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California State Lands Commission, July 29, 2008 

CSLC-1. Thank you for your review of and comments on the Draft SEIS/SEIR. 

CSLC-2. The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. 

CSLC-3. The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. 

CSLC-4. The document has been revised to include relevant citations and additional data to 
support the impact assessment, as appropriate.  It has been clarified when specific data 
are lacking and the analysis was based on consideration of other relevant information and 
best professional judgment. 

CSLC-5. The comment is noted relative to mitigation measure MM 4D-7.  More detailed 
description of the monitoring is provided in MM BIO-1.1a.  In addition, the description 
of MM BIO-1.1a has been expanded to include the frequency of monitoring as follows:  

MM BIO-1.1a: Monitor the California least tern and Other Bird Nesting.  

A qualified least tern biologist hired by the Port shall monitor least tern and other 
special status bird nesting during construction activities on Pier 400, including 
installation of Pipeline Segment 1 to Tank Farm Site 2 and use of staging area 412. 
Monitoring shall occur from 2 weeks prior to the nesting season start (April) to the 
end of the nesting season (September or when the last bird has vacated the site and 
no birds return for at least two weeks).  Monitoring shall occur at a minimum of 
three days a week during the nesting season, which generally extends from mid-May 
through the beginning of August. that would occur from April through August.

In the event of an imminent threat to nesting special status species and the 
Construction Manager is not immediately available, the monitor shall have the 
authority to redirect construction activities. If construction activities need to be 
redirected to prevent impacts to special status birds, the monitor shall immediately 
contact the LAHD Environmental Management Division, Port Inspector, and 
Construction Manager. The Construction Manager has the authority to halt 
construction if determined to be necessary.  

As discussed above, the frequency of monitoring would depend on time of year relevant 
to seasonal use of the site by least terns and type of construction activity.  Monitoring 
would not be necessary outside the nesting season when least terns are not present 
(September to April).  The Port is currently required, through a Memorandum of 
Agreement (MOA) with the National Marine Fisheries Service, U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers, and the California Department of Fish and Game, to hire a qualified least tern 
Biologist to monitor and manage the least tern nesting site.  Least terns already are 
monitored three to six (half the nesting site) days a week during the nesting season as part 
of routine monitoring conducted at the port.  That frequency of monitoring should be 
sufficient during general construction activities because noise levels would not be 
substantially higher than existing conditions.  Monitoring may be conducted daily during 
pile driving depending on the nature and duration of that activity; the monitoring 
schedule during pile driving will be coordinated between the LAHD Environmental 
Management Division and the monitor.  Any observations of adverse impacts to least 
terns during construction (general, pile driving) would result in further protective actions, 
coordination with the USFWS, and possibly modification of the monitoring frequency. 
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CSLC-6. The comment recommending that the Port find/create adequate alternate habitat for 
California least terns if monitoring observes that least terns do not return to their nests 
after or during construction is noted.  As stated on Page 3.3-4 of the Draft SEIS/SEIR, 
MM 4D-10 (from the Deep Draft FEIS/FEIR) is not applicable because there would be 
no need to relocate the tern nesting area as a result of the proposed Project.  Noise from 
construction activities at the Marine Terminal, including driving the steel piles, would not 
result in peak noise levels that exceed those to which the California least terns are 
currently exposed.  The California least tern is tolerant of a variety of noises while 
nesting that include airfield operations, highway traffic, military operations (with 
helicopters), and construction activities (K. Keane, personal communication 2008).  
Construction of container terminal facilities on both Pier 300 and Pier 400 has occurred 
adjacent to the nesting site while the California least terns were nesting with no observed 
adverse affects related to noise.  In addition, piles were driven for the berths along the 
south side of Pier 300 at a distance of approximately 1,200 to 2,300 ft (depending on the 
pile locations) from the nesting site (located on Pier 300 at that time).  For construction 
activities at Tank Farm Site 1, feasible mitigation measures would reduce any significant 
impacts to the least terns to less than significant levels, including MM 4D-7 (establish 
appropriate buffer if nests observed outside the designated nesting area), MM 4D-9 (200-
foot buffer between nesting site and staging areas), and MM BIO 1.1a-k (monitoring, 
buffers, predator perch control, site preparation, avoidance of night lighting, 
environmental window, noise).  After construction, least terns would not be expected to 
be affected by the project based on distance and noise considerations.  The Port has a 
long history of working with USFWS to minimize impacts and appropriately manage nest 
sites for least terns in the harbor, including use of the Pier 400 nesting site (per the 2006 
Memorandum of Agreement [MOA] signed by the City of Los Angeles, California 
Department of Fish and Game, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers).  As noted in the document, the Port as a long-term objective may construct a 
permanent California least tern nesting site for relocation of the colony in Los Angeles 
Harbor or to Los Cerritos Wetlands in accordance with the existing least tern MOA.  
Potential sites have includes a “bird-island” in the Outer Harbor and in the Sea Plane 
Lagoon. However, no acceptable sites have been identified to date. 

Also see the response to comments CSLC-16 and CSLC-17. 

CSLC-7. The comment regarding the incorrect reference of Appendix I.2 is appreciated and the 
document has been corrected. 

CSLC-8. The question regarding vegetation clearing and request to include the square 
footage/acreage of land used as the nesting site are noted.  The document has been 
revised to include the clarification that vegetation clearing was not part of any mitigation.  
LAHD clears weedy vegetation from the least tern nesting site each spring to prepare it 
for the terns and also cleared the adjacent area to provide additional nesting space in 2003 
and 2004.  Other tern species opportunistically use the additional cleared area along with 
least terns. 

The California least tern nesting site is 15.7 acres (683,892 sf) as set forth in the Los 
Angeles Harbor Department (LAHD) Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) with the 
USFWS, the USACE, and CDFG for management of a least tern nesting site; this was 
described on page 3.3-16 of the Draft SEIS/SEIR.  The 12-acre area (522,720 sf) 
immediately west of the designated least tern nesting site on Pier 400 (proposed Tank 
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Farm Site 1) is a barren, sandy area built as part of Pier 400 for Port uses.  It is not part of 
the designated nesting area. 

CSLC-9. The document has been revised to clarify that the 2000 Baseline Biological study had 
quarterly benthic infaunal sampling.  This information was not included in the Executive 
Summary as this specific topic and level of treatment was too detailed for the Executive 
Summary, but is appropriate as added to Section 3.3. 

CSLC-10. The document has been revised to clarify that the “low pollutant” determination was 
based on evaluation of infaunal species assemblages during the most recent Port Baseline 
Biological study (MEC and Associates 2002), which noted that Outer Harbor stations had 
the highest habitat quality, as demonstrated by a diverse fauna and low percentage of 
pollution tolerant or enrichment species.  Furthermore, that study stated that low pollutant 
concentrations were suggested because Outer Harbor infaunal assemblages included 
species associated with relatively uncontaminated coastal areas, areas of low enrichment, 
and had few species associated with moderately enriched/contaminated areas.  Although 
sediment chemistry samples and analyses were not done during the 2000 Biological 
Baseline study, “typical” pollutants in contaminated areas could include metals, 
organotins, organic pesticides and PCBs, polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAH), and 
semi-volatile organics. 

CSLC-11. The document has been revised to clarify that limited new data are available on target 
zooplankton (commercially important adults) in the harbor.  This additional information 
has been added to the document. 

CSLC-12. The document was revised to clarify that Caspian terns have not been observed nesting or 
attempting to nest on the Tank Farm 1 site in 2006 or 2007. 

CSLC-13. Additional information has been added to document clarifying Undaria was observed in 
2000 near the Cabrillo Beach Launch Ramp, near the U.S. Coast Guard Base along the 
Main Channel, in Long Beach Harbor, and may occur in other locations in the harbors 
and along the coast.  In 2008, macroalgae surveys were conducted, but results from this 
study are not yet available. 

CSLC-14. The comment regarding the error in the Appendix number is appreciated.  The document 
has been corrected with the appropriate Appendix number. 

CSLC-15. The comment regarding updating the ballast water management section, including 
references to recent citations, is appreciated.  The document has been revised to include 
updated information on this topic. LAHD and USACE assume that existing and 
proposed regulations/requirements would apply to vessels in State Waters and would 
therefore apply to this proposed Project.

CSLC-16. The document has been revised to include clarification that standard noise analysis 
methodology was used to calculate estimated noise levels at the California least tern 
nesting site, which is located more than 2,400 feet from proposed Marine Terminal 
construction.  Based on standard noise attenuation assumptions over flat terrain, peak 
noise from on-land construction (i.e., excluding pile driving, which is discussed below) 
would be less than 65 A-weighted decibels [dB(A)] at the nesting site based on a standard 
noise attenuation analysis. The attenuation analysis is based on the typical noise level of a 
complement of construction equipment of 91 dB(A) at 50 feet (City of Los Angeles 
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2006), with noise attenuating by 6 dB per doubling of distance (which is the standard 
assumption for noise attenuation from a point source over flat terrain). This is within the 
range of existing noise at the nesting site: ambient existing noise (in year 2005) measured 
at the western edge of the nesting site averaged 50 dB(A) over 24 hours (based on 
measurements taken once every hour for 7 days), with the highest recording during the 
measurement period being 88 dB(A) (Navcon Engineering 2005b – see Appendix L.2 of 
the Draft SEIS/SEIR).

Peak noise levels from Project pile driving would range from 95 to 107 dB(A) at a 
distance of 50 ft (15 m) (City of Los Angeles 2006).  Using the maximum value for the 
proposed Project pile driving (largest steel piles), the maximum pile driving noise level at 
the western edge of the California least tern nesting site would be at most approximately 
74 dB, which is based on a value of 95 to 107 dB at 50 ft and attenuation of 6 dB per 
doubling of distance, due to attenuation of the sound by more than 33 decibels (dB) over 
the 2,400-ft (732-m) distance between the pile driving locations and the western edge of 
the nesting site.  Peak noise levels (ambient noise plus that from proposed Project 
construction) of up to 76 dB(A) would occur at the least tern nesting site during driving 
of large, steel pilings, depending on ambient noise levels.  The increase in noise at the 
nesting site would be less during driving of smaller, concrete piles.  Therefore, maximum 
(peak) noise levels during construction would be within the range of values measured at 
the site under existing conditions.   

The average noise level at the California least tern nesting site would likely be increased 
during pile driving, compared to the current ambient noise. (As noted above, 
measurements at the western edge of the nesting site taken once every hour for 7 days in 
2005 averaged 50 dB(A) over 24 hours, with the highest recording during the 
measurement period being 88 dB(A).) (Navcon Engineering 2005b – see Appendix L.2.)  
However, pile driving would not be a continuous operation, and noise levels would vary 
depending on type of piling (steel, concrete), piling size, daily schedule of construction 
activities, duration of pile driving, and pile driving method.  During days in which pile 
driving would occur, the average daytime noise level at the nesting site is estimated to be 
approximately 66 dB(A), but the nighttime level would not be changed compared to 
existing conditions (because no pile driving, nor any other construction, would occur 
during nighttime).  Although no thresholds exist for average noise level effects on the 
California least tern, the potential to disturb California least terns during pile driving 
activities would be low because this species is tolerant of a variety of very high average-
noise-level environments while nesting, including airfield operations, highway traffic, 
military operations (with helicopters), and construction activities (K. Keane, personal 
communication 2008b).   

Construction of container terminal facilities on both Pier 300 and Pier 400 has occurred 
adjacent to the nesting site while the California least terns were nesting with no observed 
adverse affects related to noise (K. Keane, personal communication 2008b).  In addition, 
piles were driven for the berths along the south side of Pier 300 at a distance of less than 
1,200 to 2,300 ft (701 m) from the nesting site (located on Pier 300 at that time).  No 
disturbance of nesting of the California least terns was observed during these events.   

CSLC-17. The document has been revised to clarify the distinction between the maximum 
(momentary peak) noise level at the least tern nesting site during pile driving, the average 
daytime noise level at the least tern nesting site during days on which pile driving occurs, 
and the average daytime noise level at the site during days on which pile driving does not 
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occur (i.e., due to the operation of on-land construction equipment at the marine 
terminal).  The maximum noise level at the least tern nesting site during pile driving 
could be as high as 76 dB(A) depending on ambient noise levels (this is a total noise 
level, including the contribution of the pile driving activity as well as ambient existing 
noise). The average daytime noise level at the least tern nesting site during days on which 
pile driving occurs is estimated to be 66 dB(A).  The average noise level during daytime 
construction activities other than pile driving would be less than 65 dB(A) at the nesting 
site.  All of these estimates are based on standard noise levels reported in the L.A. CEQA 
Thresholds Guide (City of Los Angeles 2006), standard noise attenuation procedures, and 
data on ambient existing noise at the least tern nesting site baseline data from 
measurements taken in 2005 (Navcon Engineering 2005b – see Appendix L.2 of the Draft 
SEIS/SEIR).

Although momentary peak noise levels may be up to 26 dB(A) higher than the existing 
average noise level, the peak noise level would not exceed maximum levels recorded at 
the site under existing conditions (reported in Appendix L.2 of the Draft SEIS/SEIR).  
The average daytime noise level during construction is estimated to increase to at most 66 
dB(A), or less on days when pile driving does not occur, compared to the existing 
average noise level of 50 dB(A). There would be no change in the nighttime noise level 
compared to existing conditions, because no construction would occur during nighttime.  
In addition, pile driving is not a continuous operation and peak noise levels would vary 
depending on type and size of pilings, daily schedule of construction activities, and pile 
driving methods.  Additional clarification is provided in response to comment CSLC-16.   

It should also be noted that a tern nesting site has been monitored in the harbor for nearly 
twenty years and none of the monitoring reports have ever indicated that pile driving in 
the harbor has had any effect on the least tern.  This included the construction of the Pier 
300 wharf when the nesting site was located adjacent to that activity.

CSLC-18. The document was revised to include additional information on distances from the Vagle 
(2003) study and additional references on effects of sound on fish (e.g., Hastings and 
Popper 2005).  Results from a study site in Canada indicated that driving closed-end steel 
piles 36 inches (91 cm) in diameter with a peak sound pressure approaching 150 kPa 
resulted in mortality of several species of fish “around the pile” (Vagle 2003).  Hastings 
and Popper (2005) reported no statistically significant mortality (i.e., no difference from 
control groups) for sound exposure levels (SELs) as high as 181 dB (re 1 Pa2-s) for 
surfperch and SELs as high as 182 dB (re 1 Pa2-s) for steelhead.  The comment is 
correct in stating that the document indicates potential adverse effects to fish and fish-
eating birds from pile driving.  The document notes that such effects would be temporary 
and limited to the period of construction.  It should also be noted that the area of 
influence of this fish behavior modification represents a very small proportion of the total 
area of the Harbor. 

CSLC-19. The document was revised to include additional information to support conclusions that 
no significant impacts to foraging species utilized by California least terns would occur. 
Least terns forage extensively at the Pier 300 Shallow Water Habitat that is over 1.5 mi 
(2.4 km) away (via water) from Berth 408.  Pier 400 lies between Berth 408 and that 
foraging area.  Due to this distance and the intervening landfill, impacts to forage fish 
used by least terns at the Pier 300 Shallow Water Habitat would not be expected. It 
should also be noted that Biological Opinions by and coordination with the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service prohibit pile driving within shallow water habitats (Cabrillo Shallow 
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Water Habitat, and Pier 300 Shallow Water Habitat) and that this is protective of the least 
tern foraging. 

CSLC-20. The document has been revised to include citations for the statements on page 3.3-34 of 
the Draft SEIS/SEIR. 

CSLC-21. Additional information (and scientific citations) was added to the document regarding 
relatively greater tolerance of western snowy plover to human disturbance compared to 
least terns.  In addition, an approximately 200-ft buffer zone is used for mechanized 
beach grooming when western snowy plovers are present on Santa Barbara City beaches.  
Based on that information, measures to protect the California least tern on Pier 400 would 
also protect western snowy plover individuals that might stop there during migration.  
Cabrillo Beach is located more than 1.5 mi from any construction activities associated 
with the proposed Project; therefore, western snowy plovers on that beach would not be 
affected by Project-related construction.  As noted, snowy plovers do not nest on Pier 400 
and are not common to the area.  In addition, Cabrillo Beach, where they also do not nest, 
is located over a mile from the project site. 

CSLC-22. The document has been revised to remove implication that impacts to burrowing owls 
would represent a benefit to another special status species.  

CSLC-23. The document has been revised to address the low potential for volatile chemicals 
associated with an accidental oil spill to adversely impact least terns at the nesting site.  
The only chemicals that would be stored (at least temporarily) at Tank Farm Site 1 would 
be crude oil and Marine Gas Oil (MGO).  Crude oil contains some volatile components 
with the amount varying by source of the crude oil.  MGO contains more volatile 
components than does most crude oil.  MGO would be stored in a 15,000-bbl tank at the 
far western side of Tank Farm Site 1 at a distance of 920 ft from the western edge of the 
California least tern nesting site.  The tank would be surrounded by a containment dike.  
The crude oil would be held in two 250,000-bbl tanks that are also surrounded by 
containment dikes.  The probability of an MGO or crude oil spill from the tanks is very 
low and, if such a spill were to occur, it would be contained with the dike around the tank 
and cleaned up immediately.  The probability for vapors from such a spill to adversely 
affect California least terns at the nesting site would be low based on mitigation measures 
to contain accidental spills and factors that would lower risk such as variable wind 
conditions and seasonal occurrence of least terns.

CSLC-24. No specific studies or data are available to support the 200-ft buffer distance.  However, 
as stated in the draft document the 200-ft distance has been recommended by the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service for other relevant projects in southern California (USACE and 
LAHD 1992).  During construction of Pier 300 where terns were found nesting outside 
the nesting site, the 200 feet provided adequate buffering for the completion of nesting.  
The document has been revised to include additional information regarding estimated 
average noise levels during construction, excluding pile driving, at distances  200 feet 
from the source compared to existing noise levels at the site.  Pile driving would occur at 
distances substantially farther away. Also see responses to comments CSLC-16 and 
CSLC-17.

CSLC-25. Please see response to CSLC-5. The frequency of monitoring would depend on time of 
year relevant to seasonal use of the site by least terns and type of construction activity.  
Monitoring would not be necessary outside the nesting season when least terns are not 
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present (September to April).  Least terns already are monitored three to six days (half the 
nesting site each day) a week during the nesting season as part of routine monitoring 
conducted at the port.  That frequency of monitoring should be sufficient during general 
construction activities because noise levels would not be substantially higher than 
existing conditions.  Monitoring may be conducted daily during pile driving depending 
on the nature and duration of that activity; the monitoring schedule during pile driving 
will be coordinated between the LAHD Environmental Management Division and the 
monitor.  Any observations of adverse impacts to least terns during construction (general, 
pile driving) would result in further protective actions, coordination with the USACE and 
USFWS, and possibly modification of the monitoring frequency. 

CSLC-26. Please see response to comment CSLC-25. 

CSLC-27. No systematically-collected data are available to establish a setback, since the response of 
nesting least tern to disturbances varies with respect to the type of disturbance.  For 
example, least tern nesting at Pier 300 when the container terminal there was under 
construction remained on nests when large dirt-hauling trucks were passing less than 100 
feet away (however, there was an elevation difference—the nesting site was 
approximately 20 feet higher than the construction area).  The Tank Farm 1 site is also 
separated by elevation from the western portion of the Los Angeles Harbor least tern 
nesting by a minimum of 10 feet, which provides some visual screening for least terns on 
nests, which are on the ground (K. Keane, pers. comm.).   

 In addition, least terns at the Los Angeles Harbor nesting site are somewhat acclimated to 
human disturbance as a result of monitoring for several years.  This is evidenced by the 
fact that in the past, and at other nesting sites, least terns protect their nests by defecating 
on the potential mammalian predator such as a least tern biologist.  However, over the 
past three years, least terns still dive at biologists when they are close to least tern nests, 
but least terns rarely defecate (Kathy Keane, pers. comm.). Nesting least terns are more 
easily disturbed by humans on foot than those in a vehicle; in fact, a vehicle has been 
used as a bird blind on many occasions, approaching slowly to within 10 feet of the bird 
at the nest (K. Keane, personal Communication 2008). 

 Least tern response to disturbance also varies from nesting site to nesting site, varies 
throughout the nesting season (it is typically highest during and following chick hatching 
to fledging), and varies with the frequency and intensity of predation, as well as with the 
type of species (avian predators in the nesting site always result in least tern departure 
from nests).  Least tern nesting sites experiencing high levels of predation are on the alert 
for predators and thus, it has been noted anecdotally, least terns that may remain on nests 
when biologists are 100 feet away may instead flush when the disturbance is 200 feet or 
more distant when the site has experienced a recent visit by an avian predator (K. Keane, 
personal Communication 2008). 

 However, one year when earth movement of the Pier 400 substrate (created from harbor 
dredging) was occurring near least tern nesting, one least tern nested outside the protected 
least tern nesting site in the area proposed for earth movement.  Keane Biological 
Consulting (KBC) fenced off the nest with a circumferential buffer of 100 feet from the 
nest.  The nest successfully hatched despite the nearly-daily occurrence of construction 
vehicles immediately outside the buffer area (K. Keane, personal Communication 2008).   
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 Thus, the biological monitor would work with the LAHD Environmental Management 
Division (EMD) and their least tern consultant, Port Inspector, and Construction Manager 
to ensure protection of the least terns while nesting.  As appropriate, the USACE and 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service would be consulted regarding a safe distance.

CSLC-28. Please see response to comment CSLC-24.  The USACE and LAHD are in the process of 
consulting with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service under Section 7 of the Endangered 
Species Act for the proposed Project.  A Biological Assessment has been prepared and 
submitted for their review.  The terms and conditions of the Biological Opinion, 
anticipated to be received from the by November 22, 2008, from that consultation process 
will be implemented by LAHD.  Again, the 200 feet was based on the experience and 
best professional judgment of the USFWS and has been shown to be effective in 
situations where nesting occurred outside of the designated nesting site. 

CSLC-29. Please see response to comment CSLC-27 above.  The document has been revised to 
clarify that the 100-foot setback is for areas of the site where no adjacent construction 
would occur.  No construction would occur along the east side and northeast corner of the 
California least tern nesting site.  A paved area is located adjacent to the northeast part of 
the nesting site and is separated from the nesting site by a chain link fence.  The east side 
of the nesting site has a dirt track used for access to prepare the site for least tern nesting 
prior to their arrival.  The 100-foot restriction is to keep workers that may be associated 
with use of the paved area for staging from disturbing the least terns. 

CSLC-30. Document has been revised to add the scientific name (Macrocystis pyrifera) for giant 
kelp. 

CSLC-31. The Year 2000 Baseline Survey (MEC and Associates 2002) did not measure the 
abundance and density of algal species but mapped the occurrence of kelp in the harbor 
and provided data on the presence of common algal species at representative sites.  The 
map of algal distribution in that report indicated no kelp along Pier 400 face “C”.  The 
document was revised to clarify that water depths of 81 feet below MLLW preclude 
establishment of kelp beds in the area where the crude oil unloading platform, mooring 
and breasting dolphins, and dock would be installed.  Kelp could occur as a narrow fringe 
along the rip rap.  Macroalgae would be expected to colonize the proposed pile supported 
structures because the relatively narrow structures would provide minimal shade cover.

CSLC-32. No studies have been conducted specifically to record fish mortality or the lack thereof 
from pile driving in the Harbor.  However, despite the driving of thousands of piles in the 
Harbor the Environmental Division has never received any reports from any party, 
including the Port Police, in regard to such an occurrence.

CSLC-33. As described on page 3.3-47, lines 11-13, of the Draft SEIS/SEIR, the “small amount” of 
soft bottom invertebrate habitat lost in the footprint of the piles would be approximately 
0.04 acre.  This habitat would be replaced with hard substrate pile habitat that would be 
colonized by invertebrates corresponding to different species than those on soft bottom.  
In addition, approximately 0.09 acre of soft bottom would be covered with rock around 
the base of some of the large piles.  The 0.11 acre of habitat conversion associated with 
the fill (0.09 acre from rock, 0.02 acre from pilings centered within rock) represents 
substantially less than 0.01% of Outer Harbor soft bottom habitat. Also see response to 
comment USEPA-18. 
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CSLC-34. The comment is noted.  See also the response to comment CSLC-51. 

CSLC-35. The document has been revised to clarify how much noise will be reduced by using the 
sound barrier.  In the revisions to the document, cross reference will be given for 
Appendix L, which provides the noise calculations with and without the noise barrier. 

CSLC-36. No specific measurements for expected night light levels are available for the site.  As 
stated in the document, night light levels at the project site would be consistent with local 
City of Los Angeles and LAHD requirements.  Most of the new lighting would be 
associated with the unloading platform, which would have a variety of lights, including 
an 80-foot tower with four to eight 400-watt fixtures.  Low-level lighting systems would 
be used on over-water structures and at the Tank Farm facility.  Light levels are relatively 
high due to the presence of security lights required by the Occupational Safety and Health 
Administration (OSHA) at the APL Container Terminal, which is adjacent to the 
proposed site under existing conditions.  Monitoring indicates that least terns have 
adapted to artificial lighting at Pier 400 without adverse effects on nesting success.  KBC 
monitored the behavior of least tern at night the beginning of the nesting season during 
the first year when the security lights were present.  At first, least tern groups night-
roosting were congregating at night at the southern end of the nesting site, furthest from 
the security lighting, and the first nests were observed here.  KBC expected to request the 
Port to work with APL about decreasing the number of lights near the nesting site (by 
turning of some of those lights at night during the least tern nesting season).  However, 
within a week, least terns were observed throughout the nesting site including within 10 
feet of the nesting site fence closest to the security lights, and each year subsequently, 
least tern nesting has occurred throughout the nesting site with no notable difference in 
nest density with respect to proximity of security lighting (K. Keane, personal 
Communication 2008).   

Proposed Project lighting along the eastern side of Tank Farm Site 1 would not result in a 
substantial increase in nighttime light levels at the least tern nesting site.  A small 
increase in light levels could extend a short distance into the least tern nesting site, 
primarily at the southwestern corner.  As stated in the document, light will be shielded 
and directed downward and/or away from the nesting site to minimize the potential for 
increase of ambient light levels at night.  With these measures, proposed lighting would 
be comparable or less than surrounding uses.   

CSLC-37. The document has been corrected to say “since all of proposed Project vessels are double 
hulled.” The title of Table 3.12-7 has also been corrected accordingly (Table 3.12-7 is 
based on the assumption of 100% double-hulled vessels, not “majority double hulled”).  
Also, note that Mitigation Measure RISK-2.1a specifies that only double hulled vessels 
may call at the terminal. Regarding the commenter’s suggestion to express probabilities 
of spills using alternative metrics, the Port and USACE respectfully disagree, and believe 
instead that expressing probabilities as “1 event every X years” provides a more intuitive 
measurement of probability for the average reader. 

CSLC-38. The paragraph referenced in the comment is about the western snowy plover, and it is 
assumed that the comment is meant to be for that species and not the California least tern.  
The document has been revised to include additional information regarding relatively 
greater tolerance of western snowy plovers to noise and activity disturbance than least 
terns. Western snowy plovers appear to be tolerant of human presence and noise and 
typically do not flush from resting spots on the beach when a person approaches much 
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closer than 200 feet (personal observations by SAIC biologists during surveys for this 
species on beaches of Santa Barbara).  However, a 200-foot buffer zone is generally used 
for mechanized beach grooming when western snowy plovers are present on Santa 
Barbara City beaches.  Based on that information, measures to protect the California least 
tern on Pier 400 would also protect western snowy plover that sometimes stop there 
during migration.  Cabrillo Beach is more than 1.5 mi (2.4 km) from any construction 
activities associated with the proposed Project and, due to the distance, western snowy 
plovers on that beach would not be affected by Project-related construction noise. Also 
see response to comment CSLC-21. 

Western snowy plovers forage on invertebrates on the beach up to the water’s edge. 
Individuals temporarily visiting the least tern nesting site during migration would not 
have access to the water’s edge since the least tern nesting site, or Pier 400, has no beach, 
only rock riprap (large boulders) on the water sides of the site. Thus, the individual 
snowy plovers at the nesting site would not be exposed to oil spilled into the water. A few 
western snowy plovers have been reported to use the Inner Cabrillo Beach during the 
winter (Draft SEIS/SEIR page 3.3-17); therefore, a few individuals could potentially be 
exposed to spilled oil at that location (approximately 1.5 miles from Pier 400) in the 
unlikely event of a project-related spill.  Because no nesting occurs in the Harbor, any 
effects of a project-related oil spill on individual snowy plovers would not result in 
adverse population-level effects.   

CSLC-39. Lighting effects associated with proposed operations are discussed for least terns on page 
3.3-50 of the Draft SEIS/SEIR.  The document has been revised to also include the 
impacts of night lighting under the CEQA Impact Determination subsection, as 
appropriate. Project lighting would have minimal effects on light levels in the least tern 
nesting site, due to shielding, height (less than 30 feet), and size of the lights, thereby 
resulting in less than significant impacts.   

The mitigation measure is provided to ensure that the light standards along the east side 
of Tank Farm Site 1 are no higher than 30 feet and that the lights are shielded to direct 
light away from the least tern nesting site.  These lights would be much smaller than the 
existing high mast lights (120 feet tall) at the APL container terminal just north of the 
nesting site. 

CSLC-40. Please see response to comment CSLC-39 regarding discussion of lighting impacts to 
California least terns in the CEQA Impact Determination subsection.  Specific 
observations of California least tern responses to nighttime lighting while nesting are not 
available, but monitoring of the least terns at the Pier 400 nesting site has not shown any 
apparent adverse effects on nesting (or nest distribution) relative to existing light levels at 
Pier 400.   

CSLC-41. All probabilities for oil spills were taken from Section 3.12, Risk of Upset/Hazardous 
Materials in the Draft SEIS/SEIR.  Please see response to comment CSLC-37. 

CSLC-42. The document has been revised to clarify that sanddabs live and feed on the bottom, do 
not rely on food from the upper water column, and would not be affected by an oil spill at 
the surface. 

CSLC-43. Please see response to comment CSLC-37. 
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CSLC-44. The document has been revised to clarify that no recent information is available on the 
quality of sandy beach habitat for invertebrates in the harbor.  Man-made rip rap 
shoreline supports over 50 species of invertebrates across upper and lower intertidal 
zones in the outer harbor based on results of the 2000 Baseline Biology Study (MEC and 
Associates 2002), which showed similar results as prior studies (e.g., MBC 1984, MEC 
1988).

CSLC-45. Potential risk of oil spill impact on birds is not the same as fish because birds encounter 
oil at surface from resting, feeding, or diving and penetrating the water surface.  In 
contrast, with the exception of floating fish eggs and larvae (ichthyoplankton), most 
fishes, including rockfishes (Sebastes) and scorpion fish (Scorpaena guttata) move and 
feed below the surface and near the bottom and would not be substantially affected by a 
surface oil spill.  In some cases, surface-oriented (pelagic) fishes could be affected by 
small oil spills, but are expected to be able to move away from any affected areas because 
they are highly mobile and usually transient throughout the harbor environments.  
Moreover, the probability of an oil spill is extremely low (see response to comment 
CSLC-41).

CSLC-46. The comment is acknowledged and noted that although tankers are subject to ballast 
water management, the primary source of nonindigenous species (NIS) in the harbors is 
likely to have been from discharges of ballast water from cargo vessels using the San 
Pedro Bay Ports. Please see Section 3.3.4.3.1.2 (Operational Impacts Bio-4.2 Invasive 
Species) of the Draft SEIS/SEIR which discusses that, although of low probability, 
operation of the proposed Project facilities has the potential to result in the introduction 
of NIS via vessel hulls or ballast water.  The document has been revised to include that 
this risk remains despite vector management regulations.  Also see response to comment 
CSLC-51.

CSLC-47. The document has been revised to use consistent terminology with respect to non 
indigenous species (NIS).  The document has also been revised to include appropriate 
geographical range of the Pacific Coast Region (PCR) relevant to management of ballast 
water. The PCR consists of the Cooks Inlet, Alaska to about three-fourths of the way 
down the Baja Peninsula. The document has been modified to include additional 
examples of species of concern with the potential to be introduced via ballast water and 
fouling.

CSLC-48. The document discusses the very low risk for spills from pipelines on page 3.3-52 of the 
Draft SEIS/SEIR.  The document was revised to include the rationale for the low 
probability in the discussion under the CEQA Impact Determination.  The only 
substances containing volatile chemicals that would be stored (at least temporarily) at 
Tank Farm Site 1 would be crude oil and Marine Gas Oil (MGO).  MGO would be stored 
in a 15,000-bbl tank at the far western side of Tank Farm Site 1 at a distance of 920 ft 
(280 m) from the western edge of the California least tern nesting site, and the tank 
would be surrounded by a containment dike.  Crude oil would be held in two 250,000-bbl 
tanks that are also surrounded by containment dikes.  The probability of an MGO or 
crude oil spill from the tanks is very low and, if such a spill were to occur, it would be 
contained with the dike around the tank and cleaned up immediately.  The probability for 
vapor emissions from such a spill to adversely affect California least terns at the nesting 
site would be low.  This conclusion is based on mitigation measures to contain accidental 
spills and environmental factors that would lower risk, such as rapid dispersion of 
emissions due to typical wind conditions at the exposed site, as well as the seasonal 
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occurrence of least terns. Response to oil spills are summarized in Impact BIO-1.2 and 
detailed in Section 3.12 of the Draft SEIS/SEIR. 

CSLC-49. As discussed in the Draft SEIS/SEIR, the proposed Project is expected to increase the 
number of vessels entering Los Angeles Harbor by nearly 7 percent compared to the 
number of vessels that entered the Harbor during the CEQA Baseline year, which would 
result in a small increase in the potential for non-native invasive species (NIS) to enter 
the Port via ballast water or attached to ship hulls.  The Port does not believe it is feasible 
to conduct surveys over the harbor area that would allow for early detection of NIS 
organisms.  In addition, with the exception of Caulerpa, we are unaware of any NIS that 
has been successfully eradicated once it has arrived in an ecosystem.   

CSLC-50. The statements on page 3.3-84 of the Draft SEIS/SEIR, lines 8 and 14, have been 
changed to say that the number of vessel calls to Los Angeles-Long Beach Harbor would 
increase.  See response to comment CSLC-47 regarding revision of the definition of the 
Pacific Coast Region definition.  The document has been revised to clarify that qualifying 
voyages (QV) are those for vessels of greater than 300 gross registered tons (Falkner et 
al. 2007). 

CSLC-51. Project-related vessels would all be large, would come primarily from outside the U.S. 
Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ), and would be subject to regulations to minimize the 
introduction of non-native species in ballast water. Increasing the number of vessel calls 
to the Los Angeles Harbor by nearly 7 percent of the total number of vessel calls to the 
Harbor that occurred in the CEQA Baseline year would result in a small increase under 
CEQA in the potential for discharge of ballast water containing non-native invasive 
species (NIS).  This is because the vessels would generally be unloading cargo and 
consequently taking on ballast water to compensate when leaving the Harbor.  The 
number of project-related vessel calls would be less than under the NEPA baseline 
condition, and, thus, would reduce the potential for introduction of NIS. LAHD will also 
continue to monitor and conform with regulatory requirements related to NIS. 

CSLC-52. The oil spill analysis focused on an evaluation of oil spill detection and response. The 
analysis also evaluated oil spills from ships, pipelines and crude oil storage tanks. While 
in port and offloading, a boom system will be deployed around the ship, thus making the 
response time a moot point. Before the start of cargo discharge operations, the vessel 
would be completely encircled by a spill containment boom. Spills from ships will be 
immediately contained. Unloading activities will be monitored using an automated 
Supervisory Control and Data Acquisition (SCADA) system which will monitor process 
parameters (e.g., oil flow, pipeline pressure, line balance, etc.) and shut down the pipeline 
if unexpected deviations in pipeline operating conditions are encountered. Thus, the 
system is effective in detecting oil spills regardless of the time of day. In addition, the 
marine terminal will be well lit and all activities monitored by facility operators, which 
can also aid in oil spill detection. If oil should be observed on the water within the vessel 
containment boom, all operations would be stopped and the facility’s Oil Spill Response 
Plan (OSRP), which would have already been approved by the USCG, California 
Department of Fish and Game, and Office of Spill Prevention and Response (OSPR), as 
well as other federal and state agencies, would be activated. 

The commenter’s reference to a modeling scenario of only 42,000 barrels refers to the 
maximum onshore pipeline spill volume that was evaluated. For offshore spills, spill 
volumes that were assumed ranged up to the entire contents of the largest crude oil carrier 
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that would visit the terminal, or 2,500,000 bbl. Potential impacts associated this spill 
volume were considered significant, even will the implementation of all feasible 
mitigation.

Away from the marine terminal, all pipelines and storage tanks will be connected to the 
SCADA system and monitored continuously for process deviations, and will be 
automatically isolated in the event of a process deviation Based on pipeline SCADA 
system modeling, the maximum onshore pipeline spill would be on the order of 21,000 
barrels (Pipeline Segment 3 as shown in SEIS/SEIR Table 3.12-10), which is 
approximately half of the maximum spill volume that was modeled. Since the SCADA 
system is not dependent on visual observation, the assumed spill detection time of five 
minutes would remain the same, regardless of time of day or visibility conditions. 

Spills from the storage tanks would be contained by the secondary storage dikes and pose 
a minimal threat to the environment. A majority of the pipeline route is located a 
sufficient distance from water bodies and/or protected by intervening structures to 
prevent the flow of oil into the water. 

As noted in Chapter 2 of the Draft SEIS/SEIR, the Berth 408 Terminal will include an 
Oil Spill Containment System, which will include a spill boom launch boat, spill boom 
reels, remote spill recovery boom storage and launch facilities, and concrete-curbed 
platforms and equipment foundations. The facility is currently designed to accommodate 
4,000 feet (1,219 m) of spill boom storage at the Berth 408 Terminal. 

The Berth 408 Terminal would also be part of the Marine Spill Response Corporation 
(MSRC) cooperative which has large oil spill response assets distributed throughout San 
Pedro Bay, as shown in Table 3.12-3 of the Draft SEIS/SEIR. Currently, MSRC 
maintains 94,452 feet (28,789 m) of oil spill containment booms in San Pedro Bay. 
MSRC also maintains a wide array of response vessels and skimmers. 

In the event that an oil spill were to occur and elude detection and initial spill response 
capabilities, the most sensitive marine habitat, the Cabrillo Shallow Water Habitat, is 
located approximately 1,900 feet (580 m) from the Berth 408 Terminal. Onshore, the Pier 
400 least tern Habitat is located approximately 2,400 feet (730 m) from the terminal. As 
noted in the SEIS/SEIR, oil spill impacts to these habitat areas would be considered 
significant.

CSLC-53. Mitigation measure 4E-3 specifically addressed vessels and barges that were involved in 
channel deepening during the Deep Draft Program and was intended to mitigate the 
impacts of channel deepening, not of barges per se. All work involving channel 
deepening, especially those activities near the Port entrance, have been completed and the 
proposed Project would not require any additional dredging or channel deepening. 
Therefore, mitigation measure 4E-3 is not applicable to the proposed Project. 

CSLC-54. The CEQA baseline for the proposed Project is 2004. More recent statistics related to 
vessel movement were included in Table 3.9-1 on Page 3.9-4 of the Draft SEIS/SEIR. 

CSLC-55. All statements in this paragraph are from the reference that was noted twice in the 
paragraph (LAHD 2004b). This information is updated annually by the Port, thus the 
most current reference would be (LAHD 2008) which was available at 
http://www.portoflosangeles.org/factsfigures_Portataglance.htm at the time the 
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SEIS/SEIR was published. This information is currently available in several locations on 
the Port’s website at http://www.portoflosangeles.org/. 

CSLC-56. While there is quite a bit of inter-annual variability in vessel calls to the Port, a long-term 
trend analysis shows that overall port calls are decreasing. A simple linear regression of 
port calls from 1997 through 2007 clearly identifies a slight decreasing trend in the 
number of port calls per year as shown below. 

Regarding the issue of increasing cargo volume and increases in the number of TEUs per 
ship, the Port has evaluated current and future trends in cargo movement for San Pedro 
Bay (Mercer Transportation Group 2005). In this study, the historical and future trends 
clearly show an increase in TEU volume, with an accompanying decrease in cargo ship 
port calls. 

A 2007 study conducted by the Port found that: “The average number of TEUs (twenty-
foot equivalent units) per ship increased from 3,272 in 2001 to 5,260 in 2005, which 
reflects the 44-percent increase in container volume (a 61-percent increase in TEU 
densification per ship call), while overall containership calls fell from 1,584 in 2001 to 
1,423 in 2005.” The text on Page 3.9-4, line 41 should have stated 1,423 container ships 
instead of 2,341 for 2005. This value will be corrected to avoid any future confusion. 

Sources:

Mercer Transportation Group, 2005. “Forecast of Container Vessel Specifications and 
Port Calls within San Pedro Bay” (prepared for the Ports of Los Angeles and Long 
Beach). Available at: http://www.portoflosangeles.org/DOC/REPORT_SPB_Vessel_
Forecast.pdf.

Port of Los Angeles, 2007. Port of Los Angeles Inventory of Air Emissions 2005. 
Prepared by Starcrest Consulting Group, LLC. Available at: Error! Hyperlink reference 
not valid..
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CSLC-57. Correct. Additional information on vessel accidents was added during the course of 
SEIS/SEIR preparation as it became available. The text has been corrected. 

CSLC-58. The Marine Exchange of Southern California monitors vessel traffic within the San Pedro 
Bay ports. Vessel Traffic Service (VTS) Los Angeles-Long Beach (LA/LB) is jointly 
operated by the Coast Guard and Marine Exchange of Southern California. The primary 
purpose of the VTS is to provide a clear, concise, real-time picture of vessel traffic 
movements. The VTS provides real time ship locations from within a 25 mile radius area 
of responsibility right to berth. The VTS was augmented with an Automatic Identification 
System (AIS) in January 2004, which is a vessel- and shore-based “transponder” system 
originally invented to aid ocean going vessels in collision avoidance. A vessel outfitted 
with AIS will automatically and continuously transmit and receive critical static and 
dynamic data such as: vessel name, call sign, position, course, and speed via two 
internationally designated VHF frequencies. This vessel-specific data is processed both 
onboard and onshore to give a navigator, VTS operator, or coastal authority, real time 
information on surrounding vessel movements and to raise an alarm when a collision or 
allision is predicted or a security parameter is breached. Since the AIS upgrade to the 
VTS, the allision rate has decreased substantially as shown below.  

Recent allisions in the Port would not have been prevented by an Allision Avoidance 
System (AAS). All allisions involving commercial vessels resulted from either equipment 
failure, an allision during docking or an allision with an overhead structure in the back 
channel area of the Port. In no cases did an allision result during normal vessel transit in 
the absence of mechanical failure or in an area where minor allusions would be expected 
to occur during docking. In addition, all crude oil tankers would already be equipped with 
Automatic Position and Collision Avoidance Systems. Because AAS would be 
ineffective at avoiding Project-related impacts that would not already be prevented by the 
AIS upgrade to the VTS and existing onboard Collision Avoidance Systems, there is no 
basis under CEQA to require an AAS for the proposed Project. 
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CSLC-59. “This” refers to the percent increase in vessel port calls for the Project worst-case 
increase in port calls (201 per year) for the period 2025 through 2040. Clarifying text has 
been added to the SEIS/SEIR. 

CSLC-60. Table 4E-1 in the Deep Draft Improvements FEIS/FEIR indicates that there were 3,332 
vessel calls at the Port of Los Angeles in 1990 (the data were published in 1991). This is 
far in excess of the 2,715 vessel calls during the SEIS/SEIR CEQA baseline year. 

CSLC-61. The values in the SEIS/SEIR are correct. In 2010 it is projected that there would be a 
Project-related increase in vessel traffic of 129 port calls per year, or 11 per month. In 
2025-2040 it is projected that there would be a Project-related increase in vessel traffic of 
201 port calls per year, or 17 per month. All monthly vessel port calls were rounded to 
the nearest whole number.  

As noted in the response to comment CSLC-56, the Port is experiencing a downward 
trend in vessel calls, with the downward trend expected to accelerate when the next 
generation of larger cargo ships begin calling on the port. The current trend has been 
characterized as follows: “The average number of TEUs (twenty-foot equivalent units) 
per ship increased from 3,272 in 2001 to 5,260 in 2005, which reflects the 44-percent 
increase in container volume (a 61-percent increase in TEU densification per ship call), 
while overall containership calls fell from 1,584 in 2001 to 1,423 in 2005.” This 
translates to a 10% reduction in containership calls and nearly a 61% increase in the 
number of TEUs moved per ship call. Since container ships represent the largest fraction 
of port calls, and newer container ships in the 10,000 to 18,000 TEU range and beginning 
service, it is highly probable that the decreasing trend in port calls will continue in the 
future.

CSLC-62. There are other data available on marine vessel accident statistics, but are generally of 
little to no use for the evaluation of the proposed Project. For example, the Marine 
Accident Investigation Branch (MAIB) in Hong Kong keeps detailed statistics on vessel 
accidents in their jurisdiction; however, this would be too site-specific for use in 
evaluating accident frequencies for the proposed Project. Similar to the analysis done for 
San Pedro Bay, all major commercial ports in the U.S. keep detailed information that can 
be used to estimate vessel accident frequency; however, this information would not be 
directly applicable to conditions in San Pedro Bay and would not contribute to a 
meaningful evaluation of the proposed Project. 

The studies that are presented in SEIS/SEIR Table 3.9-3 provide a broad overview of 
marine accident statistics in the U.S. However, given the large variance in conditions that 
can lead to a marine vessel accident, the use of site-specific accident rates for San Pedro 
Bay clearly yields the most meaningful methodology for evaluating potential impacts 
associated with the proposed Project. 

CSLC-63. Regarding the commenter’s assertion about the lack of data to support conclusions, the 
document has been revised to expand the discussion of impacts to water quality from 
vessel operations and to address impacts from invasive species and copper leaching from 
hull paints, as well as other vessel discharges covered by the Vessel General Permit.  
Regarding the mitigation measure, MM 4B-1 came from the Deep Draft Final EIS/EIR 
and therefore is required for this Supplemental EIS/Subsequent EIR (all MMs from the 
Deep Draft are required unless no longer applicable). The Port and USACE identified all 
feasible mitigation measures to reduce significant impacts on water quality, including 4B-
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1 as well as MM WQ-1.2 (see Draft SEIS/SEIR Section 3.14). Also, note that the Port did 
not quantify the benefit of petitioning the state according to MM 4B-1, and the significant 
water quality impact identified in the Draft SEIS/SEIR is also identified as unavoidable 
(i.e., significant after application of all feasible mitigation measures).  The statement “No 
mitigation measures to reduce or avoid impacts were identified” in line 7 of Draft 
SEIS/SEIR page 3.14-77 has been deleted. 

CSLC-64. The document has been revised per the comment. 

CSLC-65. The following table summarizes results from statistical analyses of selected water quality 
data at a location near the proposed Project site (Monitoring Station LA-03) from 2000 to 
2004.  (The Port collects water quality data from multiple sampling locations; the data 
presented below are from the sampling location closest to the proposed Project site.)  As 
the table illustrates, there are no consistent trends during the period from 2000 to 2004. 

Water
Quality
Parameter 

Depth
Strata

Coefficient of 
Determination 

(R2)
Probability

(p)

Slope of 
Regression

Fit
Numbers of 
Samples (n) 

Temperature 
Surface 0.002 0.66 -1.6 x 10-9 81 

Bottom 0.008 0.44 -2.8 x 10-9 81 

Dissolved
Oxygen 

Surface 0.003 0.63 6.9 x 10-9 82 

Bottom 0.05 0.037* 2.8 x 10-9 82 

Transparency Surface 0.03 0.11 6.9 x 10-9 82 
* statistically significant at p < 0.05. 
Source: Port of Los Angeles Monthly Water Quality Monitoring Database. 

CSLC-66. The document has been revised to include invasive species as a potential contaminant; 
however, this is discussed in greater detail in the biological resources section (see 
responses to comments CSLC-15 and CSLC-46). 

CSLC-67. The document has been revised to include a table showing results from the Enhanced 
Water Quality Monitoring Program, along with a figure showing sampling locations. 

CSLC-68. The document has been revised to include a discussion of the AFS Convention. 

CSLC-69. The document has been revised to include a discussion of the Vessel General Permit. 
Please see response to comment CSLC-63. 

CSLC-70. Comment is unclear; the referenced lines address measures expected to be contained in a 
construction SWPPP.  Standard Port procedures and BMPs for cleaning up chemical 
spills are listed in Section 3.14.4.3 of the Draft SEIS/SEIR (lines 34-41).  No change 
required.

CSLC-71. As discussed in Draft SEIS/SEIR Sections 3.14.4.3.1.1 and 3.14.4.3.1.2, stormwater 
runoff during construction and operational phases of the proposed project would be 
regulated by stormwater discharge permits that control releases of contaminants to the 
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harbor, thereby reducing any potential impacts to harbor species. The permits would also 
require routine monitoring to confirm that the discharges meet specific water quality 
limits and do not impact biological resources. No change required. 

CSLC-72. Please see response to comment CSLC-69. 

CSLC-73. As discussed in Section 3.14.4.3 of the Draft SEIS/SEIR, data to evaluate the effects of 
illegal vessel discharges on water quality do not exist.  The statement that “There is no 
evidence that illegal discharges from ships presently are causing widespread [water 
quality] problems in the Harbor” is inferred from visual observations and interpretations 
of findings from port-wide monitoring programs.  No change to the document is required. 

CSLC-74. The document has been revised to include information from the National Mussel Watch 
Program (O’Connor, T.P. and G.G. Lauenstein, 2006.  Trends in chemical concentrations 
in mussels and oysters along the US coast: Update to 2003.  Marine Environmental 
Research 62:261-285) to address this comment. Based on results from the National 
Mussel Watch Program (O’Connor and Lauenstein 2006), contaminant levels in the 
Harbor have generally improved, as indicated by trends of decreasing concentrations of 
several metals (cadmium, selenium, mercury, and zinc) and TBT in sentinel mussels over 
the period from 1986 to 2003.  These improvements occurred despite an overall increase 
in ship traffic.  Thus, while it is reasonable to assume that increases in the frequency of 
illegal discharges would be proportional to the change in numbers of ship visits, there is 
no evidence to support this relationship. 

CSLC-75. The document has been revised to include discussions of the Vessel General Permit and 
implications for ballast water discharges. Please see response to comment CSLC-63. 

CSLC-76. As discussed in Draft SEIS/SEIR, Section 3.14.4.3, stormwater runoff during operational 
phases of the proposed project would be regulated by stormwater discharge permits that 
control releases of contaminants to the harbor. The permit would also require routine 
monitoring to confirm that the discharges meet specific water quality limits and do not 
impact biological resources. No change required. 

CSLC-77. Empirical data demonstrating that vessel traffic at Berth 408 would not increase copper 
concentrations to levels above the criterion do not exist.  The conclusions are based on 
best professional judgment.  The document has been revised to indicate that hull leachate 
will be covered under the Vessel General Permit, and compliance with permit conditions 
is expected to “…result in discharges that are controlled as necessary to meet applicable 
water quality standards”  (USEPA 2008.  U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 2008 
Proposed Issuance of National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System [NPDES] for 
Discharges Incidental to the Normal Operation of Commercial and Large Recreational 
Vessels Fact Sheet). 

CSLC-78. Please see response to comment CSLC-63. 

CSLC-79. The document (Section 3.14.3.1) has been revised to include a discussion of the Vessel 
General Permit that addresses 28 categories of vessel discharge types including hull 
leachate and underwater husbandry. 

CSLC-80. Please see response to comment CSLC-73.  No change required. 
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CSLC-81. The document (Section 3.14.3.1) has been revised to include a discussion of the Vessel 
General Permit (VGP) that addresses 28 categories of vessel discharge types including 
hull leachate and underwater husbandry.  The section referenced in the comment has been 
updated to include a discussion of the VGP and implications for project-related impacts 
to water quality. 

CSLC-82. Please see response to comment CSLC-69.   

CSLC-83. Please see response to comment CSLC-63.   

CSLC-84. The document has been revised to include additional information in the cumulative 
impacts section on potential effects of underwater noise on fish species. Please see 
response to comment CSLC-18. 

CSLC-85. The document has been revised to include additional information relative to risk of NIS 
introductions.  Relevant reports such as the 2000 Baseline Study (MEC and Associates 
2002) provide substantial information on biological communities and species 
assemblages, including relative occurrence of exotic species.  The document has been 
revised to include a broader discussion of NIS based on the best and fullest available 
biological data within the Ports. 

CSLC-86. Baseline water quality in the proposed Project area (Outer Harbor) has not been 
determined to be impaired by chemicals from vessel hull paints, but other areas in the 
Harbor are affected (see Section 3.14 of the Draft SEIS/SEIR).  As described on page 4-
132 of the Draft SEIS/SEIR, contaminant leaching from hull paints would not cause 
water quality standards to be exceeded at Berth 408, but dispersion by currents of 
contaminants from Berth 408 could exacerbate water quality conditions in other portions 
of the Harbor as a part of cumulative impacts.  This is a very conservative estimate of 
cumulative impacts, and in the most likely case chemicals leached from vessel hulls at 
Berth 408 (e.g., copper) would not increase the concentration in the water at the impaired 
water locations.  Additional water quality data have been added to this section showing 
the concentration of toxic chemicals that could come from vessel hull paints did not 
exceed the Criteria Maximum Concentration (CMC) level at any of the 27 locations 
sampled within the Los Angeles Harbor from May 2005 through March 2006, but copper 
(one location on one date) and tributyltin (four locations on three dates but only one or 
two locations per date) equaled or exceeded the Criteria Continuous Concentration 
(CCC). 

CSLC-87. The document has been revised to acknowledge that increases in vessel traffic could 
contribute to increases in incidental vessel discharges and cumulative impacts to water 
quality.  Incidental vessel discharges will be covered under the Vessel General Permit, 
and compliance with permit conditions is expected to “…result in discharges that are 
controlled as necessary to meet applicable water quality standards”  (USEPA 2008.  U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency 2008 Proposed Issuance of National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System [NPDES] for Discharges Incidental to the Normal 
Operation of Commercial and Large Recreational Vessels Fact Sheet).  Regardless, 
because some portions of the Harbor are considered impaired, vessel-related discharges 
could contribute to significant cumulative impacts. 

CSLC-88. Please see response to comment CSLC-87.   
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CSLC-89. Please see response to comment CSLC-87.   

CSLC-90. Thank you again for your review of the Draft SEIS/SEIR. 
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California Energy Commission, August 14, 2008 

CEC-1. Thank you for your review of and comments on the Draft SEIS/SEIR. Responses to your 
specific comments about crude oil supply and demand, related forecasts, the outlook for 
crude oil imports, and the viability of using certain “spare” crude oil import capacity at 
existing marine oil terminals are provided in response to comments CEC-2 through CEC-
5 and CEC-7 through CEC-13 below. 

CEC-2. The Port and USACE appreciate the clarification. The text has been revised as suggested 
(note that the corrected text appears in Section 1.2.1.3 of the Final SEIS/SEIR).

CEC-3. The Port and USACE appreciate the clarification. The text has been revised as suggested 
(note that the corrected text appears in Section 1.2.1.3 of the Final SEIS/SEIR).

CEC-4. The Port and USACE appreciate the clarification. The text has been revised as suggested 
(note that the corrected text appears in Section 1.2.1.3 of the Final SEIS/SEIR).

CEC-5. The reference to Chapter 7 is correct in the Draft SEIS/SEIR; it refers to Draft 
SEIS/SEIR Chapter 7 (not Chapter 7 of an outside report). Regarding the reference to the 
CEC report, the Port and Corps appreciate the clarification and the text has been revised 
as suggested. (Note that the corrected citations appear in Section 1.2.1.3 of the Final 
SEIS/SEIR.)

CEC-6. The comment is acknowledged and appreciated.

CEC-7. The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. 

CEC-8. The discussion of the 21,000 barrel per day (bpd) capacity increase for which plans have 
already been announced is intended to provide supporting information for the estimated 
50,000 bpd increase in capacity assumed by Baker & O’Brien; the 21,000 bpd increase 
suggests that a 50,000 bpd capacity increase by 2012 is plausible. The text has been 
revised on this point. The commenter also questions how the 50,000 bpd increase differs 
from refinery capacity creep. The first sentence in the paragraph as written makes it clear 
that Baker & O’Brien (2007) expect the 50,000 bpd increase over and above the steady 
increase in refinery capacity known as refinery capacity creep. 

CEC-9. The Port and USACE appreciate the clarification. The text, table, and figure have been 
revised as suggested.

CEC-10. The comment is noted. The Port and USACE included the information about hybrid 
vehicle registrations to provide background information for readers who may be curious 
about how the rapid increase in hybrid vehicles has affected demand for gasoline. No 
revision is needed.

CEC-11. The comment is noted. Since these updated projections amount to a minor tightening of 
the range bounded by the CEC forecasts (a higher low bound, and a lower high bound), 
and since the environmental analysis of the proposed Project is based on a “reasonably 
foreseeable worst case” scenario that is in turn based on the Baker & O’Brien forecast 
rather than the CEC forecast, no revision to the document is needed.
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CEC-12. The comment is noted. The point of the discussion is not to dismiss or discredit CEC’s 
approach to predicting future refinery capacity creep rates, but rather to show that the rate 
of refinery capacity creep can vary widely from year to year and therefore the Baker & 
O’Brien projection, while higher than either the 3-year or 5-year running average, is 
plausible.

CEC-13. The comment is noted. Note that the throughput and vessel call projections used to 
analyze the environmental impacts of the No Project Alternative account for other 
constraints that would reduce throughput below the theoretical maximum level, as noted 
on pages D1-17 and D1-18 of the Draft SEIS/SEIR.
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Native American Heritage Commission, June 10, 2008 

NAHC-1. Thank you for your review of and comments on the Draft SEIS/SEIR. Responses to your 
specific comments are provided in NAHC-2 through NAHC-8 below. 

NAHC-2. As described in Section 3.4.2.5.1 of the Draft SEIS/SEIR, a records search was conducted 
at the South Central Coast Information Center (SCCIC), California Historical Resources 
Information System (CHRIS), California State University Fullerton. Based on historic 
research, previous survey projects, and the lack of recorded archaeological sites, it was 
determined that the probability for cultural resources located in the area of potential 
effects is low.  Therefore, no revisions to the Final SEIS/SEIR are required. 

NAHC-3. No additional archaeological investigations were required to assess the presence/absence 
of unknown archaeological resources because: the Project site was subject to a records 
search at the CHRIS, no recorded archaeological sites are recorded in the area, and the 
archaeological sensitivity or likelihood of encountering intact, potentially significant 
cultural resources is very low. Therefore, no revisions to the Final SEIS/SEIR are 
required.

NAHC-4. As described in Section 3.4.2 of the Draft SEIS/SEIR, the Native American Heritage 
Commission (NAHC) was contacted by letter on October 1, 2004, to request information 
about traditional cultural properties such as cemeteries and sacred places in the Project 
area.    The NAHC record search of the Sacred Lands File failed to indicate the presence 
of Native American cultural resources in the immediate Project area.    A letter dated 
November 3, 2004, was received from the NAHC containing a list of Native American 
tribes and individuals interested in consulting on development projects.    An attempt was 
made to contact each of these individuals/groups by phone in April 2008.  Of the contacts 
provided by NAHC in 2004, phone numbers were available for all but one group. 
LAHD/USACE spoke with two and left messages for an additional four (messages were 
not returned); the remaining phone numbers were disconnected or wrong numbers. Of 
those contacted, none provided information about traditional cultural properties in the 
proposed Project area. As part of the process of preparing the Final SEIS/SEIR, LAHD 
and USACE also mailed letters to all of the Native American tribes and individuals for 
which NAHC provided contact information in its comment letter on the Draft 
SEIS/SEIR, and followed up with phone calls. LAHD/USACE will continue to 
coordinate with the tribal contacts to ensure there is no conflict with traditional cultural 
properties as part of the proposed Project

NAHC-5. Consistent with this comment as described in Section 3.4.4.3 of the Draft SEIS/SEIR, 
mitigation measure MM CR-1a provides for a process for temporarily suspending 
construction in the event that a previously unknown archaeological resource is 
encountered. Therefore, no revisions to the Final SEIS/SEIR are required.

NAHC-6. As described in Section 3.4.4.3 of the Draft SEIS/SEIR, mitigation measure MM CR-1a 
states that “a treatment plan shall be developed in conjunction with the Native American 
Groups to establish the proper way of extracting and handling all artifacts in the event of 
an archaeological discovery”.  This mitigation measure was revised to say “handling all 
artifacts and/or human remains…” to clarify the intent of the statement.
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NAHC-7. Mitigation measure MM CR-1a was revised to outline the procedures specified in PRC 
Section 5097.98 in the unlikely event human remains are encountered during 
construction.

NAHC-8. Please see response to comment NAHC-1. There is little potential for encountering 
potentially significant archaeological resources during Project construction. Therefore, 
there is no nexus for redesigning the proposed Project design. Draft SEIS/SEIR 
Mitigation Measure CR-1a would reduce any unlikely impacts on potentially significant 
archaeological resources encountered during construction to less than significant. 

NAHC-9. Thank you again for your review of the Draft SEIS/SEIR. 
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Department of Toxic Substances Control, July 11, 2008 

DTSC-1. The comment is noted.

DTSC-2. Sections 3.7.2.3 and 3.7.4.3.1.1 of the Draft SEIS/SEIR summarize prior site uses, the 
known and potentially contaminated sites as a result of those prior site uses, as well as the 
results of site assessments and remediation activities on the Project sites.  Industrial 
Preliminary Remediation Goals have been included for most of the proposed Project sites 
to demonstrate the potential threat to human health or the environment.

DTSC-3. With respect to the findings of prior investigations, please see response to comment 
DTSC-2.  With respect to all work being conducted under a work plan, Mitigation 
Measure (MM) GW-1:  Site Remediation, indicates that unless otherwise authorized by 
the lead regulatory agency for any given site, the LAHD shall remediate all contaminated 
soils or contamination within the excavation zones on the Project site boundaries prior to 
or during subsurface construction activities.  Remediation shall occur in compliance with 
local, state, and federal regulations, as described in Section 3.7.3, and as directed by the 
Los Angeles Fire Department, DTSC, and/or LARWQCB.  Accordingly, a work plan 
would be required, as directed by the lead regulatory agency for the site.

DTSC-4. Please see response to comment DTSC-3.   

DTSC-5. Mitigation Measure GW-1 has been revised consistent with this comment as shown 
below:

Mitigation Measure (MM) GW-1:  Site Remediation.  Unless otherwise 
authorized by the lead regulatory agency for any given site, the LAHD shall 
remediate all contaminated soils or contamination within the excavation zones 
on the Project site boundaries prior to or during subsurface construction 
activities.  Remediation shall also include suspected or known contamination
within boundaries of the proposed Project that occurred as a result of leaks or 
spills on adjacent properties. Remediation shall occur in compliance with local, 
state, and federal regulations, as described in Section 3.7.3, and as directed by 
the Los Angeles Fire Department, DTSC, and/or LARWQCB.   

Soil remediation shall be completed such that contamination levels in subsurface 
excavations are below health screening levels established by OEHHA and/or 
applicable action levels established by the lead regulatory agency with 
jurisdiction over the site.  Only clean soil would be used as backfill.  Soil 
contamination waivers may be acceptable as a result of encapsulation (i.e., 
paving) in backland areas and/or risk-based soil assessments but would be 
subject to the discretion of the lead regulatory agency.   

Existing groundwater contamination throughout the proposed Project boundary 
shall continue to be monitored and remediated as encountered, simultaneous 
and/or subsequent to site development, and/or in accordance with direction 
provided by the LARWQCB. 
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Unless otherwise authorized by the lead regulatory agency for any given site, 
areas of excavation with soil contamination that shall be remediated prior to, or 
in conjunction with, Project construction. 

DTSC-6. No buildings, structures or asphalt or paved surfaces would be demolished as part of the 
proposed Project.

DTSC-7. Mitigation measure MM GW-2(a) includes a provision that excavated contaminated soil 
either be treated on-site or trucked off-site for disposal at a licensed facility approved for 
disposal of such waste.  MM GW-2(f) includes a provision that excavations shall be filled 
with structurally suitable fill material which contains contaminant concentrations (if any) 
that are within permissible limits, as directed by the Los Angeles Fire Department, 
DTSC, and/or LARWQCB.

DTSC-8. Please see response to comment DTSC-2 regarding Preliminary Remediation Goals.

DTSC-9. As noted on Page 3.12-28 and 3.12-29 of the Draft SEIS/SEIR, the proposed Project 
would be required to comply with California Health and Safety Code, Division 20, 
Chapter 6.5.  The text has been modified to note that compliance with California Code of 
Regulations Title 22, Division 4.5 would be required as part of compliance with the 
California Hazardous Waste Control Law.  It is anticipated that very few hazardous 
materials would be used on-site. Potentially hazardous materials and wastes would be 
limited to those which are typically used for maintenance activities only, such as 
cleaners, paints, coatings and various lubricants.  These materials would not be stored on 
site, but would be brought to the site on an as-needed basis by company maintenance 
personnel and removed after the maintenance work is completed. The petroleum in the 
tanks is not considered hazardous material/waste, as defined on Page 3.7-12 of the Draft 
SEIS/SEIR.

DTSC-10. The proposed Project is not anticipated to generate hazardous waste, nor store such waste 
onsite for more than 90 days, nor dispose of hazardous waste onsite. The proposed 
Project would handle large volumes of petroleum products, but these products would not 
be considered a hazardous waste.

DTSC-11. Please see the response to Comment DTSC-10.

DTSC-12. Please see the response to Comment DTSC-10.

DTSC-13. Mitigation measure MM GW-3(a), Contamination Contingency Plan, includes a 
provision that states that in the event that contaminated soil and/or groundwater is 
suspected, the LAHD’s Chief Harbor Engineer, Director of Environmental Management, 
and Risk Management’s Industrial Hygienist shall be notified and continued work shall 
require the approval of the Chief Harbor Engineer.

DTSC-14. Mitigation measures MM GW-1, -2, and -3 include provisions that remediation shall 
occur in compliance with local, state, and federal regulations, as described in Section 
3.7.3, and as directed by the Los Angeles Fire Department, DTSC, and/or LARWQCB.

DTSC-15. Thank you for the comment. The contact person, title, and e-mail address is in the cover 
letter sent with the Draft SEIS/SEIR, and is also on the Port’s website for the Draft 
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SEIS/SEIR. Also, note that the contact person, title, and postal mailing address are 
included in the text of the Draft SEIS/SEIR at the end of Chapter 1. 

DTSC-16. Thank you for your review of and comments on the Draft SEIS/SEIR. 
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