

restoration planning is to “Incorporate phasing of implementation to accommodate existing and 

future potential changes in land ownership and usage, and as funding becomes available.” As 

described in Sections 2.2.3 and 2.3.1 of the PEIR, the LCWA does not own all of the land or the 

oil leases within the program area.  Therefore, in order to allow for any near-term restoration 

activities to move forward, flood protection is required to protect portions of the Program that are 

currently privately owned or being used for purposes other than conservation.   

As stated in Chapter 2 Project Description, Section 2.7.1.1 of the Draft PEIR, “The timing of 

construction at each site is dependent on multiple variables, including property transfers, removal 
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of oil infrastructure, and related facilities, availability of funding, and permit approvals. Each 

phase of the proposed program will take multiple years to complete construction activities and 

with multiple years anticipated between each phase.” 

Agreements are not in place in all instances that would allow the LCWA to consolidate existing 

oil operations.  As stated in the PEIR Section 2.7.1.1 “For oil operations that do not have 

agreements in place with LCWA, it is expected that overall levels of oil and natural gas 

production would continue until production decreases to below economically viable levels, after 

which oil production would stop production.” 

Response CDFW-10 

The commenter suggests analyzing the impact to biological resources up and downstream of the 

program area due to a drop in water level caused by the program. Appendix H provides the results 

of the hydrodynamic modeling, which showed that the “maximum water surface elevation during 

the annual high tide matches the tidal boundary condition” (Chapter 2 Project Description, 

Section 3.2.1 Typical Tides\Central Area\Existing and Full Breach Conditions). This means that 

the tidal water levels within the river are not impacted by the program. 

The commenter also suggests that reconnection of the river to the floodplain could cause erosion 

of the marsh during a larger storm event and deliver sediment runoff downstream. Appendix I 

presents the sediment dynamics assessment that analyzed the potential for erosion. As discussed 

in Impact HYD1, “For storms less than the 10-year event (10 percent or greater chance of 

occurrence annually), no export from the marsh is expected. The sediment dynamics analysis 

showed that under full breach conditions, the 100-year event could export up to 10,000 cy of 

sediment (Appendix I). However, these events would occur infrequently with less than a 1 

percent chance of occurrence every year. While the erosion could result in an increase in turbidity 

during storm events, it would be an infrequent, temporary impact, and one which is typical of 

natural systems and already occurs at the site. As a result, erosion could result in an infrequent, 

temporary impact relating to the contribution of constituents to the San Gabriel River; these 

inputs would not have a substantial impact on the beneficial uses of the system. Additionally, 

Mitigation Measure HYD1 in Chapter 3.8 Hydrology and Water Quality, Section 3.8.5 Project 

Impacts and Mitigation Measures of the Draft PEIR, has been developed to ensure monitoring 

and adaptive management is conducted to recognize and address any erosion, deposition, or 

sediment quality issues.”  

Response CDFW-11 

The commenter states that to provide additional comments on cumulative impacts of the proposed 

program, it is recommended that the Seal Beach Residential Project and Haynes Generating 

Station Intake Channel Infill Project are depicted and that impacts to the burrowing owl habitat in 

the Callaway Marsh Site be avoided. In addition, the commenter suggests that species-specific 

surveys for the Pacific green sea turtle should be conducted.  

As indicated in Chapter 3.3 Biological Resources, Section 3.3.6 and in Table 3-1, Cumulative 

Projects, the Seal Beach Residential Project (Cumulative Project No. 3) occurs approximately 

0.25 miles from the southwestern most portion of the program area. The Haynes Generating 
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Station Intake Channel Infill Project (Cumulative Project No. 22) is located adjacent to the 

program area at 6801 Second Street. 

As indicated in Response to Comment No. CDFW-3, direct impacts to Pacific green turtle will 

likely be avoided in the restoration design because direct in water activities will be designed to 

avoid impacts to aquatic wildlife. However, the restoration program includes restoring a San 

Gabriel River connection with Central LCWA, and potentially other locations. This would be 

achieved by removing segments of the existing levee on the north banks of the river, resulting in 

changes in San Gabriel River resources. Pre-restoration design surveys  as required by Mitigation 

Measure BIO8 in Section 3.5.5, will verify the use of the program area by special-status aquatic 

species, including the Pacific green turtle, and plan design will focus on wildlife avoidance.   

As stated in Response to Comment No. CDFW-2, the mitigation measures developed for the 

PEIR are designed to focus on avoidance in the restoration design where special-status species are 

documented. In accordance with Mitigation Measure BIO5 in Section 3.5.5, a pre-construction 

burrowing owl survey will be conducted. If burrowing owls are detected, a Burrowing Owl 

Management Plan will be prepared and approved by CDFW and implemented prior to 

construction. Mitigation Measure BIO5 has been revised to indicate that occupied habitat will be 

avoided and/or enhanced by restoration design and implementation. Implementation of Mitigation 

Measure BIO5 would mitigate impacts to burrowing owl in accordance with the CDFW 2012 

Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation. 

Response CDFW-12 

The commenter indicates that CDFW recommends that the LCWA seek appropriate take 

authorization under California Endangered Species Act (CESA) prior to implementing the 

Program.  

Mitigation Measures BIO3 and BIO8 in Chapter 3.3 Biological Resources, Section 3.3.5 of the 

Draft PEIR, have been revised to indicate that an Incidental Take Permit be obtained for any 

listed species that may be impacted during construction or operational phase of the program, or 

other mitigation options identified by CDFW in accordance with Fish & Game Code, §§ 2080.1, 

2081, subds. (b) and (c). These mitigation measures have further been revised to specify that 1) 

take will be determined at the project-level for each restoration area, 2) CDFW and USFWS 

consultation shall occur prior to approval of the restoration design and 3) take authorization shall 

be provided prior to commencement of any ground disturbing activities.  

Response CDFW-13 

The commenter indicates that mitigation measures for adverse Program-related impacts to 

sensitive plants, animals, and habitats should emphasize avoidance and reduction of Program 

impacts. The comment further indicates that habitat restoration, enhancement, creation and/or 

acquisition should be discussed in detail and that areas proposed as mitigation lands should be 

protected in perpetuity with a conservation easement, financial assurance and dedicated to a 

qualified entity for long-term management and monitoring. Lastly, the commenter emphasizes 

that the Lead Agency must exercise due diligence in reviewing the qualifications of the entity that 
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would manage the mitigation lands and that mitigation banking inquiries may be directed to the 

CDFW’s South Coast Region Banking Coordinator.   

As stated in Response CDFW-2, the mitigation measures developed for the PEIR are designed to 

focus on avoidance in the restoration design where special-status species are documented. 

Mitigation Measure BIO1: Avoidance of Special-Status Plants in Section 3.5.5 will be 

implemented prior to each design phase, which includes conducting focused plant surveys in 

accordance with Protocols for Surveying and Evaluating Impacts to Special Status Native Plant 

Populations and Sensitive Natural Communities (CDFW, March 20, 2018).  

Response CDFW-14 

The commenter recommends that a qualified biological monitor approved by CDFW be on site 

prior to and during ground and habitat disturbing activities to move out of harm’s way special 

status species or other wildlife of low mobility that would be injured or killed by construction 

activities. The commenter also indicates that the temporary relocation of on-site wildlife does not 

constitute effective mitigation for the purposes of offsetting Program impacts associated with 

habitat loss.   

Implementation of the program will greatly enhance the value of habitat at the Los Cerritos 

Wetlands Complex, which currently is impacted by disturbances and modifications that degrade 

habitat value.  With the success of the restoration efforts, the Los Cerritos Wetlands Complex 

should become home to a greater number of species over time. Moreover, the mitigation 

measures developed for the PEIR are designed to both provide a baseline understanding of the 

resources for each phase of the restoration plan and to focus on avoidance in the restoration 

design where special-status species are documented. Nonetheless, Mitigation Measure BIO8 in 

Section 3.5.5 has been revised to indicate that the Wildlife Avoidance Plan shall require that a 

qualified biological monitor approved by CDFW be onsite prior to and during ground and habitat 

disturbing activities to move special status species or other wildlife of low mobility out of harm’s 

way that could be injured or killed by ground disturbing activities.  

Response CDFW-15 

The commenter states that the PEIR relies on future surveys and the preparation of future plans is 

considered deferred mitigation. The comment also states that surveys over the entire program area 

need to be disclosed.  

The comments are correct; an environmental analysis may not defer to future studies in order to 

either analyze potential impacts or to determine appropriate mitigation. However, the current 

environmental analysis has not been deferred in that standard biological surveys were conducted 

by qualified biologists and the PEIR provides documentation of the resources that have been 

inventoried during nearly the past ten years. Additionally, all areas within a proposed project 

boundary are required to be analyzed. See Response to Comment No. CDFW-2 which states that 

access to all the properties within the program area is not currently available for surveys because 

of existing land ownership, that numerous studies have been conducted regarding the biological 

resources of the program areas, that surveys conducted now would be out-of-date by the time 

certain phases of the restoration is designed, and that mitigation measures for this PEIR are 
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designed to provide a baseline understanding of the resources for each phase of the restoration 

plan and to focus avoidance in the restoration design where special-status species are 

documented. Response to Comment No. CDFW-2 goes on to state that as each phase of the 

restoration plan is designed, further CEQA analysis at the project-level of analysis will be 

required and public comment will be possible at each stage. See Chapter 2 Project Description, 

Section 2.1.2 for revised text that describes the restoration and CEQA process subsequent to the 

certification of this PEIR. Because the restoration program will be developed over a multi-year 

schedule, impacts for each restoration phase will be subsequently evaluated and mitigation 

implemented according to the program mitigation measures, as modified in this PEIR and in 

additional CEQA analysis. Mitigation measures in Section 3.3 5 have been modified to clarify 

that areas that are in future phases for restoration efforts will have surveys completed prior to 

design of the restoration plans. It must also be stated that as each phase of the restoration plan is 

designed, current field surveys will be conducted to define the baseline conditions at the time of 

the restoration plan. 

Please see Response to Comment No. CDFW-2 for additional discussion.  

Response CDFW-16 

The commenter indicates that transplantation and translocation of individual plants or animals are 

not supported by CDFW as a primary mitigation strategy. The comment continues that study 

results have shown unreliable results from such mitigation practices. The commenter also offers 

that preservation is a preferred mitigation strategy for long-term mitigation success. 

The comment is acknowledged and supported. The restoration program will incorporate 

preservation of habitat wherever it can be supported and wherever it would not interfere with 

restoration efforts for improving the overall ecosystem habitats. 

Transplantation applies only to plant species and is referenced in Mitigation Measure BIO1 in 

Chapter 3.3 Biological Resources, Section 3.3.5, Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures. 

Transplantation has been successfully implemented for many species but it is acknowledged that 

perennial species with substrate specificity are not candidates for transplantation except where 

similar substrates can be documented within the proposed transplantation location. Thus, 

transplantation is a potential mitigation technique but must be used sparingly and only when 

receiving site parameters are a suitable match from the donor location. 

Translocation is mentioned in association with burrowing owl mitigation (Mitigation Measure 

BIO6 in Section 3.3.5) and as an optional technique for other special-status wildlife species 

(Mitigation Measure BIO8 in Section 3.3.5) in an effort to get individual animals out of harm’s 

way. Translocation of burrowing owl, especially passive translocation, has been a successful 

technique in a number of states, including California. Optimal timing for translocation for 

burrowing owl appears to be to coincide with periods of natural dispersal (such as juvenile 

dispersal) or during the late non-breeding season, in February or early March, or in the early 

breeding season in March and April. 
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Translocation as mitigation for most other wildlife species remain experimental, although 

translocation has successfully been used for conservation purposes such as translocation of 

individual into an area to re-establish populations in formerly occupied areas. Although 

translocation would be used only as a last resort, in actuality, the effort would be more of a 

relocation, temporarily moving an animal out of harm’s while construction efforts are active and 

animals would not likely be moved far, considering that the restoration plan will create habitat for 

the individual species likely to need relocation. 

Please see Response to Comment No. CDFW-19 regarding acceptance of specific recommended 

mitigation measures at the project-level for each restoration site. 

Response CDFW-17 

The commenter indicates that the Program as proposed, could have an impact on fish and/or 

wildlife, and assessment of filing fees is necessary. The comment further states that fees are 

payable upon filing of the Notice of Determination by the Lead Agency. 

This comment is noted, and the Lead Agency intends to pay the filing fee upon filing of the 

Notice of Determination. 

Response CDFW-18 

The commenter appreciates the opportunity to comment, requests notification of responses to said 

comments, and provides contact information which is noted for the record. 

Response CDFW-19 

The commenter is recommending a Draft Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting Plan (MMRP) 

that includes 43 biological resources mitigation measures (BIO1 through BIO43) to be considered 

for incorporation into a future environmental document for the Project.  

As stated in Response to Comment No. CDFW-2, as each phase of the restoration plan is 

designed, further CEQA analysis at the project-level will be required and public comment will be 

possible at each stage. The mitigation measures developed for the PEIR are designed to both 

provide a baseline understanding of the resources for each phase of the restoration plan and to 

focus on avoidance in the restoration design where special-status species are documented. 

Mitigation Measures BIO1 through BIO24 proposed by the commenter include focused surveys 

for specific wildlife species prior to Program construction/activities. These mitigation measures 

are noted and will be included in the MMRP for each project-level CEQA document where 

appropriate.  

Mitigation Measure BIO25 that is proposed by the commenter recommends that supplemental 

documents be provided in the appendix that discuss the impetus, design, and necessity of land 

bridges proposed in Figures 5-1, 5-2, and 5-3, Final Alternatives, of the Draft PEIR and provide 

a discussion as to how bridges would facilitate wildlife movement around the LCWC. As 

indicated, as each phase of the restoration plan is designed, further CEQA analysis at the project-
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level will be required and public as well as responsible agencies comments will be possible at 

each stage. 

Mitigation Measure BIO26 that is recommended by the commenter suggests including areas of 

non-native vegetation-dominated cover in focused surveys for special-status wildlife species 

dependent on grasslands/upland habitat where appropriate. As indicated in Mitigation Measure 

BIO8 in Section 3.3.5 of the Draft PEIR, focused surveys will be concentrated in areas that 

contain suitable habitat prior to LCWA’s approval of the project plans or the publication of 

subsequent CEQA documents for any project site that potentially contains special-status species.  

Therefore, if it is determined that grassland/upland habitat is suitable for a particular special-

status species, then such habitat would be surveyed.  

The commenter recommends that a Mitigation Measure BIO27 be considered, which requires that 

a biological monitor be present during initial grubbing and grading operations. Mitigation 

Measure BIO8 in Section 3.3.5 of the Draft PEIR has been modified to require biological 

monitoring during ground-disturbing activities. 

Mitigation Measure BIO28 presented by the commenter suggests design standards for metal fence 

posts to prevent injury to raptors.  This suggested mitigation measure will be considered as a 

design feature. Moreover, as each phase of the restoration plan is designed, further CEQA 

analysis at the project-level will be required and the public as well as responsible agencies will be 

afforded an opportunity to comment. 

Mitigation Measure BIO29 presented by the commenter suggests disclosing population 

information and impact locations for rare plants documented in the Program Area using data 

collected from 2012 through 2018. Due to limited access, not all of the Program areas have been 

surveyed because of existing ongoing operations. Additionally, because the restoration plan will 

be implemented over a 20-30-year period, perhaps even longer, focused surveys conducted from 

2012-2018 would be clearly out-of-date by the time certain phases of the restoration plan are 

designed, let alone implemented. Because the extent of rare plant populations is currently 

unknown within the program area, focused surveyed will be conducted at the project-level for 

each restoration area, so that design considerations can be made to minimize impacts to 

individuals to the greatest extent feasible.  

Mitigation Measure BIO30 presented by the commenter recommends clarifying the extent and 

locations of estuary seablite in the program area. Figure 3.3-2d, Special-Status Plants – North 

Area, and Section 3.3.2.4 c. The locations of estuary seablite in Chapter 8 and depicted in Figure 

3.3-2d are based on the most recent survey conducted in 2017 by Glenn Lukos Associates, which 

identified 650 individuals near Steamshovel Slough. Furthermore, this is the most accurate data 

that has been collected. Information collected previously by Tidal Influence that depicts a 

polygon as mention in the comment depicts suitable habitat, not positive identification of 

individual plants. Lastly, the results of the 2017 survey are referenced in the Los Cerritos 

Wetlands Oil Consolidation and Restoration Project EIR. As required in accordance with 

Mitigation Measure BIO1 in Section 3.3.5, focused plant surveys will be conducted at the project-

level prior to LCWA’s approval of the project plans or the publication of subsequent CEQA 
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documents for any project site that potentially contains special-status species, so that each 

restoration area can be designed to minimize and/or avoid impacts to rare plants to the greatest 

extent feasible, as well as to establish a baseline for determining potential impacts.  

Mitigation Measures BIO31 through BIO34 presented by the commenter suggests mitigation 

measures for rare plants and sensitive natural communities. The restoration areas will be partially 

self-mitigating (onsite) and where rare plants and/or sensitive natural communities may be 

impacted in implementing the restoration plan, they will be mitigated at an appropriate ratio. 

Specific mitigation ratios are added to the modified mitigation measures and it is reasonable to 

increase mitigation ratios for those sensitive natural communities with a higher sensitivity 

ranking. This is reflected in the modified mitigation measures. Moreover, restoration areas that 

would impact rare plants and/or sensitive nature communities will incorporate mitigation of 

effected rare species and sensitive communities into the design and/or will be mitigated onsite 

within the Program area.  A Mitigation, Maintenance, and Monitoring Program and/or 

Restoration Plan for rare plants and sensitive vegetation communities will be prepared at the 

project-level for each restoration area.  

Mitigation Measure BIO35 presented by the commenter recommends using the Restoration 

Techniques described under CDFW Comment 16 for project-level activities under the Program 

and include the language as a mitigation measure. The comment is acknowledged and supported. 

Plant transplantation is a potential mitigation technique but must be used sparingly and only when 

receiving site parameters are a suitable match from the donor location. This criterion has been 

added to Mitigation Measure BIO1 in Chapter 3.3 Biological Resources, Section 3.3.5 Project 

Impacts and Mitigation Measures. 

Mitigation Measure BIO36 presented by the commenter recommends LCWA shall expand on the 

herbicide-use language in the Project Description by providing safety measures, protocols, and 

standards regarding herbicide use (or no herbicide use) around special-status plants, wildlife, and 

vegetation communities. The commenter further recommends that LCWA implement buffer 

zones to protect species-status species, including habitat structures, from direct herbicide contact 

and drift. 

As stated in Chapter 2 Project Description, mechanical removal is the preferred method of 

removing invasive species; accordingly, invasive plant species removal would occur using 

mechanical methods to the maximum extent possible. Herbicides would be used in accordance 

with manufacturers’ application guidelines for specific species when manual and mechanical 

removal methods are not effective and may be used in conjunction with physical removal 

methods for species that are known to be difficult to control. The program’s restoration contractor 

would prepare an herbicide treatment plan for each treated invasive species, including such 

information as the type of herbicide to be used, application rates, and timing of treatment. 

Herbicides would be applied using a localized spot-treatment method and applied in a manner 

that would eliminate or reduce drift onto native plants, including special-status species. In all such 

cases, they would be used only to the extent necessary to support native plant establishment and 

limit adverse impacts to sensitive species and habitats. As currently stated, herbicides would not 

be used if wind conditions are not appropriate for application. Any use of herbicides would also 
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be in full accordance with any applicable rules and restrictions, including any restrictions in the 

City of Long Beach Local Coastal Program. 

Mitigation Measure BIO37 presented by the commenter recommends controlling large areas of 

black mustard, ripgut brome, and poison hemlock in phases instead of removing all vegetation at 

one time, because non-native vegetation could support wildlife that could be displaced if non-

native vegetation is completely removed and native vegetation has yet to be restored. As 

indicated in Chapter 2 and Mitigation Measure BIO1 within Chapter 3.3 Biological Resources, 

Section 3.3.5 Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures, of the Draft PEIR, vegetation would be 

biologically monitored prior to clearing to prevent inadvertent impacts to sensitive wildlife 

species, including nesting birds. Furthermore, non-native vegetation removal would occur during 

separate occasions for each restoration area; therefore, large swaths of vegetation will be 

available within the program area for wildlife that may be displaced. This includes areas that 

would have already been restored as well as those that have yet to be restored, including 

properties immediately adjacent that are outside of the program area. 

Mitigation Measure BIO38 presented by the commenter suggests that LCWA address CDFW’s 

concerns with the PEIR’s jurisdictional delineation. This comment has been addressed in 

Response to Comment No. CDFW-6. 

Mitigation Measure BIO39 presented by the commenter recommends that LCWA clarify whether 

the new office at the Pumpkin Patch site will conflict with restoration of the site and potentially 

impact Belding’s savannah sparrows. This comment has been addressed in Response to Comment 

No. CDFW-7.  

Mitigation Measure BIO40 presented by the commenter recommends that long-term conceptual 

plans be reevaluated, especially for the South Area to maximize vegetation community diversity, 

not only habitat types, including acknowledgement of upland habitat resiliency to sea level rise. 

This comment has been addressed in Response to Comment No. CDFW-8. 

MM Mitigation Measure BIO41 presented by the commenter indicates that erecting, lowering, 

breaching, removing berms or flood walls after or during restoration may impact and disrupt 

biological resources and water flow and that LCWA shall minimize disruptive activities and 

consider workflows that strategically schedules landscape and waterflow altering projects for the 

near-term to the extent possible. This comment has been addressed in Response to Comment No. 

CDFW-9. 

Mitigation Measure BIO42 presented by the commenter recommends addressing potential 

impacts to biological resources up and downstream along the San Gabriel River because the 

Program could lead to a drop in water level, effecting special-status aquatic wildlife species. This 

comment has been addressed in Response to Comment No. CDFW-10. 

Mitigation Measure BIO43 presented by the commenter recommends showing where the Seal 

Beach Residential Project and Haynes Generating Station Intake Channel Infill Project will occur 

in Program maps, and implement Mitigation Measures for burrowing owl and Pacific green sea 
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turtle due to potential cumulative impacts. This comment has been addressed in Response to 

Comment No. CDFW-11. 

Response CDFW-20 

Responses to the referenced letter are provided above in Responses to Comments Nos. CDFW-1 

to CDFW-19. 
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City of Seal Beach, July 6, 2020 

Comment Letter CSB 

Response CSB-1 

The commenter acknowledges receipt of the Draft PEIR and provides a summary of the proposed 

program. Specific comments regarding the Draft PEIR are provided and responded to below. 

Response CSB-2 

The commenter expresses support for the proposed Seal Beach Visitors Center to be completed as 

early as possible and that it should include cultural history of the California Native Americans.   

The LCWA will work with the City of Seal Beach to determine a timeline for the proposed 

Visitors Center and ensure that the interpretive aspects of the center accurately represent the 

cultural history of California Native Americans with input from those tribes that LCWA 

consulted with during the preparation of this PEIR. 

Response CSB-3 

The commenter indicates that access and parking for the Seal Beach Visitor Center should be 

limited to 1st Street and that necessary improvements be made to ensure safe public access.  

Chapter 2 Project Description, of the Draft PEIR states that parking and access would be along 

1st Street only.  The LCWA will work with the City of Seal Beach to determine all necessary 

improvements to ensure visitor safety. 

Response CSB-4 

The commenter expresses concern for the length of the proposed trails on the South LCWA Site 

and suggests they should not be placed near the adjacent residences.  All efforts will be made to 

ensure the location of the trails do not disrupt nearby residents while promoting use of Gum 

Grove Park and the proposed Visitors Center. 

Response CSB-5 

The commenter requests that the City Seal Beach be notified prior to any ground disturbance and 

be given 30 days-notice in advance of disruption to water service.   As presented in Table 2-18, 

the LCWA would be required to acquire a site plan review and grading and encroachment permits 

for any work done in the City of Seal Beach. As part of this permitting process, advance notice 

would be provided to the City. 

Response CSB-6 

The commenter recognizes the numerous mitigation measures being put in place to reduce 

construction impacts and requests that the LCWA maintain regular communication with the City 

of Seal Beach throughout all phases of the program.  The City of Seal Beach is a member of the 

LCWA Steering Committee and an appointed board member of the LCWA. Communication with 

Seal Beach will continue throughout all phases of the program implementation. 
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Response CSB-7 

The commenter provides a general conclusion statement and does not raise any specific issues 

regarding the content and adequacy of the Draft PEIR. As such, no further response is warranted. 

Response CSB-8 

Responses to the referenced letter are provided above in Responses to Comments Nos. CSB-1 to 

CSB-7. 
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Los Angeles County Sanitation District, July 6, 2020 

Comment Letter LASD 

Response LASD-1 

The commenter acknowledges receipt of the Draft PEIR by the Los Angeles County Sanitation 

District. The commenter notes that previous comments were submitted by the Los Angeles 

County Sanitation District that still apply and are enclosed with the letter. The enclosed 

comments note that Los Angeles County Sanitation District cannot provide a detailed response or 

permit construction until project plans and specification that incorporate the Los Angeles County 

Sanitation District facilities are submitted for review. The enclosed comments also note that trunk 

sewer capacity should be verified as the project advances. 

In response to the enclosed comments, project plans will be prepared as part of individual 

restoration projects subsequent to the preparation of this PEIR and will be submitted to Los 

Angeles County Sanitation District for review.  

Additional specific comments regarding the Draft PEIR are provided and responded to below. 

Response LASD-2 

The commenter notes that an approval to construct improvements within a Districts’ sewer 

easement and/or over or near a Districts’ sewer is required before construction may begin. As 

shown in Table 2-17, Required Permits and Approvals, of the Draft PEIR, permits/approvals 

from multiple agencies, including Los Angeles County Sanitation District would be obtained as 

necessary according to specific detailed designs for the proposed restoration activity. These 

permits/approvals would be determined on a project level basis and subsequent to the preparation 

of this PEIR.   

Response LASD-3 

The commenter notes that the project areas may require an amendment to a Districts’ permit for 

Industrial Wastewater Discharge. Permits and approvals (including an amendment to an existing 

permit) would be obtained as necessary according to specific detailed designs for the proposed 

restoration activity. These permits/approvals would be determined on a project level basis and 

subsequent to the preparation of this PEIR.     

Response LASD-4 

The commenter provides contact information and is noted for the record. 

Response LASD-5 

The commenter is including a prior letter submitted in response to the Notice of Preparation. 

Responses to the referenced letter are provided in Responses to Comments Nos. LASD-1.  
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Response LASD-6 

Responses to the referenced letter are provided above in Responses to Comments Nos. LASD-1 – 

LASD-5. 
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California State Lands Commission, July 6, 2020 

Comment Letter SLC 

Response SLC-1 

The commenter acknowledges receipt of the Draft PEIR by the California State Lands 

Commission and states that it will act as a Responsible Agency. Specific comments regarding the 

Draft PEIR are provided and responded to below. 

Response SLC-2 

The commenter provides background on the State Lands Commission jurisdiction and 

management authority and the public trust doctrine. The commenter references an existing lease 

agreement between the State Lands Commission and the LCWA and allowed activities under the 

agreement for the State Lands Parcel located in the City of Seal Beach. The commenter notes that 

LCWA will need to apply for a new lease to authorize new activities and uses described for the 

proposed program. The commenter also notes that there are four other leases with authorizations 

for various uses with other entities and that LCWA will need to obtain letters of concurrence with 

these other lessees acknowledging and agreeing to proposed construction activities and uses 

within the parcel. In response, LCWA will apply for a new lease and obtain letters of concurrence 

subsequent to the preparation of this PEIR as part of project-level planning. 

Response SLC-3 

The commenter provides a summary of the proposed program relative to the State sovereign land, 

and the PEIR goals and objectives, and does not raise any issues with respect to the content and 

adequacy of the Draft PEIR. As such, no further response is warranted. 

Response SLC-4 

The commenter notes that Table 2-18, Required Permits and Approvals of the Draft PEIR, shows 

a requirement for an encroachment permit from the State Lands Commission when in fact a lease 

from the State Lands Commission would be required. Table 2-18 has been modified to indicate 

that a lease would be required.   

Response SLC-5 

The commenter suggests including further detail on the buildout of the State Lands parcel. This 

detail has not been developed as part of the program, but would be developed in more detail at the 

project-level. 

Response SLC-6 

The commenter states that depending on the proposed layout of the visitor’s center, populations 

of special-status plants could be impacted and consultation with both the State Lands 

Commission and Coastal Commission would be required regarding ESHA mitigation measures.  

The details of the footprint of the visitor’s center have not been developed as part of the program, 

but would be developed in more detail during project-level planning.  However, the visitor’s 

center is intended to be located on the existing foundation slab that currently is un-vegetated.  
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Any proposed development of the site would require the LCWA to coordinate with the State 

Lands Commission who is the current owner of property as well as all lessees who include the 

City of Seal Beach.  All proposed mitigation measures for the program would be applicable to the 

State Land Commission’s property and therefore mitigation for impacts to special status species 

would be required. Coastal Commission has jurisdiction over this property and would be a 

permitting agency. 

Response SLC-7 

The commenter provides information on some of the State guidance documents regarding sea-

level rise and climate change. The comment notes that Commission staff will request info on the 

potential effects of sea-level rise on the program, the planned adaptation strategies, and program 

modifications to reduce impacts from sea-level rise, with a focus on public access. Hydrodynamic 

modeling of the program under sea-level rise conditions is presented in Appendix H of the Draft 

PEIR. This information will be used at the project-level to further analyze impacts due to sea-

level rise and potential adaptations or project modifications. 

The comment also notes that the sea-level rise modeling presented in Appendix H was not 

referenced in Chapter 3.6, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Section 3.6.2.2 and suggests including the 

information or a reference in this Section. The text within Section 3.6.2.2 has been revised, please 

refer to Chapter 3.6, Greenhouse Gas Emissions of the Draft PEIR.   

Response SLC-8 

The commenter states that the analysis under Impact TRI1 requires clarification since the tribal 

cultural landscape was determined to be a tribal cultural resource by LCWA, in its discretion and 

supported by substantial evidence, and as such is analyzed under Impact TRI2. In response to this 

comment, clarifying text was added under Impact TRI1 in Chapter 3.14 Transportation, Section 

3.14.5 Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures of the Draft PEIR. 

Response SLC-9 

The commenter states that title to cultural resources on state lands is vested in the State. The 

commenter requests that LCWA consult with Staff Attorney Jamie Garrett regarding any cultural 

resources discoveries on state lands and that text be included in the PEIR indicating that final 

disposition of archeological, historical, and paleontological resources recovered on state lands 

must be approved by the California State Lands Commission. 

In response to the first request in this comment, Mitigation Measure CUL14 has been revised. In 

response to the second request in this comment, Mitigation Measure CUL-15 has been revised. 

Please refer to Chapter 3.4 Cultural Resources, Section 3.4.5 Project Impacts and Mitigation 

Measures for revisions to the Draft PEIR. 

Response SLC-10 

The commenter requests that any future project level documents be sent to the agency. The 

commenter also provides contact information and is noted for the record. 
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Response SLC-11 

Responses to the referenced letter are provided above in Responses to Comments Nos. SLC-1 to 

SLC-10. 
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California Coastal Commission, August 6, 2020 

Comment Letter CCC 

Response CCC-1  

The commenter acknowledges receipt of the Draft PEIR by the California Coastal 

Commission (CCC). Specific comments regarding the Draft PEIR are provided and responded to 

below.  

Response CCC-2  

The commenter states that the Draft PEIR does not acknowledge that within the CCC’s retained 

jurisdiction area, the certified Local Coastal Program (LCP) can provide guidance as to a 

project’s consistency with Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act (CCA). Chapter 3.9 Land Use 

and Planning, Section 3.9.2 Regulatory Setting, of the Draft PEIR has been revised to make this 

clarification. No further revision or analysis in the Draft PEIR is required.    

Response CCC-3  

The commenter notes that the standard of review for coastal jurisdictions are subject to change 

upon, for example, the CCC’s certification of the South East Area Specific Plan 

(SEASP) 2060 and the certification of the City of Seal Beach LCP. Chapter 3.9, Land Use and 

Planning, of the Draft PEIR acknowledges that while the SEASP 2060 has not been certified by 

the CCC an analysis for informational purposes of the SEASP 2060 was included in the Draft 

PEIR. This is because the SEASP 2060 is anticipated to be completed and issued in its final form 

within the lifetime of the proposed program. As further discussed in Section 3.9.2 Regulatory 

Setting, of the Draft PEIR a draft LCP for the City of Seal Beach was submitted to the CCC 

for review, but was not certified. At this time the City of Seal Beach reinitiated preparation of 

the Seal Beach LCP and it is unknown when the Seal Beach LCP would be certified. The City of 

Seal Beach has not shared a draft of the LCP with the public at this time. However, Section 3.9, 

Land Use and Planning, of the Draft PEIR has been revised to clarify that the Seal Beach LCP 

would be applicable to the proposed program when it is certified by the CCC.  

Response CCC-4  

The commenter states that it is unclear how the proposed program described in the Draft PEIR is 

intended to be implemented. Table 2-18 on page 2-84 of Chapter 2, Project Description, of this 

Draft EIR, provides a list of the required permits and approvals necessary for development of the 

proposed program, which includes coastal development permits to be obtained through the 

CCC and the City of Long Beach. At this time, LCWA has not yet determined the approach that 

will be taken in obtaining a coastal development permit. Obtaining this permit would be 

determined on a project level basis and subsequent to the preparation of this PEIR.  

Response CCC-5  

The commenter notes that the proposed program would need to be consistent with the conditions 

of Coastal Development Permit (CDP) No. 9-18-0395 (Beach Oil Minerals 

Project [BOMP]). Section 2.4.4 Los Cerritos Wetlands Oil Consolidation and Restoration Project, 
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in Chapter 2 Project Description, of the Draft PEIR provides background on the BOMP and 

proposed Los Cerritos Wetlands Restoration Plan (proposed program). While portions of the 

BOMP are located within the program area, a project-level environmental impact report 

(EIR) was completed and a CDP was conditionally approved by the CCC on December 13, 2018 

for BOMP; the CDP is unrelated to the proposed program analyzed within this PEIR. LCWA will 

comply with all conditions associated with CDP(s) issued for individual restoration projects 

associated with this proposed program.   

Response CCC-6  

The commenter notes that the impacts associated with earthen levees/berms and flood walls can 

be quite different and suggests exploring these differences as part of the analysis. Chapter 5 

Project Alternatives of the Draft PEIR, provides a discussion of the consideration of a flood wall 

option for the Central Area (rather than the earthen levees that are proposed in the program). 

Section 5.4.2.1 presents the analysis that led to this alternative not being carried forward, 

including a comparison of the levees to the flood walls.  

Additionally, impacts associated with berms and flood walls were evaluated throughout the 

document. For example, the aesthetics analysis evaluates both an earthen berm and a flood wall 

as options between the South LCWA site and the Hellman Retained site. In other cases, such as in 

the biological resources analysis, the more impactful of the two options was assessed (i.e., the 

earthen berm with its larger footprint impacts more existing habitat compared to a smaller 

footprint flood wall).  

Choosing between an earthen berm and a flood wall will be part of the refinement to the design 

that will be conducted at the project-level. Considerations will include how the flood control 

feature effects public access, impacts to habitat, and construction feasibility. Specific designs of 

flood walls that minimize impacts to coastal resources will be considered in the project-level 

design.  

Response CCC-7  

The commenter requests that impacts associated with the source and deposition of material and 

compatibility of the material with the receiving sites should be analyzed. As discussed on page 

ES-20 (Section ES.7.6.2, Earthwork Quantities), while cut and fill estimates have been prepared 

for each of the areas, the future design would seek to balance cut and fill as much as possible to 

avoid import and export.  

The commenter further requests that “stockpiles of surplus material should avoid being sited in 

locations where impacts to coastal resources, including but not limited to wetlands, 

environmentally sensitive habitat areas, public access, and coastal views, could occur.” As 

discussed in Section 2.7.6.3, Stockpiling and Excess Fill Placement, excess soil from the South 

LCWA site could be stockpiled on the Long Beach City property site, which is currently in a 

degraded condition and would not impact coastal resources. In addition, soil not needed for levee 

construction would be placed in upland areas or exported, as described in Off-Site Soil 

Export under Section 2.7.6.4, Implementation Methods, to local landfills or the Los Angeles 
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ocean disposal site off the coast from San Pedro (LA-2) or the Newport Bay ocean disposal site 

off the coast from Newport Beach (LA-3).  

The commenter requests “the PEIR should also consider placement of surplus soils on local 

beaches, if clean and compatible.” Given the generally clayey and silty nature of the shallow 

soils, as described in Chapter 3.5, Geology, Soils, and Paleontological Resources, of the Draft 

PEIR, the material would generally be incompatible for a beach setting.  

Response CCC-8  

The commenter notes that baseline monitoring methods would need to be described in more detail 

for an LCP or PWP application with the CCC. Any additional details would be provided 

as part of these applications. The comment further suggests a governance structure to facilitate 

the adaptive management program is needed and should be analyzed by the PEIR. A Draft 

Monitoring and Adaptive Management Plan (MAMP) Framework has been included as Appendix 

B of the Final EIR, which includes a governance structure to facilitate the adaptive management 

program.  

Response CCC-9  

The commenter notes that it should be clear that the preferred alternative should avoid impacts to 

the maximum extent feasible. As discussed in Chapter 5, Alternatives, of the Draft 

PEIR, consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, each alternative was evaluated for its 

ability to attain most of the proposed program’s objectives, its ability to reduce and/or eliminate 

significant impacts associated with the proposed program, and its feasibility. In addition, CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15126.6 states that “an EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to 

a project. Rather it must consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that will 

foster informed decision making and public participation.”   

Response CCC-10  

The commenter states that while Goal 2(c) of the proposed program suggests that the edges of 

the Los Cerritos Wetlands Complex should be compatible with neighboring land uses, the 

commenter notes that maximum restoration and protection of coastal resources should be 

prioritized over compatibility with neighboring land uses, which include industrial, commercial, 

and residential uses. The commenter requests that alternatives that allow the Los Cerritos 

Wetlands Complex to expand into buffer areas be analyzed. At this time, the proposed program 

has not been designed to this level of detail to show where buffers would be located in relation to 

adjacent uses. This level of detail will be determined as part of individual restoration projects, and 

considerations will be made regarding the commenter’s request. The commenter also cites the 

SEASP, which require such buffer area and setbacks from future development, including natural 

drainages, rather than armored berms. Requirements of the SEASP will be taken into 

consideration as well at the time this level of detail is determined for individual projects. It should 

be noted that armored berms are not proposed within the proposed program. Rather, vegetated 

earthen berms will be provided and will provide for upland habitat and public access. Also, see 

Response to Comment No. CCC-14, below.  
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Response CCC-11  

The commenter suggests an amendment of Goal 3 to align with Section 30210 of the Coastal Act, 

which requires maximum access and recreational opportunities for all people, and to encourage 

equitable and diverse access to the LCW beyond the surrounding community. The LCWA and its 

member agencies consider equitable access for all people to be an important goal. The LCW is 

not located in a disadvantaged community, but the LCWA considers the LCW as a regional 

resource that expands beyond the immediate surrounding community. Currently, through the 

LCWA’s Stewardship Program and Stewardship Partners (including the Los Cerritos Wetlands 

Land Trust, El Dorado Audubon, and Aquarium of the Pacific), public programs are held 

regularly and open to all members of the public. Additionally, multiple K-12 students from 

disadvantaged communities outside the immediate area have been hosted on field trips to the 

LCW, thanks to the Los Cerritos Wetlands Land Trust. The LCWA will seek to expand equitable 

public access to the LCW while balancing conservation needs as the program moves forward. 

Please refer to Chapter 2 Project Description, Section 2.5 Project Objectives, of the Draft PEIR 

for revisions to Goal 3.   

Response CCC-12  

The commenter states that Goal 3 fails to highlight the existing relationship between Native 

Americans and this coastal area and recommends an approach to involve tribal input. Please see 

Responses GABACJ5 and GABACJ6. The commenter’s suggestion regarding reserving a portion 

of the site for sacred and ceremonial tribal purposes is noted, and the LCWA will further 

explore this opportunity with the tribes.   

Response CCC-13  

The commenter notes that the City of Long Beach Land Use Element is not part of the Long 

Beach Local Coastal Program (LCP) and that a different land use map (Southeast Area 

Development Plan [SEADIP]) is used in the LCP. Chapter 3.9, Land Use and Planning, of the 

Draft PEIR acknowledges that the SEADIP was approved as a whole by the LCP Advisory 

Committee for inclusion in the LCP and functions as the current zoning for the program 

area. Page 3.9-2 also acknowledges that the CCC has yet to certify the proposed Southeast Area 

Specific Plan (SEASP) 2060; however, it is anticipated that the SEASP 2060 will be completed 

and issued in its final form within the lifetime of the proposed program. Chapter 3.9, Land Use 

and Planning, of the Draft PEIR includes an analysis of both the adopted SEADIP and proposed 

SEASP 2060. Figure 2-9, General Plan Land Use Designations, Section 2.6, and Section 3.9 of 

the Draft PEIR have been revised to reflect the land use designations in place prior to the City 

Council’s recent adoption of an updated General Plan Land Use Element. Section 3.9 has been 

revised to acknowledge that the CCC has yet to certify the updated General Plan Land 

Use Element; however, it is anticipated that the updated General Plan Land Use Element will be 

certified in its final form within the lifetime of the proposed program. Chapter 3.9 includes an 

analysis of both the certified General Plan land use designations and the not yet certified General 

Plan land use designations.    
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Response CCC-14  

The commenter suggests Chapter 2 Project Description, Section 2.7.1.3 of the Draft PEIR should 

include a description of how restoration projects will consider best available science and mitigate 

potential climate-related impacts, including but not limited to impacts resulting from sea level 

rise, in the refinement of restoration project design. Please refer to Section 2.7.1.3 for revisions to 

the Draft PEIR.   

The commenter also recommends analyzing the capacity of the program to adapt to sea-level 

rise. The proposed program has been designed with sea-level rise in mind, including planning for 

sea-level rise in the height of flood management features (Section 2.7.4.3) and the marshplain 

elevation (Section 2.7.4.2). Additionally, the CRP considered three alternatives with varying 

amounts of sea-level rise resiliency, which served as the basis for the design of the proposed 

program.  

Response CCC-15  

The commenter notes it is unclear whether the roads and trails would be hardscaped. The roads 

would be hardscaped to provide access to heavy equipment which would be 

necessary for maintaining the levee system. The trails would not be hardscaped except in areas 

where the trail overlaps with the roads.  Alternatives to paving the roads will be considered at the 

project-level of design and will depend on the feasibility of providing access to heavy equipment.  

The commenter suggests that the EIR should analyze the potential for natural drainage areas and 

wetland buffers from development. The proposed program includes bioswales to capture runoff 

from the roads in the Central Area. The majority of the site is wetland, so no additional wetland 

buffers are proposed.  

Response CCC-16  

The commenter suggests including the proposed parking fee structure and prioritizing wetland 

and coastal visitors over residents of nearby neighborhoods and commercial developments. The 

LCWA will develop a parking fee structure and methods to prioritize certain visitors as part of the 

CDP application, if applicable. This level of detail would be determined on a project-level basis 

and subsequent to the preparation of this program EIR.  

Response CCC-17  

The commenter notes that all development (as defined in the Coastal Act) in or immediately 

adjacent to wetlands requires a CDP. As shown in Table 2-18, Required Permits and Approvals, 

of the Draft PEIR, permits/approvals from multiple agencies, including the CCC’s permits to 

construct and operate, would be obtained as necessary according to specific detailed designs for 

the proposed restoration activity. These permits/approvals would be determined on a project level 

basis and subsequent to the preparation of this program EIR.   
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Response CCC-18  

The commenter notes the Long Beach City Council has not recently authorized consolidated 

CDPs, so the LCWA will likely need a Local CDP and CDP from CCC. Table 2-18 Required 

Permits and Approvals has been updated accordingly.  

Response CCC-19  

The commenter notes that portions of the City of Long Beach’s zoning code and some General 

Plan Elements, including the Open Space and Recreation Element, Scenic Routes Element, 

and Mobility Element are, in whole or in part, part of the certified Long Beach LCP. This has 

been clarified in the Draft PEIR in Chapter 3.9 Land Use and Planning, of the Draft PEIR. The 

commenter also notes that there may be more LCP policies that are applicable to the proposed 

program than what is listed on page 3.1-18 in Chapter 3.1 Aesthetics, of the Draft PEIR. The LCP 

policies listed on this page of the Draft PEIR are specific to aesthetics/visual character and do not 

represent the comprehensive list of policies applicable to the proposed program. In addition, the 

commenter notes that if certified, some of the SEASP 2060 policies might be modified from their 

current language as presented in the Draft PEIR. This comment is noted. The analysis provided in 

Chapter 3.1 Aesthetics, of the Draft PEIR represents the language for the SEASP 2060 policies 

that were known at the time of the writing of the Draft PEIR. Ultimately the proposed program 

would be consistent with what is included in the SEASP 2060 at the time of certification by the 

CCC.  

Response CCC-20  

The commenter notes that the CCC is not aware of a proposal by the City of Long Beach to 

amend the LCP to include the proposed aesthetic policies listed in the Draft PEIR within Chapter 

3.1 Aesthetics. The text provided therein is directly quoted from the City of Long Beach 

LCP certified by the CCC on July 22, 1980 and as shown on pages 67 and 68 of the adopted LCP. 

No further clarifications or revisions to the Draft PEIR are required.   

Response CCC-21  

The commenter asks for additional detail regarding duration and intensity of “temporary” impacts 

during construction and between phases. Additional detail would be determined on a project-level 

basis and subsequent to the preparation of this program EIR.  

Response CCC-22  

The commenter states that there is no corresponding visual resources analysis as it relates to 

Section 30251 of the California Coastal Act. Section 3.1 Aesthetics, of the Draft PEIR, provides a 

consistency analysis for Section 30251. As discussed therein, while development of proposed 

program would change views from public viewpoints, a majority of the viewpoints would be 

enhanced by the proposed program and scenic quality would increase with the phasing out of oil 

production facilities and non-native, invasive species, and the restoration of native vegetation and 

wetland habitat. The proposed program was found to be consistent with this policy of the 

California Coastal Act.   
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Response CCC-23  

The commenter notes that lighting design that achieves the minimum degree of illumination 

necessary for public safety, minimizes light trespass into adjacent non-target areas, and limits the 

illumination of open space and sensitive habitat areas to the maximum extent feasible serves to 

minimize impacts to coastal resources. Analysis provided under Impact AES4 in Section 

3.1 Aesthetics, of the Draft PEIR provides an analysis of light and glare impacts during 

construction and operation of the proposed program. As discussed therein, during 

construction, any construction lighting would be aimed towards the activity and would be mostly 

contained within the area where work would be occurring. In addition, a lighting plan, as required 

by Mitigation Measure AES1 would ensure that security lighting does not pose undue light and/or 

glare. During operation, the proposed program would comply with the applicable 

lighting requirements sets forth by the cities of Seal Beach and Long Beach, including Seal Beach 

Municipal Code Section 11.4.20.025, which requires that lighting in parking areas be directed 

away from adjacent streets and properties and shall not blink, flash, change intensity, or cause 

glare and Long Beach Municipal Code Section 21.41.259, which requires that all parking area 

lighting be directed and shielded to prevent light spillover to adjacent properties. For the 

individual sites within the City of Long Beach, in compliance with the standards set forth in the 

SEADIP (PD1), all lighting would be directed downward and exterior lighting would be designed 

and located in such a way that it does not project off-site or onto adjacent uses. The proposed 

program would also comply with SEASP 2060, once adopted, which requires that prior to 

approval of any development within the Coastal Habitat, Wetlands, and Recreation (CHWR) land 

use, the project applicant shall submit a photometric plan demonstrating that the proposed 

program will be designed and shielded so that nighttime lighting shall be no greater than 0.10 

foot-candles at the edge of the habitat. With compliance with regulatory requirements and 

implementation of Mitigation Measure AES-1, impacts related to light and glare during 

construction and operation of the proposed program was found to be less than significant.   

Response CCC-24  

The commenter asks if the extent of potential State and Federal jurisdictional waters includes 

additional areas expected to be inundated in the future with sea-level rise. No, the extent of 

jurisdictional waters does not include future potential areas due to sea-level rise. At the project-

level, each project under the program will conduct a wetland delineation closer to the time of 

implementation, which will map jurisdictional waters at that time. An analysis of the potential 

change to wetland habitat will be conducted at the project level, based on sea-level rise scenarios.  

Response CCC-25  

The commenter notes that CDP No. 9-18-0395 requires any temporary impacts to not persist 

longer than one year. Subsequent to the preparation of this program EIR, at the project-level, each 

project under the program will obtain the necessary permits prior to implementation, including a 

CDP. The projects will follow all permit conditions.  
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Response CCC-26  

The commenter asserts that the 1:1 mitigation ratio for special status plants is not appropriate and 

suggests that the restoration should take place as quickly as possible and in as few phases as 

possible. See Responses to Comments Nos. CDFW-4 and CDFW-9.  

Response CCC-27  

The commenter states that the Coastal Commission approved Trimming and Removal Policy 

approved by the Commission supersedes the City of Long Beach Tree Maintenance Policy in any 

instances where they differ.  The description of Impact BIO5 has been amended to incorporate the 

recognition of the Tree Trimming and Removal Policy approved by the Commission for City of 

Long Beach areas within the Commission’s retained tidelands jurisdiction.  

Response CCC-28  

The commenter states that the proposed Extended Phase I and Phase II 

archaeological investigations would require a CDP in order to carry out the development prior to 

the permit for the restoration project. LCWA understands that a CDP permit would be 

required. This comment is noted.  

Response CCC-29  

The commenter states that Mitigation Measure CUL7 only calls for avoidance and preservation in 

situ if the resource (which may be a tribal cultural resource) is significant to the tribal cultural 

landscape, and asks what is the threshold for significant and how will that be evaluated in 

the event that the Native American monitors decline significance testing and/or data recovery. 

The commenter states that the preferred method of treatment for all tribal cultural resources 

should be preservation in situ. As noted in Mitigation Measure CUL6 (see Chapter 3.4 Cultural 

Resources, Section 3.4.5 Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures) the threshold for significance 

is the California Register Criteria 1-4. Significance criteria for Native American resources will be 

developed in consultation with Native American Tribes to ensure cultural values ascribed to the 

resources, beyond those that are scientifically important, are considered in the evaluation. LCWA 

will consider the significance of the resource to tribes prior to requiring any 

subsurface investigation, and has revised CUL6 to indicate as such. LCWA understands and 

agrees that avoidance and preservation in place is the preferred method of treatment for all tribal 

cultural resources.  

Response CCC-30  

The commenter states that Mitigation Measure CUL7 indicates that if LCWA determines 

that avoidance is infeasible in light of factors such as the nature of the find, proposed project 

design, costs, and other considerations, then that resource shall be subject to data recovery and 

curation. The commenter asks why these factors would influence whether a tribal cultural 

resource could be capped and preserved. LCWA’s intent is to avoid and preserve in place tribal 

cultural resources as much as possible. CEQA requires that lead agencies should, whenever 

feasible, seek to avoid damaging effects on archaeological resources, but provides for data 

recovery as a means to mitigate impacts to archaeological resources if avoidance is infeasible. 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15364 defines “feasible” as “capable of being accomplished in a 
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successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, 

environmental, legal, social, and technological factors.”  

Response CCC-31  

The commenter states that Native American tribal input should be sought for the development of 

the Archaeological Resources Monitoring and Mitigation Plan and on the curation of tribal 

cultural resources. The commenter states that materials should first be offered to the Native 

American tribal governments. With regards to the first part of this comment, LCWA agrees that 

tribal input should be sought on the plan, and has revised Mitigation Measures CUL9 and CUL12 

to include their review of this document. With regards to the second part of this comment, LCWA 

understands that tribes may prefer to retain ownership of artifacts. The State of California 

Resources Agency’s Guidelines for the Curation of Archaeological Collections (State Historical 

Resources Commission and Department of Parks and Recreation, 1993) states that archaeological 

collections that are created by compliance with state environmental laws and regulations (such as 

CEQA) must be housed at qualified repositories. The guidelines also state that a collection from a 

Native American site may best be curated by a qualified repository maintained by a tribal 

museum. LCWA will consult with tribes on the final disposition of Native American 

archaeological materials and on the selection of the curation facility, with preference given to 

tribal museums for Native American collections. If a suitable repository cannot be identified, then 

LCWA will donate the collection to a local California Native American Tribe(s) (Gabrielino 

or Juañeno). In response to this comment and other comments, Mitigation Measure CUL15 has 

been revised, please refer to Chapter 3.4 Cultural Resources, Section 3.4.5 Project Impacts and 

Mitigation Measures for revisions to the Draft PEIR.  

Please note that this does not pertain to Native American human remains and associated items, 

which will be treated in accordance with applicable state law, and the disposition of Native 

American human remains and associated funerary objects or grave goods shall be determined by 

the landowner in consultation with LCWA and the Most Likely Descendant in accordance with 

Mitigation Measure CUL 17: Human Remains Discoveries in Chapter 3.4 Cultural Resources, 

Section 3.4.5 Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures.  

Response CCC-32  

The commenter notes that the California Coastal Act includes policies related to geology, soils, 

and paleontological resources, including Sections 30253,30233, and 30244 of the California 

Coastal Act. Reference to these sections have been added to Chapter 3.5 Geology, Soils, and 

Paleontological Resources, of the Draft PEIR. No further edits or revisions are necessary.   

Response CCC-33  

The commenter notes that the Coastal Act requires the minimization of energy consumption and 

vehicle miles traveled with new development and that the program should be consistent with this 

policy. The commenter suggests analyzing alternatives that integrate restoration with public 

access facilities. Additional detail would be determined on a project level basis and subsequent 

to the preparation of this program EIR. At a conceptual level. the proposed program integrates 

restoration with public access as described in Sections 2.7.2.4, 2.7.3.4, 2.7.4.4, and 2.7.5.4.   
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Response CCC-34  

The commenter suggests that a discussion of the role of the revised SPCC in protecting coastal 

resources, required under CDP 9-18-0395, Special Condition 19, could be added to Chapter 3.7 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Section 3.7.2. However, this page is in Section 

3.7.2 Environmental Setting, which describes the setting for the Synergy Oil Field site with a 

focus on what hazardous materials are there. SPCCs are a regulatory requirement and are better 

discussed in Section 3.7.3 Regulatory Framework; note that SPCCs are discussed in Clean Water 

Act of 1972 as amended by the Oil Pollution Act of 1990, and Unified Hazardous Waste and 

Hazardous Materials Management Regulatory Program. To address this comment, a section 

describing the above-referenced special condition has been added to Section 3.7.3 Regulatory 

Framework, Local. 

Response CCC-35  

The commenter suggests considering additional sea-level rise scenarios in Section 3.8 as well as 

the sustainability of the wetlands with sea-level rise. A major goal of the program is to create tidal 

marsh that is self-sustaining habitat. The program was designed to account for sea-level rise by 

allowing wetland transgression into transition and upland habitat areas, without requiring 

additional construction. Habitats across the program area would change in response to sea-level 

rise through 2100 and beyond, but they would be more resilient than under the no project 

alternative. The broad transition slopes between wetland and upland habitat in the South Area are 

intended to increase the resiliency of the restored wetland to future sea-level rise and allow 

wetland habitats to transgress up slope with rising sea levels. This process of “coastal rollover” 

has occurred over geologic time, is expected to continue and accelerate with projected sea 

level rise, and has been documented at marshes in California (Wasson et al., 2013) and 

throughout the U.S. (Morris et al., 2002). Including room for marsh transgression is considered a 

restoration “best practice” (Fejtek et al., 2014).   

The Los Cerritos Wetlands restoration approach seeks to balance creating wetlands today versus 

creating upland areas where wetlands can transgress (i.e., versus upland areas that provide “future 

wetlands”). Areas that would be wetland under 6.6 ft. of sea-level rise or greater would not be 

wetland today, but would be upland habitat. Since sea-level rise is accelerating, marsh created 

today (while sea-level rise rates are low) should be expected to be maintained longer than marsh 

created later (once rates of sea-level rise have increased). While the 3.3 ft. sea-level rise scenario 

analyzed in Appendix H has a 17% chance of being exceeded by 2110, this means that the model 

projections show that it is more likely that sea-level rise will stay below 3.3 ft. by 2110, and the 

majority of the marsh in the program area will remain viable. If the amount of sea-level rise ends 

up less than the projections used in the design, this means that any designed future wetland 

areas would not become wetland during the design life of the project. These areas would come at 

the expense of providing wetland habitat today and over the near- and medium-term. Therefore, 

the Los Cerritos Wetlands restoration approach uses the low risk sea-level rise projections for 

planning wetland habitat restoration and upland transgression areas.  

For flood management analyses and planning, 5 ft. of sea-level rise was considered in the design 

of the Central Area levees to reflect the medium risk sea-level rise scenarios. This higher amount 
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of sea-level rise was used since the risk associated with sea-level rise exceeding this projection 

has the high consequence of flooding major infrastructure and development.  

Response CCC-36  

The commenter notes that the California Coastal Act has several policies relating to priority land 

uses in the coastal zone, including Sections 30220 through 30223, and these policies should be 

addressed within the Draft PEIR. Table 3.9-1, Consistency Analysis with Local Land Use Plans, 

in Chapter 3.9 Land Use and Planning, of the Draft PEIR provides an analysis for Sections 

30221, 30222, and 30223. Analysis as it relates to Section 30220 has been added to this table.   

Response CCC-37  

The commenter notes a typo in Chapter 3.9 Land Use and Planning, Section 3.9.5 Project Impacts 

and Mitigation Measures, of the Draft PEIR. This has been clarified in the PEIR.   

Response CCC-38  

The commenter indicates that evaluation of noise and vibration impacts on sensitive coastal 

resources including sensitive wildlife species should be assessed.    

As indicated under Impact BIO-1, temporary indirect impacts from construction noises and 

vibrations could occur to Belding’s savannah sparrow, California black rail, Ridgeway 

rail, and yellow rail, as well as to other avian species that may nest in the area. As such, 

in accordance with Mitigation Measure BIO4, if active nests are observed, an avoidance 

buffer will be demarcated by a qualified biologist with exclusion fencing and shall be maintained 

until the biologist determines that the young have fledged and the nest is no longer active.  

Construction generated noises and vibrations are also considered under Impact BIO4 with regards 

to wildlife movement. As stated, an increase in noise and dust during construction may have a 

temporary indirect impact to terrestrial wildlife movement. However, such indirect impacts are 

not considered significant as an existing bike path, Pacific Coast Highway and Westminster 

Boulevard currently provide a high level of disturbance to terrestrial wildlife movement in the 

program area.  

Response CCC-39  

The commenter notes that the California Coastal Act includes a number of recreation-related 

policies that should be added to Chapter 3.13 Recreation, of the Draft PEIR. 

Reference to recreation-related policies, including Sections 30210, 30211, 30212, 30212.5, 

30213, 30214, 30220, 30221, 30222, 30223, 30224, 30252 of the California Coastal Act has been 

included in Section 3.13, Recreation, of the Draft PEIR. No further edits or revisions are 

necessary.   

Response CCC-40  

The commenter suggests that the PEIR propose and analyze impacts of additional transit 

stops. As discussed in Chapter 3.14 Transportation, of the Draft PEIR, the proposed program 

would not alter the local roadway configuration or permanently disrupt bus stops or bike lanes 
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once operational, and therefore would be consistent with all applicable transportation and traffic 

plans. As there are no impacts to transportation facilities, analysis of additional transit stops is not 

warranted. Nonetheless, LCWA notes this comment and will consider adding new bus stops as 

part of individual restoration projects.  

Response CCC-41  

The commenter suggests tailoring the program design to facilitate future implementation of the 

tidal connection to Steam Shovel Slough under 2nd Street. Chapter 5 Project Alternatives, Section 

5.4.2.5 discusses that the restoration design for the South Synergy Oil Field site would need to be 

developed in further detail to explore the feasibility of tidally connecting to the Central Area. 

Additionally, the feasibility of raising 2nd Street would need to be explored with the City of Long 

Beach, with considerations made for sea-level rise related hazards, traffic impacts associated with 

a lengthy construction period, and engineering feasibility. If and once these various variables are 

better understood, this alternative could be considered feasible and LCWA could choose to move 

forward with design and implementation. The near-term Central Area design does not constrain 

the future of this alternative. If this alternative was to be moved forward in the future, a new 

CEQA document would be required to analyze the impacts.  

Response CCC-42  

The commenter notes that their comments are preliminary in nature and requests notification of 

future projects as they are developed. This commenter also provides contact information which is 

noted for the record.  

Response CCC-43  

Responses to the referenced letter are provided above in Responses to Comments Nos. CCC-1 to 

CCC-42.  
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Signal Hill Petroleum, July 3, 2020 

Comment Letter SHP 

Response SHP-1 

The commenter references an enclosed letter with comments made on a version of the PEIR 

shared with Signal Hill Petroleum prior to the public circulation of the Draft PEIR. The 

commenter indicates that Signal Hill Petroleum’s position on the issues stated in the enclosed 

letter have not changed.  

The commenter in the enclosed letter notes that there is no agreement in place between SHP and 

LCWA that would allow for modification to SHP’s wells. In response to the referenced letter, 

LCWA had clarified the agreement between Signal Hill Petroleum and LCWA with the inclusion 

of the following language: 

Chapter 2 Project Description, Section 2.7.4.5 of the Draft PEIR states that “As proposed in the 

Termination of Oil and Gas Lease and Grant of Easement agreement between Signal Hill 

Petroleum, Inc., and the LCWA, Signal Hill Petroleum, Inc. would relocate or modify 

aboveground pipelines and utilities on the Central LCWA site and remediate soils that have been 

impacted by oil operations to accommodate the restoration. Thus, restoration in the near term 

would include pipeline relocation, but not well relocation. Additionally, outside of this 

agreement, existing Signal Hill Petroleum, Inc. wells would be protected in place by proposing to 

raise the wells out of the floodplain to 19 ft. NAVD, 13 ft. above marsh-plain elevation. When 

Signal Hill Petroleum, Inc. elects to modify their oil operations, the changes would be analyzed 

under a separate CEQA document.” 

The commenter in the enclosed letter also notes concern that there will be immediate and 

significant restoration activity that is inconsistent with SHP’s ongoing oil operations. See Section 

2.1.2 which has been modified to include information regarding the next steps LCWA will take, 

including additional environmental review, prior to implementing individual restoration projects 

envisioned in the proposed program.  

Response SHP-2 

The commenter indicates support for the over-arching goals of the Los Cerritos Wetlands 

Restoration Plan but notes that a key goal that is missing is to protect and enhance access to 

significant hydrocarbon reserves that exist under the project area in conjunction with the goals of 

habitat restoration and maintenance. The commenter further notes that no contract or agreement 

currently exists between SHP and LCWA to move forward with the scenario of restoring the 

Central LCWA site, identified as a near-term phasing activity. In response to the first comment, 

the goals and objectives referenced in Section 2.5, Required Permits and Approvals, of the Draft 

PEIR do acknowledge phasing of implementation of restoration to accommodate existing and 

future potential changes in usage. Fundamentally, the goals and objectives are to implement 

habitat restoration and increase public access. In response to the second comment, see Response 

to Comment No. SHP-1.  
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Response SHP-3 

The commenter expresses concern that the “managed habitats” presented in Table 2-10, Post-

Restoration Habitats and Acreages in the Central Area, in the Draft PEIR are overly optimistic. 

The comment notes that the new levee and well pad slopes in the Central Area will have to be 

covered with rip-rap rock to withstand the forces of the San Gabriel River and therefore will not 

be vegetated. Appendix I of the Draft PEIR provides hydrodynamic modeling and an erosion 

analysis for the 100-year storm event on the San Gabriel River. The results showed that some 

erosion is likely to occur along the tidal wetland channel and along the bank of the river. Only 

minor erosion (<0.5 ft.) was predicted in the vicinity of the well pads or along the new levees. 

Additionally, this type of storm event would be infrequent with only a 1 percent annual chance of 

occurrence. As discussed in Section 2.7.4.3 Flood Risk and Stormwater Management\Levees, 

“The Central Area is expected to primarily be a backwater area during flood events, and erosion 

potential is expected to be limited along most of the levee reach. The new levees may incorporate 

buried soil cement or rock protection of the levee core with vegetation on the slopes.” Rip-rap 

rock is not expected to be necessary along the proposed levees or gas well pads based on the 

hydrodynamic modeling, so the managed habitats presented in Table 2-10 are expected to be 

appropriate for the programmatic-level analysis. 

Response SHP-4 

The commenter indicated a willingness to discuss the aforementioned comments and does not 

raise any issues with respect to the content and adequacy of the Draft PEIR. As such, no further 

response is warranted. 

Response SHP-5 

See Response to Comment No. SHP-1. 

Response SHP-6 

Responses to the referenced letter are provided above in Responses to Comments Nos. SHP-1 to 

SHP-5. 
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El Dorado Audubon, July 6, 2020  

Comment Letter EDAUD  

Response EDAUD-1  

This commenter acknowledges receipt of the Draft PEIR by El Dorado Audubon Society. This 

commenter provides a summary of commenter’s prior work with El Dorado Audubon Society 

and does not raise any issues with respect to the content and adequacy of the Draft PEIR. As 

such, no further response is warranted. Specific comments regarding the Draft PEIR are provided 

and responded to below.  

Response EDAUD-2  

This commenter expresses concerns that Stein et al. 2007 was not used as a reference for the 

PEIR.  The restoration designs in the PEIR are based upon the alternatives presented in the 

LCWA’s Conceptual Restoration Plan which references Stein et al. 2007 throughout. 

Furthermore, Section 3.3 of the PEIR references Tidal Influence 2012 which presents historical 

ecology data and perspectives from not only Stein et al. 2007 but also from Grossinger et al. 

2011. Historical Wetlands of the Southern California Coast: An Atlas of US Coast Survey T-

sheets, 1851-1889. Dr. Eric Stein has been a member of the LCWA’s Technical Advisory 

Committee throughout the planning process.     

Response EDAUD-3  

The commenter expresses concern about the location of the required 9.2-acre raptor 

foraging habitat area. In response, the 9.2-acre raptor foraging area has been relocated to 

the approved triangular shaped area indicated in Hellman Ranch Raptor Foraging Habitat. 2001. 

Prepared by Glenn Lukos Associates, for John Laing Homes. August 2001. 9 pages. See Section 

2.7.2.2 and Figure 2-12, Proposed South Area Near-Term Restoration, of the Draft PEIR. This 

location will not overlap with public access facilities and will include a mixture of transition zone 

and tidal marsh habitat.  The details of this area’s monitoring will be determined during the 

coastal develop permitting process.  The proposed grassland is now indicated as transition zone 

and is expected to be a mix of upper marsh, coastal scrub and saline depressional wetlands similar 

to alkali meadow. The plant palette and habitat distribution of this area will be determined during 

the project level design effort for the South LCWA site.  

Response EDAUD-4  

The commenter expresses continuous concerns about the location of the required 9.2-acre raptor 

foraging habitat area as mentioned in EDAUD-3 above. In response, the 9.2-acre raptor foraging 

area has been relocated to the approved triangular shaped area indicated in Hellman Ranch 

Raptor Foraging Habitat. 2001. Prepared by Glenn Lukos Associates for John Laing Homes. 

August 2001. 9 pages, as described in Response to Comment EDAUD-3. The details of this 

area’s trail and recreational use will be determined during the coastal development permit 

process. No decision regarding parties responsible for conducting docent tours has been made and 

El Dorado Audubon will be welcomed to participate.  
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Response EDAUD-5  

The commenter expresses concern for the unlikely success of native grassland restoration 

projects, at least within the 9.2-acre area mentioned in EDAUD-3 and EDAUD-4 above. In 

response, the mention of native grassland and the proposed grassland is now indicated as 

transition zone which is expected to be a mix of upper marsh, coastal scrub and saline 

depressional wetlands similar to alkali meadow (see Section 2.7.2.2). The plant palette and 

habitat distribution of this area will be determined during the project level design effort for the 

South LCWA Site.  

Response EDAUD-6  

The commenter expresses that alkali meadow should be restored instead of native grassland.  The 

proposed native grassland location is now indicated as transition zone and is expected to be a mix 

of upper marsh, coastal scrub and saline depressional wetlands similar to alkali meadow. The 

plant palette and habitat distribution of this area will be determined during the project level 

design effort for the South LCWA Site.  For the purposes of the PEIR, alkali meadow habitat is 

considered as a transitional zone habitat type as it is often found around the fringes of coastal salt 

marsh. It should be noted that historically alkali meadows were not found within the program 

boundary and those that existed within the watershed were alkaline systems that functioned with 

very different chemistry based on different groundwater dynamics found further inland. However, 

plant communities do exist within the program boundary currently that resemble alkali meadows 

and these communities can be enhanced/created in transitional areas but will be more saline in 

their chemistry due to tidally influenced groundwater as opposed to inland alkaline systems.  

Response EDAUD-7  

The commenter expresses concern about public access impacts on the alkali meadow/raptor 

foraging area.  In response the 9.2-acre raptor foraging area has been relocated to the approved 

triangular shaped area indicated in Hellman Ranch Raptor Foraging Habitat. 2001. 

Prepared by Glenn Lukos Associates for John Laing Homes. August 2001. 9 pages. See Section 

2.7.2.2. This location will not overlap with public access facilities and will include a mixture of 

upland, transition zone and tidal marsh habitat. The PEIR provides the largest potential footprint 

for public access facilities in order to quantify the maximum potential impacts from public access 

on biological resources. The dashed lines in Figure 2-16, South Area, Near Term Public Access, 

of the Draft PEIR indicate “New Restricted Access Trail (Guided)” which means these trails will 

not be open to the general public for day use activities. Only one trail for public day use is 

indicated.  

Response EDAUD-8  

The commenter expresses the merits of restoring alkali meadow habitat with special-status plant 

species, especially southern tarweed (Centromadia parryi ssp. australis), and Coulter’s goldfields 

(Lasthenia glabrata ssp. coulteri), which are both present within the restoration program area.  In 

response, the area in question is now indicated as transition zone which will include saline 

depressional wetlands similar to alkali meadows once found along the tidal fringes of the 

San Gabriel River watershed. The plant palette details of this habitat will be determined during 

the project level design effort for the South LCWA Site. The two special-status plant 
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species, southern tarweed and Coulter’s goldfields, will both be incorporated into 

the overall restoration program.  

Response EDAUD-9  

The commenter suggests the “Low” potential for occurrence ranking in regards to the CNPS-

ranked Vernal Barley (Hordeum intercedens) may not be accurate, based on a local report of this 

species being present within alkali meadow habitat. In response, this ranking has been changed to 

“Present” and a description of the anecdote provided by the commenter has been included in 

Section 3.3.3, and Table 3.34, Special Status Plant with the Potential to Occur within the 

Program Area, of the Draft PEIR.   

Response EDAUD10  

The commenter raises concern that the Mitigation Measure BIO1 will not be sufficient to reduce 

impacts to special-status plant species potential restoration activities involving mass grading. As 

requested by the commenter, Mitigation Measure BIO1 has been revised. Please see Chapter 3.3 

Biological Resources, Section 3.3.5 Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures for revisions to the 

Draft PEIR.  

Surveying timing has been modified in the mitigation measures to provide baseline species 

information prior to the design of phased restoration plans. Please see Responses to Comments 

Nos. CDFW-2 and CDFW-3 for more specific details regarding biological survey timing. Please 

also see Response to Comment No. LCWLT-11 regarding survey timing specific to special-status 

plants and Response to Comment No. LCWLT-12 regarding survey timing in general for 

biological resources.  

Response EDAUD-11  

The commenter expresses that the PEIR should explain why alkali meadow is ignored by the 

proposed restoration alternatives. In response, the formerly proposed 10 acres of grassland has 

been removed from the project description and is now indicated as transition zone (see Chapter 

2). The plant palette details of this habitat will be determined during the project level design 

effort for the South LCWA Site. Furthermore, it is expected that the “alkali meadow-like" plant 

communities will be restored along the edges of all salt marsh areas, especially where freshwater 

influence exists.  The potential for other areas to be restored as plant communities that 

resemble alkali meadows will be determined during project level habitat restoration design.  

Response EDAUD-12  

The commenter expresses concern about perpetuating the idea that the project site is part of the 

known or expected range of the Red Diamond Rattlesnake.  This concern is already 

addressed within Chapter 3.3 Biological Resources, Section 3.3.2.5, of the Draft PEIR where it is 

stated that “Red diamond rattlesnake has been documented on site (Tidal Influence 2012), but 

only one individual was observed and may have been an unauthorized release.” The suspected 

introduction nature of this species occurrence has been revised in the PEIR.  



2. Response to Comments 

 

Los Cerritos Wetlands Restoration Plan 2-224 ESA / D170537 

Final Program EIR  October 2020 

Response EDAUD-13  

The commenter concludes the comment letter but does not raise any issues with respect to the 

content and adequacy of the Draft PEIR. As such, no further response is warranted.  

Response EDAUD-14  

The commenter included an email introduction for the submitted comment letter but does not 

raise any issues with respect to the content and adequacy of the Draft PEIR. As such, no further 

response is warranted. Responses to the referenced letter are provided above in Responses to 

Comments Nos. EDAUD-1 to EDAUD-13.  

Response EDAUD-15  

The commenter is thanked for providing the reference, A Conservation Vision for the Los 

Cerritos Wetlands, Los Angeles County/Orange County, California, prepared by D.S. Cooper and 

R.A. Hamilton for Audubon California. October 27, 2015. No further response is warranted. 

Response EDAUD-16  

The commenter states the comments supplement those submitted in the El Dorado 

Audubon comment letter written by Robert Hamilton. It does not raise any issues with respect to 

the content and adequacy of the Draft PEIR. As such, no further response is warranted. Responses 

to the referenced El Dorado Audubon letter are provided above in Responses to Comments Nos. 

EDAUD-1 to EDAUD-13.  

Response EDAUD-17  

The commenter states that the tri-colored blackbird has been observed as recently as 2015 within 

the program boundary. Chapter 3.3 Biological Resources, Section 3.3.2.5 has been amended to 

indicate the presence of this species within the program boundary.  

Response EDAUD-18  

The commenter asks for clarification on the meaning of trails that have “limited access with 

locks” and indicates that at Bolsa Chica the trails are open to everyone.  The PEIR proposes that 

some trails will only be open for restricted use either for maintenance or for access to other land 

use areas.  The trails open for day use by the general public are located in areas where public 

access will not impact birds and wildlife. No decision regarding parties responsible for 

conducting docent tours has been made and El Dorado Audubon will be welcomed to participate.  

Response EDAUD-19  

The commenter expresses concern for use of trails by dogs and bikes.  This comment is noted and 

will be taken into consideration when the LCWA is developing guidelines for visitor use.    

Response EDAUD-20  

The commenter expresses concern for picnic tables in the Los Cerritos Wetlands. This comment 

is noted and will be taken into consideration when the LCWA is developing guidelines for visitor 

use.  
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Response EDAUD-21  

The commenter expresses that Sims’ Pond is not a public park.  Figure 2-9, General Plan 

Designations, of the Draft PEIR indicates Sims’ Pond as “open space,” consistent with the 

biological reserve status mentioned in the comment.  
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Los Cerritos Wetlands Land Trust, July 6, 2020  

Comment Letter LCWLT  

Response LCWLT-1  

The commenter acknowledges receipt of the Draft PEIR and submitting comments on behalf of 

the Los Cerritos Wetlands Land Trust. This commenter provides a summary of their high-level 

project-related comments. The commenter suggests that the Draft PEIR contains many 

deficiencies that render it inadequate under CEQA. The commenter suggests discussion of an 

alternative that would restore tidal flow to the Central Area of the Project from areas located 

above 2nd Street. Specific comments regarding the Draft PEIR are provided and responded to 

below.  

Response LCWLT-2  

The commenter states that the Draft PEIR does not clarify which specific actions would be 

authorized by the LCWA’s approval of the Project and certification of the EIR and requests that 

the Draft PEIR be revised to make any tiering clear and to clarify which Project activities may go 

forward without additional, detailed, project descriptions and future, adequate CEQA review. 

Additional discussion has been added to Chapter 2 Project Description, Section 2.1.2 to more 

clearly describe the CEQA process for individual restoration projects.  

Response LCWLT-3  

The commenter suggests expanding the discussion of the alternatives to include a tidal connection 

to Steamshovel Slough or Los Cerritos Channel below 2nd Street to the Long Beach Property site. 

This alternative would maintain the breach of the San Gabriel River levee to the Central LCWA 

and Central Bryant sites. The Central Area would be tidally influenced from both the San Gabriel 

River (east of the Interim Levee) and the Los Cerritos Channel (west of the Interim Levee). 

Under the proposed program, the Interim Levee splitting the Long Beach property site and the 

Central LCWA and Bryant sites would remain permanent.  The commenter notes several 

advantages of this alternative. In Chapter 5 Alternatives, edits have been made to Section 5.2.2.3 

and a new Section 5.4.2.5, has been added to incorporate additional discussion relating to the 

alternative to connect to Steamshovel Slough for the Long Beach City property site.   

The commenter suggests that connecting the Long Beach City property site to Steamshovel 

Slough has several advantages. We have provided responses below under each numbered item:  

1. Commenter suggests alternative would not disrupt the restoration plans for the other areas 

and the near-term Central Area restoration could proceed as planned.  

a. As noted by the comment, this alternative would not disrupt the restoration plans for the 

other areas. However, in the Central Area, the Interim Levee would need to become 

permanent and be raised to provide long-term flood protection like the Perimeter Levee, 

so it would be higher and have a larger footprint. This would result in a greater impact to 

existing wetlands and the aesthetic views of the area. Text has been added to Chapter 5 

Alternatives, Section 5.2.2.3 to further expand on this alternative and the consequently 

higher Interim Levee.  
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2. Commenter suggests alternative would eliminate the need to breach the San Gabriel River 

levee to restore tidal flow to the Long Beach City property.  

a. This alternative would still breach the San Gabriel River levee to restore tidal flow to the 

Central LCWA and Central Bryant properties, so this alternative would not prevent the 

risk for increased flooding as suggested in the comment. However, we have provided an 

additional alternative in Chapter 5 Project Alternatives, Section 5.2.2.3 that does 

eliminate the need for the Interim Levee by having the connection under 2nd street 

provide the hydrology for the entire Central Area.  LCWA has determined that this new 

alternative would not constitute significant new information that requires recirculation of 

the Draft PEIR for further public comment under CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. The 

additional alternative was not carried forward because it was deemed infeasible.  

3. Commenter suggests alternative eliminates the need for 120-foot-wide, 15-foot-tall berms and 

allows for shorter and smaller berms.  

a. As noted under response 1a. above, the Interim Levee would need to be raised under this 

alternative and the Perimeter Levee along the Central Bryant property would remain, so 

this alternative would not eliminate the levees. Alternatively, we have provided an 

additional alternative in Chapter 5 Project Alternatives, Section 5.2.2.3, that does 

eliminate the need for the Interim Levee by have the connection under 2nd street provide 

the hydrology for the entire Central Area. In both alternatives, there would still be a need 

for a flood protection berm around at least the Long Beach City property, so the impact 

of this feature would not be eliminated, although it would be smaller than the Perimeter 

Levee in the proposed program.   

4. Commenter suggests alternative would improve wetland connectivity by joining wetlands on 

both sides of 2nd Street.  

a. As noted by the comment, this alternative would increase wetland connectivity between 

the Long Beach City property and the Synergy sites; however, the alternative would 

decrease the habitat connectivity between the Long Beach City property and the Central 

Bryant property, Central LCWA property, and San Gabriel River. The alternative would 

also reduce, if not eliminate, the freshwater pulses of stormwater the Long Beach City 

property would receive from the San Gabriel River under the proposed program, which is 

considered a benefit to the system. Text has been added to Chapter 5 Alternatives, 

Sections 5.4.2.4 and 5.4.2.5 to clarify the potential benefit of increased wetland 

connectivity to Steamshovel Slough.  This alternative would also reduce the creation of 

new habitat for special status species like the Pacific green sea turtle that live in the San 

Gabriel River.  

5. Commenter suggests alternative would reduce the aesthetic impact by reducing the height of 

the berms.  

a. As noted by the comment, the alternative would reduce the height of the berms and, 

therefore, reduce the aesthetic impact of the proposed program. However, the Interim 

Levee would be raised, which would have similar or increase the aesthetic impact in that 

area. Text has been added to Chapter 5 Alternatives, Sections 5.4.2.4 and 5.4.2.5 to 

clarify the potential benefit of lowered levees to the views of the site.  

6. Commenter suggests alternative would reduce the impacts associated with construction, air 

quality, and ground disturbance by reducing the fill volume needed in the flood control 

levees.  



2. Response to Comments 

Los Cerritos Wetlands Restoration Plan 2-329 ESA / D170537 

Final Program EIR  October 2020 

a. While the impacts associated with moving fill for the levees would be reduced, the 

alternative would increase impacts associated with the construction to connect the sites 

under 2nd Street, as discussed in Section 5.4.2.4 and 5.4.2.5. Installing culverts or a bridge 

would create traffic impacts and would likely result in similar noise and air quality 

impacts as would be caused by construction of the higher levees under the proposed 

program.   

7. Commenter suggests alternative would reduce the berm heights, therefore, maximizing the 

area available for restoration.  

a. As noted by the comment, the alternative would reduce the height of the berms and, 

therefore, likely increase the area available for restoration compared to the proposed 

program. Chapter 5 Alternatives, Section 5.4.2.5 has been revised to acknowledge this. 

However, as noted under response 1a. above, the Interim Levee would need to be raised 

under this alternative, which would decrease some of the area available for restoration.  

8. Commenter suggests alternative would enhance seeding and the spread of native species from 

Steamshovel Slough and reduces the likelihood that the river’s contamination and trash could 

impact the Central Area.  

a. As noted by the comment, the alternative would enhance seeding and the spread of native 

species from Steamshovel Slough. In terms of water quality, the Los Cerritos Channel 

has multiple TMDLs (see Appendix J) including one for trash. The alternative would 

eliminate the flow from the River, but it would still bring potential contaminants to the 

site through the Los Cerritos Channel. Text has been added to Chapter 5 Alternatives, 

Section 5.4.2.4 to clarify the potential benefit of connecting to Steamshovel Slough and 

the change in impacts of connecting to the Los Cerritos Channel rather than the San 

Gabriel River.  

The comment suggests avoiding immediate action on the Long Beach City property in order to 

ultimately restore tidal flows to the area via conduits running below 2nd Street. The proposed 

program is designed in phases to provide LCWA with flexibility as more information becomes 

available in the future. The design of the Central Area in the near-term in the proposed program 

would allow for a future connection under 2nd Street if LCWA determines that to be the preferred 

approach at a future date.  If chosen as the preferred approach, LCWA would evaluate the 

environmental impacts of that alternative at that time when more information is available. Text 

has been added to Chapter 5 Alternatives, Section 5.4 Alternatives Considered and Withdrawn 

from Consideration, to clarify the potential for LCWA to move forward with alternatives 

considered and withdrawn from the PEIR.   

The commenter also notes the alternative would provide more flexibility in the placement of the 

Beach Oil Mineral Partners’ pipeline. Since the alternative would still require flood control berms 

around the Long Beach City property, it is not clear that this alternative would provide more 

flexibility for the pipeline compared to the proposed program, however, this could be explored as 

project design is advanced further. Any tidal connection created between the North Area and 

Central Area would likely need to be designed to go under the pipeline system being proposed by 

Beach Oil Mineral Partners.  

The commenter notes that the PEIR rejects this alternative, but also points out that the PEIR 

explicitly states: “If the timing of that project [the Los Cerritos Wetlands Oil Consolidation and 
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Restoration Project] were to change, this alternative could be considered feasible.” This 

alternative was not rejected by the LCWA. As discussed in Section 5.4, this alternative was 

considered and withdrawn from consideration as part of the PEIR. Text has been added to clarify 

that several steps would need to occur before this alternative is viable. For this reason, it was not 

chosen as the proposed program which was analyzed in this PEIR. However, as stated in Chapter 

5 Alternatives, Section 5.4.2.4, Section 5.4.2.5; and added to Section 5.4, the design is flexible 

enough to incorporate this option if it is chosen as the preferred approach in the future.    

The comment requests that the interplay between the City of Long Beach’s Climate Action and 

Adaptation Plan and LCWA’s Restoration Plan be explored relating to sea-level rise. The City of 

Long Beach is a member of the LCWA joint powers authority and is therefore engaged in both 

planning efforts to make sure there will be no inconsistencies.   

The comment also notes that there is no analysis of the impacts that would result from 

constructing a connection under 2nd Street. The CEQA Guidelines directs that the range of 

alternatives be guided by a “rule of reason,” such that only those alternatives necessary to permit 

a reasoned choice are addressed. In selecting project alternatives for analysis, potential 

alternatives must be feasible. Additional language has been added to Section 5.4 acknowledging 

that alternatives withdrawn from consideration in the Program EIR, particularly the tidal 

connection from the Central Area to Steamshovel Slough alternative, could become feasible in 

the future as all of the program uncertainties are resolved. As uncertainties are resolved, LCWA 

may choose to move forward with alternatives described in Section 5.4. At that time, LCWA 

would determine whether additional environmental documentation must be prepared. See Chapter 

2, Project Description, Section 2.2 for a revised description of the CEQA process associated with 

restoration projects.    

The commenter suggests considering raising 2nd Street as the flood control levee to also reduce 

the risk of flooding with sea-level rise. Text has been added to include this idea in the description 

of the alternative under Chapter 5 Alternatives, Section 5.2.2.3.  

Response LCWLT-4  

The commenter states that circulation of a Draft PEIR prior to completion of a wetlands 

delineation is premature. Please see Chapter 3 Biological Resources, Section 3.3.2.1 for a 

description of the jurisdictional delineations that have been prepared and Table 3.3-10, Potential 

Jurisdictional Waters within the Program Area, of the Draft PEIR which provides a summary of 

potential federal jurisdictional waters which include those regulated by the USACE and RWQCB 

as well as potential state jurisdictional waters which include those regulated by CDFW and CCC. 

It should also be noted that access to all the properties within the program area is not currently 

available for surveys because of existing land ownership. Additionally, because the restoration 

plan will be implemented over a 20-30-year period, perhaps even longer, delineations conducted 

in 2019 or 2020 would be clearly out-of-date by the time certain phases of the restoration plan are 

designed, let alone be implemented. As required in accordance with Mitigation Measure BIO10 

in Chapter 3.4 Biological Resources, Section 3.4.5 Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures of 

the Draft PEIR, a jurisdictional delineation report shall be prepared that describes the 

jurisdictional resources and the extent of jurisdiction under the USACE, RWQCB, CDFW, and 



2. Response to Comments 

Los Cerritos Wetlands Restoration Plan 2-331 ESA / D170537 

Final Program EIR  October 2020 

CCC for each project-level restoration design prior to the approval of plans (i.e., North, South, 

Central and Isthmus).  

Response LCWLT-5  

The comment states that potential impacts of the San Gabriel River water quality must be 

explored in much greater detail moving forward. Chapter 3.8 Hydrology and Water Quality, 

Section 3.8.5, Impact HYD-1 discusses the potential for contaminated water and sediment from 

the San Gabriel River to impact the restored Central Area. Work is being done in the watershed, 

outside the proposed program to improve water quality in the San Gabriel River. The San Gabriel 

River has a Watershed Management Program, which identifies watershed control measures to 

help meet MS4 permit requirements and improve the water and sediment quality in the river.   

Additionally, per Mitigation Measure HYD1, a Monitoring and Adaptive Management Plan 

(MAMP) will be developed prior to construction. The MAMP will provide a framework for 

monitoring site conditions and the actions that would be taken in response to the results of the 

monitoring. A Draft Monitoring and Adaptive Management Plan (MAMP) Framework has been 

added as Appendix B of the Final EIR. 

Response LCWLT-6  

The commenter is further concerned about the treatment of oil wells in the restoration area 

including wells operated by Signal Hill Oil in the Central Area and wells operated on the Hellman 

Ranch property and requests information the LCWA has about the number of wells located on the 

property, number sealed off in the last ten years, and the number that are idle. Figure 3.5-3, 

Geology, Soils, and Paleontological Resources, of the Draft PEIR, identifies the location of oil 

wells and their status (active, idle, plugged) within the program area and Section 3.7.2.2 Hazards 

and Hazardous Materials describes the presence of oil wells for all applicable areas within the 

program.   

Response LCWLT-7  

The commenter seeks LCWA’s rationale for excluding the Hitchcock property from the Project 

and requests consideration of its inclusion in the Plan. See response to Comment No. SCWTF-7  

Response LCWLT-8  

The commenter requests that the Draft PEIR be revised to 1) clarify which activities LCWA 

believes are covered by this EIR and which activities will require further environmental review.    

a. Please see response to Comment No. LCWLT-2.  

The commenter encourages LCWA to limit use of the Draft PEIR to support refinement of the 

Los Cerritos Wetland Optimized Restoration Plan.  

a. LCWA has determined the best course of action for the Los Cerritos Wetlands Complex is to 

prepare a Program EIR that evaluates the environmental impacts associated with the proposed 

program described in Chapter 2 Project Description of the Draft PEIR. As detailed in Section 

2.2 of the Draft PEIR, subsequent activities in furtherance of the proposed program will be 
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examined in the light of the Program EIR to determine whether additional environmental 

documentation must be prepared.      

The commenter states that an alternative that brings tidal flow to the Central Area below 2nd 

Street must be explored in Draft PEIR or when LCWA finalizes the Los Cerritos Wetlands 

Optimized Restoration Plan.  

a. Please see Response to Comment No. LCWLT-3.  

The commenter states that LCWA must perform studies and analysis needed to adequately 

disclose, analyze, and mitigate the Project’s likely impacts on wildlife and sensitive species.  

a. Please see Response to Comment No. CDFW-2.  

The commenter requests the following steps:  

1. LCWA responds to comments and revises the text of the Draft PEIR to clarify that the PEIR 

is intended to inform the Los Cerritos Wetlands Optimized Restoration Plan and not to 

provide environmental review for activities listed in the PEIR, to reclassify the alternative for 

the Central Area as an alternative for incorporation in the Los Cerritos Wetlands Optimized 

Restoration Plan, and to proceed only with restoration projects or activities that have been 

fully addressed by a certified EIR or are exempt from CEQA.   

a. LCWA has prepared a PEIR that evaluates the environmental impacts associated with the 

proposed program described in Chapter 2 of the Draft PEIR. Several steps would need to 

occur before the alternative to connect the Central Area to Steamshovel Slough is viable.  

However, as stated in Chapter 5 Alternatives, Section 5.4.2.4 and Section 5.4.2.5 and 

added to Section 5.4, the design is flexible enough to incorporate this option if it is 

chosen as the preferred approach in the future. Section 2.2 of the Draft PEIR has been 

modified to clarify the steps LCWA will take regarding environmental documentation for 

restoration projects and activities that occur after the certification of this PEIR.   

2. If LCWA certifies the PEIR, it will be for the purpose of informing the drafting of the Los 

Cerritos Wetlands Optimized Restoration Plan.  

a. As described in Chapter 2 Project Description, Section 2.1.2, the restoration design 

presented in the Los Cerritos Wetlands Optimized Restoration Plan will be informed by 

this PEIR and public input while maintaining consistency with the framework provided 

by the Conceptual Restoration Plan.  

3. The commenter requests that the Optimized Restoration Plan will be subject to review.  

a. Additional discussion has been added to Chapter 2 Project Description, Section 2.1.2 

stating that following certification of the PEIR by the LCWA, the Los Cerritos Wetlands 

Optimized Restoration Plan will be finalized with input from public agencies, tribal 

representatives, stakeholders, landowners, and the community, and adopted by the 

LCWA.  

Response LCWLT-9  

The commenter provides a map of the Maximum Alternative from the LCWA Conceptual 

Restoration Plan but does not otherwise raise any specific issues regarding the content and 
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adequacy of the Draft PEIR. As such, no further response is warranted. Please also see the 

response to comment no. LCWLT-3.  

Response LCWLT-10  

The commenter is concerned that the Draft PEIR fails to adequately disclose, analyze, and 

mitigate the Project’s impacts on biological resources of Los Cerritos Wetlands as required by the 

California Environmentally Quality Act, that the Draft PEIR lacks specificity in the project 

description and is missing necessary, baseline information. The commenter notes that the 

Project’s significant and adverse environmental impacts would be reduced under an alternative 

that connects the Central Area to the North Area.   

See Response to Comment No. CDFW-2 which states that access to all the properties within the 

program area is not currently available for surveys because of existing land ownership, that 

numerous studies have been conducted regarding the biological resources of the program areas, 

that surveys conducted now would be out-of-date by the time certain phases of the restoration is 

designed, and that mitigation measures for this PEIR are designed to augment the baseline 

understanding of the resources for each phase of the restoration plan and to focus avoidance in the 

restoration design where special-status species are documented. Because the restoration program 

will be developed over a multi-year schedule, impacts for each restoration phase will be 

subsequently evaluated and mitigation implemented according to the program mitigation 

measures, as modified in this PEIR and in additional CEQA analysis. Response to Comment No. 

CDFW-2 goes on to state that mitigation measures in Section 3.3.5 have been modified to clarify 

that areas that are in future phases for restoration efforts will have surveys completed prior to 

design of the restoration plans. It must also be stated that as each phase of the restoration plan is 

designed, current field surveys will be conducted to define the baseline conditions at the time of 

the restoration plan. Chapter 2 Project Description, Section 2.2 Program Area, of the Draft PEIR 

has been modified to identify the steps LCWA will take to determine the necessary environmental 

documentation associated with individual restoration projects. This determination will be based 

on whether an individual restoration project would have a new significant effect and/or a 

substantially more severe environmental effect that was not examined in the Program EIR. Please 

also see the response to Comment No. LCWLT-3 regarding the alternative to connect the Central 

Area to the North Area.  

Response LCWLT-11  

The commenter claims that the biological resources analysis is inadequate because of insufficient 

or incomplete baseline data resulting from inadequate surveys conducted on portions of the 

program area. The comment continues that the entire program area was not surveyed, e.g., 

Hellman Retained site, Los Alamitos Retarding Basin site, South LCWA site, and Northern and 

Southern Synergy Oil sites had no recent surveys. The commenter claims that the 2019 Coastal 

Restoration Consultants surveys were limited and insufficient. As a consequence of the 

inadequate surveys, the information disclosure, analysis, impact assessment and mitigation are 

not acceptable. As such, the PDEIR analysis must be expanded and recirculated.  
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The nature of this program EIR contemplates that future surveys are inherent in the phased aspect 

of the restoration program and additional surveys will be conducted. This especially applies to 

certain areas of the restoration program area that are private property and/or not currently 

accessible to LCWA. LCWA concurs that an adequate baseline is necessary and this is part of the 

restoration program, as future surveys are a necessary part of each project-level design phase, 

especially in designing to avoid impacts to special-status species.  

When plant species blooming periods overlap, there is no need to survey separately for each 

species. For example, Camissoniopsis lewisii, which flowers between March – May, and 

Lasthenia glabrata ssp. coulteri, which flowers between Feb – June, have blooming periods that 

overlap from March to May. Consequently, both species can be surveyed during the month of 

April or May, with a latter May survey also capturing the potential for Centromadia parryi ssp. 

australis (May - Nov) to occur, as well.   

The surveys conducted for the PEIR provided ample results in order for the program EIR to 

establish an information basis for future program development. Seven special-status species, 

including all three species mentioned above, were observed within the program area. These seven 

species are Lycium  californicum (California boxthorn), Lasthenia glabrata ssp. coulteri 

(Coulter’s goldfields), Suaeda esteroa (estuary seablite), Suaeda taxifolia (woolly seablite), 

Camissoniopsis lewisii Lewis’ (evening primrose), Centromadia parryi ssp. australis (southern 

tarplant), and Juncus acutus ssp. leopoldii (southwestern spiny rush). Although special-status 

species listed in Table 3.3-2, Special-Status Plants with Potential to Occur, of the Draft PEIR, 

are included because suitable habitat is present for these species, only three special-status species 

beyond the seven species observed, Abronia maritima (red sand-verbena), Chloropyron 

maritimum ssp. maritimum (salt marsh bird's beak), and Astragalus pycnostachyus var. 

lanosissimus (Ventura marsh milk-vetch), have a moderate potential to occur, and the latter has 

not previously been recorded south of the Ballona Wetlands area.  

Table 1 below lists all special-status plant species with some potential to occur within the 

restoration program area with the flower periods recorded for each species. It indicates that 

surveys conducted in the months of May and June, the months during which the majority of 

surveys for this EIR were conducted, occurred during the flower periods for all but one special 

status species. Helianthus nuttallii ssp. parishii (Los Angeles sunflower) does not flower during 

those two months and this species is presumed to be extinct.  

As discussed above, the plant surveys cited in the preparation of this PEIR were conducted in 

appropriate times and in appropriate manners to inform the public and decision makers on the 

potential impacts the restoration program may have on special-status species and re-circulation is 

not required. New, appropriately-timed plant surveys will be conducted as required under the 

revised Mitigation Measure BIO1, which incorporates the recommendations of this comment for 

surveys in areas not covered during the earlier survey, and during the appropriate blooming 

periods for those species with the highest potential to occur. The timing of these surveys will 

occur prior to the designing of each restoration project that tiers off, which will certainly occur 

well prior to any planned construction. With the new surveys and the restoration design details, 

additional environmental analysis will occur in compliance with CEQA.  
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TABLE 1 
FLOWERING PERIODS FOR POTENTIAL SPECIAL-STATUS PLANT SPECIES 

Common Name  Species Name  
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red sand-verbena  Abronia maritima  

 

X X X X X X X X X X X 

chaparral sand verbena  Abronia villosa var. aurita  X X X X X X X X X 

   

aphanisma  Aphanisma blitoides  

  

X X X X 

      

Ventura marsh milk-vetch  Astragalus pycnostachyus var. 
lanosissimus  

     

X X X X X 

  

Coulter’s saltbush  Atriplex coulteri  

    

X X X X X X 

  

south coast saltscale  Atriplex pacifica  

  

X X X X X X X X 

  

Davidson’s saltscale  Atriplex serenana var. davidsonii  

    

X X X X X X 

  

Catalina mariposa-lily  Calochortus catalinae  

  

X X X X 

      

Plummer's mariposa-lily  Calochortus plummerae  

    

X X X 

     

intermediate mariposa-lily  Calochortus weedii var. intermedius  

    

X X X 

     

*Lewis’ evening primrose  Camissonionsis lewisii  

    

X X 

      

*southern tarplant  Centromadia parryi ssp. australis  

    

X X X X X X X 

 

salt marsh bird’s-beak  Chloropyron maritimum ssp. 
maritimum  

    

X X X X X X 

  

small-flowered morning-glory  Convolvulus simulans  

  

X X X X 

      

Many-stemmed dudleya  Dudleya multicaulis  

   

X X X X 

     

Los Angeles sunflower  Helianthus nuttallii ssp. parishii  

       

X X X 

  

vernal barley  Hordeum intercedens  

  

X X X X 

      

decumbent goldenbush  Isocoma menziesii var. decumbens  

   

X X X X X X X X 

 

*southwestern spiny rush  Juncus acutus ssp. leopoldii  

    

X X 

      

*Coulter’s goldfields  Lasthenia glabrata ssp. coulteri  

 

X X X X X 

      

*California box-thorn  Lycium californicum  

    

X X X X 

    

mud nama  Nama stenocarpum  

  

X X X X X X X X 

  

prostrate navarretia  Navarretia prostrata  

   

X X X 

      

coast woolly-heads  Nemacaulis denudata var. denudata  

   

X X X X X X 

   

Lyon’s pentachaeta  Pentachaeta lyonii  

  

X X X X X X 

    

south coast branching 
phacelia  

Phacelia ramosissima var. 
austrolitoralis  

  

X X X X X X 

    

Brand’s star phacelia  Phacelia stellaris  

  

X X X X 

      

salt spring checkerbloom  Sidalcea neomexicana  

  

X X X X 

      

*estuary seablite  Suaeda esteroa  

    

X X X X X X 

  

*woolly seablite  Suaeda taxifolia  X X X X X X X X X X X X 
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All but three of the special-status plant species claimed by the commenter that they were not 

surveyed, were analyzed in Table 3.3-2, Special-Status Plants with Potential to Occur, of the 

Draft PEIR, as having low potential to occur or are unlikely to occur. It is not clear why the other 

three species are included in the comment; Euphorbia misera has not been recorded as far north 

as Los Cerritos; Centromadia pungens ssp. laevis has a single historical record along the coast, all 

other records are at interior locations; and Astragalus hornii var. hornii has never been recorded 

along the coast.  

Response LCWLT-12  

The commenter asks whether the Glenn Lukos Associates (GLA) surveys covered the entire 

restoration program area and if all rare plant species with the potential to occur were surveyed. In 

addition, the commenter states that vegetation communities may change over time and the 

vegetation community mapping in the PEIR may not be accurate because the vegetation mapping 

surveys are too old.  

It is agreed that vegetation communities have the ability to change over time.  Accurate 

vegetation mapping is an important aspect of the restoration design because the restoration 

program area will incorporate those healthy natural communities into the future restoration phases 

as areas to be preserved. Because the restoration plan will be implemented over a 20-30-year 

period, perhaps even longer, new surveys will be required as surveys conducted in 2019 or 2020 

would be clearly out-of-date by the time certain project-level restoration plans are designed. In 

that regard, the GLA surveys did not cover the entire restoration program area but focused on the 

North Area. The surveys conducted by Tidal Influence and Coastal Restoration Consultants 

provided additional information for Section 3. The GLA surveys covered all potential impact 

areas location within the North Area. 

Another comment correctly states that surveys conducted after below average rainfall years are 

discouraged by both CDFW and USFWS since such surveys may not reflect a normal depiction 

of a plant species population. This comment is acknowledged. Surveys in support of the 

restoration program that will be designed over several years will have ample opportunity to 

conduct such surveys in years having average or above rainfall seasons. This same comment 

suggests that point counts be conducted for bird species in order to accurately understand how 

each species is utilizing the site resources. Point counts to document bird usage is not required 

and usually not undertaken for inventory surveys used for the preparation of environmental 

documents. Point count surveys are more appropriately used when ascertaining the extent to 

which an area or habitat is used by one or more species. Such technique is not required in 

analyzing the potential impacts of the restoration program, which itself is designed to improve the 

habitat for use by all coastal wildlife species in the region.  

The Coastal Restoration Consultants (CRC) reports were conducted in 2018 but the CNPS and 

the CNDDB records searches were conducted by ESA in 2019. During the CRC surveys 

conducted in 2018, the biologists surveyed the accessible areas on foot and documented all 

biological resources related to their tasks of vegetation mapping, jurisdictional delineation, 

mapping of ESHA, and secondarily observation on special-status species. A full list of species 

observed was not included because the objective of the survey was not to inventory all plant and 
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wildlife species encountered during their site survey.  However, the Habitat Assessment 

performed for the LCWA’ Conceptual Restoration Plan does include an inventory of all plant and 

wildlife species.  

The GLA focused botanical surveys are valid surveys but are not current. As explained in 

Response LCWLT-11, new rare plants surveys will be conducted to inform project-level 

restoration plans when they tier off from the Program.  This approach will ensure that project-

level restoration designs are developed with the most current information. It is routine practice 

that focused botanical surveys be floristic in nature to identify all species encountered, which 

implies that any rare plants and species  with a potential to occur within the survey area would be 

captured. No species were specifically omitted during focused rare plant surveys. 

It is acknowledged that the GLA burrowing owl surveys are outdated.  Mitigation Measure BIO5 

requires new surveys to be completed and the timing on the surveys will be prior to project-level 

restoration plan design.  

Similarly, it is acknowledged that the jurisdictional delineation surveys will need to be updated 

and to include all portions of the restoration program area and these surveys will be timed to be 

completed prior to each project-level restoration design phase.  

IPaC is a valuable database resource for records of species listed under the Federal Endangered 

Species Act. A quick search of IPaC yields the same species as recorded in the CNDDB with the 

addition of light-footed Ridgway’s rail (Rallus obsoletus levipes). This species was not observed 

during surveys but has a high potential to occur. Section 3.3 Biological Resources in Table 3.3-5 

and Section 3.3.2.5 mistakenly stated that this species was observed. 

ESHA designation under the California Coastal Act considers the presence of special-status 

species but also acknowledges the habitat as being easily disturbed by human activities. It is 

acknowledged that areas within the restoration program area would qualify as ESHA wherever 

habitat supports special-status species or where sensitive natural communities exist. If additional 

special-status species are found during subsequent surveys, e.g., burrowing owl or light-footed 

Ridgway rail, these areas would also qualify as being potential ESHA. With the successful 

implementation of the restoration program, most, if not all, of the program area may qualify for 

designation as ESHA.  

Response LCWLT-13  

The commenter asserts that the PEIR noise analysis is focused on impacts to humans and does not 

address potential noise impacts on wildlife, for which small changes in ambient noise levels may 

alter animal behavior.  

This comment is correct; PEIR Section 3.11 focuses entirely on the proposed Program’s noise 

impacts on humans and proximate sensitive noise receptors. However, the indirect effects of 

noise on wildlife is discussed in Chapter 3.3 Biological Resources. In particular, noise impacts on 

Belding’s savannah sparrow are discussed in Section 3.3.5, Program Impacts and Mitigation 

Measures. Indirect noise impacts are also addressed for California back rail, Ridgway’s rail, and 
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yellow rail. All noise impacts would be temporary and associated with construction. The 

construction would be phased over the multiple years of the restoration program and would not 

concentrate temporary construction noise in any one location of the program area. With the 

incorporation of Mitigation Measure BIO4, potential disruption of bird nesting will be less-than-

significant, as construction noise will either be avoided by working during the non-breeding 

season, or will require the placement of a buffer around an active nest that will attenuate noise 

levels at the nest to the 60 dBA level. Noise attenuation (i.e., reduction) is about 6 dBA for each 

doubling of distance from the source. Thus, buffers of 200 and 400 ft. will reduce the source 

noise by 12 dBA and 18 dBA, respectively. Specifying noise limits for each species is speculative 

as each species and individuals of each species have different tolerances and so the ‘industry 

standard’ of 60 dBA is the target level. Ambient noise level for the wetlands are found in Chapter 

3.11 Noise. Additionally, program construction noise would not be of a magnitude to potentially 

combine with other cumulative projects potentially located in immediate proximity to the 

program area, where the noise could, but do not, combine together to cumulatively substantially 

temporarily increase the ambient noise environment in the program area. Therefore, program 

construction would not be a cumulatively considerable noise impact.  

Response LCWLT-14  

The commenter states that the Draft PEIR must be recirculated due to the inadequacies in the 

biological resources analysis, based on the commenter assumption that significant new 

information will be needed to address the inadequacies of the biological resources analysis.  

The PEIR biological resources analysis is not deficient based on the understanding that the 

analysis is at the program-level. State CEQA Guidelines Section 15168 provides for a program-

level analysis when a series of actions are related geographically, such as for this restoration 

program. The program presents the phased design of restoration of the Los Cerritos Wetlands 

Complex, some properties of which are privately owned and/or inaccessible to the LCWA. As 

required by Section 15168, later activity, i.e., development of the individual project-level 

restoration plans, may require additional environmental review if the new activity may have 

significant effects not previously examined.  

As detailed in Responses to Comments Nos. CDFW-2 and CDFW-3, numerous biological 

studies, including botanical surveys and focused special-status species surveys, were conducted 

within the program area. However, access to all properties within the program area is not 

currently possible for surveys because of existing ongoing private operations. In addition, each 

project-level restoration plan design will be preceded by new biological surveys and will require 

further CEQA analysis at the project-level.  

Please also see Responses to Comments Nos. LCWLT-11 and LCWLT-12 above regarding the 

adequacy of the biological resources analysis.  
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Response LCWLT-15  

The commenter provides the California Coastal Commission staff report for Item A-5-LOB-10-

015-A1 (6400 E. Loynes Dr., SEADIP Subarea 23) but does not otherwise raise any specific 

issues regarding the content and adequacy of the Draft PEIR. As such, no further response is 

warranted. Please also see the Response to Comment LCWLT-7.  

Response LCWLT-16  

Responses to the referenced letter are provided above in Responses to Comments Nos. LCWLT-1 

to LCWLT-15.  
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Sierra Club Wetlands Task Force, July 6, 2020  

Comment Letter SCWTF  

Response SCWTF-1  

The commenter expresses concern that the proposed program is large in scope, that 

environmental analysis of it is too high level and conceptual, and that each project in this program 

will need to be individually planned and approved.  LCWA concurs that individual projects 

within the restoration program covered by the PEIR will require detailed project-level planning.  

As part of project-level planning, LCWA will conduct outreach to seek input from stakeholders 

and the general public.  In addition, projects will need to obtain permits from federal, state and 

local regulatory agencies.  Furthermore, project-specific planning will involve environmental 

analysis under CEQA to determine if additional significant environmental impacts not described 

in the PEIR have the potential to occur.  Please see Response to Comment No. LCWLT-2; 

additional discussion has been added to Chapter 2 Project Description, Section 2.1.2 to more 

clearly describe the CEQA process for individual restoration projects.  

The commenter also expresses concern that there has been insufficient public outreach associated 

with the PEIR. As noted above, LCWA does plan to conduct additional public outreach 

associated with project-specific planning.  However, LCWA has held numerous public meetings 

and met with individual stakeholder groups and our Technical Advisory Committee to review the 

PEIR and solicit input.  Specifically, LCWA held two in-person public workshops on the 

restoration design and two online workshops on the PEIR as well as an additional in-person 

public meeting associated with the PEIR Scoping Process.  The LCWA has also provided updates 

on the project at all LCWA board meetings since the project inception in late 2017.      

Response SCWTF-2  

This comment expresses concerns regarding biological impacts from alteration of Steamshovel 

Slough and contamination of the South Synergy Oil Field site in the North Area. The North Area 

is currently privately owned. The environmental impacts associated with the project-level 

restoration plan for the near-term North Synergy Oil Field Site has already been evaluated as part 

of the Los Cerritos Wetlands Oil Consolidation and Restoration Project EIR (State Clearinghouse 

No. 2016041083). This PEIR relies on the technical analysis, impact discussion, and mitigation 

measures documented in the Los Cerritos Wetlands Oil Consolidation and Restoration Project 

EIR. The South Synergy Oil Field Site is phased for long-term and will get restored only once the 

oil operations on that site have been consolidated and the soil is remediated, which will take at 

least 20 years.   

Response SCWTF-3  

This comment expresses concerns for impacts to salt flats in the North Area, but does not raise 

any specific issues regarding the content and adequacy of the Draft PEIR. Further response to salt 

flats is addressed in Responses to Comments Nos. SCWTF-8 and SCWTF-30.  
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Response SCWTF-4  

The commenter raises several general questions about the construction of earthen levees and 

berms as part of the proposed program. All impacts of the proposed program are analyzed in this 

PEIR, including impacts from the construction of the earthen levees and berms. Construction 

costs and funds are to be determined and obtained during project-level designs.   

Response SCWTF-5  

The commenter provides a general statement about soil composition in the program area and that 

careful testing of soils, consideration, and care are needed to protect paleontological and cultural 

remains. The comment is noted, and no further response is warranted.  

Response SCWTF-6  

The commenter provides a statement about a pending lawsuit on the Coastal Development Permit 

associated with the Los Cerritos Wetlands Oil Consolidation and Restoration Project (SCH 

#2016041083). Since a decision on the lawsuit has not yet been reached, this PEIR relies on the 

technical analysis, impact discussion, and mitigation measures documented in the Los Cerritos 

Wetlands Oil Consolidation and Restoration Project EIR (State Clearinghouse No. 2016041083) 

for portions of the program area. No new information of substantial importance or change in 

circumstance with the Los Cerritos Wetlands Oil Consolidation and Restoration Project requires 

re-evaluation of the analysis in that EIR. Appendix L of the Draft PEIR provides a summary of 

the environmental effects and mitigation measures for the Los Cerritos Wetlands Oil 

Consolidation and Restoration Project. 

Response SCWTF-7  

This comment states that the PEIR differs from the Conceptual Restoration Plan by not including 

restoration or public access components on three properties and asks for an explanation., (See 

attached maps). LCWA has removed these parcels from the PEIR for the following reasons:  

1. LCWA’s 5.1-acre parcel at the northeast corner of 2nd St and Studebaker Ave: A feasibility 

study was carried out to explore potential uses of this property.  Restoration and a visitor 

center were both considered, as well as a staging area.  LCWA determined that it would be 

preferable to site a visitor center adjacent to the wetlands rather than across a busy street, 

allowing visitors to directly access trails and viewing areas in the wetlands and adjacent 

uplands from the visitor center.  LCWA is currently negotiating an agreement with Los 

Cerritos Wetlands LLC which would result in the exchange of the 5.1-acre parcel for the 

~150-acre Synergy Oil Field, where a visitor center is proposed.  The land exchange will 

allow for the restoration of wetlands and siting of a visitor center (in an already existing 

building) and trail on the 150-acre site, and the removal of oil infrastructure on that site.  Oil 

infrastructure will be consolidated on the 5.1-acre parcel and on the Pumpkin Patch parcel 

nearby.  LCWA has determined that this exchange is the use of the parcel which will do the 

most to further the goals of public access and wetlands restoration for the LCW.    

2. Loynes Triangle south of Loynes Drive and north of the Los Cerritos Channel: The private 

landowner for this parcel has not expressed interest in selling when approached by LCWA, 

and is currently pursuing development of this parcel.  While the LCWA would pursue 

protection and restoration of this property if the landowner were a willing partner, we do not 
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anticipate that occurring at present. Lastly, this property is subject to a restoration order 

conditioned by the California Coastal Commission.  

3. Triangular parcel (~1.8 acres) on southeast corner of Loynes Drive and Studebaker adjacent 

to Steamshovel Slough:  This site was removed from the PEIR because it is small and 

separated from the remaining wetlands by the Los Cerritos Channel.  While it may be feasible 

to restore this site to wetlands, it would be challenging to do so because of the need to remove 

fill and drainage infrastructure, as well as protect Studebaker and Loynes from flooding and 

scour.  LCWA will continue to pursue the protection and restoration of public access and 

natural resources on this site, but did not include it in the PEIR because it is peripheral to the 

overall program.  Any restoration or public access development on this site will undergo 

planning that will include public outreach and opportunities for comment.  At present, the 

parcel is proposed as mitigation for impacts of an industrial development on the adjacent 

parcel.  The Initial Study-Mitigated Negative Declaration for this project is available on the 

City of Long Beach’s website, here: 

www.longbeach.gov/lbds/planning/environmental/reports/  

Response SCWTF-8  

The commenter expresses concern for the restoration plan’s proposed habitat distributions on the 

“Synergy Portion” (identified as the North Area in the PEIR) and provides insight into the 

importance of salt flats.  The LCWA is a long-time contributing member of the Wetlands 

Recovery Project’s wetlands managers group and is well aware of the importance of salt marsh 

sub-communities like salt flats and salt pannes.  See Response to Comment No. SCWTF-2. The 

details of the habitat distributions in the South Synergy Oil Field site will be decided once a 

project for that location is identified and project-level environmental review is performed.  The 

LCWA will be sure to represent all of the specialized habitats in future planning on this site.  

Response SCWTF-9  

The commenter expresses concern that salt flats and upland habitats are proposed to be eliminated 

by the PEIR. Goal #1 of the proposed program is to “restore tidal wetland processes and functions 

to the maximum extent possible.”  In order to achieve this goal, the program proposes converting 

non-tidal salt flats to tidal salt marsh. It is expected that these flats will not become fully 

vegetated and instead become thriving salt pannes that will attract the unique invertebrate and 

avian communities detailed in Response to Comment No. SCWTF-8. Currently these non-tidal 

salt flats do not possess these unique ecological communities. Furthermore, disturbed uplands are 

also proposed to be converted to tidal wetlands wherever possible, however, supratidal transition 

zones are proposed in order to provide high tide refugia and resilience to future sea level rise.  

Response SCWTF-10  

The commenter expresses concerns that existing amphibian populations are being overlooked by 

the proposed program.  The language in Chapter 3, Section 3.3.2.5 of the PEIR has been amended 

so as to recognize the presence of amphibians within the program area. The phasing of this 

program is designed to allow for wildlife populations to be maintained while other areas are 

under restoration or recovering from restoration activities. As stated in Section 3.4.5 of the Draft 

PEIR, the MAMP described in Mitigation Measure BIO11 will “include provisions for 

conducting a pre-construction survey to collect baseline data for existing wetland function”. 

http://www.longbeach.gov/lbds/planning/environmental/reports/
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These wetlands functions include “biotic structure” which includes use of habitat areas by 

amphibians.  Therefore, the presence of amphibians will be documented and provisions will be 

made to ensure that there is no net loss to this important aquatic resource function.  

Response SCWTF-11  

See Response to Comment No. CDFW-4.  

Response SCWTF-12  

The commenter expresses support for the proposed WEAP, but requests that a qualified biologist 

be present at all time to prevent inadvertent impacts during construction. Mitigation Measure 

BIO2 (see Section 3.4.5 of the Draft PEIR) has been modified to include language requiring that 

the qualified monitoring biologist is present on site during all construction activities.  

Response SCWTF-13  

The commenter expresses concern that the 1:1 mitigation ratio for impacts to Belding's Savannah 

Sparrow breeding habitat is inadequate.  Mitigation Measure BIO3 (see Section 3.4.5 of the Draft 

PEIR) has been modified to include language requiring that existing Belding’s Savannah Sparrow 

breeding and foraging habitat be demarcated in the field in advance of any construction activities 

and that this habitat will be avoided to the maximum extent feasible. Finally, the mitigation ratio 

has been increased to 2:1.  

Response SCWTF-14  

The commenter asks why the time frames allowing for construction activities provided in 

Mitigation Measure BIO4 differ from those provided in Mitigation Measure BIO3 and expresses 

concerns for impacts to foraging and roosting areas. Belding’s savannah sparrow has a distinct 

breeding season that is widely accepted by managers and has been documented in the scientific 

literature, whereas general nesting birds and raptor species have much broader ranges for nesting 

and breeding seasons.  Impacts to foraging and roosting areas will be mitigated by 

implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO11 as discussed in Chapter 3.4 Biological Resources, 

Section 3.4.5 Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures, of the Draft PEIR.   

Response SCWTF-15  

The commenter asserts that no construction should occur during bird nesting season.  BIO4 

indicates that “Construction and maintenance activities shall be limited to the non-breeding 

season (September 1 through December 31) to the extent feasible.” Therefore, the mitigation 

measure agrees with this comment. Furthermore, breeding activity has potential to happen any 

time during the year and therefore the process of creating an avoidance buffer and involvement of 

a qualified biologist is important to include in Mitigation Measure BIO4.  Regulatory permits will 

further shape the timing requirements for construction activities.  

Response SCWTF-16  

The commenter states that burrowing owls are rare and expresses hope the CDFW would prevent 

translocation of burrowing owls.  The LCWA agrees that this special status species is rare and 
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one individual has only been observed in the Los Cerritos Wetlands on a few occasions over a 

decade ago. Breeding activities have never been observed. However, avoidance will be given first 

priority and all attempts will be made to enhance the areas where burrowing owl have previously 

been observed.  

Response SCWTF-17  

The commenter states that there should be no nighttime lighting anywhere with the wetlands, 

apart from emergency lighting at the visitor center and associated facilities, and that the visitor 

center, parking lot and trail should be open during the daytime only. No unnecessary lighting will 

be installed by the project.  Only nighttime lighting required for safety will be included.  As 

stated in Mitigation Measure BIO6 (see Section 3.4.5 of the Draft PEIR), nighttime lighting 

installed as part of the project shall be designed to minimize light trespass and glare into adjacent 

habitat areas.   

Response SCWTF-18  

The commenter states that no trees should be removed from the wetlands until replacement trees 

are large enough to provide roosting for bats and birds.  The comment asks what methods will be 

used for removal of non-native plants, and what animals using these plants will use for habitat 

while native plants planted by the project are still too small to provide food, nesting and roosting 

habitat.  Methods for removal of non-native plants will vary depending on the size, structure, and 

location of the plants.  Mechanical methods will generally be used for removal, and many upland 

areas dominated by non-native plants will be restored to wetlands after mechanical removal of 

non-native plants followed by grading of these areas to remove fill and restore elevations that will 

support wetlands communities. Project-level planning will detail the methods to be used for non-

native plant removal. The program will be implemented in a phased manner, allowing for wildlife 

to utilize trees and plant communities in areas that are not undergoing restoration while native 

vegetation develops in restoration areas.  In addition, vegetation in adjacent areas such as Gum 

Grove Park will provide habitat while native plantings become established.  Impacts from loss of 

habitat due to non-native plant removal are expected to be temporary and less than significant.  

Response SCWTF-19  

The commenter indicates the a 1:1 mitigation ratio for special status species habitat impacts is 

inadequate and asks about the purchasing of mitigation bank credits. See Response to Comment 

No. CDFW-4 regarding mitigation ratios.  Furthermore, the program is designed to be self-

mitigating as it pertains to special status species habitat and the purchase of mitigation bank 

credits has not been proposed as a mitigation measure, especially since there currently are no 

species-specific mitigation banks with approved service areas that include the program area.   

Response SCWTF-20  

The commenter is quoting the text of Draft PEIR Impact BIO2 and does not raise any issues with 

respect to the content and adequacy of the Draft PEIR. As such, no further response is warranted.  
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Response SCWTF-21  

The commenter expresses opposition to the proposed visitors center on the State Lands Parcel 

Site. While this comment is noted, as it does not raise any issues with respect to the content and 

adequacy of the Draft PEIR. As such, no further response is warranted.    

Response SCWTF-22  

The commenter states that the proposed program is sacrificing degraded seasonal wetlands in 

exchange for tidal wetlands. Goal #1 of the proposed program is to “restore tidal wetland 

processes and functions to the maximum extent possible.” This goal was developed through a 

consensus-based stakeholder process that began in 2011 and is supported by the LCWA’s 

Technical Advisory Committee.  This Technical Advisory Committee determined that tidal 

wetlands are the most appropriate habitat type to be restored within the program boundary based 

on historical ecology and the quality of existing habitats. However, tidal wetland restoration will 

not be feasible in all areas and it is expected that in some instances seasonal wetlands will be 

enhanced.  

Response SCWTF-23  

The commenter provides a general statement that asserts that there is no guarantee that 

monitoring efforts will result in no net loss of aquatic resource functions and increase in wetlands 

functions, but does not raise any specific issues regarding the content and adequacy of the Draft 

PEIR. As such, no further response is warranted.   

Response SCWTF-24  

The commenter asks about the definition of the term “temporary” as stated in the definition of 

Impact BIO4 and asserts that further impacts to terrestrial wildlife could be fatal.  This comment 

does not raise any specific issues regarding the content and adequacy of analysis in the Draft 

PEIR. As such, no further response is warranted.  

Response SCWTF-25  

The commenter suggests the need for a larger ratio than 1:1 for replacement trees and suggests 

that no trees should be removed until a replacement tree is large enough to provide replacement 

habitat.  The 1:1 ratio proposed by the program for replacement trees is consistent the City of 

Long Beach and City of Seal Beach local regulations regarding trees in the coastal zone.  

Replacement trees are required to meet the size requirements for both Cities upon installation.    

Response SCWTF-26  

The commenter states that ESHA must be protected at all times from grading, bulldozing or 

herbicides and that mitigation is essential, but does not raise any specific issues regarding the 

content and adequacy of the Draft PEIR. As such, no further response is warranted.  

Response SCWTF-27  

The commenter restates the entirety of PEIR Section 3.3.6.1; states that the Los Cerritos 

Wetlands Oil Consolidation and Restoration Project was eliminated in the PEIR introduction; 
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and, that given the potential for significant cumulative impact, mitigation measures should be 

applied for the Los Cerritos Wetlands Oil Consolidation and Restoration Project and the Seal 

Beach Residential Project.   

As explained in PEIR Section 2.4.4, a project-level EIR was prepared for the City of Long Beach 

to evaluate the environmental effects associated with the Los Cerritos Wetlands Oil Consolidation 

and Restoration Project. The PEIR relies on the technical analysis, impact discussion, and 

mitigation measures documented in the Los Cerritos Wetlands Oil Consolidation and Restoration 

Project EIR.    

Both the Los Cerritos Wetlands Oil Consolidation and Restoration Project and the Seal Beach 

Residential Project were identified as cumulative projects in the PEIR (see Table 3-1, Cumulative 

Projects), as each were within a 3-mile radius of the program area boundary. At the time each 

project was approved by its respective City, project specific mitigation measures were adopted. 

To conduct a cumulative analysis in this PEIR, potential impacts of the approved projects 

(including their mitigation) were analyzed in conjunction with the potential impacts associated 

with implantation of the proposed project. Where no cumulatively significant impacts were 

identified, no mitigation measures were required. No changes to the PEIR have been made in 

response to this comment.  

Response SCWTF-28  

The commenter states that the conclusion in Chapter 3.3 Biological Resources, Section 3.3.6.2 

that cumulative impacts to biological resources from operation of the program and of nearby 

projects would not be cumulatively considerable is unsubstantiated.  LCWA analyzed potential 

impacts from operation of the proposed program and the operation of nearby projects that could 

contribute to cumulative impacts.  The PEIR provided reasoning to justify the conclusion that the 

operation of the program and nearby projects would not result in cumulatively considerable 

impacts to biological resources.  The primary reason for this conclusion is that direct impacts to 

biological resources from the program, which itself will greatly enhance the value of the Los 

Cerritos Wetlands habitats, and nearby projects would occur primarily during the construction 

phase and not during the operation phase.  Another important point contributing to this 

conclusion is that the proposed program is expected to have ongoing benefits for biological 

resources during its operation, as management of the wetlands will continue with the goal of 

enhancing habitat quality for special status and other wildlife species and the provision of 

ecosystem services. Cumulative impacts from the construction phase of the program and nearby 

projects are analyzed in the PEIR Section 3.3.6.1 and are found to not be cumulatively 

considerable as well.  

Response SCWTF-29  

The commenter states that the Spanish names used to refer to tribal entities is used exclusively in 

the PEIR, and it is not a term created by the people themselves. LCWA acknowledges that tribes 

prefer to use indigenous terms when referring to tribal groups. The PEIR has been revised to 

indicate that the terms Tongva, Kizh, and Acjachemen are preferred by many descendant groups 

over the Spanish words that have historically been used to describe them. Since there are two 
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indigenous terms that are used by different groups to refer to Gabrielino tribes (Tongva and Kizh) 

the term Gabrielino is used to encompass both groups. In response to this comment and others, 

Chapter 2 Project Description, Section 2.4.2 has been revised to include indigenous terms. Also, 

Section 3.4.2.2 - Ethnographic Setting and 3.15.2.2 Ethnographic Setting, of the Draft PEIR have 

been modified.  

Response SCWTF-30  

The commenter states that there is no mention of tribal salt works in the wetlands, and that the 

PEIR fails to document specific tribal references to the land, water, or wetlands, past or present, 

not does it describe cultural practices past or present. The commenter further states that there is 

no mention of other tribal groups, including the Acjachemen. The commenter also states that 

without these aspects, impacts to tribal peoples and culture cannot be fully evaluated.  

In a follow-up tribal consultation meeting on August 17, 2020 between LCWA and the 

Gabrieleno/Tongva San Gabriel Band of Mission Indians and an Acjachemen Tribal Elder, 

information regarding the importance of salt marshes and salt flats to tribes was shared and 

requested to be included in the PEIR. In response to the consultation meeting and this comment, 

Section 3.15.2.3 has been revised. 

Section 2.4.2 has also been revised to include a reference to mineral resources, such as salt, and to 

indicate that tribes used the wetlands and its resources in past and in current times. In addition, 

impacts to salt marshes has been added to the analysis of impacts to the tribal cultural landscape 

in Section 3.4.5 - Program Impacts and Mitigation and Section 3.15.5 - Program Impacts and 

Mitigation. Please note that some salt marsh will always be available throughout the construction 

phase of the program.  

With respect to the comment that there is no mention of other tribal groups, including the 

Acjachemen, Section 2.4.2 has been revised to include a reference to the Acjachemen. The 

commenter is referred to Section 3.15.2.3 - Identification of Tribal Cultural Resources, which 

lists all the tribes who were contacted as part of the AB 52 process for the PEIR. A total of 26 

tribes were contacted, including those from a multitude of different groups (including 

Payomkawichum, Yuhaaviatam, Tataviam, and Kumeyaay). The only tribal groups who 

requested consultation are Tongva, Kizh, and Acjachemen tribes, and these are the tribes who 

were included in the ethnographic Section. Section 3.4.2.2 - Ethnographic Setting and 3.15.2.2 - 

Ethnographic Setting, which also includes a discussion of the Juaneño, who identify themselves 

by the indigenous term Acjachemen.  

Response SCWTF-31  

The commenter states that the use of the word “believe” appears to question tribal knowledge and 

that a traditional tribal cultural landscape is not less eligible for listing simply because it has not 

been formally listed. LCWA acknowledges and fully supports the significance and importance of 

the tribal cultural landscape to tribal groups. Although the landscape has not been formally 

evaluated for listing in the National Register or California Register, LCWA determined, in its 

discretion and as supported by substantial evidence provided by tribal groups, that the landscape 

meets the definition of historical resource (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(a)(4)) and tribal 
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cultural resource (Public Resources Code Section 21074(a)(2)), and is treating it as such for the 

purposes of the program regardless of whether it has been listed in a register or not. In response to 

this comment, Section 2.4.2 has been revised to refer to this determination, which is presented in 

Chapters 3.4 Cultural Resources and 3.15 Tribal Cultural Resources of the Draft PEIR.  

The word “believe” is not meant to question tribal knowledge, but rather to acknowledge tribal 

knowledge about their own resources. However, in response to this comment the word has been 

replaced with “identified.”  

Response SCWTF-32  

The commenter states that the wetlands are within the 500-acre, Puvungna complex, not within 

walking distance, and that to alter the Los Cerritos Wetlands is to alter Puvungna. In response to 

this comment and others, Section 2.4.2 - Cultural History of the Los Cerritos Wetlands Complex 

has been modified to indicate that the wetlands are within the Puvungna and Motuucheyngna 

village sites community. Chapter 3.4 Cultural Resources and Chapter 3.15 Tribal Cultural 

Resources have also been modified to indicate that the Los Cerritos Wetlands are located in 

between the archaeological manifestations of Puvungna and Motuucheyngna, and the wetlands 

were identified by tribes to be part of the larger cultural landscape of Puvungna and surrounding 

villages.  

Response SCWTF-33  

The commenter states that referring to tribes in the past tense and omission of post-contact tribal 

connections to the area erases history. The commenter further states that reliance on anthropology 

texts is outdated and offensive, and fails to include contemporary tribal scholars and sources. The 

commenter also states that there is no mention of tribal practices or lifestyles after 1542, or 

treatment of tribal peoples during the American Period. LCWA recognizes that California Indian 

Tribes are living communities with historical and contemporary connections to the Los Cerritos 

Wetlands. LCWA also understands that tribes have expertise and knowledge in their own history.  

In response to the first part of the comment and others, Draft PEIR Section 3.4.2.2 Ethnographic 

Setting has been revised. 

In response to the second part of the comment, additional information has been added to Chapter 

3.4 Cultural Resources, Section 3.4.2.3 - Historic Setting regarding treatment of California Native 

Americans during the American Period.  

Response SCWTF-34  

Commenter states that the program area is not near, but within the Puvungna/Motuuchengna 

community and questions citing a 1938 map regarding village site locations. Regarding the first 

part of the comment, as noted above and in response to this and other comments, Section 2.4.2 - 

Cultural History of the Los Cerritos Wetlands Complex has been modified to indicate that the 

wetlands are within the Puvungna and Motuucheyngna village sites community. Chapter 3.4 

Cultural Resources and Chapter 3.15 Tribal Cultural Resources have also been modified to 

indicate that the Los Cerritos Wetlands are located in between the archaeological manifestations 
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of Puvungna and Motuucheyngna, and the wetlands were identified by tribes to be part of the 

larger cultural landscape of Puvungna and surrounding villages. Regarding the second part of the 

comment, the 1938 map was one of a number of sources that was consulted to identify named and 

unnamed villages sites within or in the vicinity of the program area (Johnston 1962; King, 2004; 

McCawley, 1996). The named and unnamed village sites identified in or closest to the program 

area were noted in the PEIR, and the source cited. However, LCWA recognizes that 

Motuucheyngna was not included in Section 3.4.2.2 - Ethnographic Setting and 3.15.2.2 - 

Ethnographic Setting, and, in response to this comment, a reference to Motuucheyngna was added 

to the ethnographic setting.  

Response SCWTF-35  

The commenter states that both oral tradition and historic documents reference Puvungna as the 

birthplace of Chinigchinich and to use “reported to be” shows a bias against tribal cultural 

information. The commenter also indicates that the terms “protohistoric” and “early historic” 

assumes tribal history began after European contact. The commenter further indicates that it is 

inappropriate to refer to California counties rather than tribes. In response to this comment, the 

text has been revised in Chapter 3.4, Section 3.4.2.2 Ethnographic Setting, of the Draft PEIR.   

Response SCWTF-36  

The commenter states that there is no description of the Acjachemen’s connection to Puvungna or 

the Los Cerritos Wetlands, and that Boscana was describing the Acjachemen in his writings on 

the beliefs and practices taught by Chinigchinich. The commenter also states no tribal leaders are 

mentioned by name, nor are their contributions to the protection and preservation of this Tribal 

Cultural Landscape noted in the PEIR. LCWA acknowledges the Acjachemen’s connection to 

Puvungna or the Los Cerritos Wetlands. In response to this comment and other comments, 

Chapter 3.4 Cultural Resources, Section 3.4.2.2 Ethnographic Setting, of the Draft PEIR has been 

revised.   

Response SCWTF-37  

The commenter states that considering the date of 1542 as the start of the historic-period is 

inaccurate since Mission San Gabriel was not founded until 1771. The commenter also states that 

tribal peopled continued to live and work on their original tribal areas during the Spanish, 

Mexican, and American periods. The commenter further states that tribal members have been 

involved in protection of the Los Cerritos Wetlands and have reintroduced traditional practices to 

the area. The commenter also states that including the history of oil drilling in the Cultural 

Resources Section is an insult since oil is not a cultural resource.  

With regards to the first part of the comment, while the historic setting acknowledges that 

Spanish explorers made brief visits to the region in 1542 and 1602, the historic setting begins 

with the year 1769, which is the date that the first mission was established in Southern California. 

With regards to the second part of the comment, LCWA understands the importance of the Los 

Cerritos Wetlands to tribal groups and acknowledges their efforts to protect the wetlands and 

reintroduce traditional tribal practices to the area. LCWA consulted with California Native 

American groups pursuant to AB 52, and has included their input in Chapter 3.15 Tribal Cultural 
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Resources. With regards to the last part of the comment, the Cultural Resources Section includes 

an analysis of impacts to all cultural resources, including those of a built nature (buildings, 

structures, objects). Built environment resources include those related to the oil industry that 

historically occupied most of the program area, and a discussion of the oil industry is included in 

the historic setting to provide a context for evaluating impacts to those associated resources.  

Response SCWTF-38  

The commenter provides a general statement that asserts that the program area historically did not 

empty into the ocean but does not raise any specific issues regarding the content and adequacy of 

the Draft PEIR. In review of the reference graphic it appears that the historical map does indeed 

indicate that the program area was connected to the ocean tides.   

Response SCWTF-39  

The commenter states that the definition of sufficient archaeological context and significant 

archaeological resources presumes the value of cultural materials to be their contribution to 

western, not the intrinsic value they had to those who created them nor to their descendants. 

LCWA acknowledges the importance of Native American archaeological resources to descendant 

groups. Mitigation measures related to the evaluation and treatment of Native American 

archaeological resources requires LCWA to evaluate resources under all four California Register 

Criteria (1-4) and to consult with Native American Tribes to ensure cultural values ascribed to the 

resources, beyond those that are scientifically important, are considered in the evaluation, 

including those related to the tribal cultural landscape.  

Response SCWTF-40  

The commenter states that identifiers describing types of archaeological sites do not reflect the 

realities of tribal lifeways, and the wetlands provided the basic staples of life on a daily basis for 

centuries. LCWA acknowledges that the wetlands provided Native Americans with natural 

resources. The analysis of impacts to the tribal cultural landscape identifies the waterways, plants, 

or animals as important aspects to the significance of the landscape in recognition that the 

wetlands provided and still provides a multitude of natural resources to Native American 

communities. The geoarchaeological review presented is a prediction of the types of 

archaeological sites that would be expected to be encountered in the various landforms 

underlying the program area based on knowledge of similar landforms. As described in Chapter 

3.14 Tribal Cultural Resources, dense archaeological deposits related to continuous, long-term 

human occupation, such as those found to the north and south of the program area, are not 

anticipated to be within the estuary deposits given the wet environment, but may be below estuary 

deposits on the earlier coastal plains deposits.  

Response SCWTF-41  

The commenter states that the CEQA Guidelines are an example of Eurocentric racism towards 

tribal peoples as it excludes tribal values when assessing if a significant effect on the environment 

would occur. While the statement in question is related to historical resources and unique 

archaeological resources, a lead agency is also tasked with determining if there are tribal cultural 

resources present within a project area. LCWA consulted with California Native American Tribes 
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with regards to identification and impacts to tribal cultural resources, which are analyzed in 

Chapter 3.15 Tribal Cultural Resources. The commenter is referred to Section 3.15.3 for a 

discussion of the regulatory framework surrounding tribal cultural resources. Please note that 

under Public Resource Code Section 21074, tribal cultural resources can include those that are or 

are not also historical resources or unique archaeological resources. If a resource is not a 

historical resource or unique archaeological resource, but is a tribal cultural resource, a significant 

effect on the environment could occur.  

Response SCWTF-42  

The commenter states that the 48-hour timeline for an MLD to make recommendations regarding 

the treatment of human remains after is pro-development bias and does not belong in a state law. 

LCWA understands that there are concerns regarding this timeline. Per Mitigation Measure 

CUL17, until LCWA and the landowner have conferred with the MLD, no further action shall 

occur where the discovery occurred. LCWA’s intent is to work with the MLD and landowner to 

develop a mutual agreement regarding the treatment of Native American human remains 

discoveries.  

Response SCWTF-43  

The commenter expresses opposition to the proposed program based on potential significant and 

unavoidable impacts to archaeological resources. While this comment is noted, as it does not raise 

any issues with respect to the content and adequacy of the Draft PEIR. As such, no further 

response is warranted.    

Response SCWTF-44  

The commenter states that identification of the essential physical characteristics that convey the 

historical significance of the tribal cultural landscape presumes to define what constitutes 

significance to tribal peoples. The commenter further states that in making this determination that 

the project would not impact the landscape’s historic significance, the LCWA violates the rights 

of indigenous peoples. With respect to the first part of the comment, the identified essential 

physical characteristics are the significant characteristics of the landscape and wetlands that were 

identified by California Native American Tribes during tribal consultation with the California 

Coastal Commission for the Coastal Development Permit for the Los Cerritos Wetlands Oil 

Consolidation and Restoration Project EIR and during tribal consultation with LCWA for this 

PEIR pursuant to AB 52. With respect to the second part of the comment, Chapter 3.14 Tribal 

Cultural Resources, Section 3.14.5 Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures, of the Draft PEIR 

does not conclude that the program would not impact the landscape’s historic significance, but 

rather that “…the proposed program could materially impair the landscape’s ability to convey its 

historical significance, resulting in a substantial adverse change in the significance of the tribal 

cultural landscape even with the implementation of mitigation. Therefore, impacts to the tribal 

cultural landscape would be significant and unavoidable at the program level.”  

Response SCWTF-45  

The commenter states that the mitigation measures would not ensure the protection, 

identification, and appropriate handling and treatment of archaeological resources that contribute 
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to the landscape’s significance, but would destroy them and place tribal human remains and 

sacred and utilitarian objects in storage for future study over the objections of descendants who 

want them returned. LCWA acknowledges tribal preferences regarding avoidance of 

archaeological resource and objection of curation of tribal human remains and associated items. It 

is also LCWA’s preference to avoid archaeological resources. Mitigation Measure CUL7 in 

Chapter 3.4 Cultural Resources, Section 3.4.5 Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures of the 

Draft PEIR, requires that LCWA first consider avoidance and preservation in place of resources 

that contribute to the significance of tribal cultural landscape (significance would be determined 

in consultation with California Native American Tribes pursuant to Mitigation Measure CUL6). 

If avoidance is infeasible, then as required by Mitigation Measure CUL8, LCWA will determine 

the appropriate treatment in consultation with California Native American Tribes to ensure 

cultural values ascribed to the resources, beyond those that are scientifically important, are 

considered in assessing treatment, including those related to the tribal cultural landscape. Tribal 

human remains and associated items will not be curated (i.e., stored) for future study. Disposition 

of Native American human remains and associated funerary objects or grave goods shall be 

determined by the landowner in consultation with LCWA and the Most Likely Descendant in 

accordance with Mitigation Measure CUL18: Human Remains Discoveries.  

Response SCWTF-46  

The commenter expresses agreement for the determination that impacts to resources that convey 

the significance of the tribal cultural landscape is significant and unavoidable at the program 

level. This is noted for the record; however, the comment does not raise any issues with respect to 

the content and adequacy of the Draft PEIR. As such, no further response is warranted.  

Response SCWTF-47  

The commenter states that tribal values are not ensured by requiring that tribal people monitor the 

destruction of tribal lands and the removal of tribal human remains and cultural objects. As noted 

under Response to Comment No. SCWTF-45, it is also LCWA’s preference to avoid 

archaeological resources. Also, tribal human remains and associated items will not be curated 

(i.e., stored) for future study. Please see Response to Comment No. SCWTF-45 for a further 

discussion of the mitigation regarding avoidance and treatment of archaeological resources and 

human remains.  

Response SCWTF-48  

The commenter provides a general statement that disagrees with the conclusion that the proposed 

program would have a beneficial effect on the waterways, plants, and animals, but does not raise 

any specific issues regarding the content and adequacy of the Draft PEIR. As such, no further 

response is warranted.  

Response SCWTF-49  

The commenter states that as the program is proposed, it excludes tribal people from the 

landscape and will not resemble a historic or pre-contact wetlands. The goals of the proposed 

program are to restore and enhance the Los Cerritos Wetlands, taking into account tribal input 

(see Mitigation Measure CUL16: Native American Input in Chapter 3.4 - Cultural Resources). 
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LCWA does not intend to exclude tribal people from the wetlands as part of this process. In 

response to this comment, the Draft PEIR has been revised to include a new mitigation measure 

to develop a tribal access plan in Chapter 3.4 Cultural Resources, Section 3.4.5 Project Impacts 

and Mitigation Measures of the Draft PEIR.  

Response SCWTF-50  

The commenter provides a general statement that disagrees that the proposed program would 

have a beneficial effect on the waterways, plants, and animals, and states that this approach 

violates basic Native American tribal values. The commenter disagrees that future consultation 

with tribal people during the design of projects ensures that tribal values will be considered. As 

noted in other comments, LCWA conducted consultation with California Native American Tribes 

pursuant to AB52, who indicated that the program area is culturally sensitive and important, and 

generally expressed support for the restoration of the wetlands. Tribal members made specific 

requests to mitigate potential impacts to resources important to the Native American community 

and LCWA incorporated this input into mitigation measures outlined in Chapter 3.4 Cultural 

Resources. The commenter is referred to Section 3.15.2.3 – Identification of Tribal Cultural 

Resources for details regarding the consultation process and outcome.  

Response SCWTF-51  

The commenter expresses agreement for the determination that the proposed program could 

impair the landscape's ability to convey its historical significance, resulting in a substantial 

adverse change in the significance of the tribal cultural landscape even with mitigation, resulting 

in significant and unavoidable to the tribal cultural landscape at the program level. This is noted 

for the record; however, the comment does not raise any issues with respect to the content and 

adequacy of the Draft PEIR. As such, no further response is warranted.  

Response SCWTF-52  

The commenter disagrees that operational impacts to historical and archaeological resources and 

the tribal cultural landscape will be less than significant since operation of the proposed program 

would include accommodating existing and proposed oil extraction operations, allowing 

stormwater from the San Gabriel River to pollute wetlands and expose subsurface cultural 

resources, removing non-native species with heavy equipment and herbicides, and increasing 

human and wildlife interaction. The Draft PEIR evaluates the water quality impacts and risk for 

erosion associated with connecting the San Gabriel River waters to wetlands during operation of 

the proposed program in Chapter 3.8 Hydrology and Water Quality, Section 3.8.5 Project Impacts 

and Mitigation Measures. The public access trails and visitor center are located on the periphery 

of the habitat restoration to reduce human and wildlife interaction. LCWA will remove non-

native species after habitats have been restored in compliance with agency permits and approvals, 

such that impacts to biological resources are minimized. Oil operators within the program area 

have ownership and easement rights which LCWA must adhere to until those easement rights are 

re-negotiated or LCWA becomes the landowner of all properties within the program boundary.    



2. Response to Comments 

 

Los Cerritos Wetlands Restoration Plan 2-428 ESA / D170537 

Final Program EIR  October 2020 

Response SCWTF-53  

The commenter states that significance of cultural resources will be determined by a Qualified 

Archaeologic and not by the tribes themselves. The commenter objects to curation of 

archaeological resources. With regards to the first part of this comment, Mitigation Measures 

CUL6 and CUL8 in Section 3.4.5 Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures of the Draft PEIR, 

requires LCWA to determine the significance of cultural resources and appropriate treatment of 

cultural resources in consultation with California Native American Tribes to ensure cultural 

values ascribed to the resources, beyond those that are scientifically important, are considered. 

With regards to the second part of this comment, LCWA understands that tribes may prefer to 

retain ownership of artifacts. The State of California Resources Agency’s Guidelines for the 

Curation of Archaeological Collections (State Historical Resources Commission and Department 

of Parks and Recreation, 1993) states that archaeological collections that are created by 

compliance with state environmental laws and regulations (such as CEQA) must be housed at 

qualified repositories. The guidelines also state that a collection from a Native American site may 

best be curated by a qualified repository maintained by a tribal museum. LCWA will consult with 

tribes on the final disposition of Native American archaeological materials and on the selection of 

the curation facility, with preference given to tribal museums for Native American collections. If 

a suitable repository cannot be identified, then LCWA will donate the collection to a local 

California Native American Tribe(s) (Gabrielino or Juañeno). In response to this comment and 

other comments, Mitigation Measure CUL15 has been revised in Chapter 3.4 Cultural Resources, 

Section 3.4.5 Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures of the Draft PEIR.   

Please note that this does not pertain to Native American human remains and associated items, 

which will be treated in accordance with applicable state law, and the disposition of Native 

American human remains and associated funerary objects or grave goods shall be determined by 

the landowner in consultation with LCWA and the Most Likely Descendant in accordance with 

Mitigation Measure CUL18: Human Remains Discoveries.  

Response SCWTF-54  

The commenter expresses agreement for the determination that cumulative impacts to cultural 

resources and the tribal cultural landscape from the proposed program is significant. This is noted 

for the record; however, the comment does not raise any issues with respect to the content and 

adequacy of the Draft PEIR. As such, no further response is warranted.  

Response SCWTF-55  

The commenter disagrees that other projects in the past have resulted in greater impacts to the 

landscape that the proposed program, and that the incremental contribution of the proposed 

program to the tribal cultural landscape is not cumulatively considerable. Since the program 

would restore and enhance the wetlands, LCWA considers past projects to have been more 

detrimental to the landscape than the proposed program.  

Response SCWTF-56  

The commenter states that the definition of tribal cultural resources according to state law 

contributes to a legacy of dispossession and racism.  This is noted for the record; however, the 
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comment does not raise any issues with respect to the content and adequacy of the Draft PEIR. As 

such, no further response is warranted.  

Response SCWTF-57  

The commenter states that tribal representatives were not contacted early in the planning process 

as required by AB52. LCWA adhered to all requirements of AB 52.  

Response SCWTF-58  

The commenter indicates that the statement that “no tribal cultural resources” were identified by 

the five tribal respondents contradicts the fact that the Los Cerritos Wetlands is a cultural 

resource significant to tribal peoples. LCWA understands there may be some confusion about this 

statement. None of the five tribal respondents referred to the area as a “tribal cultural resource” 

per se, but did refer to the importance and significance of the area to tribes. The tribal cultural 

landscape, which LCWA determined meets the criteria for “tribal cultural resource” as defined by 

Public Resources Code Section 21074, was identified during consultation with California Native 

American Tribes and the California Coastal Commission for the Coastal Development Permit for 

the Los Cerritos Wetlands Oil Consolidation and Restoration Project EIR. However, in response 

to this comment, the statement that no cultural resources were identified has been removed from 

Section 3.15.2.3 and Table 3.15-2, Summary of Tribes Consulted.  

Response SCWTF-59  

The commenter states that the Draft PEIR excludes tribal comments regarding opposition of this 

project and references a December 13, 2018 statement that was delivered to the California 

Coastal Commission. The statement then references an LCP Amendment. This comment appears 

to be reference the California Coastal Commission’s Coastal Development Permit for the Los 

Cerritos Wetlands Oil Consolidation and Restoration Project EIR, which is separate from the 

proposed program. This is noted for the record; however, the comment does not raise any issues 

with respect to the content and adequacy of the Draft PEIR. As such, no further response is 

warranted.    

Response SCWTF-60  

The comment notes that the 30-day deadline for California Native American tribe to provide 

comments to the lead agency on a CEQA document was suspended due to COVID-19. According 

to the Governor's Office of Planning and Research (see https://opr.ca.gov/ceqa/), Governor 

Newsom’s Executive Order N-54-20, issued on April 22, 2020, suspended certain timeframes for 

tribal consultation required under AB 52 (Chapter 532, Statutes 2014) for 60 days.  Specifically, 

the Executive Order suspended the timeframes governing when a tribe must request consultation 

and when lead agencies must begin the consultation process for an EIR, negative declaration, or 

mitigated negative declaration.  Deadlines for public review and comment periods for CEQA 

documents, such as for draft EIRs and negative declarations, were not suspended and those 

deadlines remained unchanged.  LCWA initiated its tribal consultation process on June 17, 2019, 

such that the consultation period was completed approximately nine months before Executive 

Order N-54-20 was issued.  The LCWA did extend its comment deadline on the PEIR for all 

commenters until July 6, 2020 in recognition of the challenges posed by the pandemic.  LCWA 

https://opr.ca.gov/ceqa/
https://www.gov.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/2020/04/N-54-20-COVID-19-4.22.20.pdf
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received three comment letters from Native American tribes.  These letters and our responses are 

included in the Final PEIR.  

Response SCWTF-61  

The commenter disagrees with the finding under Impact TRI1. In response to this and other 

comments, TRI1 in Chapter 3.15 Tribal Cultural Resources, Section 3.15.5 Project Impacts and 

Mitigation Measures of the Draft PEIR has been revised to refer the reader to TRI2 regarding 

impacts to tribal cultural resources and required mitigation measures.  

Response SCWTF-62  

The commenter agrees with the LCWA’s determination stated in the PEIR that the tribal cultural 

landscape discussed in the PEIR is significant.  This is noted for the record; however, the 

comment does not raise any issues with respect to the content and adequacy of the Draft PEIR. As 

such, no further response is warranted.  

Response SCWTF-63  

The commenter states that Sections 3.15.5 – Program Impacts and 3.15.6 – Cumulative Impacts 

repeat the same Sections under Cultural Resources, and refers the reader to previous comments, 

but does not specify which ones. The commenter is referred to previous responses regarding 

impacts to cultural resources.  

Response SCWTF-64  

The commenter states that the PEIR lacks a discussion of the historic context and deference to 

tribal perspectives regarding tribal culture and land, and suggests that the LCWA needs to 

transfer jurisdiction over the public lands within the Los Cerritos Wetlands Complex to those 

tribal peoples with a physical and cultural connection to them. The PEIR provides a discussion of 

the project area’s history in the cultural resources Section, including noting that Native American 

tribes were forcibly relocated and converted, and that hard labor was imposed on Native 

Americans, and that many Native Americans died from disease and hard labor.  This comment 

also raises policy questions regarding the transfer of jurisdiction to lands in the program area that 

are outside the scope of CEQA. The comment regarding transfer of jurisdiction is noted for the 

record; however, the comment does not raise any issues with respect to the content and adequacy 

of the Draft PEIR. As such, no further response is warranted.  

Response SCWTF-65  

The commenter states that the concept of restoration, including restoration of native plants and 

wildlife, while excluding Native American people, is part of structurally racist public policies 

governing national and state lands and waters and asks that the PEIR be revised to address 

historic and systemic racism.  The LCWA seeks to involve Native American tribes in planning 

for restoration, education and public access at the Los Cerritos Wetlands, not to exclude them.  

The LCWA will strive to plan and implement the restoration and management of the Los Cerritos 

Wetlands in a manner that includes Native Americans and incorporates their perspectives.  This 

comment raises questions about public policy that are outside the scope of CEQA. It is noted for 
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the record; however, the comment does not raise any issues with respect to the content and 

adequacy of the Draft PEIR. As such, no further response is warranted.  

Response SCWTF-66  

The commenter asks how the LCWA can acknowledge the Los Cerritos Wetlands are a 

traditional tribal landscape, but not reference tribal peoples or concerns in the LCW Restoration 

Plan Goals and Objectives.  The LCWA acknowledges that this is a shortcoming of the current 

goals and objectives, which were arrived at through discussion with stakeholders as part of the 

Conceptual Restoration Plan process.  However, that discussion did not include tribal 

representatives.  The LCWA has revised the goals and objectives in Chapter 2 Project 

Description, Section 2.5 Project Objectives, of the Draft PEIR to include a reference to Native 

American tribes.  In addition, the LCWA will work with tribal representatives during the project-

specific planning phases to consider other revisions to the Goals and Objectives.  

Please see Response to Comment No. GABACJ-6 for revisions to the Goals and Objectives.   

Response SCWTF-67  

The commenter asks why there is no mention of land use, land management, or restoration from a 

tribal perspective, including restoring ownership and/or co-management of the wetlands to tribal 

groups. LCWA would welcome proposals for involvement of Native American tribes in the 

management and use of the wetlands. LCWA is committed to inviting and incorporating input 

from Native American tribes as project-specific planning occurs, and is pursuing the creation of a 

tribal advisory group for that purpose.  

Response SCWTF-68  

The commenter asks why the LCWA did not include any tribal experts, organizations, or state 

actors on the Technical Advisory Committee designing the PEIR. The LCWA did consult with 

representatives of six Native American tribal groups during preparation of the PEIR. The number 

of meetings, dates of meetings, and concerns expressed are described in the PEIR’s Tribal 

Cultural Resources Section.  The LCWA will invite Native American tribal participation in 

project-specific planning.  The PEIR requires ongoing consultation with Native American 

representatives in the mitigation measures which is discussed in Chapter 2 Project Description, 

Section 2.5 Project Objectives, and Chapter 3.4 Cultural Resources Section 3.5.5 Project Impacts 

and Mitigation Measures.  

Response SCWTF-69  

The commenter asks why the LCWA did not commission a technical report to provide baseline 

information as to Traditional Tribal Landscape management and restoration requirements.  The 

LCWA will commission additional studies of cultural resources beyond the studies reviewed in 

the PEIR.  The LCWA determined that it would be more appropriate to commission technical 

studies at the project-level planning stage because these studies can be focused to address 

potential ground-disturbance areas when those areas are known with greater certainty than they 

are at the current time when planning is still conceptual.  The PEIR includes mitigation measures 
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in Chapter 3.4 Cultural Resources, Section 3.4.5 Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures of the 

Draft PEIR, to this effect:  

 Mitigation Measures CUL1, CUL4 through CUL6, and CUL8 require that qualified cultural 

resources personnel conduct future project-specific studies to identify archaeological 

resources and develop appropriate treatment for resources that contribute to the significance 

of the tribal cultural landscape.   

 Mitigation Measure CUL7 requires consideration of avoidance and preservation in place of 

archaeological resources, including those that contribute to the landscape’s significance, to 

ensure that destructive treatment measures are a last resort.  

 Mitigation Measures CUL9 through CUL11, CUL14, and CUL15 require establishment of a 

plan and procedures for avoidance and discoveries measures during construction, training 

construction personnel on the significance of the area and procedures to follow in the event of 

discoveries, monitoring of ground disturbance by archaeologists, and proper 

curation/disposition of recovered archaeological materials. These measures would ensure the 

protection, identification, and appropriate handling and treatment of archaeological resources 

that contribute to the landscape’s significance.  

 Mitigation Measures CUL12 and CUL13 require that LCWA consult with Native American 

representatives during the preparation of all cultural resources-related documents and that 

Native American groups are included in monitoring of ground disturbance. These measures 

would ensure that tribal values are considered in identification, evaluation, and treatment of 

archaeological resources that contribute to the landscape’s significance.  

Response SCWTF-70  

The commenter asks why the Spanish name for Gabrielino is used exclusively. The commenter 

also asks why the PEIR fails to identify other tribes with historic and cultural connections to the 

Los Cerritos Wetlands, such as the Acjachemen, Payomkawichum, and Yuhaaviatam. LCWA 

acknowledges that the tribe prefers to use indigenous terms when referring to tribal groups. The 

PEIR has been revised to indicate that the terms Tongva, Kizh, and Acjachemen are preferred by 

many descendant groups over the Spanish words that have historically been used to describe 

them. With regards to the failure to identify other tribes with a cultural connection to the program 

area, Chapter 3.15 Tribal Cultural Resources, Section 3.15.2.3 Identification of Tribal Cultural 

Resources, lists all the tribes who were contacted as part of the AB 52 process for the PEIR. A 

total of 26 tribes were contacted, including those who are Acjachemen, Payomkawichum, and 

Yuhaaviatam, in addition to Tongva and Kizh. The only tribal groups who requested consultation 

are Tongva, Kizh, and Acjachemen tribes, and these are the tribes who were included in the 

ethnographic section.  However, the LCWA sees that LCW as a regional resource and will not 

limit future coordination and consultation to just those tribal groups that responded to AB52. The 

LCWA would welcome other regional tribal representatives to participate in the forthcoming 

tribal advisory group.  

Response SCWTF-71  

The commenter states that a number of tribal representatives who are on the required contact list 

may not have been contacted by the LCWA regarding the PEIR, and asks how the LCWA can 

address this problem.  The LCWA attempted to contact all the tribal representatives on the 
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required contact list. The LCWA contacted 26 representatives via email on June 17, 2019.  Six 

tribes requested consultation, six tribes declined consultation, and the remaining tribes did not 

respond to LCWA’s inquiry.  A record of the dates and responses for those contacts is included in 

the Tribal Cultural Resources Section of the PEIR in Table 3.15-1, California Native American 

Tribes Notified Pursuant to AB52. The LCWA will continue to reach out to Native American 

tribes during the project-specific planning stage.  If additional tribes would like to participate in 

planning, LCWA welcomes that participation in the next phase of planning.  

Response SCWTF-72  

The commenter asks why only one tribal group, the Kizh, are referenced as providing tribal 

cultural consultants and monitors on the project. Native American monitoring is addressed in 

Mitigation Measure CUL13 in Chapter 3.4 Cultural Resources, Section 3.4.5 Project Impacts and 

Mitigation Measures of the Draft PEIR, which states “LCWA shall retain a Native American 

monitor(s) from a California Native American Tribe that is culturally and geographically 

affiliated with the program area (according to the California Native American Heritage 

Commission) to conduct the monitoring. If more than one Tribe is interested in monitoring, 

LCWA shall contract with each Tribe that expresses interest and prepare a monitoring rotation 

schedule. LCWA shall rotate monitors on an equal and regular basis to ensure that each Tribal 

group has the same opportunity to participate in the monitoring program.” Mitigation Measure 

CUL13 does not name a specific Tribe.  

Response SCWTF-73  

The commenter is inquiring as to why the first meeting at the Seal Beach Library was not 

identified in the PEIR and is asking if public comments at that meeting are part of the record. The 

meeting at the Seal Beach Library was the LCWA’s first public workshop and it was held on 

March 28, 2018, prior to the initiation of the CEQA process. Comments made at that meeting 

were used to inform the creation of the proposed program, and will be part of the record.  

Response SCWTF-74  

The commenter provides a general statement that asks what the historical wetlands habitat was 

converted to throughout Los Cerritos Wetlands but does not raise any specific issues regarding 

the content and adequacy of the Draft PEIR. As such, no further response is warranted.  

Response SCWTF-75  

The commenter identifies the following sentence from Chapter 2 Project Description, Section 

2.4.4: “No new information of substantial importance or change in circumstance with the Los 

Cerritos Wetlands Oil Consolidation and Restoration Project requires re-evaluation of the 

analysis in that EIR.” The commenter suggests the new perimeter berms are of substantial 

importance and not analyzed in the Los Cerritos Wetlands Oil Consolidation and Restoration 

Project. This is correct, the berms were not analyzed previously. They are analyzed in the current 

PEIR and described in Chapter 2 Project Description, Section 2.7.5.3. Because construction of the 

berms is considered a long-term program feature, the berms are conceptual and are not analyzed 

in as much detail as some of the near- and mid-term program features, as is appropriate at the 

program-level. Further analysis of the berms will be conducted as the design for the North Area is 
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progressed, including additional CEQA analysis closer to implementation of that phase of the 

program.  

Response SCWTF-76  

The commenter provides language from the Draft PEIR regarding new oil drilling and does not 

raise any issues with respect to the content and adequacy of the Draft PEIR. As such, no further 

response is warranted.  

Response SCWTF-77  

The commenter asks why the cumulative effects of the BOMP proposed oil operations were not 

discussed in the PEIR. The potential for the Los Cerritos Wetlands Oil Consolidation and 

Restoration Project to contribute to cumulative impacts has been evaluated in the PEIR and is 

included in Chapter 3 Environmental Setting, Table 3-1, List of Cumulative Projects.   

Response SCWTF-78  

The commenter asks whether the PEIR mentioned potential impacts on sensitive habitats and 

species due to flooding, bulldozing, trenching, grading, soil storage and treatment, removing 

plants, installing irrigation systems, building and paving new roadways, constructing new 

buildings, fences, and berms. The PEIR analyzed potential impacts on sensitive habitats and 

species from all proposed construction and operation activities in the Biological Resources 

Chapter 3.3.  Mitigation Measures BIO1 through BIO11 in Section 3.3.5 are included in the PEIR 

to avoid, minimize, and mitigate potential impacts to sensitive habitats and species.  

Response SCWTF-79  

The commenter asks why preservation of existing habitat and wildlife is not considered by the 

program’s proposed success criteria. The performance criteria will capture not only the new or 

enhanced ecological structures and functions but will also capture those that were preserved or 

conserved by the restoration program.  

Response SCWTF-80  

The commenter asks why the loss of existing habitat and wildlife is discounted by the PEIR. The 

PEIR does not discount potential impacts to existing habitat and wildlife. The PEIR analyzed 

potential impacts on sensitive habitats and species from all proposed construction and operation 

activities in the Biological Resources Section.  Mitigation Measures BIO1 through BIO11 in 

Chapter 3.3 Biological Resources, Section 3.3.5 Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures, of the 

Draft PEIR are included in the PEIR to avoid, minimize, and mitigate potential impacts to 

sensitive habitats and species.  CEQA does not require an analysis of impacts to species and 

habitats that are not considered sensitive or otherwise protected.  LCWA’s restoration goals 

include the maintenance of habitat that supports important life history phases of species of special 

concern, essential fish habitat, and migratory birds.   
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Response SCWTF-81  

The commenter asks whether the LCWA will consider the impacts of public access on wildlife 

which tend to avoid areas where humans are present. LCWA will take those impacts into account 

during project-level planning of public access. LCWA will attempt to minimize impacts from 

public access on wildlife through the siting of trails and other facilities, as well as the type and 

frequency of access (opening hours, docent-led vs. self-guided), while also providing appropriate 

access to the public in an area where access to natural open space and environmental educational 

opportunities are rare and valuable.  

Response SCWTF-82  

The commenter asks if the total number of acres of “managed vegetation” includes the trails and 

roads or if these are categorized as developed acreage. These are considered developed and 

included in the totals for that category.  

Response SCWTF-83  

The commenter asks for the total acreage of land that is covered by new berms/levees, oil drilling 

pads, and new roadways. In the near-term phase of the proposed program, the new levees and 

well pads would cover 15.1 acres. In the long-term phase of the program, an additional 9.2 acres 

would be covered by the new levees. The total area for flood protection (24.3 acres) is less than 

the total existing developed area (31.8 acres) and would provide habitat benefit through 

vegetation on the levees and well pad slopes, in addition to providing the flood protection needed 

in order to reconnect the San Gabriel River to the marshplain.  

The proposed berm in the South Area would cover 3.9 acres. The raised 1st Street footprint would 

be 2.2 acres. The total area for flood protection (6.1 acres) is substantially less than the total 

existing developed area (29.1 acres) and would provide habitat benefit through vegetation on the 

berms and road slopes, in addition to providing the flood protection needed in order to improve 

the tidal connection to the marshplain.  

Response SCWTF-84  

The commenter asks how many acres will be covered by the raised 1st Street footprint.  The raised 

1st Street footprint would be 2.2 acres.    

Response SCWTF-85  

The commenter asks what the acreage of a berm that could be constructed on the Isthmus would 

be. No berm is planned for the Isthmus area. It appears that the commenter has misunderstood the 

statement “Acreages presented here assume the construction of an earthen berm which has a 

slightly larger footprint than a flood wall” as referring to the Isthmus. This statement is in Table 

2-6, Post-Restoration Habitats and Acreages in South Area, and refers to the South Area, which 

is discussed in Response SCWTF-83 above.  
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Response SCWTF-86  

The commenter asks whether the 11.1 acres of berms on the North Area include the sheetrock 

berm, and, if not, how many acres the sheetrock berm includes.  LCWA understands this question 

to be regarding the sheet pile wall. The 11.1 acres of berms do not include the sheet pile wall. The 

sheet pile wall is projected to include 0.10 acres. In the long term (20 years), the sheet pile will be 

removed as required by the Coastal Development Permit to facilitate restoration of tidal marsh.  

Response SCWTF-87  

The commenter asks where the temporary access route described in Section 2.7.8.5 would be 

located. This Section has been revised as follows: “A temporary access route, 35-ft. wide, would 

be created to access any areas of sediment build up within the channels using mats to provide 

equipment access. Since the channels will be sized based on their proposed tidal conveyance, 

sediment build up in the channels is not expected.”  

Response SCWTF-88  

The commenter asks about the location of the fence referred to in the description of operations for 

the Northern Area. The fencing that is referred to is located along the perimeter of the Northern 

Area. This fence is already present and will be maintained as part of the program.  

Response SCWTF-89  

The commenter repeated comment SCWTF-88 above.  Please see above response.  

Response SCWTF-90  

The commenter asks questions regarding the proposed levees and oil operations in the Central 

Area but does not make a comment with respect to the content and adequacy of the Draft PEIR. 

See Response to Comment No. CCC-15 and Chapter 2 Project Description, Section 2.7.4.5 of the 

Draft PEIR.  

Response SCWTF-91  

The commenter asks questions regarding the final proposed habitat distribution of the North Area, 

but does not make a comment with respect to the content and adequacy of the Draft PEIR. The 

commenter’s assumptions can be confirmed by reviewing the details provided in the project 

description, otherwise no further response is warranted.  

Response SCWTF-92  

The commenter asks what measures are planned to prevent street runoff from polluting the 

wetlands.  See Response to Comment No. DOT12-02.   

Response SCWTF-93  

The commenter asks what measures will be taken to control trash during storm events in the 

Central Area. As described in Section 2.7.8.2, a trash boom/net could be installed upstream of the 

Central Area across the San Gabriel River. Alternatively, a trash net could be installed across the 

breach into the Central Area.  
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Response SCWTF-94  

The commenter asks what a backwater area is. A backwater area is where there is little or no 

current compared to the river. Text has been added in Chapter 2 Project Description, Section 

2.7.4.3 Levees to clarify this.  

The commenter also asks if water is coming in only from the river or also from storm drains and 

roadways and what pollution controls are in place. As discussed in Section 2.7.4.3 Stormwater 

Management, construction of the proposed levees will reduce the storage volume of overflow 

drainage from the roads. The proposed program would replace that storage area by creating low 

areas (e.g., basins or swales) between the road the proposed levee. These basins would also 

function as water quality treatment measures to protect wetland plants, fish, and wildlife from the 

stormwater runoff coming from the roads.  

Response SCWTF-95  

The commenter asks what is meant by the term “non-native” when referring to an area, but does 

not raise any specific issues regarding the content and adequacy of the Draft PEIR. This 

terminology is based on the definitions provided by the widely accepted vegetation alliances 

defined in the Second Edition of A Manual of California Vegetation which provides a 

standardized, systematic classification and description of vegetation in the State.   

Response SCWTF-96  

The commenter asks what is meant by the term “transitional zone” when referring to an area, but 

does not raise any specific issues regarding the content and adequacy of the Draft PEIR. The 

PEIR uses this terminology to refer to a supratidal landscape that is composed of a mixture of 

high marsh vegetation and upland vegetation. This habitat area will provide high tide refugia for 

terrestrial wildlife that use the tidal marsh during low tides. It is also a location when specialized 

plant species exist that have some salt tolerance but cannot survive inundations from the tides. A 

diverse assemblage of wildlife and vegetation utilize this ecotone.    

Response SCWTF-97  

The commenter asserts that “disturbed habitat” is not a biological term and asks what kind of 

habitats are disturbed. The concept of habitat disturbance is a widely accept ecological 

phenomenon. Habitat disturbance can happen in any type of naturally occurring ecosystem and is 

especially prevalent where urban edge effects are present.   

Response SCWTF-98  

The commenter asks for definitions for a “high-functioning wetland” vs. a “low-functioning 

wetland but does not raise any specific issues regarding the content and adequacy of the Draft 

PEIR. As such, no further response is warranted.  

Response SCWTF-99  

See Response to Comment No. SCWTF-9  
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Response SCWTF-100  

The commenter asks why there is no reference to brackish or freshwater wetlands. Table 2-10, 

Post-Restoration Habitats and Acreages in Central Area, of the Draft PEIR indicates the 

presence of brackish wetlands and ponds.  

Response SCWTF-101  

The commenter asks how the PEIR addresses the potential impacts to special status species. The 

PEIR analyzed potential impacts on sensitive habitats and species from all proposed construction 

and operation activities in Chapter 3.3 Biological Resources and Mitigation Measures in Section 

3.3.5 BIO1 through BIO11 are included in the PEIR to avoid, minimize, and mitigate potential 

impacts to sensitive habitats and species.  

Response SCWTF-102  

The commenter expresses concern as to what is included within the project boundary and the 

associated calculations of existing and restored habitats along with which aspect of the Los 

Cerritos Wetlands Oil Consolidation and Restoration Project are included.  The two areas 

proposed for oil exploration by the Los Cerritos Wetlands Oil Consolidation and Restoration 

Project are not included within the program boundary and therefore they are not analyzed and no 

land uses are proposed for those locations. The proposed restoration of the North Synergy Site is 

included in all calculations for habitat types in the program’s project description.  

Response SCWTF-103  

See Responses to Comments Nos. SCWTF-9 and SCWTF-22  

Response SCWTF-104  

The commenter expresses concern that wetland areas would be used to provide flood control 

measures for roadways and private commercial and industrial operations in response to sea-level 

rise.  In order to restore a tidal connection from the San Gabriel River to the Central Area, the 

existing flood protection would need to be replaced. State guidance requires consideration of sea-

level rise for projects in the coastal zone, so in order to get the permits needed to do the wetland 

restoration for this program, consideration of sea-level rise and flood protection would be 

required. In future phases of the design, the levee heights would be refined based on coordination 

with the US Army Corps of Engineers and the exact amount of sea-level rise needed for 

consideration would be determined.  

Response SCWTF-105  

The commenter expresses concern for the protection of special status plants and wildlife from 

impacts caused by the restoration program. Impact BIO1 is determined to be less than significant 

with the implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO1, BIO2, BIO3, BIO4, BIO5, BIO6, BIO7 

and BIO8. See Chapter 3.3 Biological Resources, Section 3.3.5 Project Impacts and Mitigation 

Measures of the Draft PEIR.  
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Response SCWTF-106  

The commenter suggests that Figure 2-2, Program Area and Local Vicinity, is unclear and 

incorrect, does not identify the property on 2nd Street and Studebaker and that the plans for the 

Pumpkin Patch site should be described in the EIR. Figure 2-2 in Section 2.2.3 of the Draft PEIR 

applies naming conventions to areas within the program boundary for purposes of organizing the 

environmental analysis and discussion. Section 2.2.3 of the Draft PEIR identifies the individual 

property owners and assessor parcel numbers for all parcels within the program area, including 

the owner for the Pumpkin Patch site. Section 2.4.4.1 Outside the Program Boundary of the Draft 

PEIR describes the activities proposed for the Pumpkin Patch site as part of the Los Cerritos 

Wetlands Oil Consolidation and Restoration Project. The property at the northeast corner of 2nd 

Street and Studebaker is not part of the program boundary. 

Response SCWTF-107  

The commenter suggests that LCWA has misled the public that the conditions of the Los Cerritos 

Wetlands Oil Consolidation and Restoration Project are final and legal irrespective of a lawsuit 

that has been filed against the California Coastal Commission for approving the project. See 

Response to Comment No. SCWTF6. A discussion of the relationship of the Los Cerritos 

Wetlands Oil Consolidation and Restoration Project EIR and this PEIR is described in Section 

2.4.4 of the Draft PEIR.   

Response SCWTF-108  

The commenter asserts that the program will not enhance habitat and instead will damage and 

destroy existing biological resources.  It also asserts that there is value in maintaining non-native 

species populations. Impact BIO1 is determined to be less than significant with the 

implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO1, BIO2, BIO3, BIO4, BIO5, BIO6, BIO7 and BIO8. 

See Section 3.5.5 of the Draft PEIR.  

Response SCWTF-109  

The commenter expresses opposition to the proposed program based on a desire for no public 

access through the wetlands. While this comment is noted, as it does not raise any issues with 

respect to the content and adequacy of the Draft PEIR. As such, no further response is warranted  

Response SCWTF-110  

The commenter notes that the Cultural Resources Section is disrespectful to tribal peoples, 

excludes tribal peoples from participating in the NOP, distorts and omits tribal history, denies the 

proven existence of tribal cultural resources in the project area, and fails to describe the Los 

Cerritos Wetlands as a Tribal Traditional Cultural Property and Sacred Site. Please see Responses 

to Comments Nos. SCWTF-120 and SCWTF-121.   

Response SCWTF-111  

The commenter expresses opposition to the proposed program and believes that this is not the 

correct time for a program EIR. While this comment is noted, as it does not raise any issues with 

respect to the content and adequacy of the Draft PEIR. As such, no further response is warranted  
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Response SCWTF-112  

Responses to the referenced letter are provided in Responses to Comments Nos. SWCTF-1 to 

SCWTF-111, and SCWTF-113 to SCWTF-130.  

Response SCWTF-113  

The commenter expresses concern that the NOP was prepared without including tribal 

perspectives and that there is no evidence of consultation with any tribal entity or tribal 

representative. See response to Comment Nos. SCWTF-120 and SCWTF-121.  

Response SCWTF-114  

The commenter notes that the NOP fails to include tribal cultural information from the 2015 Final 

Los Cerritos Wetlands Restoration Plan. The Conceptual Restoration Plan was the guiding 

document for the development of the PEIR project description. The Conceptual Restoration Plan 

includes extensive detail on a variety of topics including information regarding preliminary 

conversations with tribal representatives. This information was used to inform the Draft PEIR.   

Response SCWTF-115  

The commenter states that the cultural resources section of the Initial Study ignores tribal cultural 

resources and current laws recognizing California Indian peoples as sovereign living nations 

capable of planning and engaging in cultural resources management. Tribal cultural resources are 

addressed in the “Tribal Cultural Resources” section of the Initial Study, which indicates that 

LCWA will conduct consultation with Native Americans who are traditionally and cultural 

affiliated with the geographic area of the program area.  

Response SCWTF-116  

The commenter states that the Cultural Resources section of the Initial Study only identifies one 

tribe by name, and there are others who are affiliated with the Los Cerritos Wetlands. The 

commenter also states that the term Gabrielino was used by the Spanish and is not in current use. 

With respect to the first part of the comment, LCWA acknowledges that only one tribe, the 

Gabrielino, were mentioned by name in the Initial Study. However, as part of the AB 52 

consultation conducted for the Draft PEIR, LCWA contacted a total of 26 tribes from a multitude 

of different groups (including Tongva, Kizh, Acjachemen, Payomkawichum, Yuhaaviatam, 

Tataviam, Kumeyaay). The tribal groups who requested consultation include the Tongva, Kizh, 

and Acjachemen, and these tribes were described in the ethnographic setting in the PEIR. With 

respect to the second part of the comment, LCWA acknowledges that tribes prefer to use 

indigenous terms when referring to tribal groups. The PEIR has been revised to indicate that the 

terms Tongva, Kizh, and Acjachemen are preferred by many descendant groups over the Spanish 

words that have historically been used to describe them. Please refer to Response to Comment 

Nos. SCWTF-29 and SCWTF-30 for further changes.  

Response SCWTF-117  

The commenter states that the Cultural Resources section of the Initial Study omits tribal history 

and place names. The Initial Study provides a very brief overview of the history of the program 
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area. A more detailed history of the program area, including tribal history and place names, can 

be found in Draft PEIR Chapter 3.4 Cultural Resources and Chapter 3.15 Tribal Cultural 

Resources.  

Response SCWTF-118  

The commenter states that the Cultural Resources section of the Initial Study improperly 

questions whether tribal cultural resources exist within the project area and that cultural resources 

are described as being nearby and not within the program area. The Initial Study was prepared 

prior to the initiation of the cultural resources technical studies, and while it was known that there 

were archaeological sites in the vicinity, the specific locations of archaeological resources were 

not identified until archival research was completed. Draft PEIR Chapter 3.4 Cultural Resources 

discloses that there is one known Native American archaeological site within the program area 

and an additional four sites that appear to overlap or partially overlap the program area, as well as 

seven other sites within 150 feet of the program area. The sections further acknowledge that there 

could be as yet unidentified sites on the surface or subsurface in the program area. The Tribal 

Cultural Resources section of the Initial Study states that tribal consultation conducted as part of 

another project within the Los Cerritos Wetlands identified a potential Tribal Cultural Landscape 

that may be eligible for the National Register as a Tribal Cultural Property, and that the proposed 

program’s potential to cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural 

resource will be evaluated in the PEIR. As part of the CEQA analysis in the PEIR, LCWA 

determined that the landscape is a tribal cultural resource pursuant to Public Resources Code 

section 21074(a)(2).   

Response SCWTF-119  

The commenter states that tribal interests are assumed to be limited to their connection to 

archaeological sites and cultural resources, including burial sites. The commenter further states 

that tribes are not acknowledged as living communities and governing bodies, nor are their efforts 

to protect and use the wetlands for spiritual, cultural, and recreational purposes acknowledged. 

LCWA recognizes that California Indian Tribes are living communities with a connection to the 

Los Cerritos Wetlands and that this connection extends beyond archaeology and burial sites. The 

Draft PEIR acknowledges that tribes consider the wetlands and surrounding area to be culturally 

and biologically connected, that the natural resources are as important to the tribes as the 

archaeological sites. LCWA also acknowledges that the tribes are living communities who are 

interested in protecting and using the wetlands for spiritual, cultural, and recreational purposes. In 

response to this comment and other comments, Chapter 3.4 Cultural Resources, Section 3.4.2.2 

Ethnographic Setting, of the Draft PEIR was revised.  

Additionally, impacts associated with temporary loss of wetlands and associated natural resources 

to which tribes ascribe value and use for spiritual, cultural, and recreational purposes have been 

added to the analysis of impacts to the tribal cultural landscape in the Draft PEIR.  

Response SCWTF-120  

The commenter states that the NOP fails to acknowledge that the Tongva and the Acjachemen 

recognize the Los Cerritos Wetlands as both a Tribal Cultural Landscape and Sacred Site eligible 
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to be listed as such by the NAHC and SHPO. The Tribal Cultural Resources section of the Initial 

Study states that tribal consultation conducted as part of another project within the Los Cerritos 

Wetlands identified a potential Tribal Cultural Landscape that may be eligible for the National 

Register as a Tribal Cultural Property, that LCWA will conduct consultation with Native 

Americans who are traditionally and cultural affiliated with the geographic area of the program 

area (which includes the Tongva and Acjachemen), and that proposed program’s potential to 

cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource will be 

evaluated in the PEIR. As part of the PEIR, LCWA consulted with California Native American 

Tribes, including those who are Tongva and Acjachemen, and determined that the landscape is a 

tribal cultural resource pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21074(a)(2).  

Response SCWTF-121  

The commenter states that the NOP ignores tribal cultural perspectives and tribal connections to 

the Los Cerritos Wetlands, and that the NOP fails to identify potentially significant impacts to the 

Los Cerritos Wetlands and to the tribal peoples who have a physical and cultural connection to 

the area. The commenter further states that the proposed mitigation measures fail to acknowledge 

the continued and consistent comments by numerous tribal leaders that any and all disruption of 

natural areas does harm and should be avoided. The Tribal Cultural Resources section of the 

Initial Study states that tribal consultation conducted as part of another project within the Los 

Cerritos Wetlands identified a potential Tribal Cultural Landscape that may be eligible for the 

National Register as a Tribal Cultural Property, that LCWA will conduct consultation with Native 

Americans who are traditionally and cultural affiliated with the geographic area of the program 

area (which includes the Tongva and Acjachemen), that proposed program’s potential to cause a 

substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource will be evaluated in the 

PEIR, and that mitigation measures will be recommended to reduce potential significant impacts 

to tribal resources. As part of the Draft PEIR, LCWA consulted with tribes, determined that the 

Los Cerritos Wetlands are part of a tribal cultural landscape that meets the definition of tribal 

cultural resource, determined that the program would have a significant effect on the landscape, 

developed mitigation with tribal input to reduce the impact to the degree feasible, and concluded 

that even with mitigation impacts to the landscape would be significant and unavoidable at the 

program level.  

Response SCWTF-122  

The commenter asserts that the proposed program does not appreciate the natural work and the 

original peoples of the land. This comment is noted and the LCWA looks forward to discussing 

these perspectives with the commenter, however, this comment does not raise any specific issues 

with respect to the content and adequacy of the Draft PEIR. As such, no further response is 

warranted.  

Response SCWTF-123  

The commenter provides an attachment entitled “Salt Flats in Southern California Coastal 

Wetlands” and does not raise any issues with respect to the content and adequacy of the Draft 

PEIR. As such, no further response is warranted.  
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Response SCWTF-124  

The commenter provides an attachment entitled “Bermzerk” and does not raise any issues with 

respect to the content and adequacy of the Draft PEIR. As such, no further response is warranted.  

Response SCWTF-125  

The commenter provides an attachment of a map of the Los Cerritos Wetlands Complex from the 

Conceptual Restoration Plan and does not raise any issues with respect to the content and 

adequacy of the Draft PEIR. As such, no further response is warranted.  

Response SCWTF-126  

The commenter provides an attachment of Draft PEIR Figure 2-2, Program Area and Local 

Vicinity, of the Draft PEIR and does not raise any issues with respect to the content and adequacy 

of the Draft PEIR. As such, no further response is warranted  

Response SCWTF-127  

The commenter provides an attachment which includes comments submitted for the “Upper Los 

Cerritos Wetlands Mitigation Bank” and does not raise any issues with respect to the content and 

adequacy of the Draft PEIR. As such, no further response is warranted.  

Response SCWTF-128  

Responses to the referenced letter are provided above in Responses to Comments Nos. SCWTF-1 

to SCWTF-127.  

Response SCWTF-129  

Responses to the referenced letter are provided above in Responses to Comments Nos. SCWTF-1 

to SCWTF-127.    

Response SCWTF-130  

Responses to the referenced letter are provided above in Responses to Comments Nos. SCWTF-1 

to SCWTF-127.    
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Ken Husting, June 7, 2020 

Comment Letter Husting 

Response Husting-1 

The commenter expresses support for the proposed program and is noted for the record. However, 

the comment does not raise any issues with respect to the content and adequacy of the Draft 

PEIR. As such, no further response is warranted. 

Response Husting-2 

The commenter requests funds to be set aside for exterminators for residents near the program 

area. However, the comment does not raise any issues with respect to the content and adequacy of 

the Draft PEIR. As such, no further response is warranted. 

Response Husting-3 

The comment requests a noise mitigation fund for neighbors subject to excessive construction 

noise. As described in Chapter 3.11 Noise, of the Draft PEIR, a mix of construction equipment 

would be used depending on the construction stage and activity. The noise level from the 

equipment would depend on the distance to the receptor with a 6 dBA reduction in noise level per 

doubling of distance. Construction activities would comply with and be limited to daytime hours 

in accordance with the City of Long Beach and City of Seal Beach’s noise ordinances. 

Furthermore, construction traffic noise resulting from on-road truck and worker vehicles was 

concluded to result in a negligible, non-perceptible traffic noise increase, as the increase would be 

less than 3 dBA. Because the program impacts from noise were determined to be less than 

significant, no mitigation measures are required by CEQA. However, in consideration of potential 

noise sensitivities at off-site residences, to reduce and minimize the construction noise generated 

on the program area and attenuated at the nearest off-site residences, the Draft PEIR included 

construction, noise reduction measures, NOISE1 and NOISE3. Noise reduction measures 

NOISE1 includes requirements for staging areas away from residences and the use of equipment 

mufflers; NOISE3 includes noise barrier requirements for construction occurring near off-site 

residences. These control measures would minimize noise to off-site residents. 

Response Husting-4 

The commenter expresses that the Port of Los Angeles could be a potential future funder for the 

project and that is noted for the record. The comment does not raise any specific issues regarding 

the content and adequacy of the Draft PEIR. As such, no further response is warranted. 

Response Husting-5 

The commenter provides a general conclusion statement but does not raise any specific issues 

regarding the content and adequacy of the Draft PEIR. As such, no further response is warranted. 
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William Napier, June 20, 2020 

Comment Letter Napier 

Response Napier-1 

The commenter expresses opposition to the proposed program. While this comment is noted, as it 

does not raise any issues with respect to the content and adequacy of the Draft PEIR. As such, no 

further response is warranted.   

Response Napier-2 

The commenter provides a general statement that opposes any projects on the wetlands. While 

this comment is noted, it does not raise any issues with respect to the content and adequacy of the 

Draft PEIR. As such, no further response is warranted.   

  





2. Response to Comments 

Los Cerritos Wetlands Restoration Plan 2-449 ESA / D170537 

Final Program EIR  October 2020 

Melanie Sinclair, June 30, 2020 

Comment Letter Sinclair 

Response Sinclair-1 

The commenter expresses opposition to the building of flood control berms, development of tidal 

channels, and restoring salt marsh habitat in the proposed program.  While this comment is noted, 

as it does not raise any issues with respect to the content and adequacy of the Draft PEIR. As 

such, no further response is warranted. Please see Response to Comment No. SCWTF-22.   

Response Sinclair-2 

The commenter expresses opposition to the use of herbicides. This comment is noted, as it does 

not raise any issues with respect to the content and adequacy of the Draft PEIR. As such, no 

further response is warranted.   

Response Sinclair-3 

The commenter expresses concern for impacts to Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources, and 

opposes alteration of the landscape in any way. Impacts to Cultural Resources and Tribal Cultural 

Resources were analyzed in Chapters 3.4 and 3.15 respectively, and impacts were identified as 

significant and unavoidable even with implementation of the mitigation measures identified in 

those Sections. The LCWA recognizes the importance of the Los Cerritos Wetlands to Tribes and 

will continue to consult with Tribes as the project moves forward.  

Response Sinclair-4 

The commenter asks how to be informed of the results of submitted public comments. Responses 

to public comments received about this Draft PEIR and any changes to the Draft PEIR are noted 

in the Final PEIR. The LCWA has noticed the release of the Final PEIR through several 

mediums, and the document is posted on the LCWA website at intoloscerritoswetlands.org and 

on the State Clearinghouse website at https://ceqanet.opr.ca.gov/Project/2019039050. LCWA 

Project Manager, Sally Gee, can be contacted at sgee@rmc.ca.gov or at 626-815-1019 x 104 for 

any additional questions or for accommodations to view the Draft and Final EIR document. 

  

https://ceqanet.opr.ca.gov/Project/2019039050
mailto:sgee@rmc.ca.gov
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Dianne Sundstrom, July 6, 2020 

Comment Letter Sundstrom 

Response Sundstrom-1 

The commenter is providing feedback on the Draft PEIR. Specific comments regarding the Draft 

PEIR are provided and responded to below. 

Response Sundstrom-2 

The commenter expresses concern about the aesthetics of the proposed flood control levees and 

berms, and asks if other flood control strategies have been explored. The commenter also 

provides a quote from Dutch expert Henk Ovink that argues for alternatives to higher levees. The 

LCWA has analyzed the maximum impacts of the implementation of levees, berms, and flood 

walls for flood protection as part of the proposed program. The LCWA will make every effort to 

minimize the impacts of the proposed flood control structures on the landscape and assess where 

other approaches may be taken.  LCWA is supportive of exploring other forms of flood control 

strategies in the future for restoration of the LCW.   
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Mary Zeiser, July 6, 2020 

Comment Letter Zeiser 

Response Zeiser-1 

The commenter expresses opposition to the proposed program based on flood control berms, 

herbicide use, destroying tribal cultural remains, oil drilling, and environmental racism. While 

this comment is noted, as it does not raise any issues with respect to the content and adequacy of 

the Draft PEIR. As such, no further response is warranted. 

  











2. Response to Comments 

 

Los Cerritos Wetlands Restoration Plan 2-458 ESA / D170537 

Final Program EIR  October 2020 

Margot Griswold, July 7, 2020 

Comment Letter Griswold 

Response Griswold-1 

The commenter provides a general introductory statement and offers personal credentials but does 

not raise any specific issues regarding the content and adequacy of the Draft PEIR. As such, no 

further response is warranted. 

Response Griswold-2 

See Responses to Comments Nos. EDAUD-2 and EDAUD-6 

Response Griswold-3 

See Responses to Comments Nos. EDAUD-5, EDAUD-6, and EDAUD-7. 

Response Griswold-4 

The commenter provides a general statement that urges LCWA to rehabilitate and reestablish 

native habitat at the Los Cerritos Wetlands Complex based on historically ecology of the area but 

does not raise any specific issues regarding the content and adequacy of the Draft PEIR. As such, 

no further response is warranted. 

Response Griswold-5 

Responses to the referenced letter are provided above in Responses to Comments Nos. Griswold-

1 to Griswold-4. 
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