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Appendix C.  Draft EIR Comments and 
Responses 
The Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Transpacific Fiber-Optic Cables Project was circulated 
for public and agency review from January 4, 2016, to February 18, 2016. In accordance with the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, Section 15132, the Final EIR includes comments received 
on the Draft EIR during the public review period and provides the responses of the Lead Agency to those 
comments.  

The City of Hermosa Beach received 11 sets of comments on the Draft EIR during the public review period. 
Comments were received from public agencies and individuals, as well as the Project applicant. No 
comments were received from organizations. The City requested that comments be submitted in writing.  

Table C-1, below, lists the entities and individuals that submitted comments. Each set of comments has 
been assigned a number and the individual comments within each set of comments are also numbered. 
Responses to the comments immediately follow each set of comments. 

Some comments received on the Draft EIR resulted in decisions by the Lead Agency to revise or add 
information to the Final EIR. When a comment resulted in a change to the Final EIR, the change is noted 
in the response to that comments. In the Final EIR, deletions are shown in strikeout text and additions are 
shown in underlined text. 

Table C-1.  Comments Received on the Draft EIR 
Comment Set Commenter Comment Date 
Agencies   

1 County of Los Angeles Fire Department January 21, 2016 
2 California Department of Transportation February 11, 2016 
3 California Coastal Commission February 18, 2016 
4 California State Lands Commission February 22, 2016 
5 Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit February 18, 2016 

Individuals   
6 Lindy Brownsberger January 17, 2016 
7 Janet and George Buckley January 17, 2016 
8 Janet and George Buckley January 19, 2016 
9 Florentia Marcu January 15, 2016 

10 Marilyn and Ed Pollock January 20, 2016 
11 Ronald and Susan Volmer February 8, 2016 
12 Kathy Tibone February 16, 2016 
13 Scott J. Witlin February 17, 2016 
14 Kathleen Midstokke February 6, 2015 
15 Dean Nota February 17, 2016 
16 Lesley Wright February 22, 2015 

Applicant   
17 Chris Brungardt, ICF International, representing MC GLOBAL BP4 February 15, 2016 
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Public Comments from the January 2016 Planning Commission Meeting 
On January 19, 2016, the Hermosa Planning Commission conducted an information session on the 
proposed Transpacific Fiber-Optic Cables Project at its regularly scheduled meeting. During the session, 
City staff and the EIR consultant presented information on the proposed Project and the Draft EIR, and 
answered questions asked by Commission members. The Commission received the information, but took 
no action related to the Project.  

At this Planning Commission session, members of the public in attendance were provided the opportunity 
to make verbal comments on the Project and the EIR. Seven members of the public spoke and either asked 
questions or made comments related to the Project or the EIR. Below is a summary of verbal comments 
(shown in bold) made by the public that related to the Project’s environmental effects or the EIR. These 
comments are paraphrased and do not represent a transcript of verbal public comments. In addition to 
comments, members of the public asked questions that were answered at the meeting. Those questions 
are included with the comments below. 

Why is this Project needed? 

While many fiber-optic telecommunications cable already cross the Pacific Ocean, the applicant has stated 
that demand for additional capacity exists to handle the transfer of increasing volumes of electronic data. 
Please note that an EIR is not required to address the need for a proposed project; however, the EIR does 
state the objectives of a proposed project. Please see EIR Section 2.2 for a list of the objectives of the 
proposed Project, as provided by the applicant. 

Does the public get to vote on this Project? 

No. The types of approvals sought by the applicant from the City do not require a public vote. 

Would property damage result from the directional boring? 

Please see Impact N-4 in EIR Section 3.10 (Noise) for a discussion of the potential impacts on structures 
from vibration caused by construction. Vibration levels are expected to be low and very unlikely to 
damage nearby structures. Horizontal directional boring is a common construction method and is safely 
conducted on a routine basis near residences and other structures. 

Noise from the marine boring operations would go over the insulated enclosures and affect the second 
stories of nearby residences. 

The enclosures around the cable landing sites (where the directional bores would occur) would not be 
capable of blocking all sound emanating from the site during the boring operation. For that reason, the 
EIR concluded that noise from the boring operations would result in a temporary significant impact on 
nearby residences. Please see the discussion of Impact N-2 in EIR Section 3.10. 

Closing one end of the alleys adjacent to the street cable landing sites would affect access to garages 
along the alleys. There are particularly long alleys adjacent to the 25th Street cable landing site. 

The use of the street landing sites would temporarily affect alley access by blocking access to the alley 
entrances adjacent to the landing sites. Please see the discussion of Impact TT-2 in EIR Section 3.12 and 
Figures 3.12-1 and 3.12-2. 

Will the PFE facilities be needed on an ongoing basis or are those facilities only needed for construction? 

The PFE facilities are a permanent feature of the Project that would be required during the entire life of 
the Project, which is estimated to be 20-25 years. The PFE facilities would provide the electrical power 
required to amplify the light signals in the fiber-optic cables, thereby allowing the signals to reach across 
the ocean. 
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Would the Project affect the placement of other buried utilities? 

The cables would need to avoid existing buried utility lines. The cables would be located deeper if 
necessary to avoid existing buried utilities. As part of the construction process, the applicant’s contractor 
will need to verify the location of the buried utilities in each street in order to plan a bore path for each 
cable that avoids the existing utilities. Similarly, any future buried utilities would need to avoid the 
Project’s cables and other buried utility lines. 

How would the local bike paths and pedestrian walkways, including the Strand, be affected by the 
Project? 

If the beach cable landing sites are utilized, equipment required to conduct the marine bores, install the 
landing manhole, and install the ocean groundbed would need to cross the Strand to reach the beach. 
Bicycle and pedestrian traffic on the Strand would need to be halted while equipment crosses. This would 
be a temporary blockage, occurring just long enough to allow equipment to cross. Similarly, bicycle travel 
along streets might be temporarily impeded where boring would occur to install the terrestrial cables. 
Along the Greenbelt, it is not anticipated that pedestrian traffic would be impeded during boring to install 
the terrestrial cables. Sidewalks along streets in the area would remain open and unimpeded during 
Project construction. 

Who decides whether the landing sites will be on the beach or in the street? 

The City of Hermosa will initially decide whether to give the applicant approval to place the cable landing 
sites on the beach or in the streets. The locations for the cable landing sites would also need to be 
approved by Coastal Commission in its consideration of the Coastal Development Permit for the Project. 

Why does the Project need to be located in Hermosa Beach? 

One of the objectives of the Project is to provide new telecommunications capacity between regions on 
the western rim the Pacific Ocean and the Los Angeles area. Therefore, a cable landing anywhere in the 
Los Angeles area could accomplish this objective. However, there are certain advantages to landing the 
proposed cables in Hermosa Beach, including the fact that the City of Hermosa Beach owns the beach and 
also has the authority to issue a permit for the portion of the Project within State waters (extending 3 
nautical miles from shore). Most coastal jurisdictions do not have this authority, which allows the 
applicant to avoid obtaining approval from the California State Lands Commission for the portion of the 
Project located within State waters. 

How will property values be affected by the Project? 

An EIR is required to focus on the significant environmental effects of a project and Section 15131(a) of 
the State CEQA Guidelines prohibits lead agencies from considering social or economic effects to be 
significant. Therefore, analysis of potential effects on property values is not an appropriate topic for an 
EIR. Please note that once installed the Project’s components would be hidden from public view and 
would not cause significant ongoing environmental effects. Therefore, it seems unlikely that the Project 
would have any demonstrable effect on property values. 

How does the construction work for this Project compare to other types of projects, such as a residential 
construction project? 

Different types of projects require different types of construction methods and equipment, and have 
varying construction schedules. Construction of the proposed Project involves a fairly limited number of 
construction methods and only a few types of construction equipment. Construction activity at any one 
location in the City would occur for relatively short periods from time, ranging from less than one day at 
each boring location for the terrestrial cables to up to four weeks at each cable landing site. This compares 
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favorably to a residential construction project, which would typically take a number of months to 
complete and in some cases could easily continue for over a year. Also, construction of a residential 
project involves more construction phases, including site preparation, installation of foundations, erection 
of a structure, installation of plumbing, electrical, and HVAC systems, and exterior and interior finish work. 
In general, construction of the proposed Project is less complex than construction of a residential 
structure, requires less equipment, and can be completed in a shorter length of time. However, the 
proposed Project involves the use of horizontal directional bores, which is a construction method not 
typically utilized by a residential construction project. The primary impacts associated with the horizontal 
directional bores are temporary increases in local noise levels, temporary loss of street parking (at the 
street landing sites), partial temporary blockage of alley access (at the street landing sites), temporary 
disruptions of local views, and temporary disruption of local traffic circulation (at the street landing sites) 
and bicycle/pedestrian circulation (at the beach landing sites for equipment and material deliveries).  

How would residents be notified of construction? 

Specific notification procedures have not been established at this time. EIR Mitigation Measure TT-1a 
(Construction Traffic Control Plan) would require written notification to property owners and tenants at 
properties affected by access restrictions to inform them about the timing and duration of obstructions. 
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Comment Set 1: County of Los Angeles Fire Department 

 
  

1-1 
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Responses to Comment Set 1: County of Los Angeles Fire Department 
1-1 Thank you for your comment. No response needed.  

1-2 Thank you for your comment. No response needed.  

1-3 Thank you for your comment. No response needed.  

1-4 Thank you for your comment. No response needed.  

1-5 Thank you for your comment. The contact information will be recorded. 

1-6 Thank you for your comment. Potential impacts related to erosion and associated erosion 
control measures or best management practices are discussed in EIR Section 3.5, Geology and 
Soils, specifically Impact GEO-2 (Terrestrial construction could result in erosion). Potential 
impacts on watersheds and associated management are discussed in Section 3.8, Hydrology 
and Water Quality. Potential impacts to rare and endangered species and vegetation are 
discussed within Section 3.3, Biological Resources, specifically Impact BIO-1 (Project construc-
tion/installation and decommissioning may adversely affect western snowy plover and 
California least tern). Potential impacts on Fire Zones and fuel modification are discussed in 
Section 3.7 Hazards, subsection 3.7.1.4, Wildfire Risk. Potential impacts on archeological and 
cultural resources are discussed in Section 3.4, Cultural Resources. Potential impacts on oak 
trees or conflicts with local ordinances are discussed in Section 3.3, Biological Resources, 
specifically Impact BIO-3 (Project construction/installation and decommissioning may conflict 
with local policies protecting biological resources). No native oak trees exist in proximity to 
any Project features.  

1-7 Thank you for your comment. No response needed.  
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Comment Set 2: California Department of Transportation  

 
  

2-1 

2-2 

2-3 
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Responses to Comment Set 2: California Department of Transportation 
2-1 Please See Section 3.8.3.3 (Hydrology and Water Quality) for a discussion of storm water and 

discharge that may result of the proposed Project. As the proposed Project would disturb 
more than one acre, the Project would be required to prepare and implement a Storm Water 
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) in compliance with a NPDES Construction General Permit 
under Clean Water Act Section 402. Implementation of the SWPPP and use of Best 
Management Practices, as detailed in Section 3.8.3.3, would inhibit any off-site discharge.  

2-2 Thank you for the notification of the Caltrans permit requirement. The information will be 
passed on to the Applicant.  

2-3 Please see Section 3.12.3.3. (Transportation and Traffic) for a discussion of the potential 
traffic impacts that may result from construction of the proposed Project. Mitigation Measure 
TT-1a would require the preparation of a Construction Traffic Control Plan prior to the start 
of construction, this plan will be submitted for review by the City of Hermosa Beach, City of 
Manhattan Beach, and Caltrans. This plan will address traffic to and from Pacific Coast 
Highway.  
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Comment Set 3: California Coastal Commission 
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3-2 



Appendix C 
Draft EIR Comments and Responses 

Final EIR C-12 March 2016 

 
  

3-2, 
cont. 

3-5 

3-3 
3-4 

3-6 

3-7 

3-8 
3-9 

3-10 

3-11 

3-12 

3-13 

3-14 



Appendix C 
Draft EIR Comments and Responses 

March 2016 C-13 Final EIR 

 
  

3-14, 
cont. 

3-15 

3-16 

3-17 

3-18 

3-19 

3-20 

3-21 

3-22 

3-23 

3-24 



Appendix C 
Draft EIR Comments and Responses 

Final EIR C-14 March 2016 

 
  

3-25 

3-26 

3-27 

3-28 



Appendix C 
Draft EIR Comments and Responses 

March 2016 C-15 Final EIR 

Responses to Comment Set 3: California Coastal Commission 
3-1 Landing the Phase 1 and Phase 2 cables at the same cable landing site is feasible, but that is 

not the applicant’s proposal. The Phase 3 and Phase 4 cables are part of the applicant’s 
proposed Project and, therefore, analyzed in the EIR. Although various details regarding the 
Phase 3 and Phase 4 cables are not known at this time, such as their landing locations on the 
opposite side of the Pacific Ocean, the applicant anticipates that those cables will be installed. 
According to the applicant, a number of additional cables are being actively planned to land 
on the west coast of the U.S. Currently, there are two cables from China, one from Japan, and 
one from Australia that are actively being developed. Though it is not certain where these 
cables will land in southern California, it illustrates the developing market and demand for 
additional landing facilities. 

3-2 In a data request response submitted by the applicant on January 29, 2015, the siting criteria 
for the PFE Facilities were described. The main reason for the multiple options is to allow for 
flexibility for future phases of work to accommodate each cable operator’s requirements, 
potentially including the need for a PFE facility separate from the other cables. In an effort to 
ensure a comprehensive environmental assessment was preformed, four potential PFE 
locations were considered; however, the applicant has indicated that it is likely that fewer PFE 
facilities will be necessary. The stated siting criteria for the locations of the PFE facilities 
includes the following:  

• Use of an existing structure is preferred over the construction of a new free-standing 
structure.  

• Security of the facility. 

• Availability of power to the facility.  

• Availability of space for emergency generator.  

• Financial considerations for the use of the facility (lease costs, etc.). 

The stated criteria for the conduit systems, as detailed in the same data response include the 
following: 

• Surface of the right-of-way: Dirt surface is preferred over paving.  

• Traffic: Lightly travelled rights-of-way are preferred over heavier travelled areas.  

• Existing utilities: Fewer existing underground utilities are preferred.  

• Distance: Shorter distance is preferred.  

The City will consider the applicant’s proposed PFE facility locations and make a decision to 
either approve all of the locations, some of the locations, or none of the locations. If the 
applicant requests to utilize PFE locations for future phases that were not analyzed in the EIR, 
the City will need to consider whether to approve that request and also determine whether 
supplement environmental review is needed. 

3-3 Each cable does not necessarily require its own PFE facility. More than one cable system can 
utilize one PFE facility, depending on the space selected for the PFE. Technically, each cable 
does need its own PFE, but those PFEs can be collocated. The applicant has indicated that 
they have secured space at 1601 Pacific Coast Highway and, at this time, intends to locate all 
PFEs in that space. 
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As described in EIR Section 2.4.1.5, “For the environmental assessment, all four proposed PFE 
locations will be evaluated to ensure that any changes in future projects needs would be 
incorporated into the analysis. However, the Project may not require all four facilities once 
fully constructed.”  

3-4 The ocean groundbeds must maintain contact with ocean water so placing them under the 
beach is necessary.  

3-5 The incidental construction referenced in this paragraph includes the construction necessary 
to connect to the PFE facilities to the telecommunications provider. The construction 
techniques that may be necessary are covered in the Project description and would occur 
within public street rights-of-way. If construction is required other than described in the EIR, 
the City will determine whether additional approvals are needed and whether supplement 
environmental review is required. 

3-6 Yes, it may be feasible to reduce the footprint of the beach landing sites. The EIR considered 
the applicant’s proposal for the size of the beach landing sites, which represents the 
reasonable worst-case in terms of potential impacts.  

3-7 As discussed in further detail in Section 3.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, a marine frac-out 
is not anticipated to occur due to the depth of the bore path between the bore location and 
the seafloor. The proposed bore path would be approximately 25-50 feet below the seafloor 
and the soils are not expected to require excessive fluid pressure. Mitigation Measure HWQ-
1a (Frac-out Contingency Plan) would include all procedures the applicant would be required 
to follow in the event of a frac-out, such as control of drilling fluids, cleanup activities, and 
notification requirements. The Coastal Commission may elect to impose additional conditions 
through the Coastal Development Permit related to frac-outs. In addition, Impact BIO-12 
covers potential accidental releases from fuel or oil that could have an effect on intertidal 
habitat.  

3-8 The reference has been corrected in the Final EIR. The correction reference is to Section 
2.5.2.2. 

3-9 Due to the limited supply of construction vessels available, the support vessels which would 
require anchors would be a vessel of opportunity and would deploy an anchor system such as 
a Danforth anchor with a length of heavy chain or similar type anchor. The anchors would be 
several hundred pounds in weight. The main cable-laying vessel would not use an anchor 
while out at sea, and would instead use a dynamic GPS positioning system to remain on 
course.  

 The support vessels typically only use their anchors while in the harbor and while supporting 
the diving activities in shallow (100 feet or less) water. It is anticipated that the commercial 
support vessels would not anchor in hard-bottom habitat areas because it presents a poor 
anchoring environment, has a potential impact on sensitive habitat, and risks losing the 
anchor due to snags. As discussed in Chapter 3.3 (Biological Resources), the offshore Project 
area consists of mainly soft-bottom habitat, which the preferred bottom condition for 
anchoring. 

 Use of anchors may result in suspension of sediments, and Impact HWQ-3 contains a detailed 
discussion of the potential impacts of marine construction equipment potentially suspending 
sediments. As discussed in Impact HWQ-3, “The level of increase in turbidity would depend 
on the equipment used, sediment grain size and settling rates, and bottom currents. However, 
the turbidity effects are expected to be local, short-term, and less than significant, with the 
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re-suspended sediments settling onto the seafloor shortly after the disturbance. The finer 
fractions could remain suspended for several minutes to hours, but would be dispersed away 
from the cable by bottom currents. The associated turbidity spike would not last longer than 
48 hours after Project completion because all sediments would settle out of the water column 
within one day of any one activity or would be dispersed more rapidly by ocean currents.” 

The text has been modified in the Final EIR in Chapter 3.7, Hazards, to include a reference to 
anchoring (see Impact HAZ-2).  

3-10 Additional information provided by the applicant regarding displacement has been added to 
Table 2-3. The table has also been updated with more accurate disturbance calculations.  

3-11 According to additional information provided by the Applicant, the total amount of material 
displaced as part of the marine portion of the Project for all 4 cables would be 557,688 cubic 
yards. Please see the table below which contains the grand total for all four cables.  

                        

3-12 The Project applicant has agreed to the condition of switching to fresh water for a minimum 
of the last 60 feet of pipe. The Project Description has been updated to reflect this change in 
the Final EIR. 

3-13 A discussion of the Coastal Act Section 30251 is presented in Section 3.9, Land Use and 
Recreation, in Table 3.9-2, Policy Analysis. The table includes an analysis of consistency with 
Section 30251, and finds the proposed Project is consistent because “As discussed in Section 
3.1 (Aesthetics), construction activities at the cable landing sites would temporarily degrade 
the visual quality of the surrounding areas and would obstruct scenic views of the beach and 
coastline, which would result in temporary significant and unavoidable impacts. Because 
these impacts would be temporary and Project facilities would not be visible after 
construction, views would not change.”  

3-14 Thank you for your input on this matter. The Coastal Commission will make the final 
determination of consistency with the Coastal Act. Please note that the EIR fully analyzes 
impacts from the use of either the beach landing sites or the street landing sites. The applicant 
prefers the beach landing sites, but the applicant’s proposal is for use of either the beach sites 
or the street sites. 

Project Phase and Installation Method
(feet) (meters) (Feet) (Kilometers) (Sqft) (Acres) Debth CUFT CuYds

GRAND TOTAL ALL 4 PHASES 3,327,056            1,014.09
Within State Waters (HDD exit [2600'] to 3nmi) 15,628                  19.05                     

Indirect Temporary Impacts
Horizontal Directional Drill -                           -                           10,400                  3.17                       
Diver Jet Post Lay Burial 15 4.57 12,400                  3.78                       186,000            4.27               6                     279,000       10,333      
ROV Jet Post Lay Burial 15 4.57 -                         -                         -                     -                 2                     -                -             
Sea Plow (furrow) 1 0.30 50,112                  15.27                     50,112              1.15               8                     93,960          3,480        
Surface Laid 0.17 0.05 -                         -                         -                     -                 -                -             

Total Indirect Temp in State Waters 72,912                  22.22                     236,112            5.42               372,960       13,813      

From 3nmi to Outer Continental Shelf 3,264,544            995.03                  
Indirect Temporary Impacts

Horizontal Directional Drill
Diver Jet Post Lay Burial 15 4.57
ROV Jet Post Lay Burial 15 4.57 451,784                137.70                  6,776,759        155.57          6                     10,165,139 376,487    
Sea Plow (furrow) 1 0.30 1,506,490            459.18                  1,506,490        34.58             12                   4,519,471    167,388    
Surface Laid 0.17 0.05 1,306,269            398.15                  222,066            5.10               -                 -                -             

Total Indirect Temp to  OCS 0 0.00 3,264,544            995.03                  8,505,315        195.26          -                 14,684,610 543,874    

GRAND TOTAL ALL 4 PHASES 3,337,456            8,741,427        200.68          15,057,570 557,688    

LengthWidth Area Volume
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3-15 The applicant has not proposed any measures to offset visual impacts from Project 
construction activities. While the EIR identifies significant visual impacts related to construc-
tion, no mitigation has been identified that would reduce this impact. While some action 
could be taken to improve existing visual conditions in the general area, as suggested in the 
comment, that would not reduce or avoid the significant visual impacts associated with 
construction identified in the EIR. 

3-16 The affected biological communities are described in Section 3.3 of the EIR. There are no 
tangible benefits associated with mapping the terrestrial biological communities. The only 
terrestrial communities in the vicinity of Project features are the beach sand and the 
Greenbelt, which consists of ornamental landscaping. The applicant has conducted marine 
surveys of the Phase 1 cable alignment, but the survey reports are not yet available. The 
requested map cannot be produced until that information becomes available. The City will 
request that the applicant prepare a map of the marine biological communities and provide 
that map to the Coastal Commission. 

3-17 The requested clarifying language has been added to the Final EIR.  

3-18 The subject mitigation measure has been revised for clarity in the Final EIR.  

3-19 Section 2.5.2.4, Cable Laying and Plowing, of the Draft EIR provides information on the 
accuracy of the cable-laying operation, including the pre-lay grapnel run. The degree of 
accuracy for both of these operations is quite high. The vessels conducting this work use GIS-
driven dynamic positioning in order to stay on course. The tension on the cables that pull the 
grapnel and plow are very closely managed to ensure the equipment stays on course. The 
grapnel is only deployed for the areas of the cable alignment where burial will occur (either 
by plow or ROV). For areas where the cable will not be buried, such as rock bottom and areas 
deeper than 1,200 meters, the grapnel is not used. 

The pre-lay grapnel run occurs immediately prior to the installation of the cable. The grapnel 
is towed by the same vessel that will install the cable. The ship will complete the grapnel run 
and then immediately start laying the cable.  

Utilizing a ROV to view the alignment instead of using the grapnel would time consuming and 
inefficient. The grapnel run can be completed in a matter of a few days, while utilizing an ROV 
would take weeks. 

3-20 The text has been revised in Section 3.3.3.3 of the Final EIR to address the apparent 
inconsistency in the discussion of grunion runs. Please note that based on the bore starting 
location, bore depth, and bore exit location, the grunion spawning zone would be bypassed 
by the proposed directional bores. The low probability of frac-out in the intertidal zone makes 
a significant impact on grunion unlikely. 

3-21 As noted in EIR Section 3.3.1.3, Local Setting, fiber-optic cable installations begin at landfall 
or the point at which the cable exits an existing pipeline/outfall or horizontal bore hole in 
approximately 40 to 80 feet (12 to 25 meters) of water depth in soft substrate habitat. 
Horizontal boring is not possible in rocky areas so areas with sandy substrate are selected. 
Therefore, within the proposed corridor located in shallow water (e.g., depths < 100 feet 
where you could expect kelp), no rocky substrate that supports kelp is present and, therefore, 
no direct or indirect impacts to kelp are anticipated.   

Regarding eelgrass, the current distribution of eelgrass in Santa Monica Bay is limited to small 
patches at Mother’s Beach at the northern end of Marina del Rey and in King Harbor, as well 
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as several areas associated with semi-protected habitats in the northern portion of the Bay at 
Pepperdine, Latigo Point, and Escondido (Chesney, 2005; Stephens et al., ca. 1990). There are 
no confirmed observations of eelgrass along the non-protected habitats of the central portion 
of the Bay (City of Hermosa Beach and Marine Research Specialists, 2014) and, therefore, no 
direct or indirect impacts to eelgrass are anticipated. 

3-22 Vessel movement and noise during each marine Project activity (geophysical survey, 
biological survey, pre-lay grapnel run, and cable installation) have the potential to temporarily 
disturb marine mammals in the area. Many of the potential impacts, such as disruption of 
migration route or increased noise during installation, are temporary, lasting only hours 
(along the sea route installation) to a few days (at the cable landfall location) at any one 
location, and would not cause disruptions substantially different from normal ship traffic (e.g., 
noise) through the area (AMS, 2015).   

Chirp systems enable high-resolution mapping of relatively shallow deposits and, in general, 
have less penetration than the impulse-type systems (air or water guns, sparker, and 
boomer). These systems are available in a broad range of frequencies from 0.5 kHz to 40 kHz, 
and for operations in shallow inland water to full ocean depth. While the specifications for 
the Chirp sonar survey proposed for this Project are not certain, based on the Atlantic Outer 
Continental Shelf Proposed Geological and Geophysical Activities Biological Assessment (U.S. 
Department of the Interior, 2012), sound propagation modeling for acoustic sources 
estimated the maximum range of Level A and Level B harassment of cetaceans based on 
current NMFS criteria. The Level A criterion is defined by a received sound pressure (SPL) of 
180 dB re 1 μPa, and a Level B criterion is defined by a received SPL of 160 dB re 1 μPa. While 
no lethal impacts to marine mammals are expected from the proposed survey, and behavioral 
responses (Level B harassment) are the most likely effects of underwater noise on marine 
mammals from the proposed survey, a Marine Wildlife Protection Plan has been prepared for 
the Project with Protection Measures to be implemented during Transiting and Operations. 
Some of these measures include: 

• Maintain a watch for marine mammals at all times while vessels are underway; 

• Do not approach any whales closer than 100 m; 

• Do not cut in front of a whale; 

• Do not separate a whale mother and calf pair; 

• If a whale is observed on an intersect course, reduce speed or alter course until the 
whale has safely passed; 

• If a whale is moving on a parallel course, maintain a steady speed and course but do 
not go faster than the whale; 

• If a whale becomes evasive or defensive, stop the vessel until the whale has left the 
area; 

• Reduced cruising/transit speeds: 
o Vessels larger than 65 feet (20 m) will maintain a cruising speed of not more than 

9 knots while transiting within 40 nm of shore during project operations and not 
more than 10 knots while transiting within the U.S. Exclusive Economic Zone 
south of Point Conception during project operations; 
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o Craft 65 feet (20 m) or less in length will maintain a cruising speed of not more 
than 10 knots when whales are within 1 nm ahead and at all times during the gray 
whale migration period from January through May. 

• While under way at cruising speed, provide a wide berth from any seals, sea lions, or 
sea otters; 

• If concentrations of whales are seen within 1 nm ahead, reduce transit speed further 
or alter course while maintaining watch on the whales; 

• If dolphins begin riding the bow wave of the ship less than 1 nm from the project site, 
slow down or stop until the animals have left. It is understood that dolphins often ride 
the bow wave of ships underway, so no action is necessary while transiting from port 
up to within 1 nm from the project sites. 

Summary of Radial Distances to the 160- and 180-dB (rms) Isopleths from a Single Pulse for Various 
Equipment (U.S. Dept. of Interior, 2012) 

Equipment 
Number of 
Scenarios 
Modeled 

Pulse 
Duration 

Adjustment 
(dB) for 

Short Pulse 
Duration a 

180-dB Radius (m) 160-dB Radius (m) 
Calculated 

using 
Nominal 

Source Level b 

Recalculated 
for Short 

Pulse 
Duration a 

Calculated 
using Nominal 
Source Level b 

Recalculate
d for Short 

Pulse 
Duration a 

Chirp 
Subbottom 
Profiler 

14 64 ms -1.9 32-42 26-35 359-971 240-689 

a - For sources with a pulse duration <100 ms, the nominal source level was adjusted by the amount indicated to produce a second, “recalculated” 
radius for both the 180-dB and 160-dB criteria.  

b - The value is the radius (Rmax) for the maximum received sound pressure level.  

Sediment core samples would result in a very localized area of impact and may result in the 
temporary suspension of sediments and increased turbidity, which would affect filter-feeding 
organisms or cause disturbance to benthic organisms. Most mobile invertebrates and fish can 
be expected to avoid the coring device and return to the area shortly after the device has left. 
Any benthic infauna inhabiting the upper biotic sediment layers disturbed by the coring device 
can be assumed would be killed. The loss would be minimal, based on the extremely small 
area of the seafloor affected relative to the surrounding area (assume a core with a diameter 
of 4 to 6 inches would be used). 

3-23 A discussion of Coastal Act 30253 has been added to EIR Section 3.5, Geology and Soils, under 
Impact GEO-2. A consistency analysis is also presented in Section 3.9, Land Use and 
Recreation, which determined the proposed Project would be consistent with this policy with 
implementation of mitigation: “Impacts would primarily be limited to the period of Project 
construction. After construction, the Project would not violate any of the provisions of this 
policy. This EIR recommends mitigation measures to reduce significant impacts during 
construction.” 

3-24 A discussion clarifying the potential for Project components to become unburied has been 
added to EIR Section 3.5.3.3 under the discussion of “Unstable Geologic Units or Soils”. 
According to the Sea-Level Rise Vulnerability Assessment prepared in September 2014 as part 
of the Existing Conditions Report developed for the City’s General Plan Update, the City of 
Hermosa Beach gained an additional 250 feet of beach width between 1935 and 1990, rather 
than experiencing loss any of beach area. This is largely attributed to opportunistic beach 
replenishment programs being conducted elsewhere in the Santa Monica Bay. If these 
opportunistic beach replenishment programs continue, they will help avoid beach erosion 
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and will likely continue to add to beach width in this portion of Hermosa Beach. As stated in 
the Sea-Level Rise Vulnerability Assessment, King Harbor in Redondo Beach appears to serve 
as a sediment trap that prevents sand from being eroded along the shoreline and then lost 
down Redondo Canyon. The Sea-Level Rise Vulnerability Assessment also noted that the most 
vulnerable areas of the City to sea-level rise are mainly in the central and southern portions, 
rather than in the northern area where the proposed Project would be located.   

3-25 The EIR addresses commercial fishing primarily in EIR Section 3.3, Biological Resources, and 
concludes that the Project would not cause reductions in any common pelagic populations, 
and would not adversely affect community compositions or ecosystem relationships for 
species that are recognized for commercial importance.  

The types of effects on commercial fishing cited in the comment are economic and/or social 
effects. The EIR is required to focus on the significant effects of the Project and, as stated in 
State CEQA Guidelines Section 15131(a), “Economic or social effects of a project shall not be 
treated as significant effects on the environment.” [Authority cited: Section 21083, Public 
Resources Code; Reference: Sections 21001(e) and (g), 21002, 21002.1, 21060.5, 21080.1, 
21083(c), and 21100, Public Resources Code]. Therefore, the EIR intentionally did not address 
impacts related to economic losses from abandoned gear or lost fishing time. 

The City encouraged the applicant to resolve potential economic concerns with the 
commercial fishing community separately from EIR. To that end, the applicant has entered 
into an agreement with the South Bay Cable/Fishing Liaison Committee for the proposed 
Project. The agreement establishes processes to settle claims for lost or entangled gear and 
other potential effects on the commercial fishing community. The agreement also establishes 
a payment to the Committee to fund fisheries improvements. As part of the agreement, all 
cable alignments are approved by the Committee and a fisherman’s representative will be 
onboard during the cable-laying operation. Under this agreement, the concerns of the 
commercial fishing community will be adequately addressed. A copy of the executed 
agreement will be provided to the Commission. 

It is also worth noting that the potential for lost fishing gear would be reduced through the 
implementation of Mitigation Measure LU-2a (Disclose marine cable locations), which would 
require the applicant to consult directly with fishing operators as required by the Submarine 
Cable Act. Table 3.9-2, Policy Analysis, contains a consistency analysis of the proposed Project 
with Section 30234.5 and finds the proposed Project consistent with implementation of 
mitigation stating “As discussed under Impact LU-2 above, marine construction activities 
would temporarily interfere with existing marine activities, which may include commercial 
fishing. The EIR proposes mitigation measures (i.e., LU-2a through LU-2c) specifically for the 
marine cable installation to reduce potential impacts to a less-than-significant level.”  

 Mitigation Measure BIO-6b (Compensation to Hard Bottom Mitigation Fund) would require 
the applicant to fund the UC Davis Wildlife Heath Center’s California Lost Fishing Gear 
Recovery Project at a rate of $100,000 for every 5,500 square feet of hard bottom impacted 
by the proposed Project. 

3-26 Thank you for your input on this matter. The Coastal Commission will make the final 
determination of consistency with the Coastal Act. If the cable landing areas cannot be located 
on the beach, the applicant is requesting permission to use locations within city streets for 
the cable landing sites. 
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3-27 Thank you for the suggestion. A seasonal limitation on Project construction activity will be 
considered as a condition of Project approval. 

3-28 Thank you for your recommendation. According to the Sea-Level Rise Vulnerability Assess-
ment prepared in September 2014 as part of the Existing Conditions Report developed for the 
City’s General Plan Update, the City of Hermosa Beach gained an additional 250 feet of beach 
width between 1935 and 1990. This is primarily due to opportunistic beach replenishment 
programs conducted elsewhere in the Santa Monica Bay. If these opportunistic beach 
replenishment programs continue, they will help avoid beach erosion and will likely continue 
to add to beach width in this portion of Hermosa Beach, thereby reducing the potential for 
sea level rise or tidal influences to unbury the cables, which would be buried beneath at least 
25 feet of sand. The Sea-Level Rise Vulnerability Assessment also noted that the most 
vulnerable areas of the City to sea-level rise were mainly in the central and southern portions, 
rather than in the northern area where the proposed Project would be located.  

A discussion of the proposed Project and sea level rise as a result of climate change and 
generation of greenhouse gases is included in Section 3.5, Geology and Soils, as well as Section 
3.6, Greenhouse Gases.  

Please note that according to the recent California Supreme Court decision in California 
Building Industry Association v. Bay Area Air Quality Management District (S213478, 
December 17, 2015), CEQA generally does not require that public agencies analyze the impact 
that environmental conditions might have on a project. 
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Comment Set 4: California State Lands Commission  

 
  

4-1 
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4-1, 
cont. 
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4-2, 
cont. 

4-3 

4-4 

4-5 
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Responses to Comment Set 4: California State Lands Commission 
4-1 Thank you for providing background information and clarifying the extent of the California 

State Lands Commission jurisdiction with regard to the proposed Project. The City of 
Manhattan has been included in noticing for the EIR and received a copy of the Draft EIR. 

4-2 Thank you for your comment. As described in Section 2.5.2 (Marine Construction), the 
construction support vessels will likely be ships of opportunity hired locally and based out of 
local harbors, such as nearby King Harbor. The use of local vessels would not be a potential 
source of invasive species. With regard to the specialized cable-laying vessel, all project 
vessels would need to comply with the U.S Coast Guard regulations regarding ballast water 
and biofouling (33 CFR Part 151). In addition, other federal and State laws exist to help control 
the introduction of invasive species, including the National Invasive Species Act and the 
California Ballast Water Management for Control of Nonindigenous Species Act. These require 
that ships entering federal or State waters comply with their regulations by managing their 
ballast water. Vessels in State waters are prohibited from discharging their ballast water 
unless the master has carried out a mid-ocean ballast water exchange, or is using 
environmentally sound alternative shipboard treatment technology. Removal of hull-fouling 
organisms from the submerged portions of ships is required to be performed at defined 
intervals (Public Resources Code §71204), which is accomplished either with dry-docking or 
in-water cleaning. Therefore, certain measures already exist to minimize and/or avoid 
potential impacts associated with invasive species. Information on these regulations has been 
added to Section 3.3.2 of the Final EIR. 

 The California Aquatic Invasive Species Management Plan is intended to coordinate State 
programs, create a decision-making structure for invasive species management, and promote 
rapid response programs and data sharing, but it does not contain recommendations that can 
be applied as mitigation to the proposed Project. Similarly, the Department of Fish and 
Wildlife’s Marine Invasive Species Program does not appear to provide recommendations for 
measures applicable as mitigation to individual projects involving ships originating from 
foreign ports. 

https://www.wildlife.ca.gov/OSPR/Science/Marine-Invasive-Species-Program 

4-3 As discussed in Section 2.7 (Retirement, Abandonment, or Removal of the Cable Systems), the 
decision to leave the buried portions of the marine conduit in place would be dependent on 
the conditions included in the Coastal Development Permit to be issued by the California 
Coastal Commission. If the Coastal Commission determines that removal of the cables is 
required, the cable owner would need to remove the cables at the end of the Project life. 
However, the directional bores installed to facilitate the landings would be abandoned in 
place, potentially for use by another project in the future.   

According to the Sea-Level Rise Vulnerability Assessment prepared in September 2014 as part 
of the Existing Conditions Report developed for the City’s General Plan Update, the City of 
Hermosa Beach gained an additional 250 feet of beach width between 1935 and 1990. This is 
primarily due to opportunistic beach replenishment programs conducted elsewhere in the 
Santa Monica Bay. If these opportunistic beach replenishment programs continue, they will 
help avoid beach erosion and will likely continue to add to beach width in this portion of 
Hermosa Beach, thereby reducing the potential for sea level rise or tidal influences to unbury 
the cables, which would be buried beneath at least 25 feet of sand. The Sea-Level Rise 
Vulnerability Assessment also noted that the most vulnerable areas of the City to sea-level 

https://www.wildlife.ca.gov/OSPR/Science/Marine-Invasive-Species-Program
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rise were mainly in the central and southern portions, rather than in the northern area where 
the proposed Project would be located.  

A discussion of the proposed Project and sea level rise as a result of climate change and 
generation of greenhouse gases is included in Section 3.5, Geology and Soils, as well as Section 
3.6, Greenhouse Gases.  

Please note that according to the recent California Supreme Court decision in California 
Building Industry Association v. Bay Area Air Quality Management District (S213478, 
December 17, 2015), CEQA generally does not require that public agencies analyze the impact 
that environmental conditions might have on a project. 

4-4 Mitigation Measure LU-2c has been revised to include fishing companies, operators, and the 
California State Lands Commission among the entities that will receive as-laid specifications 
for the marine alignments.  

4-5 Thank you for providing information on the Offshore Geophysical Survey Permit Program. This 
information will be passed on to the Applicant.  
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Comment Set 5: Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State 
Clearinghouse and Planning Unit 

 

5-1 
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Responses to Comment Set 5: Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State 
Clearinghouse and Planning Unit 
5-1 Thank you for providing the comment letters received by the State Clearinghouse and for 

acknowledging compliance with the State Clearinghouse review requirements for draft 
environmental documents, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act. The 
transmitted comment letters were also sent directly to the City and responses to those 
comments are included in this appendix.  
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Comment Set 6: Lindy Brownsberger 

 
  

6-1 

6-2 



Appendix C 
Draft EIR Comments and Responses 

Final EIR C-34 March 2016 

Responses to Comment Set 6: Lindy Brownsberger 
6-1 Thank you for expressing your opinion of the Project. Your concerns will be considered by City 

decision makers.  

6-2 Thank you for expressing your concerns regarding the proposed Project. As discussed in EIR 
Chapter 2 (Project Description), the proposed Project would be installed underground in the 
areas of the beach, Strand, and City streets. The marine portions of the cables would be buried 
below the seafloor in all nearshore areas. Once installed, the only portions of Project that 
would be visible to the public would the manholes located in the streets. Potential impacts  
on air quality, water quality, and soils have been described and characterized in detail in 
Section 3.2 (Air Quality), Section 3.8 (Hydrology and Water Quality), Section 3.5 (Geology and 
Soils), and Section 3.9 (Land Use and Recreation).  
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Comment Set 7: Janet and George Buckley 

 
  

7-1 

7-2 

7-3 
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Responses to Comment Set 7: Janet and George Buckley 
7-1 Thank you for expressing your concerns. There are some inaccuracies in the comment. While 

the alley entrances at 25th Street would be closed for approximately four weeks during the 
directional boring process and installation of the landing manhole, the alleys themselves 
would remain in use with alley access limited to 24th Street to the south and 26th Street to the 
north. The sidewalks on both sides of 25th Street would remain open and available for use. 
Street parking spaces along 25th Street between Manhattan Avenue and Hermosa Avenue 
would be temporarily unavailable during the directional boring process and installation of the 
landing manhole. There would be no digging to a depth of 30 feet. The boring path for marine 
conduit would be more horizontal than vertical. The bore head would enter the ground at a 
shallow angle and gradually reach a depth of 25 to 50 feet below the beach and ocean floor 
(see EIR Figure 2-11). 

7-2 Thank you for expressing your opinion regarding the Project. The City understands your 
concerns about construction-related impacts. Your concerns will be considered by City 
decision makers.  

7-3 Please see the response to Comment 7-1 above regarding alley access. As stated in the 
comment, garage access and trash pickup would be temporarily affected if the street landing 
sites are utilized. The applicant prefers to use the two beach locations at 25th Street and 
Neptune Avenue, but is requesting permission to use the optional street landing sites at 25th 
Street and Longfellow Avenue in case the use of the beach landing sites is denied. 

7-4 Thank you for expressing your concerns. Please note that sidewalks on each side of 25th Street 
will remain available for public use during the directional boring process and installation of 
the landing manhole. Pedestrian routes to North School and Children’s Journey would not 
need to change during Project construction. Please see EIR Figure 3.12-2, which shows the 
proposed street closure at 25th Street and temporary changes to alley access and circulation. 

7-5 Thank you for expressing your concerns. The City followed its normal public noticing 
procedures for this Project. We regret that you had difficulty accessing desired information 
regarding the Project. We will consider making improvements regarding noticing and 
information access for future EIRs. 
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Comment Set 8: Janet and George Buckley 

 
  

8-1 

8-2 

8-3 
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Responses to Comment Set 8: Janet and George Buckley 
8-1 Thank you for expressing your concerns as well as those of your neighbor. The City followed 

its normal public noticing for this Project. We regret that your neighbor had difficulty 
accessing desired information regarding the Project. We will consider making improvements 
regarding noticing and information access for future EIRs. 

8-2 Thank you for expressing the concerns of your neighbor. Please note that sidewalks on each 
side of 25th Street will remain available for public use during the directional boring process 
and installation of the landing manhole. The alleys would remain in use with alley access 
limited to 24th Street to the south and 26th Street to the north. There would be no boring to 
depth in the vicinity of 25th Street. The boring path for marine conduit would be more 
horizontal than vertical. The bore head would enter the ground at a shallow angle and 
gradually reach a depth of 25 to 50 feet below the beach and ocean floor. 

8-3 Thank you for expressing your concerns as well as those of your neighbor. The City followed 
its normal public noticing for this Project. We regret that your neighbor had difficulty 
accessing desired information regarding the Project. We will consider making improvements 
regarding noticing and information access for future EIRs. There would be no street closures 
on Manhattan Avenue, and the sidewalks on each side of 25th Street will remain available for 
public use during the directional boring process and installation of the landing manhole. 
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Comment Set 9: Florentina Marcu 

 
  

9-1 

9-2 
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9-4 
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Responses to Comment Set 9: Florentina Marcu 
9-1 Thank you for expressing your opinion of the Project. The City understands your concerns 

about the location of the proposed Project. Alternative locations for the proposed Project 
were considered, and are detailed in Chapter 4 (Alternatives). Your concerns will be 
considered by City decision makers. 

9-2 Thank you for expressing your concerns regarding the potential impact of the proposed 
Project on your property value. The EIR is required to focus on the significant effects of the 
Project and as stated in the CEQA Guidelines Section 15131(a) “Economic or social effects of 
a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment” [Authority cited: 
Section 21083, Public Resources Code; Reference: Sections 21001(e) and (g), 21002, 21002.1, 
21060.5, 21080.1, 21083(c), and 21100, Public Resources Code]. While property values may 
not be an appropriate topic for the EIR, your concerns will be considered by City decision 
makers. 

When constructed, the proposed Project would be entirely underground (except for 
manholes in City streets) and generally not visible. There would be no staff aside from periodic 
routine maintenance of the PFE facilities. Operation of the proposed Project would not 
generate noise aside from the PFE facilities. For a detailed description of the potential 
impacts, please see Sections 3.1 (Aesthetics), 3.10 (Noise), and 3.11 (Transportation and 
Traffic).  

9-3 Thank you for expressing your concerns. The City shares your desire to make Hermosa green. 
Please see Section 3.9 (Land Use and Recreation) for an analysis of the proposed Project’s 
consistency with the City of Hermosa Beach’s General Plan Conservation Element.  

9-4 Thank you for expressing your opinion of the Project. The City understands your concerns 
about the location of the proposed Project. Alternative locations for the proposed Project 
were considered, and are detailed in Chapter 4 (Alternatives). Your concerns will be 
considered by City decision makers. 
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Comment Set 10: Marilyn and Ed Pollock 

 
 

10-1 
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10-1, 
cont. 

10-2 
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Responses to Comment Set 10: Marilyn and Ed Pollock 
 
10-1 Thank you for expressing your opinion of the Project. The City understands your concerns 

about the location of the proposed Project and shares your desire to protect the beach. Please 
see Section 3.9 (Land Use and Recreation) for a detailed discussion of the potential impacts 
on recreation and the beach. Your concerns will be considered by City decision makers. 

10-2 Thank you for expressing your opinion of the Project. The City understands your concerns 
about the location of the proposed Project. Alternative locations for the proposed Project 
were considered, and are detailed in Chapter 4 (Alternatives). Your concerns will be 
considered by City decision makers. 
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Comment Set 11: Ronald and Susan Volmer 

 
  

11-1 

11-2 
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Responses to Comment Set 11: Ronald and Susan Volmer 
11-1 Thank you for expressing your concern regarding the soil surrounding your house. The City 

shares your desire for safety. Please see Impact N-4 in EIR Section 3.10 (Noise) for a discussion 
of the potential impacts on structures from vibration caused by construction. Vibration levels 
are expected to be low and unlikely to damage nearby structures. In the unlikely event of 
construction-related damage, the applicant would be responsible.  

11-2 Thank you for sharing your opinion on the location of the proposed Project. Please see EIR 
Chapter 4 (Alternatives) for a discussion of alternative locations for the proposed Project. The 
street at Longfellow Avenue is already proposed as an alternate landing site for the Neptune 
Avenue beach location, as described in Section 2.4.1.1 (Project Description: Cable Landing 
Sites and Directional Bores). There are various requirements for suitable cable landing sites, 
with some differing requirements for potential beach landing sites and street landing sites. 
Therefore, not all potential locations are suitable for landing sites either along the beach or 
within nearby streets. The desirable characteristics for beach and street landing sites are 
described in EIR Section 4.3.1 (Other Landing Locations in Hermosa Beach). 
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Comment Set 12: Kathy Tibone 

  

12-1 
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Response to Comment Set 12: Kathy Tibone 
 

12-1 Thank you for expressing your concern regarding the protection of historic properties. The 
City shares your concern. Please see Impact CR-2 in EIR Section 3.4.3.3 (Cultural Resources: 
Impacts and Mitigation Measures) for a discussion of the potential impacts on built-
environment historical resources that may result from implementation of the proposed 
Project. Please see Impact N-4 in EIR Section 3.10.3.3 (Noise: Impacts and Mitigation 
Measures) for a discussion of the potential impacts on structures from vibration caused by 
construction. Vibration levels are expected to be low and unlikely to damage nearby 
structures. In the unlikely event of construction-related damage, the applicant would be 
responsible.    
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Comment Set 13: Scott J. Witlin 
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Responses to Comment Set 13: Scott J. Witlin 
 

13-1 Thank you for expressing your concerns regarding the applicant’s status. Your concerns and 
suggestions will be shared with the City’s decision makers. 

13-2 The City shares your desire to maintain the cleanliness of the beach environment. Water 
quality is addressed in Section 3.8 of the EIR. Impacts HWQ-1, HWQ-2, and HWQ-3 describe 
how the proposed Project might adversely affect water quality and proposes mitigation 
measures to reduce those potential impacts to a less-than-significant level. Both short-term 
(i.e. construction) and long-term effects were considered, with most potential effects on 
water quality occurring during construction.  

The marine conduit would not provide a pathway for surface runoff to enter the ocean. The 
marine end of the conduit would be sealed thereby preventing outflows to the ocean. Further, 
the buried conduit will be designed to avoid the entry of water into the system. The vacant 
ducts will be plugged using a standard duct plug such as the Peterson 144 or Peterson 144-1 
series (http://www.petersenproducts.com/144-0_pipe_plug.aspx) or simmer plug. Once the 
cable is installed into the conduit, the conduits will be sealed with a silicone or expandable 
foam sealant. 

13-3 There are various requirements for suitable cable landing sites, with some differing 
requirements for potential beach landing sites and street landing sites. Therefore, not all 
potential locations are suitable for landing sites either along the beach or within nearby 
streets. The desirable characteristics for beach and street landing sites are described in EIR 
Section 4.3.1 (Other Landing Locations in Hermosa Beach). Based on these siting criteria, the 
applicant identified 25th Street and Neptune Avenue as the preferred beach landing site 
locations, and 25th Street and Longfellow Avenue as the preferred street landing site locations. 
Similarly, there are siting requirements for the PFE facility locations, including compatible 
zoning and availability of suitable space to house the power feed equipment. While the most 
suitable locations for the cable landing sites are in the northern portion of the City, 
commercially and industrially zoned areas, which are appropriate for a PFE facility, are located 
in the central and southern portions of the City. These locational differences result in the 
potential terrestrial cable route lengths noted in the comment. 

 Please note that all of the potential PFE facility locations may not be required for 
implementation of the Project. The applicant is investigating the potential use of a single PFE 
facility to serve more than one cable. Similarly, not all of the proposed terrestrial cable routes 
may need to be utilized, particularly if cables share PFE facilities. 

13-4 As the comment indicates, Sections 4.3.2 and 4.3.3 discuss the potential for landing the cables 
in some other coastal area in Southern California. One of the Project’s objectives is to improve 
telecommunications connectivity between the Los Angeles basin and Pacific Rim cities and 
countries (see EIR Section 2.2). For this reason, landing the cables at coastal locations outside 
the Los Angeles area would require substantially more terrestrial cable construction in order 
connect the landing sites to Los Angeles. For example, a landing location in Morro Bay, as 
mentioned in the comment, would require installation of approximately 200 miles of 
terrestrial cable in order to provide a connection to Los Angeles. Construction of such a longer 
terrestrial cable would involve substantially greater environmental impacts than the 
proposed Project. Alternatives selected for evaluation in an EIR are supposed to have the 
potential to reduce or avoid the significant impacts of the proposed Project. (State CEQA 



Appendix C 
Draft EIR Comments and Responses 

March 2016 C-55 Final EIR 

Guidelines §15126.6.)  Because construction of a substantially longer terrestrial cable would 
result in increased impacts compared to the proposed Project, such an alternative is not 
appropriate to be selected for analysis in the EIR. 

 Please note that an EIR is not required to evaluate every conceivable alternative to a proposed 
project. Rather, an EIR is required to evaluate a reasonable range of feasible alternatives that 
have the potential to reduce the significant impacts of the proposed project. (State CEQA 
Guidelines §15126.6(c).) Further, CEQA does not require in-depth analysis of alternatives, but 
instead indicates that sufficient information be provided for a meaningful comparison with 
the proposed project, and suggests the use of a matrix to display the major characteristics 
and significant effects of the alternatives. (State CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(c).)  The Draft EIR 
met and exceeded these requirements. 

13-5 Please see the response to Comment 13-4 above. An EIR is not required to analyze all 
potential alternatives, but rather must analyze a reasonable range of feasible alternatives. 
The Draft EIR analyzes five alternatives, which is a reasonable number of alternatives. The 
comment indicates that other potential landing sites were “rejected” in the EIR, but it would 
be more accurate to say that they were not selected as part of the reasonable range of 
alternatives to be analyzed in the EIR as they had certain disadvantages compared to other 
potential landing sites (see the discussion in EIR Section 4.3.1, Other Landing Locations in 
Hermosa Beach). For example, it may be feasible to locate a landing site at 15th Street or 15th 
Court as suggested in the comment, but this would block access to numerous residential 
driveways and garages, which represents a major disadvantage compared to the landing sites 
analyzed in the EIR. 
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Comment Set 14: Kathleen Midstokke  
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Responses to Comment Set 14: Kathleen Midstokke  
14-1 The potential sea level rise information referenced in the comment (from page 3.6-3 of the 

Draft EIR) represents a general prediction for California as whole and does not necessarily 
reflect will be experienced in Hermosa Beach. Also, these predictions are for the end of the 
century, which is well beyond the estimated life of the proposed Project. The Draft EIR did not 
identify any significant impacts related to greenhouse gas emissions for the proposed Project 
and, therefore, concludes that Project would not make a significant contribution to climate 
change or sea level rise. 

According to the Sea-Level Rise Vulnerability Assessment prepared in September 2014 as part 
of the Existing Conditions Report developed for the City’s General Plan Update, the City of 
Hermosa Beach gained an additional 250 feet of beach width between 1935 and 1990, rather 
than experiencing loss any of beach area. This is largely attributed to opportunistic beach 
replenishment programs being conducted elsewhere in the Santa Monica Bay. If these 
opportunistic beach replenishment programs continue, they will help avoid beach erosion 
and will likely continue to add to beach width in this portion of Hermosa Beach. As stated in 
the Sea-Level Rise Vulnerability Assessment, King Harbor in Redondo Beach appears to serve 
as a sediment trap that prevents sand from being eroded along the shoreline and then lost 
down Redondo Canyon. The Sea-Level Rise Vulnerability Assessment also noted that the most 
vulnerable areas of the City to sea-level rise are mainly in the central and southern portions, 
rather than in the northern area where the proposed Project would be located. 

14-2 The Project will need to comply with all applicable existing regulations and requirements, 
including applicable restrictions related to the current drought. Please note that the Project 
would mainly utilize water during the construction phase, primarily as a component of the 
drilling fluid used to lubricate and stabilize the marine directional bore holes. Very little water 
would be needed for Project operation and maintenance.  

Because the EIR did not identify any significant impacts related to water supply, no mitigation 
measures have been proposed. The California Environmental Quality Act requires EIRs to 
focus on significant impacts and, as a result, mitigation measures are not required for minor 
effects. This does not mean that minor effects should not be minimized or avoided where 
possible, but such effects are not typically analyzed and mitigated in an EIR. Actions can be 
taken outside the context of the EIR to address less-than-significant impacts and other types 
of concerns. Your concerns will be shared with City decision makers. 

Section 3.6.1.1 of the Draft EIR states that “the primary source of indirect GHG emissions is 
from electricity use,” meaning that power plants that supply electricity for the region will 
generate greenhouse gas emissions, primarily from the combustion of natural gas. These 
power plants will supply electrical power for operation of the Project, just as they supply 
power for residences, businesses, and other electrical consumers throughout the region. 
Emissions of greenhouses gases by power plants is an existing condition that will not be 
changed by the proposed Project. 

14-3 As indicated by the commenter, the City’s Carbon Neutral Initiative applies to City operations 
and is not applicable to private development. The proposed Project is a private enterprise. It 
will be planned, financed, constructed, and operated privately. Its construction will be 
regulated by the City and other public agencies, similar to other types of private projects. The 
City regulates private uses within its jurisdiction, and various State and federal agencies will 
regulate other aspects of the Project, including the California Coastal Commission, California 
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Department of Fish and Wildlife, Regional Water Quality Control Board, U.S. Coast Guard, and 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. Your concerns will be shared with City decision makers. 
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Comment Set 15: Dean Nota  
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Responses to Comment Set 15: Dean Nota 
15-1 The Carbon Neutral Initiative applies to City projects and operations; it does not apply to 

private development. Electrical power for Project operations would be supplied by Southern 
California Edison (SCE) through its local distribution system. Power is generated by various 
power plants across the region, which is the same source that supplies power for residences, 
businesses, and other electrical consumers in the City. As a regulated utility, SCE is required 
to produce 33 percent of its power from renewable sources (e.g., solar, wind, geothermal, 
etc.) by the year 2020 and is on course to meet this requirement. By 2030, SCE will be required 
to produce 50 of its electrical power from renewable sources. Currently, there is no 
requirement for the Project applicant to offset its carbon emissions. Other than the portion 
of electrical power supplied by SCE for Project operations that is not generated from 
renewable sources and some minor emissions associated with periodic Project inspections, 
the Project’s carbon emissions will primarily be generated during Project construction. These 
are short-term emissions that are not typically required to be offset. 

15-2 One potential location for a Power Feed Equipment (PFE) facility identified by the applicant is 
in an existing commercial structure at 1529 Valley Drive, which is very close to Hermosa Valley 
School. As indicated in the comment, a backup generator would supply electrical power to 
each cable if there is a power outage affecting SCE’s local distribution system. The fuel stored 
at each PFE facility would be capable of running the back generator for approximately 175 
hours, if needed. The fuel tanks would be refilled by a mobile fuel truck that would have direct 
access to each tank. The emissions from the operation of these backup generators was 
included in the Draft EIR’s air quality analysis. Please note that all four of the PFE facility 
locations may not be required to operate the Project. The applicant is investigating the use of 
a shared PFE facility for multiple cables, which would result in the construction of fewer than 
four PFE facilities and possibly the construction of only one PFE facility. 

15-3 Fiber-optic cables already exist in the streets of Hermosa Beach and have become a common 
type of utility line either buried in public rights-of-way or placed on telephone or power poles. 
The City has the ability to regulate some types of infrastructure, such as portions of the 
proposed Project, but others are regulated by other agencies, such as the California Public 
Utilities Commission. Utility lines are considered a compatible use for public rights-of-way and 
virtually all public streets contain utility lines of some type, including sewer lines, water lines, 
telecommunication lines, storm drains, gas lines, and electrical power lines. Most streets 
contain multiple types of utility lines. 

15-4 The PFE facilities would contain equipment often found in commercial zones, including fuel 
storage and power generators. The PFE facilities are compatible with the zoning requirements 
for each proposed location. Your concerns will be considered by City decision makers. 

15-5 The cables would need to avoid existing buried utility lines and, therefore, would not be 
uniformly located at a depth of 42 inches. The cables would be located deeper if necessary to 
avoid existing buried utilities. As part of the construction process, the applicant’s contractor 
will need to verify the location of the buried utilities in each street in order to plan a bore path 
for each cable that avoids the existing utilities. 

15-6 According to the Sea-Level Rise Vulnerability Assessment prepared in September 2014 as part 
of the Existing Conditions Report developed for the City’s General Plan Update, the City of 
Hermosa Beach gained an additional 250 feet of beach width between 1935 and 1990. This is 
largely attributed to opportunistic beach replenishment programs being conducted 
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elsewhere in the Santa Monica Bay. If these opportunistic beach replenishment programs 
continue, they will help avoid beach erosion and will likely continue to add to beach width in 
this portion of Hermosa Beach. As stated in the Sea-Level Rise Vulnerability Assessment, King 
Harbor in Redondo Beach appears to serve as a sediment trap that prevents sand from being 
eroded along the shoreline and then lost down Redondo Canyon. The Sea-Level Rise 
Vulnerability Assessment also noted that the most vulnerable areas of the City to sea-level 
rise are mainly in the central and southern portions, rather than in the northern area where 
the proposed Project would be located.   

The proposed cables would generally be located at least 25 feet below the beach. If an access 
manhole is located at the beach, the top of the manhole would be located approximately 
three feet below the surface of the beach sand. While the applicant’s proposal is to abandon 
the cables in place at the end of the Project’s life, the Coastal Commission has imposed a 
condition on past fiber-optic cables requiring that they be removed at the end of the project’s 
life and the City expects that the Commission will impose a similar condition on the proposed 
Project. 

15-7 Thank you for providing the information on cyber security and for expressing your concerns. 
The City is not responsible for the security of the proposed Project, nor is it responsible for 
the security of the utility systems of other agencies or private utilities located in the City. Your 
concerns appear to be valid, but this is a topic that is beyond the scope of the EIR analysis. It 
is not appropriate for the EIR to speculate on unknown changes that might occur in the future 
to address a potential security situation related to fiber-optic cables (State CEQA Guidelines 
§15145). 
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Comment Set 16: Lesley Wright 
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Responses to Comment Set 16: Lesley Wright 
16-1 Thank you for your comment. Please note that the Draft EIR identified significant impacts 

related to the following topics:  aesthetics, air quality, biological resources, cultural resources, 
geology/soils, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, land use and 
recreation, noise, and transportation/traffic. Most of these impacts can be reduced to a less-
than-significant level with the application of mitigation measures proposed in the Draft EIR. 
Please also note that most of the identified impacts are associated with Project construction 
and therefore temporary in nature, and many of the impacts have a low probability of 
occurring (please see Table S-1 in the Draft EIR). No significant impacts were identified related 
to greenhouse gas emissions or public services. 

16-2 Thank you for expressing your concern. Your concerns will be considered by City decision 
makers. 

16-3 Thank you for the information. While many fiber-optic telecommunications cable already 
cross the Pacific Ocean, the applicant has stated that demand for additional capacity exists to 
handle the transfer of increasing volumes of electronic data. 

16-4 Thank you for expressing your concern. Your concerns will be considered by City decision 
makers. An EIR is not required to address the need for a proposed project. Please see the 
response to Comment 16-3 above. 

16-5 Thank you for providing your opinion of the Project. Your concerns will be considered by City 
decision makers. 

16-6 Thank you for the information. The City is not responsible for the information included on the 
referenced Submarine Cable Map. 

16-7 Thank you for expressing your concern. Your concerns will be considered by City decision 
makers. 
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Comment Set 17: Applicant 
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Responses to Comment Set 17: Applicant 
17-1 Thank you. This has been corrected in the Final EIR. 

17-2 Thank you. This has been corrected in the Final EIR. 

17-3 The suggested revisions are acceptable and has been incorporated into the Final EIR. 

17-4 The suggested revisions are acceptable and has been incorporated into the Final EIR. 

17-5 The suggested revisions are acceptable and has been incorporated into the Final EIR. 

17-6 The suggested revisions are acceptable and has been incorporated into the Final EIR. 

17-7 The suggested revisions are acceptable and comparable wording has been incorporated into 
the Final EIR. 

17-8 Thank you. This has been corrected in the Final EIR. 

17-9 The suggested revisions are acceptable and has been incorporated into the Final EIR. 

17-10 The suggested revisions are acceptable and has been incorporated into the Final EIR. 
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