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John S. Gibson Truck & Chassis Parking Lot Project 1. Introduction

1. Introduction

This Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR, or Final EIR) has been prepared in conformance with the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Pub. Resources Code, Section 21000 et seq.; Cal. Code Regs.,
tit. 14, Section 15000 et seq. [CEQA Guidelines]) for the proposed John S. Gibson Truck & Chassis Parking
Lot Project (the proposed Project or Project).

According to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15132, a Final EIR shall consist of:

The Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR, or Draft EIR) or a revision of the Draft EIR;

Comments and recommendations received on the Draft EIR, either verbatim or in summary;

A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the Draft EIR;

The responses of the lead agency to significant environmental points raised in the review and consultation
process; and

5. Any other information added by the lead agency.

rowbn-

In accordance with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15132, this document contains responses to comments
raising environmental points received on the Draft EIR during the public review period, which began on
November 15, 2024, and ended on February 4, 2025. The Final EIR has been prepared for the independent
review and approval of the lead agency’s decision making body, the Board of the Los Angeles Harbor
Department. This document and the publicly circulated Draft EIR, including all appendices thereto, comprise
the Final EIR in accordance with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15132.

1.1 FORMAT OF THE FINAL EIR

The following chapters are contained within this document:
Chapter 1, Introduction. This chapter describes CEQA requirements and the contents of the Final EIR.

Chapter 2, Response to Comments. This chapter provides a list of agencies and organizations who
commented on the Draft EIR, as well as copies of their comment letters received during and following the
public review period, and individual responses to their comments.

Chapter 3, Revisions to the Draft EIR. This chapter contains revisions made to the Draft EIR as a result of
the comments received by agencies and organizations as described in Chapter 2, and/or errors and
omissions discovered following release of the Draft EIR for public review.

The Los Angeles Harbor Department has determined that none of this material constitutes “significant new
information” requiring recirculation of the Draft EIR, or any sections thereof, for further public review and
comment under State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. The additional material clarifies existing
information contained in the Draft EIR and does not present any new substantive information. None of this
new material indicates that the Project would result in a significant new environmental impact not previously
disclosed in the Draft EIR. Additionally, none of this material indicates that there would be a substantial
increase in the severity of a previously identified environmental impact that would not be mitigated, or that
there would be any of the other circumstances requiring recirculation described in Section 15088.5.

Chapter 4, Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting Program. This Final EIR also includes the Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP). CEQA requires lead agencies to “adopt a reporting or
monitoring program for the changes made to the project or conditions of project approval, adopted in order
to mitigate or avoid significant effects on the environment.” (Pub. Resources Code, Section 21081.6, subd.
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John S. Gibson Truck & Chassis Parking Lot Project 1. Introduction

(a)(1); see also, State CEQA Guidelines Section 15097). The MMRP was prepared based on the mitigation
measures included in this Final EIR and has been included as Chapter 4.

1.2 CEQA REQUIREMENTS REGARDING COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

State CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a) outlines parameters for submitting comments and reminds persons
and public agencies that the focus of review and comment of Draft EIRs should be “on the sufficiency of the
document in identifying and analyzing the possible impacts on the environment and ways in which the significant
effects of the project might be avoided or mitigated. Comments are most helpful when they suggest additional
specific alternatives or mitigation measures that would provide better ways to avoid or mitigate the significant
environmental effects. At the same time, reviewers should be aware that the adequacy of an EIR is determined
in terms of what is reasonably feasible ... CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every test or perform
all research, study, and experimentation recommended or demanded by commenters. When responding to
comments, lead agencies need only respond to significant environmental issues and do not need to provide all
information requested by reviewers, as long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is made in the EIR.”

State CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(c) further advises, “Reviewers should explain the basis for their
comments, and should submit data or references offering facts, reasonable assumptions based on facts, or expert
opinion supported by facts in support of the comments. Pursuant to Section 15064, an effect shall not be
considered significant in the absence of substantial evidence.”

Section 15204(d) also states, “Each responsible agency and trustee agency shall focus its comments on
environmental information germane to that agency’s statutory responsibility.” Section 15204(e) states, “This
section shall not be used to restrict the ability of reviewers to comment on the general adequacy of a document
or of the lead agency to reject comments not focused as recommended by this section.”

In accordance with Pub. Resources Code, Section 21092.5, copies of the written responses to public agencies
are being forwarded to those agencies at least 10 days prior to certification of the Final EIR, with copies of
this Final EIR document, which conforms to the legal standards established for response to comments on the
Draft EIR pursuant to CEQA. Pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15089(b), lead agencies may
provide an opportunity for review of the Final EIR by the public or by commenting agencies before a project
is approved but are not required to do so.

Los Angeles Harbor Department 1-2
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John S. Gibson Truck & Chassis Parking Lot Project 2.0 Response to Comments

2. Response to Comments

State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088 requires the Lead Agency, the Los Angeles Harbor Department
(LAHD), to evaluate comments on environmental issues received from public agencies, organizations,
companies, and individuals who reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) and prepare written
responses. This section includes copies of all written comment letters received on the Draft EIR and LAHD’s
responses to the comment letters. Copies of the comment letters and responses to the comment letters will be
provided to Lead Agency decisionmakers as part of the Final EIR. Comment letters and specific comments
are numbered for reference purposes which correspond to the Lead Agency’s response. A summary of each
numbered comment in the commenter’s letter precedes the Lead Agency’s response.

PUBLIC COMMENTS

The following is a list of public agencies, organizations, and individuals or interested parties that submitted
comments on the Draft EIR during the public review and comment period which extended from November
15, 2024 through February 4, 2025. All comment letters received on the Draft EIR and responses to those
comments are provided on the following pages.

Table 2-1: Commenters on the Draft EIR

Letter Number Agency/Organization/Name Date Received

Agencies (A)

Al Los Angeles Unified School District January 7, 2025
A2 California Department of Transportation January 10, 2025
A3 South Coast Air Quality Management District January 10, 2025
A4 City of Los Angeles — Council District 15 January 31, 2025
A5 California Coastal Commission February 4, 2025

Organizations (O)

o1 Wilmington Neighborhood Council January 28, 2025

02 National Association for the Advancement of Colored February 3, 2025
People

o3 Northwest San Pedro Neighborhood Council February 10, 2025

Individuals (I)

Dianne Flowers

February 4, 2024

12 Pat Nave February 4, 2024

13 Janet Schaaf-Gunter February 4, 2024

14 Various Residents February 4, 2024
PUBLIC MEETING ON DRAFT EIR

The LAHD held a publicly noticed meeting on December 11, 2024 at 4:00 pm via Zoom. The meeting was
conducted in English and Spanish. One member of the public attended the virtual meeting, and no questions

or comments were provided. English and Spanish transcripts from the meeting can be found in Appendix C
to this Final EIR.
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Letter Al: Los Angeles Unified School District (5 pages)

Los Angeles Unified School District

Office of Environmental Health and Safety

ALBERTO M., CARVALHO CARLOS A. TORRES
Superintendent Director, Environmental, Health and Sefety

JENNIFER FLORES
Depuity Director, Ervirormental Health and Safety

January 7, 2025

Lisa Wunder

Acting Director of Environmental Management

Port of Los Angeles Environmental Management Division
Los Angeles Harbor Department

425 South Palos Verdes Street

San Pedro, CA 90731

PROJECT LOCATION:_1599 John S. Gibson Boulevard
PROJECT: John S. Gibson Truck and Chassis Parking Lot Project DEIR (SCH NO.
2023100743)

Presented below are comments submitted on behalf of the Los Angeles Unified School District (LA Unified
or District) regarding the John S. Gibson Truck and Chassis Parking Lot Project. The District is concerned
about the potential negative impacts of the project on our students, staff, and parents and guardians of
students attending the following schools close to the project site. The Project’s study area includes more
than 30 District sites and schools located in the cities of Los Angeles, Carson, and unincorporated Los
Angeles County. District school sites less than a mile from the Project site include:

William J. Johnston Community Day School, 2210 Taper Avenue, San Pedro, Calif.
Taper Elementary School (701 K-5 students), 1824 Taper Avenue, San Pedro, Calif. ALl
Park Western Elementary School (529 K-5 students), 1214 Park Western Place, San Pedro, Calif.
Harbor Occupational Center, 740 N. Pacific Avenue, San Pedro, Calif.

Barton Hill Elementary School (353 K-5 students), 423 N. Pacific Avenue, San Pedro, Calif.
Hawaiian Elementary School (509 K-5 students), 540 Hawaiian Avenue, Wilmington, Calif.

Based on the extent/location of the proposed development, it is our opinion that significant environmental
impacts on the surrounding community may occur. Since the project may have an environmental impact on
LAUSD schools, recommended measures and conditions designed to help reduce or eliminate potential
impacts are included in this response.

The Proposed Project would grade and install a Portland concrete cement (PCC)-paved parking lot on
approximately 405,602 square feet within a 18.63-acre (811,741 square feet) site. Within the parking lot,
striping would be added for 393 stalls, cach approximately 11 feet wide by 40 feet long. The Proposed
Project is anticipated to be used for short-term parking, as chassis and containers are not anticipated to be
parked on site for longer than 24 hours. The Proposed Project would result in approximately 1,794 one-
way truck trips per day, approximately 4 one-way delivery/vendor trips per day, and approximately 10 Al.2
passenger vehicle trips per day. The parking lot is intended to support ship offloading and loading activities :
occurring at POLA container yards. An approximately 50-square-foot building with restrooms would be
provided on site for employees and truck drivers. The Proposed Project would be accessed from an all-
access, signalized 40-foot to 60-foot-wide driveway along John S. Gibson Boulevard. In addition, a
prefabricated guard booth and approximately 50-square-foot restroom on slab-on-grade foundations would
be installed for use by truck drivers and Proposed Project employees. Retaining wall structures would be

333 South Beaudry Avenue, 21 Floor, Los Angeles, CA 90017 » Telephone (213) 241-3199 « Fax (213) 241-6816

Onr Mission: To ensure a safe and heaithy environment for students to learn, teachers to teach, and employees to work.
Our Vision: To eliminate all environmental health end safety risks at schools.
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John S. Gibson Truck & Chassis Parking Lot Project 2.0 Response to Comments

installed on site, which would include six mechanically stabilized earth (MSE) retaining walls up to
approximately 30 feet in height. Proposed Project construction would last approximately eight months and
includes removal and relocation of existing on-site cell phone towers, site preparation (including installation
of cisterns), grading, paving and installation of slab foundations, charging infrastructure, signage, and
striping. Project construction, including grading, is anticipated to require approximately 3,433 cubic yards
of soil import. Al1.2
Cont,
The District requests that our schools be recognized as sensitive receptors and that the analysis in the EIR
specifically addresses potential impacts to our school communities. Specific arcas of concern where the
Project’s construction and operation would have a significant effect on District’s sites include Air Quality,
Hazards, Noise, and Transportation/Traffic (including pedestrian safety). Based on the extent/location of
the proposed development, it is our opinion that environmental impacts on the surrounding area will likely
oceur. Since the project may have an environmental impact to students and residents recommended
measures designed to help reduce or eliminate potential impacts are included in this response.

Work with LA Unified

Project proponents must coordinate any construction activities with LA Unified to ensure safety of students
and their families and mimimize disruptions to school activities and access to campus. Effective strategies
of avoiding significant impacts on school operations include:

¢ Completing construction activities such as demolition and excavation when the schools are not in
session (summer and winter breaks, holidays, weekends, and after hours). Al1.3

¢ Including school and District representatives to review construction management plans,
construction outreach plans, and participation in weekly construction meetings.

e Obtaming prior authorization from the District for any casements and project activitics on or
surrounding District properties.

¢ Working with the District in identifying appropriate construction mitigation programs.

Air Qualit

District students and school staff should be considered sensitive receptors to air pollution impacts. To
ensure that effective measures are applied to further reduce construction air pollutant impacts, the District
asks that the Agency incorporate into the project’s conditions or mitigation measures the following

language:

¢ Implement all applicable provisions of Rule 403 for fugitive dust control during construction of the
Project.

e Utilize low emission “clean diesel” equipment with new or modified engines manufactured to meet
Tier 4 specifications or retrofitted to comply with CARB’s verified diesel emission control strategy
(VDECS). Al4

¢ Construction vehicles shall not idle in excess of five minutes.

Ensure that construction equipment is properly tuned and maintained in accordance with

manufacturer’s specifications.

Water/mist soil as it is being excavated and loaded onto the transportation trucks.

Water/mist and/or apply surfactants to soil placed in transportation trucks prior to exiting the site.

Minimize soil drop height into transportation trucks or stockpiles during dumping.

Cover the bottom of the excavated area with polyethylene sheeting when work is not being

performed.

Place stockpiled soil on polyethylene sheeting and cover with similar material.

¢ Place stockpiled soil in areas shielded from prevailing winds.

333 South Beaudry Avenue, 21% Floor, Los Angeles, CA 90017 » Telephone (213) 241-3199 » Fax (213) 241-6816
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e Sweep strects at the end of the day if visible soil material is carried onto adjacent public paved
roads (recommend water sweepers).

¢ Install wheel washers (or steel shaker plates) where vehicles enter and exit unpaved roads onto
paved roads or wash off trucks and any equipment leaving the site each trip. A1.4

e Suspend all excavating and grading operations when wind speeds (as instantaneous gusts) exceed | Cont.
25 miles per hour (mph).

¢ Excavation and transportation of soil known to contain hazardous substances should be limited to
periods when school is not in session.

Community Enussions Reduction Plan (CERP)

As required by the CEQA Guidelines, the Draft EIR must evaluate the Project’s impacts that conflict with
or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan, which includes the Wilmington, Carson, and | A1.5
West Long Beach Community Emissions Reduction Plan (CERP). The CERP identifies reducing exposure
to air pollution at schools, childcare centers, and homes as one of the plan’s six priorities. The Draft EIR
should provide adequate evaluation air quality impacts by cvaluating the Project’s conformity and
consistency with the CERP and its implementation of reducing exposure to air pollution at schools.!

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

The Project has the potential to transport hazards and hazardous materials during construction and
operation. The following language is recommended for potential impacts related to hazards and hazardous
materials. Al.6

¢ During construction, ingress/egress routes to the construction site should be designed to ensure that
trucks and construction vehicles carrying hazards and hazardous materials are routed away from
District sites. Additional recommendations are provided in this letter under the
Transportation/Traffic section.

Noise and Vibration

Noise and vibration created by construction and operation activities may impact District schools that are
adjacent to the Project corridor. CEQA requires that such impacts be quantified and eliminated or reduced
to a level of insignificance. LA Unified established maximum allowable noise levels to protect students and
staff from noise impacts generated in terms of Leq. These standards were established based on regulations
set forth by the California Department of Transportation. LA Unified’s exterior noise standard is 67 dBA
Leq and the interior noise standard is 45 dBA Leq. A noise level increase of 3 dBA or more over ambient
noise levels is considered significant for existing schools and would require mitigation to achieve levels
within 2 dBA of pre-project ambient level. To ensure that effective measures are employed to reduce

construction-related noise impacts on the campus, the District asks that the Agency incorporate into the Al7
project’s conditions or mitigation measures the following language:
e Provisions shall be made to allow the school and or designated representative(s) to notify the
project applicant when noise impacts to the schools exceed the District’s noise standards.
¢ All pile driving equipment shall be equipped with noise control devices and/or shall implement
noise buffers with minimum quieting factor of 10dBA, to the extent feasible. If possible, drilled
piles are preferred to driven piles.
¢ Demolition activities shall be scheduled for when school is not in session.
1 WCWLB CERP (2019), https://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ab-617-ab-134/steering-committ ees/wilmington/cerp/final-cerp-wowlb.pdf?sfvrsn=8
333 South Beaudry Avenue, 21% Floor, Los Angeles, CA 90017 » Telephone (213) 241-3199 » Fax (213) 241-6816
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In addition, to ensure that effective measures are employed to reduce construction and operation related
noise impacts on District sites, the District asks that the Agency incorporate into the project’s conditions
or mitigation measures:
. . . . . Al1.7
e Provisions shall be made to allow school administrators and/or their designated representative(s) Cont.
to notify the contractor if construction noise levels are adversely impacting the learning
environment. In this event, the contractor must implement additional noise attenuation measures or
reschedule noise-gencrating activities to a time when school is not in session
Traffie/Transportation
LAUSD’s Transportation Branch must be contacted at (213) 580-2950 regarding the potential impact upon
existing school bus routes. The Project Manager or designee will have to notify the LAUSD Transportation
Branch of the expected start and ending dates for various portions of the project that may affect traffic within
nearby school areas. To ensure that effective conditions are employed to reduce construction and operation
related transportation impacts on District sites, including the net increase of 1,000 or more daily vehicle
trips, the District asks that the Agency incorporate into the project’s conditions or mitigation measures the
following language:
. Al1.8
¢ School buses must have unrestricted access to schools.
¢ During the construction phase, truck traffic and construction vehicles may not cause traffic delays
for our transported students.
e During and after construction changed traffic patterns, lanc adjustment, traffic light patterns, and
altered bus stops may not affect school buses’ on-time performance and passenger safety.
¢ Construction trucks and other vehicles are required to stop when encountering school buses using
red-flashing-lights must-stop-indicators per the California Vehicle Code.
e Contractors must install and maintain appropriate traffic controls (signs and signals) to ensure
vehicular safety.
¢ Parents/guardians dropping off their children must have access to the passenger loading areas.
Pedestrian Safety
Construction activities that include street closures, the presence of heavy equipment and increased truck
trips to haul materials on and off the project site can lead to safety hazards for people walking in the vicinity
of the construction site. To ensure that effective conditions are employed to reduce construction and
operation related pedestrian safety impacts on District sites, the District asks that the Agency incorporate
into the project’s conditions or mitigation measures the following language:
¢ Contractors must maintain ongoing communication with LAUSD school administrators, providing
sufficient notice to forewarn children and parents when existing pedestrian routes to school may be
impacted. AlL9
¢ Contractors must maintain safe and convenient pedestrian routes to all nearby schools.
¢ Contractors must install and maintain appropriate traffic controls (signs and signals) to ensure
pedestrian and vehicular safety.
e Haul routes are not to pass by gny school, except when school is grof in session.
¢ No staging or parking of construction-related vehicles, including worker-transport vehicles, will
occur on or adjacent to a school property.
¢ Funding for crossing guards and flaggers at the contractor’s expense is required when safety of
children may be compromised by construction-related activities at impacted school crossings.
e Barriers and/or fencing must be installed to secure construction equipment and to minimize
trespassing, vandalism, short-cut attractions, and attractive nuisances.
333 South Beaudry Avenue, 21% Floor, Los Angeles, CA 90017 » Telephone (213) 241-3199 » Fax (213) 241-6816
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Al.9

e Contractors are required to provide security patrols (at their expense) to minimize trespassing, -
ont.

vandalism, and short-cut attractions.

The District’s charge is to protect the health and safety of students and staff, and the integrity of the learning
environment. The comments presented above identify potential environmental impacts related to the

proposed project that must be addressed to ensure the welfare of the students attending schools, their | 47 10
teachers and staff, as well as to inform parents and guardians of these students.

Thank you for your attention to this matter. If you need additional information, please contact me at (213)

241-4210 or at ep-bryan.fernandez(@lausd.net.

Los Angeles Unified School District (LAUSD)
Office of Environmental Health and Safety (OEHS)
333 S Beaudry Ave., 21st Floor, Los Angeles, CA 90017
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Response to Letter Al: Los Angeles Unified School District, dated January 7, 2025

Comment A1l.1: This comment intfroduces the comment letter and states that the Los Angeles Unified School
District (District) is concerned about the potential negative impacts of the Proposed Project on the students,
staff, and parents attending the six listed schools which are within one mile of the Project site. The comment
concludes by stating that the District believes that the Proposed Project has the potential to cause significant
environmental impacts on the school facilities and that additional mitigation measures should be included.

Response A1l.1: This comment is introductory in nature and does not provide any substantial evidence
supporting the commenter’s view that the Project would result in reasonably foreseeable significant adverse
environmental impacts not already identified, analyzed, and mitigated in the Draft EIR. As discussed below
in Response A1.2, the Proposed Project would not result in any significant adverse impacts on nearby sensitive
receptors, including the District school sites listed by the commenter. Thus, there is no requirement to include
additional mitigation measures under CEQA.

Comment A1.2: This comment provides a summary of the Proposed Project and states that the nearby
schools should be analyzed as sensitive receptors regarding impacts related to Air Quality, Hazards, Noise,
and Transportation/Traffic. The comment concludes by stating that due to the potential for impacts to students
in the community, the Proposed Project should include recommended mitigation measures to reduce impacts.

Response A1.2: The comment largely consists of a summary of the Proposed Project and, therefore, does
not require a response as no substantial environmental issues are raised. Although the comment expresses
general concern regarding the Project’s potential to result in significant air quality, noise, hazards and
transportation (including pedestrian safety) impacts, the comment does not provide substantial evidence
supporting such a conclusion. No further response is required.

Comment A1.3: This comment states that construction activity should be coordinated with the District and
provides measures to avoid construction impacts on school operations.

Response A1.3: As described throughout the Draft EIR, construction impacts related to hazards, air quality,
transportation, and noise were found to be less than significant. Consequently, no mitigation is required under
CEQA. This is due, in part, to construction and other vehicles accessing the site via I1-110 and the truck route
on John S. Gibson Boulevard. Trucks accessing the site would not pass by Taper Elementary School. Therefore,
the suggested measures to coordinate construction of the Project, if approved, with the District are
unnecessary.

Comment A1.4: This comment states that the students and school staff should be considered sensitive
receptors for air pollution impacts and provides additional mitigation measures to reduce construction air
pollution.

Response A1.4: To the extent the comment implies that significant air pollution impacts could result from the
Proposed Project, the Draft EIR modeled the potential health risks as well as air quality emissions resulting
from the Proposed Project. Specifically, as discussed throughout the Draft EIR, sensitive receptors in the area
would not experience direct or indirect significant adverse environmental impacts as a result of the Proposed
Project. As discussed in Section 5.2, Air Quality, localized impacts were found to be less than significant.
While none of the schools listed in the comment letter were specifically listed as sensitive receptors in the
localized significance analysis, the Draft EIR did analyze localized impacts to the nearest residents, which
are located approximately 1,366 feet southwest of the Project site, whereas the nearest school site is located
over 2,000 feet from the Project site. These residences are in closer proximity to the site and likely the
hauling routes, and impacts to residences are analyzed utilizing the same emissions thresholds as school
receptors, resulting in a conservative analysis of potential impacts. Since the localized emission exposure at
the nearest sensitive receptor was found to be less than significant compared to SCAQMD thresholds, as
shown on Draft EIR Tables 5.1-9 and 5.2-10, impacts related to the school sites located farther away are
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expected to dissipate. This similarly applies to the Proposed Project’s health risk impacts from construction
and operation. Both the construction and operational health risk assessment (Appendix B to the Draft EIR)
found that the maximally exposed individual (MEI) receptor was located approximately 1,589 feet from
the Project site. As discussed on page 5.2-11 of the Draft EIR, although this location is not the nearest receptor
to the Project site, it is the location that would experience the highest concentrations of diesel particulate
matter (DPM) during Proposed Project operation due to meteorological conditions. All other receptors would
experience lower concentrations of DPM and thus less risk during operation of the Proposed Project. Thus,
the District school sites would experience less risk, and impacts would also be less than significant.

As stated above, the Proposed Project would not result in significant impacts to any sensitive receptors,
including the listed District school sites, as they are even further from the Project site than the maximally
exposed residential receptor. Thus, there is no nexus to require mitigation measures to address impacts to
school sites, and no revisions to the Draft EIR are warranted.

This comment does not provide any substantial evidence that the Project would result in any new potentially
significant adverse environmental impacts not already identified and considered in the Draft EIR. As discussed
in Draft EIR Section 5.2, Air Quality, for example, construction activity would be required to be consistent
with South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) Rule 403 regarding fugitive dust, and Rule
1113 regarding architectural coatings, and California Air Resource Board’s (CARB) idling limit of five
minutes. As described above, all air quality emissions would be below the thresholds, and there is no nexus
for additional mitigation including the use of Tier 4 construction equipment.

Comment A1.5: This comment requests that the Draft EIR evaluate the Project’s potential for inconsistency
with the Wilmington, Carson, and West Long Beach (WCWLB) Community Emissions Reduction Plan (CERP).

Response A1.5: The Proposed Project would not conflict with the CERP as it would comply with existing air
quality and GHG emission reduction regulations. Table 2-2, below, compares the CERP’s objectives with the
measures currently applied to the Proposed Project. As detailed in Table 2-2, the actions that are not
included are either not applicable to the Proposed Project, not required as Project impacts related to the
recommended measure would not occur or are less than significant, or because the Project Applicant and the
City do not have the authority to require the action and therefore are infeasible.

Table 2-2: Project Consistency with the WCWLB CERP

WCWLB CERP Actions Project Inclusion/Applicability

Ports

Action 3: Reduce Emissions from Port Equipment (Cargo | As discussed in Draft EIR Section 3.0, Project Description,
Handling Equipment) and Drayage Trucks the Proposed Project would utilize zero-emission cargo
handling equipment.

Neighborhood Truck Traffic

Action 1: Reduce Truck Idling As discussed in Draft EIR Section 5.7, Greenhouse Gases,
construction contractors and truck operators would be
required to comply with applicable CARB idling
regulations for on-road vehicles during Project
construction and operation. Additionally, construction
contractors would be required to comply with applicable
CARB off-road equipment idling regulations during
Project construction and operation.
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WCWLB CERP Actions Project Inclusion/Applicability

Action 2: Reduce Emissions from Heavy-Duty Trucks The City does not have the authority to require all heavy-
duty trucks entering or on the Project site to be of a
certain model year or engine type, or require future
tenants and vendors to utilize heavy-duty vehicles for
trips to and from the site that are zero-emissions. Truck
operators would be required to comply with applicable
CARB idling regulations for on-road vehicles during
Project construction and operation. Trucks and passenger
vehicles accessing the Project site would use California
fuels which are subject to the Low Carbon Fuel Standard
regulations.

Comment A1.6: This comment states that the potential impacts from the transportation of hazards and
hazardous materials should be mitigated by ensuring that vehicles carrying hazards and hazardous materials
are routed away from District sites.

Response A1.6: The nearest school to the Project site is Taper Elementary School at 1824 N. Taper Avenue,
San Pedro, which is approximately 0.6 miles to the west. Access to the Project site would be provided by
the 1-110 and the truck route on John S. Gibson Boulevard. Trucks accessing the site would not pass by Taper
Elementary School.

Comment A1.7: This comment provides recommended mitigation measures to ensure that construction and

operational activities comply with the District’s exterior noise standard of 67 dBA and interior noise standard
of 45 dBA.

Response A1.7: As discussed in the revised Noise and Vibration Impact analysis (Appendix B to the Final
EIR), the Volunteers of America Pre-school, while not a District school, is located over 2,000 feet or 0.4 miles
from the Project site at 334 S. Figueroa Street. At this distance, construction noise and operation noise would
not contribute to the noise environment at the educational facility or increase ambient noise levels as noise
levels dissipate exponentially with distance from their noise sources (Appendix B to the Final EIR). Lastly,
none of the educational facilities are adjacent to construction or operational truck routes anticipated for the
Proposed Project. The nearest LAUSD facility is Taper Elementary School at 1824 N. Taper Avenue, San
Pedro, which is approximately 0.6 miles west of the Project site. Thus, there is no reasonably foreseeable
significant adverse noise impacts on schools either directly, from construction-related impacts or, indirectly,
from truck haul routes. Thus, no mitigation is required.

Comment A1.8: This comment states that the District’s Transportation Branch must be contacted and alerted
of any phases of the Proposed Project that have the potential to affect traffic within school areas. The
comment provides mitigation measures in order to reduce potential construction and operational impacts to
the District sites.

Response A1.8: The comment does not identify which, if any, existing District school bus routes the Proposed
Project could conflict with; thus, no additional response is required. As described in Draft EIR Section 5.11,
Transportation, the Proposed Project would connect to the existing curb lines and circulation system and would
implement the City’s traffic engineering design standards. The driveway would be signal-controlled at John
S. Gibson Boulevard and would allow for all turning movements with right-on-red restrictions from the
Proposed Project driveway onto John S. Gibson Boulevard, thereby reducing any potential safety hazards
between trucks and other vehicles. The Proposed Project does not include any additional offsite roadway
improvements that would impact traffic near schools. The commenters’ concerns about the Project will be
provided to the Board of Harbor Commissioners for consideration.
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Comment A1.9: This comment states that construction and operation of the Proposed Project have the
potential to create hazards for pedestrians in the area and provides recommended mitigation measures to
ensure pedestrian safety in the area.

Response A1.9: As discussed in Response A1.2, access to the Project site would be provided by the I-110
and the truck route on John S. Gibson Boulevard. Trucks accessing the site would not pass by Taper
Elementary School. As discussed in Draft EIR Section 3.0, Project Description, and Section 5.11, Transportation,
given the highly industrialized nature of the area, haul routes, and site location, the Proposed Project would
not create a significant hazard for pedestrians (which are few). Mitigation to address pedestrian safety
impacts is therefore not required.

Regardless, the Proposed Project would construct a 40- to 60-foot-wide driveway off John S. Gibson
Boulevard to allow vehicles to access the Project site. Construction of the proposed driveway would not
interfere with pedestrian access/safety as there is no sidewalk on the northwestern side of John S. Gibson
Boulevard, only on the southeastern side of the roadway where no construction activity would occur. There
would be no other offsite construction activities related to the Proposed Project. John S. Gibson Boulevard is
not located near any District sites and does not provide pedestrian access between the District sites and the
nearby residential uses.

Comment A1.10: The comment notes the District’s mandate to protect the learning environment, including
health and safety, for its students and staff. This comment concludes by stating the District has identified
potential environmental impacts related to the Proposed Project which must be addressed.

Response A1.10: As explained in Responses A1.1 through A1.9 and in the analysis of the EIR, the Proposed
Project would not pose a significant adverse environmental impact on students or staff at nearby schools,
including from air quality, noise, hazards, or pedestrian safety. While the commenter expresses general
concerns and measures, some of which are already required of the Project, there is no substantial evidence
warranting a change in the Draft EIR’s conclusions. LAHD nevertheless appreciates the District’'s comments,
which will be provided to the Board of Harbor Commissioners for consideration.
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Letter A2: California Department of Transportation (2 pages)

STATE OF CALIFORNIA—CALIFORNIA STATE TRANSPORTATION AGENCY GAVIN NEWSOM, Governor

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
DISTRICT 7

100 S. MAIN STREET, MS 16 s
LOS ANGELES, CA 90012 Making Conservation
PHONE (213) 269-1124 a California Way of Life
FAX (213)897-1337

TTY 711

www.dot.ca.gov

January 10, 2025

Lisa Wunder

Acting Director of Environmental Management
Los Angeles Harbor Department

425 Palos Verdes Street

San Pedro, CA 90731

RE: The John S. Gibson Truck and Chassis
Parking Lot Project
SCH # 2023100743
Vic. LA-110/PM R1.46
GTS # LA-2024-04689-DEIR

Dear Lisa Wunder:

Thank you for including the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) in the
environmental review process for the above referenced environmental document. The
Project proposes would develop the 18.63-acre site with a 405,602 SF short-term truck | a2.1
and loaded/unloaded chassis parking facility and related site improvements. The Project
site is anticipated to be utilized for short-term parking, as chassis with or without
containers are not anticipated to be parked on site over 24 hours. The Project includes
paving of the site and striping of 393 truck and chassis stalls.

The mission of Caltransis to provide a safe and reliable transportation network that serves
all people and respects the environment. Senate Bill 743 (2013) has codified into CEQA
law and mandated that CEQA review of transportation impacts of proposed development
be modified by using Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) as the primary metric in identifying
transportation impacts for all future development projects. You may reference the
Governor's Office of Planning and Research (OPR) for more information: A2.2

hitps://fopr.ca.gov/ceda/fgquidelines-updates

As a reminder, VMT is the standard transportation analysis metric in CEQA for land use
projects after July 1, 2020, which is the statewide implementation date.

Caltrans is aware of challenges that the region faces in identifying viable solutions to
alleviating congestion on State and Local facilities. With limited room to expand vehicular
capacity, this project should incorporate multi-modal and complete streets transportation

“Provide a safe and reliable fransportation network that serves all people and respects the envirenment”
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January 10, 2025
Page 2 of 2

elements that will actively promote alternatives to car use and better manage existing
parking assets. Prioritizing and allocating space to efficient modes of travel such as
bicycling and public transit can allow streets to transport more people in a fixed amount
of right-of-way.

A2.2
Caltrans encourages city planning that promotes complete streets and pedestrian safety Cont.
through measures like road diets, recognized for enhancing safety and being cost-
effective when combined with street resurfacing. City planning should focus on reducing
single-occupancy vehicle trips, improving safety, lowering vehicle miles traveled (VMT),
and cutting greenhouse gas emissions.
The project would generate 14 (employee/vendor auto trips) daily passenger vehicle trips
in both the opening year and horizon year, which is fewer than the 250 daily vehicle trips
threshold as stated in the City's Guidelines. Therefore, VMT analysis is screened out. In [ 59 g
addition, The California Environment Quality Act Statue & Guidelines Section 15064.3(a)
states that vehicle miles traveled is an assessment of the “amount and distance of
automobile travel attributable to a project”. Based on this guidance, truck trips are not
included in the VMT screening analysis.
As a reminder, any transportation of heavy construction equipment and/or materials which
require use of oversized transport vehicles on State highways will need a Caltrans
transportation permit. We recommend large-size truck trips be limited to off-peak
commute periods. Truck drivers should cover construction trucks with tarpaulin to avoid A24
debris spillage onto the State Highway.
If you have any questions, please feel free to contact Mr. Alan Lin, the project coordinator,
at (213) 269-1124 and refer to GTS # LA-2023-04689-MND.
Sincerely,
W CZmonasn
ANTHONY HIGGINS
Acting LDR/CEQA Branch Chief
email: State Clearinghouse

“Provide a safe and reliable fransporfation nefwork that serves all people and respects the environment”
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Response to Letter A2: California Department of Transportation, dated January 10, 2025

Comment A2.1: This comment provides an introduction to the letter from the California Department of
Transportation (Caltrans) and provides a summary of the Proposed Project description.

Response A2.1: The comment is introductory in nature and does not raise a specific issue with the adequacy
of the Draft EIR. Since the comment does not raise a specific issue with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise
any other CEQA issues, no further response is required or provided.

Comment A2.2: The comment provides a summary of SB 743 and Caltrans goals.

Response A2.2: The comment does not provide evidence of a significant impact and is informational in
nature. Since the comment does not raise a specific environmental issue with the adequacy of the Draft EIR
or raise any other CEQA issues, no further response is required or provided.

Comment A2.3: This comment states that the Proposed Project would result in 14 daily passenger trips,
which is below Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT) Guidelines, implying that the EIR
appropriately screened out the need to complete a full Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) analysis.

Response A2.3: The commenter is correct that a full VMT analysis is not required for the Project under CEQA
and the LADOT's screening criteria. No further response is required.

Comment A2.4: This comment states that transportation of heavy construction equipment or materials that
require the use of any oversized vehicles will need a Caltrans transportation permit. In addition, Caltrans
advises that the Proposed Project limit construction traffic to off-peak periods to minimize potential impacts
to State facilities and, that if impacts are expected, submit a construction traffic control plan for Caltrans
review.

Response A2.4: This comment does not provide evidence of a significant impact. Should the use of oversized-
transport vehicles on State highways be required for construction, the Project Applicant and contractors
would obtain all necessary permits. The LAHD acknowledges that it is preferred that large-sized trucks utilize
State highways during off-peak commute periods to the maximum extent feasible. No further response is
warranted.
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Letter A3: South Coast Air Quality Management District (6 pages)

South Coast o
4 Air Quality Management District
pesprrseey 11865 Copley Drive, Diamond Bar, CA 91765-4178
fatel 18] (909) 396-2000 - www.aqmd.gov

SEMT WIA E-MATL: January 10, 2025
cegacomments(@o ortla org

Liza Wunder, Director of Environmental Management

Los Angeles Harhor Department

425 Palos Verdes Street

San Pedro, CA 90731

Notice of Availahility of a Draft Environmental Impact (EIR) for the
John 8§ Gibson Truck and Chassis Parking I.ot Proj ect (Proposed Project

(SCH No: 2023100743}

South Coast Air Cuality Management District (AQND) staft appreciate the opportunity to review
the above-mentioned document. The Port of Los Angeles 15 the California Envirenmental Quality
Aot (CEQAY Lead Agency for the Proposed Project. To provide context, South Coast ACMD staff
has provided a brief summary of the project information and prepared the following comments
which are organized by topic of concern.

South Coast ACWD Staff’s Summary of Project Information in the Draft ETE A3

Eased on the Draft EIE, the Proposed Project consists of developing a 405,602 square foot short-
term truck and chassis parking facility and related site improvements on 12.63 acres. The Proposed
Project includes paving the site and striping of 393 truck and chassis stalls. In addition, the
Propozed Project would be implemented in one development phasze and requires a Port hMaster
Plan Amendment.! Based on a review of aerial photographs, South Coast AQMD staff found that
the nearest sensitive receptor (e.g., single family homes) 15 located 1,366 feet from the swest of
the project site. Construction of the Proposed Project 12 anticipated to occur in Apnil 2025 and
would last approzimately eight months.? The Propoed Project is located at 1599 JTohn 5. Gibsen
EBoulevardin San Pedro within the AR 617-designated Community of Wilmington, Carson, West
Leng Beach community.”

South Coast AQWD Staff’s Comments

fmplementing WOWLE CERE Objectives to Mifgate Pollution

The WCWLE community is heavily impacted by air polluton generated from sources such as A3.2
ports, refineries, o1l and gas industry, heavy -duty diesel trucks, warehouses, and ratlroad activities.
Lepart of the AR 617 process, South Coast ACQMD 15 required to work with a Community Steering
Committee (C3C) to develop a Community Emission Eeductien Plan (CERP) that identifies air
gquality prionities and related actions to reduce air pollution in the community. The South Coast

! Draft EIR. Page 31.
2 Itnd Page 34.
3 Itid Fage 31.
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AQMD Governing Board adopted the WCWLB CERP on September 6, 2019.* South Coast
AQMD staff recommends that the Lead Agency review the objectives to reduce air pollution in
the community included in Chapter 5 of the WCWLB CERP. South Coast AQMD staff also
recommends the Lead Agency continue working with South Coast AQMD to explore whether
additional measures to mitigate or further reduce emissions can be implemented at the Proposed
Project to support objectives in the WCWLB CERP.

A3.2
Cont.

Air Quality Mitigation Measures for NOx and PM Emissions from Construction

The construction plan for the Proposed Project (Year 2025) currently incorporates Tier 3
technology for construction equipment. However, Tier 3 is not the cleanest technology available.
Given the project's location in a highly impacted community, it is essential to minimize
construction emissions, particularly NOx and PM10. Achieving this requires the adoption of the
cleanest available technologies for construction equipment engines. Where feasible, transitioning | a3
to electric, emission-free engines over diesel-fueled alternatives can significantly contribute to this
goal. This proactive choice not only aligns with environmental concerns but also demonstrates a
commitment to minimizing the project's environmental footprints. The abatement of NOx can also
be pursued by enforcing greener constructions, such as, limiting the usage of older engines in favor
of adopting the latest available technologies, or even incorporating exhaust retrofits such as
cutting-edge exhaust aftertreatment techniques. Additionally, several other resources to assist the
Lead Agency with identifying additional potential mitigation measures for the Proposed Project
are included in the South Coast AQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Handbook® for both operational and
construction emissions.

Additional Recommended Air Quality and Greenhouse Gases Mitigation Measures and
Project Design Considerations

CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures that go beyond what is required by law be
utilized to minimize or eliminate any significant adverse air quality impacts. To further reduce the
Proposed Project’s air quality impacts, South Coast AQMD recommends incorporating the
following mitigation measures and project design considerations into the Final EIR. A3.4

Mitigation Measures for Operational Air Quality Impacts
Mobile Sources

1. Require zero-emission (ZE) or near-zero emission (NZE) on-road haul trucks, such as
heavy-duty trucks with natural gas engines that meet the CARB’s adopted optional NOx
emissions standard at 0.02 grams per brake horsepower-hour (g/bhp-hr), if and when
feasible.

Note: Given the state’s clean truck rules and regulations aiming to accelerate the
utilization and market penetration of ZE and NZE trucks, such as the Advanced Clean

+ South Coast AQMD. September 2019. Assembly Bill 617 Wilmington, Carson, West Long Beach Community Emission
Reductions Plan. Accessed at: https://www.aqgmd.gov/docs/default-source/ab-617-ab-134/steering-
committees/'wilmington/cerp/final -cerp-wewlb.pdf.

§ hitps://'www.agmd.gov/home/rules-compliance/ceqa/air-quality-analysis-handbook
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Trucks Rule and the Heavy-duty Low NOx Omnibus Regulation, ZE and NZE trucks
will become increasingly more available to use.

2. Require a phase-in schedule to incentivize the use of cleaner operating trucks to reduce
any significant adverse air quality impacts.

Note: South Coast AQMD staff is available to discuss the availability of current and
upcoming truck technologies and incentive programs with the Lead Agency.

3. Limit the daily number of trucks allowed at the Proposed Project to levels analyzed in the
Final EIR. If higher daily truck volumes are anticipated to visit the site, the Lead Agency
should commit to re-evaluating the Proposed Project through CEQA prior to allowing
this higher activity level.

4. Provide electric vehicle (EV) charging stations or, at a minimum, provide electrical
infrastructure, and electrical panels should be appropriately sized. Electrical hookups

should be provided for truckers to plug in any onboard auxiliary equipment. A3.4
Cont.
Other Area Sources
1. Maximize the use of solar energy by installing solar energy arrays.
2. Use light-colored paving and roofing materials.
3. Utilize only Energy Star heating, cooling, and lighting devices and appliances.
Design Considerations for Reducing Air Quality and Health Risk Impacts
1. Clearly mark truck routes with trailblazer signs so that trucks will not travel next to
or near sensitive land uses (e.g., residences, schools, daycare centers, etc.).
2. Design the Proposed Project such that truck entrances and exits are not facing
sensitive receptors and trucks will not travel past sensitive land uses to enter or
leave the Proposed Project site.
3. Design the Proposed Project such that any truck check-in point is inside the
Proposed Project site to ensure no trucks are queuing outside.
4. Design the Proposed Project to ensure that truck traffic inside the Proposed Project
site is as far away as feasible from sensitive receptors.
5. Restrict overnight truck parking in sensitive land uses by providing overnight truck
parking inside the Proposed Project site.
Lastly, the South Coast AQMD also suggests that the Lead Agency conduct a review of the
following references and incorporating additional mitigation measures as applicable to the A3.5
Proposed Project in the Final EIR:
Los Angeles Harbor Department 2-16
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1. State of California — Department of Justice: Warehouse Projects: Best Practices and
Mitigation Measures to Comply with the California Environmental Quality Act®
2. South Coast AQMD 2022 Air Quality Management Plan,” specifically:

a) Appendix IV-A — South Coast AQMD’s Stationary and Mobile Source Control
Measures

b) Appendix IV-B — CARB’s Strategy for South Coast

A3.5
Cont.

¢) Appendix IV-C — SCAG’s Regional Transportation Strategy and Control
Measure

3. United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA): Mobile Source
Pollution - Environmental Justice and Transportation.®

South Coast AOMD Air Permits and Role as a Responsible Agency

If implementation of the Proposed Project would require the use of new stationary and portable sources,
including but not limited to emergency generators, fire water pumps, boilers, ete., air permits from
South Coast AQMD will be required. The final CEQA document, whether a MIND or EIR, should A3.6
include a discussion about the potentially applicable rules that the Proposed Project needs to comply
with. Those rules may include, for example, Rule 201 — Permit to Construct,” Rule 203 — Permit to
Operate,'® Rule 401 — Visible Emissions,!! Rule 402 — Nuisance,'? Rule 403 — Fugitive Dust,'> Rule
1110.2 — Emissions from Gaseous and Liquid Fueled Engines,' Rule 1113 — Architectural Coating,'?
Rule 1166 — VOC Contaminated Soil Excavation,'® Rule 1179 — Publicly Owned Treatment Works

5 State of California — Department of Justice, Warehouse Projects: Best Practices and Mitigation Measures to Comply
with the California Environmental Quality Act. Available at: https://oag. ca.gov/system/files/media/warehouse-best-
practices.pdf

7 South Coast AQMD, 2022 Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP). Available at: http://www.agmd gov/home/air-
quality/clean-air-plans/air-quality-met-plan

8 United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA), Mobile Source Pollution - Environmental Justice and
Transportation. Available at: https://Awww .epa.gov/mobile-source-pollution/environmental-justice-and-transportation
? South Coast AQMD. Rule 201 available at hitps://www.agmd. gov/docs/defauli-source/rule-book/reg-ii/rule-201 pdf
10 South Coast AQMD. Rule 203 available at https:/www.agmd.gov/docs/default-source/rule-book/reg-ii/rule-
203.pdf

11 South Coast AQMD. Rule 401 available at https://www agmd gov/docs/default-source/rule-book/rule-iv/rule-
401 .pdf

12 South Coast AQMD. Rule 402 available at https://www.agmd gov/docs/default-source/rule-book/rule-iv/rule-
402 pdf

13 South Coast AQMD. Rule 403 available at https.//www agmd gov/docs/default-source/rule-book/rule-iv/rule-403
14 South Coast AQMD. Rule 1110.2 available at https://www.agmd.gov/docs/default-source/rule-book/reg-

xi/r1110 2.pdf
1530uth Coast AQMD. Rule 1113 available at https:/www.agmd.gov/docs/default-source/rule-book/reg-xi/r1113.pdf
16 South Coast AQMD. Rule 1166 available at https://www. agmd.gov/docs/default-source/rule-book/reg-xi/rule-

1166.pdf
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Operation,17 Regulation XIII — New Source Review,'® Rule 1401 — Air Toxies,'” Rule 1466 — Control
of Particulate Emissions from Soils with Toxic Air Contaminants,>® Rule 1470 — Requirements for
Stationary Diesel Fueled Internal Combustion and Other Compression Ignition Engines,™ etc. It is
important to note that when air permits from South Coast AQMD are required, the role of South Coast
AQMD would change from a Commenting Ageney to a Responsible Agency under CEQA. In addition,
if South Coast AQMD is identified as a Responsible Agency, per CEQA Guidelines Sections 15086,
the Lead Agency is required to consult with South Coast AQMD.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15096 scts forth specific procedures for a Responsible Agency, including
making a decision on the adequacy of the CEQA document for use as part of the process for conducting
a review of the Proposed Project and issuing diseretionary approvals. Moreover, it is important to note
that if a Responsible Agency determines that a CEQA document is not adequate to rely upon for its
diseretionary approvals, the Responsible Agency must take further actions listed in CEQA Guideline
Section 15096(¢), which could have the effect of delaying the implementation of the Proposed
Project. In its role as CEQA Responsible Agency, the South Coast AQMD is obligated to ensure that
the CEQA document prepared for this Proposed Project contains a sufficient project description and
analysis to be relied upon in order to issuc any discretionary approvals that may be needed for air
permits. South Coast AQMD is concerned that the project description and analysis in its current form
in the MND is inadequate to be relied upon for this purpose.

For these reasons, the final CEQA document should be revised to include a discussion about any and
all new stationary and portable equipment requiring South Coast AQMD air permits, provide the
evaluation of their air quality and greenhouse gas impacts, and identify South Coast AQMD as a
Responsible Ageney for the Proposed Project as this information will be relied upon as the basis for
the permit conditions and emission limits for the air permit(s). Please contact South Coast AQMD’s
Engineering and Permitting staff at (909) 396-3385 for questions regarding what types of equipment
would require air permits. For more general information on permits, please visit South Coast AQMD’s
webpage at https J//'www.agmd.gov/home/permits.

Conclusion

As set forth in California Public Resources Code Section 21092.5(a) and CEQA Guidelines
Section 15088(a-b), the Lead Agency shall evaluate comments from public agencies on the
environmental issues and prepare a written response at least 10 days prior to certifying the Final
EIR. As such, please provide South Coast AQMD written responses to all comments contained
herein at least 10 days prior to the certification of the Final EIR. In addition, as provided by CEQA
Guidelines Section 15088(c), if the Lead Agency’s position is at variance with recommendations

17 South Coast AQMD. Rule 1179 available at https:/www.agmd.gov/docs/default-source/rule-book/reg-xi/rule-
1179.pdf
1% South Coast AQMD. Regulation XIIT available at https //www.agmd gov/home/rules-compliance/rules/scagmd-

rule-book/regulation-xiii
12 South Coast AQMD. Rule 1401 available at https:/www agmd gov/docs/default-source/rule-book/reg-xiv/rule-

1401.pdf
20 South Coast AQMD. Rule 1466 available https:.//www.agmd.gov/docs/default-source/rule-book/reg-xiv/rule-
1466.pdf

2 South Coast AQMD. Rule 1470 available at https:/www.agmd.gov/docs/default-source/rule-book/reg-xiv/rule-
1470.pdf

A3.6
Cont.

A37
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provided in this comment letter, detailed reasons supported by substantial evidence in the record
to explain why specific comments and suggestions are not accepted must be provided.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments. South Coast AQMD staff is available to work
with the LLead Agency to address any air quality questions that may arise from this comment letter.
Please contact Sahar Ghadimi, Air Quality Specialist, at sghadimi{@agmd.gov should you have
any questions.

Sincerely,

Sam Wang

Sam Wang
Program Supervisor, CEQA IGR
Planning, Rule Development & Implementation

LAC241120-05
SW:SG
Control Number

A3.7
Cont.
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Response to Letter A3: South Coast Air Quality Management District, dated January 10, 2025

Comment A3.1: This comment states that SCAQMD has reviewed the Draft EIR for the John S. Gibson Truck
& Chassis Parking Lot Project. This comment then provides a summary of the Project information within the
Draft EIR.

Response A3.1: This comment is introductory in nature and does not raise a specific environmental issue with
the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Because the comment does not express any specific concern or question
regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR, no further response is warranted.

Comment A3.2: This comment states that SCAQMD recommends that the Lead Agency review the objectives
of the Wilmington, Carson, and West Long Beach (WCWLB) Community Emissions Reduction Plan (CERP) as
well as potentially implemented additional measures in the CERP in order to further reduce emissions.

Response A3.2: The Draft EIR does reflect consideration of the objectives contained in the CERP and the
potential for inconsistencies with the Project (See Draft EIR page 5.5-7 in Section 5.5, Energy). As explained
in Response to District Comment A1.5, the Project is consistent with the CERP. Implementation of the Proposed
Project would not, for example, exceed air quality thresholds of significance related to human health, cancer
risks, and localized and regional air quality emissions. Thus, mitigation to reduce DPM, localized, or regional
emissions is not required.

The Proposed Project would implement existing regulations related to air quality and GHG emissions, many
of which are consistent with the objectives of the WCWLB CERP. Table 2-2 in Response A1.5 compares the
CERP’s objectives with the regulations and design features currently applicable to the Proposed Project. As
detailed above, many of the recommended actions are required to be implemented by existing regulations
and/or are included in the Draft EIR such as the use zero-emission cargo handling equipment and compliance
with CARB idling restrictions. The actions that are not included are either not applicable to the Proposed
Project, not required as Project impacts related to the recommended measure would not occur, or because
the Project Applicant and the City do not have the authority to require the action and the action is therefore
infeasible.

Comment A3.3: This comment states that the Proposed Project currently incorporates Tier 3 construction
equipment and recommends the implementation of Tier 4 equipment in order to reduce construction emissions,
especially NOx and PM10 due to the Project’s location in a highly impacted community. The comment further
states that converting to emission-free engines, limiting use of older engines, incorporating retrofit exhausts,
and other measures within the SCAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Handbook are potential mitigation measures
that would reduce construction emissions.

Response A3.3: Table 5.2-6 of the Draft EIR shows that construction emissions would not exceed SCAQMD
regional thresholds for VOCs, NO,, CO, SO, PMio, and PM2s; and Table 5.2-9 of the Draft EIR shows that
construction emissions would not exceed localized significance thresholds, and air quality impacts would be
less than significant during the Project construction. Therefore, no mitigation is required for construction-
related air emissions. In addition, the Proposed Project would utilize zero-emission cargo handling equipment
during operation. As shown in Tables 5.2-7 and 5.2-10, regional and localized operational emissions would
be below SCAQMD thresholds of significance and impacts related to operational air quality would be less
than significant. Based on guidance published in SCAQMD’s White Paper on Potential Control Strategies to
Address Cumulative Impacts from Air Pollution, if an individual project does not exceed the SCAQMD’s

1 SCAQMD. (2003). White Paper on Potential Control Strategies to Address Cumulative Impacts from Air Pollution.
http://www.agqmd.gov/docs/default-source /Agendas/Environmental-Justice /cumulative-impacts-working-group /cumulative-
impacts-white-paper.pdf
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thresholds for project-specific impacts, then it would also not result in a cumulatively considerable impact. No
mitigation for operational air emissions is required.

Further, in regard to zero-emission heavy-duty truck feasibility, as of 2025, the use of zero-emission heavy-
duty trucks in support of uses such as those proposed by the Project remains infeasible given the extremely
limited commercial availability of zero-emission trucks, as well as infrastructure limitations, including limited
truck-accessible charging/refueling stations and electrical grid capacity. While many heavy-duty truck
manufacturers have released zero-emission battery electric and hydrogen-powered trucks, these vehicles
have yet to reach large-scale production, and their use remains extremely limited. Tesla first revealed the
Tesla Semi in 2017, and an initial order for 100 trucks was placed by PepsiCo. However, the Tesla Semi
did not enter production until 2022, and, as of April 2024, only 36 trucks have been delivered to PepsiCo,
with additional orders placed by UPS, Walmart, Sysco, Schneider, and ASKO Norway remaining unfulfilled.
Although the Tesla Semi was initially slated to begin production in 2019, with production expected to hit
50,000 units in 2024, battery production constraints have severely limited production, and it is uncertain at
this time when these orders may be expected to be fulfilled. 2

Facing delays with the Tesla Semi, several companies have turned to other vehicle manufacturers, including
Daimler’s eCascadia. However, with a substantially shorter range of approximately 230 miles compared to
the 500-mile range of the Tesla Semi, the eCascadia’s use case is substantially limited in comparison. As of
late 2023, Schneider, a freight logistics company, has taken delivery of 92 eCascadias 3 representing 0.9
percent of the company’s fleet of 10,600 trucks. 4

The limited availability of zero-emission medium- and heavy-duty vehicles is further detailed in the California
Air Resources Board’s (CARB) Emission Factor (EMFAC) Model, as well as data published by California’s
Hybrid and Zero-Emission Truck and Bus Voucher Incentive Project (HVIP). EMFAC model outputs provide
detailed information on the vehicle fleet in California, including fuel types for various vehicle classes and
vehicle populations. Per EMFAC data, in 2024, battery electric trucks made up 0.01 percent of California’s
medium-duty truck fleet, and 0.21 percent of the heavy-duty truck fleet.5 Similarly, based on HVIP’s Zero-
Emission Vehicle Population Dashboard, ¢ as of October 2024, there are currently 226 medium-duty and
197 heavy-duty zero-emission vehicles within the SCAQMD jurisdiction, which includes Orange, Riverside,
and San Bernardino Counties, as well as much of Los Angeles County. In 2023, statewide deliveries totaled
183 medium-duty vehicles and 121 heavy-duty vehicles, while in 2024 there have been no medium-duty
truck vehicle deliveries and 13 heavy-duty truck deliveries.

Further, the availability of truck-accessible vehicle charging stations and hydrogen refueling stations in
California (and the United States as a whole) severely limits the feasibility of zero-emission trucks. Although
the California Energy Commission estimates that there are over 11,000 direct current (DC) fast charging
stations in California,” the vast majority of these are intended to accommodate light-duty passenger vehicles
and lack the accessibility for medium- and heavy-duty trucks. California’s first publicly accessible DC fast
charging station for medium- and heavy-duty trucks opened in March 2023 in Otay Mesa.8 In addition,
based on data provided by the U.S. Department of Energy Alternative Fuels Data Center, as of February
2025, there are currently only 12 publicly accessible DC fast charging stations with a total of 21 EV charging

2 https://www.reuters.com/business/autos-transportation /tesla-semi-trucks-short-supply-pepsico-its-rivals-use-competing-ev-big-
rigs-2024-04-19/

3 https:/ /electrek.co/2023 /11 /20/schneider-1-million-emission-free-miles-freightliner-ecascadia-electric-trucks/

4 https:/ /schneider.com/resources/infographic/schneider-by-the-numbers

5 https://arb.ca.gov/emfac/

6 https:/ /californiahvip.org/industryinitiatives /#cazevdashboard

7 https:/ /www.energy.ca.gov/data-reports/energy-almanac/zero-emission-vehicle-and-infrastructure-statistics /electric-vehicle

8 https:/ /www.sempra.com/cas-first-public-dc-fast-chargers-electric-medium-and-heavy-duty-vehicles-truck-stop-open-public
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ports across the United States and Canada that are capable of accommodating heavy-duty (class 6-8)
trucks. ¢

As of early 2024, medium- and heavy-duty truck DC fast charging depots are planned for three locations
in California along I-5 in the Central Valley as well as in Blythe. 0 The lack of charging stations severely
limits the useful range of battery electric trucks, effectively restricting their use to local routes only.

Adoption and implementation of hydrogen fuel cell trucks face similar challenges. Based on data provided
by the California Energy Commission, there are currently 68 light-duty vehicle hydrogen refueling stations
in California.!' However, similar to DC fast chargers, these stations are intended for use by light-duty
passenger vehicles and would not be capable of accommodating medium- and heavy-duty trucks. According
to the United States Department of Energy Alternative Fuels Data Center, as of February 2025, there are
five hydrogen refueling stations across the United States and Canada that can accommodate heavy-duty
(class 6-8) trucks. 12

Although infrastructure improvements and the installation of medium- and heavy-duty truck-capable DC fast
chargers and hydrogen fueling stations are currently in progress, the current state of charging and refueling
infrastructure severely limits the feasibility of zero emission vehicle trucks beyond local routes where charging
or hydrogen refueling would not be necessary outside of the location where trucks would be domiciled.

Finally, according to SCAQMD, based on the current state of the electrical grid and the increasing adoption
of electric vehicles in California, significant investments in the grid will need to occur in the coming decades
to keep pace. However, these upgrades will be spread out over a period of decades such that the costs,
which would equate to billions of dollars, of infrastructure upgrades in any given year may be kept
reasonable. 13

Comment A3.4: This comment states that all feasible mitigation measures must be utilized to eliminate any
significant and unavoidable impacts. The commenter has provided additional project design features and /or
mitigation measures to further reduce air quality and GHG impacts to be incorporated into the Final EIR.

Response A3.4: This comment does not provide any substantial evidence that the Proposed Project would
result in any significant adverse air quality impacts. Emissions from on-road haul trucks use factors from the
EMFAC2021 model without accounting for potential fleet emission reductions beyond 2025. Draft EIR
Appendix B indicates that the HRA uses emission factors for the year 2025, for a conservative estimate of
emissions over the entire 30-year exposure period, although it is expected that the truck emissions rates will
continue to reduce over time. As discussed in Response A3.3 and within Draft EIR Section 5.2, Air Quality,
and Section 5.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, there are no significant and unavoidable impacts related to air
quality or GHG emissions; impacts were found to be less than significant with the implementation of existing
regulatory requirements such as the City of Los Angeles Sustainable City pLAn, Title 24 CALGreen Code,
and Building Energy Efficiency Standards. Therefore, no mitigation is required under CEQA.

Further, a mitigation measure restricting the number of truck trips to those identified in the Draft EIR is not
practical or feasible. There are no mechanisms in place beyond that required for SCAQMD Rule 2305 for
documenting, tracking and monitoring the number of truck trips that access any site. CEQA requires an EIR to
evaluate the Project based on reasonable assumptions and foreseeable actions. The trip generation

9 https://afdc.energy.gov/stations# /find /nearest

10 https:/ /www.canarymedia.com/articles/ev-charging /big-electric-truck-charging-depots-are-coming-soon-to-california

10https:/ /www.energy.ca.gov/data-reports/energy-almanac/zero-emission-vehicle-and-infrastructure-statistics /hy drogen-
refueling

12 https:/ /afdc.energy.gov/stations# /find /nearest

13 SCAQMD. (2021). Letter from Office of the Executive Officer to Partners in Environmental Justice and Environmental Health.
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estimates for the Proposed Project were based on trip generation rates established by the Los Angeles
Harbor Department Goods Management District from surveys of existing Port uses. The comment does not
present any evidence that truck trips associated with the Project would be greater than disclosed in the Draft
EIR. Introducing a cap on the number of trucks that can access the Proposed Project is not required under
CEQA, nor would it be reasonable or feasible for the City to monitor and enforce such a requirement.
Therefore, implementation of this measure is not feasible, and the measure itself is not enforceable.

Comment A3.5: This comment provides a list of additional resources that include project design features
and mitigation measures to help reduce air quality and GHG impacts.

Response A3.5: This comment does not provide any substantial evidence that the Proposed Project would
result in a new significant environmental impact. As described in the previous responses A3.2 through A3.4,
the Proposed Project would not exceed thresholds and therefore additional mitigation is not required.
Moreover, the commenter does not provide additional data or specific measures for consideration or
incorporation under this specific comment. Therefore, no further revisions to the Draft EIR or mitigation
measures are required to be developed for the Proposed Project.

Comment A3.6: This comment states that if the Proposed Project would require the use of new stationary
and portable sources, air permits from SCAQMD would be required and the role of SCAQMD would change
from a Commenting Agency to a Responsible Agency under CEQA. The comment continues by saying that if
SCAQMD is identified as a Responsible Agency, the Lead Agency must consult with SCAQMD, and SCAQMD
is included in deciding on the adequacy of the CEQA Document. The comment concludes by saying that the
Final EIR should include a discussion about any new stationary and portable equipment requiring SCAQMD
permits and identify SCAQMD as a Responsible Agency.

Response A3.6: As shown in Appendix B of the Draft EIR, the Proposed Project does not include any
stationary equipment or portable air emission sources. Since no stationary or portable equipment requiring
SCAQMD permits is proposed, SCAQMD is not a Responsible Agency.

Comment A3.7: This comment states that the Lead Agency shall evaluate comments and prepare a written
response at least 10 days prior to certifying the Final EIR. If the Lead Agency’s position does not concur with
the recommendation provided in the comment letter, detailed reasons supported by substantial evidence in
the record explaining why comments are not accepted must be provided.

Response A3.7: As required by CEQA, written responses to trustee and responsible agency comments will
be provided at least 10 days prior to consideration of the Final EIR for certification. Because the comment
does not express any specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR, no further
response is warranted.
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Letter A4: City of Los Angeles — Council District 15 (1 page)

ST

TIM McOSKER

Councilmember, 15th District

January 31, 2025

Ms. Dina Aryan-Zahlan

Deputy Executive Director, Development
Los Angeles Harbor Department

425 South Palos Verdes Street

San Pedro, CA 90731

Dear Ms. Aryan-Zalan,

As the Councilmember representing the 15th District, it is my responsibility to ensure
the health, safety, and well-being of the communities | serve. The proposed Truck
& Chassis Parking Lot Project is located at 1599 John S. Gibson Blvd and plans to
utilize this site to park 393 trucks and chassis on a short-term, rotating basis. | am
strongly opposed to the proposed project due to its inconsistency with land use
designations and its incompatibility with the LA Waterfront Redevelopment efforts.

This project proposal contradicts the spirit of deindustrialization that has been a
central goal over the past decade as part of the redevelopment of the Los Angeles
Waterfront. The project also proposes trucking use as its primary operation on the
site, which is contrary to the purpose of the Interim Control Ordinance (187552),
which prohibited the permitting of truck parking facilities within the Wilmington-
Harbor City Community Plan. The proposed project would also require a Port Master
Plan Amendment, as the parcel is currently designated as open space (Figure 6
Planning Area) and not as truck or storage space.

Given that the scope of the project and its proposed use do not align with the
deindustrialization policies the Port and City of Los Angeles have pursued in this
community, as well as its need for major land use designations, | do not believe that
the project is to the benefit of the community and therefore cannot support it. Should
you have any questions or concerns regarding this issue, please feel free to contact
Aksel Palacios, my Director of Port & Capital Projects at (310) 732-4515 or via email
at Aksel.Palacios@lacity.org.

Sincerely,

o Ws&EA~

TIM McOSKER

Councilmember, 15th District
200 N. Spring St., Room 475 Los Angeles, CA 90012

A4

A4.2

A4.3
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Response to Letter A4: City of Los Angeles — Council District 15, received January 31, 2025

Comment A4.1: This comment introduces the letter from Councilmember McOsker, provides a brief summary
of the Project description, and states that the commenter is opposed to the Proposed Project due to the
inconsistency with the existing land use designations and incompatibility with the LA Waterfront
Redevelopment efforts.

Response A4.1: The commenter’s opinion regarding the inconsistency of the Project with the land use
designations and waterfront redevelopment goals is noted. The comment, however, is introductory in nature
and does not raise a specific environmental issue with the adequacy of the Draft EIR.

The Proposed Project would provide truck and chassis parking in an area near Port activities as well as near
the I-110 Freeway. The I-110 Freeway also acts as a buffer between the industrial uses within the Port and
the non-industrial uses to the north within the communities of Wilmington and San Pedro. Further, as discussed
within Section 3.0, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, the Project site has a POLA Port Master Plan (PMP)
Land Use designation of Open Space (OS) and is located in the Planning Area 2, with the exception of APN
7440-016-001, which is located outside of the POLA PMP area. However, APNs 7440-016-001, 7440-
016-002, and 7440-016-003 have a City of Los Angeles General Plan designation of General /Bulk Cargo
— Non-Hazardous Industrial and Commercial and are zoned Heavy Industrial [Q]M3-1VL, while APN 741 2-
024-007 has a City of Los Angeles General Plan designation of General/Bulk Cargo — Non-Hazardous
Industrial and Commercial and is zoned Light Industrial [Q]JM2-1VL. According to the General Plan, the
General/Bulk Cargo — Non-Hazardous Industrial and Commercial designation allows for “businesses that
not only provide products and services that support the maritime industry and other port uses, but those
needed by others who live or work nearby, such as plumbing and heating, ironworks, and auto repair.”
Therefore, the Proposed Project would be consistent with the underlying City of Los Angeles General Plan
land use designations. The Project must nevertheless obtain approval of a PMP amendment from the Coastal
Commission to ensure consistency with the Coastal Act. (See Pub. Resources Code, Section 307135, subd. (a).)

In regard to the LA Waterfront Redevelopment efforts, the LA Waterfront Redevelopment consists of
waterfront development and community projects across 400 acres of POLA-owned properties. The Project
site is not owned by the POLA and is not part of the LA Waterfront Redevelopment and therefore is not
incompatible with the LA Waterfront Redevelopment efforts. Furthermore, despite the LA Waterfront
Redevelopment, the majority of the POLA remains industrial to support Port uses. Therefore, the Proposed
Project would be consistent with the main purpose of the POLA, which is to ensure all Port operations are
managed in accordance with the Public Trust Doctrine to promote maritime, commerce, navigation, fisheries,
and public access to the waterfront. Because the comment does not express any specific concern or question
regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR, no further response is warranted.

Comment A4.2: The comment states that the Project would contradict the goal of deindustrialization in the
area and would be inconsistent with the Interim Control Ordinance which prohibits truck parking facilities in
the Wilmington-Harbor City Community Plan. The comment also states that the Proposed Project would
require a PMP amendment to change the site’s designation from open space.

Response A4.2: While a portion of the Project Site is located within the Interim Control Ordinance 187552
(replaced by City Ordinance No. 188287) which prohibits truck parking facilities in the Wilmington-Harbor
City Community Plan, as shown in Figure 1 below, that portion of the Project site would not be utilized for
trucking activity as it would only be developed with landscaping. Thus, the Proposed Project would not be in
conflict with the Ordinance. While the Proposed Project would require a PMP amendment to change the
open space land use designation for APNs 7440-016-002, 7440-016-003, and 7412-024-007, the
Proposed Project would be consistent with the City of Los Angeles’s General Plan land use designation and
zoning for the site. Thus, the proposed PMP amendment is necessary to ensure compliance with the Coastal
Act because the proposed development would not be consistent with the allowed land use in the certified
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PMP (See Pub. Resources Code, Section 30715, subd. (a)). The PMP amendment would make the site
consistent with the existing City of Los Angeles General Plan land use and zoning designations for the site.
As evidenced by the site’s current land use and zoning designations, urbanization of the site has been
anticipated and accounted for since the adoption of the City of Los Angeles General Plan.

Comment A4.3: This comment concludes the letter by stating that the Proposed Project goes against the
deindustrialization policies of the Port and City of Los Angeles and does not provide a benefit to the
community.

Response A4.3: As discussed above in Response A4.2, while the Proposed Project would require a PMP
amendment to change the open space land use designation for APNs 7440-016-002, 7440-016-003, and
7412-024-007, the Proposed Project would be consistent with the City of Los Angeles’s General Plan land
use designation and zoning for the site. In addition, the Project does not propose any trucking-related uses
within the area affected by Interim Control Ordinance 187552 (replaced by City Ordinance No. 188287)
as that portion of the site would only be developed with landscaping. This comment will be forwarded to
the Board of Harbor Commissioners as part of the Final EIR for the Proposed Project.
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Letter A5: California Coastal Commission (2 pages)

STATE OF CALIFORNIA - NATURAL RESOURCES AGENCY GAVIN NEWSOM, Governor

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

South Coast Area Office

301 E Ocean Blvd, Suite 300
Long Beach, CA 90802
(562) 590-5071

February 4, 2025

Lisa Wunder, Acting Director of Environmental Management
Port of Los Angeles

SENT VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL

RE: John S. Gibson Container Parking Lot Project, Port of Los Angeles
Coastal Commission Staff Comments on Draft Environmental Review

Lisa Wunder,

Thank you for the invitation to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the John
S. Gibson Truck and Chassis Parking Lot Project (project) at 1599 John S. Gibson Boulevard in the
Port of Los Angeles (Port). As described in the EIR, the project would be located within the Port's
coastal development permit jurisdiction and subject to the requirements of the Port’s Port Master
Plan (PMP). To allow for the proposed development, a PMP amendment would be required for the A5.1
redesignation of the site from an Open Space land use designation to Maritime Support. As
proposed, the project involves the demolition of existing structures located on a generally vacant
sloped parcel, clearing of existing vegetation, grading and paving, construction of a shipping
container storage parking lot, access road, and retaining wall, and new landscaping. The following
comments are intended to inform issues that should be addressed by any proposed amendment to
the certified PMP to be consistent with the Coastal Act.

The proposed development is predicated on the redesignation of the site from an Open Space to
Maritime Support land use, a change that would require a PMP Amendment. In the interest of
ensuring the protection of coastal resources in instances of land conversion, commission staff
recommend that any amendment of the certified PMP are enhanced to include the addition of
policies to make certain the land use conversion is compliant with sections 30708(a) and 30708(d) of
the Coastal Act, which require all port-related development to be located, designed, and constructed
to minimize environmental impacts and provide for uses consistent with the public trust like
recreation and wildlife habitat to the extent feasible.

A5.2

In the context of the current project proposal, potential impacts to coastal resources include loss of
recreational access to open space (i.e. loss of existing foot trails), reductions in habitat area,
increased runoff, bike path disjointing, infringement on scenic views of the harbor from the 110
freeway, reductions in views of vegetated open space from the lower California Coastal Trail along
John S Gibson Boulevard, impacts to known and potential paleontological, archaeological and tribal | A5 3
cultural resources, and increases in vehicle miles traveled. Loss of open space without proper
consideration may interfere with the Port’'s capacity to provide for other beneficial uses of space
within the port area. Thus, any PMP amendment prepared in association with this project should
include specific policies that ensure the project (and any future project with a Maritime Support use)
avoids environmental impacts and, if avoidance is not feasible, minimizes and mitigates for such
impacts, as well as provides for public trust uses if at all feasible. It is also recommended that a PMP
amendment, such as this, that would result in increased vehicle miles traveled and greenhouse gas
emissions include policies aimed at addressing impacts to environmental justice communities.

Furthermore, the scale of landform alterations being proposed pose potential hazards that could
result in substantial adverse environmental impacts, including spreading hazardously contaminated A5.4
soils and materials present on the site from abandoned petroleum pipelines, or by necessitating
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John 8. Gibson Container Parking Project
Coastal Commission Staff Comments on Draft Environmental Review
Page 2 of 2

additional impacts to natural landforms and archaeological, paleontological, and tribal cultural
resources in order to ensure the site and adjacent areas are stable. Should the project proceed,
Commission staff would also recommend further engagement with Tribal communities with ancestral
ties to the area to ensure the full consideration for the site’s Tribal cultural resources.

With the fall in trade volume from the inception of the project proposal, updated information should
be reviewed to clarify whether truck and chassis parking beyond current capacity is still needed.

Please note that the comments provided herein are preliminary in nature. Coastal Commission staff
requests notification of any future activity associated with this project to provide more specific
comments as the project develops. Staff also recommends early coordination on any associated
PMP Amendment. Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft EIR. Please contact me at
seth.villanueva@coastal.ca.gov with any questions.

Sincerely,

£ Qetlfor—

Seth Villanueva
Coastal Program Analyst

A5.4
Cont.

A5.5
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Response to Letter A5: California Coastal Commission, dated February 4, 2025

Comment A5.1: This comment introduces the letter from the California Coastal Commission and summarizes
the Project description. The comment states that a PMP Amendment would be needed to redesignate the site
from Open Space to Maritime Support. The comment states that the Coastal Commission’s comments are
intended to inform issues that should be addressed by any proposed amendment to the certified PMP to be
consistent with the Coastal Act.

Response AS5.1: This comment is introductory in nature and does not raise a specific issue with the adequacy
of the Draft EIR. Because the comment does not express any specific concern or question regarding the
adequacy of the Draft EIR, no further response is warranted. The LAHD agrees that the Proposed Project
would require a PMP Amendment.

Comment A5.2: This comment states that the Proposed Project is predicated on the redesignation of the site
from an Open Space to Maritime Support and that Coastal Commission staff recommend that any
amendment to the PMP is enhanced to include the addition of policies to make certain the land use conversion
is compliant with Sections 30708(a) and 30708(d) of the Coastal Act. The comment states these sections
require all port-related development to be located, designed, and constructed to minimize substantial
environmental impacts and to allow for other beneficial uses consistent with the public trust, including but not
limited to, recreation and wildlife habitat to the extent feasible.

Response A5.2: This comment does not provide any substantial evidence of a significant impact not disclosed
in the Draft EIR or evidence that the Draft EIR is fundamentally inadequate. In regard to Section 30708(a)
of the Coastal Act, as discussed throughout the Draft EIR, the Project would not result in any significant and
unavoidable environmental impacts. Further, as discussed in Section 5.3, Biological Resources, the Project site
is within an urban and developed area and is surrounded by developed areas that include roadways and
port-related uses. With implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-1, construction and operation of the
Proposed Project would not result in a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat
modification, on any animal species identified as a threatened, endangered, or candidate species in local
or regional plans, policies, regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) or
USFWS. Hence, potential impacts to sensitive animal species or their habitat would be less than significant
with mitigation.

In regard to Section 30708(d) of the Coastal Act, while the Project site is designated as Open Space by the
PMP, the Project site is currently undeveloped and vacant except for remnants of two abandoned cellular
communication towers, a partially paved access road, and surface and buried abandoned oil pipelines and
utilities. The Project site is not open to the public as it is privately owned and does not contain any public
open space. There is no public access to the site currently. The site is steeply sloped, and onsite soils are
contaminated from previous onsite pipelines, which would render recreation uses onsite infeasible. In addition,
as discussed in Section 5.3, Biological Resources, there is no habitat onsite for special-status plant species
and no habitat exists for animal species with exception of the Southern California legless lizard and monarch,
which have a low potential to be present. Based on the disturbed nature of the site and existing onsite debris,
wildlife habitat onsite uses are infeasible. In addition, the Proposed Project would be consistent with the site’s
underlying City of Los Angeles General Plan land use and zoning designations, which allow for industrial
uses. Therefore, the Proposed Project and the required PMP amendment would not result in a reduction of
publicly accessible recreational space.

In addition, Coastal Act Section 30708 has five subheadings (a-e) related to locating, designing, and
constructing port-related developments. Section 30708(c) states to "[glive highest priority to the use of
existing land space within harbors for port purposes, including, but not limited to, navigational facilities,
shipping industries, and necessary support and access facilities." According to Section 30708(c), the Proposed
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Project should be given the highest priority as a maritime support use. Overall, the Proposed Project would
not conflict with Sections 30708(a) and 30708(d) of the Coastal Act.

Comment A5.3: The comment states that potential impacts from the Proposed Project to coastal resources
include loss of recreational access to open space (i.e., loss of existing foot trails), reductions in habitat area,
increased runoff, bike path disjointing, infringement on scenic views of the harbor from I-110, and reductions
in views of vegetated open space along John S. Gibson Boulevard. The comment states that the Proposed
Project would result in impacts to known and potential paleontological, archaeological, and tribal cultural
resources and increase VMT. The comment states that any PMP amendment prepared in association with the
Proposed Project should include specific policies that ensure the Proposed Project avoids environmental
impacts and, if avoidance is not feasible, minimizes and mitigates for such impacts, and provides for public
trust uses if at all feasible. The comment also states that, since the Proposed Project would result in increased
VMT and GHG emissions, the PMP Amendment should include policies aimed at addressing impacts to
environmental justice communities.

Response A5.3: This comment does not provide any substantial evidence of a significant environmental
impact not disclosed in the Draft EIR or evidence that the Draft EIR is fundamentally inadequate. Regarding
the loss of recreational access to open space, as described in Response A5.2, the Project site is currently
undeveloped and vacant except for remnants of two abandoned cellular communication towers, a partially
paved access road, and surface and buried abandoned oil pipelines and utilities. The Project site is not open
to the public, does not contain any public open space, and is located adjacent to the I-110 freeway. No
public facilities exist or have ever existed on the site. As shown in Figure 2 and Figure 3, below, the site
currently contains makeshift encampments utilized by the unhoused and multiple areas of trash and debris.
Therefore, the Proposed Project and the required PMP Amendment would not result in a reduction of publicly
accessible recreational space. Regarding loss of habitat, the commenter is referred to Response A5.2.

In regard to infringing upon scenic views of the harbor from I-110, as shown in Draft EIR Figures 5.1-1q,
5.1-1¢, and 5.1-1d, the Proposed Project would not impede existing views of the harbor from I-110 as the
proposed grade of the truck parking lot would be lower than the elevation of 1-110. Regarding views from
John S. Gibson Boulevard and the California Coastal Trail, as shown in Figure 5.1-1b, existing views would
not be substantially changed with development of the Proposed Project as the Proposed Project would
include approximately 316,373 square feet of drought-tolerant and California native ornamental
landscaping that would cover approximately 39 percent of the site.

Regarding impacts to paleontological, archaeological, and tribal resources, as discussed in the Draft EIR on
pages 5.4-10 through 5.4-12, impacts to archaeological resources would be mitigated through
implementation of a Cultural Resources Monitoring Plan (Mitigation Measure CUL-1) and impacts to
paleontological resources would be mitigated through implementation of paleontological monitoring
(Mitigation Measure PAL-1). As shown in Draft EIR Table 5.4-2, there are no known historical resources or
unique archaeological resources within the Project site. As discussed on page 5.4-11 of the Draft EIR, the
Phase | and Il Cultural Resources Assessment also identified marine shell fragments during the pedestrian
survey which included, one Monterey Chert flake tool, seven debitage, and fragments of faunal bone that
are likely related to the general prehistoric occupation of what was once Wilmington Lagoon. However, no
archaeological soil /midden was observed during the Phase Il testing and noted disturbances included rodent
activity as well as intermixed construction debris. The Phase | and Il Cultural Resources Assessment determined
that although artifacts were identified, there are no intact subsurface components. Regarding impacts to
tribal cultural resources, as discussed in Initial Study Section 4.18, Tribal Cultural Resources (included as
Appendix A to the Draft EIR), the LAHD did not receive any requests for consultation under Assembly Bill 52
from any of the seven tribes traditionally and culturally affiliated with the Project vicinity. LAHD received a
request for information from the Gabrielefio Band of Mission Indians - Kizh Nation; however, the Tribe did
not request additional consultation. A Sacred Lands File search of the Project site yielded negative results.
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In regard to increased VMT and GHG emissions, as discussed in the NOP/IS (pages 83 to 84), which is
included as Appendix A to the Draft EIR, a trip generation analysis run by the LAHD Goods Movement
Division determined that the Proposed Project would generate 10 daily one-way passenger vehicle trips
and 4 daily one-way vendor trips, which would be fewer than 250 daily trips (EPD, 2023). While the
Proposed Project would generate 1,794 daily one-way truck trips at peak operations, these heavy-duty
truck trips do not apply to the screening thresholds as stated below. State CEQA Guidelines Section
15064.3(a) states that VMT refers to the amount and distance of automobile travel generated by a
proposed project, in which automobile travel refers to passenger cars and light trucks (OPR, 2018). Heavy-
duty trucks do not apply to the LADOT VMT screening thresholds, as confirmed in comment letter A2 from
Caltrans. Therefore, VMT impacts were determined to be less than significant. As discussed on page 5.7-11
of the Draft EIR, the Proposed Project would result in approximately 4,914.3 MTCO2e/yr, which would be
below the SCAQMD Threshold of 10,000 MT CO2e/yr. Therefore, operation of the Proposed Project would
not generate significant GHG emissions that would have a significant effect on the environment.

Regarding environmental justice and public trust uses, CEQA is an environmental protection statute that is
concerned with physical changes to the environment (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15358(b)). The
environment includes land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient noise, and objects of historic or aesthetic
significance (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15360). The asserted impacts related to environmental justice
and public trust uses are not considered effects on the environment (State CEQA Guidelines Sections
15064(e) and 15131(a)). Thus, consistent with CEQA, the Draft EIR includes an analysis of the Proposed
Project’s potentially significant physical impacts on the environment and does not include substantial discussion
of environmental justice or public trust uses.

Comment A5.4: This comment states that the scale of landform alterations being proposed poses potential
hazards that could result in substantial adverse environmental impacts, including spreading contaminated
soils and materials present on the site from abandoned petroleum pipelines. The comment states that the
Project could result in additional impacts to natural landforms and archaeological, paleontological, and
tribal cultural resources and to ensure the site and adjacent areas are stable. The comment states that further
engagement with Tribal communities should occur to ensure full consideration for the site's tribal cultural
resources.

Response A5.4: This comment does not provide any substantial evidence of a significant environmental
impact not disclosed in the Draft EIR or evidence that the Draft EIR is fundamentally inadequate. Regarding
potential hazards relating to grading onsite, as described on page 5.8-12 of the Draft EIR, the Phase | and
Phase Il Environmental Site Assessments (ESAs) detail releases of total petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH) and
volatile organic compounds (VOCs) within site soils at levels exceeding the Department of Toxic Substances
Control (DTSC) human health risk criteria and estimated that the area of contaminated soil is approximately
1,200 square feet, with an average depth of approximately 10 feet below ground surface (bgs) (estimated
12,000 cubic feet). Identified contaminated soils in areas of Project ground disturbance would be removed
and disposed of during construction of the Proposed Project. Therefore, implementation of SCAQMD Rule
1166 related to excavating or grading soil containing VOC materials would be required along with the
California Occupational Safety and Health Agency (CalOSHA) hazardous waste materials handling
regulations, and the sections of the California Health and Safety Code. In addition, due to the potential for
other areas of contaminated soils or pipeline materials onsite, a qualified consultant would be required to
prepare and implement a mitigation plan, per SCAQMD Rule 1166, to be used during earthwork and
grading to manage VOC emissions. In addition, a Soil Management Plan (SMP) would be prepared for the
proper management and disposal of waste in accordance with all applicable laws and regulations. The SMP
would provide a protocol for ensuring the proper handling and disposal of contaminated soils that could be
encountered during development, in a manner that is protective of human health and compliant with
applicable laws and regulations. The SMP would be submitted to the Los Angeles Department of Building
and Safety (LADBS) prior to the issuance of a grading permit and implemented during grading /development
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activities. Based on this comment, the Final EIR has been revised to include Rules 1166 and 1466, as discussed
in Section 3.0, Modifications to the Draft EIR.

In regard to impacts to natural landforms and archaeological, paleontological, and tribal cultural resources,
Project construction and grading would occur within the Project site boundaries and mitigation would be
implemented to reduce impacts to archaeological, paleontological, and tribal cultural resources as described
in Response A5.3.

Comment A5.5: This comment states that with the fall in trade volume from the inception of the Proposed
Project proposal, updated information should be reviewed to clarify whether truck and chassis parking
beyond current capacity is still needed. The comment states that Coastal Commission staff requests
notification of any future activity associated with the Proposed Project to provide more specific comments as
the project develops and that staff recommends early coordination on any associated PMP Amendment.

Response AS5.5: This comment does not raise a specific issue with the adequacy of the Draft EIR. CEQA is an
environmental protection statute that is concerned with physical changes to the environment (State CEQA
Guidelines Section 15358(b)). The environment includes land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient
noise, and objects of historic or aesthetic significance (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15360). The necessity
of a truck trailer lot is not considered effects on the environment (State CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064(e)
and 15131(a)). Because the comment does not express any specific concern or question regarding the
adequacy of the Draft EIR, no further response is warranted.
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2.0 Response to Comments

Letter O1: Wilmington Neighborhood Council (20 pages)

Wilmington Neighborhood Council
544 N. Avalon Blvd., Suite 103, Wilmington, CA 90744
Z=25(310) 522-2013 ¢ wilmingtonnc@empowerla.org
@) wilmingtonneighborhoodcouncil.com

Gina Martinez, Chair
Gayle Fleury, Co-Chair

Fabiola Garcia, Secretary
Alicia Baltazar, Treasuer
Marisol Ontiveros, Parliamentarian

January 28, 2024

Port of Los Angeles
Board of Harbor Commissioners
Councilman Tim McOsker

Re: John S. Gibson Truck and Chassis Parking Lot Project

The Wilmington Neighborhood Council thanks you for allowing us the opportunity to comment on the DRAFT
EIR. for the John S. Gibson Truck and Chassis Parking Lot Project. We further appreciate the consideration
provided to us from the Portin granting us an extension to respond.

At this time the Wilmington Neighborhood Council vehemently opposes this project. We reiterate from our
previous letter wherein we state, “Wilmington is already overburdened with container, truck and chassis
storage.” We ask thatthe Commission take into consideration the cumulative effect of this project as
required by CEQA. The State CEQA “Guidelines direct that the discussion should be guided by practicality
and reasonableness and focus on the cumulative impacts that would result from the combination of the
Proposed Project and other projects, rather than the attributes of other projects which do not contribute to

cumulative impacts.” (pg 5.4 Environmental Impacts)
This letter will detail a non-exhaustive list of our concerns.

The project holds no benefit to the community of Wilmington and San Pedro or its stakeholders.” In fact, this
project will do the exact oppaosite. It is creating a problem where one doesn’t exist under the guise of “good
movements.” It has no safeguards for enforcement, and there is the potential for this to be a trial run on how
to circumvent union labor. It falls short of its stated objectives and the cumulative effects are significant
enough to warrant that this project be denied.

History

The projectis located at 1599 John S Gibson Blvd APN (APN) 7440-016-001, 7440-016-002, 7440-016-003,
and 7412-024-007. The sponsor is seeking to provide short-term parking for 393 trucks and chassis.

Although the core purpose of the project of storing containers and chassis has not changed. With regard to
what will actually be implemented, has changed considerably. Previously we were advised that trucks would
be one way in and one way out all via right turn only with no permanent modifications to the street. With the

ol1.1

01.2
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new EIR it willinstall a signal that provides access from both directions with 60% of the inbound traffic
flowing through Wilmington and 50% of the outgeing traffic flowing back through Wilmingten

NOP OCTOBER 2023

John S. Gibson Truck & Chassis Parking Lot Project Notice of Pregaration/intial Study
Los Angeles Harbor Department Pg26 ~ ~ = " ** *

01.2
The Proposed Project does not include any permanent modifications to John S. Gibscn Boulevard
and is not required to make any voluntary or required modifications to the public right-of-way. The Cont.
Proposed Project would not include dedications or permanent physical medifications to the public

right-of-way, nor is it required

John S. Gibson Truck & Chassis Parking Lot Project Notice of Preparation/Initial Study Los Angeles Harbor Department-Pg.84
The Proposed Project would construct a 40-foot-wide driveway off John S. Gibson Boulevard to allow vehicle access to the Project site. The driveway
would be one-way stop controlled at John S. GibsonBoulevard and would allow for only right-out turning movements. Only right-in turning movements
would be allowed into the Project site from John S. Gibson Boulevard. PCG pavement would be used for the driveway. The Project would include a

prefabricated guard booth at the entrance from the driveway to the site with adequate quzuing length provided to ensure trucks do not queue onto
John S. Gibson Boulevard

John S. Gibson Truck & Chassis Parking Lot Project Notice of Preparationinitial Study Los Angeles Harbor Department-Pg.25

DRAFT EIR NOVEMBER 2024

Page5.11-10

Page5.11-11 Daily Oulidund Truck Trip Distributi
Daily Inbound Truck Trip Distribution age 5.11 oy fuck o

50%. of
outhour
traffic will ¢
from JSGvia
Wilmington

40% will come from 1SG
Via Sa
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The project originally was stated to be 466 trucks per day. Only to learn that these were one-way trips and
would equate to 932 truck trips per day. {466x2) The next document released stated 1,794 daily truck trips. 01.2
The DRAFT EIR now states that it will be 980 {490x2) daily trips the first year with 1,808 {904x) tctal daily truck Cont.
trips by 2045. These are big discrepancies.

Upon review we found it incredible that there will only be 2 employees who will handle everything with
minimalimpact on traffic or te the environment. We use as an example data provided by the Traffic Study
{AppendixJ) . At8AM there will be 37 inceming trucks. We think that CFASE said it bestwhen they stated that
usual activity would be for “each truck to register, check-in, show their cargo manifest, pay the fee, be given a
receipt, be assigned a stall location and drive to the stall location .” That means in order to eliminate backup

2 employees would have to make all this happen in less than 2 minutes per truck. This is only for the first year.
Atthe final year this will be precjected at 89 incoming vehicles, meaning these 2 employes would have tc de
the same thing in less than 30 seconds. This doss not taks into account any interaction that may be required
for outbound trucks.

01.3
Temp. Dist: 2-shift (Innovative) Unadjusted
JSG Support Yard - Project Inbound Outbound pce  [Temporal Distribution
Pickup Dropoff |Bobtail Chassis |Bobtail Chassis | in| Out! Vehicles %
12:00 AM 1.18%) 1.38%) 6 7| 7 6]21] 20 26 2.69%
1:00 AM 0.74%| 1.06% 4 5 5 4[1s] 14 18 1.86%
2:00 AM 0.02%) 0.23%) 0 1] 1 0] 2 1 2 0.21%
3:00 AM 0.00%| 0.00%)| 0 0 0 0] 0| 0 0 0.00%
4:00 AN 0.00%)| 0.00%)| 0 0| 0 0] 0f 0 0 0.00%
5:00 AM 0.00%)| 0.00%)| 0 0| 0 0] 0f 0 0 0.00%
6:00 AM 0.00%)| 0.00%) 0 0| 0 0] 0f 0 0 0.00%
7:00 AM 3.76%) 1.38%) 18 7] P 18] 36| 44 50 5.17%
8:00 AM 5.61%| 2.15%| 27 10 10 27|52] 66 74 7.64%
9:00 AM 4.78%)| 2.81%) 23 14 14 23|56| B3 74 7.64%
10:00 AM 3.75%)| 3.76%) 18 18 18 18] 58] 58 72 7.44%
11:00 AM 3.30%) 4.34%) 16 21 21 16} 61] 57 74 7.64%
12:00 PM 2.85%)| 4.35%| 14 21 21 14)59] 53 70 7.23%
1:00 PM 2.87%)| b.ﬁd% 14 27 27 14} 71} 60, 82 8.47%
2:00 PM 2.77%)| 5.54%| 13 27 27 13| 70] 58 80 8.26%
3:00 PM 2.33%) 4.50%| 11 22 22 11)57] 48 66 6.82%
4:00 PM 1.56%)| 1.84%) 8 8 9 8)28] 27 34 3.51%
5:00 PM 2.22%)| 1.06%) 11 5| 3 11)23] 28 32 3.31%
6:00 PM 2.90%)| 1.45%) 14 7] 7 14131) 36 42 4.34%
7:00 PM 2.58%) 1.58%) 12 8| 8 12130] 34 40 4.13%
8:00 PM 2.30%)| 1.60%, 11 8| 8 11§29] 32 38 3.93%
9:00 PM 1.82%| 1.73%) 9 8| 8 9)127] 28 34 3.51%
10:00 PV 1.46%)| 1.64%) * 8| 8 7124] 24 30 3.10%
11:00 PM 1.18%| 1.95% 3 5 9 6| 25| 23 30 3.10%
0| 242 242 242 242
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Temp. Dist:  2-shift (Innovative)
JSG Su port Yard - PFOjECt Inbound Outbound PCE  |Temporal Distribution
Pickup Dropoff |Bobtail Chassis |Bobtail Chassis | In | Out Vehicles %
12:00 AM 1.18%| 1.38%| 11 12 12 11] 37] 36 46 2.56%
1:00 AM 0.74%| 1.06% 7 10 10 7| 28] 26 34 1.89%
2:00 AM 0.02%| 023% 0 2 3 of 4 2 4 022%
3:00 AM 0.00%| 0.00% 0 0 0 of o] o 0 0.00%
4:00 AM 0.00%| 0.00% 0 0 0 of o] o 0 0.00%
5:00 AM 0.00%| 0.00% 0 0 0 ol o] o 0 0.00%
6:00 AM 0.00%| 0.00% 0 0 0 of o] o 0 0.00%
7:00 AM 3.76%| 1.38%) 34 12 12 34] 65| 82 92 5.12%
8:00 AM 5.61%| 2.15% 50 19 19 s0] 98] 123 138 7.68%
9:00 AM 4.78%| 2.81% 43 25 25 43102 118 136 7.56% 01.3
10:00 AM 3.75%| 3.76% 34 34 34 34] 109] 109 136 7.56% Cont.
11:00 AM 3.30%|  4.34%| 30 39 39 30]114] 107 138 7.68%
12:00 PM 2.85%| 4.35%] 26 39 39 26]109] 99 130 7.23%
1:00 PM 2.87%| 5.64%) 26 51 51 26]133] 113 154 8.57%
2:00 PM 2.77%| 5.54%) 25 50 50 25]130] 110 150 8.34%
3:00 PM 2.33%| 4.50%) 21 40 40 21]105] 90 122 6.79%
4:00 PM 1.56%| 1.84%] 14 16 16 14] 4of 47 60 3.34%
5:00 PM 2.22%|  1.06%) 20 10 10 20] 44] 52 60 3.34%
6:00 PM 2.90% 1.45%)| 26 13 13 26| 57| 68 78 434%
7:00 PM 2.58%| 1.58%) 23 14 14 23] s8] 83 74 412%
8:00 PM 2.30% 1.60%| 21 14 14 21| 53] 59 70 3.89%
9:00 PM 1.82%| 1.73%) 16 16 16 16] s51f s1 64 3.56%
10:00 PM 1.46% 1.64%| 13 15 15 13| 46| 44 56 3.11%
11:00 PM 1.18% 1.95% 11 17| 17 11| 47| 42 56 3.11%
Total: 451 248 448 451
Project Objectives
The EIR states that the objective of the projectis to:
s Increase the efficiency of goods movement in the POLA by providing off-terminal maritime support to
help meet the demands of current and anticipated containerized cargo from the various San Pedro
Bay port marine tarminals.
® Provide afacility that increases the efficiency of terminal operations by providing storage and staging
of trucks and chassis in the POLA.
o Provide afacility that alleviates truck traffic congestion and illegal parking by providing trailer
parking; and O1.4
s Todevelop an underutilized property located in the vicinity of the 1-110 with access to available
infrastructure, including roads and utilities to accommeodata tha growing naad for goods movemant
within Southearn California.
In the stated objectives it states it will allaviate truck traffic congdestion and illegal parking. Currently neither
exists on John S Gibson Blvd in the project area. Rarely, if ever do you see illegal parking or truck congestion
on John 8 Gibson between Harry Bridges and Channel Street. However, should this project go through there
will be traffic congestion and illegal idling on John 8 Gibson. We remind the Commission that the reason
Waterfront Park was created was to provide a buffer from Port activities to the community. This project would
erode that buffer significantly.
With regard to the “Increase the efficiency of goods movement in the POLA by providing off-terminal maritime
support to help meet the demands of current and anticipated containerized cargo from the various San Pedro o1.5
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Bay port marine terminals.” The port has already addressed this issue with other projects that are currently
pending before the Commission. Among these projects are the Terminal Island Maritime Support Facility
Project and Terminal Way Chassis Support Facility and according to the project list the old Starkist facility as
well will be used for this same purpose. These other projects are on Terminallsland which is the proper
location for facilities such as these. These other projects do not interfere with emergency services to the
community, nor do they impede an Evacuation route. We appreciate that these projects are on Terminal

Island as the Wilmington Neighborhood Council supports the growth of the Port; however, there needstobe a 01.5
responsible approach with consideration and protections for the community. Cont.
It also should be noted that there is a notorious lack of enforcement for illegal actiity that takes place at
privately owned portrelated facilities. Should the owner/operator of this facility attempt to store trucks, store
and stack containers and chassis or repair chassis there is no oversight from the port. These issues are very
real as evidenced by comments made by both Gene Seroka and officer Gazsi with the Port Police on October
21,2021,
Per ZIMAS APN 7412024007 1s a property covered under Z1-2514 Wilmington Harbor Trucking Related Uses
Ordinance No. 188287 which prohibits the issuance of all permits and certificates of occupancy associated
with the establishment or the expansion of all Trucking-Related Uses as a primary use. This ordinance alonge
should prohibit this project.
Assessor Pancel No. (AFN) 7412024007
Tract TR 3182
Map Reference M B 44-01/04
Block MNone
FT8
t Reference) 1
0278201 01-6
¥ Jurisdictional
munity P Wilmingto
550N Harbor Al
cil Wilmingto
CD 15 - Tim McOsker
2049.00000000
Sa
Zoning Information (1)
Zoning Information (21}
Zoning Information (21}
Ervironmental Factors Potentially Affected and Potential Impacts
The NOP states the environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by the Proposed oz
Project, involving at least one impact that is a “Potentially SignificantImpact” as indicated by the checklist.
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6
- ® Agriculture and Forestry A A
& Aesthetics (] oot X Air Quality
& Biclogical Resources | & Cultural Resources X Energy
& Geology and Soils i Greenhouse Gas Emissions | bia-2wds and eardols
Materials 01.7
m} ‘l:l‘lvyad!g‘k(,lgxaﬁr?f & Land Use and Planning 0 Mineral Resources Cont.
[ Noise O Population and Housing O Public Services
O Recreation B Transportation [0 Tribal Cultural Resources
Utilities and Service . _, Mandatory Findings of
B Systems B Wildfire @ Significance

Cumulative Impacts-Section 5.0

State CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(b)(1) states that the information utilized in an analysis of cumulative
impacts should come from one of the following, or a reasonable combination of the two:

+ Alist of past, present, and probable future projects producing related or cumulative impacts,
including those projects outside the control of the lead agency; or

* A summary of projections contained in an adopted local, regional or statewide plan or related 01.8
planning document that describes or evaluates conditions contributing to the cumulative effect.

Currently there are 40 Known projects listed in the vicinity of this project. Missing from that list is the Vicent
Thomas Bridge Redecking Project and the Alameda Corridor Project. We request clarification as to why these
projects were not included and request that they be considered. (see Attachment)

After reviewing the DRAFT EIR, we are left concerned that so much information has been left out. It has been
our experience that the EIR’s are usually very thorough and neutralin nature. It appears however; in this case
the ball was dropped.

Potentially Significant Impacts

The DRAFT EIR states the cancer riskis .25 per million. However, omitted is that per SCAQMD MATES V data
the cancer risk for the project area is currently at 638 per million.! The discrepancies in the numbers are
alarming and hard to reconcile. Itisirresponsible to only look at numbers that will make this project seem 0o1.9
like it would have less than significant effects or where the effects can be mitigated when that same agency
you quote has data that shows a full and complete picture of the project area. Cumulatively this project
would affect the cancer rate of the area. We ask that the data from SCAQMD MATES V be considered when
deciding and seek clarification as to why it was not considered.

! https-//experience.arcgis.com/experience/79d3b6304912414bb21ebdde80100b23/page/Main-
Page/?views=Cancer-Risk%2CClick-tabs-for-other-data#data s=id%3AdataSource 112-
7c8f2a4db79b4a918d46b4e8985a112b%3A14447%2Cid%3AdataSource_105-
25ba9580e3aa43508a793fac819a5a4d%3A148nttps://fexperience.arcgis.com/experience/79d3b6304912414

bb21ebdde80100b23/page/Main-Page/?views=Cancer-Risk%2CClick-tabs-for-other-
datatidata s=id%3AdataSource 112-

7c8f2a4db79b4a918d46b4e8985a112b%3A14447%2Cid%3AdataSource_105-
a5ba9580e3aa43508a793fac819a5a4d%3A148
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In zip code 90731, the cancer risk is 638 per million

Air toxics eancer risk in this zip code is higher than 97.0% of
the South Coast AQMD population

Pollutants contributing to cancer risk

Diesel
» Particulate W Formaldehyde
Ma! == Other

tter
m— Arsenic

Benzene

Community Profile

= CalEnviroScreen 3.0 Score: 9.0 - 97.0%
= S5B535 Community: Partially
* Healthy Places Index: 0.0 - 91.0%

The DRAFT EIR fails to mention the following sensitive receptors; Volunteers of America Pre-School located at
334 5. Figuerca, Wilmington CA 90744 and is .437 miles from APN 7412-024-007. It also fails to mention Field
of Dreams Park/Recreation located less than 200 ft from APN 7440016001, This type of facility should not

be near sensitive receptors.

We ask that these sensitive receptors be included and considered as well as be provided clarification why

they were not included in the DRAFT EIR.

Yoot 3307 042
wies 037 Volunteers of
America

0o1.9
Cont.

01.10

Los Angeles Harbor Department
Final EIR
February 2026

2-45



John S. Gibson Truck & Chassis Parking Lot Project 2.0 Response to Comments

Questions asked in Section 3 of the NOP asks if the project would conflict with or obstruct implementation
of the applicable Air Quality Plan or Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria
pollutant for which the project region is nonattainment under an applicable Federal or State ambient air
quality standard?

Individually the project may meet the thresholds as stated to not exceed pollutants. However, the drafter of
the EIR fails to acknowledge that the SCAQMD in its Clean Port Initiative workplan states, “International,
Federal and State Standards Are Not Sufficient For This Region 2

The DRAFT EIR also fails to disclose that up until 6 months ago a Federal Implementation Plan (FIP) was to
have been implemented along with sanctions. This would have included incorporating measures to
compensate for any missing or disapproved measures, to attain the needed NOx reductions by 2024. The FIP
may have included measures such as emission caps for airlines, marine vessels and railroads, no drive days,
or gas rationing. It was only by virtue of a lawsuit filed against the EPA that this did not happen.

SOUTH COAST AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT

1997 8-Hour Ozone Standard — Sanction Clock Timelines

Scenario One: South Coast AQMD/CARB Fails to Submit a Contingency Measure Plan
1w US. EPA
Date Action Action Dertails
U.S. EPA has six months to
ruake a failuce to submit fiadiag
- Contingeser Measuce Plaa | (Juae 2020)
D‘;::“:: 4 L (;?Dw Due to US. EPA through
cTT CARB Oance that finding is made, US,
EPA can impose sanctions at
any time
First sanction would increase
offset ratio for new and
U.S. EPA must implement | modified major sources of
Dehbe: 2L first sanction ozone precussors (VOC and
NOx) to2 to 1 (currently 1.2 to
1.
. Highway fuading will be cutoff
Juae 2022 High o sunelonsamstbe | e b it ad estiin
S Ea safety projects may coatinue
The FIP will incorporate
‘measures to compensate for any
missing or disapproved
U.S. EPA must implement | measures, to attan the needed
Juae 2022 3 Federal Implementation | NOx raductions by 2024. The
Plaa (FIP) FIP may include measuces such
25 emission caps for siclines,
‘marine vessels and railroads, no
deive days, or gas rationing.
The sanctions aze removed once US. EPA receives the Contingency DMeasuce Plan.
‘The sanctions clock could begin again should U.S. EPA find the Contingeney Measure Plan
submittal incomplete upoa its review (within 6 months of submiteal)
2 hitps://www.agmd.gov/home/air-quality/air-guality-management-plans/contingency-measure-plan-for-
1997-ozone-
standard#:~:text=The%20South%20Coast%20Air%20Basin,subsequently%20submitted%20t0%20U.S.%20E
PA.
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io Two: C v M Plan is Submitted, but not Approved by U.S. EPA
Date Action Action Details
U.S. EPA has § moaths to decide
of the mininnum requirements age
t Juae 2020),
December 31 , 2019 Cortingency Blistcs e
B Plan Submutted to TS %
Januasy 1, 2020 B et AT If US, EPA takes no action
. g ey within 6 moaths of submuttal, the
Contingency Measure Plan is
deemed completed by defanlt
July 2021 2
(o 12 months aftes panis | U5 EPA deadlan foc | yp gipporoved, US EPA can
deemed complete) W:" “app impose sanctions at any tme.
First sanetion would inecease
U'S EPA must offset ratio for new and modified O01.11
December 2022 i £ major sources of ozone Cont.
anplement Lot vanction precusion (VOC and NOx) to 2
to 1 {eusrently 1.2to 1)
- Highway fandiog will be eutoff
July 2023 :‘#m“ mi' ML | prinds for toansit s certain
safety projects may continue.
The FIP will incorporate
measuces to compensate for any
nussing or disapproved measuges,
to attain the nesded NOx
o . reductions by 2024. The FIP mar
o ""EPA‘ m;:d ) iachude measures such as emission
July 2023 EP“Z::::MH ';j.::\ caps for aurlines, marine vessels
i and sailroads, o deve days, o
gas rationing.
1.5. EPA may issue FIP any time
after disapproval issued eadlier
than this date.
The sanctioas and FIP are remored once the plan meets US. EPA's expectations and 15
subsequently approved
This information helps paint a clearer picture of the cumulative effects that the port and port-adjacent
operations have on a community and the lack of attainment in meeting standards..
We ask that the SIP and its non-attainment information be considered as well as the joint statement from EPA,
SCAQMD and CARB. We also request clarification as to why there was little to no mention of the non-
attainment status. We further request why it is considered less than significant for air guality when the entire
area has been in jeopardy of sanctions and has not met attainment standards for over a decade?
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The DRAFT EIR only discusses idling as it exists within the confines of the project area. It azsumes that there
willnot be aline of trucks outside the facility with trucks waiting. As we stated above, unless the 2 employees
can handle each truck in either less than 2 minutes in the first year and lezs than 30 seconds in the final year
there will be aline outzide idling. CARE only allowfor 3 minutes of idling (13 CCRE 2480 & 2485) and since all of

July 22, 2034

Joint Statement on Advancing Emissions Reductions
in the South Coast Air Quality Managemant District

The South Coast Air Cuality Management District [South Coast AOMD I home o 17 million people whers
czanelevels condnue toenceed the hiealth-based national amblcst air quality standards. 5/thaugh 27 guality
In the Zavih Coas AOMD raglon has impraved significariy since the 1870° as aresult of substaniial nitmgan
oxides (HOw] and wolatile anganic compeunds (WOC] an an reductions, the alr polkitants that farm ground-
level cxane, chalenges remain. Cmasions from sources Tie sircraft, |ocomotives, ccesn-geng vessets, and
nanread engines will be an increasing fraction of tatal em| of NOw in-the South Coast AGMD regaon
absent addidens aciion by mguiaiory agancies. The signific ddittanal emssions reductians needed to
proside healthy air in the South Cosst ADRD: will take a sostained and collabarstive efors at the lacsd, state,
ond federal fevel to reduce emissions from all ssurces — beth mebile and stationary

Tnd:,,\, thi Saut Coast AGMO, tho Califormia &l Resources Board EI:AIIB], and the L& Emecnments|
Froectian Agancy [EPA| are ra-committing toa lang-tarm collabaration ta reduce smissians fram a8 sources
urilizing ageney wecfic authority for sationantSad mnkiie Sourees:

The commitmen:s from: each Agency foem a part of our shared strategy for attsament of the prone standards
sstablishoo by E*%A in 1997, 2008, and 2015 [see sgency specific attachmerts|. Joently, the undersigned will
weark 1o fedice MO émissians from Rircraft, locoratives, coean-going vessals, svd nanroad engings, as well
a3 stabionary souroes,

ThITiigh this ierg-tarm pasmership, South Caast ACMD, CARE, and EPA will Be taking steps to catalyze the
eiEsiond reducions needed T Imarove &0 qualty for the 17 million residents of the Scuth Coast AOMD
regian, Theacticns proposed by the thres tﬂ:ﬁs will help sttain federal alr cusiny szandards. and reguce
snpacure fo tonk ¢ palluants, espedally for peopls Bving i’ disproportonstely impacted commiurities.
enaryof which aie lncabed near ports, rallyands, wanshousas freeivays and a#rplrtsh:'h-SmJTanstmm
region, 1

oo

7 bty _— g
(oA, AN

eih gfitiman /| Wlartha Guzman
Xa.;;‘.’sta'\t Admistetiator for Alr and Radiation Aegional Adminitrator, Region (X

. Emvironmental Pratection Agency L5, Enwironmental Protection Agency

= s i 3

— F | 3

P A _/‘Ilr\. P‘n'\ /”
A S A A\ B

™ : ¥ = |

Liane ﬂé*-JSth. Chair Vanessd e g-'!rli‘.. Lhatﬂ

California Air Resources Baard Sauth Coast Alr Guality Management Distmict

o111
Cont.

lohn 5. Gikson Blvd is & *Mo Stopping £one” atruck driver can either be ticketed for idling ar ticketed parking in o1.12

a Mo Stopping fone. There is & time and place for a project like this and this is notit. Itis setting trucks up to
break the law. We request clarification of what the process would be to accomplish how trucks would ke
processed thraugh the facility in lese than ¢ minutes in the firetyear and less than 30 seconds in the final vear
without having traffic back up. 'fitis not possible to process these trucks without 2 ine outside the facility, we
azk how long that Une wall be and how witl thet affect Loss of Sendce? Ve siso sk if there wall be o lne and ifit
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exceeds S minutes why the profect wowld be approved knowing how Dfesel Particulate Matter would be spewed
&l ower the community oris it just expected for drivers to breakthe law ano stop in ano stopping Zone. 01.12

Cont.
Also,inthe project area there are hike lanes. What rationale was used to determine that 24-hour truck flovr that S

will cross over bike lanes would be considered safe?

The DRAFT EfR ooes not truly adoress Diesel Particulate matter which accorging to CalEnviro Screen 4.0 §5 at
T00%. Diesel Particulate Matter [DPM) is caused from exhaust from trecks, trains, ships and other equipment
that uses g diesel engine. It is 8 combination of solid particles and gases that come from diesel engines OFM
causes respiratory flilness, asthma, heart disease anod lung cancer. YWhat reasoning was used to think it was
prudentto add more DPMin anarea so closeto residents and sensitive receptors that are already burdened by
erwironmental issues and is already at 100% 7 We would hope the goal to reduce that rate and not help keep
the OPM at 10087 Ye ask that the DPM data be considered when deciding about the project.

Toxic Releases are also notfully addressed, Per CalEnviro Screen 4.0thetoxic releasesin the project area are
at 94b. Why wasn® this considered? We ask that the Toxic Release data be considered when making a
decision ahoutthe project.

Census Tract: 6037980031 | _ . 01.13
(Population: 1,175) '

-
CalEnviroScreen 4.0 Percentile
Pallution Burden Percentile 98

Population Characteristics Percentile

Ozone 17
Particulate Matter 2.5 &8
Diesel Particulate Matter 100
Toxic Releases 24

Section 4 -Environmental Setting states that the project area is not near or within a wildlife corridor or linkage
and lists the nearest critical hahitat as being 1.7 miles away. This section goes in depth ahout Cultural
Resources and Historical Background; howewer there was no mention of Bixby Slough/Lake Machado which
is approximately 3% of &2 mile from the project location. Bixby Slough/Lake Machado is a 43-acre lake in Ken
Malloy Harbor Regional Park in both Wilmington and Harbor City on through to Carson. It's a natural wetland 01.14
andone of the largest remaining coastal wetland ecosystemsin Southern California. The lake is hometo many
species of mnative hirds, fish, and insects. The lake recently had to have a hahitat restoration due to trash and
pollution. ltishometoover 300 separate species of migratory birds. The lake is part ofthe natural water hahitat
of Southern California for native animals and plants including the endangered Least Tern. There are many
reports and pictures available of juvenile and adult least terns at Lake Machado. Gther hirds that have been
ohserved at the lake are Pied-billed Grehe, Eared Grebe, Double-crested Cormorant, Great BElue Heron, Great
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and Snowy Edret, Gadwall, Am. Wigeon, Mallard, Redhead, Ring-necked Duck, Am. Coot, Black-necked Stilt,
Spotted Sandpiper and several species of Gulls. We request clarification as to why Bixby Slough/Machado
Lake was not included and requestthatit be considered along with the critical habitat of the least tern.

01.14
Cont.

Although AB 5§17 iz included and addressed within the document there appears to be na recagnition that the
areais an Ervironmental Justice arearecognized by both State {SB 535) and Federal (EPAEJ screen taol) . Why
would a project that further burdens a community be approved 7 We reguest that the project area being in an
EJ area be taken into consideration

Questicnh 21 of the NOP Mandatory Findings of Significance

The NOP asks the following questions,

21. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

a. Does the project have the potential to substantially degrade
the quality of the environment, substantially reduce the habitat
of a fish or wildlife species, cause afish or wildlifz population
to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a
plant or anmal community, substantially reduce the number O1.15
or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal
or elminate impertant examples of the mzjor periods of
Calitornia history or prehistory?

b. Does the project have impacts that are individually limited,
but cumulatively considerable? ("Cumulatively considerable”
means that the ircremental effects of a project are
ennsiderable when viewed in ronnertion with the effects of
past projects, the effecis of other current projects, and the
effeqts of probable futu-e projects.) '

c. Does the project have environmental effects that would

cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either
directly or indirecthy?
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With regard to these last three questions our position is YES.

The DRAFT EIR doesn’t even take into consideration Machado Lake or the endangered Least Tern. It does not
take into consideration the wetlands that are located so close to the project and the DRAFT EIR has failed to do
its due diligence with regards to even exploring how the project will affect the wetlands and their Riparian
habitat. 01.15

Cont.
The project definitely has impacts that are limited individually but are considerable when considered in

connection with past, current and future projects.

The project definitely has environmental effects that can substantially have adverse effects on human beings.
The cancer rate of 638 per million and a Diesel Particulate Matter of 100% is simply unacceptable. Our
Councilman fought hard to make ZI12514 areality. There should not be a single additional truck-related use
within the boundaries of Wilmington. These facilities belong on Terminal Island or within the confines of
the Port.

Additional Concerns and Questions

The Wilmington Neighborhood Council has additional concerns about the project. We are concerned about
what effect and what mitigation measures would be implemented with regard to the Tsunami Evacuation Route,
It does not appear to be a prudent move to overwhelm an Evacuation Route.

With the exception of APN 7412024007 which is in the Wilmington Community Plan the other Parcels areinthe
Port Plan. Ifthis project is approved which community plan, will it become part of?

Who will oversee enforcement issues on this project? 01.16

What precautions would be taken to ensure that the level of Emergency and Police services the community of
Wilmington receives would not be compromised?

What terminals would this facility service?
Where is the illegal parking alluded to in the project’s stated objectives located? Itisn’t on John S Gibson Blvd.
Will all truckers utilizing the facility have a TWIC card?

Will dropping off containers by trucks leaving the port only to be picked up by non-TWIC card holders be allowed
at this facility?

With respect to labor, the DRAFT EIR does not exclude union labor nor does it specifically state it will be
unionized labor or if all drivers will have to have TWIC cards. We cannot support a project that does not keep
these safeguards in mind especially when you consider this facility is less than 200 feet from a port facility. As
stated previously, we have serious concerns for enforcement which in turn if there is a lack of enforcement it
affects the safety of the community. Qur unionized labor knows exactly whether or not a job is being safely
executed and is fully versed on unacceptable practices. TWIC card holders ensure that a trucker has been fully
vetted to access areas within port facilities and have the right credentials for hauling certain loads and is
essential for maintaining compliance with industry regulations. These are real and legitimate concerns. Less
than 48 hours ago from the writing of this letter a smuggling ring was found to have been operating at the port
involving foreign nationals, truck drivers and terminal employees smuggling illegal chemicals. This facility sits
next to a police station, the port, a park and a refinery/oil pipelines all within 200 feet this would be a prime

0o1.17
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location for terrorist activity. We request that it be a requirement that any facility that is within 200 feet of a port
terminal facility have only TWIC card drivers be able to access and ILWU employees. What measures will bein
place to ensure that this project will not be a security threat to the community. If there are no safeguards we
ask the question why isn’t there any?

01.17
One of the objectives states that it will alleviate truck traffic. This makes no sense as the truck was goingtothe Cont.
port regardless. What it can do however is allow a truck driver to drop off a container and turn around and go
back for another container. That is the exact opposite and adds another truck trip to the road.
Another major concern | s that as trucks zig zag and travel up the hill at night with their lights on how will that
affect traffic on the freeway that is at the top of the hill where trucks will be parking?
Conclusion
This project holds no benefit for our Community. It appears to only benefit the investor and perhaps the 2
employees per shift. Although our community has many ordinances and zoning protections in place to help
protect us, what good are they when there is no enforcement and when every application that applies for a
zone change or exemption gets approved without safeguards in place or without complete information
provided in the EIR ? Simply changing the zoning does not make the effects of the project go away. We 01.18
respectfully request that this project be denied. We also remind our commissioners that the lead agency must
always analyze the “no project alternative.” (CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6(e)). We request that moving forward
that the port adopt a policy in line with Ordinance Z12514 prohibiting additional truck related uses within
Wilmington. In closing, we understand and support the port and its growth but this project does not meet its
stated goals and is not safe for the community.
Respectfully Submitted.
Gina Martinez
Chair, Wilmington Neighborhood Council
CC: SCAQMD
CARB
EPA
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Artachment
Table 5-1: Cumulalive Projects List
Cumulative
Mo |  Project Title and Project Description Project Status
Location
Part of Los Angeles
1= Barth 163-182 Demclition of the existing 19000-square-foot timber wharf and | 15/8MD adopted
[Mustar-Yalera] construction of o new steol ond concrete looding plotform, occess | Septambar 20217,
Harine il trasties, mooring and berthing strucheres, ond necessary wilities to Construction
Termiral Wharf | comply with the Maring Oil Tarminal Enginsering and Mairtenancs panding.
Improvaments Standards (MOTEMS). Tha project also corsists of o 30-yoor leoss
Project for the facility.
2. Havy Way/ Construction of roadway improvemants ot Store Rous [5R|-47 /Moy Ervironmantal

Seosice Avenus
Intarchange Project

Way ta sliminate traffic signal and movement conflicts. Augment an
axisting partial interchange ot SR 47 /Seoside Avenue/Mavy Way
by removing fha last trathic sgrol and at-grods infersechon betsoon
Imtarstare (1)-7 10 and -1 10, odding o new auxiliary lone and a rew
collactor-distributor road, and implemarting fraffic channelization
improvements. This project is included in the 201 & Southern California
Association of Goverrments (5CAG) Regionol Tromsportation
Plan/Sustainoble Communities Strategy (RTPF/SCS| s 1D 1TM0430.

reaview N process.
Construction
axpectad to
begn Decamber
2025 ond end
Juna 2028.

Cabrilke Way
Marng Project

The proposed Project incledes developing, operotng, ond
mairtaining o marina, hotels, beater and visitor-sarving dub and
maeting focilities, restourants, ratail buildings, ond commardal arsos
at 2293 Miner Stresf. This project was svoluoted in the ‘Wast
Chanrel/Cobrilic Marina Phasa |l Davelopment Project [Cobrilla
Way Morna] Final Supplementol Environmental Impoct Report
certified in Dacamber 2003,

Environmantal
review N procoss

Terminal kiand
Maritime Support
Facility

The proposed Project indudes the development and operation of a
maritima sppert facility on on approximately 80-ocre LAXT loop
sita on Tarminal ksland

Environmantal
review n procass

Borths 191-194
[Ecocem] Low-
Carbon Cement

Construction amd cperation of o dry bulk terminal for wossal
unloading, raw motarial milling, ond storage and looding onfo trucks
of low-carbon construction bindar.

HOP releassd in
#aorch 2022, EIR
in prograss.

Los Angeles Horbor Deporiment
Craft EIR
Mowamber 2024
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John 5. Gibwan Trick & Chassis Parking Lof Project

5.0 Environmental fmpaet Analysis

Cumulative
Mo.| Project Tithe and Project Description Project Status
Location
Processing Focility
& Wastwary Dacommissioring af the Westway Terminal along the Main Channal | Decammissisning
Dacommissioning — | (Barths 7071} Wark includas d issioning and ing 136 lated in
Barth: 70 —71 |starags tanks with total copacity of 593,000 barrek ond 2013,
ramadiatian of tha sits. Remadiation it in
the parmitting
phass.
7 Barths 57-10% | Development of the China Shipping Terminal Phasa I, Il, and NI Final
China Shipping | inchuding wharf conssruction, landfill and terminal construction, and | Swpplemental EIR
Davelopment | backiond developmant, including operation uwnder o revised project | [FSER| complated
Project to modify certoin mitigation mecswres. n 201%.
B. “Wilmingtan intanded fo provide waterfront access and promating development | Construction
‘Waterfrent Master | specifically olong Avalan Soulevard. Project slements include o |  underway in
Plan [Avalon promenada, waterfront park, pedsstrian bridge, location for the phasss.

Boulavard Corridor
Praject)

Wilmingtan Youth Sailing and Aquatic Center, public pier, and othar
wisitar serving wes.

9. | Barsh 44 Boaryard
Project — 2945
Miner Strest

Redevelopmant of the former San Pedro Bostworks site ot 2045

Minar Street Project components include demoliion of existing

structures and buildings on site; grading; paving; and comstructing

concrete pads, docks, gangways, dlips, indarground utilities, water

trectment systams, storm drain, fandng, lighting, and buildings fo
ort bastyard sperotizn:

Erwircnmantal
raview in process.
15,/NOP isved
January 2024.
EiR in progress.

10. | Berths 206-209
Chassis Depet and
Repair Facilitias

Usa of exisfing warshouses at 849 Bast Mew Dock Strest and 921
Est Maw Dock Strest for chamis depat, sterage, mairtenancs, and
rapair.

Final Megatire
Daclaration (HE}
cartified July
2019. Addandum
considered in

Barths 121-151
[fang Ming]
Cantainer Terminal
Impravements

Demalition of sxistng wharf at Barths 126-129, construcfion of @ new
wharf, installation of up to 10 new wharf cranes, reconstruction of
the sharaling, dradging and dispasing of up to 310,000 cubic yards
of sedimants to despen the barth expond he sxisting on-dock
railyard, and installation of slesric-pawerad Rail-Mounty Gantry
cromes for railcar keading g

HMatica of Intent
(MO /MOP
ralecied in 2014,
Draft ER/ES in
pregres.

12 Barths 148-151

Canstruction of various wharf and seismic ground improvements that

15,/ MOP roleosed

[Phillips 66] are required to comply with MOTEMS ond o new 20-yeor | March 2022, EIR
Marine Ol enfitlamans. in prograss.
Tarminal
Improvemant
Projact
13. Maintenancs Routing removal of acwmdated sediment from chonnel beds to Dradging
Dradging maintain the design depths of navigation channels, harkors, marinas, | intermittently
boot launches, ond part fodlities. Cenducted regularly for instiated on

navigational purpesss. Alse, reuting in-kind maintenance and repairs
of structures.

average svery 3
te § years; at
least ance avery

5 years.
Irtarmittant
structura repairs.
14 Cuter Harbor Construction of two new cruise ferminols that would total wp fo Raquast for
Cruise Terminal | 200,000 sguare fast (approximately 100,000 squore fest sach] | Propesal for
and Cwtar Harbor | and parking ot Barths 45-47 and 29-50 in the Outer Harbor. Tha futere
Park — Borths 45 — | terminals would be dasigned to occommodats the berthing of o devalopment

Las Angeles Harbor Depariment

Draft BIR
Howember 2024
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Jotn B, Gibson Trck & Chassis Parking Lot Project 5.0 Environmental impact Analysis
Cumulative
Mo.| Project Title and Praject Description Project Status
Locafion
47 and 4% = 50 | Freedom Tloss or equivalent cruise vessel {1,150 feet in lengthl. A | releosed Jamuary
proposed Cwter Harbor Pork would encompass opproximataly & 2023,

acres ot the Outer Horbor. This project wos evaluated in the San
Pedro Waterfront Project EIS/EIR certified in Septembar 2009,

15 City Dock Me. 1 Devalopment of o maring research camtar within o 32.13-acre aren. Phosa |
Marne Ressarch | This project would changs the Brack bulk areas sast of Eost Charnel | developmant in
Project (AaSsn) — | [Berths 57-72] to institutional uses. progress since
Botwaan Berthe 57 2017.
-72

14, West Harbor Redevelopmant of 30 acres, formerly known as the Forts O Call | BHC certified the
Mhodification Villags, with up ta 300,000 square fest of visitor-serving commardial | Final 815,EIR and
Frojec [formerly | uvzes ond up to o 75000 square feet conference center. This project opprovad the
Son Pedro Public | would involve changing the industrial uses along Horbor Boulevard | project in 2009,
Market] — Along | to commercial. This project oo includes o watsrfront promenads | Addendum 1 in
Harbor Boulevard | and 3 ocres of opaen space. This projec wos evaluated in the Soan may 2016 and
Pedro ‘Waterfront Project EI5/BR ond subsequent Addendum. Tha Addendum 2 in
ravised project environmental analysis inchidss: 108,000-squars- | Movember 2019,
foot outdoor amphitheater, 2.5-acre entertainment verwe, 100-foot Construction of
diometar Ferris wheol with an appres 150-foot tall by 50-foot-wide | the 2014 Project
towsr aftroction, and other visitor-serving commarcial uses. This | is ongaing MORP
project wos evaliatad in the Son Padro Waterfront Project BIS /EIR ralaosad April
cerfified Septamber 2009, 2022. Draft
Subsequent EIR in
process.

17. | Pors of Los Angeles | Project involves preparing an opprosimotely 20-ocre site for o | Environmertal
ard Fort of Long | goods mowemant workforce troining fodfity thar would include | review in process;

Baach Goods providing skilled training pragroms whils providing o sofs fraining HOP ralsossd
Movemant envirormant for workers. February 2024,

Workforce
Traoiring Facility
Project — 1400
Eoist Anchorage

Rood

18, SR-47 Mincent Reconfiguration of the existing inferchonge ot 3R-47 incent Thomas | Design underway.
Thamas Bridga and | Bridgs and Horbor Boulevard /Front Strast to mprove sofaty and
Front St,/Horbor | operofion for vehicles exifing the highway. improvemants also induds
Blvd. Intarchonge | modificatiors of the eastbound entrance ramps ond modificotion of
Raconfiguration | Horbor Bowlevord and Fromt Strest opprooching and betwaan the
ramg termini.

1%. Al Lorson Boat Modernization of existing koot yord (10446 3. Seaside Avenua, San | Final EIR certified
Shop Improvement | Pedro) and 30-yeor leose axtension in 2009, Project
Project — Terminal on hold.

ksland

. Barths 302-306 | Improvement and sxpansion of the existing terminal, including the | Evaluated in Final
[APL now known as | addition of cranss, medifications 1o the main gate, converting on | EIR/EIS in 2012

Fanixz Marine] | existing dry containar storage unit to o refrigerated unif, ond tha and am
Container Tarminal | exparsion of the terminal oo 41 acres adjocent to the existing Addendum in
Projact tarminal. Ravisad project includes continued operations with minor | 2016, Exparsion
madifications to the terminal and a 15-ysar leass sxtension through | project on hold,
2043 revised project
ongeing.
21 Barths 238-239 Demelition of tha existing Berth 238 looding plotform and Construction
[PEF Erargy] construction of o new plofform ond osociated meoring struchmes ot panding.
Marine Oil Berth 238, and installation of landside improvements.
Los Angeles Horbor Department 57

DCeraft ER
Movamber 2024
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John 5. Gibsar Truck & Chassis Parking Lot Project 5.0 Envirommental impact Analysis
Cumulative
Mao.| Projec Title and Project Description Project Status
Location
Tarminal
Improeemant
Project
22 | Stor-Kist Cannery | Demclition of 14-acre site for fufure wie as corgo support or | MMD odoptad
Facility — Terminal | container chossis storagse. February 2023.
ksland Construction
panding.
23. Barths 167-16% | Various wharf omd saismic ground improvemants required to comply | Final EIR cartifisd
[Shall] Marina Ol | with MOTEMSE, oz well as other landside alemants and o new 30- n 20186
Terminal Wharf year lease. Construction
Improvements panding.
Project
24 | Awvalon ond Fries | Physical doswe of segments of Avalon Boulevard and Fries Avanue Consiruction
Strest Segments | by instaling strest modifications that includs cu-de-1acs, curbs and panding.
Closure Project gutters, fencing, and signage.
25, Avalon Freight | Shifting of existing Cotaling |sland freight aperations from Barth 184 | Construction
Sarvices Ralocation | in Wilmington to Berth 95 in San Pedro. pending.
Project
26 | Barthe 187-191 | Various wharf and improvemenss that ars required fo comply with | 19/HOP isued
Wopok| Liquid Bullk | MOTEMS, improvements to on odjocens wharf to  focilitate | July 2022 ER in
Terminal Wharf | resumption of cament terminal operations on the site, ond o rew 30- preparation
Improvements and | year entitlement
Cemant Terminal
Project
Port of Long Beoch
e Middla Horbor Consclidation of two existing contoinar terminals info one 345-ocre Approved
Tarminal terminal. Construction  incledes  londfill, dredging, and wharf | project. Fnal EIR
Redevelopment | construction; corstruction of an intermodal  rail yord; and | [FER] certified in
reconstrection of terminal buildings. 200%. Phoses 1-3
are complata;
tarminal in
spsration as of
2016.
Construction of
final 3 oores
[Marth Gate
Expamsion| fo be
complated by
2027,
28, Piars G & 1 Dsvalopment of o marine terminal of up to 315 omes by | Project approved
Tarminal consolidating two axisting marine confainar ferminals on Piars & ond | Septambar 2000,
Radevalopment | J and several wrrounding parcels. Construction will ba completed in Construction
Project — POLB four phases over an 11-year period ond includes approx. 53 acres ongoing.
Piars G and J | of londfills, dredging, cancrete wharves, rock dikes, and road ond
rail=ay improvemenss.
o Pier B On-Daock Expiansion of the existing Pier B Raoil Tard in two phoses, induding FEIR cartifiad

Rail Suppart
Foility — POLE
PFiar B

realignment of the adjucent Fier B Streat and utility relocation.

Fobruary 2018,
Construction
commanced
August 2024;

sxpected to be
complated by

2032
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Los Angeles Harbor Department

Final EIR
February 2026

2-56



John S. Gibson Truck & Chassis Parking Lot Project

2.0 Response to Comments

15

Johi 5. Gibsan Truck & Ghassis Parking Lot Projiact 5.0 Environmental impact Analysis
Cumulative
Mo.|  Project Title and Project Description Project Status
Locution
30. | Mitsubishi Cemart | Focility medification, inchiding the addition of a catalytic confrol | Projec opproval
Corporaticn systam, corstruction of four odditicnal cement storage siles, and n April 2015,
Farility upgrading existing cemant unloading squipmeant. Construction
Modifications — commanced Juns
POLE Pier F 021,
31. | Sowtharn Colfornio | Replacement of o series of trarsmission towsrs between the | FER certified in
Ediscn Transmission | Harborgen Substatio er A ocross the Cerritos Channal, to the 7.
Tower Long Beach Swbstation {Piar 5] Construction of
Replocemant naw towors
Praja<t — Spanning comgleted in
from POLB Pier & Auguse 20217,
fo Pier 5 Damolition of old
fransmission tower
in-watar footings
not yat
complatec.
3z Toyota Facility Construction of o new corsclidoted Vehicle Processing and [ MMND odopred in
Improvements | Distribution Center, Hydrogen Fusl Call and Generater Fodility, and 2018.
Project — POLE Fueling Station. Demoelition of some axisting faciltios. Construction
Picr B angoing.
33 Tl Wys Trock Construction of new rail trocks ond enhoncement a triangular rail Construction &
Realignment ar junction where long troins con be tumed ond stoged. angoing and
Pier 3 and Pier T sxpacted to and
late 2024 ar
warly 2025,
34, Fier O Stroot Reolignment of Pier D Stroat betwaan the Middie Horbor out-gaota Construction
Realigrenent and Pico Avenue and Broodway batween former POLE moirtanance sxpectad fa
yard [westarn terminus of the roadway) ond Pico Avenus. bagin July 2027
and and May
2029,
a5 ‘Wiorld Ol Tank Imstallation and operation of twa 25,000-barre] patroleum storoge EIR Certifiad
Irstaliation Project | tarks ot 1405 Piar © Stroct. September 2024,
— POHE Pier
34 Pier T Marine Redevelopmant of Pier T container /marne terminal. Harbar
Tarminal Davelopmant
Fedewalopment Parmit [HDF)
application undar
review; scheduls
pending.
37. | POLBE Desp Draft | Dredge opproximately 7.4 million cubic yords of sedimens in the Port [ POLE MEPA EIS
Mavigation and | of Leng Bsach to despen channsls and Basine to improve waterborns Record of

tain Charmel
Ceepaning Project
(POLB /USACE)

transportotion  efficencies ond navigationol sofety for vessal
operations. & new dredge substation may e corstructed to provide
slactricity to dradgs squipmant.

Decision issued
July 2022; CEQA
EIR certified by
POLE Seprembar
20232,
Construction
sstimared to stars
n 2027,

Las Angales Harbor Departmant
Craft EIR
Mowamber 2024
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Jatn &. Gibsan Trick & Ghazsis Parking Lot Project

5.0 Environmental impact Analysis

Cumulative
Mo.|  Project Title and
Locotion

Projexct Descriprion

Project Status

Intermodal Container Transfer Facility (ICTF) Joint Powers Authority

38 Union Pacific
Railroad ICTF

Expansion Project

Maodermnization and

Union Padfic proposal fo modemize sxisting infermodal yard 4 miles
firom tha Port,

Crraft EIR on hold.

< ity of San Pedro Projects

39 Pacific Corridors
Redevalopment
Prajact — Cross

Pacific Avanus

straats Gaffey and

Development of commercial/retail, manufacturing, and residential
componants. Construction undersoy of four housing developments
and “Walcama Fari.

Project underway.
Estimuted to be
complated in
2032 accarding
te City of Los
Angales Planning
Department

< ity of Wilmingren Projects

A0 Wilmingtan
Redevalopment

Expansion Project
— G464 Watson
Avenus

Expansion of tha axisting Wilmingtan industrial Park by an additianal
2,487 ocres, for o toral of approximately 2719 oeres. Under tha

Plan Amendment; | probable maoximum lewal of development, the overall project area

could support up approximatsly 7,326 residential units [primarily
multi-family; zone changes under the Plan would parmit multi-use ond
highar density residantial development|. In addition fo the residenfial
developmant, the Projsct could date up to approxi by
207 acres |7 million square feat) of commardial developmant and up
to 533 oores |[14.5 million squars fest] of industriol development.

MOP for Program
EIR raleczad
August 2010

Currantly on hold.
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Response to Letter O1: Wilmington Neighborhood Council, dated January 28, 2025

Comment O1.1: This comment states that the Wilmington Neighborhood Council opposes the Proposed
Project and states that the community has too many truck and chassis storage areas. The comment asks that
the Port focus on potential cumulative impacts of the Proposed Project. The comment also states that the
Proposed Project does not contribute any community benefits, falls short of its own objectives, and would
result in significant cumulative effects.

Response O1.1: This comment is introductory in nature and does not raise a specific environmental issue with
the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Because the comment does not express any specific concern or question
regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR, no further response is warranted.

Comment O1.2: This comment provides a summary of the Project description and states that the original
project previously included only a right-turn in and right-turn out driveway and now the Proposed Project
proposes both left and right turn access along John S. Gibson Boulevard. The comment further states that the
original project proposed 466 trucks per day, and the Proposed Project now states there will be 980 daily
trips in the first year and 1,808 daily trips by 2045, including trips from employees and vendors.

Response O1.2: The commenter’s general concern over the change in access to the site and proposed
construction of a traffic signal is noted. The Proposed Project’s potential impacts related to site access were
discussed on Draft EIR page 5.11-18 using the 2022 LADOT Transportation Assessment Guidelines and
impacts were found to be less than significant. The comment also appears to cite outdated truck trip estimates
identified under an earlier iteration of the Proposed Project. Since the use proposed by the Applicant
changed from grounded container storage, as previously proposed and analyzed in the 2021 IS/ND to a
truck and chassis parking lot, an updated trip generation analysis was prepared. As discussed in Draft EIR
Section 5.11, Transportation, due to the change of proposed use and later opening and horizon years, the
Proposed Project would result in 980 one-way trips to and from the site in the Opening Year and 1,808
one-way trips to and from the site in the Horizon Year including trucks as well as employees/vendors, as
shown in Draft EIR Tables 5.11-2 and 5.11-3 and Appendix J. The Draft EIR, including the Project Description,
remains consistent on this point.

Comment O1.3: This comment states the Proposed Project would result in 37 inbound trucks at 8 AM and
the two employees onsite would be required to check in each vehicle within 2 minutes in order to not disrupt
traffic.

Response O1.3: LAHD staff prepared a site queuing analysis, with information provided by EPD Solutions
pertaining to queuing methodology. LAHD staff also reviewed and concurred with the latter. Table 2-3,
below, summarizes the analysis that determined there would not be any on-street queuing, whether operated
as a wheeled chassis or wheeled container storage yard. The Proposed Project applicant currently intends
to operate the yard for the latter. It should be noted that to yield the worst-case conditions for off-site traffic
volumes (and mass emissions), operation of the site was analyzed as a wheeled chassis storage facility. The
queuing analysis methodology entails use of a model recommended for parking/guard gates as contained
in the Institute of Transportation Engineers Traffic Engineering Handbook (201 6). The methodology entails the
following key parameters: Poisson (random) arrival rate of vehicles using the highest hourly volume inbound
to the project site, service rate of the vehicles through a controlled gate, 95 percent statistical confidence
level, and a nomograph representing these parameters in a mathematical equation (Figure 4). The inbound
truck volumes used in the queuing analysis summarized in the Table 2-3 were based on trip generation rates
for a wheeled container storage facility developed by the LAHD staff for another LAHD proposed project
and the wheeled chassis storage trip rates described in the Draft EIR. The gate service rate for the wheeled
container operation was obtained from an existing operator of a similar terminal in the Port of Los
Angeles/Port of Long Beach complex. The gate service rate for the wheeled chassis operation is based upon
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recent service rate measurements conducted by LAHD staff at two wheeled chassis storage facilities located
in the POLA. The Project driveway allows for a queuing of 850 feet between the access guard booth and
John S Gibson Boulevard. As shown, the Proposed Project would provide adequate onsite queuing length
for operations of the site as a truck and wheeled chassis parking lot. If the site were to be operated with
chassis only or chassis with wheeled containers in the future, then two more (total of three) gate facility lanes
would be needed at the gate entrance /guard booth (with only one queuing/driveway lane being sufficient),
as noted in Section 3.0, Modifications to the Draft EIR, of this Final EIR.

Table 2-3: Gate Queving Analysis

Highest Hourly In-gate
Inbound Volume service Queue
Parking time | #of | ServiceRate | Traffic | #0f |Length
Drivew ay Length = 850" | stalls | Total | Bobtai | Chassis| Container | (sec)' | gates | (veh/hrigate) | intensityz | Trucks | (feet)
Wheeled Chassis storage 393 78 26 51 0 109 3 33 0.79 6 362
Wheeled container storage| 393 78 26 51 0 120 3 30 0.27 1 74

1: Estimated processing time for similar operations at the Port of Los Angeles and Port of Long Beach

2: (see nomograph below)
3: Assumed vehicle lengths with 5’ of headway: bobtails = 33’, chassis/containers = 74’

Figure 4: Queving Analysis Nomograph
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Comment O1.4: This comment lists the Project objectives as stated in Section 3.0, Project Description, and
states that there is currently no traffic congestion or illegal parking on John S. Gibson Boulevard for the
Project to alleviate. The comment states that the Proposed Project would actually result in increased traffic
and illegal idling along John S. Gibson Boulevard. The comment further states the Proposed Project would
erode the buffer provided by the Waterfront Park between Wilmington and the Port activities.

Response O1.4: The comment recites the objectives of the Proposed Project for which no response is required.
As explained in Response O1.3, the Project would not result in reasonably foreseeable safety and hazard
impacts from trucks queuing while waiting to access the site off John S. Gibson Boulevard. Idling for longer
than 5 minutes also is not a reasonably foreseeable consequence of the Proposed Project for the same
reasons. Moreover, this type of facility is intended to facilitate the expeditious interchange of chassis and
containers, and as such, the visit time is expected to be much less for the facility than that of a container
terminal thereby reducing congestion at the Port as a whole. Regarding the Proposed Project resulting in the
loss of a buffer area between Waterfront Park/ Wilmington and Port activities, the comment does not
provide any substantial evidence of how development of the site would result in new or substantially more
severe significant impacts on the physical environment from those identified in the Draft EIR. Furthermore, as
shown in Draft EIR Figure 3-3, Aerial View, the Project site does not serve as a buffer between residences
and Port operations as it is surrounded by the I-110 Freeway to the northwest, the West Basin Container
Terminal to the southeast, commercial uses to the south, and the Philips 66 Los Angeles Refinery to the north.
Contrary to the commenter’s statement, the Project site is not located between the community of Wilmington
and Port complexes.

Comment O1.5: This comment states that the Port has already provided sufficient truck parking through
various projects within the Port which are not located near any communities. The comment further states that
there is a lack of enforcement for illegal activity at privately owned port-related facilities.

Response O1.5: (also see Response O1.3). This comment does not provide any substantial evidence of a
significant impact not disclosed in the Draft EIR or evidence that the Draft EIR is fundamentally inadequate.
As discussed in Response O1.4, there is a significant substantial need for truck parking facilities within the
POLA; however, CEQA is an environmental protection statute that is concerned with physical changes to the
environment (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15358(b)). The environment includes land, air, water, minerals,
flora, fauna, ambient noise, and objects of historic or aesthetic significance (State CEQA Guidelines Section
15360). The necessity of a truck trailer lot and lack of enforcement are not considered effects on the
environment (State CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064(e) and 15131(a)). The commenter’s view that the
Project is not required will be forwarded to the decision makers for consideration. Regarding parking
enforcement, it should be noted that John S. Gibson Boulevard is signed on both sides with “No Stopping
Anytime” along with a striped, Class 2 bike lane. Observations have not yielded trucks violating the
signage/striping. It should also be noted that a City of Los Angeles Police Department station is located 0.3
miles away to the south, which also serves as a deterrent for violating signage /striping. Also, the Harbor
Department conducted a queuing analysis with the required gate operations that determined queue lengths
would not exceed the driveway length and overflow onto John S. Gibson Boulevard (Appendix C to
Appendix J). The applicant will also ensure no trucks park or queue on John S. Gibson Boulevard. .

Comment O1.6: This comment states that the Project site is covered under the Wilmington Harbor Trucking
Related Uses Ordinance No. 188287, which prohibits any permits issued for projects associated with the
establishment or expansion of all Trucking-Related Uses as a primary use.

Response O1.6: While a portion of the Project site is located within the Interim Control Ordinance 188287,
as shown in Figure 1 (See Response A4.2), that portion of the Project site would not be utilized for trucking
activity as it would only be developed with landscaping. Thus, the Project would not conflict with the
Ordinance. The proposed PMP amendment is necessary to ensure compliance with the Coastal Act because
the proposed development would not be consistent with the allowed land use in the certified PMP and to be
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consistent with the existing City of Los Angeles zoning and land use designations (See Pub. Resources Code,
Section 30715, subd. (a).). As evidenced by the site’s current City of Los Angeles land use and zoning
designations, urbanization of the site has been anticipated and accounted for since the adoption of the City
of Los Angeles General Plan.

Comment O1.7: This comment provides the checklist from the Notice of Preparation (NOP) with the
environmental factors that were found to be potentially significant.

Response O1.7: This comment does not raise a specific issue with the adequacy of the Draft EIR. All impact
areas determined to be potentially significant in the NOP were carried forward for analysis in the Draft EIR.
Because the comment does not express any specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft
EIR, no further response is warranted.

Comment O1.8: This comment provides the State CEQA Guidelines section that describes how cumulative
impacts should be analyzed in the CEQA document. The comment further states that there are projects missing
from the cumulative project list and requests clarification on why they were not included.

Response O1.8: In response to this comment, both the Vincent Thomas Bridge (VTB) Redecking Project and
the Alameda Corridor Project have been added to Table 5-1, Cumulative Project List, as shown in Chapter
3.0 of this Final EIR, Revisions to the Draft EIR. The VTB re-decking project is a construction project only.
Caltrans currently plans to close the VTB between approximately November 2026 and February 2028. As
the Proposed Project would not be open for operations until December 2027, at the earliest. There would
only be three months of overlap with the detoured traffic associated with the VTB project. Also, the LAHD is
currently constructing major improvements to the Harbor Boulevard /VTB-SR 47 interchange, which will aid
in accommodating detoured traffic. Caltrans and LADOT are also exploring temporary improvements and
traffic control measures (including deployment of traffic control officers) for this area to address detoured
traffic. The Alameda Corridor Transportation Authority (ACTA) project (Phase Il) was approved in 2007;
however, this project was put on hold soon thereafter, and neither the POLA or ACTA intend to proceed with
this project. Therefore, neither of these projects would result in the potential to contribute to cumulative
impacts

Comment O1.9: This comment takes issue with the statement that the Project would only result in a cancer
risk of 0.25 per million. % The commenter asserts that the Project area currently has a cancer risk of 638 per
million according to the SCAQMD MATES V data. The comment further states that the EIR must include a
cumulative analysis of the cancer risks associated with the Proposed Project considering the existing setting.

Response O1.9: Based on guidance published in SCAQMD’s White Paper on Potential Control Strategies to
Address Cumulative Impacts from Air Pollution 15, if an individual project does not exceed the SCAQMD’s
thresholds for project-specific impacts, then it would also not result in a cumulatively considerable impact. As
detailed throughout Draft EIR Section 5.2, Air Quality, the Project would not exceed any thresholds of
significance and impacts would be less than significant. Based on existing SCAQMD recommendations for
Mobile Source Health Risk Assessments, the operational impacts of the Proposed Project at the closest
affected receptor is estimated at 7.84 in one million, which is less than the threshold of 10 in one million. At
this same location, non-cancer risks were estimated to be less than 0.01, which would not exceed the

14 To note, commenter’s reference to a cancer risk of 0.25 per million is likely a typological error as the Proposed Project would
result in a cancer burden of 0.025 per million.

15 SCAQMD. (2003). White Paper on Potfential Control Strategies to Address Cumulative Impacts from Air Pollution.
http://www.agqmd.gov/docs/default-source /Agendas/Environmental-Justice /cumulative-impacts-working-group /cumulative-
impacts-white-paper.pdf
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applicable threshold of 1.0. As such, the Project would result in emissions that are far below existing
SCAQMD thresholds. Further, as shown in Table 5.2-13, the cancer burden is estimated to be 0.025
individuals that were estimated to have a cancer risk of 1 in one million or more. Therefore, the Proposed
Project would not exceed SCAQMD’s cancer burden significance threshold of 0.5. Therefore, based on
SCAQMD guidance, the Proposed Project’s impact on human health risks would not be cumulatively
considerable and would be less than significant. While the SCAQMD MATES V data shows that the existing
condition of the area is already cumulatively significant, pursuant to SCAQMD guidelines, the Proposed
Project would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to the already cumulatively significant
existing condition.

Comment O1.10: This comment states that the Draft EIR does not mention two sensitive receptors that are in
the vicinity of the Project site: Volunteers of America Pre-School and Field of Dreams Park/Recreation, both
located within V2 mile of the Project site. The comment states that the Draft EIR should be revised to include
and provide clarification as to why they were not included.

Response O1.10: According to the SCAQMD, sensitive receptors are defined as people who have an
increased sensitivity to air pollution or environmental contaminants. Sensitive receptors include any residence,
such as private homes, condominiums, apartments, and living quarters; schools; daycare centers; and health
care facilities, such as hospitals or retirement and nursing homes. Sensitive receptors can also include long-
term care hospitals, hospices, prisons, dormitories, or similar live-in housing. Based on this definition, the Field
of Dreams Park/Recreation is not considered a sensitive receptor for air quality. Recreational parks are not
included in the definition of sensitive receptors because people do not typically remain on site for an
extended period, such as an 8-hour shift or school day, or the full 24 hours of a residential receptor; but
rather are present for shorter periods of time. Therefore, people visiting the Field of Dreams Park /Recreation
would have a lower exposure than people living and working near the Project site.

A health risk assessment (HRA) (Appendix C to the Draft EIR) was conducted for the Proposed Project to
determine the potential health risk associated with the exhaust of diesel-powered trucks and equipment to
people living near the project. The HRA was conducted in accordance with the modeling techniques
recommended in the California Environmental Protection Agency’s (CalEPA) Office of Environmental Health
Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) Air Toxic Hot Spots Program Risk Assessment Guidelines and SCAQMD
requirements. Based on the HRA results, the maximally exposed individual (MEI), which is the individual with
the highest probability of contracting cancer as a result of exposure, was determined to be the residence on
South Figueroa Street, which is approximately 1,589 feet away from the Project site. The cancer risk at the
sensitive MEl was determined to be 0.13 in 1 million during construction and 7.84 in 1 million during operation
of the Proposed Project, which would not exceed the SCAQMD cancer risk threshold of 10 in 1 million. The
commenter identified the Volunteers of America Pre-School, located at 334 South Figueroa Street, as a
potential sensitive receptor. The Volunteers of America Pre-School is located more than 500 feet farther
away from the Proposed Project than the identified sensitive MEI. In addition, trucks accessing the Project
site would utilize I-110 and would not pass by the school. Therefore, health risk at the Volunteers of America
Pre-School would be lower than the risks identified for the sensitive MEl and would also be below thresholds.
Therefore, no significant health risk would occur from Proposed Project construction and operational emissions
at Volunteers of America Pre-School.

Similarly, health risk levels are anticipated to be below thresholds for the Field of Dreams Park/Recreation.
However, because the Field of Dreams Park/Recreation is located 200 feet away from the Project site, the
chronic health index and acute health index were extrapolated, as shown in Appendix A of this Final EIR, to
respond to this comment. The chronic health risk would be 0.001 in 1 million and the acute health index would
be less than 0.001 in 1 million, which are both below the SCAQMD threshold of 1.0 in 1 million. Final EIR
Appendix A Figure 1, Project Sources and Receptors, provides a visual representation of the cancer risk at
the Field of Dreams Park/Recreation, which is estimated to be less than or equal to 2 in 1 million, which is
below SCAQMD and LAHD’s 10 in 1 million threshold for incremental cancer risk due to DPM exposure.
Therefore, all health risk levels to the Field of Dreams Park/Recreation and the Volunteers of America Pre-
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School from operation-related emissions of toxic air contaminants (TACs) would be below the SCAQMD’s
health risk thresholds. No significant health risk would occur from operational emissions resulting from the
Proposed Project.

Comment O1.11: This comment states that the Draft EIR failed to acknowledge the SCAQMD Clean Port
Initiative Workplan which states that international, federal, and State standards are not sufficient for this
region when analyzing whether a project would conflict with or obstruct implementation of an applicable Air
Quality Plan. The comment further states that a Federal Implementation Plan was to be implemented to
require measures to reduce NOx emissions. The comment requests further information as to why the non-
attainment status of the area was not discussed further.

Response O1.11: As discussed in Section 5.2, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR, construction and operation of the
Proposed Project would not result in air emissions, including NOx emissions, that exceed the thresholds
established by the SCAQMD, and utilized by the LAHD, and air quality impacts would be less than significant.
Thus, there is no nexus for additional mitigation measures. The analysis of Project-generated air emissions
determines whether the Proposed Project would result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any
criteria pollutant for which the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB) is in non-attainment under an applicable National
Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) and California Ambient Air Quality Standards. The thresholds were
set intentionally low by SCAQMD in order to get the SCAB into attainment. These thresholds are health-
protective and are based on Clean Air Act standards and recommendations by the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the
SCAQMD Air Quality Management Plan. Additionally, the Draft EIR (pages 5.2-14 through 5.2-16) discusses
the attainment status for criteria pollutants in the SCAB.

Comment O1.12: This comment states that while the Draft EIR claims there would be no queuing or idling
offsite, the lack of employees onsite with the proposed peak trip rates would result in idling outside the
Project driveway. The comment states that John S. Gibson Boulevard is a “No Stopping Zone” and trucks
queuing on the roadway may be ticketed for either idling or for stopping in a no stopping zone. The comment
asks how the queuing trucks would affect traffic DPM emissions in the area.

Response O1.12: Regarding queuing and idling, the commenter is referred to Response O1.3. As discussed,
trucks are not expected to spill over onto John S. Gibson Boulevard and would not result in unnecessary
idling along John S. Gibson Boulevard.

Comment O1.13: The comment states that the Draft EIR failed to analyze DPM emissions in an area which
is already at 100% exposure per CalEnviroScreen 4.0. The comment further requests the Draft EIR analyze
the toxic release data.

Response O1.13: The Draft EIR considers all reasonably foreseeable emissions related to DPM and toxic
air emissions from construction and operation of the Project as proposed and described in the Project
Description (See Draft EIR Section 3.0, Project Description).

The Draft EIR provides a detailed evaluation of the potential cumulative air quality related impacts of the
Proposed Project upon the surrounding community (localized impacts) pursuant to current SCAQMD
methodology and thresholds, which is appropriate due to the Proposed Project’s location within the South
Coast Air Basin. The non-attainment conditions in the setting are reflected in the thresholds set by SCAQMD,
and Draft EIR Section 5.2.7 indicates that the incremental emissions of the Proposed Project fall below the
thresholds. This means that the Proposed Project’s incremental contribution to the cumulative impact is not
cumulatively considerable. Based on existing SCAQMD recommendations for Mobile Source Health Risk
Assessments, the operational impact of the Proposed Project at the closest effected receptor is estimated at
7.84 in one million, which is less than the threshold of 10 in one million. At this same location, non-cancer
hazard indices were estimated to be less than 0.01, which would not exceed the applicable thresholds of
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1.0. As such, the Proposed Project would result in emissions that are far below existing SCAQMD thresholds.
Further, as shown in Table 5.2-13, the cancer burden is estimated to be 0.025 individuals that were estimated
to have a cancer risk of 1 in one million or more. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not exceed
SCAQMD’s cancer burden significance threshold of 0.5. Therefore, based on SCAQMD Guidance, the
Proposed Project’s impacts on human health risks would not be cumulatively considerable and would be less
than significant.

Comment O1.14: This comment states that the Draft EIR did not adequately analyze the Project’s impacts to
wildlife corridors or linkages as the Draft EIR does not discuss any impacts to the Bixby Slough/Lake Machado
which is a natural wetland with many native birds, fish, and insect species present.

Response O1.14: This comment does not provide any substantial evidence of a significant impact not
disclosed in the Draft EIR or evidence that the Draft EIR is fundamentally inadequate. Bixby Slough/Lake
Machado is located approximately 0.81-mile north of the Project site with I-110, industrial uses, and the
Philips 66 Los Angeles Refinery located between the Project site and the Bixby Slough/Lake Machado site.
Furthermore, as discussed on page 5.3-15 of the Draft EIR, critical habitat refers to specific areas within the
geographical range of a species at the time it is listed that include the physical or biological features that
are essential to the survival and eventual recovery of that species. Critical habitats are designated by the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the National Marine Fisheries Service (NOAA Fisheries). While
the Bixby Slough/Lake Machado may serve as habitat to certain species, including the Least Tern, it is not
federally-designated critical habitat. Additionally, given the distance between the Project site and Bixby
Slough/Lake Machado as well as the intervening urban and industrial development, the Proposed Project
would not impact habitat within Bixby Slough/Lake Machado or any species such as the Least Tern that
utilize that habitat.

Comment O1.15: This comment states that the Draft EIR fails to recognize the Project site as being located
within an Environmental Justice Area. The commenter then provides the CEQA Checklist for Mandatory
Findings of Significance and states that the Proposed Project would result in impacts in all three of the listed
impact areas. The comment also states that the EIR does not adequately take into consideration the site’s
proximity to Machado Lake, natural wetlands, and Least Tern habitat. The comment further states that the
Project would result in cumulative impacts, especially when considering the existing cancer rate and DPM
presence currently in the area and that there should not be any truck-related uses within the boundaries of
Wilmington.

Response O1.15: This comment does not provide any substantial evidence of a significant impact not
disclosed in the Draft EIR or evidence that the Draft EIR is fundamentally inadequate. Regarding cumulative
impacts to Bixby Slough/Machado Lake, as discussed in Response O1.14, the Project would not impact
habitat or species within Bixby Slough/Machado Lake. Regarding cumulative impacts and DPM, as discussed
in Response O1.13, the Proposed Project would not exceed SCAQMD significance thresholds for cancer risk
or cancer burden. Based on guidance published in SCAQMD’s White Paper on Potential Control Strategies to
Address Cumulative Impacts from Air Pollution, if an individual project does not exceed the SCAQMD’s
thresholds for project-specific impacts, then it would also not result in a cumulatively considerable impact.
Therefore, impacts related to DPM would be less than significant and would not be cumulatively
considerable. To the extent the comment refers to environmental justice concerns, CEQA is an environmental
protection statute that is concerned with the reasonably foreseeable adverse effects of a project on the
physical environment (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15358(b)). The physical environment includes land, air,
water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient noise, and obijects of historic or aesthetic significance (State CEQA
Guidelines Section 15360). The Proposed Project’s potential effects on economic and social issues, such as
environmental justice, are not required to be considered under CEQA in an EIR (See State CEQA Guidelines
Sections 15064(e) and 15131(a)). Thus, consistent with CEQA, the Draft EIR includes an analysis of the
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Proposed Project’s potentially significant physical impacts on the environment and does not include
substantial discussion of environmental justice.

Finally, the portion of the Project site that is within Wilmington would not be utilized for trucking activity as
it would only be developed with landscaping, as discussed in Response O1.6.

Comment O1.16: This comment provides a variety of questions related to the implementation of the
Proposed Project including the Project’s effect on the tsunami evacuation route, appliable community plan,
enforcement, emergency and police services, what terminals the facility would serve, and requests additional
details on illegal parking and Transportation Worker Identification Credential (TWIC) carded truckers.

Response O1.16: This comment does not provide any substantial evidence of a significant impact not
disclosed in the Draft EIR or evidence that the Draft EIR is fundamentally inadequate. Regarding impacts to
the evacuation route, as discussed on page 72 of the Project NOP/IS (included as Appendix A to the Draft
EIR), the Proposed Project would operate a truck and chassis lot that would be permitted and approved in
compliance with existing safety regulations, such as the California Building Code (CBC) and California Fire
Code to ensure that it would not conflict with implementation of the City of Los Angeles’s Emergency
Operations Plan. John S. Gibson Boulevard would remain open to ensure adequate emergency access to the
Project vicinity. In regard to queuing, the commenter is referred to Response O1.3.

In regard to emergency access, the driveway is projected to operate at level of service (LOS) B and thus
queues would be minimal and would not spill onto John S. Gibson Boulevard (See Response O1.3) and would
not worsen existing emergency vehicle movement. Moreover, the proposed traffic signal at the driveway
would have the following benefits to emergency vehicle movement:
e reduce overall speeds;
e stop John S. Gibson Boulevard vehicles on the red phase thereby improving emergency vehicle
movement; and
e provide traffic gaps to improve ingress and egress to Los Angeles Police Department (LAPD)
Harbor Community Police Station.

Regarding which community plan the Proposed Project would become a part of, after approval of the
Project, APNs 7440-016-002, 7440-016-003, and 7412-024-007 would remain within the Port Master
Plan and APN 7440-016-001 would remain within jurisdiction of the City of Los Angeles in the San Pedro
Community Plan area. APN 7412-024-007 would remain within the Wilmington Community Plan area and
would only contain landscaping.

Regarding whom will oversee enforcement issues on this Proposed Project, ultimately the LADBS would be
responsible for enforcement of local land use regulations and the City of Los Angeles Police Department
would be responsible for law enforcement.

Regarding impacts to emergency and police services, as discussed in the Project NOP/IS (Draft EIR Appendix
A, pages 80 to 81), the Harbor Community Police Station is located approximately 0.3 roadway miles
southwest of the Project site. Construction of the new driveway and utility connections may result in temporary
closure of travel lanes, but full roadway closure and traffic detours which could result in impacts to the
operations of the Harbor Community Police Station are not expected to be necessary. During operations,
access through John S. Gibson Boulevard would remain open for emergency and police services and the
Project would not result in any significant impacts to emergency response times.

While the future operator of the Proposed Project is unknown, the Proposed Project could serve any terminals
within the POLA but it is most likely that the Proposed Project would support Everglades Company Terminal,
China Shipping, and TraPac, Inc. As the Proposed Project would be privately operated and would not be a
POLA facility, a TWIC card would not be required for truckers to access or utilize the Project for parking
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purposes; however, in order to access any POLA container yards, a TWIC card would be necessary.
Therefore, while there is a potential that some truckers accessing the Proposed Project would not have a
TWIC card, the majority would have a TWIC card in order to access terminals.

Regarding illegal truck parking, see Response O1.4.

Comment O1.17: This comment states that the Draft EIR does not state whether unionized labor would be
utilized for operation or if drivers would carry TWIC cards. The comment further states that the objective
that the Project will alleviate truck traffic does not make any sense as it would add trips. The comment states
that trucks will zig zag uphill at night and the lights will affect traffic on the freeway.

Response O1.17: This comment does not provide any substantial evidence of a significant environmental
impact not disclosed in the Draft EIR or evidence that the Draft EIR is fundamentally inadequate. In regards
to the addition of trips, while the Proposed Project would result in an increase of 980 trips in the Opening
Year and 1,808 trips in the Horizon year going to the Project site, these include diverted trips from trucks
that are already accessing the POLA complex, and therefore do not represent an overall increase in truck
trips within the POLA complex (See Draft EIR page 5.11-7). CEQA is an environmental protection statute
that is concerned with physical changes to the environment (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15358(b)). The
environment includes land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient noise, and objects of historic or aesthetic
significance (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15360). The Project’s potential environmental justice effects are
social issues that are not considered effects on the environment (State CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064(e)
and 15131(a)). Thus, consistent with CEQA, the Draft EIR does not include an analysis of the Proposed
Project’s use of union labor or TWIC cards. However, for informational purposes, while the future operator
of the Proposed Project is unknown, the Proposed Project could serve any terminals within the POLA, but it is
most likely that the Proposed Project would support Everglades Company Terminal, China Shipping, and
TraPac, Inc. As the Proposed Project would be privately operated and would not be a POLA facility, a TWIC
card would not be required for truckers to access or utilize the Project for parking purposes; however, in
order to access any POLA container yards, a TWIC card would be necessary. Therefore, while there is a
potential that some truckers accessing the Proposed Project would not have a TWIC card, the majority would
have a TWIC card to access terminals.

Regarding headlights from trucks accessing the Project site impacting drivers on I-110 at night, the Project is
located downslope from I-110. As shown in Figure 5.1-1b of the Draft EIR, trucks driving uphill on the
Proposed Project driveway would be oriented away from I-110 and headlights would be screened by the
proposed retaining wall. Further, as shown in Figures 5.1-1a and 5.1-1¢, the proposed parking lot’s elevation

would be lower than I-110, which would serve to further screen truck headlights from impacting drivers on
[-110.

Comment O1.18: This comment states that the Proposed Project does not benefit the community and only
benefits the developer. The commenter further states that the Proposed Project would go against the zoning
and various ordinances designed to ensure that trucking facilities are not developed in the area. The comment
concludes by stating that the EIR must analyze a no-project alternative and that the Port should adopt a
policy to support Ordinance ZI2514 prohibiting additional truck-related uses in Wilmington.

Response O1.18: This comment summarizes prior comments and does not provide any substantial evidence
of a significant environmental impact not disclosed in the Draft EIR or evidence that the Draft EIR is
fundamentally inadequate. In regard to the No Project Alternative, such an alternative was analyzed within
Section 7.0 of the Draft EIR. Regarding the Ordinance, while a portion of the Project site is located within
the Interim Control Ordinance 188287 (“Ordinance ZI2514” is part of Interim Control Ordinance 188287)
as shown in Figure 1, above, the portion of the Project site that is within Wilmington would not be utilized
for trucking activity as it would only be developed with landscaping, as discussed in Response O1.6. Thus,
the Proposed Project would not conflict with the Ordinance.
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Letter O2: NAACP (2 pages)

February 3, 2025

Councilman Tim McOsker

Council District 15 City of Los Angeles
638 S. Beacon St. Room 552

San Pedro, CA 90731

Re: Letter of Opposition Against the Gibson Project

Dear Tim,

| outcry by neighborhooc
tions, and many concernec

arbor Commission
 lots (aka Gibson Ave
hat they knew t hat
this point, the transfer

Port's exposure [0]
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backs here in the one-five and will stop this project. I further believe y
type of politician who will not sell out our community to line the pocket
and political insiders and stop this project. % %0
The Gibson Project proposes heavy industrial use on what has been open space fq;'t
more than one hundred years. Its jurisdiction was moved to LA City Planning GNLY?
after an attempt by the Port to get approval under an improper Negative * 58
Declaration. What is happening now is not only dishonest city process gymnastics, 1\':~ f‘*
is covert political trickery. It is what we hope and trust our political leaders will J|. }:
fight against. You have an opportunity to send a clear message it is a new day in CD
One Five and the quality of life of your constituents will never be compromlsed
by the special interest of donors and fundraisers.

T

This project, as stated by the many letters submitted over the past three to four
years and the 50+ recently submitted to your office, will cause traffic, air pollution,
an unsightly entrance to San Pedro and Wilmington from the Harbor Freeway and
will block the views to our working port that so many of our families rely on to
make a living. I am in no way against Port expansion or Port growth. Executive
Director Gene Seroka isa trusted friend, and my brother is a proud member 0

visitors, restaurant-goers
this project. ‘
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Response to Letter O2: NAACP, dated February 3, 2025

Comment O2.1: This comment states that the NAACP opposes the Proposed Project and that the Proposed
Project was rejected three years ago by neighborhood outcry. The comment further states the transfer to
another agency was done to reduce the Port’s exposure and bypass the Proposed Project past the
communities who opposed it originally. The comment states that the Project proposes industrial uses on land
that is designated for open space.

Response 02.1: This comment does not provide any substantial evidence of a significant environmental
impact not disclosed in the Draft EIR or evidence that the Draft EIR is fundamentally inadequate. The Lead
Agency for the Proposed Project is LAHD and no transfer or change in Lead Agency has occurred. The City
of Los Angeles is a Responsible Agency for the Proposed Project.

While the Proposed Project would require a PMP amendment to change the open space land use designation
for APNs 7440-016-002, 7440-016-003, and 7412-024-007, the Proposed Project would be consistent
with the City of Los Angeles’s General Plan land use designation and zoning for the site. Thus, the proposed
PMP amendment is necessary in order to render the site’s PMP land use designation consistent with the site’s
City of Los Angeles land use and zoning designations. As evidenced by most of the site’s current land use
and zoning designations, development of the site with industrial-type uses of the site has been anticipated
and accounted for since the adoption of the City of Los Angeles General Plan.

Comment 02.2: This comment states that the Proposed Project would cause traffic, air pollution, and an
unsightly entrance that blocks views of the Port and generally negatively affect the lives of people in the
area.

Response 02.2: This comment does not provide any substantial evidence of a significant environmental
impact not disclosed in the Draft EIR or evidence that the Draft EIR is fundamentally inadequate. As discussed
in Response A1.2, impacts related to TACs on sensitive receivers in the Project vicinity would be less than
significant with the implementation of all applicable rules and regulations. Regarding traffic impacts, as part
of the 2019 amendments to the State CEQA Guidelines, SB 743 directed that the revised CEQA Guidelines
“shall promote the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, the development of multimodal transportation
networks, and a diversity of land uses” (Pub. Resources Code Section 21099[b][1]); and that “automobile
delay, as described solely by level of service or similar measures of vehicular capacity or traffic congestion,
shall not be considered a significant impact on the environment” (Pub. Resources Code Section 21099[b][2]).
As such, pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21099(b)(2), the Draft EIR is not required to analyze
impacts related to traffic congestion as it shall not be considered an impact on the environment. Nevertheless,
as explained in Response O3.6, the Proposed Project is not expected to measurably degrade traffic
operating conditions along John S. Gibson Boulevard, Pacific Avenue, and Front Street.

As discussed in Draft EIR Section 5.1, Aesthetics, and shown in Figures 5.1-1q, 5.1-1¢, and 5.1-1d, views of
the Port from the 1-110 would not be blocked, as the truck parking lot would be at a lower elevation than
the 1-110 freeway. In addition, as shown on Draft EIR Figure 5.1-1b, views from John S. Gibson Boulevard
looking towards the site would be improved from a vacant hillside with scattered litter into a landscaped
hillside with vegetation and trees.

Section 15204(c) of the State CEQA Guidelines advises that comments should be accompanied by factual
support, stating “[r]eviewers should explain the basis for their comments and should submit data or references
offering facts, reasonable assumptions based on facts, or expert opinion supported by facts in support of
the comments. Pursuant to [State CEQA Guidelines] Section 15064, an effect shall not be considered
significant in the absence of substantial evidence.” Where comments provide no facts or other substantial
evidence to support an assertion, or where comments do not explain why the evidence supporting a conclusion

Los Angeles Harbor Department 2-70
Final EIR
February 2026



John S. Gibson Truck & Chassis Parking Lot Project 2.0 Response to Comments

in the Draft EIR is not substantial evidence, the Final EIR is not required to alter a significance determination
of the Draft EIR.
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Letter O3: Northwest San Pedro Neighborhood Council (26 pages)

Ray Regalado, President

Chris Valle, Vice President
Melanie Labrecque, Treasurer
Victor Christensen, Secretary

@ I. Certified Neighborhood Council
e d EJ@ Certification Date 02-12-02
NW San Pedro Neighborhood Council

Neighborhood Council 638 S. Beacon Street, Box 688

4 S = — San Pedro, CA 90731

Northwest

(f

TELEPHONE: (310) 918-8650 « WEBSITE: NWSanPedro.org * E-MAIL: BOARD@NWSanPedro.org

February 10, 2025

Via email to ceqacomments@portla.org

At its meeting on Monday February 10, 2025, the Board of the Northwest San Pedro

Neighborhood Council approved the attached comments regarding the proposed Gibson Blvd | ©03.1
Truck and Chassis Parking Lot DEIR as previously submitted by Pat Nave and Thomas

Norman. The comments also incorporate those submitted by the Wilmington Neighborhood

Council as attached hereto.

Thank you for your attention to our comments.

<\ G \LQ@(Q’D

Ray Regalado, President
On Behalf of the Northwest San Pedro Neighborhood Council

Attachments:
- Previously submitted comments by Pat Nave and Thomas Norman
- Wilmington Neighborhood Council comments
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Via email to cegacomments@portla.org

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Gibson Blvd. truck and chassis
parking lot DEIR.

We are members of the Northwest San Pedro Neighborhood Council committee that
normally considers matters such as this comment letter. We will be presenting these
comments to our full Board, but they will not be heard until after the comment period
closes. If they make any changes to these comments we will forward them to you at
that time.

03.2

We have read and considered the comment letter adopted by the Wilmington
Neighborhood Council (WNC) at its meeting January 28, 2025, and adopt and
incorporate it herein as part of our comments. In addition to the comments by the
WNC, we emphasize the following:

1. The proposed Gibson Boulevard truck and chassis parking lot project directly
violates City Ordinance No. 188,287 (eff. 7/1/24) and undermines decades of Port
buffer zone policies protecting our communities. It violates the ordinance’s
prohibition of establishment or expansion of trucking uses in this area. It would
also abandon the long-held Port policy of providing a buffer between industrial
activities in the Harbor and the surrounding communities. 033

Incursions by trucks into cur communities has been a problem for many years. It is
why Ordinance No. 188287 was adopted, barring establishment or expansion of all
trucking related uses in the described area. We strongly urge the Port to seek advice
from City Attorney staff downtown concerning the application of this ordinance on the
decisions of the Board of Harbor Commissioners.

This project also represents an abandonment of a long-held Port policy of providing a
buffer between Port industrial activities and our neighborhoods. This practice occurred
at about the time the Board established the Wilmington Waterfront Park, even though 03.4
that property was acquired for expansion of the container terminals on the south side
of Harry Bridges Blvd. This DEIR seeks to change the designation of three parcels of
“open space” in the master plan to “maritime support”, thus abandoning this precedent,
and policy, of providing a buffer for our communities.

2. Inadequate Traffic Impact Analysis:

The DEIR fails to sufficiently evaluate the traffic impacts associated with the project. It | 03.5
is inadeguate to assume that since the trucks and chassis are already “in the Port area”
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03.5

and are simply being displaced to the project site, there is no significant impact. Tell Cord
ont.

THAT to the affected neighborhoods.

The analysis considers a limited number of intersections —namely Gibson Blvd. and
Bridges Blvd., the proposed project entrance, and the northbound 110 Freeway
on-ramp near the police station. However, the DEIR clearly contemplates trucks
coming from Terminal Island but does not analyze the impacts on truck returning there,
such as will occur at: 036

e  Channel and Gibson

®*  Channel and Gaffey

*  Pacific and Front Street

*  The on-ramp to the 47 Freeway leading to Terminal Island from Gaffey
*  The on-ramp to the 47 Freeway from Harbor Blvd.

Moreover, the DEIR'’s traffic analysis does not account for the size and nature of the
vehicles involved. The project anticipates 1,794 daily trips by trucks and chassis, each
approximately 75 feet in length—five times the size of an average passenger 03.7
vehicle. This omission results in an inaccurate assessment of how such truck traffic will
impact congestion, road safety, and the Level of Service at nearby intersections. The
claim that Port staff has approved these traffic studies raises concerns about whether
impartial and thorough analyses were conducted, especially since the Port has already
sold the access parcels, and having done so, appears committed to the project.

Further, we question some of the design assumptions in the DEIR related to truck and
chassis movements. For example, northbound John S. Gibson Blvd. does not appear
wide enough to construct a dedicated left turn only lane into the facility driveway. The
median there is only a few feet wide. Similarly, the work area on the parking lot itself 03.8
does not appear wide enough to permit the contemplated truck movements. With
1794 trips a day and only 393 parking slots, where are all those trucks going to stay?
Lastly, since the parking area appears to be uphill, will the lights on the tall-mast poles
be shining into the vehicles on the adjacent northbound 110 Freeway?

3. The DEIR claims compliance with CEQA by asserting the project will obey
all regulatory requirements. ‘Compliance with rules’ is not the same as a CEQA
analysis and does not comply with CEQA. 03.9

The proponent does not yet have CALTRANS, DTSC (Department of Toxic Substance
Control), and several required City licenses, nor have they completed biclogic,
archaeologic, and paleontological examination in spite of known hazards and in spite of
having to cut intc the supporting slope for the 110 Freeway. Instead, they promise to
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comply with whatever requirements the City, CALTRANS, DTSC, paleontologists and
biclegists impose as the project proceeds.

The DEIR asserts that the project will comply with all applicable regulatory
requirements. However, "promises of future compliance" are not a substitute for the
rigorous environmental analysis required under the California Environmental Quality Act 03.9
(CEQA). Compliance with regulations is simply the baseline—it does not excuse the Cont.
need for a thorough evaluation of potential environmental impacts. If future compliance
were deemed sufficient, every CEQA review could be reduced to a single sentence:
"The project will comply with all applicable laws."

Such a practice undermines the very purpose of CEQA, which is to proactively identify
and mitigate potential environmental impacts before projects are approved.

4. A CEQA analysis was required before the parcels were sold.

The sale of the access parcels by the Port should have triggered a CEQA review at the
time the decisicn was made. The asserticn by Port attorneys that the sale was "not a 03.10
project" under CEQA is both unfounded and incorrect. The sale was clearly tied to the
developer's known plans, and the parcels were zoned as “open space.” An
environmental analysis should have been conducted at that stage to explore alternative
uses and mitigate future impacts, such as by selling an easement for limited purposes
rather than a full sale of the parcels. Unfortunately, this missed opportunity has led to
the significant issues we now face with this project.

5. Failure to Consider Cumulative Impacts:

The project’s truck traffic represents a substantial and direct impact on surrounding
neighborhoods, yet the DEIR’s analysis remains narrowly fecused on a few selected
areas. The cumulative effect of this increased traffic, combined with cther projects in
the area, is likely to intensify adverse effects on air quality, noise, and safety for
residents and visitors. The potential impacts on surrounding infrastructure and
communities have not been fully explored or mitigated, leaving our neighborhoods
vulnerable to long-term harm.

03.11

Suggested Mitigation
03.12
Many years ago, the Port embarked on a program of buying parcels in Wilmington as
they came on the market. The concept was to aggregate the parcels into a Port
expansicn area.

Los Angeles Harbor Department 2-75
Final EIR
February 2026



John S. Gibson Truck & Chassis Parking Lot Project

2.0 Response to Comments

The Port now owns several hundred such parcels. Not only are they off the tax rolls,
but it seems clear that the use of some of the larger parcels has degraded the
neighborhoods where they are located. Perhaps the time has come to dispose of the
parcels or perhaps improve them as community pocket parks.

Conclusion:

The proposed project raises serious concerns about compliance with local regulations,
pclicies, and CEQA requirements. As it stands, the DEIR falls short in addressing key
environmental and community impacts.

We urge decision-makers to reconsider this project in its current form and tc prioritize
the health, safety, and quality of life for the communities surrounding the Port including
adhering to City ordinance and policies prohibiting the expansion of trucking uses in
this area, maintaining buffer zones between industrial operations and residential
neighborhoods, and providing a more comprehensive and transparent environmental
analysis of the project's impacts. As it now reads, the DEIR should not be approved
and the approvals sought should not be issued.

Thank you for considering our comments. We remain committed to working with all
stakeholders to ensure responsible development that protects our community’s

well-being and environment.

Sincerely,

s/ Tom Norman s/ Pat Nave

CC: Councilmember McOsker
Commissioners
Gene Seroka

03.12
Cont.

03.13
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Wilmington Neighborhood Council
544 N. Avalon Blvd., Suite 103, Wilmington, CA 90744
Z25(310) 522-2013 K wilmingtonnc@empowerla.org
@ wilmingtonneighborhoodcouncil.com

il

Gina Martinez, Chair

Gayle Fleury, Co-Chair

Fabiola Garcia, Secretary

Alicia Baltazar, Treasuer

Marisol Ontiveros, Parliamentarian

January 28, 2025

Port of Los Angeles
Board of Harbor Commissioners
Councilman Tim McOsker

Re: John 8. Gibson Truck and Chassis Parking Lot Project

The Wilmington Neighborhood Council thanks you for allowing us the opportunity to comment on the
DRAFT EIR. for the John S. Gibson Truck and Chassis Parking Lot Project. We further appreciate the
consideration provided to us from the Port in granting us an extension to respond.

At this time the Wilmington Neighborhood Council vehemently opposes this project. Ve reiterate from our
previous letter wherein we state, “Wilmington is already overburdened with container, truck and chassis
storage.” We ask that the Commission take into consideration the cumulative effect of this project as
required by CEQA. The State CEQA “Guidelines direct that the discussion should be guided by
practicality and reasonableness and focus on the cumulative impacts that would result from the

combination of the Proposed Project and other projects, rather than the attributes of other projects which 03.14
do not contribute to cumulative impacts.” (pg 5.4 Environmental Impacts)
This letter will detail a non-exhaustive list of our concerns.
The project holds no benefit to the community of Wilmington and San Pedro or its stakeholders.” In fact,
this project will do the exact opposite. It is creating a problem where one doesn't exist under the guise of
“‘good movements.” It has no safeguards for enforcement, and there is the potential for this to be a trial
run on how to circumvent union labor. It falls short of its stated objectives and the cumulative effects are
significant enough to warrant that this project be denied.
History
The project is located at 1599 John S Gibson Blvd APN (APN) 7440-016-001, 7440-016-002,
7440-016-003, and 7412-024-007. The sponsor is seeking to provide short-term parking for 393 trucks
and chassis.
Although the core purpose of the project of storing containers and chassis has not changed. With regard
to what will actually be implemented, has changed considerably. Previously we were advised that trucks
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would be one way in and one way out all via right turn only with no permanent modifications to the street.
With the new EIR it will install a signal that provides access from hoth directions with 60% of the inbound
traffic flowing through Wilmington and 50% of the outgoing traffic flowing back through Wilmington

NOP OCTOBER 2023

John §. Gibson Truck & Chassis Parkin
Los Angeles Harbor Department Pg 26

The Proposed Project does not include any permanent medifications to John S. Gibson Boulevard
and is not required to make any voluntary or required modifications to the public right-of-way. The
Proposed Project would not include dedications or permanent physical modifications to the public
right-of-way, nor is it required

John S. Gibson Truck & Chassis Parking Lot Project Notice of Preparation/initial Study Los Angeles Harbor Department-Pg.84
The Proposed Project would construct a 40-foot-wide driveway off John S. Gibson Boulevard to allow vehicle access to the Project site. The driveway
would be one-way stop controlled at John S. GibsonBoulevard and would allow for only right-out turning movements. Only right-in turning movements
would be allowed into the Project site from John S. Gibson Boulevard. PCC pavement would be used for the driveway. The Project would include a

prefabricated guard booth at the entrance from the driveway to the site with adequate queuing length provided to ensure trucks do not queue onto
John S. Gibson Boulevard

John S. Gibson Truck & Chassis Parking Lot Project Notice of Preparation/Inilial Study Los Angeles Harbor Depariment-Pg.25

DRAFT EIR NOVEMBER 2024

Page 5.11-10

Daily Inbound Truck Trip Distribution

T Page 5.11-11 Daily Outbaund Truck Trip Distribution

50¢
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The project originally was stated to be 466 trucks per day. Only to learn that these were one-way trips and
would equate to 932 truck trips per day. (466x2) The next document released stated 1,794 daily truck
trips. The DRAFT EIR now states that it will be 980 (420x2) daily trips the first year with 1,808 (904x)
total daily truck trips by 2045. These are big discrepancies.

Upon review we found it incredible that there will only be 2 employees who will handle everything with
minimal impact on traffic or to the environment. VYve use as an example data provided by the Traffic Study
(Appendix J). At 8AM there will be 37 incoming frucks. We think that CFASE said it best when they
stated that usual activity would be for “each truck to register, check-in, show their cargo manifest, pay the
fee, be given a receipt, be assigned a stall location and drive to the stall location .” That means in order to
eliminate backup 2 employees would have to make all this happen in less than 2 minutes per truck. This
is only for the first year. At the final year this will be projected at 69 incoming vehicles, meaning these 2
employes would have to do the same thing in less than 30 seconds. This does not take into account any
interaction that may be required for outbound trucks.

Temp. Dist: 2-shift (Innovative) Unadjusted
I5G Support Yard - Project Inbound Outbound pCE  |Temporal Distribution
Pickup Dropoff |Bobtail Chassis [Bobtail Chassis | In| Out Vehicles %
12:00 AM 1.18%) 1.38%)| 6 7] 7 6]21] 20 26 2.69%
1:00 AM 0.74%)| 1.06%) 4 5| 5 4115] 14| 18 1.86%
2:00 AM 0.02%| 0.23%) 0 ) 1 o] 2 1 2 021%
3:00 AM 0.00%)| 0.00% 0 0| 0 0] 0 0 0 0.00%
4:00 AM 0.00%)| 0.00% 0 0] 0 0] 0 0 0 0.00%
5:00 AM 0.00%| 0.00% 0 0 0 o] 0 0| 0 0.00%
6:00 AM 0.00%| 0.00% 0] 0 0| o] 0 [ 0 0.00%
7:00 AM 3.76%) 1.38%)| 18 2| A 18)36] 44| 50 5.17%
8:00 AM 5.61%)| 2.15%)| 27 10| 10 27|52] 66 74 7.64%
9:00 AM 4.78%)| 2.81%) 23 14| 14 23]156) 63 74 7.64%
10:00 AM 3.75%)| 3.76%)| 18 18| 18 18]58] 58 72 7.44%
11:00 AM 3.30%) 4.34%) 16 21 pal 16]61] 57 74 7.64%
12:00 PM 2.85%)| 4.35%) 14 21 21 14]59] 53 70 7.23%
1:00 PM 2.87%)| E.EA% 14 27| 27 14]71] &0 82 8.47%
2:00 PM 2.77%| 5.54%)] 13 27| 27 13]70] 58| B0 8.26%
3:00 PM 2.33%) 4.50%) 11 22 22 11)57] 48 66 6.82%
4:00 PM 1.56%) 1.84%) 8 S 8)28] 27 34 351%
5:00 PM 2.22%)| 1.06%) 11 5| 5 11)23] 28 32 331%
6:00 PM 2.90%) 1.45%)| 14 7 7 14131] 36 42 4.34%
7:00 PM 2.58%| 1.58%) 12 8| 8 12)30] 34 40 4.13%
8:00 PM 2.30%, 1.60%)| 11 8| 8 11)29] 32 38 3.93%
9:00 PM 1.82%) 1.73%) 9 8 8| 9]27] 28| 34 351%
10:00 PM 1.46%| 1.64%| ¥ 8| 8 7]124] 24 30 3.10%
11:00 PM 1.18%| 1.95%| 6 9| 9 6]25] 23 30 3.10%
0 242 242 242 242
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Temp. Dist:  2-shift (Innovative)

1SG SUPOI"t Yard - Project Inbound Outbound PCE  |Temporal Distribution
Pickup Dropoff |Bobtail Chassis |Bobtail Chassis | In | Out Vehicles
12:00 AM 1.18% 1.38%| 11 12 12 11] 37| 36 46
1:00 AM 0.74% 1.06%) 7. 10| 10! 7] 28] 26 34
2:00 AM 0.02% 0.23% 0 2 2 0] 4 2 4
3:00 AM 0.00% 0.00% 0 0] 0 0] 0O 0| 0
4:00 AM 0.00% 0.00% 0 0] 0 0] 0O 0| 0
5:00 AM 0.00% 0.00%) 0 0] 0 0| 0 0| 0
6:00 AM 0.00% 0.00%| 0 0] 0 0 0 0 o
7:00 AM 3.76% 1.38%)| 34 12 12 34 85| 82 92
8:00 AM 5.61% 2.15% 50 19| 10 50| 98] 123 138
9:00 AM 4.78% 2.81% 43 25 25 43]102| 116 136
10:00 AM 3.75% 3.76% 34 34 34 34]109] 109 136
11:00 AM 3.30% 4.34% 30 29 39 30)114] 107 138
12:00 PM 2.85% 4.35% 26 39 39 26)109] 99 130
1:00 PM 2.87% 5.64% 26 51 51 26]133] 113 154
2:00 PM 2.77% 5.54% 25 50 50 25| 130] 110 150
3:00 PM 2.33% 4.50% 21 40| 40 21}105| 90 122
4:00 PM 1.56% 1.84%) 14 16| 16 14| 49| 47 60
5:00 PM 2.22% 1.06%) 20 10| 10! 20| 44| 52 60
6:00 PM 2.90% 1.45%)| 26 13 13 26| 57| 68 78
7:00 PM 2.58% 1.58%) 23 14 14 23] 56| 63 74
8:00 PM 2.30% 1.60%) 21 14 14 21] 53] 59 70
9:00 PM 1.82% 1.73%)| 16 16| 16 16] 51] 51 64
10:00 PM 1.46% 1.64%)| 13 15 15 13| 46| 44 56
11:00 PM 1.18% 1.95%) 11 17| 17 11| 47| 42 56
Total: 451 448 448 451
Project Objectives

The EIR states that the objective of the project is to:

%
2.56%
1.89%
0.22%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
5.12%
7.68%
7.56%
7.56%
7.68%
7.23%
8.57%
8.34%
6.79%
3.34%
3.34%
4.34%
4.12%
3.89%
3.56%
3.11%
3.11%

e |ncrease the efficiency of goods movement in the POLA by providing off-terminal maritime
support to help meet the demands of current and anticipated containerized cargo from the various
San Pedro Bay port marine terminals.

¢ Provide a facility that increases the efficiency of terminal operations by providing storage and
staging of frucks and chassis in the POLA.

e Provide a facility that alleviates fruck traffic congestion and illegal parking by providing trailer

parking; and

e To develop an underutilized property located in the vicinity of the 1-110 with access to available
infrastructure, including roads and utilities to accommodate the growing need for goods
movement within Southem California.

In the stated objectives it states it will alleviate truck traffic congestion and illegal parking. Currently
neither exists on John S Gibson Blvd in the project area. Rarely, if ever do you see illegal parking or
truck congestion on John S Gibson between Hamry Bridges and Channel Street. However, should this
project go through there will be traffic congestion and illegal idling on John S Gibson. We remind the
Commission that the reason Waterfront Park was created was to provide a buffer from Port activities to
the community. This project would erode that buffer significantly.

With regard to the “Increase the efficiency of goods movement in the POLA by providing off-terminal
maritime support to help meet the demands of current and anticipated containerized cargo from the
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various San Pedro Bay port manne terminals " The port has already addressed this issue with other
projects that are currently pending before the Commission. Among these projects are the Terminal Island
Maritime Support Facility Project and Teminal Way Chassis Support Facility and according to the project
list the old Stankist facility as well will be used for this same pumpose.  These other projects are on
Termminal lsland which is the proper location for facilities such as these. These other projects do not
interfere with emergency services to the community, nor do they impede an Evacuation route. Wie
appreciate that these projects are on Terminal Island as the ¥Wilmington Meighborhood Council supports
the growth of the Port; howewver, there needs to be a responsible approach with consideration and
protections for the community.

It also should be noted that there is a notorious lack of enforcement for illegal activity that takes place at
privately owned port related facilities. Should the ownerfoperator of this facility attempt to store trucks,
store and stack containers and chassis or repair chassis fhere is no oversight from the port. These
issues are very real as evidenced by comments made by both Gene Seroka and officer Gazsi with the
FPort Police on October 21, 2021

Fer ZIMAS APM 7412024007 is a property covered under Z 12514 Wilmington Harbor Trucking Related
Uses Ordinance No. 188287 which prohibits the issuance of all permits and certificates of occupancy
associated with the establishment or the expansion of all Trucking-Related Uses as a primary use. This
ordinance alone should prohibit this project

Asszessor Parcel Mo, (AFN) 7412024007
Tra TR 3102

Map Refersnce ME 44-21/04
Biock None
Lot PTE

Arb (Lot Cut Reference) 1 _
0278201

i
2a Planning C:
ghborh

CD 15 - Tim McOsker
2848.00000000

MNons
Ma-1vL
Zi-213 Ei Zone:

i}
Zoning Information (21}

Zoning Information (1)

Zoning Information (2]

[y ——— T

Envimnmental Factors Potentially Affected and Potential impacts

The MOF states the environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by the Proposed
Project, involving at least one impact that is a "Potentially Significant Impact” as indicated by the checklist.
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6

5 . — Agriculture and Forestry 2 A -

& Aesthetics O Resources & Air Quality

 Biological Resources | & Cultural Resources & Energy

; . - , Hazards and Hazardous

& Geology and Soils ® Greenhouse Gas Emissions | & Materials

i} \Huyad‘reor%ggjlr‘w: ® Land Use and Planning O Mineral Resources

[ Noise O Population and Housing O Public Services

[J Recreation & Transportation O Tribal Cultural Resources

, Utilities and Service : - Mandatory Findings of

Systems O Wildfire = Significance

Cumulative Impacts-Section 5.0

State CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(b)(1) states that the information utilized in an analysis of
cumulative impacts should come from one of the following, or a reasonable combination of the two:

« A list of past, present, and probable future projects producing related or cumulative impacts,
including those projects outside the control of the lead agency; or

+ A summary of projections contained in an adopted local, regional or statewide plan or related
planning document that describes or evaluates conditions contributing to the cumulative effect.

Currently there are 40 known projects listed in the vicinity of this project. Missing from that list is the
Vicent Thomas Bridge Redecking Project and the Alameda Corridor Project. We request clarification as to
why these projects were not included and request that they be considered. (see Attachment)

After reviewing the DRAFT EIR, we are left concerned that so much information has been Jeft out. It has
been our experience that the EIR’s are usually very thorough and neutral in nature. It appears however;
in this case the ball was dropped.

Potentially Significant Impacts

The DRAFT EIR states the cancer risk is .25 per million. However, omitted is that per SCAQMD MATES
V data the cancer risk for the project area is currently at 638 per million.' The discrepancies in the
numbers are alarming and hard to reconcile. It is irresponsible to only look at numbers that will make this
project seem like it would have less than significant effects or where the effects can be mitigated when
that same agency you quote has data that shows a full and complete picture of the project area.
Cumulatively this project would affect the cancer rate of the area. Ve ask that the data from SCAQMD
MATES V be considered when deciding and seek clarification as to why it was not considered.

8= Cancer R|sk%2CCI|ck tabs- for other- data#data 8= |d%3AdataSouroe 112- 7c8f2a4db79b4a918d46b4e
8985a112b%3A14447%26|d%3AdataSource 105-a5ba9580e32243508a7 93fac81 9a534d%3A148https 1

cer- Rlsk%QCCIlck tabs- for other- data#data s= |d%3AdataSouroe 112- 08f2a4db79b4a91 8d46b468985a
112b%3A14447 %2Cid%3AdataSource 105-a5ba9580e3aa43508a793fac819a5a4d%3A148
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In zip code 90731, the cancer risk is 638 per million

Air toxics cancer risk in this zip code is higher than 97.0% of
the South Coast AQOMD population

Pollutants contributing to cancer risk

Diesel
Particulate @M Formaldehyde
Other

Matter
N Arsenic
Benzene

71.8%

Community Profile

» CalEnviroScreen 3.0 Score: 9.0-97.0%
= SB535C
s Healthy Places Index: 0.0 - 21.0%

mmunity: Pa

The DRAFT EIR fails to mention the following sensitive receptors; Volunteers of America Pre-School
located at 334 S. Figueroa, Wilmington CA 90744 and is .437 miles from APN 7412-024-007. It also fails
to mention Field of Dreams Park/Recreation located less than 200 ft from APN 7440016001. This type of
facllity should not be near sensitive receptors.

We ask that these sensitive receptors be included and considered as well as be provided clarification why
they were not included in the DRAFT EIR.
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I.lVlIlD.lv’

Fost 2307 042

wies 0437 Volunteers of
America

Questions asked in Section 3 of the NOP asks if the project would conflict with or obstruct
implementation of the applicable Air Quality Plan or Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of
any criteria pollutant for which the project region is nonattainment under an applicable Federal or State
ambient air quality standard?

Individually the project may meet the thresholds as stated to not exceed pollutants. However, the drafter
of the EIR fails to acknowledge that the SCAQMD in its Clean Port Initiative workplan states,
“Intemational, Federal and State Standards Are Not Sufficient For This Regior?”

The DRAFT EIR also fails to disclose that up until 6 months ago a Federal Implementation Plan (FIP) was
to have been implemented along with sanctions. This would have included incorporating measures to
compensate for any missing or disapproved measures, to attain the needed NOx reductions by 2024. The
FIP may have included measures such as emission caps for airlines, marine vessels and railroads, no
drive days, or gas rationing. It was only by virtue of a lawsuit filed against the EPA that this did not

happen.

SOUTH COAST AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT

1997 8-Hour Ozone Standard — Sanction Clock Timelines

Scenario One: South Coast AQMD/CARB Fails to Submit a Contingency Measure Plan

to U.S. EPA

Action

Contingency Meavuce Plan
Due to US. EPA through
CARB

Action Details

US. EPA has siz months to
make a failuce to submit finding
(Juae 2020)

Once that finding is made, US.
EPA can impose saactions at
aay time.

U.S. EPA must implement
first sanction

First sanction would increzse
offset ratio for new and
modifisd major soucess of
oz0ne precugsors (VOC and
NOx) to 2 to 1 (enzrentiv 1.2 to
1.

Highway sanctions must be
imposed

Higlway fonding will be cutoff
Fuads for transit and cestain
safety projects may continue.

Date
December 31, 2019/
Jasuasy 1,2020
2 December 2021
faiti's]
-0ZC
ou.¢ Juae 2022
Juae 2022

US.EPA

2 Federal Impl

Plaa (FIP)

sin subseguently%20submitted%20tc%2
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Date

December 31, 2019/
January 1, 2020

Action

Contingency Measure
Plan Submitted to U5,
EPA through CARB

Scenario Two: Contingency Measure Plan is Submitted, but not Approved by U.S. EPA

Action Details

U.5. EPA has 6 moaths to decide
if the minimum requirements are
met Juae 2020).

If U5 EPA takes no action
within 6 months of submittal, the
Coatingency Measure Plan is
deemed completed by default.

Tely 2021
(or 12 months after plan is
desmed complets)

U.S. EPA deadline for
approval/disapproval of
plan

If disapproved, U5 EPA can
impose saactions st any time.

December 2022

U.5. EPA must
smplement first sanction

First sanction would mncrease
offset ratio for aew and modified
major sources of ozone
precursors (VOC and NOx) to 2
to 1 {cugrently 1.2 to 1).

July 2025

Highveay sanctions must

be imposed

Highway fonding will be cutoff.
Funds for transit and certain
safefy projects may coatinve.

July 2025

U.5. EPA must
implement » Federal
Implementation Plan
{FIP}

The FIP will incorparate
measuces to compensate for any
mussing or disapproTed measuges,
to attain the needed NOx
reductions by 2024. The FIP may
inchude measures such as emission
caps for auines, marine Tessels
and eaidroads, no derre days, ex
gas rationing.

U5, EPA may issue FIP any time
after disapproval issued eadier
than this date.

subsequently approved.

The sanctions and FIP are removed once the plan meets U.5. EPA’s expectations and =5

This information helps paint a clearer picture of the cumulative effects that the port and port-adjacent

operations have on a community and the lack of attainment in meeting standards ..

YW ask that the SIP and its non-attainment information be considered as well as the joint statement from
ERA, SCAQMD and CARE. WWe also request clarfication as to why there was little to no mention of the
non-attainment status. We further request why it is considered less than significant for air quality when
the entire area has been in jeopardy of sanctions and has not met attainment standards for over a
decade?
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July 22, 2024

Joint Statement on Advancing Emissions Reductions
in the South Coast Air Quality Management District

The Sauth Coast Air Guality Menagernent District [South Coast AOMD] is home to 17 million people where
coone levels continuee to exceed the heatth-based naticnal amblent air guabity standards, Althougt 2r guality
In the Sauth Coast A0M D raglon has impraved significantly sinca the 1870°% as a result of substaniial nibogen
aeldes (MO and volatile arganic compeunds (VOC| emission reduciions, the air pollutants tha Form groand-
leve| crane, challenges remain. Emassions from sources lie sircraft, locomotives, ccean-going vesiels, and
nanread engines will be an increasing fraction of total emissians of NOx in the Zouth Coast AQMD region
absant additienal action by regulatory agencies. The significart additonal emissiens reductions needed to
provide healthy gir in the South Cosst AQRD will take g sustained and collabarative eflort 3t the lacal, state,
nnd federsd levels 1o reduce emisdons fram all sources — both mobile and stationary.

Today, the South Coast AQMD, tha Califormia &ir Resources 8oard (CARE), and the US. Emaronmental
Profectian Agancy (EPA| ar ra-committing ta a dang-term collabaration to reduce srmissians fram 3 sources
urilizing agency spedific authority for siatlonary and mekile sourees.

The commitments from each Agency form a part of our shared strategy far attsm ment of the szone standands
establizhed by EFA in 1997, 2008 and 2015 (see sgency specific attachmerts). loantly, the undersigned will
weork 1o redisce NOI arissians frirn sircraft, locamotives, ooean-gong vessels, snd nanrosd engines, as well
as stalionary sources,

Throiigh this long-tarm parrarstip, South Caass A0MD, CARE, and EPA will be taking steps to catalyze the
emizsions reductions needed to morove s quakty Tor the 17 million residens of the South Coast AGRD
regan. The actions praposed by the three agencies will help sttain federal alr gusiity sandards, snd recduce
expasura to forlc s pallutarts, espedially for pecpla Iving in disproportionately mpscted commurities,
marry af whichare located mlpmmrpwm.w-hunarmammmmhmsw?lcmm
region. |

) a4l gy / Ao
W g e, AN
gﬁ#ﬁw@nf‘{. ] Martha Guzman

istapt ﬂdm-‘&s{t]l'or*or Alr and Radiaton Aegional Adminiszrator, Aegion X

v renrmental Protection Agency L5, Emvironmental Protection Agency
— 25 N --

s ARA 2
o~ A / ,ar"-! £ P, '
j?%/ e S (Y

T

Lidne Randblph, Chair \Vanessy [ wgadl, thnlg
California Air Reiources Board south Coast Alr Guzlity Management District

The DRAFT EIR only discusses idling as it exists within the confines of the project area. It assumes that
there will not be a line of trucks outside the facility with trucks waiting. Aswe stated above, unless the 2
employees can handle each truck in either less than 2 minutes in the first year and less than 30 seconds
in the final year there will be a line outside idling. CARB only allow for 5 minutes of idling (13 CCR 2480
8 2485) and since all of John 5. Gibson Blvd is a "Mo Stopping Zone” a truck driver can either be ticketed
foridling or ticketed parking in & Mo Stopping Zone. There is a time and place for a project like this and
this is not it. It is setting trucks up to break the law. We request clarification of what the process would be
to accomplish how trucks would be processed through the facility in less than 2 minutes in the first year
and less than 30 seconds in the final year without having traffic back up. /f it s nof possibile fo process
these frucks without 2 line outside the facility, we ask how long that ling will he and how will that affect
Logs of Sarvice? Vb also ask ff there will be 3 line and if it excesds 5 minutes why the project wauld he
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1

appraved fmawing how Diesel Parficutate Matfer would be spewed alf aver fthe communify ar ig if just
expected for drivers fo break the law and sfap im a o sfapping zane.

Also, in the project area there are bike lanes. What rationale was used to detemnine that 24-hour truck
flow that will cross over bike lanes would be considered safe?

The ORAFT EIR does nof frily address Diesel Parficulate maffer which according fo CalEnviro Screen
4.0 fs gt 100%. Oiesel Parficutate Matter (GPM) is caused from exhaust from frucks, {rains, ships and
atfter equipment that uses a diesel engine. it is a combination of said parficles and gases that come from
diegel engines OFPM causes respirafary inass, asthma, hearf disease and lung cancer What reasoning
was used to think it was prudent to add more DPM in an area so close to residents and sensitive
receptors that are already burdened by environmental issues and is already at 100% 7Y We would hope
the goal to reduce that rate and not help keep the DPWM at 100% 7% We ask that the DPM data be
considered when deciding about the project.

Toxic Releases are also not fully addressed. Per CalEnviro Screen 4.0 the toxic releases in the project
area are at 94% . YWhy wasn't this considered? We ask that the Toxic Release data be considered when
making a decision about the project.

Census Tract: 6037980031
{Population: 1,175)

+:§ Zoom to
.
CalEnviroScreen 4.0 Percentile
Follution Burden Percentile 98

Population Characteristics Percentile

Ozone 17
Particulate Matter 2.5 68
Dieszel Particulate Matter 100
Toxic Releases 54

Section 4 -Environmental Setting states that the project area is not near or within a wildlife corridar or
linkage and lists the nearest critical habitat as being 1.7 miles away. This section goes in depth about
Cultural Resources and  Historcal Background, however fhere was ma mention of Biby Sloughdake
Machado which is aoproximately % of @ mile fram the project focafion. Bixby Slough/Lake Machado is
adg-acre lake in Ken Malloy Harbor Regional Park in both Wilmington and Harbor City on through to
Carson, It's a natural wetland and one of the largest remaining coastal wetland ecosystems in Southem
California. The lake is home to many species of native birds, fish, and insects. The lake recently had to
have a habitat restoration due to trash and pollution. 1tis horme to over 300 separate species of migratory
birds. The lake is part of the natural water habitat of Southern Califomia for native animals and plants
including the endangered Least Tern. There are many reports and pictures available of juvenile and adult
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least tems at Lake Machado. Other birds that have been observed at the lake are Pied-billed Grebe,
Eared Grebe, Double-crested Cormorant, Great Blue Heron, Great and Snowy Egret, Gadwall, Am.
YWigeon, Mallard, Redhead Ring-necked Duck, Am. Coot, Black-necked 5tilt, Spotted Sandpiper and
several species of Gulls. We naquest clarification as to why Bixby Slough/Machado Lake was not
Included and request that it be conskiened along with the critical hablitat of the least tern.

Although AB 617 is included and addressed within the document there appears to be no recognition that
the area is an Environmental Justice area recognized by both State (5B 535) and Federal [EPA EJ
screen tool) | Why would a project that futher burdens a community be approved? YWe request that the
project area being in an EJ area be taken into consideration

Quaestion 21 of the NOP Mandatory Findings of Significance

The MOF asks the following questions.
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21. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

a. Does the project have the potential to substantially degrade
the quality of the environment, substantially reduce the habitat
of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population
to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a
plant or animal community, substantially reduce the number
or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal
or eliminate important examples of the major periods of
California history or prehistory?

b. Does the project have impacts that are individually limited,
but cumulatively considerable? (*Cumulatively considerable”
means that the incremental effects of a project are
considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of
past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the
effects of probable future projects.)

c. Does the project have environmental effects that would
cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either
directly or indirectly?

Wiith regard to these last three questions our position is YES.

The DRAFT EIR doesn't even take into consideration Machado Lake or the endangered Least Tern. It
does not take into consideration the wetlands that are located so close to the project and the DRAFT EIR
has failed to do its due diligence with regards to even exploring how the project will affect the wetlands
and their Riparian habitat.

The project defintely has impacts that are Iimited individually but are considerable when considered in
connection with past, current and future projects.

The project definitely has environmental effects that can substantially  have adverse effects on human
beings.  The cancer rate of 838 per milion and a Diesel Particulate Matter of 100% is simply
unacceptable. Our Councilman fought hard to make 712514 a reality. Thena should not be a single
additional truck-related use within the boundaries of Wiimington. These facliiies belong on Terminal
Island or within the confines of the Port.

Additional Concems and Questions

The Wilmington Neighborhood Council has additional concerns abolt the project. We are concerned
about what effect and what miigation measures would be implamanted with regard fo the Tsunami
Evacuation Roufe. It does not appear to be a prudent move to overwhelm an Evacuation Route.

With the exception of APN 7412024007 wihich is in the Wilmington Community Plan the ather Parcels are
inthe Port Flan. I7 #s praject 1s approved which commurnity plan, will it become parf of?

Wihro willl oversee enforcement issues on this project?

What precautions would be taken to ensure that e fevel of Emergency and Police senices the
communify of Wilmingion recaeive s wowld not be compromised?

What terminals would this facility service?

YWhere is the illegal parking alluded to in the project’'s stated objectives located? Itisn't on John S Gibson
Bhd.

WAl all truckers utilizing the facility have a TWIC card?

Los Angeles Harbor Department 2-89
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Will dropping off containers by trucks leaving the port only to be picked up by non-TWIC card holders be
allowed at this facility?

With respect to labor, the DRAFT EIR does not exclude union labor nor does it specifically state it will be
unionized labor or if all drivers will have to have TWIC cards. We cannot support a project that does not
keep these safeguards in mind especially when you consider this facility is less than 200 feet from a port
facility. As stated previously, we have serious concerns for enforcement which in turn if there is a lack of
enforcement it affects the safety of the community. Our unionized labor knows exactly whether or not a
job is being safely executed and is fully versed on unacceptable practices. TWIC card holders ensure that
a trucker has been fully vetted to access areas within port facilities and have the right credentials for
hauling certain loads and is essential for maintaining compliance with industry regulations. These are real
and legitimate concerns. Less than 48 hours ago from the writing of this letter a smuggling ring was found
to have been operating at the port involving foreign nationals, truck drivers and terminal employees
smuggling illegal chemicals. This facility sits next to a police station, the port, a park and a refinery/oil
pipelines all within 200 feet this would be a prime location for terrorist activity. We request that it be a
requirement that any facility that is within 200 feet of a port terminal facility have only TWIC card drivers
be able to access and ILWU employees. What measures will be in place to ensure that this project will
not be a security threat to the community. If there are no safeguards we ask the question why isn't there
any?

One of the objectives states that it will alleviate truck traffic. This makes no sense as the truck was going
to the port regardless. What it can do however is allow a truck driver to drop off a container and turn
around and go back for another container. That is the exact opposite and adds another truck trip to the
road.

Another major concern | s that as trucks zig zag and travel up the hill at night with their lights on how will
that affect traffic on the freeway that is at the top of the hill where trucks will be parking?

Conclusion

This project holds no benefit for our Community. It appears to only benefit the investor and perhaps the 2
employees per shift. Although our community has many ordinances and zoning protections in place to
help protect us, what good are they when there is no enforcement and when every application that
applies for a zone change or exemption gets approved without safeguards in place or without complete
information provided in the EIR ? Simply changing the zoning does not make the effects of the project go
away. We respectfully request that this project be denied. We also remind our commissicners that the
lead agency must always analyze the “no project alternative.” (CEQA Guidelines § 19126.6(e)). We
request that moving forward that the port adopt a policy in line with Ordinance ZI12514 prohibiting
additional truck related uses within Wilmingten. In closing, we understand and support the port and its
growth but this project does not meet its stated goals and is not safe for the community.

Respectfully Submitted.

Gina Martinez

Chair, Wilmington Neighborhood Council

Los Angeles Harbor Department
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CC: 8sCAQMD
CARB
EPA

Attachment
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Table 5-1: Cymulative Projects List

Cumulative
Mo.|  Project Title and Project Description Project Statuws
Lo linea
Port of Los Angeles
1. Barth 163-162 Demolition of the existing 19,000-squara-foot fimber whorf and | 15/8ME odopted
[rustar-YValers] construction of a new steal and concrete loading platform, occess | September 2021,
Marine Oil trastias, mooring and berthing structures, and necsssary ufilitias to Construction
Terminal YWhof comply with the Marine Oil Terminal Engineering and Maintenoncs panding.
Improvamcnt: Stondards {MOTEMS). The project also corsists of o 30-yoor looss
Projact for tha facility.
2 Haovy Way,/ Construction of roadway improvements ot Stote Rout [SR|-47 Mowvy Ervircnmcntal
Seaside Avere | Way to sliminate troffic signal and movement conflicts. Augmant an | review in process.
Intarchangs Project | existing partial interchangs ot SR 47 /Senside Avenus/Mawy Way Construction
by removing the last traffic signal and at-grade infersection betwesn sxpectad to
Imtarstate {]-7 10 and -1 10, adding a new ouxiliory lone anrd a mew | begin December
collector-distributor rood, ond implemanting troffic chonnelization 2025 ond and
improvements. This project isincluded in the 201 & Southern California Juna 2028.
Amociotion of Governments (SCAG| Regionol Transportatfion
Plan/Sustoinoble Communities Strotegy (BTP/SCS) as 1D 180230
2. Cabrille Way The propossd Project include: dewveloping, operoting, ond Ervircnmantal
Maring Projed maintairing @ maring, hotels, beater and visitor-serving dub ond | review n process
meeting focilities, restaurants, retail buildings, and commerdal arsas
at 2293 Minar Straot. This project waos evoluoted in the Wast
Channel/Cabrille Marina Phosa || Developmaent Project [Cabrilla
YWay Marmna] Final Supplemental Envirgnmental Impoct Report
certified in Decambar 2003,
&, Terminal kiond The proposed Project indudes the development and operation of o Envirenmantal
Moritime Support | mantene support fachiy on on oppromimately dU-ocre LAKI loop | review m process
Facility sita on Terminal ksland
5. Barths 191-194 Construction ond cperation of o dry bulk terminal for wessel | MOP released in

(Ecocem) Low-
Corbon Camant

unloading, raw maoterial milling, and storage and loading onrfo trucks
of low-corbon consfruction bindar.

Morch 2022. EIR
in prograss.

Los Angeles Horbor Department
Croft EIR
HMowember 2024

§-3
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Johin 5. Gibson Truck & Chassis Parking Lot Project 3.0 Emvironmental impact Analysis
Cumulative
Mo.| Project Title ond Project Description Project Status
Location
Procsssing Foclity
6. Westway Diecomemissioning of the Wassway Terminal along the Main Channal | Decommissioning
Docommissioning — | [Berths 70=71). Work includer decommissioning and remaving 136 | complated in
Barths 70 —=71 | storage tonks with total copacity of 593000 borrels and 2013.
remediation of the site. Remediation is in
the permitting
ase.
z. Barths 97-109 | Development of the China Shipging Terminal Phass |, Il and 1 Final
China Shipping | indwuding wharf consruction, lendfill and terminal construction, and | Supplemantal EIR
o P backland development, incuding cperation under a revised project | [FSER] completed
Project to madify certain mitigation meosures. in 201%.
B Wilmingtan tanded te pravids waterfront necess and promoting develapmant | Construction
Wartarfront Master | spacifically along Avalon Boulevard Project slements incuds o | underway in
Plan [Avalon pramenads, waterfront park, pedestrion bridgs, location for the phasas.
Boulavard Corridar | Wilmingtan Youth Soiling and Aquatic Center, public pisr, and othar
Praject] vititar serving uses
9. | Berth 42 Boatyard | Redavelopmant of the farmer San Pedro Booteorks site ar 29435 Erwircnmantal
Project — 2945 | Miner Strost. Project components inclede demolition of axisting | raview n procass.
Miner Strost structures ond buildings on site; grading; poving; ond comstructing | 15,/MOP isswed
concrete pads, docks, gangways, slips, underground utilities, wator | January 2024
treatment systoms, storm drain, fencdng, lighting, and buildings 1o | EIR in progross.
support boatyard operaticns
10 Barthy 204-20% | Usa of sxisting warehowses ot 829 Eost Mew Dock Strest and 921 Fnal Hegative
Chassiz Depet and | Bast Mew Dock Strest for chosis depot, storags, maintenance, and | Declaration {HD}
Repair Facilities | repair. certified July
2019, Addendum
considerad in
2023
1. Barths 121-131 Demclifion of existng wharf atBarths 128-1 29, construchion of o new Motica of Intant
[¥ang Ming] wharf, irstallation of up o 10 new wharf cranes, recorstruction of | [MOI)/MOP
Container Tarminal | the shorsling, dredging and dispasing of up fo 310,000 cubic yards | released n 2014,
Improvements | of sedimants to despen the barth sxpond the ewisting on-dock | Draft EIR /BS in
railyard, and installation of slactric-pawerad Rail-Meunty Gantry progress.
crang: far railear leading funlcading.
12 Barths 148-151 Construction of variows wharf and seismic ground improvements that | 15/MOP released
[Phillips &6] ore required fo comply with MOTEMS ond a new 20-yeor | March 2022, EIR
Marine Oil sntitlament. in prograss.
Terminal
Improvemant
Project
13 Mairtenancs Rowtine removal of accumdated sediment from chonnel beds to Dradging
Dredging maintain tha design depths of navigation channels, harbors, marinas, | ntermittantly
beat lounches, and port focdlties Conducted regularky for inftiated on
navigational purpeies. Alse, routing in-kind maintenonce and repairs | average svery 3
of structuras. to & years; ot
least arce avery
5 years
Irtermtent
structure repairs.
T4 Owter Harbor Construction of twe new cruize ferminals thar would rotal wp to Racuast for
Cruisa Terminal | 200,000 squars fest |approximately 100,000 squars feet sach) | Propasal for
and Outer Harbor | ond paorking ot Barths 45-47 and 49-50 in the Outer Harbor. The fusture

Park — Berths 45 —

ferminals would ba dasignad to occommodats the berthing of o

cdavalopment

Las Angebes Harbor Daparment
Craft EIR
Hovember 2024

a-d
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Johnr 8. Gibson Trick & Chassis Parking Lot Project 3.0 Emdronmental impact Analysis
Cumulative
Mo.| Project Title and Project Description Project Status
Location
47 and 4% — 50 | Fresdom Clas or squivalent cruise vessel |1,150 fest in lengthl. A | releosed Jonuary
propesed Cwter Harkor Park would encomposs opproximately & 023,
acres at the Outer Harbor. This project was evoluoted in tha San
Pedro Waterfront Project EIS/BIR certified in Septembar 2009,
15 City Dack Ma. 1 Devalopment of o maring rassarch canter within o 32.1%-ocre area. Phaza |

Maorine Resaarch
Project (AltaSen) —
Betwsan Barths 57

This project would chonge the braok bulk oreo: east of Eost Channal
[Berths 57—7 2] to institutional uses.

davelopmant in
prograss sinca
2017

L
1. West Harbor
Modificotion

Fraject [formerly
San Pedro Puklic
Market] — Along
Harbor Boulavard

Redavelopment of 30 acres, formerly known ax the Porss O Call
Village, with up ta 300,000 squars fest of vistor-serving commarcial
vses and up to o 75,000 square feet conference canter. This project
would invalve chonging the industrial uses along Harbar Boulevard
to commercial. This projact alo includes @ waterfront promenads
and 3 acres of open spoce. This projact was svaluated in the San
Padro ‘Watarfront Project EIS/EBIR ond subsequant Addendum. Tha
revisad project anvironmental analysis includes: 108,000-square-
foot outdoor amphitheater, 2.5-acre entertainment varws, 100-foot
diometer Ferris wheel with an approsx. 150-foot tall by S0-foot-wids
tower attraction, ond other vistor-sarving commarcial wes This
project was svaluatad in the San Padro Waterfront Praject BI5/EIR
certified Septamber 2009,

BHC cartifiad tha
Final EIS/EIR and
approved the
project in 2009,
Addendum T in
May 2014 and
Addandum 2 in
Movember 2019,
Construction of
the 2014 Project
iz amgaing MOP
relaosad April
2022. Draft
Subsaquent B8 in
process.

17 | Port of Los Angeles
and Port of Long
Beach Goods

Movemant
Waorkforce

Trairing Facility

Project — 1400

East Anchoroge

Rood

Project involves preporing an opproximately 20-ocre site for a
goods mowemant workforce froining facdfty thor would include
providing skilled troining programs while providing o safe training
wnwirormant for workers.

Environmartal
ravisw in process;
MOP relecsad
February 2024,

18, SR-47 Mincent
Thamas Bridge and
Fromt 8t /Harbor
Bl Inferchangs
Raconfiguration

Reconfiguration of the axisting inferchangs ot SR-47 Vncent Thomas
Bridge ond Horbor Baulevard,/Frant Strest to improve sofety and
oparation for vehicles axiting tha highwoy. mprovemants olso induds
medificotions of the eastbound entronce ramps and modification of
Harbor Boulevard and Fromt Street opproaching and betwean the
romp e mini.

Dasign underway.

19, Al Larson Boat

Shop Improvement

Project — Terminal
ksland

Modarnization of existing boot yord [1044 3. Scaside Avanuva, San
FPedro) and 30-year leose extension

Final BIR cartfiad
in 2009, Projecr
on hold.

20, [ Berths 302-30¢
[APL now known as
Fanix Marirs]
Contoiner Tarminal
Prajecr

Imprevement and expamsion of the existing terminal, including the
addition of cranes, modificotions to the main gote, converting an
sxistng dry confoiner storage unit fo o refrigerated unit, and the
exparsion of the terminol onto 41 ocores adjocent to the existing
terminal. Revirad project includes confinusd operations with minar
medifications to tha terminal and o 15-year lense extension through
2043,

Evaluated in Final
EIR/EIS in 2012
and an
Addandem in
2014, Exparsian
projact on hald,
revised project
ongoing.

. Barths 238-23%
[PEF Enargy]
Harine Ol

Demolition of the sexisting Berth 238 looding plofform ond
construction of o naw platform and associotad mooring strucheres ot
Berth 238, and installkotion of landside mmprovements.

Construction
pending.

Los Angales Horbor Deportmans

Dwroft ER
Movember 2024

57
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Johy 5. Gibson Truck & Chassis Parking Lof Project 5.0 Environmental impact Analysis
Cumulative
Mo.|  Project Title and Project Description Project Status
Location
Tarminal
Improvemant
Project

22 | Stor-Kist Cannery | Demolition of 14-ocre ste for fufure wse os cargo support or | MMND adopted

Facility = Terminal | container chassis ssorage. February 2023.
kland Construction
panding.

23 Barths 167-16% | Yarious wharf and ssismic ground improvements required to comply | Final EIR certified
[Ehall] Maring il | with MOTEME, as well a3 cther londside slemernts and o new 30- in 2018,
Terminal Wharf year leose. Construction

Improvemsnts panding.
Project
24 Avolon ond Fries | Physical clesure of segments of Avalon Boulevard and Fries Avenue Construction
Strest Segments | by installing strast modifications that include cul-de-sacs, curbs and panding.
Closwre Project | gutters, fencing, and signoge.
25 |  Avalon Freight | Shifting of sxisting Cataling |sland freight operations from Barth 184 Censruction
Sarvices Relocotion | in Wilmington to Berth 5 in San Pedro. panding.
Project
2é. Barths 1687-121 Wariows whorf and improvements that ore requirad fo comply with 158 /HOP issued
|¥Wopak) Liquid Bulk | MOTEMS, mprovemaents to on odjocent wharf to  focilitote | Jely 2022 EIR in
Terminal Wharf rasumption of cament terminal operations on tha sife, ond a new 30- preparation
Improvements ond | year sntitlement
Cemant Terminal
Project
e e
27 Middla Horbor Consolidation of two existing container terminals into one 345-ocre Approved
Terminal terminal. Construction includes  londfill, dredging, ond wharf | project. Fnal SR
Fedevelopmisnt construction; corstruction of an  intermadal roil yord; and | [FEIR] certified in
racorstrection of rerminal buildings. 2009, Phasas 1-3
ars complata;
tarminal in
operation as of
2014,
Construction of
final 3 acres
[Marth Gate
Expamsion} to ba
completed by
027
28. Piars G & | Development of o maorine terminol of up fo 315 ocres by | Project opproved
Terminal consolidating two existing marine confainer ferminalz on Piars & ond | September 2000
Redevelopment J and several surrounding parcels. Construction will be completad in Construction
Project — POLE four phases over an 11-year pericd and includes approx. 53 acres ongoing.
Pisrs G ond ] | of landfills, dredging, concrets. wharves, rock dikes, and rood and
railwoy improvements.
9. Fier B Cni-Dack Expansion of the existing Pier B Rail Yord in two phoses, induding FEIR certifisd
Rail Support realignment of the adjocent Pier 8 Street and utility relocation. February 2018,
Focility — POLE Construction
Pigr B commanced
August 2024;
sxpacted o be
completed by
2032,
Las Angseles Horbor Departmans 5-8

Croft EIR
Movember 2024
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John 8. Gibsan Truck & Ghassis Parking Lot Project

5.0 Environmental impact Analysis

Cumulative
Mo.|  Project Title and Project Description Project Status
Location
30. | Mitsubishi Camard | Facility meodification, including the addition of a catalytic control [ Project approval
Corporation systam, corstruction of four odditional cement storoge siles, and | i April 2015,
Facility vpgrading sxisting cemant unloading equipment. Construction
Madifications — commanced Juna
POLE Pier F 2021,
31. | Scuthern California | Replocament of o series of fromsmission towers betwesn the | FER certified in
Edison Tronsmission | Harborgan Substotion (Pier A], ocrom the Cerritos Channal, to the 7.
Tower Long Baach Svbstation |Piar &) Construction of
Replocemant naw towers
Project — Spanning completed in
from POLB Pier A August 2027,
fo Pier & Demolition of old
fransmission fower
in-water foofings
not yat
completed.
32 Tayata Facility Construction of a new corsclidoted Vehicls Processing aond | MPMD odopted in
Improvamsnts Distribution Center, Hydrogen Fuel Cell and Generator Facility, and 2078,
Project — POLB Fusling Station. Demelition of some existing focilties. Construction
Pisr B orgaing.
33 Tl Wya Trodk Construction of new roil tracks and enhoncement o triongular rail {Constructian is
Roalignment at | juncticn whera lang trains can be tumed and staged. argeing and
Pier 5 ond Pier T expectad to and
ot 2024 or
sarly 2025,
34 Pigr D Strest Reclignmant of Pier I Street between the Middle Harbor out-gate Construction
Realignment and Pico Avenve ond Broodway berweaen former POLE mointenance expectad to
yard [westarn terminus of the readway) and Pico Avenus., bagin July 2027
and snd May
2029,
35 ‘Warkd Oil Tamk Irstallation and operation of twa 25,000-barral patrcleum storage EIR Certifiad
Instaliation Project | tarks ot 1405 Pier © Strest. Septamber 2024
= PCHE Piar C
34 Pigr T Maring Redevelapmanrt of Pier T container /maring terminal. Harbar
Tarminal Dsvelopment
Radevalopment Pormit [HDP]
apglication under
revies; schadule
pending.
37. | POLE Ceep Drofr | Dredge appreximotely 7.4 million cubic yards of sediment in the Port | POLE MEPA EIS
Mavigation and of Long Bsach to despen channels and bosins to improve woterborns Record of

Main Charmel
Deepaning Project
(POLE/USACE)

transporiotion  efficiencies ond nowvigofional sofety for vessal
operafions. & naw dredge substation may be comstructed to provide
slactricity to dradge equipmant.

Decision issued
July 2022; CEQA
EIR certified by
POLE Seprember
022,
Construction
sstimared ro start
in 2027

Los Angales Harbor Departmens
Craft EIR
Hovamber 2024
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John 5. Gikson Trick & Ghaesis Parking Lot Project 5.0 Emvironmental impact Analysis
Cumulative
Mao.|  Project Title and Project Description Project Status
Logution
Infermodal Container Transfer Facility (MTF) Joint Powers Authority
38 Union Pocific Unizn Pocific proposal to modemize existing intermodal yord 4 miles | Droft EIR on hold.
Railroad ICTF from tha Port.

fodernization and
Expansion Projact

Community of San Pedro Projects

3L Podfic Corridors
Padevalspment
Projact — Cross

sraats Goffey and
Pocific Avenua

Development of commarcial/retail, monufocturing, and residential
components. Comstruction underway of four housing developmants
and Walcoms Park,

Project undsrway.
Estimated fo ba
comgleted in
2032 according
to City of Los
Angeles Planning
Cepartmarnt.

Community of Wilmington Projects

40 Wilmingtan
Padewalspment
Plan Amendmant,’
Expansion Project
— G464 Watson
Avenus

Expaniion of the e xissing Wilmington industrial Park by an additional
2,487 aores, for o total of opproximarely 2,719 ocres. Undsr the
praboble maximum level of developmant, the overall project area
could support up approximotely 7,324 rasidential units |primarily
mwlti-Fomily; zone changes under the Plon would parmit mulfi-vse and
highar density residential development]. In additicn fo the residential
developmant, the Project could occommodate up to opproximarely
207 acres |T milion square feat] of commardial developmant amd up
to 533 ocres |14.5 million squars fest] of industrial development.

MOP for Program
EIR releosad
August 2000,

Currently on hold.

Los Angeles Harbor Department
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Response to Letter O3: Northwest San Pedro Neighborhood Council, dated February 10, 2025

Comment O3.1: This comment states that the attached letter (including previously submitted letters from Pat
Nave and the Wilmington Neighborhood Council) has been approved and submitted by the Board of the
Northwest San Pedro Neighborhood Council.

Response O3.1: This comment is introductory in nature and does not raise a specific issue with the adequacy
of the Draft EIR. Because the comment does not express any specific concern or question regarding the
adequacy of the Draft EIR, no further response is warranted.

Comment 03.2: This comment introduces the comment letter from Pat Nave and Thomas Norman and states
that the letter is from members of the Northwest San Pedro Neighborhood Council committee. The comment
states that the following comments would be presented at their Board meeting after the comment period
closes for the Proposed Project and that the comment letter adopted by the Wilmington Neighborhood
Council is incorporated into their comments.

Response 03.2: This comment is introductory in nature and does not raise a specific issue with the adequacy
of the Draft EIR. Because the comment does not express any specific concern or question regarding the
adequacy of the Draft EIR, no further response is warranted.

Comment 03.3: This comment states that the Proposed Project violates City Ordinance No. 188287 and
undermines decades of POLA buffer zone policies protecting residential communities from industrial activities
in the Harbor. The comment urges the Port to seek advice from City Attorney staff on the application of
Ordinance No. 188287.

Response 03.3: While a portion of the Project site is located within the City Ordinance No. 188287, as
shown in Figure 1 (See Response A4.2), that portion of the Project site would not be utilized for trucking
activity as it would only be developed with landscaping. Thus, the Proposed Project would not be in conflict
with the Ordinance. As discussed in Response A4.1, while the Proposed Project would require a PMP
amendment to change the open space land use designation for APNs 7440-016-002, 7440-016-003, and
7412-024-007, the Proposed Project would be consistent with the City of Los Angeles’s General Plan land
use designation and zoning for the site. Thus, the proposed PMP amendment is necessary in order to render
the PMP land use consistent with City of Los Angeles land use and zoning designations. As evidenced by the
site’s current land use and zoning designations, urbanization of the site has been anticipated and accounted
for since the adoption of the City of Los Angeles General Plan.

Regarding the Proposed Project resulting in the loss of a buffer area between Waterfront Park/ Wilmington
and Port activities, the comment does not provide any substantial evidence of how development of the site
would result in new or substantially more severe significant impacts on the physical environment from those
identified in the Draft EIR. Furthermore, as shown in Draft EIR Figure 3-3, Aerial View, the Project site does
not serve as a buffer between residences and Port operations as it is surrounded by the I-110 Freeway to
the northwest, the West Basin Container Terminal to the southeast, commercial uses to the south, and the
Philips 66 Los Angeles Refinery to the north. Contrary to the commenter’s statement, the Project site is not
located between the community of Wilmington and Port complexes.

Comment 03.4: This comment states that the Proposed Project also represents an abandonment of the Port
policy of providing a buffer between Port industrial activities and neighborhoods. The comment states that
the practice began when the Board established the Wilmington Waterfront Park, even though the property
was acquired for expansion of container terminals. The comment states that the Draft EIR seeks to change
the designation of three parcels from open space to maritime support, abandoning this precedent.

Response 03.4: This comment does not provide any substantial evidence of a significant environmental
impact not disclosed in the Draft EIR or evidence that the Draft EIR is fundamentally inadequate. Regarding
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the Proposed Project resulting in the loss of a buffer area between Waterfront Park/ Wilmington and Port
activities, the comment does not provide any substantial evidence of how development of the site would
result in new or substantially more severe significant impacts on the physical environment from those identified
in the Draft EIR. Furthermore, as shown in Draft EIR Figure 3-3, Aerial View, the Project site does not serve as
a buffer between residences and Port operations as it is surrounded by the I-110 Freeway to the northwest,
the West Basin Container Terminal to the southeast, commercial uses to the south, and the Philips 66 Los
Angeles Refinery to the north. Contrary to the commenter’s statement, the Project site is not located between
the community of Wilmington and Port complexes.

Comment O3.5: This comment states the Draft EIR fails to sufficiently evaluate traffic impacts associated
with the Project and it is inadequate to assume that since trucks and chassis are already in the Port area
there will be no significant impacts.

Response O3.5: The methodology for container and chassis facilities was developed several years ago by
the LAHD staff and is described in several environmental documents (www.portoflosangeles.org/ceqa).
Import containers moved to the Proposed Project site and stored temporarily are containers that have been
imported through the POLA and are diverted to the Proposed Project site prior to being hauled to inland
warehouses. For site bobtdail trips, these are also trips already or are projected to occur to/from and within
the POLA-POLB complex. These inbound bobtail trips retrieve an import load to deliver to their intended
first point of rest outside the complex. The reverse operation would occur for empty containers (on chassis),
to be stored temporarily and then eventually delivered to the container terminal. The site could also be
utilized for wheeled base chassis (without a container on it). For this type of operation, chassis are retrieved
and returned. Existing bobtail trucks traveling to a terminal would stop by the facility to pick up a chassis
and proceed to their respective container terminals to pick up their containers. In the reverse, the trucks
deliver their container to their respective container terminals before dropping off the chassis at the Project
site. The quantified traffic analysis (including VMT) is based upon a more conservative trip generation with
the site operating only as a chassis storage facility. Given the size of the facility and methodologies
developed by LAHD staff, storage of wheeled, bare chassis generates more trips than storage of only chassis
with containers.

This comment does not provide any substantial evidence of a significant environmental impact not disclosed
in the Draft EIR or evidence that the Draft EIR is fundamentally inadequate. As part of the 2019 amendments
to the State CEQA Guidelines, SB 743 directed that the revised State CEQA Guidelines “shall promote the
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, the development of multimodal transportation networks, and a
diversity of land uses” (Pub. Resources Code Section 21099[b][1]); and that “automobile delay, as described
solely by level of service [LOS] or similar measures of vehicular capacity or traffic congestion, shall not be
considered a significant impact on the environment” (Pub. Resources Code Section 21099[b][2]). As such,
pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21099(b)(2), the Draft EIR is not required to analyze impacts
related to traffic congestion as it shall not be considered an impact on the environment. As discussed in the
VMT Screening Memo (Appendix K to the Draft EIR), the Proposed Project would result in 10 daily one-way
passenger vehicle trips and 4 daily one-way vendor trips, which is less than the established threshold of 250
trips; therefore, impacts related to VMT would be less than significant.

Comment 03.6: This comment states that the analysis considers a limited number of intersections and that
the Draft EIR does not discuss trucks returning to Terminal Island. The comment states that impacts would occur
at Channel and John S. Gibson, Channel and Gaffey, Pacific and Front Street, SR-47 on-ramp from Gaffey,
and SR-47 on-ramp from Harbor Boulevard.

Response 03.6: This comment does not provide any substantial evidence of a significant environmental
impact not disclosed in the Draft EIR or evidence that the Draft EIR is fundamentally inadequate. As discussed
in Response O3.5, LOS or automobile delay at intersections is no longer considered an impact under CEQA.
Therefore, the Draft EIR is not required to discuss congestion related to trucks returning to Terminal Island.
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As stated above in Response O3.5, the LADOT threshold for transportation assessment under CEQA was not
met. However, pursuant to LADOT’s Transportation Assessment Guidelines’ project access, safety and
circulation evaluation non-CEQA transportation analysis requirement, a site ingress/egress and LOS analysis
was conducted at three locations (Appendix J to the Draft EIR). This was determined given the estimated
number of hourly and peak hour trips to be generated at the site in which many are existing trips in motion,
moving to/from the adjacent terminals in the POLA. Further, the analysis assumes that trucks accessing
Terminal Island would utilize I-110 and SR 47. As stated in Response O3.5 and the Draft EIR, the Proposed
Project does not generate new trips within the Port complex. It is expected that most or all inbound, diverted
existing trucks trips from the north via I-110 would be use the Harry Bridges Boulevard interchange and not
Channel Street. This interchange (and associated signalized intersection of Harry Bridges Boulevard/John S.
Gibson Boulevard) currently operates at a good LOS B. As reported in Caltrans’ VTB Deck Replacement
Project Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment, the intersection of John S.
Gibson/Channel Street is currently operating at a LOS E only during the afternoon commute peak hour, but
LOS D during the morning peak hour. The LAHD is currently constructing major improvements to the Harbor
Boulevard/VTB-SR 47 interchange, which will yield good LOS D or better upon completion in 2027. Given
the estimated number of hourly Proposed Project site trips, the LOS of all adjacent intersections cited in the
comment will be minimally degraded.

Comment O3.7: This comment states that the Draft EIR’s traffic analysis does not account for the size and
nature of vehicles involved as 1,794 daily truck and chassis trips would occur, which are each 75 feet in
length. The comment states that this omission results in an inaccurate assessment of how truck traffic will impact
congestion and road safety. The comment states that the claim that Port staff has approved these traffic
studies raises concerns about whether impartial and thorough analysis was conducted, especially since the
Port has already sold the access parcels.

Response 03.7: This comment does not provide any substantial evidence of a significant environmental
impact not disclosed in the Draft EIR or evidence that the Draft EIR is fundamentally inadequate. As discussed
in Response O3.5, LOS or automobile delay at intersections is no longer considered an impact under CEQA.
However, the analysis included in the Traffic Impact Analysis accounted for the size and nature of the vehicles
by applying the appropriate truck percentages for each movement at all study intersections in Synchro
software with Highway Capacity Manual Methodology based on existing traffic counts and future traffic
forecast provided by LAHD staff, instead of passenger car equivalent factors. Further, the Draft EIR
accounted for the larger size of trucks accessing the Proposed Project site in Draft EIR Section 5.11,
Transportation, and truck turning templates were thoroughly reviewed by LADOT and LAHD staff to ensure
that the Proposed Project would not result in any unsafe turning movements from John S. Gibson Boulevard
onto the site.

Comment 03.8: This comment states that northbound John S. Gibson Boulevard does not appear wide
enough to construct a dedicated left turn-only lane into the Project driveway as the median is only a few
feet wide. The comment states that the parking lot does not appear wide enough to permit the necessary
truck movements and with 1,794 truck trips and only 393 parking slots questions where those trucks are
anticipated to stay. The comment questions if light poles will be shining into vehicles on the adjacent
northbound I-110 freeway since the parking lot appears to be uphill.

Response 03.8: This comment does not provide any substantial evidence of a significant environmental
impact not disclosed in the Draft EIR or evidence that the Draft EIR is fundamentally inadequate. As shown
in Figure 5, below, the Project would construct a new northbound left turn pocket on John S. Gibson Boulevard,
which would allow sufficient turning radius for trucks to access the Project driveway safely. Further, the
parking spaces are oriented, and the parking lot is wide enough, for trucks to reverse into each space. The
1,794 daily truck trips represent the number of trips under the ultimate buildout scenario, one truck coming
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in and out of the Proposed Project would count as two truck trips. Therefore, the number of trucks anticipated
to utilize the site is 897 under the Horizon Year 2045, which would equate to a little over 2 vehicles per
space per day. As described in the Draft EIR, this turnover rate is based upon traffic counts at a similar site
in operation in the POLA, and have been utilized in environmental documents for several other facilities in
the POLA. Thus, the number of truck trips can be safely accommodated by the Proposed Project under
Horizon Year 2045 Project conditions, which is the ultimate buildout scenario.

In regard to Project lighting, as discussed in the NOP/IS on page 58 (included as Appendix A to the Draft
EIR), the major source of illumination at the Port is the extensive system of down lights and flood lights
attached to the tops of tall light poles throughout the terminals that are visible from a distance from 1-110
and John S. Gibson Boulevard. Bright, high-intensity boom lights are attached to the top of shipping cranes
along the edge of terminals and channels along the harbor. The Proposed Project would install pole-mounted
LED fixtures in the parking lot and driveway to provide illumination during evening and overnight operations.
The 19-foot-high LED fixtures are designed to face downward directly onto the parking lot and driveway,
minimizing spillover and avoiding glare to surrounding areas.
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Comment 03.9: This comment states that the Draft EIR claims compliance with CEQA by asserting the
Proposed Project will obey all regulatory requirements. The comment states that the Proponent does not yet
have Caltrans, DTSC, or several City licenses and has not completed biological, archaeological, or
paleontological examination in spite of known hazards and having to cut into the supporting slope for I-110.
The comment states that instead they promise to comply with whatever requirements the City, Caltrans, DTSC,
paleontologists, and biologists impose as the Proposed Project proceeds.

Response 03.9: This comment does not provide any substantial evidence of a significant environmental
impact not disclosed in the Draft EIR or evidence that the Draft EIR is fundamentally inadequate. As discussed
in Section 5.3, Biological Resources, biological surveys were conducted on March 9, 2023. Mitigation Measure
BIO-1 would require a pre-construction survey and biological monitoring during initial site preparation and
grading. Therefore, with implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-1, construction and operation of the
Proposed Project would not result in a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat
modification, on any animal species identified as a threatened, endangered, or candidate species in local
or regional plans, policies, regulations, or by CDFW or USFWS. As described in Section 5.4, Cultural
Resources, an archaeological survey was conducted in March 2023, and a subsurface investigation was
conducted on July 6, 2023. Based on the archaeological and historic records search, field surveys, and
significance testing, the Project site was assessed for archaeological sensitivity and the potential for the
Proposed Project to impact historical or archaeological resources and human remains. Although the Phase |
and Il Cultural Resources Assessment determined that no significant subsurface intact resources exist, there is
a potential for previously unknown archaeological resources to be below the soil surface. The potential exists
that grading of the site could encounter archaeologic deposits not encountered during testing. Therefore,
monitoring during ground-disturbing activities, such as grading or trenching, by a qualified archaeologist is
included as Mitigation Measure CUL-1 to ensure that if buried archaeological deposits are unearthed, they
will be handled in a timely and proper manner. As described in Section 5.6, Geology and Soils, a
paleontological survey was conducted in March 2023. Although unique paleontological resources are not
anticipated to be found within any fossils found on site, Mitigation Measure PAL-1 is included to require
preparation of a Paleontological Resources Impact Mitigation Plan (PRIMP) and that ground disturbing
activities be monitored by a qualified paleontologist to identify, salvage, and recover any potential
paleontological resources, such as significant fossil remains.

Regarding known hazards on the Project site, as described on page 5.8-12 of the Draft EIR, the Phase | and
Phase Il ESAs detail releases of TPH and VOCs within site soils at levels exceeding the DTSC human health
risk criteria and estimated that the area of contaminated soil is approximately 1,200 square feet, with an
average depth of approximately 10 feet bgs (estimated 12,000 cubic feet). Identified contaminated soils
in areas of Project ground disturbance would be removed and disposed of during construction of the
Proposed Project. Therefore, implementation of SCAQMD Rule 1166 and Rule 1466 related to excavating
or grading soil containing VOC materials would be required along with the CalOSHA hazardous waste
materials handling regulations and the sections of the California Health and Safety Code described in
Chapter 5.8 of the Draft EIR. In addition, due to the potential for other areas of contaminated soils or
pipeline materials to be on site, a qualified consultant would be required to prepare and implement a
mitigation plan, per SCAQMD Rule 1166, to be used during earthwork and grading to manage VOC
emissions. In addition, a SMP would be prepared for the proper management and disposal of waste in
accordance with all applicable laws and regulations. The SMP would provide a protocol for ensuring the
proper handling and disposal of contaminated soils that could be encountered during development, in a
manner that is protective of human health and compliant with applicable laws and regulations. The SMP
would be submitted to the LADBS prior to the issuance of a grading permit and implemented during
grading/development activities.

As described throughout the Draft EIR, the Proposed Project would be required to comply with all existing
laws and regulations, which would serve to reduce Project impacts. Compliance with these regulations is
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required and not considered mitigation under CEQA. Impacts were thoroughly analyzed in compliance with
CEQA and, where necessary, mitigation has been applied to ensure impacts would be reduced to a less-
than-significant level.

Comment O3.10: This comment states that the sale of the access parcels by the Port should have triggered
a CEQA review and that the assertion that the sale was not a project under CEQA is unfounded. The comment
states that the sale was clearly tied to the developer’s known plans and the parcels were zoned as open
space. The comment states that an environmental analysis should have been conducted to explore alternative
uses and mitigate future impacts.

Response 03.10: This comment does not provide any substantial evidence of a significant environmental
impact not disclosed in the Draft EIR or evidence that the Draft EIR is fundamentally inadequate. The sale of
the parcels by the POLA is not related to the Proposed Project and the sale was not tied to the proposed
truck and chassis parking lot as the Proposed Project was not yet conceptualized. The sale of the property
was also found to be exempt from CEQA review with a Class 12 exemption under State CEQA Guidelines
Section 15312. As the sale of the parcels from POLA was to a private entity, the sale was not considered a
project under CEQA, and no CEQA review was necessary as there were no potential direct or indirect
impacts to the environment resulting from the sale itself.

Comment 03.11: This comment states that the Draft EIR did not adequately analyze the new truck traffic
the Proposed Project would bring and lead to additional air quality, noise, and safety impacts for residents
and visitors.

Response O03.11: (also see Response 03.6). This comment does not provide any substantial evidence of a
significant environmental impact not disclosed in the Draft EIR or evidence that the Draft EIR is fundamentally
inadequate. As stated in Response 12.10, as part of the 2019 amendments to the State CEQA Guidelines,
SB 743 directed that the revised State CEQA Guidelines “shall promote the reduction of greenhouse gas
emissions, the development of multimodal transportation networks, and a diversity of land uses” (Pub.
Resources Code Section 21099[b][1]); and that “automobile delay, as described solely by level of service
or similar measures of vehicular capacity or traffic congestion, shall not be considered a significant impact
on the environment” (Pub. Resources Code Section 21099[b][2]). As such, pursuant to Public Resources Code
Section 21099(b)(2), the Draft EIR is not required to analyze impacts related to traffic congestion as it shall
not be considered an impact on the environment. Further discussion of LOS is provided in Response O3.6.

An operational diesel mobile source HRA (included as Appendix B to the Draft EIR) was prepared to evaluate
the operational health risk impacts as a result of exposure to DPM from heavy-duty diesel trucks traveling
to and from the Project site, maneuvering onsite, and entering and leaving the site during operation of the
Proposed Project. The Draft EIR details that the results of the operational health risk assessment identified
that the maximum cancer risk would be 7.84 in one million for the nearby residential land uses, which is
below the SCAQMD threshold of 10 in one million. The worker receptor risk would be lower at 5.08 in one
million. Maximum non-cancer risks at this same location were estimated to be 0.003, which would not exceed
the applicable significance threshold of 1.0. In addition, cancer burden is estimated to be 0.025 individuals
that were estimated to have a cancer risk of 1 in one million or more. Therefore, the Proposed Project would
not exceed SCAQMD’s cancer burden significance threshold of 0.5. Therefore, all health risk levels to nearby
residents from construction and operation-related emissions of TACs would be well below the SCAQMD’s
HRA thresholds and impacts would be less than significant.

As discussed in the revised Noise and Vibration Impact analysis, included as Appendix B of the Final EIR, at
an average distance of 2,800 feet from the center of the site to the nearest sensitive uses to the west, noise
levels would approach 41.4 dBA Leq during operation of the Proposed Project. The City has a residential
daytime standard of 50 dBA Leq and a nighttime standard of 40 dBA Leq. While this level would exceed the
nighttime standard of 40 dBA Leq, based on noise measurements taken in May 2023, ambient noise levels
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in the Project area exceed 53 dBA Leq during nighttime hours, therefore the Proposed Project operations
would not create a perceptible noise increase at the nearest sensitive receptors. The surrounding ambient
noise measurement locations are provided in Table 5.10-5 of the Draft EIR and shown in Figure 5.10-1 of
the Draft EIR. All other receptors would experience lower levels of noise increase and would therefore remain
within the City’s noise standards. Further, in regard to off-site traffic noise, as shown in Tabel 5.10-8 of the
Draft EIR, the Proposed Project would result in a noise increase of 1.0 to 1.3 dBA CNEL on John S. Gibson
Boulevard. Noise increases on I-110 would be negligible as the proposed trucks accessing the Project site
are already accessing the POLA complex and would only be diverted to the site. Therefore, the Proposed
Project would not result in traffic noise impacts to sensitive residential areas.

In regard to resident safety, construction of the proposed driveway would not interfere with pedestrian
access/safety as there is no sidewalk on the northwestern side of John S. Gibson Boulevard, only on the
southeastern side of the roadway, where no construction or operational activity would occur. Some
construction activities would require entering the right-of-way along John S. Gibson Boulevard but only
temporarily for new curb cuts to construct the new driveway, reconstruction of the existing median and left
turn pocket, install the new traffic signals, and connect new on-site utility infrastructure to existing utilities
within the roadway. Additionally, the traffic signal installation and turning geometry would aid in reducing
speeds for inbound southbound right-turning trucks that will cross a striped bike lane on John S. Gibson
Boulevard. The traffic signal will also provide safety for southbound bicyclists as they must obey the vehicle
code and thus traffic signal red/yellow phases (for northbound left-turns and outbound driveway vehicles).
It should be noted that traffic counts conducted at adjacent intersections in April 2023 and March 2024 both
show nearly no bicycle traffic.

Comment 03.12: This comment states that the Port's expansion into Wilmington has degraded the
surrounding neighborhoods and the Port-owned parcels should be converted into community pocket parks.

Response 03.12: The Project site is not owned by the Port and the Proposed Project is not being brought
forward by the Port. The POLA’s involvement is limited to acting on the application for the Proposed Project
before them.

Comment 03.13: This comment concludes the letter by stating that the Draft EIR failed to address all the
environmental impacts from the Proposed Project. The comment further states that the decision makers should
uphold City ordinances and maintain buffer zones between industrial operations and residences.

Response 03.13: The comment does not provide any substantial evidence that the Proposed Project would
result in a new significant environmental impact. As substantiated by the previous responses above and
below, none of the conditions arise that would require recirculation of the Draft EIR pursuant to State CEQA
Guidelines Section 15088.5.

Regarding the Proposed Project resulting in the loss of a buffer area between Waterfront Park/ Wilmington
and Port activities, the comment does not provide any substantial evidence of how development of the site
would result in new or substantially more severe significant impacts on the physical environment from those
identified in the Draft EIR. Furthermore, as shown in Draft EIR Figure 3-3, Aerial View, the Project site does
not serve as a buffer between residences and Port operations as it is surrounded by the I-110 Freeway to
the northwest, the West Basin Container Terminal to the southeast, commercial uses to the south, and the
Philips 66 Los Angeles Refinery to the north. Contrary to the commenter’s statement, the Project site is not
located between the community of Wilmington and Port complexes.

Comment 03.14: This comment includes the letter provided by the Wilmington Neighborhood Council.

Response 03.14: The commenter is referred to Responses O1.1 through O1.18 for responses to the comment
letter provided by the Wilmington Neighborhood Council on the Draft EIR. The commenters’ concerns about
the Project will be provided to the Board of Harbor Commissioners for consideration.
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Letter I11: Dianne Flowers (2 pages)

From: twoflowers@verizon.net

To:

Subject: CEQA public comments in oppaosition to John S. Gibson Road proposed container parking project
Date: Tuesday, February 4, 2025 2:50:37 PM

February 4, 2025

City of Los Angeles Harbor Department
Environmental Management Division
425 S. Palos Verdes Street

San Pedro, CA 90731

VIA Email:
ceqacomments@portla.org

Re: John S. Gibson Container Parking Lot Project
Dear Environmental Department Staff:

I am strongly opposed to the proposed project on John S. Gibson Street. My
immediate family has been here since 1921; my cousins have been here since 1900.
I am a life-long harbor resident, born and raised in San Pedro where many family
members, long-time neighbors, and friends live. | also lived many years in west and
east Wilmington. The port is my home.

| oppose this proposed container parking lot for many reasons. First of all, my
understanding is that outside developers initiated this project solely as an
investment. Developers from out of town have been ruining my hometown for some
time, and Wilmington too, and it makes me furious. They care nothing about the
community; their only interest is a quick buck. They destroy long-time community
treasures, they endanger us with unsafe and unhealthy projects. Our towns are
precious to us; our families, our homes and neighborhoods, our parks, our special
gathering places all give us joy. Big business only sees our towns as opportunities
for profit.

My second and third concerns are the air quality and the traffic congestion. We do
not need more trucks spewing diesel right next to homes. We don't need any kind of
truck more making noise and congestion in this area. | lived several years on C
Street and Hawaiian, a short block from Harry Bridges. That neighborhood is already
suffering from truck congestion and pollution. How on earth are trucks going to
maneuver in and out on that short and narrow stretch of Gibson? Have all Board
members personally gone up Figueroa from Harry Bridges to Anaheim? Our tax
dollars are paying for a private parking lot (the first couple of blocks of Figueroa) for
the trucks in those very small facilities to que up (and even sit and park). | resent it -
it's a public street, but being used and ruined by huge trucks for those private
businesses in that location. And I'm just a driver passing through; what about the
families that live right there? The Gibson proposal is just down the road a short way,
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and it is a big proposal compared to these little shops on that first block of Figueroa;
how on earth will the Gibson site not be much worse?

This road is the only road between San Pedro and Wilmington, and vice-versa.
There's no other way to get to these sister towns without going on the freeway.
Getting on the freeway just to get to Harry Bridges from Pedro, or to Pacific or Gaffey
from Wilmington is a strange idea to me. Plus, everyone cannot drive the freeway.
The other option is to go all the way around via Anaheim and Five Points to avoid a
congested Gibson route. This is far and time-consuming, plus gas is now $4.00+ a
gallon.

These are not my last objections, but | will have to stop with my fourth and fifth in this
email today: Heat islands and aesthetics. That stretch on Gibson is one nice little
chunk of grass with a few trees. It's definitely not a pretty park, but it's at least a
break from all the cement. This is a factor, given the climate disruption that we are all
suffering. Dirt and trees, even this small stretch, contribute some relief as far as the
temperature. And it's nice to see at least these few trees and some grass.

Port staff, | appreciate you and the work you do. | know you are concerned about the
environment, or you wouldn't have sought out the jobs that you have. My anger is not
for you. Thank you for your help.

Sincerely,
Dianne Petrich Flowers
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Response to Letter I1: Dianne Flowers, dated February 4, 2025

Comment I1.1: This comment states that the commenter is a long-time resident of San Pedro and opposes
the Proposed Project.

Response 11.1: This comment is introductory in nature and does not raise a specific issue with the adequacy
of the Draft EIR. Because the comment does not express any specific concern or question regarding the
adequacy of the Draft EIR, no further response is warranted.

Comment 11.2: This comment states that the outside developers do not care for the communities they build
in and only see the towns as opportunities for profit.

Response 11.2: This comment does not provide any substantial evidence that the Proposed Project would
result in a significant environmental impact. CEQA is an environmental protection statute that is concerned
with physical changes to the environment (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15358(b)). The environment
includes land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient noise, and objects of historic or aesthetic significance
(State CEQA Guidelines Section 15360). The commenters’ concerns about the Project will be provided to the
Board of Harbor Commissioners for consideration.

Comment 11.3: This comment states that the Proposed Project would result in increased diesel emissions,
noise, and traffic congestion. The comment further states that there are other truck parking projects in the
area that are causing further delays on roadways. The comment explains that John S. Gibson Boulevard is
the only roadway connecting the communities of San Pedro and Wilmington without using the I1-110 Freeway.

Response 11.3: (Also see Response 03.6 for traffic impacts). This comment does not provide any
substantial evidence that the Proposed Project would result in a significant environmental impact. As discussed
in Response O3.11, there would be no significant impact upon implementation of all applicable rules and
regulations related to air quality and noise impacts. For congestion-related impacts, as part of the
2019 amendments to the State CEQA Guidelines, SB 743 directed that the revised State CEQA Guidelines
“shall promote the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, the development of multimodal transportation
networks, and a diversity of land uses” (Pub. Resources Code Section 21099[b][1]); and that “automobile
delay, as described solely by level of service or similar measures of vehicular capacity or traffic congestion,
shall not be considered a significant impact on the environment” (Pub. Resources Code Section 21099[b][2]).
As such, pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21099(b)(2), the Draft EIR is not required to analyze
impacts related to traffic congestion, as it shall not be considered an impact on the environment. Nevertheless,
as explained in Response O3.6, the project is not expected to measurably degrade traffic operating
conditions along John S. Gibson Boulevard, Pacific Avenue, and Front Street. An operational diesel mobile
source HRA (included as Appendix B to the Draft EIR) was prepared to evaluate the operational health risk
impacts because of exposure to DPM from heavy-duty diesel trucks traveling to and from the Project site,
maneuvering onsite, and entering and leaving the site during operation of the Proposed Project. The Draft
EIR details that the results of the operational health risk assessment identified that the maximum cancer risk
would be 7.84 in one million for the nearby residential land uses, which is below the SCAQMD threshold of
10 in one million. The worker receptor risk would be lower at 5.08 in one million. Maximum non-cancer risks
at this same location were estimated to be 0.003, which would not exceed the applicable significance
threshold of 1.0. In addition, cancer burden is estimated to be 0.025 individuals that were estimated to have
a cancer risk of 1 in one million or more. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not exceed SCAQMD’s
cancer burden significance threshold of 0.5. Therefore, all health risk levels to nearby residents from
construction and operation-related emissions of TACs would be well below the SCAQMD’s HRA thresholds
and impacts would be less than significant.

As discussed in the revised Noise and Vibration Impact analysis, included as Appendix B of the Final EIR, at
an average distance of 2,800 feet from the center of the site to the nearest sensitive uses to the west, noise
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levels would approach 41.4 dBA Leq during operation of the Proposed Project. The City has a residential
daytime standard of 50 dBA Leq and a nighttime standard of 40 dBA Leq. While this level would exceed the
nighttime standard of 40 dBA Leq, existing ambient noise levels in the project area exceed 53 dBA Leq
during nighttime hours, therefore the Proposed Project operations would not create a perceptible noise
increase at the nearest sensitive receptors. The surrounding ambient noise measurement locations are shown
in Figure 5.10-1 of the Draft EIR. All other receptors would experience lower levels of noise increase and
would therefore remain within the City’s noise standards.

Comment 11.4: This comment states that the Proposed Project would reduce the amount of open space in the
area and in turn worsen the urban heat island effects as well as disrupt the existing aesthetic of the Project
site which currently has no development.

Response 11.4: This comment does not provide any substantial evidence that the Proposed Project would
result in a significant environmental impact. While the Proposed Project would require a PMP amendment to
change the open space land use designation for APNs 7440-016-002, 7440-016-003, and 7412-024-
007, the Proposed Project would be consistent with the City of Los Angeles’'s General Plan land use
designation and zoning for the site. Thus, the proposed PMP amendment is necessary to render the PMP land
use consistent with City of Los Angeles land use and zoning designations. As evidenced by the site’s current
land use and zoning designations, urbanization of the site has been anticipated and accounted for since the
adoption of the City of Los Angeles General Plan.

As shown in Draft EIR Figures 5.1-1a through 5.1-1d, public views from I-110 and John S. Gibson Boulevard
would not be significantly altered with implementation of the Proposed Project as the proposed truck parking
lot would be lower in elevation than the 1-110 freeway. The Proposed Project would include 316,373 square
feet of drought-tolerant and California-native ornamental landscaping that would cover approximately 39
percent of the site and would enhance the existing views of the Proposed Project by including trees, shrubs,
and wall-covering vines to enhance the scenic quality of the Project site from John S. Gibson Boulevard. The
chassis temporarily parked at the Proposed Project would be visible to the public on the 1-110. However,
the trucks and chassis on site would be similar to the views of the shipping containers within the Port. The
Project site is already within an urbanized environment with Port uses to the south and east, I-110 and
warehouses to the north, and commercial uses to the southwest. In addition, the site is currently mostly covered
with dirt and non-native grasses, which do not provide the same heat-reducing benefits that would come
from the proposed landscaping, which would include additional shrubs and trees. Thus, there would be no
significant impacts related to urban heat islands or aesthetics.

Comment 11.5: This comment concludes the letter and thanks the Port staff for their efforts.

Response 11.5: This comment letter will be provided to the Board of Harbor Commissioners as part of the
Final EIR. No further response is warranted.
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Letter 12: Pat Nave (4 pages)

Via email to ceqacomments@portla.org

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Gibson Blvd. truck and chassis parking lot
DEIR.

We are members of the Northwest San Pedro Neighborhood Council committee that
normally considers matters such as this comment letter. We will be presenting these 12.1

comments to our full Board, but they will not be heard until after the comment period closes.

If they make any changes to these comments we will forward them to you at that time.

We have read and considered the comment letter adopted by the Wilmington Neighborhood
Council (WNC) at its meeting January 28, 2025, and adopt and incorporate it herein as part
of our comments. In addition to the comments by the WNC, we emphasize the following:

1. The proposed Gibson Boulevard truck and chassis parking lot project directly violates City
Ordinance No. 188,287 (eff. 7/1/24) and undermines decades of Port buffer zone policies
protecting our communities. It violates the ordinance’s prohibition of establishment or
expansion of trucking uses in this area. It would also abandon the long-held Port policy of
providing a buffer between industrial activities in the Harbor and the surrounding 12.2
communities.

Incursions by trucks into our communities has been a problem for many years. Itis why
Ordinance No. 188287 was adopted, barring establishment or expansion of all trucking
related uses in the described area. We strongly urge the Port to seek advice from City
Attorney staff downtown concerning the application of this ordinance on the decisions of

the Board of Harbor Commissioners.

This project also represents an abandonment of a long-held Port policy of providing a buffer
between Port industrial activities and our neighborhoods. This practice occurred at about

the time the Board established the Wilmington Waterfront Park, even though that property 12.3
was acquired for expansion of the container terminals on the south side of Harry Bridges

Blvd. This DEIR seeks to change the designation of three parcels of open space” in the

master plan to maritime support”, thus abandoning this precedent, and policy, of providing

a buffer for our communities.

2. Inadequate Traffic Impact Analysis:

The DEIR fails to sufficiently evaluate the traffic impacts associated with the project. It

is inadequate to assume that since the trucks and chassis are already “in the Port area” 12.4
and are simply being displaced to the project site, there is no significant impact. Tell
THAT to the affected neighborhoods.
Los Angeles Harbor Department 2-112
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The analysis considers a limited number of intersections—namely Gibson Blvd. and
Bridges Blvd., the proposed project entrance, and the northbound 110 Freeway on-
ramp near the police station. However, the DEIR clearly contemplates trucks coming
from Terminal Island but does not analyze the impacts on truck returning there, such as
will occur at:

. Channel and Gibson

+  Channel and Gaffey

. Pacific and Front Street

»  The on-ramp to the 47 Freeway leading to Terminal Island from Gaffey
+  The on-ramp to the 47 Freeway from Harbor Blvd.

Moreover, the DEIR s traffic analysis does not account for the size and nature of the

vehicles involved. The project anticipates 1,794 daily trips by trucks and chassis, each
approximately 75 feet in length—five times the size of an average passenger
vehicle. This omission results in an inaccurate assessment of how such truck traffic will
impact congestion, road safety, and the Level of Service at nearby intersections. The
claim that Port staff has approved these traffic studies raises concerns about whether
impartial and thorough analyses were conducted, especially since the Port has already
sold the access parcels, and having done so, appears committed to the project.

Further, we question some of the design assumptions in the DEIR related to truck and
chassis movements. For example, northbound John S. Gibson Blvd. does not appear
wide enough to construct a dedicated left turn only lane into the facility driveway. The
median there is only a few feet wide. Similarly, the work area on the parking lot itself
does not appear wide enough to permit the contemplated truck movements. With 1794
trips a day and only 393 parking slots, where are all those trucks going to stay? Lastly,
since the parking area appears to be uphill, will the lights on the tall-mast poles be
shining into the vehicles on the adjacent northbound 110 Freeway?

3. The DEIR claims compliance with CEQA by asserting the project will obey all regulatory
requirements. ‘Compliance with rules’ is not the same as a CEQA analysis and does not
comply with CEQA.

The proponent does not yet have CALTRANS, DTSC (Department of Toxic Substance
Control), and several required City licenses, nor have they completed biologic, archaeologic,
and paleontological examination in spite of known hazards and in spite of having to cut into
the supporting slope for the 110 Freeway. Instead, they promise to comply with whatever
requirements the City, CALTRANS, DTSC, paleontologists and biologists impose as the
project proceeds.

The DEIR asserts that the project will comply with all applicable regulatory
requirements. However, "promises of future compliance” are not a substitute for the

12.5

12.6

12.7

12.8
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rigorous environmental analysis required under the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA). Compliance with regulations is simply the baseline—it does not excuse the
need for a thorough evaluation of potential environmental impacts. If future compliance
were deemed sufficient, every CEQA review could be reduced to a single sentence:
"The project will comply with all applicable laws."

Such a practice undermines the very purpose of CEQA, which is to proactively identify
and mitigate potential environmental impacts before projects are approved.

4. A CEQA analysis was required before the parcels were sold.

The sale of the access parcels by the Port should have triggered a CEQA review at the
time the decision was made. The assertion by Port attorneys that the sale was "not a
project” under CEQA is both unfounded and incorrect. The sale was clearly tied to the
developer's known plans, and the parcels were zoned as open space.” An
environmental analysis should have been conducted at that stage to explore alternative
uses and mitigate future impacts, such as by selling an easement for limited purposes
rather than a full sale of the parcels. Unfortunately, this missed opportunity has led to
the significant issues we now face with this project.

5. Failure to Consider Cumulative Impacts:

The project s truck traffic represents a substantial and direct impact on surrounding

neighborhoods, yet the DEIR s analysis remains narrowly focused on a few selected

areas. The cumulative effect of this increased traffic, combined with other projects in the
area, is likely to intensify adverse effects on air quality, noise, and safety for residents
and visitors. The potential impacts on surrounding infrastructure and communities have
not been fully explored or mitigated, leaving our neighborhoods vulnerable to long-term
harm.

Suggested Mitigation

Many years ago, the Port embarked on a program of buying parcels in Wilmington as
they came on the market. The concept was to aggregate the parcels into a Port
expansion area.

The Port now owns several hundred such parcels. Not only are they off the tax rolls,
but it seems clear that the use of some of the larger parcels has degraded the
neighborhoods where they are located. Perhaps the time has come to dispose of the
parcels or perhaps improve them as community pocket parks.

Conclusion:

12.8
Cont.

12.9

12.10

12.11
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The proposed project raises serious concerns about compliance with local regulations,
policies, and CEQA requirements. As it stands, the DEIR falls short in addressing key
environmental and community impacts.

We urge decision-makers to reconsider this project in its current form and to prioritize
the health, safety, and quality of life for the communities surrounding the Port including 12.12
adhering to City ordinance and policies prohibiting the expansion of trucking uses in this
area, maintaining buffer zones between industrial operations and residential
neighborhoods, and providing a more comprehensive and transparent environmental

analysis of the project s impacts. As it now reads, the DEIR should not be approved
and the approvals sought should not be issued.

Thank you for considering our comments. We remain committed to working with all
stakeholders to ensure responsible development that protects our community s well-
being and environment.

Sincerely,

s/ Tom Norman s/ Pat Nave

CC: Councilmember McOsker
Commissioners
Gene Seroka
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Response to Letter 12: Pat Nave, dated February 4, 2025

The comments provided in this letter are identical to the comments in the letter from the Northwest San Pedro
Neighborhood Council. Please refer to Responses O3.1 through O3.14.
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Letter 13: Janet Shaaf-Gunter (73 pages)

Janet Schaaf-Gunter
PO Box 749
San Pedro, CA 907383 -arriane5@aol.com

Port of LA Gibson Street Project

Submission of EIR Comments

January 31, 2025

*The EIR for this Gibson Street Project is nothing more than a fait accompli for the
Port of Los Angeles. No doubt, an agreement and a backroom handshake took place
years ago and the approval of this EIR will act as the catalyst for the consummation
of that deal. As usual, a well connected political “friend” will reap millions of dollars
from the cooperation of public officials and this public agency. Once again, this “gift”
of public assets will cost the people in more ways than just fiscally. The realized
(already agreed to) development will add more traffic, additional health
consequences, further visual industrial blight and air quality damage.

The recent reintroduction of this Gibson Street project (after a 3 year pause) represents a
typical ploy used by the port for years. The projects/situations disappear for a while after
they receive community or industry pushback. The project is set aside until scrutiny has
waned and the coast is “clear” (so to speak). Once that happens, the issue sneaks back
into focus and is returned to the Port's Commission for action. In this case, the
reintroduction finds a new Mayor and a new board of harbor commissioners. All of them
completely unaware and uneducated about the project’s history, its previous public
pushback, and its revealed unsavory details. On the face of it, these new oblivious parties
go blindly forward without any notice or concern. My wish is to make the sordid history of
this project known & documented. The intent of this submission is to have the truth of this
entire tawdry story made a part of the public record.

I wish to re-submit our original 3 year old Neg. Dec. comment letter (through our
Homeowners group the San Pedro Peninsula Homeowners United) identifying the details of
this entire debacle from its inception. Our Homeowners' reservations are as relevant today
as they were 3 years ago, regardless of the fact that the Port did finally acquiesce to
performing a full EIR instead of a Negative Declaration. You will find the letter attached or
within my packet. As | reviewed the new existing EIR, | did not find a number of previous
comment letters that | know had been sent on this project. Our homeowner comments were
absent as well as a number of others that | was aware of.

One of the most important issues that continue to be dismissed in this EIR (in its effort to
ignore negative impacts) is the issue of the increased traffic congestion that will be added to
the already seriously impacted roads in its region. Recent photos of consistent daily
conditions were taken by Jesse Marquez and are added to this EIR submission. These
photos prove irrefutable evidence of a chronic traffic condition that will only be further
worsened by the additional traffic from this development site.

3.1

13.2

13.3

13.4
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| am also providing communications and information provided to me (including emails)
through a public records act request on the Gibson project a few years ago. There are also
other communications and statements to public officials (the Port of LA Commissioners) that
reference other problematic port issues. However, those documents also incorporate
references to the Gibson Project within them. The unsavory port actions highlighted in these
documents deserve serious ethical scrutiny and legal attention. The ingrained corrupt
policies of the Port of LA should finally come to the fore and be responded to by those that
are entrusted with the “obligation” of Port of LA oversight. Those parties include the Mayor,
the LA City Attorney, the LA District Attorney, the Attorney General, the State Lands
Commission and our own 15 district City Councilman. The Port’s legacy of corruption and
back-room deal making have gone on for far too long. The practice of this insider dealing is
crystalized in this entire Gibson St. property purchase and its ensuing development plan. To
be noted is that the Port's Environmental Director, Christopher Cannon, was escorted out of
the Port Building a few years ago without explanation shortly after this project was set aside.

MOST importantly, there is NO NEED for this project development! There is pienty of
space and land currently available for truck, chassis, and container parking. The Pacific
Crane & Maintenance Company off of Navy Way has been practically empty for three years.
A simple look around the San Pedro Bay reflects this serious lack of need. Pier A West in
Long Beach has over 80 acres not yet developed. Pier B has 150 acres barely being
utilized. Evergreen, Maersk and China Shipping Terminals all have space. Yet, the Port of
LA wants to put up a wall of shipping containers at the very entrance of our community for
no other reason than to finalize this old insider deal. This is a project that is not necessary.
Itis bad for the community, increases the already unacceptable industrial blight, and a
flagrant disregard for the environmentall Such disregard was last witnessed during our
community lawsuit against the expansion of the China Shipping Terminal in 2003. We won
our second China Shipping lawsuit just a few years ago These winning lawsuits illustrate
clearly the correctness of our opposition. Our residents, once again, are not exaggerating
the inappropriate and unethical nature of this Gibson Street project.

| have taken the liberty of including a 2005 LA Times article re: the LA City Controller, Laura
Chick’s response to her audit and the Port's way of conducting their “business”. Her
comments are well taken and, in our view, nothing has changed in the Port's operating
policy since that time.

We urge those with the power to intervene to object to this development that undermines
proper govemment policy, and serves to denigrate the public trust. Please engage in a
more comprehensive investigation of this matter (and hopefully others) so that you might
better educate yourself on how the Port of Los Angeles conducts itself. How fong will this be
allowed to go on unabated?

BT b Lo 7
(/ Azer /& Tk A

Janet Schadf-Gunter

(310) 251-7075
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Exhibit A

Port of Los Angeles - TraPac Container Terminal

Wilmington Environmental Justice Community iImpact

Wilmington Traffic Congestion Entering TraPac Terminal
On Harry Bridges Road

December 17, 2024, Tuesday

13.8
Photographic Evidence of the Failure of the Port of Los Angeles to
Adequately Identify, Assess and Mitigate Port Truck Traffic Congestion,
Air Pollution Emissions, Greenhouse Gases and Public Health
Impacts in the Wilmington Environmental Justice Community
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TraPac Container Terminal Truck Traffic Congestion Entering Terminal From West

13.8
Cont.
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TraPac Container Terminal Truck Traffic Congestion Entering Terminal From East
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Exhibit B

Port of Los Angeles - Carson Container Storage Yard

Wilmington-Carson Environmental Justice Community Impact

Port Truck Traffic Congestion Entering Shippers Transport Express
(Property Leased From Marathon Oil Company) On Sepuiveda Blvd.

13.8
November 11, 2024, Monday 11:18 am Cont.
Photographic Evidence of the Failure of the Port of Los Angeles to
Adequately Identify, Assess and Mitigate Port Truck Traffic Congestion,
Air Pollution Emissions, Greenhouse Gases and Public Health inpacts
in the Wilmington-Carson Environmental Justice Community
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13.8
Cont.
i
Port Trucks are lined up on Sepulveda Blvd. Coming West from Wilmington Ave.
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SAN PEDRO PENINSULA HOMEOWNERS UNITED, INC.
PO Box 6455 — San Pedro, CA 90734

E-mail: sphomeunited@yahoo.com
January 30, 2022

Christopher Cannon, Director

City of Los Angeles Harbor Department
Environmental Management Division
425 S. Palos Verdes Street

San Pedro, CA 90731

Sent via email to: ceqacomments@portla.org

SUBJECT: Public Comments on “John S. Gibson Container Parking Lot Project” Negative
Declaration

Our homeowners take great exception to the request for this Negative Declaration for a number of
compelling reasons.

13.9

1. Why is the port taking the responsibility for any environmental review of this property when
the property does not belong to them? This property was sold almost five years ago, in 2017!
Yet, somehow it remains in the Port’s Planning Area?

2. Tt has come to our attention that a portion of this property had belonged to the port and the port
had been solicited by a hired lobbyist to declare the land “surplus” to sell. The port complied
and the property was sold to a gentleman who owned a large swath of property abutting this
port property on the north. His property was virtually “valueless” since the only access to his
property was through the port owned property.

3. There is also a great impression that this project not only had a “pre-determined” owner...but, a
predetermined project, due to a presentation before the Harbor Commission in 2016. At that
meeting environmental activist, Jesse Marquez, had testified “in favor’ of the project due to
environmental mitigations that the buyer/developer (operating under the name, The Jenna
Company), had promised to deliver to the community. (That promise was later reneged upon)
Commissioner Renwick told Marquez at that meeting, that he was “pleased” that Marquez had
met with the owner/developer and was in favor of the project. At that time, Renwick was
cautioned by both Port Atty, Janna Segley, and Commission President, Vilma Martinez, who
tactfully reminded him to remember that the property had not yer been “sold”. But, certainly,
these circumstances at this hearing gave all indications that decisions had already been made.

4. What apparently transpired, was that the property owner of 2017, The Jenna Company, was
able to orchestrate, in advance, a deal for purchase with a new buyer, AIG, as soon as the port
property was acquired. This was a quick sale netting the owner of Jenna several million
dollars. According to sources, Mr. Eleopoulos, (Jenna Co. owner) continues to be a partner in
the business of the new owner, AIG, under its newly formed company AIG-GRE.
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6. Why would anyone NOT be taking the proper steps of a “full” Environmental Impact Report on
a project that will only increase the already chronic port related issues of local traffic, aesthetic
blight, and increased air pollution?

7. The impacts of this development upon the focal community would pot only be “significant”
but, in fact, major. Cont.

8. The deficiencies of the port’s submitted negative declaration for this development fall
extremely short of any real environmental analysis necessary for considerate smart growth and
development.

13.9

Our homeowners heavily support the findings of Dr. Tom Williams in his very technical assessment of
the deficiencies associated with this negative declaration. It is his opinion that the allowance of a
Negative Declaration for this project is not only inappropriate, but very possibly, “illegal”. Williams
succinctly describes the project overview as “totally inadequate and incomplete”.

We cite only a few of Dr. William’s very cogent points: 13.10

a) The inadequate assessments for supporting the finding of a Negative Declaration.

b) The lack of specificity of estimated cut/fill volumes, bulking, export & import of fill.

¢) No description of site grading plan, elevations, etc.

d) Complete lack of analyses of seismic vulnerabilities due to a majority of property being within
the EQ Rupture Zone.

e) Multiple instances of owner/developer agreement and cooperation to various laws and regulation
without evidence nor enforcement evidence, and no permit plan of conditions.

f) No Applicant and no list of contractors has been made public which contradicts the spirit and
letter of CEQA, and public disclosure.

We now mention a few of our own observations and concerns.

1. We have serious concerns relative to the visual aesthetic loss. The proposed project on
John S Gibson Blvd. will build a 50-foot potential container wall that would block views of
the Harbor from the freeway coming and leaving San Pedro.

2. This concrete structure and its 400 parked semi trucks will pose yet another risk of collapse
from any significant seismic event upon the vehicular traffic of the abutting 110 frwy.

3. There has been speculation that the buyer’s financial campaign support of both Councilman
Joe Buscaino’s Mayoral Race, and City Council Candidate, Tim McKosker’s, have played a
role in this entire acquisition and development plan. This falls into line with the history of
developments at the Port of Los Angeles where City “pay to play” tactics were seemingly
engaged.

4. Tt has also been said that due to the urgent nature of cargo backload at the port, this project
pertaining to “industrial storage” could create a “perceived need” that would encourage the
approval of a simple “negative declaration”. However, once the permitting is approved,
there is suspicion that the “original” goal for this site, a “hotel”, could be easily substituted
at a later date.

13.11
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After many years, we have become painfully aware of the Port’s consistent dismissal of our
community’s needs and concerns. Our country’s National effort is supposedly now squarely aimed at
the reduction of egregious environmental damage. For decades environmental concerns have been
suppressed in lieu of the high priority to promote industrial growth first. We look to the Port of LA’s
injurious past as its template for the future and hope to do all we can to discourage that reckless path.
So much damage has already been done. It is long overdue that the port’s bebavior makes a major
shift to elevate the protection of public health, and to respect aesthetics and the environment as its
primary goals in conducting its business.

The calling for a “Negative Declaration” for this property’s development is a classic example of the
Port of LA’s failure to recognize community concerns or to honor transparency. It exemplifies the
Port’s will to continue to ignore true environmental impacts and proceed with its embedded policy of

“backroom deal making”.

Sincerely ,

ULt

Chuck Hart,
President

cc. Mayor Garcetti
Atty Mike Feuer
" Councilwoman Raman
CA State Lands Commission
Rep. Nannette Barragan
Rep. Ted Lieu
NRDC
Earthjustice
Clean Air Coalition

=

13.12

Los Angeles Harbor Department

Final EIR

February 2026

2-132



John S. Gibson Truck & Chassis Parking Lot Project 2.0 Response to Comments

Coalition For A Safe Environment
Community Dreams
EMERGE
Wilmington Improvement Network
Organizacién de Servicios Comunitarios Familiares
Citizens For A Better Wilmington
San Pedro Peninsula Homeowners United
NAACP- San Pedro-Wilmington Branch # 1069
West Long Beach Association
Latinos In Action
Friends of the Air, Earth and Water
California Kids 1AQ
California Communities Against Toxics
St. Philomena Church Social Justice Committee
Del Amo Action Committee

California Safe Schools
Action Now

January 31, 2022

Christopher Cannon, Director

City of Los Angeles Harbor Department
Environmentat Management Division 425
S. Palos Verdes Street

San Pedro, CA 90731

Leah Kohler

310-732-7673

ceqacomments@portla.org
Su:  Draft Initial Study/Negative Declaration (1S/ND)

John 8. Gibson Container Parking Lot Project
SCH No. 2021120391

Re: Public Comments Opposing The Draft Initial Study/Negative Declaration & Project

The Coalition For A Safe Environment (CFASE) and et all undersigned community
organizations submit the following public comments Opposing The Draft Initial Study/Negative
Declaration & Project Approvai for the following fisted reasons, information and violations of

. . - 13.13
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requirements:
1. AIGGRE San Pedro Industrial Owner LLC (AIGGRE) is a real estate developer registered
in Delaware, who has never in its short history purchased, developed and operated a
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shou

business to benefit or support the Port of Los Angeles, any Port of Los Angeles Tenant or
any Port in the U.S.

AIGGRE San Pedro Industrial Owner LLC was created in August 29, 2017 to develop this
sole real estate property for quick investment and sale with no other future investment in
the Port of Los Angeles or the Wilmington-San Pedro Harbor community. This is a real
estate investment “speculation project” that has no Port of Los Angeles Tenant Leasee or
Buyer. The Port and project sponsors do not have one Letter of Interest or Commitment
from any company.

AIGGRE San Pedro Industrial Owner LLC has no experience in developing, building,
operating or managing a container parking lot. They claim the project will only require two
employees which is ridiculous. [t will take one person in the street to direct traffic, one to
document what is being delivered, one person to unload the container and that does not
count who coordinates what is being picked up.

AIGGRE San Pedro Industrial Cwner LLC has no intentions or interests in paying extra
money to mitigate the projects numerous negative environmental and public health
impacts.

AIGGRE San Pedro Industrial Owner LLC has no intentions or interests in paying extra
money to invest in zero emissions technologies, climate change prevention and public
health protection mitigation measures.

One of the partners in AIGGRE, Jenna Development who purchased the property from the
Port of Los Angeles as surplus property for a significantly undervalued price will make 10x
profit from the property once it is built and turned over to AIG upon completion of the
project.

The current proposed project and land-use is a completely different project than what was
proposed by Jenna Development in 2018, the Draft Initial Study/Negative Declaration does
not comply with CEQA for this project, the project will have significant environmental
impacts and offers no benefits to Harbor Communities or the Public.

We ask why the Port of Los Angeles did not develop this surplus land to service the port
or the harbor communities. We ask why the Port of Los Angeles did not announce that
there was surplus property available for harbor community development and public
services? Was there some backroom deal happening that the public is not aware of?

The Port of Los Angeles and AIGGRE San Pedro Industrial Owner LLC fails to discuss and
clarify if all containers being defivered will be full, will any be unloaded, reloaded and will
trucks be parked with chassis and container. It trucks will be allowed to park, with chassis
and container, what will be the maximum capacity?

10.The Port of Los Angeles and AIGGRE San Pedro Industrial Owner LLC fail to discuss what

will be the criteria of a Leasee or Buyer. Experience and knowledge of city permits,
environmental, traffic, OSHA and public safety requirements is essential and mandatory.
The maijority of container storage yards in Wilmington violate their permits and conditions.
The City and Port do not conduct any classes on business licenses and permits and rarely
conduct any onsite inspections for compliance.

11.Public Comment Periods

13.13
Cont.
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The Public and Harbor Community Organizations have repeatedly asked that the Port of
Los Angeles and Board of Harbor Commissioners almost every month for over 20 years
for every project to be more transparent and allow a minimum 80 Day Public Comment
Period.

There is almost no such thing as an easy or simple Port of Los Angeles Project, the Public
and Harbor Community Organizations need adequate time to be able to read, assess,
analyze data and seek expert consultants advise to respond to a project CEQA
documentation. The Port also intentionally releases several project proposals at the same
time and during major holidays, further complicating and compromising the public’s ability
to prepare public comments.

Public Request:

a. Allow a minimum 90 Day Public Comment Period.
b. Allow a minimum 120 Day Public Comment Period if more than one CEQA document

is released in 30 days.

12.The Port of Los Angeles prepared Draft Initial Study/Negative Declaration does not

comply with CEQA law.

The fact that the Port of Los Angeles references selected sections of CEQA law to give the
“governmental decision makers and the public” the impression that they are in compliance
with the law is a disgrace and insult to the public.

The Port of Los Angeles states in the Draft Initial Study/Negative Declaration 1.0
INTRODUCTICN 1.1 CEQA Process page 2 third paragraph states, "In reviewing the
IS/ND, affected public agencies and interested members of the public should focus on the
sufficiency of the document in identifying and analyzing potential project impacts onthe
environment.”

Once again giving the false impression that they are in compliance with the law, These
prepared Public Comments once again clearly describe the Ports Environmental
Management Department and City Legal Departments intentional failure to comply with
CEQA Law. The Draft Initial Study/Negative Declaration does not comprehensively identify
and analyze all the potential project impacts on the environment and harbor communities.

The Draft Initial Study/Negative Declaration in section 2.1.1 PROJECT LOCATION under
Land Use and Zoning page 8, states, “Although the proposed Project site is not located on
Port of Los Angeles property, the proposed Project is located within the PMP, which is part
of the City of Los Angeles General Plan.” Once again the Port is misrepresenting the facts
by failure to disclose that the Port of Los Angeles was the previous owner of the land a few
years ago until it decided suddenily to call it surplus property and sold it to a private buyer.

The Port of Los Angeles and the City of Los Angeles lost in court and was found guilty of
violating CEQA Law in the China Shipping Lawsuit and BNSF SCIG lawsuit. The Port of
Los Angeles and the City of Los Angeles lost the BNSF SCIG CEQA case and were sued
in court by numerous MNon-Profit Harbor Community Organizations, Public Non-Profit
Organizations, the City of Long Beach, the Long Beach Unified School District, the South
Coast Air Quality Management District and several Port of Los Angeles Trucking
Companies they were going to screw over.

13.15
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The Port of Los Angeles continues its legacy of CEQA non-compliance, misrepresentation
of facts, backroom deals, negligence, lies and deceit.

The project will cause significant local harbor environmental, public health, public safety
and community impacts which would have been disclosed if the Port of Los Angeles had
not intentionally tried to bypass the CEQA formal comprehensive EIR process.

Public Request:

a. Cancel and Deny the unqualifiable project.
b. Require a Draft EIR and Final EIR

13.Provide Off-Terminal Maritime Support To Help Meet The Demands Of Port Marine

Terminals Now And In The Future

The project will provide no significant off-terminal maritime support due its small size, site
location and because it will be immediately be filled to capacity and there will be no 100%
turnover in 24hrs.

The project claims it will optimize the use of existing land that supports container storage
at the Project site. There currently is no container storage at the site so it is not optimizing
anything. There is no study provided that validates a facility of this size is needed and that
this project is optimized.

The project claims it will alteviate truck traffic congestion but provides no studies on existing
traffic congestion on John S. Gibson Blvd., Harry Bridges Blvd., Harbor Blvd. or anywhere
else that the project would be alleviating. The project will in fact create truck traffic
congestion at a location where none currently exists.

The project claims it will increase the efficiency of goods movement in the Port by providing
off-terminal maritime support, this infers that all trucks will be carrying loaded containers
from ships with no immediate destination. When in reality it's the failure of the Ports, its
Tenants, Retailers and Distributers to have a Master Logistics Plan for the movement of
cargo in a timely manner and ideally in 24 hrs.

The Port of Los Angeles and the Board of Harbor Commissioners Rubber Stampers have
failed in their fiduciary responsibilities to once again design and adopt a Port Master Plan
and Environmental Impact Reports that includes land for Loaded Cargo Storage Facilities,
Empty Container Storage Facilities, Truck Storage Facilities, Chassis Storage Facilities
and TRU/Genset Storage Facilities. CFASE and the public have submitted public
comments numerous times in past Project EIR’s and Master Plan Amendments suggesting
port land locations be designated for various Goods Movement Storage Applications and
Port Terminals allocate a percentage of their land for their Goods Movement Storage
Applications.

The Port of Los Angeles and the Board of Harbor Commissioners Rubber Stampers have
failed in their fiduciary responsibilities to once again require in Environmental Impact
Reports that a project include a Truck Driver Need, Hire & Phase-In Schedule Assessment,
Zero Emission Truck Need, Purchase & Phase-In Schedule Assessment, Chassis Need,
Purchase & Phase-In Schedule Assessment. CFASE and the public have submitted
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numerous times in the past EIR’s that these assessments be included and are ignored
every time.

Public Request:

a. Cancel and deny the unqualifiable and unjustifiable project.

b. Require a comprehensive Truck Driver Need, Hire & Phase-In Schedule Assessment
be prepared immediately before approving the project. Allow a 30 Day Public Comment
Period.

c. Require a comprehensive Zero Emission Truck Need, Purchase & Phase-In Schedule
Assessment before approving the project. Allow a 30 Day Public Comment Period.

d. Require a comprehensive Chassis Need, Purchase & Phase-In Schedule Assessment
before approving the project. Allow a 30 Day Public Comment Period.

14.Petroleum Hydrocarbons & Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs) Land

Contamination

The Draft Initial Study/Negative Declaration in section 2.1.2 EXISTING CONDITIONS
page 8 clearly states, “A previous site investigation indicated that soils in the northernand
central portions of the proposed Project site are impacted with total petroleum
hydrocarbons(TPH) and volatile organic compounds (VOCs) (Ninyo & Moore, 2002). In
addition, Western FuelQil Company, located across the Harbor Freeway to the west,
maintains two groundwater monitoring wells situated at the northern portion of the
proposed Project site. The Western Fuel Oil Company site is listed as an open case on
the State Water Resources Control Board's (SWRCB’s) Geotracker website.
Groundwater samples collected from the two monitoring wells contain TPH and VOCs
(SCS Engineers, 2021). The groundwater conditions directly beneath theproposed Project
site are unknown.”

This sericus hazmat land contamination information is sufficient to justify a full EIR and to
have required a comprehensive Land & Groundwater Contamination Assessment
prepared immediately. The remediation of the land and underground water alone could
costs millions of dollars and take years to complete.

Public Request:

a. Require a comprehensive Land & Groundwater Contamination Assessment be
prepared immediately before approving the project. Allow a 30 Day Public Comment
Period.

b. Require a comprehensive Land & Groundwater Remediation Plan before approving the
project. Allow a 30 Day Public Comment Period.

15.Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) has been developed for the

proposed Project

The Port of Los Angeles failed to provide a copy of the alleged Stormwater Pollution
Prevention Plan as an attachment to the Draft Initial Study/Negative Declaration for public

review and comment.

Public Request:

a. The Port of Los Angeles provide a copy of the Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan
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16.

b. The Port of Los Angeles provide a 30 Day Public Comment Period.

Protocol Plan for Unknown Hazardous Materials prepared by KPRS Construction
Services Inc.

The Port of Los Angeles failed to provide a copy of the alleged Protocol Plan for Unknown

Hazardous Materials prepared by KPRS Construction Services Inc. as an attachment to I(::’DL?
the Draft Initial Study/Negative Declaration for public review and comment. )
Public Request:
¢. The Port of Los Angeles provide a copy of the Protocol Plan for Unknown Hazardous
Materials prepared by KPRS Construction Services Inc.
d. The Port of Los Angeles provide a 30 Day Public Comment Period.
17. Air Quality
The Port of Los Angeles is once again misrepresenting the facts. The Los Angeles-South
Coast Air Basin is currently in nonattainment of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards
(NAAQS or “standards”} and the California State Implementation Plan. Federal clean air
laws require areas with unhealthy levels of ozone, inhalable particulate matter, carbon
monoxide, nifrogen dioxide, and sulfur dioxide to develop plans, known as State
Implementation Plans (SIPs). SIPs are comprehensive plans that describe how an area
will attain national ambient air quality standards (NAAQS).
Any Net Increase in emission by the praject will cause the South Coast Basin to continue
to be in non-attainment of NAAQS and jeopardize California from receiving hundreds of
millions of dollars in federal transportation funds.
The Port of Los Angeles has refused and never conducted or sponsored a Health Impact 13.20
Assessment (HIA) or a Public Health Survey (PHS) so it does not have a Public Health
Baseline by which to base its decision making. The Port of Los Angeles is the # 1 Air
Poliution Source in the South Coast Air Quality Management District. The Port of Los
Angeles has no Public Health Data to validate its claim that its Air Pollution is causing no
significant public health impacts or cumulative health impacts and therefore no mitigation
is required. :
The project will cause an increase in local harbor San Pedro and Wilmington community
mobile and stationary truck air pollution which currently does not exist. The increased air
pollution will also impact drivers on the LA Harbor Freeway as they pass this facility.
Requested Mitigation:
a. Require 100% Zero Emission On-Road Trucks.
b. Require 100% Zero Emission Off-Road Trucks.
¢. Require 100% Zero Emission Cargo Handiing Equipment/
d. Require 100% Zero Emission Construction Equipment.
e. Require 100% Zero Emission Delivery Trucks.
f. Require 100% Zeroc Emission Power & Back-Up Power.
g. Require 100% Zero Idling.
h. Require No VOC/TAC construction materials, products, paints and coatings.
i. Require the use of Eco-Efficient concrete and products using fly-ash.
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j- Sponsor a Health Impact Assessment.

k. Sponsor a Public Health Survey.

I. Establish a Public Health Baseline for Port Harbor Communities, Port Freight
Transportation Corridor Communities and Warehouse/Distribution Communities.

m. Install an On-Site Air Quality Monitoring Station & Public Website

n. Charge a $ 100 per pound Mitigation Tariff/Fee for air pollution, to go the Harbor

Community Benefit Foundation for public mitigation.

18.Greenhouse Gas Emissions

The project will cause a Net Increase in Greenhouse Gas Emissions during construction
and operations which does comply with California state law AB32 for the reduction and

mitigation of GHGs.
Requested Mitigation:

Require 100% Zero Emission On-Road Trucks.

Require 100% Zero Emission Off-Road Trucks.

Require 100% Zero Emission Cargo Handling Equipment/

Require 100% Zero Emission Construction Equipment.

Require 100% Zero Emission Delivery Trucks.

Require 100% Zero Emission Power & Back-Up Power.

Require 100% Zero ldling.

Install an On-Site Air Quality Monitoring Station & Public Website.

Charge a $ 100 per pound GHG Mitigation Tariff/Fee for GHG air pollution, to go the
Harbor Community Benefit Foundation for public mitigation.

~Sempapoe

19.Unpermitted Container Storage Yard Activities

It has been researched, documented and reported to the Port of Los Angeles and City of
Los Angeles that Container Storage Yards conduct activities that are not allowed in their
permits and in zoned areas. Los Angeles City Planning Department staff are negligent in
their responsibilities in including environmental and public rights protections in Permits and

Q conditions.

We include in these public comments the link to the Harbor Community Benefit Foundation
Off-Port Land Use Impact Study:

https://hcbf.org/research/off-port-land-use-study/

We include in these public comments a copy of the Coalition For A Safe Environment
(CFASE) PPT PDF Wilmington Container Storage Yards 101 which color photographs of
Container Storage Yards in Wilmington.

Requested Mitigation:

Prohibited On-Site Truck Repair & Maintenance.
Prohibited On-Site Container Repair & Maintenance .
Prohibited On-Site Open Containers.

Prohibited On-Site Container Cleaning.

Prohibited On-Site Container Fumigation.

Prohibited On-Site Chassis Storage.

X W N
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g. Prohibited On-Site Chassis Repair & Maintenance.
h. Prohibited On-Site TRU/Genset Storage.
i. Prohibited On-Site TRU/Genset Repair & Maintenance.
j. Prohibited On-Site Unloaded Cargo Storage.
k. Prohibited On-Site Cargo Transloading. 13.22
i. Prohibited On-Site Overnight Driver Sleeping. Cont.
m. Prohibited On-Site Diesel Fuel Station//Storage Tanks.
n. Prohibited Truck Double Parking Outside the Facility.
0. No 24hr/7-Day Operation. Public Peaceful/Quiet Break Time.
p. No Weekend/Holiday Operation. Public Peaceful/Quiet Break Time.
g. No Facility Glaring Lights Pollution Overflow On Harbor Freeway
20.Zero Emission Trucks, Cargo Handling Equipment & Vehicles

California law now requires that all Freight Transportation transition to Zero Emission
Trucks, Cargo Handling Equipment and Vehicles. Zero Emissions Trucks, Cargo Handling
Equipment and Vehicles currently exists for every port and goods movement application.
The Coalition For A Safe Environment (CFASE) published monthly a Zero Emission
Transportation Vehicles, Carge Handling Equipment, Construction Equipment & Ship/Boat
Commercial Availability Survey which is currently sent to Port of Los Angeles management,
staff and the Board of Harbor Commissioners. It is also included in all CFASE submitted
Public Comments on Port Projects, Clean Air Action Plan and other programs. See
attachment.
The project fails to require that it be serviced by only Zero Emission Trucks and Vehicles.
As an example, the CFASE survey lists 18 Class VIl On-Road Zero Emission Truck
manufacturers and truck models that can service all Port of Los Angeles and Terminals
short-haul container deliveries of less than 250 miles.
Requested Mitigation:

13.23
a. Require Zero Emission On-Road Trucks.
b. Require Zero Emission Off-Road Trucks.
c. Require Zero Emission Cargo Handling Equipment.
d. Require Zero Emission Delivery Trucks
e. Require Zero Emission Power & Back-Up Power

21.Zero Emissions Construction Vehicles, Equipment & Power
Zero Emissions Construction Vehicles, Equipment & Power for every port related project.
The Coalition For A Safe Environment (CFASE) published monthly a Zero Emission
Transportation Vehicles, Cargo Handling Equipment, Construction Equipment & Ship/Boat
Commercial Availability Survey which is currently sent to Port of Los Angeles management,
staff and the Board of Harbor Commissioners. It is also included in all CFASE submitted
Public Comments on Port Projects, Clean Air Action Plan and other programs. We attach
with these public comments a copy of the Zero Emission Transportation Vehicles, Cargo
Handling Equipment, Construction Equipment & Ship/Boat Commercial Availability Survey
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The project fails to require that all construction equipment, vehicles and supported services
be Zero Emission.

Requested Mitigation:

a. Require Zero Emission Construction Equipment.
b. Require Zero Emission Delivery Trucks
c. Require Zero Emission Power & Back-Up Power

22.San Pedro-Wilmington Public Roadway/Walkway/Bikeway Access

Wilmington middle school students who live in Southwest Wilmington attend Steven Middle
School in San Pedro and must walk down Harry Bridges Bivd. to John S. Gibson Blvd
Monday through Friday to get there.

Wilmington and San Pedro residents daily walk down Harry Bridges Blvd. and John S.
Gibson Blvd. to visit, family, friends and conduct necessary business.

Wilmington and San Pedro residents daily use Harry Bridges Blvd. and John S. Gibson
Blvd. for jogging, to improve and maintain their health.

Long Beach, Wilmington, Harbor City and San Pedro resident Bike Riders use Harry
Bridges Blvd. and John S. Gibson Blvd. to improve and maintain their heaith and enjoy the
California Coastal Trails.

It is already difficult for them to cross the streets due to the long lines of frucks going on
and off the LA Harbor Freeway and trucks going to and from TraPac Container Terminal.
The truck lines block the intersections and walkways, trucks create loud noises from their
engines and braking, noise gets louder as the truck ages. Trucks as they drive by also
cause wind gusts and vacuums which can cause you to be unbalanced and fall especially
if you do not feel well and happen to also have health or physical handicap conditions.
Trucks burn diesel fuel and the hundreds of additional trucks will increase student exposure
to toxic emissions and increased public safety risks from accidents.

Requested Mitigation:

Zero impact on Pedestrian Walkway Paths from Wilmington to San Pedro

Zero Impact on Jogger Pathways from Wilmington to San Pedro

Zero Impact on Bike California Coastal Routes from Wilmington to San Pedro

Zero Emissions On-Road Trucks Only permitted to enter facility.

Zero Emissions Off-Road Trucks Only permitted to work at facility.

Zero Increase in Truck-Public Accidents

No trucks may enter the facility during student walking to school hours.

Limit the number of trucks going to and from the facility to no more than 30 per hour if
a 20’ TEU and 20 per hour ifa 40” or 53’ TEU.

Build a Public Safety Wall on the sidewalk from Wilmington to San Pedro that can
prevent trucks from injuring students and the public.

j. Assign a Port police monitor & budget.

TemeaeUTw

23.Traffic Congestion Impacts

13.23
Cont.

13.24

Los Angeles Harbor Department

Final EIR
February 2026

2-141



John S. Gibson Truck & Chassis Parking Lot Project

2.0 Response to Comments

Harry Bridges Bivd. and John S. Gibson Blvd. were designed and built as two way roads
with no vehicle stopping. This facility will require trucks to line-up to enter because each
must be validated to enter, then assigned an unloading area and then wait for the previous
truck to leave and the container to put in place. With only two employees it will be
impossible for fast entry. Trucks must line-up at every Port Terminal to enter now. Trucks
with containers are large making it near impossible to drive around and they can black
views for miles. Based on the information provided trucks will not be able to make a right
turn into the facility from the North without having to make a wide turn from the center of
the street, further blocking traffic and public view. Trucks always break down and have
accidents. Based on the information provided there is no map provided showing the routes
of the trucks and their unloading area.

We have determined that there is inadequate turning space for multiple trucks inside the
facility. Most trucks will be carrying 40’ or 53" TEUs. The length of a Truck, Chassis and
40’ TEU will range from 65'-70" and the length of a Truck, Chassis and 53' TEU will range
from 70’-75 and could be longer if it is a doubie cab truck. :

We include in these public comments the link to the Harbor Community Benefit Foundation
Off-Port Land Use Impact Study:

hitps://hcbf.org/research/off-port-land-use-study/

We include in these public comments a copy of the Coalition For A Safe Environment
(CFASE) PPT PDF Wilmington Container Storage Yards 101 which color photographs of
Traffic Congestion caused by Port Trucks.

Requested Mitigation:

a. Conduct a comprehensive Traffic Congestion Impact Assessment.

b. The facility must incorporate a driveway entrance to allow wide turns and not use
public right-of-way roads.

c. The facility must incorporate a minimum truck entry staging area on its property
sufficient for 10 trucks with up to 53’ containers.

d. The project must hire a minimum of five staff to facilitate quick truck processing
container deliveries and pick-ups.

e. The project must incorporate a truck arrival appointment system.

Assign a Port police monitor & budget.

g. Prohibition of project facility trucks using Figueroa St, Figueroa Place, Anaheim
Street, Pacific Coast Hwy., Channel Street, Gaffey Street and Vermont Ave. as truck
service routes.

=

24._Public Transportation Infrastructure Damage

Harry Bridges Blvd. and John S. Gibson Blvd. were designed and built to handle a specific
amount of truck traffic and weight. This project did not exist at the time of planning and will
cause premature degradation, increased matainence and repair costs and increased
premature replacements cost primarily born by the public.

Requested Mitigation:

a. Conduct a comprehensive Public Transportation Infrastructure Damage Assessment.
b. A $10.00 per TEU Tariff/Tax/Fee for every 20°, $ 20.00 per 40’ TEU Tariff/Tax/Fee and
$ 30 per 53’ TEU TariffiTax/Fee.

13.25
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c. Conduct an Infrastructure Damage Assessment Update every 5 years.

25.Increased Hazardous Cargo Public Safety Risk

The project will cause an increased in Hazardous Cargo Public Safety Risk due to the Port
and its Tenants failure to notify facilites and the public that containers have toxic,
hazardous, flammable and explosive products.

We include in these public comments a copy of the Coalition For A Safe Environment
(CFASE) PPT PDF Wilmington Container Storage Yards 101 which color photographs of
{ocal Port Truck Accidents and other Public Safety Issues.

Mitigation:

a. Port & Tenants must post 60 days Public Notice of the transport of hazardous cargo.

b. Port & Tenants must mail to all residents within 1,000’ of the truck route Public Notice
of the transport of hazardous cargo.

¢. Port & Tenants must mail to all non-profit organizations who have signed up for the
Public Notice transport of hazardous cargo.

d. Port & Tenants must have $ 1 billion in Liability Insurance.

26.Public Roadway Infrastructure Ground Hazmat Contamination

The project will cause an increased in Public Roadway Infrastructure Ground
Contamination due to leaking oil, brake fluid, radiator fluids, power steering fluids, brake
dust and tire dust and shredding’s. As trucks age they leak more.

Mitigation:

Allow only Zero Emission On-Reoad Trucks to enter the facility.

Inspect trucks for fluid leakage during unloading or parking.

issue truck citations for visible fluid leakage during unloading or parking.
Assign a Port Inspector monitor & budget.

e. Prepare quarterly reporis & post on Port website.

aoow

27.Contaminated Rain-Water Runoff Impacts

The project will cause an increased in Contaminated Rain-Water Runoff into the public
sewer system due to leaking oil, brake fiuid, radiator fluids, power steering fluids, brake
dust and tire dust and shredding’s. As trucks age they leak more on the ground.

Mitigation:

f. Allow only Zero Emission Trucks o enter the facility.

g. Facility must have a water run-off catch and treatment system.

h. Take water samples during and after a rain and facility ground cleaning if water is used
i. Issue facility citations for Contaminated Rain-Water Runoff

j. Assign a Port Water Quality Inspector monitor & budget.

k. Prepare quarterly reports & post on Port website.

28.Facility Construction Noise
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The project will cause a net increase in local harbor San Pedro and Wilmington community
Noise in an area where noise is not excessive. Zero Emission trucks, vehicles and
equipment are near-noiseless as compared to diesel fuel powered.

Requested Mitigation:

Require Zero Emission Trucks to enter the facility.

Require Zero Emission Construction Equipment at the facility .
Require Zero Emission Delivery Trucks

Require Zero Emission Power & Back-Up Power

Install sound barriers for all scurces of noise.

®ao oW

29.Truck & Facility Operations Noise Impacts

The project will cause a net increase in local harbor San Pedro and Wilmington community
Noise in an area where noise is not excessive. A significant increase in truck noise will
occur due to the large number of trucks traveling to and from the facility from all directions.
Diesel Engine Trucks have extreme loud noise from engines, truck carrying cargo cause
louder brake noise and trucks carrying empty containers cause loud noise.

Zero Emission trucks, vehicles and equipment are near-noiseless as compared to diesel
fuel powered.

We include in these public comments the link to the Harber Community Benefit Foundation
Wilmington Noise Study and San Pedro Noise Study:

https://hcbf.org/research/wilmington-noise-study/
https://hcbf.org/research/san-pedro-noise-study/

Requested
Mitigation:

a. Conduct a Sound Assessment of the facility design to determine if it will cause an open
amphitheater sound generation and reflection affect.

Require Zero Emission Trucks to enter the facility.

Require Zero Emission Construction Equipment at the facility.

Require Zero Emission Delivery Trucks

Require Zero Emission Power & Back-Up Power

Install permanent sound barriers for all sources of noise.

Charge a $ 100 per dB Mitigation Fee for noise, to go the Harbor Community Benefit
Foundation.

Sound proof residents homes, child care centers along truck routes.

Conduct quarterly Noise Tests and publish data on Port website.

@moong
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j- Ifthere is an increase in Ambient Noise in nearby residential areas the project will pay

for sound proof windows having a Sound Transmission Class (STS) rating of 70 and
above

30.Police & Emergency Response Vehicle Delays

John S. Gibson Blvd. and Harry Bridges Blvd. are the primary routes of the Los Angeles
Harbor Division Police Department emergency response to Wilmington. Trucks traveling
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from the South North must make left turns into the facility. The long lines of trucks would
block Police & Emergency Response Vehicle passage and extend response time. This is
unacceptable.

Wilmington Fire Department provides support to San Pedro. Fire Trucks traveling North (13.29
will be blocked by the long lines of Port trucks making right turns onto the facility. This is Cont.
unacceptable.
Public Request:
Cancel and deny the unqualifiable and unjustifiable project
31.Blight
In Wilmington, wherever container storage yards are located they become trash magnets,
graffiti magnets, unsightly with blight affecting the aesthetics of our harbor community.
We include in these public comments a copy of the Coalition For A Safe Environment
(CFASE) PPT PDF Wilmington Container Storage Yards 101 which color photographs of | |3 39
Blight in Wilmington.
Requested Mitigation:
a. No trash be allowed to accumulate within 100’ and must be removed in 24hrs.
b. No graffiti be allowed to accumulate within 100" and must be removed in 24hrs.
32.Vector & Disease Impacts.
The project will cause an increase in vector problems. Every container storage yard
located on off-port tidelands property are vector magnets. Rats, possums, raccoons hide
and live there. When it rains water pockets form and become homes for mosquitos. We
are currently in a Mosquito crisis caused by the Aedes mosquitos escaping from a Port of
Los Angeles container.
Requested Mitigation:
a. No container with cargo can be opened at the facility.
b. No empty container doors can be left opened to aerate at the container
c. No empty container can be opened and cleaned at the facility.
d. No water puddles are allowed to accumulate at the facility.
e. Mosquito traps must be placed during mosquito season. 13.31
f. Prepare quarterly reports & post on Port website.
The Coalition For A Safe Environment et al co-signature organizations respectfully file these
Public Comments on behalf of our members, organization affiliations, the public and request that
all issues identified and requests be accepted and included in our request for a Draft
Environmental Impact Report.
Jesse N. Marquez is the designated contact person for all co-signatory organizations for all future
correspondence, information, questions, hearings and meetings. All co-signatories and individual
reserve their rights to participate in all future meetings, discussion, actions, mediation and
negotiations.
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Respectfully Submitted,

Qonae 2. gy

Jesse N. Marquez

Executive Director

Coalition Far A Safe Environment
1601 N. Wilmington Bivd., Ste. B
Wilmington, CA 90744
inmdej@yahoo.com
424-264-5959  310-590-0177

Ricardo Pulido
Executive Director
Community Dreams

Drew Wood

Executive Director

California Kids IAQ

1601 N. Wilmington Blvd., Ste. B4
Wilmington, CA 90744
californiakidsiag@gmail.com
916-616-5913

Dulce Altamirano
Directora Ejecutiva
Organizacion de Servicios Comunitarios Familiares

1601 N. Wilmingten Blvd., Ste. B2 724 King Ave. 13.31
Wilmington, CA 90744 Wilmington, CA 90744 Cont.
mr.rpulido@gmail.com dulcealtamirano54@gmail.com
310-567-0748 424-224-0951
Magali Sanchez-Hall, MPH Martha Cota
Executive Director Executive Director
EMERGE Latinos In Action
913 East O Street 1635 Locust Ave. # 303
Wilmington, CA 90744 Long Beach, CA 90813
mssanchezhall7@gmail.com martha@latinosinactioncalifornia.org
646-436-0306 562-387-3254
Anabell Romero Chavez Valerie Contreras
Wilmingten Improvement Network Vice President
Board Member Citizens For A Better Wilmington
1239 Ronan Ave. 216 E. N Street
Wilmington, CA 90744 Wilmington, CA 90744
anab3ll310@yahoo.com citizensforabetterwilmington@mail.com
310-940-4515 310-602-9213
Joe R. Gatlin Modesta Pulido
Vice President Chairperson
NAACP St. Philomena Social Justice Ministry
San Pedro-Wilmington Branch # 1069 22106 Gulf Ave.
225 S. Cabrillo Ave. Carson, CA 90745
San Pedro, CA 90731 vdepulido@gmail.com
joergatlind5k@gmail.com 310-513-1178
310-766-5399
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Robina Suwol

Executive Director
California Safe Schools
P.0O. Box 2756

Toluca Lake, CA 91610
robinasuwol@earthlink.net
818-261-7965

Cynthia Babich

Executive Director

Del Amo Action Committee

4542 Irone Ave.

Rosamond, CA 93560
delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com
310-769-4813

Chuck Hart

President

San Pedro Peninsula Homeowners United
P.O. Box 6455

San Pedro, CA 90734
sphomeunited@yahoo.com
dethawk310@gmail.com

310-833-0959

Theral Golden

Treasurer

West Long Beach Association
P.O. Box 9422

Long Beach, CA 90810
theraltg@msn.com
562-884-8080

Jane Williams
Executive Director

California Communities Against Toxics

P.O. Box 845
Rosamond, CA 93560
dcapjane@aol.com
661-256-2101

Mitzi Shpak

Executive Director
Action Now

2062 Lewis Ave.
Altadena, CA 91001
msmshpak@gmail.com
626-825-9795

Rosalie Preston
President

Friends of the Air, Earth and Water

P.O. Box 554
Gardena, CA 90248
info@faew.org
424-242-9144

13.31
Cont.

Los Angeles Harbor Department

Final EIR

February 2026

2-147



John S. Gibson Truck & Chassis Parking Lot Project

2.0 Response to Comments

DATE: January 31, 2022.

TO: Christopher Cannon, Director City of Los Angeles Harbor Department

Environmtl. Mgmt. Div., 425 S. Palos Verdes St. San Pedro, CA 80731
LAHD Environmental Management Division 310-732-3675
cegacomments@portla.org

CcC LA Mayor Garcetti: matt.szabo@Ilacity.org
City Attorney Feuer: rob.wilcox@lacity.org
Congressional Rep. Barragen: matl.dernoga@mail.nouse.gov
Congressional Rep. Lieu: joey.apodaca@mail.house.gov
Calif. State Lands Commission: jennifer.lucchesi@sic.ca.gov
POLA Commissioners: commissieners@portla.org
NRDC: jprange@nrdc.org, dpettit@nrde.org,mlinperrella@nrdc.org
Earthjustice: amartinez@earthjustice.org
Clean Air Coalition: jce@ccair.org

Citizens Coalition for A Safe Community

FROM: Dr Tom Williams, Citizens Coalition for A Safe Community
4117Barrett Rd., LA, Ca 90032-1712 323-528-8682
ctwilliams2012@yahoo.com

SUBJECT: “John S. Gibson Container Parking Lot Project” Negative Declaration
John S. Gibson Container Parking Lot Initial Study/Negative Declaration

(portoflosangeles.org)
RE: Public Comments for IS/ND

We have reviewed the proposed project, Container Parking Lot, and find the Initial Study totally
inadequate and incomplete of setting and valid assessment for supporting the finding of a Negative
Declaration. Generally, all site investigations are assumed/proposed to be conducted sometime after
certification of the Negative Declaration (Neg.Dec./ND) and as part of the beginning of construction work.
Universal use of directions with “should/could/iwould” clearly indicates the conditional nature of the
suggested investigations, assessment, and mitigation subject to the decisions of those in charge of the
site development.

The Project description does not provide estimated cut/fill volumes, bulking, export of excess cut and

import of suitable fill, and haul routes to/from the Project site. No description of site grading plan,
drawings, and elevations are provided and accessible for public review and coordination with “grading”,
placement of retaining walls, paving, and runoff conveyance and discharges.

Although the site is elevated (20-80+ft amsl), the site, especially the lower NE-erly portion has the
potential for less disturbed original soils and alluvium and potential for archaeologic/tribal resources and a
qualified archaeologist and tribal representatives must be used to assure no remains and resources are
disturbed or damaged. Similarly, the expected geology to be excavated would also support the encounter

with paleontological resources, €.g., whale bones, fossil fishes, and mollusk shells, in addition to
significant other marine fossils.

Similarly, the site occupies a slope between Gibson and 1-110 and has been noted by ZIMAS as being in
the northerly portion {three of four parcels) within the surface fault zone of the Palos Verde Fault passing

from NW-SE across the Project site and all could be subjected to a maximum magnitude of 7.3 RM.

Ne considerations are provided in the Neg.Dec. for the project slope stability and the area is considered
by ZIMAS as being subject to landslides, and no description and concerns are addressed in the
Neg.Dec., although vague references are made to doing some geological investigations during grading.
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Similarly, references are made to earlier geclogical studies of the Project site but these studies are not in
the appendix, nor online, and no publicly accessible web address is provided for references.

As retaining walls are included in the Project, some concerns regarding landslides must exist, including
slope slippage, and must be addressed in the Initial Study and Neg.Dec., especially if the detail drawings
and locations of the |-110 corridor becomes available.

Hydrological impacts are similarly glossed over and references to the “Low Impact” ordinance clearly
indicates a lack of understanding of the requirements of the ordinance for onsite use of collected,
conveyed, stored, and reused for onsite irrigation and/or groundwater recharge rather than diversion to
storm drains and the harbor waters.

The Port of Los Angeles does not appear to have factual data related to the historic development of the
Project site and vicinity which could be provided by historic aerial photos of the Project site and area for at
least 1923, 1928, and 1947 and thereafter (available via EDRnet/LightBox, check with LACityDCP).

PROVIDE ail referenced documents as appendices or online publicly accessible and copiable webpages,
PROVIDE descriptive summaries and required mitigation measures, and certified engineering drawings
prior to certification of the Neg.Dec. and construction award for public review and comments. Specifically
cite as conditions of approval and avoidance as terminating conditions for the Project.

PROVIDE details of grading plan, net export/imports, and haul routes, for up to 500,000 cubic yards (5
yards deep x 100,000 sqyd) for container park becoming parking for a hotel, later. PROVIDE a
programmatic EIR or MND with a mitigation/monitoring/reporting plan.

Review of the Project and general District Land Use Pian Update for the Port of Los Angeles strongly
indicates that the Project site maybe developed initially as a paved levelled parking lot which then would
become suitable for future structured development for higher valued land use. Current CEQA efforts
appears to be an initial stage in a long-term development plan and current CEQA document do not fully
recognize that the current stage is just one, initial step amongst other steps in order to avoid adequate
and complete CEQA review and assessment, along with mitigation.

Given the above deficiencies, errors, and omissions, | request that the current Initial Study and Negative
Declaration be withdrawn, revised, and an amended Initial Study be presented and used for
considerations of an extended comment period for the amended/recirculated Negative Declaration, and
preferably circulation of a Mitigated Negative Declaration or Environmental Impact Report and
Mitigation/Monitoring/Reporting Plan for public comments.

Thank You for Your consideration of these comments.

Dr. Tom Williams, President of Citizens Coalition for A Safe Community
4117 Barrett Rd, Los Angeles, CA 90032-1712
323-528-9682 ctwilliams2012@yahoo.com
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MORE SPECIFIC COMMENTS Copies from Negative Declaration
Comments in bolded italics. Pertinent passages in document text are bolded.
5/1 Indicates page and paragraph of Initial Study/Negative Declaration.

1/1 The proposed Project would include the installation of a fully paved, striped, and fenced...container
parking lot to be used for loading/unloading and parking of shipping containers, as well as an extensive
planted landscape area. ...LLC proposes to develop the existing approximately 18.66-acre property,
then lease or sell the property to an operator. The proposed Project would also include retaining walls
up to approximately 30 feet in height and fill slopes up to 45 feet in height.

Selective use of con ditimals throughout the Initial Study and Negative Declaration renders future
stu dies,assessments, and m itigaion totally useless and unavailable for Public review and
comment, which is the specific purpose of the IS/ND.

PROVIDE a completely revised IS/ND for the Projet and based onthe comments below provide a
thorough, adequate, and complete M itigaed Negaive Declara tion,MND or better yet an
Environmental Impact Report, EIR.

As the ND specifies loading/unioa dingof sh ipfing containers, the Project includes far more than
the IS/ND characterizes and they are either in error or renders the Projet ac tivitiestotally
incomplete and inadequate within the IS/NQ} Such errors renders the IS/ND unsuitable for
Public review and comment. PROVIDE an adequate and complete IS/ND.

Mention of retaining walls and special fill slopes requires engineering reports and
drawings/sections for Public review and comments. PROVIDE a completely revised IS with all
appropriate dra wingsand analyses.

Container footprints would require only less than 5 acre of land out of 9 acres. PROVIDE drawings
and sections for all container, truck, and chasses parking/sterage and their general circulation
and queuing within the developed area of the Project site.

No Project plan s/dravings are PROVIDED. Projet o verviaw is totally inadequate and incomplete.

1/ 2 The objectives of the proposed Project are the following:

to optimize the use of existing land that supports container storage at the proposed Project site;

...and to increase the efficiency of goods movement in the Port by providing off-terminal maritime

support to help meet the demands of Port marine terminals now and in the future.

PROVIDE definition of optimize and quantified analyses for optimalization of current Jand uses at
the Project site, which includes no storage/pa rking

PROVIDE quantified analyses of good movements in the Port with and without the proposed
Projeact, storing a maximum of 2000 containers, stacked or remaining on trailers.

51 2.1 PROJECT OVERVIEW This Initial Study/Negative Declaration (IS/ND) has been prepared to

evaluate the potential environmental impacts associated with the construction and operation of the

approximately 18.66-acre, 393-stall container parking lot and planted landscape area located at 1599

West John Gibson Boulevard in the Port of Los Angeles (Port} in San Pedro, California. The proposed

Project would include

an approximately 405,602-square-foot (SF) [=9.3ac) concrete parking lot to load, unload, and store

trucks and shipping containers; 700sf/container 9.3 ac

retaining wall structures;

an access road;

utilities; and

an approximately 407,227-SF landscape area with native plants, as available. The 407,227-SF

landscape area would cover just over 50 percent of the total site area, allowing the Project to remain

consistent with the existing Port Master Plan (PMP) Open Space land use.

ZIMAS indicates the parcels as at 1503-1985-2001 West John Gibsen Boulevard, not 1599.

PROVIDE correct addresses for all Project parcels and consistent with the LACo Assessor and
LADCP ZIMAS data base, Revise and recirculate.

PROVIDE definition of load and unload containers, e.g., contents of containers or containers from
truck trailer frames/chasses. :

As the ND specifies loading/unioading of shipping containers, the Projet includes far more than
the IS/NDcharacterizes and they are either in error or renders the Project acti vities totally
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incomplete and inadequate within the IS/ND. Such errors renders the IS/ND unsuitable for
Pubiic review and comment. PROVIDE an adequate and complete IS/ND.

Here ND says only native plants, while elsewhere ornamental and native plants are mentioned.

PROVIDE full landscaping and irrigation plan for the Project site, including a list of ALL plants to
be used.

The Port Master Plan (one of two districts within the General Plan for all of Los Angeles City) but
only sets policies, while Zoning is established by Ordinances and supersedes Plan
designations. ZONING is M3 not OS or PF. Revise accordingiy.

PROVIDE land use plans consistent with current zoning and clearly state as to whether zoning
designations would be altered, requiring City Council approval.

ZIMAS zoned M3-1VL for the Project site parcels and M2 west of I-110 and M3 east of Gibson.

PROVIDE correct zoning of Project parcels by ordinance and whether a District Plan amendment
by policies may be required.

Given the detailed discussion, the Public cannot verify or comment on these aspects as the
landscaping references are totally inadequate and incomplete as to trees, shrubs, or ground
cover and irrigation system. No LID supported irrigation system is mentioned, although
required for LID runoff re-uses.

PROVIDE tables and/or drawings show how many and where trucks, trailers, and containers will
be stored, and where/how many TEUs, 40fter, or 53fter containers will be stored and how high
such containers will be stacked, 2-3 vs 5-7 high.

PROVIDE circulation paths within the Project site as to how and where containers may be
transferred and how containers would be loaded/unloaded.

If placed on ground and/or stacked, mechanical lifts must be PROVIDED and perhaps kept on site
24/7/365. PROVIDE operational descriptions for trucks and lifts and required staffing for such
24/7/365 operations. PROVIDE facilities requirements for ail staff on site for Project
operations, two staff won’t do it.

Sizing of the active work area to allow continuation of the entire area as "Open Space” appears as

totally counter to CEQA and to the current zoning of the Project parcels.

5/2 This section discusses the location description, background, and objectives of the proposed
Project. This document has been prepared in accordance with CEQA (California PRC.....) and the State
CEQA Guidelines (...)

The Project description/overview is totally inadequate and incomplete and does not accord with
CEQA requirements, and appears to be purposefully so vague as to hinder public review and
comment.

Project description does not include drawings, tables, goals, nor objectives regarding the
proposed project which would allow many and substantive variations from the currently
understood container storage yard.

PROVIDE an adequate and complete Project description for all physical aspects and complete
operational requirements for the Project.

8/1 Land Use and Zoning Although the proposed Project site is not located on Port of Los Angeles
property, the proposed Project is located within the PMP, which is part of the City of Los Angeles
General Plan. The PMP established policies and guidelines to direct the future development of the
Port (POLA, 2018)....The proposed Project site is located within the western portion of the PMP’s
Planning Area 2....

The entire Port is within the General Plan but is considered a separate "Community Plan” {or
District plan), as is LAX also. The Project site lies along the westerly “Coastal Zone Boundary
line” with the San Pedro Community Planning Area, I-110 PROW. FPROVIDE a revised
planning allocation of the Project parcels and adjacent YangMing facilities to the San Pedro
Community Plan, as are the Navigation Center, and Police/Fire Departments facilities.

As indicated above, the Port Plan only applies to the Port facilities and not to private properties.
Surplus sales of the properties severed relations with the Port Plan and the Project site
became part of the San Pedro Community Plan area and outside the jurisdiction of the

Port/Harbor Department. PROVIDE a revised planning allocation of the Project parcels and
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adjacent YangMing facilities to the San Pedro Community Plan, as are the Navigation Center,
and Police/Fire Departments facilities.

8/2 A previous site investigation indicated that soils in the northern and central portions of the
proposed Project site are impacted with total petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH) and volatile organic
compounds (VOCs) (Ninyo & Moore, 2002). In addition, Western Fuel Oil Company, located across the
Harbor Freeway to the west, maintains two groundwater monitoring wells situated at the northern
portion of the proposed Project site. The Western Fuel Oil Company site is listed as an open case on
the State Water Resources Centrol Board's (SWRCB's) Geotracker website. Groundwater samples
collected from the two monitoring wells contain TPH and VOCs (SCS Engineers, 2021). The
groundwater conditions directly beneath the proposed Project site are unknown.

PROVIDE publicly accessible online copies of all, inciuding this reference, relevant geological and
hazardous materials documents.

PROVIDE appropriate references for relevant records of expected sources of confaminated fluids
and groundwater passing into the Project site.

“Unknown groundwater conditions” are totally inadequate and incomplete for CEQA review and
consideration by agencies and the Public. PROVIDE a complete and adequate MND or EIR for
this Project.

PROVIDE geology and hydrology setting based on a drilling program of at least three wells (NW-
SE alignments) and such strings every 250t across the Project site from SW corner to that of
the NE.

PROVIDE groundwater depths and flows patterns beneath the Project site and sampling of
groundwater and vadose vapors above the groundwater tables within the Project site.

9/2 Project Objectives The proposed Project objectives are as follows:

+ Optimize the use of existing land that supports container storage at the Project site;

« PROVIDE a facility that would alleviate truck traffic congestion by providing storage of shipping

containers;

+ PROVIDE landscaping that would improve the site conditions and slope stabilization; and

+ Increase the efficiency of goods movement in the Port by providing off-terminal maritime support to

help meet the demands of Port marine terminals now and in the future.

No analysis for future maritime support requirements

No ftraffic/congestion analysis specific to container movements and storage and as to betterment
at this site vs other sites within 5 miles and 50 miles, e.g., Harbor Gateway North or High
Desert Corridor and eastern San Gabriel Valley.

PROVIDE definition of optimize, alleviate, and congestion and provide current leveis without
Project and those modelled for future with Project for the entire West Basin and adjacent San
Pedro arterials and freeway access lanes.

PROVIDE design and drawings for a stacking/merging lanes and turning clearance the right-turn
in and out of the Project site.

9/3 2.2 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 2.2.1 CONSTRUCTION

Construction of the proposed Project would demolish existing abandoned structures, construct an

access road from John S. Gibson Boulevard, grade and pave the site, install retaining walls and lights,

and plant the landscape area.

Staging for equipment and materials and parking for workers would be located in the southwest portion of

the proposed Project site adjacent to John S. Gibson Boulevard.

All development would comply with the City of Los Angeles Low Impact Development ordinance

stormwater management strategy requirements.

The Project as presented does not comply with the LID requirements and the Project description
does not PROVIDE drainage diagrams as to how upto 25,530 cuft (>106,000 gai) of storm water
runoff (3/4 in storm in 24 hr) from 405,602 sqft of paved parking plus more from other
impervious surfaces will be collected, conveyed, stored, and reused within the Project.

No citation or reference is provide for Low Impact development (LID) ordinances or requirements.
PROVIDE specific references for ordinance(s) and requirements and their Project provisions
for such with drawings and sections and thorough analyses.

5
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Stormwater LID Ordinance (Ordinance #181899, updtd. Sept. 2015 Ordinance #183833) Stated Purposes: Requiring future
developments and redevelopments to make beneficial uses of rainwater and yrban runoff, promoting rainwater harvesting
and reducing stormwater/urban runoff, providing increased groundwater recharge

NPDES Stormwater Permit No. CASQ04001 Permit, Les Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (Order No. RA-2012-
0175) (Permit) for County of Los Angeles and cities within.

Importantly, no infrastructure plans and drawings are provided for review, and no references have
been made to discharge/disposal other than to direct runoff to storm drains has been
presented. PROVIDE designs, analyses, and models for the entire system and runoff
assigned to irrigation of landscaping and/or discharge to groundwater (e.g., 20 ft deep x 6 ft
diam gravel filled leaching wells).

9/4 The Applicant has agreed to implement the following best management practices (BMPs) during

construction of the project:

This statement and BMP are totally inadequate as nc evidence of such agreement nor
enforcement is presented and no permit plan of conditions has been presented to affirm such
requirements.

No Applicant and no list of contractors has been made public which contradicts the spirit and
letter of CEQA, and public disclosure and disallows Public review and comment regarding
adequacy and completeness of the IS/ND.

PROVIDE copies of all signed agreements and permit conditions recognizing such for the Project
site.

« Conduct Nesting Bird Surveys....

As part of the proposed Project in compliance with state and federal faws protecting nesting birds, the

Applicant would have a qualified avian biologist conduct preconstruction surveys for nesting birds if

construction activities are conducted between February 15 and September 1....would conduct surveys

for the presence of active bird nests within the proposed Project site. Surveys would be
conducted....10/1....The size of the buffers would be based on the judgement of a qualified biologist.

The biolegist would determine the buffer....Periodic monitoring would be conducted to ensure the

nest is not disturbed. The buffer would remain until...If an active nest is encountered (regardless of time

of year or previous survey(s]) all activity would cease....

As a condition of an official document and as permit conditions for the Project, PROVIDE a
revised IS/ND with requirements -~ e.g., shall/must rather than conditional as done elsewhere
in the document.

« Conduct Pre-Construction Survey. To avoid or limit potential impacts to special-status species, the

Applicant would have a qualified biologist conduct preconstruction surveys.... These surveys are

required.... The qualified biologist would survey the project site for special-status species...they

would be relocated to nearby open space...or would be allowed to feave the site on their own.

As a condition of an official document and as permit conditions for the Project, PROVIDE a
revised IS/ND with requirements - e.g., shall/must rather than conditional as done elsewhere
in the document.

 Worker Environmental Awareness Program. Prior to the initiation of construction, all construction

personnel shall be trained by a qualified archaeologist...during construction. Training shall inform all

construction personnel of the procedures to be followed upon the discovery of cultural materials. All
personnel shall be instructed that unauthorized removal or collection of artifacts is a violation.... Any
excavation contract (or contracts for other activities that may have subsurface soil impacts) shall include
clauses that require construction personnel to attend the Workers’ Environmental Awareness

Program,....

As a condition of an official document and as permit conditions for the Project, this condition is
placed in proper form, unlike those above and below, i.e., shall rather than conditional as done
elsewhere in the document.

+ Inadvertent Discovery of Unknown Cultural Resources. If previously unidentified cultural resources are

uncovered during construction activities, construction work within 50 feet of the find would be halted and

directed away from the discovery.... The archaeologist, in consultation with the Port, and any other
responsible public agency, would make the necessary pians for treatment of the find(s) and for the
evaluation and mitigation of impacts if the find(s) is found to be eligible....
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As a condition of an official document and as permit conditions for the Project, PROVIDE a
revised IS/ND with requirements — e.g., shall/must rather than conditional as done elsewhere
in the document.

= Treatment of Human Remains. All human remains discovered are to be treated with respect and

dignity. Upon discovery of human remains, all work within 50 feet of the discovery area must cease

immediately, ..., and the area must be secured. The County Coroner’s Office must be called.... The
appropriate land manager/owner of the site is to be called and informed of the discovery....The

Coroner would determine if the remains are archaeological/historic or of modern origin....

As a condition of an official document and as permit conditions for the Project, this condition js
placed in proper form, unlike those above and below, i.e., must rather than conditional as
done elsewhere in the document.

10/ Inadvertent Discovery of Unknown Cultural Resources. If previously unidentified cuitural resources
are uncovered during construction activities, construction work within 50 feet of the find would be halted
and directed away from the discovery until a Secretary of the Interior qualified archaeologist assesses the
significance of the resource. The archaeologist, in consultation with the Port, and any other responsible
public agency, would make the necessary plans for treatment of the find(s) and for the evaluation and
mitigation of impacts if the find(s) is found to be eligible to the National or California Registers, qualify as
a unique archaeological resource under CEQA (PRC §21083.2), or is determined to be tribal cultural
resource as defined in PRC §21074.

As a condition of an official document and as permit conditions for the Project, PROVIDE a
revised IS/ND with requirements — e.g., shall/must rather than conditional as done eisewhere
in the document.

PROVIDE review by tribal authorities as part of Initial Study, especially for the lower and less
disturbed northern 1/3-1/4 of site.

11/1 After the Coroner has determined that the remains are archaeological/historic-era, the Coroner
would make recommendations concerning the treatment and disposition of the remains to the person
responsible for the excavation, or to his or her authorized representative. If the Coroner believes the
remains to be those of a Native American, he/she shall contact the Native American.... The NAHC
would immediately notify the person it believes to be the most likely descendant...if the descendant
does not make recommendations within 48 hours, the landowner shall reinter the remains....

As a condition of an official document and as permit conditions for the Project, PROVIDE a
revised IS/ND with requirements - e.g., shall/must rather than conditional as done elsewhere
in the document.

+ Soil Management Plan. The Applicant would prepare a Soil Management Plan...Due to the presence

of known with total petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH) and volatile organic compounds (VOC) sail

contamination in a proposed landscaping area the potential for aerially deposited lead (ADL)
contamination along the I-110 freeway, the plan would include the following requirements:

« Modify the Health and Safety plan...;

» Conduct soil testing to verify levels of ADL contaminated soil...;

« |dentify areas of grading or excavating in areas of known TPH, VOC, or ADL contamination...;

« |dentify the anticipated field screening methods and appropriate regulatory limits...;

= Soit spoils from areas of known contamination will be stockpiled and tested to determine
appropriate disposal, where disposal will be in accordance with all applicable regulations; and

» Include requirements for documenting and reporting of locations, sampling results, reporting
actions, disposal of contaminated materials.

The Soil Management Plan would also include all pertinent protocols...of regulatory agencies. The
Soil Management Plan would be submitted to the Port 30 days prior to the start of
construction...approval.

As a condition of an official document and as permit conditions for the Project, PROVIDE a
revised IS/ND with requirements - e.g., shall/must rather than conditional as done elsewhere
in the document.

* Noise Barrier. The Applicant has committed to installing a temporary barrier...and maintain it

throughout the construction process. The Applicant would also ensure all equipment used onsite

would have properly operating and maintained mufflers consistent with manufacturer standards.

7
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Demolition and Site Preparation. The construction contractor would prepare the site for construction by

removing existing structures, such as footings, pavement, fences, utilities,...12/1.... Prior to removal of

existing underground utilities, the construction contractor would contact ...to verify the location and
obtain all permits required for utility removal. After all necessary structures are removed, the contractor
would leave the site in a smooth graded condition with positive drainage.

As a condition of an official document and as permit conditions for the Project, PROVIDE a
revised IS/ND with requirements - e.g., shall/must rather than conditional as done elsewhere
in the document,

The General Contractor would not leave the site, aithough sub-contractors may come and go
based on their contracted schedules. PROVIDE current construction schedule and any
subcontracted activities,

No contract and no draft/agreed permit conditions have been provided, referenced, or made
available and conditionals (would, should, could...) render their assumed implementation
inadequate and incomplete for Public review/comments.

PRO VIDE the proposed draft construction contract(s) and all draft/assumed conditions for the
contractor(s) and change conditionals to “shall” or “must” throughout.

11/4 The Soil Management Plan would also include all pertinent protocols from the PPUHM notification
of regulatory agencies. The Soil Management Plan would be submitted to the Port 30 days prior to the
start of construction for review, comment, and approval.

PROVIDE the proposed draft construction contract and all draft/assumed conditions for the
contractor(s) and change conditionals to “shali” or “must”. As PROVIDED, the SMP shali not
be available for public review and comment and avoid compliance with CEQA,

PROVIDE draft contract and SMP for Project.

11/6 Demolition and Site Preparation. The construction contractor would prepare the site for

construction by removing existing structures, such as footings, pavement, fences, utilities, and...12/1...

signs while complying with BMPs for stormwater pollution prevention. Prior to removal of existing

underground utilities, the construction contracter would contact the associated utility company to

verify the location$.... After all necessary structures are removed, the contractor would leave the site in a

smooth graded condition with positive drainage.

PROVIDE also for the placement of retaining walls and paved accessible parking site. As stated,
this is totally inadequate description of only one element of the construction.

PROVIDE draft/expected pre-/post-grading site contours, say 1-2ft intervals, and estimated excess
and imported fills.

PROVIDE a listing of all existing facilities and infrastructure along with the abandoned LPG
pipeline for the Project area subject to demolition/removal/abandonment in place.

PROVIDE a positive drainage network design including slopes, receptors/collectors,
conveyances, containment/treatment, and reuse onsite rather than discharge to existing storm
drains and the harbor waters.

12/ Access Road. The proposed Project would construct an access road and driveway off John S.
Gibson Boulevard to allow vehicles to access the proposed Project site. Portland concrete cement
(PCC) pavement would be used for the access road. Temporary lane closures on John S. Gibson
Boulevard would be required to accommodate temporary construction activities. The Applicant will
obtain an encroachment permit with the City of Los Angeles prior to any temporary lane closures. The
proposed Project would implement a traffic control plan to ensure acceptable traffic
conditions...Gibson Boulevard during construction. The driveway design, which would be stop-
controlfed at John S. Gibson Boulevard (permitting right-turns in and out only), is subject to review by
the Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT) and would comply with all requirements,
ensuring safe movement of all vehicles.
Use of conditional aliows for variants not indicated in this document, and replace will with shalf or
must.
PROVIDE a draft Traffic Control Plan and specific design for stacking lanes for the right-turn into

and from the site, with appropriate turning clearances to not interfere with through traffic in
both #1 and #2 lanes.
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PROVIDE plans and maps for required haul route and on/-ofi-site staging during all construction
activities.

Clearly state that the site haul routes and staging areas must be approved by the Board
of/Dept.Bldg.&Safety.

12/ Parking Lot. A concrete paved parking lot would be constructed on approximately 405,602-square

feet [9.3 acre] of the proposed Project site. PCC pavement would be used...and placed over

approximately 12 inches of compacted subgrade.

Use of conditional allows for variants not indicated in this document, and replace will with shafl or
must.

PROVIDE designs, plans, and sections for paving, curbs, and driveways.

PROVIDE definitions and clarifications regarding “concrete parking lot” vs “PCC pavement” and
consistently apply throughout the IS/ND.

12/ MSE Retaining Walls. Retaining wall structures would include six MSE retaining walls up to

approximately 30 feet in height installed at the proposed Project site. These walls would be

installed along a portion of the northern property line adjacent to [-110, within the landscaped areas west

and east of and generally bordering the proposed driveway, and along the southern property line adjacent

to John S. Gibson Boulevard east of the proposed driveway. Approximately 3,433 cubic yards of

material would be imported. During construction of the walls, the contractor would control stormwater

drzinage near the walis by collecting and discharging stormwater away from the wall and reinforced

backfill.

Use of conditional allows for variants not indicated in this document, and replace will with shall or
must. ;

PROVIDE pian and sections for all retaining walls and engineered fills especially along both side
of the “proposed driveway”.

PROVIDE a construction site runoff coliection, detention, and reuse plan for the site, throughout
the construction period, with zero discharge to existing surface/piped drainage systems.

12/5 Planted Landscape Area. The approximately 407,227-SF water-efficient landscape area would
be planted with vegetation consisting of ornamental and native drought-tolerant species. Native
hydroseed mix would be applied to the unpaved portions surrounding the parking lot. Existing
mature trees...would be protected in place during construction and operation. An irrigation system
would be installed, and reclaimed rainwater would be used to irrigate the fandscape area. If reclaimed
water is not reasonably available, then potable water will be used in its place. The irrigation system would
be installed in accordance with the requirements of City rules and regulations for use of recycled water
and local building codes. The proposed Project has been designed to be water-efficient by the use of
an automatic irrigation controller. Irrigation heads would be selected to effectively water all plant
material with minimal overspray. A 2-inch layer of mulch in all planting areas would be placed to retain
moisture. Slopes 3:1 or greater would have...slope stabilization devices, and slopes 2:1 would have
erosion control blankets (Hunter Landscape, 2020}. ...13/1... Table 2-1 PROVIDEs the proposed
construction tasks for the proposed Project. Construction is anticipated to take place between March
2022-October 2022. All construction activities would occur Monday through Friday, 7:00 AM to 5:00 PM.
PROVIDE before commencement of contract and alfow for 30 days for public review and
comment;
Enforceable conditions of contract and penalties for their lack of conduct;
Glossary for SF = Square feet or footage and PROVIDE consistent usage throughout the IS/ND.
PROVIDE Glossary/Definition of reclaimed waters and drawing of where connection can be made.
PROVIDE for 6in mulch, 2in is totally inadequate for more than one year and require restoring
after three years.
PROVIDE schedule for ail construction tasks, especially grading, compaction, paving, and
landscaping.
PROVIDE current draft landscaping plans and plant lists for use on the site and for the
“hydroseed mix”.
PROVIDE a drawing/map of all unpaved and all paved areas within the Project site. Elsewhere
only native plants were mentioned, while here ornamental and native plants are referred fo.
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PROVIDE clarification, such a plant list for all plants use for the Project site.

PROVIDE ciarifications as to whether potable or recycled water or LID waters would be used for
irrigation.

PROVIDE and require piezometers for all irrigation controllers and interfaces with LID
containment for its priority reuse for landscaping.

12/5 Slopes 3:1 or greater would have jute netting or other slope stabilization devices, and slopes 2:1

would have erosion control blankets {Hunter Landscape, 2020).

No references to or inclusion infwith LID. PROVIDE revised totally and integrated setting with LID
required systems.

PROVIDE a map of all areas with >3:1 (V/H) and >1/3 (H/V) slopes and PROVIDE
description/definition of erosion control biankets.

No access is provided to Hunter Landscape report. PROVIDE publicly accessible and copiable
internet links to such reports.

No planting plan nor list of water-efficient, ornamental, drought-tolerant, nor native landscaping or
plants are provided. PROVIDE total landscaping, irrigation, and stormwater runoff plan for
entire site.

PROVIDE pertinent sections of “local recycled water and building codes”, presumably those of
the Port of LA.

13/2 A Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) has been developed for the proposed
Project to comply with the General Permit for Stormwater Discharges Associated with Construction and

Land Disturbance Activities (General Permit) Order No. 2008-0009-DWQ as amended in 2010 and 2012 | |5 35

(NPDES No. CAS000002) issued by the SWRCB. The SWPPP is designed to address pollutants and

their sources, non-stormwater discharges, and BMPs (Thienes Engineering, Inc., 2018). Cont.

PROVIDE the proposed draft SWPPP and designs for all associated facilities, including onsite LID
system which shall avoid any discharge of runoff related to any rainfall upto 3/4in in 24 hours.

No access is PROVIDED to Thienes 2018 report. PROVIDE publicly accessible and copiable
internet links to all such reports.

13/3 Hazardous Materials Protocols. The proposed Project would follow the Protocol Plan for Unknown

Hazardous Materials (PPUHM}) prepared by KPRS Construction Services Inc. if unknown hazardous

materials are discovered during construction (ND).

Protocols would address the following:

* Unknown hazardous materials and emergency situations

= Requirements for a health and safety plan and worker training

+ Preliminary identification of unknown hazardous materials

= Verification of unknown hazardous materials « Notification requirements

No access is PROVIDED to the PPUHM report by KPRS C.S. Inc.... PROVIDE publicly accessible
and copiable internet links to all such and related reports.

PROVIDE a typical HazMat review report commonly used by LADCP MNDs by EDRNet along with
historic aerial photos (1920-1950+) to document past historic uses of the site, including all
public and private pipelines crossing the site.

15/1 2.3 PROJECT PERMITS AND APPROVALS

Under CEQA, the lead agency is the public agency with primary responsibility over approval of a

proposed Project. Pursuant..., the CEQA lead agency for the proposed Project is LAHD. Anticipated

permits and approvals that may be required to implement the proposed Project are listed below.

¢ Caltrans Encroachment Permit

+ LAHD Coastal Development Permit

+ Construction Stormwater Generai Permit

« Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety Permit(s) (includes compliance with the City of Los

Angeles Low Impact Development ordinance)

« Los Angeles Department of Transportation Building Permit Approval

= Bureau of Engineering B-Permit - driveways

» Bureau of Engineering Storm Drain Connection Permit
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Permits and approvals do not mention Dept./Board of Public Works which includes Bureau of
Street Services for streets and for PROW trees. PROVIDE a thorough and adequate review of
required applications, permits, and typical permit conditions for all relevant departments,
boards, and commissions.

PROVIDE thorough and complete review of stormwater detention/reuse and discharges reflecting
the LID requirements of the City.

No drawings or description of setting is provided which would include Project “encroachment” on
State/Caltrans Dist.7 PROW. Similarly PROVIDE draws/descriptions/analyses for review of the
placement of 301t high retaining walls and fills along the downhill perimeter of the I-110
PROW.

The ND is totally inadequate and preparers appear not competent in City requirements and
procedures, e.g., no mention of Dept.Bldg.&Safety for Haul Routes and Staging areas for
export and import of grading/fill materials.

PROVIDE draft haul route and grading plan with net import/export for entire site.

15/ 3.0 INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST

8 Description of Project The proposed project would install a fully paved, striped and fenced 393 stall

container parking lot to be used for loading/unloading and parking of shipping containers.

Site access to the proposed project site will be provided via driveway along John Gibson Boulevard.

The proposed project would also include Mechanically Stabilized Earth (MSE) retaining walls up to

approximately 27 feet in height with a 2:1 (H:V)} ascending slope up to approximately 32 feet in height

above.

PROVIDE definition of lcading/unloading of containers from chaises or contents of containers
(e.g., transfers to 53ft containers).

Given the right turning radius for a 40ft trailer approaches must be provided for full-swing right
turns from the right lanes (#1, or a new turning lane) without any encroachment into the
through-traffic lanes, e.g., #2).

PROVIDE drawings and designs for adequate turning of right-in and right-out circulation of trucks.

PROVIDE drawings and sections for concrete/pile retaining walls and the MSE retaining walls,
presumably along the westerly Project boundary with the I-110 PROW.

PROVIDE topographical sections say at 2501t intervals SW-NE along the boundary of the Project
with I-110, e.g., Gibson Road level +25ft amsl, 1-110 75ft, 50ft of retaining walls and MSE walls.

PROVIDE thorough and complete review of seismicity and structural competence of such walls
for the 35001t SW-NE of the site within the surface fault zone of the Palos Verde Faulit and for
maximum expected earthquake of 7.3RM.

16/ 9 Surrounding Land Uses/Setting The proposed Project site is located in four currently vacant

parcels within the Port Master Plan’s Planning Area 2 in the West Basin and Wilmington areas.

The Project site is bounded by I-110 to the north and west, John S. Gibson Boulevard to the east, and

existing container terminals to the south.

The WBCT lies SE of the Project Site but across Gibson Blvd. and has no direct connection with
the proposed Project site. PROVIDE corrections to such errors and recirculate the draft for
Public review.

The proposed Project site is adjacent north of Yang Ming Lines commercial office building {2100 John 8.

Gibson Boulevard #1) and the Harbor Community Police Station (2175 John S. Gibson Boulevard).

PROVIDE correct addresses for Yang Ming and Port America, 2077-79 rather than 2100 Gibson,
and confirm the HC Police Station for access to the Police and fire offices. The only way the
Police and HNC facilities and even the Yang Ming facilities can be adjacent to the Project
would require grading and development of the parcels between those developed along Gibson
and downhill of the remanent of parcel and the I-110 PROW.

PROVIDE drawings and sections regarding the Project site extending SW along the NW side of
Yang Ming and how access and slope stabilities would be maintained

As the NWertly side of Gibson is odd numbered and the SEertly side is ever numbered the
location for Yang Ming is clearly incorrect and reflects poor editing/review by the preparers
and the DH circulaters. PROVIDE a thoroughly reviewed and edited daft of the IS/ND, or an
MND or EIR.
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18/ 3.1 ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED The environmental factors checked
below would be potentially affected by the proposed Project, involving at least one impact that is 2
“Potentially Significant Impact” as indicated by the checklist on the following pages.

None selected as potentially significant. Based on comments herein the Negative Declaration and
initial Study (IS/ND) are totally inadequate and incomplete for assessment and mitigation is
totally inadequate for public review of “would be” assessment sometime in the future, if
conditionals were ever enforced by the LAHD.

Significant Impacts can be expected for archaeologic and paleontologic resources, for traffic
circulation to and passed the Project, and for land use planning of a piece-mealed/growth
inducing Project with later structural development (as previously proposed for the site, hotel).
While the conditional nature of “anticipated” mitigation measures throughout the assessment
requires as a minimum a full Mitigated Negative Declaration and based on the size and
anticipated impacts an EIR must be prepared.

PROVIDE a revised initial study and either complete, adequate, and thorough Mitigated Negative
Deciaration or a full Environmental Impact Report.

35/2 Compliance with the applicable SCAQMD rules, for projects that otherwise are within the growth

projections for the air basin, indicates a project would not conflict with the applicable air quality plan.

PROVIDE current and anticipated air pollution for the SCAG's projected 2029 and 2045
populations and jobs and resuiting Port traffic and truck-related air poifution for ports,
warehouses, and parking lots.

PROVIDE electrical services for Near-Zero and ZERO emissions trucks arriving at the parking lot..

35/4 The proposed Project includes the construction and operation of an 18.66-acre container parking
lot and planted landscape area. This development would be used to alleviate truck traffic congestion
and increase efficiency. The proposed Project, which is designed to support container shipping
operations at the Port, would not cause directly or indirectly substantial growth within the air basin.
Therefore, the proposed Project’s operation would not conflict with the AQMP.
PROVIDE maps and calculations regarding pre-/post-Project truck traffic at site and in West Basin
area and any changes in congestion and “efficiency” [Define truck traffic efficiencies].
PROVIDE quantitative madel for Port/Shipping operations for containers within a 5 mile radius of
the Project site and current AQMP projections without and with the Project.

47/1 . Retaining walls constructed on the Project site would be designed and constructed per

recommendations from the required geotechnical studies and per the City of Los Angeles Grading

Division Soils Report Approval Letter ({SRAL]City of Los Angeles, 2020). Therefore, impacts

associated with the potential for surface fault rupture would be less than significant, and no mitigation is

required.

No access is PROVIDED to the Soils Report Approval Letter by LACity, DBS.

PROVIDE publicly accessible and copiable internet links to all such departmental approvai letters
and referenced/associated reports.

PROVIDE drawings as to locations, lengths, heights, and foundation depths for ali retaining walls
and MSE fills.

47/2 (i) Strong seismic ground shaking? Less-than-Significant Impact. As discussed in Section 4.7(a)(i)
above, the Project site is located in a seismically active region with several nearby active faults, with
the nearest being the Palos Verdes Fault Zone....These fault zones and other regional faults have the
potential to cause strong seismic ground shaking in the Project area....Development of the site would
only involve landscaping, parking areas, an access road, and several retaining walls. As mentioned
above, the retaining walls would be designed and constructed following recommendations of the
required geotechnical study and per the City of Los Angeles Grading Division Approval Letter (City of
Los Angeles, 2020). Therefore, the proposed Project would not directly or indirectly cause potential
substantial adverse effects, including the risk of ioss, injury, or death invelving strong seismic ground

shaking. Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.
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ZIMAS clearly identifies the Project as being WITHIN the surface Palos Verde Fault Zone and may
be subjected to earthquakes of upto 7.3RM.

PROVIDE copies of required geotechnical study for Project and any of those for adjacent projects.

No access is PROVIDED to the Soils Report Approval Letter by LACity, DBS.

PROVIDE publicly accessible and copiable internet links fo such approval letters and
referenced/associated reports.

PROVIDE retaining wall, engineered fills, and utility drawings as to locations, lengths, heights,
and foundation depths.

48/1 (iv) Landslides? Less-than-Significant Impact. The Project site is sloping with natural or graded
slopes that could be susceptible to landslides. Previous geotechnical investigations for the Project
site (LGC, 2005 and 2007) did not map any existing landslides on the Project site and their slope
stability analyses indicated that the slopes within the Project site area are grossly stable. Grading
at the Project site would follow the approved grading plans and geotechnical recommendations.
Therefore, the proposed Project would not directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse
effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving landslides. Impacts would be less than
significant, and no mitigation is required.
PROVIDE copies of required geotechnical study for Project and any of those for adjacent profects.
No access is PROVIDED to the geotechnical investigations and their reports (LGC 2005, 2007).
Define “grossly stable” vs stable or unstable
PROVIDE draft or approved grading plans and geotechnical recommendations for the Project site
and draft or approval letter by LACity, DBS.
PROVIDE publicly accessible and copiable internet links to such approval letters and
referenced/associated reports for the Project site, adjacent sites, and previous construction
on /adjacent to the Project site.

49/1 No Impact. The proposed Project would not require a septic or alternative wastewater disposal

system. Therefore, no impacts associated with the ability of soils to support septic tanks would occur, and

no mitigation is required.

More than two employees would be anticipated for operations, security, loading/unioading of
containers, and parking of truck on the Project site. Specifically PROVIDE for PortaPotties,
septic tanks and leach fields, or sewers.

LAND USE PLANNING AND GROWTH INDUCEMENT

49/2 No residential uses or other land uses typicaily associated with directly inducing population growth

are included as part of the proposed Project....A maximum of two employees would be onsite....The

Project would not construct any residential or commercial structures that would cause a substantial

population growth in the area. Therefore, no impact relating to unplanned population growth is

anticipated. Mitigation is not required.

As structural uses of the Project site have been proposed before and as the proposed Project
provides for later compatible structured land uses of a 18+ acre site. Future growth must be
anticipated following appreciated value of the site and transport provided thereto.

PROVIDE permit/contract limitations for the site to be used for containers and no structural
development on the Project site for 10 or 20 years following start of operations.

PROVIDE specifically that the remaining “landscaping” area never be used for structural uses,
e.g., hotels, offices, and Public Facilities.

49/3 . Would the project directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique
geologic feature? Less-than-Significant Impact.

The proposed Project would not destroy a unique paleontological site. The Project site is located in a
highly developed area on a previously disturbed, partially graded site with existing dirt roads and
paths and pipeline infrastructure.... The geologic units identified on the site consist of artificial fill,
colluvium, and Quaternary terrace deposits. Most of the site is underlain by the Quaternary non-marine
Terrace deposits consisting of weakly cemented fine sandy siltstone and fine-grained sandstone (LGC,
2007)... {USGS, 1946). Additionally, the young age of the geologic units, the previous disturbance, and

presence of constructed fill in portions of the site reduces the chance of encountering significant
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intact paleontological resources. The site possesses no unique geologic features. For these

reasons, there is a less-than-significant impact related to destruction or damage to unigue

paleontological resources, and no mitigation is required.

Geology and paleontology of Palos Verdes Hills. California (usgs.gov)

Lower areas with San Pedro Sands...lower Quat.

Upper areas with Palos Verde Sands...upper Quat.

Upper areas with Quat. Terrace Cover...upper Quat.

PROVIDE names and titles of statement preparer and qualifications for the statement “...reduces
the chance...” regarding Quaternary fossils, e.g., mammoths, mastodons, and bison and
perhaps wolves and saber-toothed tigers.

PROVIDE definition of “intact” resources.

PROVIDE typical mitigation measures, not mentioned herein, similar to those mentioned: “would
be” used for archaeological remains.

55/3 Because the proposed Project would include over 1 acre of paved surface, a SWPPP has been
prepared to comply with the Construction General Permit Order ...(National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System [NPDES] No. CAS000002) issued by the SWRCB.

PROVIDE publicly accessible and copiable internet links to the current SWPPP and any
referenced/associated reports for the Project site, adjacent sites, and previous construction
on /adfacent to the Project site.

PROVIDE Dept. Public Works and Dept. Building and Safety letters of compliance and acceptance
of such a SWPPP for all of the proposed Project site, along with all pertinent drawings, calcs,
and analyses.

All development would comply with the City of Los Angeles Low Impact Development ordinance

stormwater management strategy requirements.

As currently PROVIDED, this NegDec is totally inadequate and incomplete with regard to the LID
compliance for a 3/4inch rain in 24 hr and its collection, conveyance, storage, and onsite
reuse or recharge.

PROVIDE publicly accessible and copiable internet links to such LID referenced/associated
reports for adjacent site and previous construction on/adjacent to the Project site.

56/1 During operations, vehicles could...leak small amounts of oil, lubricants, and fuel, and

stormwater runoff could convey trash. The proposed Project would comply with the regulations and

requirements under LAFD, DTSC, U.S. Department of Transportation, EPA, and City of Los Angeles

Low Impact Development ordinance o minimize contaminants entering stormwater runoff.

PROVIDE definition of “small leaks” and trash and required measures for onsite reuse.

Statement clearly indicated that preparers are unaware of the LID ordinances and collection,
conveyance, and storage, with appropriate treatment of any rainfall or runoff upto an
equivalent of 3/4in of rainfall in a single 24 hr period and its appropriate reuse for irrigation or
recharge.

PROVIDE publicly accessible and copiable internet links to such regulations and requirements
and to referenced/associated reports for adjacent sites and previous construction on
/adjacent to the Project site.

PROVIDE as part of the operational requirements that weekly street-sweeping using wet-washing
and vacuum equipment be conducted for all unoccupied areas and that no trucks be parked or
left unoccupied on site during the sweeping operations.

56/1 Storm drain inserts, consisting of pond runoff areas and/or sediment filters, would be installed in
and around storm drain inlets, which would primarily minimize sediment and trash from entering the
storm drain via runoff. The proposed Project would not violate any water quality standards or
waste discharge requirements. Impacts related to water quality standards and waste discharge
requirements would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.

PROVIDE clarification for storm drain — inserts consisting of external pond runoff areas.

As Indicated in prior comments these sentences totally disregard the requirements of the City’s

LID ordinance and aliows for direct discharge to existing storm drains without
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collection/sto rage/raise of upto 3/4in of rainfall in 24 hours and thereby would violge City’s
requ irenents.

PROVIDE publicly accessible and copiable internet links as to the persons and qua lificgions of all
preparers and reviewers of the In itialStudy and Negaive Declaration along withany State
¢ ertificationsor regigrations.

56/2 The planted landscape area would be irrigated with a water-efficient irrigation system using
reclaimed rainwater. The proposed Project would have a less-than-significant impact to groundwater,
and no mitigation is required.

PROVIDE publicly acc essibleand copiable internet links to such referenced/associated reports for
the use of reclaimed water, whereas elsewh ercthe Negldc referred to potable water
connections and possibie use of LID runoff.

No mentioned of piezaneter within the irrigatim system s uggess that the system is not “water-

efficieat™.

No information is PROVIDED regardingthe presence of groundwater, suspected at about greater
than +5ft amsi. No measurements nor boreholes have been made fo defermine such and the
potential for groundwater recharge for a realistic LID recharge system.

Assessment of LTS impacts is unfounded on any data now available to the public for this Project
based on available public info.

PROVIDE a borehole to 5feet below groundwater levels and water qua lity/defth measurements for
at least one bore per acres.

58/1 e. However, it would not cause a substantial increase in runoff because existing drainages

would be utilized, and new catch basins, rain cisterns, and storm drains would be constructed to

direct runoff off site. Irrigation for the landscape area would use captured and reclaimed rainwater.

PROVIDE p ubliclyace essibleand ¢ opidle internet links to such referenced/associated reports for
the Projetand adjacent sites rega rdingexisting and Projet drainage systems, none yet
PROVIDED.

Projet would pave >9 acres of vacant lands with near zero runoff and add more drained
compacted fiil a reas. As one acre of paved surface could yield >50,000 gal of runoff from a
3/4in design storm in 24hr and the Project would pave and drain 9+ acres, the statements are
totally incorrect, inadequate, and incomplete and do not compiy with the Citys LID
requirements.

PROVIDE design drawings and calculations for the collection, conveyance, storage, and onsite
reuse for >400,000gal in 24-48 hrs.

In accordance with the City’s LID ordinances, existing drainage to the Harbor would be used only
for runoff events of greater than 3/4in rainfall in 24 hours. PROVIDE a thorough and
documented drainage systems for upto 3/4in rainfall in 24hr and such reuse of contained
runoff in a 24 hr perial.

58/1 The trucks may have insubstantial amounts of lubricants that may contribute to runoff in the
event of heavy rains. However, compliance with the regulations and requirements... City of Los Angeles
Low Impact Development ordinance, and the facility’s existing SWPPP and BMPs would minimize
substantial amounts of hazardous pollution in runoff. The proposed Project would have less-than-
significant impacts to stormwater drainage capacity and runoff poilution.
PROVIDE publicly accessible and copiable internet links to such existing S WPPPand BMPs for
the existing facility on the Projet site.
PROVIDE drawings and reports for all “existing” stormwater related fac ilitiesand their
discharge/receiving water bodies.
PROVIDE drawings, reports, and compliarice submissions for any related runoff treatment
fac ilitiesfor co mplimce with S WPPP/BMP requirements.
PROVIDE analyses for “first flush events” of 3/4in rainfall and runoff follaving 6 month

59/3 Oil Wells 4.12 Mineral Resources
a. Would the project result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource... According to the
California Department of Conservation’s Geologic Energy Management Division (CalGEM) Well Finder,
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the Project site is located immediately adjacent to and just south of the Wilmington Qil Field. There are no

mapped oil or gas wells on the Project site (CalGEM, 2021). The proposed Project would neither result

in a land use conflict with the existing oil extraction in the Wilmington Oil Field to the north nor
would it preclude future oil extraction on adjacent or potential underlying deposits.

Similarly CalGEM well finder pages identify two wells with 500t of the Project site, but given then
current accuracies of 1950s locations, wells could be anywhere on or in the vicinify of the
Project site. As commonly applied, the POLA and preparers must review and use, as done by
LACIDCP, the EDRNet and Light Box for review and assessment for Hazardous
Materials/wastes and historic aerial photos for locating and confirming oil wells and tank
farms outside of the Project site. The well discovery and blowout of a poorly abandoned well
in LACo Marina Del Rey indicates the acknowledged por accuracies of old wells sites.

PROVIDE historic aerial photos and georeferenced focations of wells with regard to the Project
site. The northern-most parcel of the Project lies beneath the administrative boundary of the
Wilmington Qil Field and ZIMAS assigns all parcels to the “Methane Zone” usually ascribed to
those parcels overlying recognized oil fields.

ND does not analyze nor assess the methane zone designation for all Project parcels and the need
for venting the underlying gravel bed of the paved parking lot as a methane gas hazard.
PROVIDE methane gas probes and hazard assessments and mitigation (e.g., passive venting)
for paved areas on Project site.

PROVIDE location and field confirmation of well sites, risk-levels, and boundaries for the wells
include:

API:0403726343 Burkhard Core Hole Well No.:3 Status:ldle Type:Core Hole Optr.:Hogan Petrim.Co.
API: 0403705543  King Well No.:1 Status: Plugged Type: Dry Hole Operator:King OQil, Inc.

ZIMAS has assigned all parcels of the Project Site as within the Methane Hazard Zone, not just
Methane Buffer Zone, even though only one parcel lies within the surface boundaries of the
Wilmington Oil Field. As such assignment applies, the Negative Declaration is totally
inadequate and specifically incomplete with regard to methane surveys and monitoring of the
site, especially as the pavement may PROVIDE a barrier and directing the entire near-surface
accumulation toward release/venting along the higher edges of pavements or at penetrations
for fire water pipelines and hydrants.

61/3 Furthermore, the Applicant has committed to installing a temperary barrier per Federal Highway
Administration Noise Barrier Design Handbook (BMP under Section 2.2.1) and maintain it throughout the
construction process. The Applicant would also ensure all equipment used onsite would have properly
operating and maintained mufflers consistent with manufacturer standards. Additionally, equipment
would be staged in the southwest corner of the Project site, away from sensitive receptors. As
such, on-site construction noise would not result in a substantial temporary increase in ambient noise
levels and construction noise impacts would be less than significant.

Southwest corner of the site is closest to any sensitive structured land uses, e.g., office of Yang
Ming and Port America and would be expected to require noise barrier protection. The entire
westerly and easterly boundaries wouid not be expected to have any sensitive receptors and
the West Basin container yard, surely has no sensitive receptors at this time.

As the assessment uses a conditional without any specific contract or permit applications and no
enforcement provision by the Applicant on a new owner or lease, the assessment cannot be
verified.

PROVIDE for staging equipment and noisy construction activities more than 500ft north of the
existing offices southwest of the Project site and PROVIDE noise barriers along the
southwesterly perimeter of the site.

PROVIDE specific requirements for contractors, leasees, and future owners to implement as a
“must” condition for this Project site.

63/3 4.14 Population and Housing a. Would the project induce substantial unplanned population

growth in an area, either directly (for example, by proposing new homes and businesses) or
indirectly...? No Impact.
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As stated elsewhere in these comments, the site has been proposed as a site for structured
business uses, as a hotel and/or offices, and the proposed Project would not conflict with
such uses for future such uses similar to those further SW of the Project site.

PROVIDE specific prohibitions, especially for the landscape area (9+acres), for any structured
uses.

PROVIDE a thorough and specific Project description inciuding prohibitions on any structured
uses for 20 years or until use of containers is reduced by 40% in shipping goods.

69/1 Less-than-Significant Impact. As discussed previously, the record search and literature information
did not show the presence of any eligible or listed resources within the Project area. The area being
developed has not been previously disturbed and it is not known at this time whether or not potential
resources may be located at the site. However, the BMPs discussed under Section 2.2.1 would help
ensure that should unknown buried resources exist, a less-than-significant impact weuld occur.
Furthermore, there are no known tribal cultural resources within the Project area. Therefore, the
proposed Project would have a less-than-significant impact and no mitigation is required.

The setting and assessment of cultural and tribal resources are totally inadequate and incomplete.
Given the near shore location of the Project (USGS 1947) and the southeasterly exposure of
the site, archaeological resources should be expected until shown otherwise especially for
those areas between +15-+30ft amsl.

Standard practices must be included for pre-grading inspection and test borings of all areas less
than 35ft amsl, northeast parcel and lower southwest parcel, followed by onsite monitoring by
qualified archaeologist(s} and awareness training during grading. All construction must be
stopped when remains and artifacts are encountered.

PROVIDE specific permit conditions and Project construction requirements and enforcement for
protection of archaeologic and historic (and paleontologic) remains.

PROVIDE locations within 2500t where resources have been found within the Port boundaries.

69/2 4.19 Utilities and Service Systems a. Would the project require or result in the refocation or
construction of new or expanded water,...or storm water drainage, electric power,..., the construction or
relocation of which could cause significant environmental effects? Less-than-Significant Impact.
No new or expanded wastewater treatment, natural gas, or telecommunications facilities would be
required. The Project site is located on four vacant parcels with some existing storm drains. The proposed
Project would require the construction of additional storm drains, catch basins, rain cisterns, and an
irrigation system to facilitate stormwater away from the impervious surface of the proposed parking
lot and to irrigate the landscape area, as well as electrical components for the new light fixtures.
Construction of these compenents would not cause substantial adverse environmental effects and
would PROVIDE some beneficial effects such as water conservation and stormwater management.
The proposed Project would not relocate or construct new or expanded water, wastewater treatment,
stormwater drainage, eleciric power, natural gas, or telecommunications facilities. A maximum of two
employees would be on site during operations and would not require a substantial need for expanded
utility facilities. Therefore, impacts relating to construction of new or expanded utilities systems
would be less than significant. No mitigation is required.
PROVIDE the Public with adequate and complete engineering drawings and permit conditions for
all Project utilities and infrastructure.
PROVIDE definition of “Substantial Need” and “Expanded Utility Facilities", especially related to
power for lighting and stormwater facilities along with irrigation for 9 acres of landscaping.
PROVIDE drawing and specifications for lighting (e.g., lumens/sq.ft.) of the entire Project and
especially areas within 2501t of the single or double driveways.
PROVIDE drawings and specifications for current and Project stormwater management systems
for compacted and protected uphill soilffill areas and the paved portion of the entire Project.

69/3 Less-than-Significant Impact. ...it is expected that there would be a negligible increase in

demand for water,...and irrigation for the planted landscape area would primarily refy on reclaimed

rainwater. If reclaimed water is unavailable, potable water would be used.

Potable water services must be available to the Project site as backup, and system must be of
appropriate size for irrigation of 9+ acres of landscaping.
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PROVIDE current water supply facilities/system for the Froject site and their capacity to irrigate
9+acres of landscaping especially for the May-October dry period. Provide drawings and
calculations for such.

69/3 Drought-tolerant vegetation used in the landscape area would not require excessive irrigation that
could substantially reduce water supplies for reasonably foreseeable future development. Parking lot
operations would not require the use of water.

PROVIDE definitions of “negligible increase” for irrigation water for near-zero landscaping to 9
acres of landscaping and of “reclaimed rainwater” vs other reclaimed waters in the Port area,
along with piped potable water sources for backup.

PROVIDE publicly accessible and copiable internet links to all such landscaping reports, lists, and
drawing for the Project site and adjacent sites and previous construction on /adjacent to the
Project site.

PROVIDE calculations and drawing to support current irrigation demand, near zero vs that for
over 400,000sqft of landscaping in the Project.

Previous paragraphs referred to the use of reclaimed water which is herein repiaced with
reciaimed rainwater runoff under LID requirements. As both are available plus potable water,
PROVIDE a complete description of the landscaping AND irrigation systems and the mulfi-
sources of irrigation water and their priorities for use.

70/2 Additionally, as previously discussed in Section 4.14(a), the proposed Project would not directly or
indirectly induce population growth, Therefore, impacts associated with wastewater treatment capacity
would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.

Office and hotel, indirectly, induces growth of pepulation by employment. PROVIDE SCAG jobs
projections for the Project’s Transportation Analysis Zones and provide specific mandatory
prohibitions of structured development on the Project site, especially on proposed
landscaping areas.

The Project site and proposed Project are consistent with phased, piece-mealing approach to
such a large site for future profitable development.

PROVIDE specific prohibitions approved by City and LAHD for any structured development on the
site and changes of zoning required thereto.

73/1 5.0 PROPOSED FINDING LAHD has prepared this IS/ND to address the environmental impacts

of the proposed Project. Based on the analysis in this IS/ND, LAHD finds that the proposed Project

would not have a significant impact on the environment.

Based on this IS/ND, the analyses and findings are totally inadequate and incomplete and
therefore the findings must be changed and an EIR or even MND must be prepared.

Significant impacts will arise unless all conditions are “must/shall” and all activities are subject to
timely public review, e.g., 30 days, prior to their “implementation” for the sectors: Hydrology,
Noise, Growth Inducements, Geology, Paleantological remains, and Archaeology/Historic
Cuitural Remains

Provide public access internet links for the following documents for further review:

79/ LGC (Lawson & Associates Geotechnical Consulting, Inc.).

2005. Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation for the Proposed Self-Storge Facility, San Pedro, California,
dated January 27. .

2007. Response to Geotechnical Review Comments, Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation San Pedro
Storage/industrial Project, John S. Gibson Boulevard, San Pedro, California, dated July 20, includes
Supplemental Geotechnical Investigation San Pedro Storage/industrial Project, John S. Gibson
Boulevard, San Pedro, California dated July 19.

79/ 2019. Preliminary Geotechnical Evaluation and Response to City Review Comments for Proposed
San Pedro Distribution Center, 1599 W. John S. Gibson Boulevard, Los Angeles, California. March 18.

79/ Los Angeles Sanitation. 2021. Terminal Island Water Reclamation Plant. [Cnline]:
hitps://www. lacitysan.org/san/faces/home/portal/s-Ish-wwd/s-Ish-wwd-cw/s-Ish-wwd-cwp/s-Ish-wwd-cw-p-

tiwrp?_adf ctrl-state=19muuunes|_5&_afrLoop=6245931792853449#!. Accessed October 4, 2021.
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79/ Ninyo & Moore Geotechnical and Environmental Sciences Consultants, 2002. Soil Investigation

Slope Between Harbor Freeway and John S. Gibson Boulevard. February 18, 2002.

80/ SCS Engineers, 2017. Phase [l Site Investigation Report. Phase Il Site Investigation Report, 13.35
approximately 19.65-Acre Site Located Northwest of John S. Gibson Boulevard San Pedro, California

90731 (APNs: 7440-016-001 and Portions of 7412-024-902, - 907, & - 911), dated August 25. Cont.
80/ Thienes Engineering, Inc. 2018. Stormwater Poilution Prevention Plan for San Pedro Distribution

Center. Prepared for Howard Industrial Partners. Gctober 11.
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ADDITIONAL COMMENTS

LPG Pij elqe to Berth 120

N % 4 o - ; - ° Google Earth

The GPUC report (CPUC PetrolaneSafeRpt LPGStorageLow Temp Pipeline Sept. 1977.pdf) has
indicated that the now-abandoned pipeline from the Ranche LPG facility crossed the Project site but no
details were provided regarding its abandonment or removal.

The NegDec does not provide any information regarding prior uses of the Project site and requires
thorough evaluation of all such prior uses and potential hazards generated by such prior use, e.g., does
the LPG pipe contain LPG or was it flushed and filled/plugged with cement. As indicated in the pic above,
a small tank farm existed on north side of I-110 before 1995 and maybe the source of oil contamination
for soils and formations downhill and east of the tank farm and 1-110.

Paleontological, Cultural, and Historic Resources

No geologicai report has been provided but the intact slopes of the site clearly indicate the presence of
solid rock formation beneath the surface, and construction of retaining walls and mass grading clearly
indicate the potential for encountering Tertiary and Quaternary paleontological resources in the site.
PROVIDE reviewers with internet access to all referenced geological reports for Project site.

No historic review and assessment of the Project site was undertaken in the Initial Study, rendering the
document as totally inadequate. As used by LA Dept.City Planning for EIRs, MNDs, and ND,
incorporate/PROVIDE EDRNet and Light Box aerial photos 1920-1950 for the Project site along with
reviews by qualified historians and archaeologists for potential cultural resources on the site along with
any documents available.

Tribal Resources
The NegDec does not consider tribal resources. PROVIDE review and field inspections for the northern

and southern low-lying grounds for potential cultural resources.
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405,602-square-foot (SF) concrete parking lot and store trucks and shipping containers 9.3 acre

407,227-SF landscape area 9.3 ac

21.8 acres for all parcels between i-110 and Gibson ROWs vs 18.66 ac Total

PROVIDE grading, paving, and landscaping plan with elevation contours and locations of all
retaining walls, lighting, and drainage for entire site.

Notice of Intent 01/03/22 The propesed Project would include the installation of a fully paved, striped,

and fenced approximately 393-stall container parking lot to be used for loading/unloading and parking of

shipping containers, as well as an extensive planted landscape area. AIGGRE San Pedro Industrial

Owner LLC proposes to develop the existing approximately 18.66-acre property, then lease or sell

the property to an operator....

PROVIDE copy of draft lease agreement and require the continuing uses for container park for at
feast 10 years or penalty of 80% of total income for the total lease(s) period.

PRA Requests will request separately documents for the following:

1599 W JOHN S GIBSON BLVD 90731

Application/Permit 19020-10001-01073 Plan Check/Job No. B19LA10109

Group Building Type Nonbldg-New Sub-Type Commercial

Primary Use (23) Retaining Wall

Work Description ATTN: DEAN LEE SUPPLEMENTAL TO 19020-10000-01073; PERMANENT
SHORING PILES (249 PILES) WITH SHOTCRETE WALL ADJACENT TO CALTRANS RIGHT OF WAY
FOR FUTURE TRUCK PARKING YARD.

Application / Permit 18020-10000-01073 Plan CheckiJob No. B19LA07866

Primary Use (23) Retaining Wall

PERMIT FOR THE NEW "MSE WALL" 7??? AT PRCPOSED TRUCK/TRAILER PARKING LOT.
Mechanically Stabilized Earth (MSE) retaining wall system using the RECO (Reinforced Earth Company)
System

CCSC may undertake judicial actions based on:

2021 CEQA 4th QUARTER REVIEW | Land Use Law Blog (aklandlaw.com)

CEQA Litigation South Coast Air Quality Management Dist. v. City of Los Angeles {2021) 71
Cal.App.5th 314.

In 2001, Defendants issued a permit to China Shipping Helding Co., LTD. (“China Shipping”) to build a
shipping container terminal within the Port of Los Angeles.

In 2008, Defendants completed an environmental impact report (“EIR") for the terminal project and
adopted over 50 mitigation measures to reduce the environmental impacts.

The 2008 EIR specified that the lease with China Shipping would be amended to incorporate the
mitigation measures, however the amendment did not occur.

In 2020, the City Council approved a revised environmental analysis for the terminal that eliminated and
modified some of the 2008 mitigation measures and recognized that the terminal emissions would have
significant and increased impact on air quality. China Shipping refused to implement the mitigation
measures and the South Coast Air Quality Management District (the “Air District”) filed a petition for writ of
mandate challenging the decision to certify the 2020 supplemental report and requesting to set aside the
approvals for the terminal project and the permit, pending compliance with CEQA.

Subsequently, a labor union filed a motion seeking permissive intervention claiming that up its members
stood to lose their jobs should the Air District obtain relief. The trial court denied the Union's motion and
the Union subsequently appealed.

The court has discretion to permit nonparties to intervene in a lawsuit PROVIDEd the following four
factors are met:

(1) the nonparty follows proper procedures;

(2) the nonparty has direct and immediate interest in the action;

(3} intervention will not enlarge the issues; and

(4) the reasons for intervention outweigh any opposition by the existing parties. (Code of Civil Procedure
§ 387, subd. (d)(2).)
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The Court of Appeal focused on the fourth factor and found that the Union's participation would be largely
cumulative and would unduly complicate the case. First, the Union’s position on the merits was
duplicative with the Defendants, who also sought to advocate for a remedy that maintained operations of
the terminal and thus ensured job security. Additionally, the Union stated that the terminal PROVIDEd
almost 3,075 direct jobs and nearly 80,000 indirect jobs in the Los Angeles region. Thus, permitting the
Union intervention would spur representatives of the other tens of thousands of jobs connected to the
terminal, which would make the case unmanageable. For these reasons the Court of Appeal affirmed the
trial court’s decision to deny the Union permissive intervention.

The challengers are two nonprofit environmental groups, the Natura! Resources Defense Council, Inc.
(NRDC) and Coalition for Clean Air, Inc., and two homeowners associations, the San Pedro and
Peninsula Homeowners' Coalition and San Pedro Peninsula Homeowners United, Inc. {collectively
appellants). Appellants appeal from denial of their petition contending that the City violated CEQA by
failing to prepare a separate envircnmental impact report {EIR) addressing all three phases of the Project
before entering into the lease/permit with China Shipping.  As a back-up argument, appellants contend
an EIR “tiered” from a 1997 "program” EIR prepared by the City should have been prepared addressing
all three phases of the Project.

NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL INC v. CITY OF LOS ANGELES | FindLaw

“This case goes to the first principles of CEQA. The CEQA process is intended to be a carefut
examination, fully open to the public, of the environmental consequences of a given project, covering the
entire project, from start to finish. This examination is intended to PROVIDE the fullest information
reasonably available upon which the decision makers and the public they serve can rely in determining
whether or not to start the project at all, not merely to decide whether to finish it. The EIR is intended to
furnish both the road map and the environmental price tag for a project, so that the decision maker and
the public both know, before the journey begins, just where the journey will lead, and how much they-and
the environment-will have to give up in order to take that journey. As our Supreme Court said in Bozung
v. Local Agency Formation Com. (1975) 13 Cal.3d 263, 283 [118 Cal.Rptr. 249, 529 P.2d 1017], '[tlhe
purpose of CEQA is not to generate paper, but to compel government at all levels to make decisions with
environmental consequences in mind.’ [2]

“Here, the Port and the City have reduced CEQA to a process whose result will be largely to generate
paper, to produce an EIR that describes a journey whose destination is already predetermined and
contractually committed to before the public has any chance to see either the road map or the full price
tag. [The City and Port] have segmented the project into three phases and are in the process of
preparing an EIR for Phases Il and Ill separately from Phase I, while engaged in building Phase | during
the course of litigation. However, prior to the EiR for Phases Il and lll being complete, before a draft is
even finished or available to the public, the City and the Port have committed themselves to all Phases of
the China Shipping project, by approving the lease and the terms of the lease that call for construction of
the entire project. They have signed this legally binding lease for the entire project before completing
the CEQA process for two of its three Phases. Under the statute’s plain language, the Guidelines
adopted by the Resources Agency and binding on the City and the Port, and a long line of cases covering
decades of CEQA enforcement, this is segmentation of the project and a per se violation of the statute.”
(Amicus Brief of the State of California, ex rel. Attorney General Bill Lockyer in Support of Appellants, pp.
3-4)
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Email to Mike DiBernardo

This is the email correspondence | received from Mike DiBernardo (Deputy
executive Director).

(1) Regarding the STAX, Inc. Vetting Presentation. He promised an explanation
to the community about how the POLA vetted STAX. This is what | got after over
one year and over 10 separate requests, POLA staff recommended $333,333.00
be granted to the STAX company.

(2) No answers to any questions regarding GPS, Eleopoulous (the developer), or
the lack of information provided in my Public Records Act request.

(3) The Gibson Property that recently re-appeared on the BHC agenda with no
mention of the owner, the project or the community pushback.

Is this the type of transparency and oversight that Seroka was talking about?

----- Original Message--—-

From: DiBernardo, Michael <MDiBernardo@portla.org>

To: Janet Gunter <arriane5@aol.com>

Cc: Pisano, Teresa <TPisano@portla.org>; Otera, Steven <SOtera@portla.org>;
Libatique, David <DLibatique@portla.org>; Gioiello, Tony
<TGiciello@portla.org>; Bezmalinovich, Augie <ABezmalinovich@portla.org>;
DeMoss, Tim <TDeMoss@portla.org>; Wunder, Lisa <LWunder@portla.org>;
Calhoun, Erica <ECalhoun@portla.org>; Cannon, Chris <CCannon@portla.org>;
Enciso, Nicole <NEnciso@poitla.org>; Klesges, Amber <AKlesges@portla.org>;
Seroka, Gene <gene_seroka@portla.org>

Sent: Thu, Sep 8, 2022 1:13 pm

Subject: BHC comments today

Dear Janet

Thank you for your comments at our Board meeting this morning.

| would like to address two of your items you brought forward today.

One is about the STAX Emission Capture System. The POLA did not invest into
this system. It was funded by AQMD through a CARB grant. If you have any

further questions about this company, | suggest you reach out to AQMD. The
project manager at AQMD Mei Wang:

Regarding the Emission Capture System at Alta Sea. The equipment docked at
Alta Sea is the AMECS system that was purchased by new owners and is
undergoing upgrades in order to get re-certified by CARB.
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Regarding John S Gibson property. This is a complicated project that covers
multiple jurisdictions. There is much work that needs to be done by the Port, City
of LA Planning and California Coastal Commission. When the time comes, it will
be brought forward in a public setting for further consideration.

i hope this addresses your concerns

Thank you
Michael DiBernardo Deputy Executive
Direct: 310.732.3440 Marketing and| Customer |
® Fax: 310.831.4898

THEPORT Email: mdibernardo@portla.org 425 S.|Palos Verd:
San Pedro, Ci
http://iwww.portoflosant
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On Thursday, September 15, 2022 at 09:20:11 AM PDT, Janet Gunter
<arriane5@aol.com> wrote:

Dear Mike,

Your dismissive response to me seemed to warrant a more detailed description
of why my public comments were made. Please allow me to elaborate with a full
accounting in response. Unfortunately, your attitude only seems to validate what
appears to be a port cover-up

(1) You said “Thank you for your comments at our Board meeting this moming. |
would like to address two of your items you brought forward today. One is about
the STAX Emission Capture System. The POLA did not invest info this system.
It was funded by AQMD through a CARB grant. If you have any further questions
about this company, | suggest you reach ouf fo AQMD. The project manager at
AQMD Mei Wang: MWang@agmd.gov”

The agenda for that item over a year ago states the following;

Summary: Staff requests approval of a proposed Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU) among the City of Los Angeles Harbor Department
(Harbor Department), the Port of Long Beach (POLB) and the South Coast Air
Quality Management District (SCAQMD) to fund a Clean Air Action Plan (CAAP)
Technology Advancement Program (TAP) project to design, develop, and
demonstrate an at-berth emissions capture and control system for tanker vessels
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calling at the ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach (Ports). SCAQMD has
received a preliminary grant award from the California Air Resources Board
{CARB) for $9,500,000 to support this project. STAX Engineering Inc. (STAX) will
conduct a safety assessment, design, and build the barge-based system, and
perform the demonstration at POLB on a minimum of five different vessel
classes. The total project cost is $12,849,000. The total requested TAP funding
amount is $666,667 to be split equally between the Harbor Department and
POLB. The SCAQMD is the project manager and administrator of the project.
The Harbor Department is financially responsible for $333,334 under this
proposed MOU.

Recommendation: Board resolve to (1) find that the Director of
Environmental Management has determined that the proposed action has
been previously evaluated pursuant to the requirements of the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)} under Article Il Section 2(i) of the Los
Angeles City CEQA Guidelines; (2) approve the Memorandum of
Understanding among the City of Los Angeles Harbor Department, the Port
of Long Beach and the South Coast Air Quality Management District in the
amount of $333,334 and for a term of up to three years; (3) authorize the
Executive Director to execute and the Board Secretary to attest to said
Memorandum of Understanding for and on behalf of the Board; and (4)
adopt Resolution No.

Mike, you were the one that told the community that you would have AQMD
make a presentation on the STAX vetting process at the next meeting. 1 asked
several times over 25 meetings since about this presentation, and now your
response.... after ignoring your own commitment for more than a year is... GO
ASK AQMD. | hope that is as unacceptable to the Board as it is to this
community. If not, we are all in trouble, and staff is out of control.

POLA did not invest in the STAX system only because the community spoke out
at the BHC meeting on August 5, 2021. We demanded an explanation of the
vetting process of STAX. Staff tried everything it could to help STAX receive the
free funds it was recommending. This certainly appears to be a backroom deal to
funnel $333,333.33 to a company that had no customers, no revenue, no
prototype, no histery of building anything, no offices nor even a manufacturing
facility. The Port of Long Beach had decided to not fund after a simple
preliminary vetting of the company. But that did not stop Environmental Director
Chris Cannon from affirming, “We evaluated the (STAX) project based on our
TAP process and agreed to fund the grant that is before you today”. However,
they did not because the TAP process is a review and discussion of the
technology that includes several agencies including POLB. In other words, he
lied. Cannon later admitted in the meeting on tape that he did not evaluate
STAX. Cannon continued to state, “The Port of Long Beach has told us they
plan to go forward with this (STAX project) as well, they certainly participated in
the TAP process, that's all we know” Another lie, additional STAX funding
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NEVER went to the POLB Board for a vote. There was nc TAP process
regarding STAX.

Questioned by Commissioner Middleton, “Who was responsible for vetting the
project?”

Cannon stated, “The AQMD". “We did not participate in any vetting or selection
for this project”

Hoping to save her Envirenmental Director, because the proper POLA TAP
process was ignored for this port backroom deal, City Attorney Sidley stated “|
don’t know, but | would assume that AQMD went through some process. They
are an air agency so this is what they do”. Moments later she ridiculously said
“People take a teap of faith with any new technotogy”! Really? Is this the POLA
standard requirement for gifting large volumes of public dollars towards new
technology.....that the agency takes "a leap of faith?!"

After the Commissioners did not approve the funding and tabled the agenda item
for a later meeting, Cannon added: “Two quick comments, AQMD has a process
they use for vetting projects. We have relied on it before. They do go through a
process that can be investigated. They do have a process they use, they have
had it for a long time, and it's pretty well established.” If it's so well established
iet's hear how it was applied to STAX as promised. Cannon continued “Second
point, none of the systems have been certified by CARB for use on a barge, so
that means any system developed would need to be certified by CARB. Nothing
has been approved for tankers at this time.” He forgot to mention that one
company had an approved test plan for tankers in 2015 by CARB, and had been
operating in the port for years. He closed his presentation of misleading
statements, half-truths, and lies to the BHC by saying “Long Beach has
scheduled this particular item at their next Board meeting on August

23" Investigation reflected that the project had never been approved to appear
on the Port of Long Beach agenda, and POLA internal emails with POLB
obtained from our PRA request prove that Cannon knew it.

Commissioner Lee asked staff to look into the AQMD vetting process. You
stated: “We will probably have AQMD participate in the next Board meeting to
answer any questions you have on their process.” We are still waiting for the
STAX presentation. Meanwhile, STAX received $10M from Joe Buscaino’s
AQMD Technology Committee, and the AQMD waved the port's centribution,
funding STAX 100%.

(2) You said: “Regarding the Emission Capture Sysfem at Alfa Sea. The
equipment docked at Alfa Sea is the AMECS system that was purchased by new
owners and is undergoing upgrades in order to get re-certified by CARB.”

Mike, who are the new owners of AMECS? My confusion over STAX occupying
the Alta Sea location was due to knowing that the principals of that company
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were one of the few bidders in the AMECS bankruptcy. | had wrongly assumed
that STAX was the new owner. But, there still remain questions about just how
this new owner (whether it was STAX or not) was able to retain the Alta Sea
location so rapidly after procurement of the AMECS company. Can we see a
copy of their lease agreement and what they have paid YTD at AltaSea? How
were they able to obtain a POLA/AltaSea lease in something like one or fwo
days?! Iimmediately after acquiring the AMECS system, they began moving it
from Long Beach! Please provide the email correspondence with the POLA and
AltaSea on the lease negotiations. Are they involved in any way with STAX? Did
the POLA vet this company's new owners?

(3) You said: “Regarding John S Gibson property. This is a complicated project
that covers multiple jurisdictions. There is much work that needs to be done by
the Port, City of LA Planning and California Coastal Commission. When the time
comes, it will be brought forward in a public setting for further consideration.”

The Gibson development has already been brought forward in a public setting,
and the port should be embarrassed at what it attempted to pull off. How was this
project ever a Neg Dec and not an EIR? The proposed project on John S Gibson
Blvd. will build a 30-foot concrete wall, a 50-foot potential container wall that
would block views of the Harbor from the freeway coming and leaving San
Pedro. The project would park 400 trucks nightly with start-up and idiing
emissions just a few hundred feet from an elementary school, a little league field,
dozens of businesses, and a police station. It would aiso create a morning traffic
bottleneck to the nearby main freeway entrance by adding the potential of one
truck on John S. Gibson every 30 seconds during the morning rush hour.

How is this a Neg Dec and not an EIR? Could it be associated with the fact that
the project developer has given donations and thrown multiple fundraisers for
Joe Buscaino and Tim McOsker? This is certainly not a precipice jump in light of
the recent antics being reported by the news in local politics.

The Port of Los Angeles staff seems curiously invested in getting this project
approved at the lowest possible level of environmental scrutiny

possible. Community groups, homeowners associations, environmental justice
organizations, ILWU 13, 63 & 94, an ex-port attorney, along with an EIR expert
made public comments to stop this project. Two people not commenting on the
Gibson Project are Councilman Joe Buscaino and CD15 Candidate, Tim
McOsker. Both have taken campaign money from the developer and remain
silent toward this highly intrusive development for reasons of suspected self-
interest.

The sale of this property was made to JENNA Development. Our perception of
this is that the entire sale process was a "sham". The auction had two

bidders. We understand that the port received a "disturbing letter" that accused
JENNA'’s owner, James Eleopoulos, of criminal activity in an open letter to the
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Board of Harbor Commissioners. That fact was referenced by Commissioner
Renwick in a public meeting prior to the auction. Why did POLA officials NOT
investigate the bidder/developer? We can only speculate that it may have been
due to his close relationship to the Mayor, the councilman, and perhaps some
port officials. The deal paints a picture of a fait accompli from the moment the
port declared the property surplus knowing that JENNA would win the bid and be
the develaoper.

Convincing evidence of a prearranged deal is contained in the comments by
Jesse Marquez and Commissioner Renwick at a Harbor Commission meeting in
2016. Mr. Marquez spoke in favor of the project stating he met with the
developer, JENNA, and had been promised a native Indian memorial on the
property, (which of course is nowhere in the POLA Neg Dec) and that JENNA
promised a zero emissions project (which of course also is nowhere to be found
in the POLA Neg Dec). In that same meeting, Commissioner Renwick publicly
thanked Jesse Marquez and JENNA for working together on the project to get
community support. This clearly demonstrated that the port was an aware and
willing participant in a project that could make the developer millions of dollars. At
this point, the property had not been to auction yet. There was no “official’ cwner,
but Renwick was thanking Marquez for working with the developer JENNA. Isn't
this an illegal predetermination of a project? This project should never be
developed. The attempt to put it forward as a Neg Dec would be laughable if it
didn't reek of some type of corruption. Community members and EIR experts all
agreed that a Negative Declaration was inadequate for this project. In fact, the
only ones that did not agree were the Port and its consultant.

There seems to be a serious ethical and moral disconnect at the Port of Los
Angeles. The continuing lack of transparency and unwillingness to be truthful
with the community and the board only furthers the chronic distrust of the port by
residents of the Harbor Area.

The time is long overdue to eliminate backroom policies and restore honesty at
this public agency. The impacts of this industrial complex upon the local
environment are far too important tc go on being downplayed and dismissed.

When will the Board of Harbor Commissioners fulfill their duty to provide
oversight and begin questioning the action of port staff when it has become
obvious that the public trust has been violated?

Sincerely,
Janet Gunter
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Email correspondence with Chris Cannon regarding the Gibson Project and
Howard Industries Partners.

-——Original Message-----

From: Cannon, Chris <CCannon@portla.org>

To: Enciso, Nicole <NEnciso@portla.org>; Janet Gunter <arriane5@aol.com>

Cc: africko@usc.edu <ahricko@usc.edu>; ctwilliams2012@yahoo.com
<ctwilliams2012@yahoo.ccm>; jnmdej@yahoo.com <jnm4dej@yahoo.com>;
jacob.hatkk@lacity.org <jacob.haik@lacity.org>; ana DRAGIN <ana.dragin@lacity.org>;
amartinez@earthjustice.org <amartinez@earthjustice.org>; dpc@cbcearthiaw.com
<dpc@cbcearthlaw.com>; dethawk310@gmail.com <dethawk310@gmail.com>; DiBernardo,
Michael <MDiBernardo@portla.org>; Keenan, Michael <MKeenan@portla.org>

Sent: Mon, Aug 22, 2022 2:38 pm

Subject: Re: Gibson Project

The jurisdictional questions came up during the comment period. Discussions with the
Port, the City (including CD 15) and coastal commission are ongoing. The rest, including
outstanding invoices, will be resolved while those discussions occur.

Christopher Cannon
Environmental Management Division
Port of Los Angeles

425 South Palos Verdes Street

San Pedro, CA 90731
310-732-3763 Dir

310-547-4643 Fax

From: Janet Gunter <arriane5@acl.com>

Sent: Monday, August 22, 2022 2:31 PM

To: Cannon, Chris <CCannon@portla.org>; Enciso, Nicole <NEnciso@portla.org>

Cc: ahricko@usc.edu <ahricko@usc.edu>; ctwilliams2012@yahoo.com
<ctwilliams2012@yahoo.com>; jnmdej@yahoo.com <jnm4ej@yahoo.com>;
jacob.haik@lacity.org <jacob.haik@Iacity.org>; ana DRAGIN <ana.dragin@lacity.org>;
amartinez@earthjustice.org <amartinez@earthjustice.org>; dpc@chcearthlaw.com
<dpc@chbcearthlaw.com>; dethawk310@gmail.com <dethawk310@gmail.com>; DiBernardo,
Michael <MDiBernardo@portla.org>; Keenan, Michael <MKeenan@portla.org>

Subject: Re: Gibson Project

CAUTION: External email.

Chris-

Thanks for the quick response. So, why did the question of "jurisdiction” only become an issue
now?

Can you also give me the Port's answer to Howard Industrial's threat to not process the
port's prepaid invoices to Aspen?

Did the "All Hands on Deck" meeting that Mr.Tunney requested on that same day between the
Port, City Planning and CD 15 ever occur?
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Thank you,
Janet

From: Cannon, Chris <CCannon@portla.org>

To: Enciso, Nicole <NEnciso@portla.org=; Janet Gunter <arriane5@aol.com>

Cc: ahricko@usc.edu <ahricko@usc.edu>; ctwilliams2012@yahoo.com
<ctwilliams2012@yahoo.com>; jnmdej@yahoo.com <jnmdej@yahoo.com>;
jacob.haik@lacity.org <jacob.haik@lacity.org>; ana DRAGIN <ana.dragin@lacity.org>;
amartinez@earthjustice.org <amartinez@earthjustice.org>; dpc@cbcearthlaw.com
<dpc@cbcearthlaw.com>; dethawk310@gmail.com <dethawk310@gmail.com>; DiBernardo,
Michael <MDiBernardo@portia.org>; Keenan, Michael <MKeenan@portla.org>

Sent: Mon, Aug 22, 2022 1:52 pm

Subject: Re: Gibson Project

The environmental assessment is on hold pending the outcome of those discussions.

There will be no quiet moving forward. The document that was released received
significant comments that will have to be addressed before any environmental
assessment can be completed, but we have to resolve the jurisdictional questions
first. We will let the public know what happens once those discussions are resolved.

Christopher Cannon
Environmental Management Division
Port of Los Angeles

425 South Palos Verdes Street

San Pedro, CA 90731
310-732-3763 Dir

310-547-4643 Fax

From: lanet Gunter <arriane5@aol.com>
Sent: Monday, August 22, 2022 1:38 PM

To: Cannon, Chris <CCannon@portla.org>; Enciso, Nicole <NEnciso@portla.org>

Cc: ahricko@usc.edu <ahricko@usc.edu>; ctwilliams2012 @yahoo.com
<ctwilliams2012@yahoo.com>; jnm4ej@yahoo.com <jnmdej@yahoo.com>;
jacob.haik@lacity.org <jacob.haik@Iacity.org>; ana DRAGIN <ana.dragin@lacity.org>;
amartinez@earthjustice.org <amartinez@earthjustice.org>; dpc@cbcearthlaw.com
<dpc@cbcearthlaw.com>; dethawk310@gmail.com <dethawk310@gmail.com>
Subject: Re: Gibson Project

CAUTION: External email.

Thanks for the response, Chris. So, please clarify. Are you saying that there has
been zero change on this issue since May? .

We are also curious about the emails from both Tim Howard and Mike Tunney (from Howard
Industrial Partners) on May 5th to the port, regarding their statement that they were "not
processing the payment for any of the Port's billings". The billings are those related to the Aspen
consulting that determined that the AIG-GRE development needed oniy to simply seek a
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“negative declaration” on their industrial truck containing development site. The port has
acknowledged that this report might ultimately cost $150K, and stipulated that this cost was to be
passed onto the developer, or its partner?, Howard Industrial Partners. We have only received
the PRA emails from these two associates declining payment ....with no answer from the port
regarding these unpaid bills. Did the port respond to them? Why was the response not provided?

We fear that the inaction on this development might weli be intended to take the situation off of
the radar screen in order to quietly move the project forward at a later date. We can only hope
that this is not the case and that any such significant development will be held to the proper
CEQA environmental requirements. Taking an "open space" area and moving it into a "highly
industrial use" development like this one should never be offered the opportunity of a simple
negative declaration! \We hope that the port agrees.

Please give us any updates on this issue as it moves along.

Many thanks,
Janet Gunter

----- Original Message-—--

From: Cannon, Chris <CCannon@portla.org>

To: Enciso, Nicole <NEnciso@portla.org>; Janet Gunter <arriane5@aol.com>

Cc: ahricko@usc.edu <ahricke@usc.edu>; ctwilliams2012@yahoo.com
<ctwilliams2012@yahoo.com>; jnm4ej@yahoo.com <jnmdej@yahoc.com>;
jacob.haik@lacity.org <jacob.haik@lacity.org>; ana DRAGIN <ana.dragin@lacity.org>;
amartinez@earthjustice.org <amartinez@earthjustice.org>; dpc@cbcearthlaw.com
<dpc@chbcearthlaw.com>; jnmdej@yahoo.com <jnmdej@yahoo.com>

Sent: Thu, Aug 18, 2022 2:09 pm

Subject: Re: Gibson Project

There has been no change in its status. We are still having discussions about land use
jurisdiction and related CEQA issues with the City and the Coastal Commission.

Adding Jesse, who has also expressed interest.

Christopher Cannon

Environmental Management Division

Port of Los Angeles

425 South Palos Verdes Street

San Pedro, CA 90731

310-732-3763 Dir

310-547-4643 Fax

From: Janet Gunter <arriane5@aol.com>

Sent: Thursday, August 18, 2022 1:08 PM

To: Enciso, Nicole <NEnciso@portla.org>; Cannon, Chris <CCannon@portla.org>
Cc: ahricko@usc.edu <ahricko@usc.edu>; ctwilliams2012@yahoo.com
<ctwilliams2012 @yahoo.com>; jnm4ej@yahoo.com <jnm4ej@yahoo.com>;
jacob.haik@Iacity.org <jacob.haik@lacity.org>; ana DRAGIN <ana.dragin@lacity.org>;
amartinez@earthjustice.org <amartinez@earthjustice.org>; dpc@chcearthlaw.com
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<dpc@cbcearthlaw.com>
Subject: Gibson Project

CAUTION: External email.

13.39
Hello Ms Encisco- Cont.
Back in May of this year you told me that the port was deciding the proper lead agency for
handling the Gibsen property. Can you tell me what the status of that property is now?
Thank you,
Janet Gunter
2-179
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June 21, 2023

RE: GREEN OMNI TERMINAL & JUNE 22N° AGENDA #7 RE: CONTRACT WITH HOWARD
INDUSTRIAL PARTNERS: short term development of Gibson Ave. Property aka the Gibson Project

Dear Harbor Commissioners,

| am responding to the Commission’s recent reaction to the Omni Green Terminal presentation
by Chris Cannon at the May 25" Hearing and writing to request you withdraw Agenda ltem 7,
the contract with Howard Industrial Partners, and investigate how this contract got put back
onto the Board of Harbor Commissioner’s agenda without any explanation or addressing any of
the community’s concerns.

| was encouraged by the fact that a few Board members finally questioned the authenticity of
the Green Omni Terminal (GOT) presentation by Chris Cannon. It is apparent that port staff has
covered-up the failures of POLA’s signature environmental project for the past seven years. The
updates over the years by staff to the public and the Board had never mentioned some of the
things that were heard at the May 25™ BHC meeting. Port staff updates had not divulged to the
Board in any prior presentations the fact that ILWU union members refused to use the
demonstration equipment out of safety concerns; that the ShoreKat system failed on its
promises of mobility and operational viability for a working dock; or that “thermal events” aka
fires on the terminal had been caused by demonstration assets. All of this resulted in a tidy list
of “lessons learned” at the costly sum of $26M.

The Burns McDonald representative that gave the previous GOT update in Feb 2022 identified
himself as a consult for Pasha. To be kind, that was a complete distortion of the truth. | believe
Commissioner Middleton even directly asked him who he worked for and his answer was Pasha.
How deceitful when Burns MacDonald was getting almost $2M from the POLA grant and the port
was paying the majority of his consulting fee. Contractor and Port should be sworn in before
speaking to the Board publicly so we can hear the truth: not a fabrication of the facts.

But, there is more here that merits your serious investigation. A couple of months ago | made a
public records Act request (PRA) for all communications regarding Greener Port Solutions (GPS)
and its owner James Eleopoulous, who is a tenant in the Port of Los Angeles at Alta Sea. Over a
year ago GPS began moving company assets out of the Port of Long Beach to the POLA. GPS now
occupies the berths outside of AltaSea with four barges, and until recently, a tugboat. They also
occupy space inside the building and outside the yard of AltaSea making GPS the largest tenant
at AltaSea. | have asked for (through a PRA) any correspondence between the Port and/or
AltaSea and GPS or it’s owner James Eleopoulous. Apparently, there is not even one email, text
message or record of communication between James Eleopoulous / GPS, and AltaSea or the
port! Yet, Eleopoulous is the largest tenant at AltaSea!

13.40
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Important to note is that we have been told that the Port of Long Beach asked Eleopoulous to
remove all marine assets out of the POLB and pay $100,000 in past due port charges. Directly
after that, those assets were relocated to the Port of LA, We also understand that those unpaid
charges have now been sent to the LB City Attorney for action. it has been reported that
Eleopoulous and his company have been the subject of a criminal federal grand jury investigation
into activities at the Port of Long Beach involving former Deputy Director/Environmental Director

Rick Cameron.

This situation should raise some red flags for you, but the above incidents only scratch the
surface of, what appears to be, some very serious infractions. Several years ago, the Port of LA
(after solicitation) declared property it owned on John Gibson Blvd. as “surplus”. This never
developed- open space land, abutted inaccessible lots to the north that were virtually valueless
because they had no access. This property was owned by Mr. Eleopoulous and measured about
five acres. The only way to access his property was through this port owned property. It is the
details of this sale and what transpired after it that elevate this action into a much more serious
question of legality. After Mr. Eleopoulous’ purchase of the 1 acres of port land, he sold it along
with his adjoining properties. The sale took place within a short six-month period for a whopping
sum. The sale netted Eleopoulous what appears to be over $18 Million dollars in profit.

This story is not over. Despite the fact that the property had been privately owned for over 5
years, last year the port environmental department took on responsibility for the proposed
development project for that site seeking a simple “Negative Declaration” for its proposed heavy
industrial use! After a number of people protested this Negative Declaration, the issue was
supposedly referred to the City of Los Angeles. The current status of this project has not been
reported on for the past two years. It has been said that James Eleopoulous is a “partner” with
the developers of this proposed project. AIG/GRE. This prompted me to make a PRA for the
documents and emails surrounding the development of the Gibson Project.

That brings us to agenda item for the June 22, 2023 Board of Harbor Commissioners Meeting.
Item 7 A resolution for PROPOSED REIMBURSEMENT AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE CITY OF LOS
ANGELES HARBOR DEPARTMENT AND HOWARD INDUSTRIAL PARTNERS, LLC. We urge you to
pull this item from the agenda and investigate this matter.

During an email exchange with Port staff [ learned the Howard Industries was representing
AIG/GRE in developing a lease with the POLA for the “Gibson Project”. Today agenda item looks
like another way for the port to usurp the environmental review that this project deserves. Even
former Port of LA attorney and CEQA and Land Use expert Pat Nave commented that “if you
listen and watch the tape of the approval of the sale of the frontage lots (aka Gibson Ave.
Property) it is clear from the remarks of the Port’s attorney that they knew that the sale was a
“project” within the meaning of CEQA. At this point the transfer to another agency (City of LA) is
an attempt to lower the Port’s exposure for a CEQA violation, or a China Shipping type claim.”
Please don’t be complicit in the fraud against our community! Don’t make us defend ourselves in
a CEQA action. Do your job of public oversight, don’t take us down the road of another China
Shipping lawsuit.

13.40
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This is basically the same “Gibson Project” without the name that was soundly rejected by the
community groups, ILWU 13, 94 and 63, Harbor Area Environmental Justice organizations,
Neighborhood Councils and concerned residents over two years ago. POLA staff is now trying to
resubmit this project with a new set of commissioners that don’t know the history and will likely
receive a presentation much like the Green Omni Terminal in terms of deception. Read the two
Board report from April 2021 and today. They are almost identical (except for the length of
agreement) without any explanation or thought of a proper EIR. How does that make it better or
address the community’s original objections?

Was the port’s bill to Howard that we learned about through the PRA process from 25 months
ago from $150,000 ever paid? Was it ever turned over to collection? Why does Howard think
they can demand a meeting with Port, the Council Office and the City of LA? Please examine the
email string to see the fraud by staff that is being perpetrated on our community and this Harbor
Department. Howard Industrial Partner is a shell company for AIG/GRE. Of course, there is no
mention of AIG/GRE or James Eleopoulous in the Board report. Chris Cannon and staff continue
to try and help AIG/GRE and James Eleopoulous make money from backroom port deals.

Staff must think with three new commissioners that don’t know the history of the project, and

staff-friendly, complicit Board Chair, this will get approved and this project will go under the 13.40
radar without proper environmental scrutiny. Cont.
Here is the reported information that should be investigated:
e James Eleopoulous is a partner with AIG/GRE, the owners and developers of the Gibson
Project. Howard Industrial works on behalf of AIG/GRE and as for the past three years.
e Through PRA emails we learned that Howard demanded an “all hands on deck meeting”
with the Port to get approval for the Gibson Project after all the community pushback
and refused to pay $150,000 owed to the port in a agreement by Board action
e James Eleopoulous that was named in a recent federal criminal grand jury subpoena for
communications between James Eleopoulous and Port of Long Beach Deputy
Executive/Environmental Director Rick Cameron.
e James Eleopoulous is the target of a federal investigation of pay to play in the San Pedro
Bay Ports.
e While the Port of Long Beach seemingly wants nothing to do with James Eleopoulous or
any of his companies, Chris Cannon and Mike Dibernardo and POLA staff continue to
bend over backwards to do favors by providing leases, agreements and temporary
assignments for James Eleopoulous and his varies companies Green Port Solutions,
AIG/GRE and JENNA Development.
e The Port of Los Angeles made pizza shop owner James Eleopoulous an overnight
millionaire with declaration of the Gibson Avenue as “surplus’ land. This would have
never happened without the cooperating efforts of port senior staff and the council
office.
Los Angeles Harbor Department 2-182
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e James Eleopoulous is/was a major fundraiser and donor to Tim McOsker and Joe
Buscaino.

There are many more details involved here. | would be happy to share what | know with law
enforcement agencies, or any harbor commissioners interested in getting to the bottom of the
situation. The simple goal here is the restoration of honesty and integrity at the Port of LA.
Nothing more....nothing less.

lllegal backroom activities have long been associated with the history of the Port of Los
Angeles. An LA Times article just a few months ago outlined past problems. We ask that this
reconfigured Harbor Commission, and our new Mayor, take a deep dive into the port’s dealing
with Eleopoulous, GPS, the practices being engaged in POLA leasing policies, and the impacts of
these “special deals” that avoid environmental review and effects the community’s health and
quality of life.

13.40
Finally, as a continuum to the “backroom deals” at the Port; we were very recently told that Cont.
there is an “emergency appointment” to be made soon for a position in the marketing
department. It does not appear that there is, in fact, any real “emergency”. However, calling it
an “emergency” allows the port to circumvent normal hiring procedure while repaying political
favors and rewarding unethical behavior. | hope this information is inaccurate. However,
investigation is warranted if the port has any interest in avoiding another POLA scandal.
We appreciate any action taken by this Board to promote a more honest and transparent
agency.
Sincerely,
Janet Gunter
e
Board of Harbor Commissioners
Office of Los Angeles Mayor Karen Bass
Los Angeles FBI Field Office
Los Angeles Times
Daily Breeze
Random Lengths News
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From: Ti Howa

To: ENS:.UDD@L Enciso, Nicole; Cannon, Chris; Jordan. Derek; Keenan, Michael; Michael Tyre; ana DRAGIN; Jimmy
; jacob.haik@lacity.org

Subject: RE: John S Gibsan - Update Call

Date: Thursday, May 5, 2022 10:45:48 AM

CAUTION; External email,

FYl. We're not processing for payment any of your biilings. They include invoice #s: 2022-0301988-
G1and G2.

TH

From: Timothy Howard <thoward@hipre.net>

Sent: Thursday, May 5, 2022 9:43 AM

To: Mike Tunney <mtunney@hipre.net>; NEnciso@portla.org; Cannon, Chris
<CCannon@portla.org>; Jordan, Derek <DJordan@portla.org>; Keenan, Michael
<MKeenan@portla.org>; Michael Tyre <mtyre@hipre.net>; ana DRAGIN <ana.dragin@|acity.org>;
Jimmy E <ellade@yahoo.com>; jacob.haik@lacity.org

Subject: Re: John S Gibson - Update Call

Also, how does the removal process work? Is it a Board action? Public notice required?

TH.

From: Mike Tunney <mtunnev@hipre.net>

Sent: Thursday, May 5, 2022 9:37.27 AM

To: NEnciso@portla.org <NEnciso@portla.org>; Cannon, Chris <CCannon@porila.org>; Jordan,
Derek <Dlordan@portla.org>; Keenan, Michael <MKeenan@portla.org>; Timathy Howard
<thoward@hipre.net>; Michael Tyre <mtyre@hipre.net>; ana DRAGIN <ana.dragin@lacity.org>;
Jimmy E <ellade@yahoo.com>; jacob haik@lacity.org <jacob haik@lacity org>

Subject: Re: John S Gibson - Update Call

Hi Nicole,

Can you please set up a follow up call with our point of contact at the City of LA that is fully informed
about our project and understands what needs to get done in a timely manner? Assuming it is the
director of planning? Whoever that is we need an all hands meeting immediately to discuss how to
get this done.

Also, what is the amount of time it would take for you to update your Pert Master Plan to remove
our property from your boundary and remove the open space overlay?

13.41
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ORDINANCE NO.

An ordinance authorizing the sale by auction of certain surplus real property
(Property) located in the Harbor District owned by the City of Los Angeles, described in
Exhibit A attached hereto, pursuant to Division 7, Chapter 1, Article 4, Section 7.24 of
the Los Angeles Administrative Code

THE PEOPLE OF THE CITY OF LOS ANGELES
DO ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1.  The action of the Board of Harbor Commissioners of the City of Los
Angeles on the 24th day of October, 2016, approving the sale of the Property
(Resolution 16-8010) determined to be surplus because the Property is no longer
required for the use of the City and the public interest and neeessity require that the
Property be sold (pursuant to Resolution 15-7876 of the Board of Harbor
Commissioners of November 10, 2015) is hereby ratified, confirmed and approved.

It is hereby ordered that the Property be sold by oral bids pursuant to the
provisions of Section 385 of the City Charter, and Division 7, Chapter 1, Article 4 of the
Los Angeles Administrative Code, for cash, to the highest responsible bidder in
accordance with the provisions of Section 7.24 of the Code on or after January 26, 2017
at 2:30 p.m. at 100 E. Water Street, Wilmington, California 80731.

Sec. 2. The City Council of the City of Los Angeles hereby finds and
determines that the Property is no longer required for the use of the City and the public
interest and necessity require, and it is hereby ordered, that the Property be sold
pursuant to the provisions of Section 385 of the City Charter, and Division 7, Chapter 1,
Article 4 of the Los Angeles Administrative Code, Section 7.24 by auction by oral bids
for cash to the highest responsible bidder to be conducted in accordance with the
provisions of Section 7.24 of said Code. The minimum price, which will be accepted for
the Property is: $1,218,000. The General Manager of the Harbor Department and the
Board of Harbor Commissioners reserve the right to adjust the minimum bid for the
Property at any time up to the date of auction.

Sec. 3. The City Clerk shall cause the Notice of Sale to be published for
three (3) days in a newspaper of general circulation, printed and published in the City.
The Director of Real Estate—Cargo and Industrial—of the Harbor Department shall post
said Notice of Sale in a prominent and visible location on the Property nc less than thirty
(30) days prior to the sale at or before the time specified in the Notice of Sale by the
Director of Real Estate—Cargo and Industrial.

Sec. 4. Any person wishing to be designated as a qualified bidder must
deposit a cashier's check or certified check made payable to the City of Los Angeles in
an amount not less than $10,000 as a guarantee that the person making such bid will
purchase and pay for the Property upon the terms and conditions specified in the Notice
of Sale, and at the opening of escrow, it shall be utilized as a part of the purchase price.
Should the high bidder not complete the purchase, the deposit shall be retained by the

1

13.42
Cont.

Los Angeles Harbor Department

Final EIR

February 2026

2-186



John S. Gibson Truck & Chassis Parking Lot Project

2.0 Response to Comments

City of Los Angeles as liquidated damages suffered by the City for the failure to
complete said purchase; provided, however, that the City Council by a two-thirds vote of
all its members and for good cause shown may order the refund of all or any portion of
the deposit of a person failing to complete the purchase, but the Executive Director of
the Harbor Department or the Board of Harbor Commissioners must first approve such
refund. The deposits made by all unsuccessful bidders shall be returned to such bidders

at the completion of the auction.

Sec. 5. The Board of Harbor Commissicners is hereby authorized and
empowered to confirm the sale to the highest responsible bidder in an amount not less
than the minimum bid specified. The Board of Harbor Commissioners may reject any
and all bids and the Board of Harbor Commissioners or Executive Director of the Harbor
Department may withdraw the Property from sale until such time as the sale is

confirmed. -

Sec. 6. Resclution 16-8010 of the Board of Harbor Commissioners found
that the action is exempt from the requirements of the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA) under Article II, Section 2(f) of the Los Angeles City CEQA Guidelines as
determined by the Director of Environmental Management of the Los Angeles Harbor

Department.

Sec. 7. The Director of Real Estate-Cargo and Industrial-of the Harbor
Department is authorized and empowered to open title and escrow, issue title transfer
instructionsfescrow, and or deliver the grant deed and ctherwise complete the
transaction. The Mayor is authorized to execute a deed following the confirmation of
the sale. The City Clerk is authorized to attest thereto and to affix the City Seal. The
Harbor Department Director of Real Estate--Cargo and Industrial-- is authorized to open
titte and escrow, issue title transfer instructions/escrow, and/or deliver the grant deed,

and otherwise complete the transaction.

Sec. 8. The sale of said Property shall except and reserve to the City of
Los Angeles all oil, gas, water, and mineral rights now vested in the City of Los Angeles
without, however, the right to use the surface of said land or any portion thereof to a
depth of 500 feet below the surface, for the extraction of such oil, gas, water and
minerals. The sale will further except and reserve to the City of Los Angeles any
interest in the fee of any adjacent street which would otherwise pass with the
conveyance and shall be subject to covenants, conditions, restrictions, reservations,
easements, encroachments, rights, and rights of way of record or which are apparent
from a visual inspection of the Property, and subject to such other covenants,
conditions, restrictions, easements, reservations, encroachments, rights, and rights-of-
way which are more particularly set forth in the Notice of Sale. The Property shall be
subject to a covenant that the property be restricted to State Tidelands Trust uses and
the unbuildable areas of the Property be preserved as “open space” for native plant

species or habitat areas.

Sec. 9. The Property offered for sale in this ordinance is offered in an “AS
IS" condition, and alt bidders, by bidding on the Property, are, by such act, expressly
2
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agreeing to purchase the Property in an “AS |S” condition and without any warranty as
to fitness for use, fitness for a particular use, or condition of the Property, and that the
seller (City) has no obligation to correct any condition of the Property, whether known
before or after the date of the auction.

Sec. 10. The successful bidder shall pay for one-half of all escrow fees and
shall pay for recording fees, documentary transfer taxes, policy of title insurance,
messenger service fees, broker's commission, if any, other real estate transaction
taxes, fees or application, and personal property taxes where applicable. Should the
successful bidder desire a survey of the property, termite inspection and any other types
of inspections, this may be accomplished by an independent surveyor and inspectors at
the bidder's expense. The title company and escrow company selected for the sale of
all these properties shall be at the sole discretion of the City of Los Angeles, Harbor

Department.

Sec. 11. Should no acceptable bids be received or should the sale not be
completed for the Property described in this ordinance for any reason, the General
Manager of the Harbor Department of the City of Los Angeles or his designee is hereby
authorized to:

{a) re-offer said Property for sale pursuant to this Ordinance to the second
highest bidder, and if the second highest bidder fails to complete the
sale and/or comply with the conditions of the sale, to the third then
fourth highest bidders, upon the same terms and conditions specified
in the Notice of Sale without further order or permission of the Council;
or

(b) declare the present Notice of Sale immediately invalid and, pursuant to
Division 7, Chapter .1, Article 4, Section 7.32 of the Los Angeles
Administrative Code, cause one or more other Notice of Sale to be
published and to conduct one or more other sale auction under the
terms and conditions of the new Notice of Sale until the Property
authorized for sale under this ordinance is sold or otherwise disposed.

The provisions of this section shall be effective until the date that is five (5) years
from the effective date of this ordinance.

[#8]
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Sec. 12. The City Clerk shall certify to the passage of this ordinance and
have it published in accordance with Council policy, either in a daily newspaper
circulated in the City of Los Angeles or by posting for ten days in three public places in
the City of Los Angeles; one copy on the bulletin board located at the Main Street
entrance to the Los Angeles City Hall; one copy on the bulletin board located at the
Main Street entrance to Los Angeles City Hall East; and one copy on the bulletin board
located at the Temple Sirest entrance to the Los Angeles County Hall of Records.

I hereby certify that this ordinance was passed by the Council of the City of
Los Angeles, at its meeting of ;

HOLLY L. WOLCOTT, City Clerk

Approved DEC 1 4 2935 Cont.

Deputy

Mayor

Approved as to Form and Legality

MICHAEL N. FEUER, City Attorney
L .
Iéi(elle M. Braaf
eputy City Attorney
Date ‘7’{[\/ . ]9) 1o } Q
Fite No._llo~ 17T |

By
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Response to Letter 13: Janet Shaaf-Gunter, dated January 31, 2025

Comment I3.1: This comment states that the Proposed Project is part of a backroom deal from public officials
that would result in additional traffic, health consequences, industrial blight, and air pollution.

Response 13.1: This comment does not provide any substantial evidence of a significant environmental impact
not disclosed in the Draft EIR or evidence that the Draft EIR is fundamentally inadequate. CEQA is an
environmental protection statute that is concerned with physical changes to the environment (State CEQA
Guidelines Section 15358(b)). The environment includes land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient
noise, and objects of historic or aesthetic significance (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15360). (State CEQA
Guidelines Sections 15064(e) and 15131(a)). Section 15204(c) of the State CEQA Guidelines advises that
comments should be accompanied by factual support, stating “[rleviewers should explain the basis for their
comments and should submit data or references offering facts, reasonable assumptions based on facts, or
expert opinion supported by facts in support of the comments. Pursuant to Section 15064, an effect shall not
be considered significant in the absence of substantial evidence.” Where comments provide no facts or other
substantial evidence to support an assertion, or where comments do not explain why the evidence supporting
a conclusion in the Draft EIR is not substantial evidence, the Final EIR is not required to alter a significance
determination of the Draft EIR. The commenters’ concerns about the Project will be provided to the Board of
Harbor Commissioners for consideration.

Comment 13.2: This comment states that the Proposed Project is just a reintroduction of the same project from
three years ago to bypass public scrutiny. The comment states that the commenter wishes to bring forward
the entire history of the Proposed Project.

Response 13.2: This comment does not provide any substantial evidence of a significant environmental impact
not disclosed in the Draft EIR or evidence that the Draft EIR is fundamentally inadequate. CEQA is an
environmental protection statute that is concerned with physical changes to the environment (State CEQA
Guidelines Section 15358(b)). The environment includes land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient
noise, and objects of historic or aesthetic significance (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15360). The asserted
impacts related to the Port’s decision to reintroduce the Proposed Project are not considered effects on the
environment (State CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064(e) and 15131(a).

In addition, the Proposed Project’s CEQA process restarted from the beginning and included opportunities
for public input during the circulation of the Initial Study and Notice of Preparation (October 26, 2023
through December 11, 2023), the public scoping meeting (November 14, 2023), and the public circulation
of the Draft EIR (November 15, 2024 through January 10, 2025). The Lead Agency required the preparation
of an EIR due to the controversial nature of the Proposed Project and the potential for significant
environmental impacts as recommended in the State CEQA Guidelines Section 15064. The commenters’
concerns about the Project will be provided to the Board of Harbor Commissioners for consideration.

Comment 13.3: This comment states that the commenter would like to resubmit a comment letter on the
previous Negative Declaration from the San Pedro Homeowners United. The comment further states that
there are several comment letters missing from the Draft EIR.

Response 13.3: This comment does not provide any substantial evidence of a significant environmental impact
not disclosed in the Draft EIR or evidence that the Draft EIR is fundamentally inadequate. As stated previously
in Response 13.2, the Negative Declaration CEQA process for this Proposed Project was abandoned and
restarted from the beginning, thus comment letters on the previous Negative Declaration are not
automatically included in this document. As previously mentioned, opportunities were provided throughout
the CEQA process for public comment. All comment letters received during the circulation of the Initial
Study /Notice of Preparation (October 26, 2023, through December 11, 2023) were included in Appendix
A to the Draft EIR. Included in Appendix A are letters from the Wilmington Neighborhood Council, Raymond
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Regaldo of the Northwest San Pedro Neighborhood Council, Coalition for a Safe Environment, Central San
Pedro Neighborhood Council, and several individual community members. The commenters’ concerns about
the Project will be provided to the Board of Harbor Commissioners for consideration.

Comment 13.4: This comment states that the Draft EIR failed to adequately analyze impacts related to traffic
congestion. The comment further states that photos of the traffic conditions on nearby roadways are included
in the letter as comment [13.8. The comment states that the photos provide evidence of a chronic traffic
condition that will only be worsened by the Proposed Project.

Response 13.4: (also see Response 03.5 & 03.6). The congestion cited with photos taken on December 17,
2024 is not a daily occurrence. This comment does not provide any substantial evidence of a significant
environmental impact not disclosed in the Draft EIR or evidence that the Draft EIR is fundamentally
inadequate. As part of the 2019 amendments to the State CEQA Guidelines, SB 743 directed that the
revised State CEQA Guidelines “shall promote the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, the development
of multimodal transportation networks, and a diversity of land uses” (Pub. Resources Code Section
21099[b][1]); and that “automobile delay, as described solely by level of service or similar measures of
vehicular capacity or traffic congestion, shall not be considered a significant impact on the environment”
(Pub. Resources Code Section 21099[b][2]). As such, pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21099(b)(2),
the Draft EIR is not required to analyze impacts related to traffic congestion as it shall not be considered an
impact on the environment. Moreover, the LADOT threshold for LOS analyses was not met. However, a site
ingress/egress and LOS analysis was conducted at three locations. This was determined given the estimated
number of hourly and peak hour trips to be generated at the site in which many are existing trips in motion,
moving to/from the adjacent TraPac and WBCT terminals in the POLA. Further, the analysis assumes that
trucks accessing Terminal Island would utilize 1-110 and SR 47. As stated in Response O3.5 and the Draft
EIR, the Proposed Project does not generate new trips within the Port complex. It is expected that most or all
inbound, diverted existing trucks trips from the north via 1-110 would be use the Harry Bridges Boulevard
interchange and not Channel Street. This interchange (and associated signalized intersection of Harry Bridges
Boulevard/John S. Gibson Boulevard) currently operates at a LOS B, which is an acceptable LOS per City
Guidelines. As reported in Caltrans’ VTB Replacement Project Draft Environmental Impact
Report/Environmental Assessment, the intersection of John S. Gibson/Channel is currently operating at a LOS
E only during the afternoon commute peak hour, but LOS D during the morning peak hour. The LAHD is
currently constructing major improvements to the Harbor Boulevard /VTB-SR 47 interchange, which will yield
good LOS D or better upon completion in 2027. Given the estimated number of hourly project site trips, the
LOS of all adjacent intersections cited in the comment will be minimally degraded.

Comment 13.5: The comment states that the letter also includes communication regarding the Proposed
Project obtained through a public records request which reference issues with the Proposed Project. The
comment states that the communication shows the corrupt policies of the Port throughout the process of the
Proposed Project and its previous proposal.

Response 13.5: This comment does not provide any substantial evidence of a significant environmental impact
not disclosed in the Draft EIR or evidence that the Draft EIR is fundamentally inadequate. CEQA is an
environmental protection statute that is concerned with physical changes to the environment (State CEQA
Guidelines Section 15358(b)). The environment includes land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient
noise, and objects of historic or aesthetic significance (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15360). As the
comment does not provide any specific comments related to Proposed Project impacts or issues with the Draft
EIR, no further response is warranted.

Comment 13.6: This comment states that there is no need for the Proposed Project as there is currently plenty
of land available for truck and chassis parking within the Port. The comment provides examples of areas in
the Port of Los Angeles and Port of Long Beach that are currently underutilized. The comment further states
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the community has been successful in court against similar Port expansion projects, which supports their
position.

Response 13.6: This comment does not provide any substantial evidence that the Proposed Project would
result in a significant environmental impact. As discussed in Draft EIR Section 7.0, Alternatives, an Alternative
Site Alternative was explored but ultimately dismissed due to the lack of suitable sites in areas that are
zoned for the proposed uses, would meet the Proposed Project objectives, and would lessen any significant
impacts from the Proposed Project. Further, there are no suitable sites within the control of the Project
Applicant One of the Proposed Project objectives is to provide off-terminal support for Port activities that
are located near the I-110 freeway. In addition, construction at the proposed alternative sites would require
similar mitigation measures related to cultural and paleontological resources.

While the Proposed Project would require a PMP amendment to change the open space land use designation
for APNs 7440-016-002, 7440-016-003, and 7412-024-007, the Proposed Project would be consistent
with the City of Los Angeles’s General Plan land use designation and zoning for the site. Thus, the proposed
PMP amendment is necessary in order to render the PMP land use consistent with City of Los Angeles land
use and zoning designations. As evidenced by the site’s current land use and zoning designations,
urbanization of the site has been anticipated and accounted for since the adoption of the City of Los Angeles
General Plan.

Comment 13.7: This comment states that the letter includes a 2005 LA Times article about the Port’s
operations. This comment concludes by stating that a more thorough investigation must take place on this
Proposed Project.

Response 13.7: This comment does not provide any substantial evidence that the Project would result in a
new significant environmental impact. As substantiated by the responses above and below, none of the
conditions arise that would require recirculation of the Draft EIR pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section
15088.5. The commenters’ concerns about the Project will be provided to the Board of Harbor Commissioners
for consideration.

Comment 13.8: This comment provides photos of truck traffic on the roadways around the Port including near
the TraPac Terminal and the Carson Container Storage Yard.

Response 13.8: This comment does not provide any substantial evidence of a significant environmental impact
not disclosed in the Draft EIR or evidence that the Draft EIR is fundamentally inadequate. As part of the
2019 amendments to the State CEQA Guidelines, SB 743 directed that the revised State CEQA Guidelines
“shall promote the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, the development of multimodal transportation
networks, and a diversity of land uses” (Pub. Resources Code Section 21099[b][1]); and that “automobile
delay, as described solely by level of service or similar measures of vehicular capacity or traffic congestion,
shall not be considered a significant impact on the environment” (Pub. Resources Code Section 21099[b][2]).
As such, pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21099(b)(2), the Draft EIR is not required to analyze
impacts related to traffic congestion as it shall not be considered an impact on the environment.

As stated above in Response O3.5, the LADOT threshold for transportation assessment under CEQA was not
met. However, pursuant to LADOT’s Transportation Assessment Guidelines’ project access, safety, and
circulation evaluation non-CEQA transportation analysis requirement, a site ingress/egress and LOS analysis
was conducted at three locations (Appendix J to the Draft EIR). The LOS Analysis was based on the estimated
number of hourly and peak hour trips to be generated at the site, in which many are existing trips in motion,
moving to/from the adjacent TraPac and WBCT terminals in the POLA. As stated in Response O3.5 and the
Draft EIR, the Proposed Project does not generate new trips within the Port complex. It is expected that most
or all inbound, diverted existing trucks trips from the north via I-110 would use the Harry Bridges Boulevard
interchange and not Channel Street. This interchange (and associated signalized intersection of Harry Bridges
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Boulevard/John S. Gibson Boulevard) currently operates at LOS B, which is an acceptable LOS. As reported
in Caltrans’ VTB Deck Replacement Project Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment
[DEIR/EA], the intersection of John S. Gibson/Channel is currently operating at LOS E only during the
afternoon commute peak hour, but LOS D during the morning peak hour. The LAHD is currently constructing
major improvements to the Harbor Boulevard /VTB-SR 47 interchange, which should result in LOS D or better
upon completion in 2027, which is considered an acceptable LOS. Given the estimated number of hourly
Project site trips, as provided in Appendix D to the Traffic Impact Analysis, the LOS of all adjacent
intersections cited in the comment will be minimally degraded.

Comment 13.9: This comment includes the previous comment letter from the San Pedro Peninsula Homeowners
United, Inc. sent pertaining to the previous Negative Declaration prepared for the Project site. The comment
states that the Port sold the property on the Project site to a predetermined owner with a predetermined
project.

Response 13.9: This comment does not provide any substantial evidence of a significant environmental impact
not disclosed in the Draft EIR or evidence that the Draft EIR is fundamentally inadequate. The sale of the
parcels by the POLA is not related to the Proposed Project and the sale was not tied to the proposed truck
and chassis parking lot as the Proposed Project was not yet conceptualized. Regarding existing views of the
Port, as discussed in Draft EIR Section 5.1, Aesthetics, views of Port activities would still be available from
the 1-110, as seen in Draft EIR Figures 5.1-1a and 5.1-1d (pages 5.1-7 through 5.1-13) as the proposed
grade of the truck parking lot would be lower than the elevation of I1-110. In addition, as shown on Draft
EIR Figure 5.1-1b, views from John S. Gibson Boulevard looking towards the site would be improved from a
vacant hillside with scattered litter into a landscaped and manicured hillside with lush vegetation and trees.

Comment 13.10: This comment states that the Negative Declaration previously prepared for the Proposed
Project did not adequately discuss the potential impacts of the Proposed Project. The letter lists specific points
that were missing from the Negative Declaration including specificity of soil cut/fill volumes, grading plans
or elevations, discussion of seismic impacts, and contractor /applicant information.

Response 13.10: This comment does not provide any substantial evidence of a significant environmental
impact not disclosed in the Draft EIR or evidence that the Draft EIR is fundamentally inadequate. A Draft EIR
was prepared for the Proposed Project and was released for public review from November 24, 2024,
through February 4, 2025. The Draft EIR discussed all the potential environmental impacts from the Proposed
Project consistent with CEQA Guidelines. Pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15124, the Project
Description “should not supply extensive detail beyond that needed for the evaluation and review of the
environmental impact.” The Proposed Project is thoroughly described within Draft EIR Section 3.0, Project
Description. In addition, a Conceptual Site Plan, Project Renderings, and Slope and Grading Cross Sections
are provided as Draft EIR Figures 3-5, 5.1-1a through 5.1-1d and Initial Study Figures 2-1a through 2-8f
(included as Appendix A to the Draft EIR). Analysis under the Draft EIR have all utilized these same graphics
and plans. As such, the level of detail needed for the evaluation of the Project by the public and decision
makers and for the review of the Project’s environmental impacts is adequate within the Project Description,
and extensively detailed figures or plans are not needed. As demonstrated by Citizens for a Sustainable
Treasure Island v. City & County of San Francisco (2014) 227 CA4th 1036, 1053, the EIR’s description of the
Proposed Project should identify the Project’s main features and other information needed for an analysis
of the Project’s environmental impacts. As long as the requirements set forth in State CEQA Guidelines Section
15124 are met, the Project Description may allow for the flexibility needed to respond to changing
conditions that could impact the Project’s final design. As such, detailed grading plans for all buildings are
not required to be included in the Draft EIR’s Project Description and a general description of the Project
and conceptual plans are allowed. As discussed in Section 3.0, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, grading
of the Proposed Project site would result in approximately 3,433 cubic yards of soil import, which is included
in the Project analysis. In addition, the Air Quality Analysis (Appendix B to the Draft EIR) assumes a soil
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export of approximately 500 cubic yards of contaminated soils to a landfill approximately 117 miles from
the Project site. Should the Project be approved, design-level civil engineering plans would be prepared
and reviewed by the appropriate City departments prior to any construction on the Project site.

In regard to relying on laws and regulations without evidence and enforcement, all rules and regulations
would be enforced by City of Los Angeles Code Enforcement and the City of Los Angeles Police Department.

In addition, the Project sponsor/applicant, Howard Industrial Partners, is listed on page 42 of the IS/NOP
(Appendix A to the Draft EIR), which was released for public review on October, 2023. Future Project
contractors are currently not known.

Regarding seismic impacts, as discussed in Initial Study Section 4.7 Geology and Soils (included as Appendix
A to the Draft EIR), the Project site is located in a seismically active region with several nearby active faults,
with the nearest being the Palos Verdes Fault Zone. The Proposed Project would construct structures including
retaining walls, and an occupiable prefabricated guard booth and restrooms onsite. The retaining walls and
the guard booth and restroom structures and foundations constructed on the site would be designed and
constructed according to the recommendations from the required geotechnical studies and pursuant to the
CBC and City of Los Angeles grading requirements. The Geotechnical Investigation for the Project site slope
stability analyses indicated adequate static and seismic factors of safety (Appendix F to the Draft EIR).
While there is a historical landslide located within the central portion of the site, potential impacts related
to landslides would be reduced through the proposed grading, addition of retaining walls, and adherence
to CBC standards and City of Los Angeles grading regulations.

Comment 13.11: This comment includes additional concerns about the project including aesthetic impacts,
seismic impacts, the potential “pay to play” tactics used to acquire this development, and the potential for
the Project to be substituted for another use such as a hotel.

Response 13.11: This comment does not provide any substantial evidence of a significant environmental
impact not disclosed in the Draft EIR or evidence that the Draft EIR is fundamentally inadequate. In regard
to the aesthetic impacts of the Proposed Project, as discussed in Draft EIR Section 5.1, Aesthetics, views of
Port activities would still be available from the I1-110, as seen in Draft EIR Figures 5.1-1qa, 5.1-1¢, and 5.1-
1d as the proposed truck parking lot would be lower in elevation than the I-110 freeway. Further, the
Proposed Project does not propose container stacking; therefore, there would be no potential “container
wall.” In addition, as shown on Draft EIR Figure 5.1-1b, views from John S. Gibson Boulevard looking towards
the site would be improved from a vacant hillside with scattered litter into a landscaped and manicured
hillside with lush vegetation and trees.

Regarding seismic impacts, as discussed in Initial Study Section 4.7 Geology and Soils (included as Appendix
A to the Draft EIR), the Project site is in a seismically active region with several nearby active faults, with the
nearest being the Palos Verdes Fault Zone. The Proposed Project would construct structures including retaining
walls, and an occupiable prefabricated guard booth and restrooms onsite. However, the retaining walls and
the guard booth and restroom structures and foundations constructed on the site would be designed and
constructed according to the required geotechnical studies and pursuant to the California Building Code and
City of Los Angeles grading requirements. The Geotechnical Investigation for the Project site slope stability
analyses indicated adequate static and seismic factors of safety (Appendix F to the Draft EIR). While there
is a historical landslide located within the central portion of the site, potential impacts related to landslides
would be reduced through the proposed grading, addition of retaining walls, and adherence to CBC
standards and City of Los Angeles grading regulations.

CEQA is an environmental protection statute that is concerned with physical changes to the environment (State
CEQA Guidelines Section 15358(b)). The environment includes land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna,
ambient noise, and obijects of historic or aesthetic significance (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15360). The
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asserted impacts related to the Port’s “pay to play” tactics or future hotel project are not considered effects
on the environment (State CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064(e) and 15131(a)). A hotel project alternative
was discussed in Section 7.0, Alternatives, but was dismissed as it was found to be infeasible due to existing
site conditions. In addition, the introduction of a new project such as a hotel would be required to be
evaluated under CEQA and a new environmental document would be prepared. The commenters’ concerns
about the Project will be provided to the Board of Harbor Commissioners for consideration.

Comment 13.12: This comment concludes the letter, stating that the Port has continued to dismiss the community
and continues to ignore concerns and fails to honor transparency.

Response 13.12: The comment does not provide any substantial evidence that the Proposed Project would
result in a new significant environmental impact. As substantiated by the responses above and below, none
of the conditions arise that would require recirculation of the Draft EIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section
15088.5.

CEQA is an environmental protection statute that is concerned with physical changes to the environment (State
CEQA Guidelines Section 15358(b)). The environment includes land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna,
ambient noise, and obijects of historic or aesthetic significance (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15360). The
asserted impacts related to the Port’s “pay to play” tactics or future hotel project are not considered effects
on the environment (State CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064(e) and 15131(a)). The commenters’ concerns
about the Project will be provided to the Board of Harbor Commissioners for consideration.

Comment 13.13: This comment states that the Coalition for a Safe Environment (CFASE) provided this letter
in regard to the Negative Declaration prepared for the Proposed Project. The comment further states that
the property developer, AIGGRE San Pedro Industrial Owner LLC (AIGGRE), has never worked within the
Port or the City of Los Angeles and does not have experience in managing a container lot. The comment
states that the claim that the Proposed Project would only require two employees is ridiculous. The comment
states that the developer has no intention of paying for mitigation measures to reduce impacts.

Response 13.13: This comment does not provide any substantial evidence of a significant environmental
impact not disclosed in the Draft EIR or evidence that the Draft EIR is fundamentally inadequate. CEQA is an
environmental protection statute that is concerned with physical changes to the environment (State CEQA
Guidelines Section 15358(b)). The environment includes land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient
noise, and objects of historic or aesthetic significance (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15360). The asserted
impacts related to the Port’s “pay to play” tactics, future hotel project, or the history of the developer are
not considered effects on the environment (State CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064(e) and 15131(a)). In
addition, the introduction of a new project such as a hotel would be required to be evaluated under CEQA
and a new environmental document would be prepared.

As shown in Exhibit xxx, three inbound processing gates would be operated with the sufficient number of
workers

As discussed above and within the Draft EIR, there are no significant and unavoidable impacts related to air
quality or GHG emissions, and impacts were found to be less than significant with the implementation of
existing regulatory requirements. Thus, there is no need for additional measures such as requiring zero-
emission on-road haul trucks.

Comment 13.14: This comment states that the Proposed Project is not consistent with the previously proposed
project on the site from 2016.

Response 13.14: While the Proposed Project would require a PMP amendment to change the open space
land use designation for APNs 7440-016-002, 7440-016-003, and 7412-024-007, the Proposed Project
would be consistent with the City of Los Angeles’s General Plan land use designation and zoning for the site.
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Thus, the proposed PMP amendment is necessary to render the PMP land use consistent with City of Los
Angeles land use and zoning designations. As evidenced by the site’s current land use and zoning
designations, urbanization of the site has been anticipated and accounted for since the adoption of the City
of Los Angeles General Plan.

As stated previously in Response 13.2, the CEQA process from 2016 was abandoned and restarted from
the beginning based on a new development project and the prior CEQA analysis was not relied upon. The
commenters’ concerns about the Project will be provided to the Board of Harbor Commissioners for
consideration.

Comment 13.15: This comment states that the previous Negative Declaration failed to be transparent about
the scope of the Proposed Project including how the parking lot would operate including whether containers
would be full or if any loading and unloading would occur onsite as well as the sale of the property and the
qualifications of the lease or buyer. The comment states that the LAHD did not allow a 90-day public
comment period as requested by community members.

Response 13.15: This comment does not provide any substantial evidence of a significant environmental
impact not disclosed in the Draft EIR or evidence that the Draft EIR is fundamentally inadequate. CEQA is an
environmental protection statute that is concerned with physical changes to the environment (State CEQA
Guidelines Section 15358(b)). The environment includes land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient
noise, and objects of historic or aesthetic significance (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15360). The asserted
impacts related to the backrooms deal involving the sale of the parcels, or the experience of the lease or
buyer are not considered effects on the environment (State CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064(e) and
15131(a)). Any substantial change in site use would be required to be evaluated under CEQA in a separate
environmental document.

Draft EIR Section 3.0, Project Description, describes the operations of the Proposed Project as involving a to-
be-determined company that would operate the site as a parking lot for the parking of trucks and loaded
and unloaded chassis. The parking lot would have approximately 393 spaces accommodating chassis with
shipping containers up to 40 feet long. The shipping containers would not be loaded or unloaded at the site.
Full or empty containers will be brought to the site, parked in a space, and eventually picked up again.
During Proposed Project operations, trucks would travel to and from the Project site to pick up or drop off
chassis, and shipping containers would be “parked” on top of the chassis. The Proposed Project is anticipated
to be used for short-term parking, as chassis and containers are not anticipated to be parked on site for
longer than 24 hours. No fueling, maintenance, loading, or other industrial activity would occur on the Project
site.

Regarding the 90-day public comment period, this comment was on the original Negative Declaration for
the Project site, and no comments requesting a 90-day public review period were received during any of
the public review periods for this Draft EIR. According to State CEQA Guidelines Section 21091, the Draft
EIR is required to be circulated for a minimum of 45 days. The public review period for the Draft EIR was
November 15, 2024 through January 10, 2025, which is a 56-day review period. The public review period
was then extended to February 42025, at the request of the Wilmington Neighborhood Council. Therefore,
ample public review time was provided for the Draft EIR.

Comment 13.16: This comment states that the previous Negative Declaration failed to analyze all of the
potential impacts from the Proposed Project and requests that an EIR be written for the Proposed Project.

Response 13.16: This comment does not provide any substantial evidence of a significant environmental
impact not disclosed in the Draft EIR or evidence that the Draft EIR is fundamentally inadequate. A public
review draft EIR was prepared for the Proposed Project and circulated for public review in accordance with
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State CEQA Guidelines. The commenters’ concerns about the Project will be provided to the Board of Harbor
Commissioners for consideration.

Comment 13.17: This comment states that the Proposed Project would fail to meet its own objective of
providing off-terminal maritime support as the site is too small and would constantly be at capacity. The
comment further states that while the Project claims to relieve truck traffic congestion, there is no evidence to
support the claim, and it would likely result in increased congestion. The comment states that the Port has
failed to designate appropriate land for Port-supporting activities. The comment also requests assessments
for truck-driver needs, zero-emission truck needs, and chassis needs.

Response 13.17: (Also see Responses 03.5 and 03.6). This comment does not provide any substantial
evidence of a significant environmental impact not disclosed in the Draft EIR or evidence that the Draft EIR is
fundamentally inadequate. In regards to traffic congestion, as part of the 2019 amendments to the CEQA
Guidelines, SB 743 directed that the revised CEQA Guidelines “shall promote the reduction of greenhouse
gas emissions, the development of multimodal transportation networks, and a diversity of land uses” (Pub.
Resources Code Section 21099[b][1]); and that “automobile delay, as described solely by level of service
or similar measures of vehicular capacity or traffic congestion, shall not be considered a significant impact
on the environment” (Pub. Resources Code Section 21099[b][2]). As such, pursuant to Public Resources Code
Section 21099(b)(2), the Draft EIR is not required to analyze impacts related to traffic congestion as it shall
not be considered an impact on the environment.

As discussed in Draft EIR Section 5.9, Land Use and Planning, the Proposed Project would result in a truck and
chassis parking lot which would serve Port activities. The Proposed Project would not result in additional
cargo trips to the area but would be utilized to facilitate existing movement of goods throughout the Port.
With approval of the PMP amendment to Maritime Support, the site would support the surrounding industrial
and cargo-handling uses.

Regarding the assessments proposed in the comment, as discussed in Response 13.12 and within the Draft
EIR, there are no significant and unavoidable impacts related to air quality or GHG emissions. Impacts were
found to be less than significant with the implementation of existing regulatory requirements. Thus, there is
no need for additional measures or assessments.

Comment 13.18: This comment states that the presence of contaminated soils is sufficient to justify an EIR to
evaluate the potential impacts of the Proposed Project. The comment states that the previous Negative
Declaration states that a site investigation found soils impacts with total petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH) and
volatile organic compounds (VOC). The comment further states that a Land & Groundwater Contamination
Assessment and Remediation Plan should be prepared for the Project.

Response 13.18: This comment does not provide any substantial evidence of a significant environmental
impact not disclosed in the Draft EIR or evidence that the Draft EIR is fundamentally inadequate. As discussed
in Draft EIR Section 5.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, the Phase | and Phase Il ESAs detail releases of
TPH and VOCs within site soils at levels exceeding the DTSC human health risk criteria and estimated that
the area of contaminated soil is approximately 1,200 square feet, with an average depth of approximately
10 feet bgs (estimated 12,000 cubic feet). Therefore, implementation of SCAQMD Rule 1166, as described
in Section 3.0 of this Final EIR, related to excavating or grading soil containing VOC materials would be
required along with the CalOSHA hazardous waste materials handling regulations and the sections of the
California Health and Safety Code discussed in Draft EIR Section 5.8.3.2, State Regulations, in Section 5.8
Hazards and Hazardous Materials. In addition, a SMP would be prepared for the proper management and
disposal of waste in accordance with all applicable laws and regulations. The SMP would provide a protocol
for ensuring the proper handling and disposal of contaminated soils that could be encountered during
development, in a manner that is protective of human health and compliant with applicable laws and
regulations. The SMP would be submitted to the LADBS prior to the issuance of a grading permit and
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implemented during grading/development activities. In addition, a Health and Safety Plan (HSP) would be
required to be approved by the LADBS prior to the issuance of a grading permit and implemented pursuant
to OSHA Safety and Health Standards (29 Code of Federal Regulations 1910.120). The HSP would outline
health and safety requirements to minimize worker and public exposure to hazardous materials during
construction, including vapor, water, and soil contamination. The HSP shall provide compliance with OSHA
Safety and Health Standards and provide procedures in the event of release or human contact with
hazardous materials during all construction activities. Therefore, with compliance with SCAQMD Rule 1166,
OSHA Safety and Health Standards (29 Code of Federal Regulations 1910.120), and Cal/OSHA
requirements (CCR Title 8, General Industry Safety Orders and California Labor Code, Division 5, Part 1,
Sections 6300-6719) and the implementation of a SMP, impacts related to transport, use, or disposal of
contaminated materials during construction would be less than significant, and no further measures such as a
Land & Groundwater Contamination Assessment and Remediation Plan are necessary to further reduce
impacts.

Comment 13.19: This comment states that the POLA failed to attach a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan
(SWPPP) and the Protocol Plan for Unknown Hazardous Materials to the Negative Declaration.

Response 13.19: This comment does not provide any substantial evidence of a significant environmental
impact not disclosed in the Draft EIR or evidence that the Draft EIR is fundamentally inadequate. A SWPPP
was prepared for the Proposed Project and was included as Appendix C to the Initial Study (included as
Appendix A to the Draft EIR). The NOP/IS was published for public review for 45 days from October 26,
2023, to December 11, 2023. As discussed in Draft EIR Section 5.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, the
Proposed Project would prepare a SMP for the proper management and disposal of waste in accordance
with all applicable laws and regulations. The SMP would provide a protocol for ensuring the proper handling
and disposal of contaminated soils that could be encountered during development, in a manner that is
protective of human health and compliant with applicable laws and regulations. The SMP would be submitted
to the LADBS prior to the issuance of a grading permit and implemented during grading/development
activities.

Comment 13.20: This comment states that the SCAB is in nonattainment of the NAAQS and any net increase
in emissions from the Proposed Project would cause the SCAB to continue to be in nonattainment. The comment
further states that the Port has never prepared a Health Impact Assessment or a Public Health Survey for
the Proposed Project, which would increase local mobile and stationary truck air pollution. The comment
recommends additional mitigation including zero-emission off-road and on-road trucks, cargo handling
equipment, and construction equipment.

Response 13.20: This comment does not provide any substantial evidence of a significant environmental
impact not disclosed in the Draft EIR or evidence that the Draft EIR is fundamentally inadequate. As discussed
in Section 5.2, Air Quality, localized impacts were found to be less than significant. The Draft EIR analyzed
localized impacts to residents located approximately 1,366 feet southwest of the Project site along N
Gaffey Street. Therefore, since the exposure at the nearest sensitive receptor was found to be less than
significant, impacts related to any other potential receptor would be less than significant as impacts are
expected to decrease as they are further away. This similarly applies to the Project’s health risk impacts
from construction and operation. Both the construction and operational HRA (Appendix B to the Draft EIR)
utilized a sensitive receptor distance of 1,589 feet. Although this location is not the nearest receptor to the
Project site, it is the location that would experience the highest concentrations of DPM during Proposed Project
operation due to meteorological conditions at the site. All other receptors would experience lower
concentrations of DPM and thus less risk during operation of the Proposed Project. Thus, impacts would
continue to be less than significant. Draft EIR Table 5.2-6 shows that construction emissions would not exceed
SCAQMD regional thresholds and Table 5.2-9 shows that construction emissions would not exceed localized
significance thresholds, and air quality impacts would be less than significant during the Project construction.
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In addition, the Proposed Project would utilize zero-emission cargo handling equipment during operation. As
shown in Draft EIR Tables 5.2-7 and 5.2-10, regional and localized operational emissions would be below
SCAQMD thresholds and impacts related to operational air quality would be less than significant. Thus, there
is no nexus to provide operational mitigation. Further, in regard to zero-emission heavy-duty truck feasibility,
the commenter is referred to Response A3.3.

Comment 13.21: This comment states that the Proposed Project would result in a net increase in GHG
emissions during construction and operation of the Proposed Project which would be inconsistent with
California state law AB 32 and provides recommended mitigation measures to reduce impacts.

Response 13.21: This comment does not provide any substantial evidence of a significant environmental
impact not disclosed in the Draft EIR or evidence that the Draft EIR is fundamentally inadequate. The
Proposed Project is located within the jurisdiction of the SCAQMD and was evaluated against SCAQMD’s
thresholds and supported by substantial evidence. As discussed on page 5.7-11 of the Draft EIR, the
Proposed Project would result in approximately 4,914.3 MTCO2e/yr, which would be below the SCAQMD
Threshold of 10,000 MT CO2e/yr. Therefore, operation of the Proposed Project would not generate
substantial GHG emissions that would have a significant effect on the environment, and no mitigation is
required. Additionally, the 2022 CARB Scoping Plan (AB 32) includes overall state goals, therefore the
referenced goal is not a Project-specific goal. As discussed in Draft EIR Section 5.5 Energy, the Proposed
Project would provide contemporary, energy-efficient/energy-conserving design features and operational
procedures. The Proposed Project would not interfere with the State’s implementation of AB 1279’s target
of 85% below 1990 levels and carbon neutrality by 2045, because it does not interfere with implementation
of the GHG reduction measures listed in CARB’s Updated Scoping Plan (2022), as discussed in Section 5.7,
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, in Table 5.7-2 in the Draft EIR. CARB’s 2022 Scoping Plan reflects the 2045 target
of an 85% reduction below 1990 levels, set by Executive Order B-55-18 and codified by AB 1279.
Therefore, the Proposed Project does not conflict with the GHG significance threshold, or any plan, policy,
or goal related to GHG.

Comment 13.22: This comment states that the Port has a history of allowing unpermitted activities within
container storage yards. The comment provides measures to ensure no unpermitted activities occur onsite.

Response 13.22: This comment does not provide any substantial evidence of a significant environmental
impact not disclosed in the Draft EIR or evidence that the Draft EIR is fundamentally inadequate. This comment
is no longer applicable as the Proposed Project no longer includes a container storage yard. Some of the
measures provided are already included as part of the Project Description. For example, in regard to Project
lighting, as discussed on page 58 of the NOP/IS (Appendix A to the Draft EIR), the Proposed Project would
install pole- mounted LED fixtures in the parking lot and driveway to provide illumination during evening and
overnight operations. The 19-foot-high LED fixtures are designed to face downward directly onto the
parking lot and driveway, minimizing spillover and avoiding glare to surrounding areas.

During Proposed Project operations, trucks would travel to and from the Project site to pick up or drop off
chassis, and shipping containers would be “parked” on top of the chassis. The Proposed Project is anticipated
to be used for short-term parking, as chassis and containers are not anticipated to be parked on site for
longer than 24 hours. No fueling, maintenance, loading or unloading, or other industrial activity would occur
on the Project site.

Comment 13.23: This comment states that the Proposed Project fails to require zero-emission trucks, vehicles,
cargo handling equipment, and construction equipment accessing the site. The comment also requests
mitigation requiring zero emission power and backup power.

Response 13.23: This comment does not provide any substantial evidence of a significant environmental
impact not disclosed in the Draft EIR or evidence that the Draft EIR is fundamentally inadequate. Neither the
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Project Applicant nor the POLA has the authority to require all heavy-duty trucks entering or on the Project
site to be of a certain model year or engine type or require future tenants and vendors to utilize heavy-
duty vehicles for trips to and from the site that are zero-emissions. The future operational permitting
requirements may include provision of trucking fleet incentives. However, the Project Applicant and the City
do not have the authority to require future tenants and vendors to enroll in incentive programs; and fleet
upgrades are generally driven by existing SCAG and CARB emissions requirements. Thus, any measures that
require zero-emission heavy-duty trucks are infeasible, as further discussed in Response A3.3. However, as
discussed in Draft EIR Section 3.0, Project Description, the Proposed Project would utilize zero-emission cargo
handling equipment.

In regard to zero-emission power and back-up power, as shown in Draft EIR Tables 5.2-7 and 5.2-10,
regional and localized operational emissions would be below SCAQMD thresholds and impacts related to
operational air quality would be less than significant. Thus, there is no nexus to provide operational mitigation
requiring zero-emission power or back-up power.

Comment 13.24: The comment states that many pedestrians and bikers utilize John S. Gibson Boulevard on
their route, and the long line of trucks accessing the SR-47 block intersections makes it difficult and sometimes
dangerous for pedestrians and bikers to cross the street. The comment further states that the trucks burn
diesel fuel on the roadway which would increase toxic emissions. The comment includes a list of suggested
mitigation measures in order to reduce impacts from diesel trucks and improve pedestrian safety.

Response 13.24: (Also see Response 03.6 and 03.11) This comment does not provide any substantial
evidence of a significant environmental impact not disclosed in the Draft EIR or evidence that the Draft EIR is
fundamentally inadequate. As part of the 2019 amendments to the State CEQA Guidelines, SB 743 directed
that the revised State CEQA Guidelines “shall promote the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, the
development of multimodal transportation networks, and a diversity of land uses” (Pub. Resources Code
Section 21099[b][1]); and that “automobile delay, as described solely by level of service or similar measures
of vehicular capacity or traffic congestion, shall not be considered a significant impact on the environment”
(Pub. Resources Code Section 21099[b][2]). As such, pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21099(b)(2),
the Draft EIR is not required to analyze impacts related to traffic congestion as it shall not be considered an
impact on the environment.

In regard to pedestrian safety, construction of the proposed driveway would not interfere with pedestrian
access/safety as there is no sidewalk on the northwestern side of John S. Gibson Boulevard, only on the
southeastern side of the roadway, where no construction or operational activity would occur. Additionally,
the traffic signal installation and turning geometry would aid in reducing speeds for inbound southbound
right-turning trucks that will cross a striped bike lane on John S. Gibson Boulevard. The traffic signal would
also provide safety for southbound bicyclists as they must obey the vehicle code and thus traffic signal
red/yellow phases (for northbound left-turns and outbound driveway vehicles). It should be noted that no
bikes were recorded in the recent traffic counts. Thus, the Proposed Project would not result in safety impacts
to pedestrians and there is no need to include the mitigation measures proposed in the comment.

Based on the comment, LAHD prepared a queuing analysis, as included in Response O1.3. As discussed in
Response O3.1, a driveway length of approximately 362 feet would be required for peak hour operations.
Since the Proposed Project would provide an on-site queue length of approximately 850 feet, the queue
would not spill onto John S. Gibson Boulevard. As such, an overflow of trucks onto John S. Gibson Boulevard
would not occur and there would be no increased hazard for pedestrians or bikers on John S. Gibson
Boulevard.

Regarding the assessments proposed in the comment, as discussed in Response 13.12, and within the Draft
EIR, there are no significant and unavoidable impacts related to air quality or GHG emissions. Impacts were
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found to be less than significant with the implementation of existing regulatory requirements. Thus, there is
no need for additional measures such as requiring zero-emission vehicles.

Comment 13.25: This comment states that trucks lining up to turn into the Project site would create additional
traffic congestion on John S. Gibson Boulevard. The comment further states that there is inadequate turning
space for multiple trucks to turn within the facility. The comment concludes with suggested mitigation measures
including a Traffic Congestion Impact Assessment, prohibiting trucks from using non-truck routes, and a
minimum entry staging area for 10 trucks with up to 53-foot containers.

Response 13.25: This comment does not provide any substantial evidence of a significant environmental
impact not disclosed in the Draft EIR or evidence that the Draft EIR is fundamentally inadequate. As part of
the 2019 amendments to the State CEQA Guidelines, SB 743 directed that the revised State CEQA
Guidelines “shall promote the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, the development of multimodal
transportation networks, and a diversity of land uses” (Pub. Resources Code Section 21099[b][1]); and that
“automobile delay, as described solely by level of service or similar measures of vehicular capacity or traffic
congestion, shall not be considered a significant impact on the environment” (Pub. Resources Code Section
21099[b][2]). As such, pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21099(b)(2), the Draft EIR is not required
to analyze impacts related to traffic congestion as it shall not be considered an impact on the environment.
Nevertheless, a Traffic Impact Analysis was prepared for the Project and is publicly available on the Port’s
website as Appendix J to the Draft EIR. As explained in Response O3.6, the Proposed Project is not expected
to measurably degrade traffic operating conditions along John S. Gibson Boulevard, Pacific Avenue, and
Front Street. In addition, as shown in Figure 5 in Response 02.8, the Proposed Project would construct a new
northbound left turn pocket on John S. Gibson Boulevard, which would allow sufficient turning radius for
trucks to access the Proposed Project driveway safely. Further, the parking spaces are oriented and the
parking lot is wide enough in order for trucks to reverse into each space. Thus, the mitigation measures
mentioned in the comment are not required to reduce impacts.

In regard to truck turning and accessibility, as discussed in Draft EIR Section 5.11, Transportation, the
Proposed Project would construct a new 40-foot-wide access road and driveway off John S. Gibson
Boulevard to allow vehicles to access the Project site. The Proposed Project would connect to the existing
curb lines and circulation system and would implement the City’s traffic engineering design standards. The
driveway would be signal-controlled at John S. Gibson Boulevard and would allow for all turning movements
with right on red restrictions from the Proposed Project driveway onto John S. Gibson Boulevard. In addition,
the Proposed Project would include three inbound gate lanes and two queuing lanes between these gates
and John S. Gibson Boulevard to ensure trucks do not queue onto Gibson Boulevard, as further discussed in
Response O3.1. Trucks turning left into the site would have adequate sight distance and would not result in
unsafe turning movements.

Comment 13.26: This comment states that Harry Bridges Boulevard and John S. Gibson Boulevard were not
designed to handle the Proposed Project and may require increased maintenance and repair costs due to
the Project. The comment suggests that a Public Transportation Infrastructure Damage Assessment should be
provided as well as contributing fees for the additional maintenance required.

Response 13.26: Most or all of the trips to the Project site would be existing truck trips and thus would not
generate additional traffic loads on the pavement. It should also be noted that the adjacent roadways are
the responsibility of the COLA Public Works Department. Nonetheless, the LAHD has spent $207 million since
2012 on roadway projects in the vicinity of the Project site (including the on-going SR 47 /Harbor Boulevard
project). Additionally, the COLA Public Works Department will be reconstructing Harry Bridges/Alameda
Street, between Quay Avenue and Anaheim Street, starting in 2028, in which the LAHD contributed $8.6
million in 201 3. This Public Works project is being deferred until after the Caltrans VTB deck replacement
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project is completed. However, Caltrans will be repaving Harry Bridges Boulevard between John S. Gibson
Boulevard and Anaheim Street in 2026, in advance of the Vincent Thomas Bridge project.

Finally, this comment does not provide any substantial evidence of a significant environmental impact not
disclosed in the Draft EIR or evidence that the Draft EIR is fundamentally inadequate. As part of the
2019 amendments to the State CEQA Guidelines, SB 743 directed that the revised State CEQA Guidelines
“shall promote the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, the development of multimodal transportation
networks, and a diversity of land uses” (Pub. Resources Code Section 21099[b][1]); and that “automobile
delay, as described solely by level of service or similar measures of vehicular capacity or traffic congestion,
shall not be considered a significant impact on the environment” (Pub. Resources Code Section 21099[b][2]).
As such, pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21099(b)(2), the Draft EIR is not required to analyze
impacts related to traffic congestion as it is not considered an impact on the environment.

Comment 13.27: This comment states that there would be an increase in public safety risks due to the increase
of hazardous cargo traveling through the areq, as increased oil leaks and fluids cause soil and rainwater
runoff contamination. The comment suggests that the Port and tenants must notice the public 60 days prior to
the transport of hazardous materials, inspect trucks for fuel leakage, and only allow zero-emission trucks to
enter the site.

Response 13.27: This comment does not provide any substantial evidence of a significant environmental
impact not disclosed in the Draft EIR or evidence that the Draft EIR is fundamentally inadequate. As discussed
in Draft EIR Section 5.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, should any future business that occupies the Project
site handle acutely hazardous materials (as defined in Section 25500 of California Health and Safety Code,
Division 20, Chapter 6.95) the business would require a permit from the Los Angeles Fire Department (LAFD)
Certified Unified Program Agency (CUPA). Such businesses are also required to comply with California’s
Hazardous Materials Release Response Plans and Inventory Law, which requires immediate reporting to the
LAFD CUPA and the State Office of Emergency Services regarding any release or threatened release of a
hazardous material, regardless of the amount handled by the business. With compliance with the above-
mentioned regulations regarding the transport of hazardous materials, impacts would be less than significant
and there is no nexus to require additional mitigation such as those mentioned in the comment.

In regard to polluted runoff and ground contamination, as discussed in Initial Study Section 4.10 Hydrology
and Water Quality, (Appendix A to the Draft EIR), a SWPPP was prepared and was included as Appendix
C to the Initial Study (included as Appendix A to the Draft EIR). The SWPPP includes temporary non-
stormwater best management practices (BMPs) to control sediment from entering non-stormwater discharges
into storm drainage systems and waterways during construction activities. Drip pans or absorbent pads would
be used for vehicles and activities that involve grease, oil, solvents, or other vehicle fluids. All vehicle
maintenance and fueling operations would be conducted at least 50 feet away from inlets and drainage
facilities on a level-graded area.

During operation, no fueling, maintenance, or other industrial activity would occur on site. However, the
Proposed Project could generate pollutants including trash, debris, oil residue, and other residue that could
be deposited on driveways, paved areas, and other surfaces and wash into receiving waters. The Proposed
Project would implement a Project-specific Low Impact Development (LID) Plan including BMPs to be used in
Project design and operation as required by the City’s LID Ordinance. The Proposed Project is designed to
include on-site structural source control BMPs which consist of 10 capture and use cisterns and pervious
landscaped areas that would be sized to retain and reuse the storm capture volume. In addition, operational
source control LID BMPs would be implemented, including but not limited to, the installation of water-efficient
landscape irrigation systems, storm drain system stenciling and signage, catch basin filtration inserts, and
implementation of a trash and waste storage area. With the implementation of the SWPPP and Water
Quality Management Plan, impacts related to stormwater runoff would be less than significant and there is
no nexus for additional mitigation measures mentioned in the comment.
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As discussed in Response 13.12, and within the Draft EIR, there are no significant and unavoidable impacts
related to air quality or GHG emissions. Impacts were found to be less than significant with the
implementation of existing regulatory requirements. Thus, there is no need for additional measures such as
requiring the assessments mentioned in the comment.

Comment 13.28: This comment states that both construction and operation of the Proposed Project would
result in a net increase in the ambient noise levels in an area where noise is not excessive. The comment
suggests that zero-emission trucks and equipment during construction and operation be required to access
the site in order to reduce noise impacts.

Response 13.28: This comment does not provide any substantial evidence of a significant noise impact not
disclosed in the Draft EIR or evidence that the Draft EIR is fundamentally inadequate. This comment is in
regard to the previously circulated Negative Declaration prepared in 2021 and is not applicable to the
Proposed Project. As shown in Draft EIR Table 5.10-7, construction composite noise levels at the nearest
sensitive receiver were estimated to be approximately 60 dBA Leq, which is below the 75 dBA Leq threshold.
Thus, impacts would be less than significant and there is no nexus for the implementation of the mitigation
measures listed in the comment such as only allowing zero-emission vehicles onsite.

As discussed in the revised Noise and Vibration Impact Analysis, included as Appendix B to this Final EIR, at
an average distance of 2,800 feet from the center of the site to the nearest sensitive uses to the west, noise
levels would approach 41.4 dBA Leq during operation of the Proposed Project. The City has a residential
daytime standard of 50 dBA Leq and a nighttime standard of 40 dBA Leq. While this level would exceed the
nighttime standard of 40 dBA Leq, existing ambient noise levels in the project area exceed 53 dBA Leq during
nighttime hours, therefore the Proposed Project operations would not create a perceptible noise increase at
the nearest sensitive receptors. All other receptors would experience lower levels of noise increase and
would therefore remain within the City’s noise standards. Table 5.10-8 of the Draft EIR shows that the
Proposed Project off-site traffic noise level increase would be approximately 1.3 dBA CNEL. Based on the
significance criteria for off-site traffic noise presented in Section 5.10.4 of the Draft EIR, land uses adjacent
to the study area roadway segments would experience less-than-significant noise level impacts due to
Project-related traffic noise levels. Thus, there is no nexus for the implementation of the mitigation measures
listed in the comment such as only allowing zero-emission vehicles onsite and no further response is warranted.

Comment 13.29: The comment states that the increased truck traffic along John S. Gibson Boulevard and
Harry Bridges Boulevard would block police and emergency response vehicles that use those roadways.

Response 13.29: (Also see Response 03.6). This comment does not provide any substantial evidence of a
significant environmental impact not disclosed in the Draft EIR or evidence that the Draft EIR is fundamentally
inadequate. As part of the 2019 amendments to the State CEQA Guidelines, SB 743 directed that the
revised State CEQA Guidelines “shall promote the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, the development
of multimodal transportation networks, and a diversity of land uses” (Pub. Resources Code Section
21099[b][1]); and that “automobile delay, as described solely by level of service or similar measures of
vehicular capacity or traffic congestion, shall not be considered a significant impact on the environment”
(Pub. Resources Code Section 21099[b][2]). As such, pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21099(b)(2),
the Draft EIR is not required to analyze impacts related to traffic congestion as it shall not be considered an
impact on the environment.

Based on the comment, LAHD prepared a queueing analysis, as included in Response O3.1. As discussed in
Response O3.1, a driveway length of approximately 362 feet would be required for peak hour operations.
Since the Proposed Project would provide an onsite queue length of approximately 850 feet, the queue
would not spill onto John S. Gibson Boulevard.
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In regard to emergency access, the driveway is projected to operate at a LOS B and thus queues would be
minimal and would not spill onto John S. Gibson Boulevard (See Response O1.3), and would not worsen
existing emergency vehicle movement. Moreover, the proposed traffic signal at the driveway would have
the following benefits to emergency vehicle movement:

e reduce overall speeds;

e stop John S. Gibson Boulevard vehicles on the red phase thereby improving emergency vehicle

movement; and
e provide traffic gaps to improve and egress to LAPD Harbor Community Police Station.

Comment 13.30: This comment states that container storage yards typically become trash magnets that affect
the aesthetics of the surrounding community. The comment suggests that no trash or graffiti be allowed within
100 feet of the site, and any found must be removed within 24 hours.

Response 13.30: This comment does not provide any substantial evidence of a significant environmental
impact not disclosed in the Draft EIR or evidence that the Draft EIR is fundamentally inadequate. As shown
in Draft Figure 3-4, Existing Site Photos, the Project site is currently littered with trash and debris due to
existing on-site encampments. Implementation of the Proposed Project would clean up the site and upgrade
it with landscaping and vegetation along the street frontage. The Proposed Project would include installation
of a prefabricated guard booth and restroom for use by truck drivers and Proposed Project employees.
Additionally, the Proposed Project would include approximately 316,373 square feet of drought tolerant
ornamental landscaping that would cover approximately 39 percent of the site. As shown in Draft EIR Figures
5.1-1a through 5.1-1d, public views from I-110 and John S. Gibson Boulevard would be altered with
implementation of the Proposed Project. The Proposed Project would include landscaping that would enhance
the existing views of the Proposed Project by including trees, shrubs, and wall-covering vines to enhance the
scenic quality of the Project site from John S. Gibson Boulevard. The chassis temporarily parked at the
Proposed Project would be visible to the public on the I-110. However, the trucks and chassis on site would
be similar to the views of the shipping containers within the POLA. Additionally, the layering of landscaping
between the Proposed Project and the surrounding roadways would provide visual depth and distance
between the roadways and trucks and chassis parked on site, while functioning as a screen to parked trucks
and chassis. Additionally, two employees would be onsite for checking in trucks as well as security, which
would deter graffiti onsite. In addition, the proposed walls would have landscaping covering a majority of
the surface.

Comment 13.31: This comment states that container storage yards are magnets for vectors such as rats,
racoons, possums, and mosquitoes. The comment suggests mitigation including not allowing containers to be
opened at the facility, mosquito traps, removing water puddles, and not cleaning open containers onsite.

Response 13.31: This comment does not provide any substantial evidence of a significant environmental
impact not disclosed in the Draft EIR or evidence that the Draft EIR is fundamentally inadequate. This comment
is no longer applicable as the Proposed Project would not include any container stacking, long-term container
storage, or cleaning of containers. The Proposed Project would implement a Project-specific LID Plan including
BMPs to be used in Project design and operation as required by the City’s LID Ordinance. The Proposed
Project is designed to include on-site structural source control BMPs which consist of 10 capture and use
cisterns and pervious landscaped areas that would be sized to retain and reuse the captured stormwater
volume. In addition, operational source control LID BMPs would be implemented, including but not limited to,
the installation of water-efficient landscape irrigation systems, storm drain system stenciling and signage,
catch basin filtration inserts, and implementation of a trash and waste storage area. This would avoid any
pooling of rain water which could attract vectors to the area.

Comment 13.32: This comment introduces a comment letter from Dr. Tom Willaims of the Citizens Coalition
for a Safe Community on the previous Negative Declaration. This comment states that the Negative
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Declaration was inadequate in its assessment of the Proposed Project’s potential impacts. The comment
further states that the Project description does not provide information regarding cut/fill volumes, grading
details, elevations, as well as the placement of retaining walls, paving, and runoff conveyance.

Response 13.32: This comment does not provide any substantial evidence of a significant environmental
impact not disclosed in the Draft EIR or evidence that the Draft EIR is fundamentally inadequate. A Draft EIR
was prepared for the Proposed Project and was released for public review from November 24, 2024,
through February 4t, 2025. The Draft EIR discussed all the potential environmental impacts from the
Proposed Project consistent with State CEQA Guidelines. Section 3.4.3 Construction, within Chapter 3.0,
Project Description, states that grading of the Proposed Project site would result in approximately 3,433
cubic yards of soil import. In addition, the Air Quality Analysis (Appendix B to the Draft EIR) assumes a soil
export of approximately 500 cubic yards of contaminated soils to a landfill approximately 117 miles from
the Project site. Should the Project be approved, design-level civil engineering plans would be prepared
and reviewed by the appropriate City departments prior to any construction on the Project site.

Comment 13.33: This comment states that the Project site has potential for archeological and paleontological
resources to be discovered during grading activities. The comment further states the Project site is located
within a surface fault zone, and the Negative Declaration failed to evaluate the potential impacts related
to slope instability.

Response 13.33: This comment does not provide any substantial evidence of a significant environmental
impact not disclosed in the Draft EIR or evidence that the Draft EIR is fundamentally inadequate. As described
in Section 5.4, Cultural Resources, an archaeological survey was conducted in March 2023, and a subsurface
investigation was conducted on July 6, 2023. Based on the archaeological and historic records search, field
surveys, and significance testing, the Project site was assessed for archaeological sensitivity and the potential
for the Proposed Project to impact historical or archaeological resources and human remains. Although the
Phase | and Il Cultural Resources Assessment determined that no significant subsurface intact resources exist,
there is a potential for previously unknown archaeological resources to be below the soil surface. The
potential exists that grading of the site could encounter archaeologic deposits not encountered during testing.
Therefore, monitoring during ground-disturbing activities, such as grading or trenching, by a qualified
archaeologist is included as Mitigation Measure CUL-1 to ensure that if buried archaeological deposits are
unearthed, they will be handled in a timely and proper manner. As described in Section 5.6, Geology and
Soils, a paleontological survey was conducted in March 2023. Although unique paleontological resources
are not anticipated to be found within any fossils found on site, Mitigation Measure PAL-1 is included to
require preparation of a Paleontological Resources Impact Mitigation Plan (PRIMP) and that ground
disturbing activities be monitored by a qualified paleontologist to identify, salvage, and recover any
potential paleontological resources, such as significant fossil remains.

Regarding seismic impacts, as discussed in Initial Study Section 4.7 Geology and Soils (included as Appendix
A to the Draft EIR), the Project site is located in a seismically active region with several nearby active faults,
with the nearest being the Palos Verdes Fault Zone. The Proposed Project would construct structures including
retaining walls, and an occupiable prefabricated guard booth and restrooms onsite. However, the retaining
walls and the guard booth and restroom structures and foundations constructed on the site would be designed
and constructed according to the required geotechnical studies and pursuant to the California Building Code
and City of Los Angeles grading requirements. The Geotechnical Investigation for the Project site slope
stability analyses indicated adequate static and seismic factors of safety (Appendix F to the Draft EIR).
While there is a historical landslide located within the central portion of the site, potential impacts related
to landslides would be reduced through the proposed grading, addition of retaining walls, and adherence
to CBC standards and City of Los Angeles grading regulations.

Comment 13.34: The comment states that the Negative Declaration did not properly address the
hydrological impacts of the Proposed Project and did not discuss how the Proposed Project would collect or
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infiltrate water onsite. The comment further requests that all reference documents, grading plans, drawings,
and required mitigation measures be included as appendices for public review and comments. The comment
concludes by stating that the Proposed Project is the initial step of a larger project in order to avoid complete
CEQA review and mitigation implementation. The comment concludes the letter by stating that the Negative
Declaration be withdrawn, and a Mitigated Negative Declaration or EIR should be prepared.

Response 13.34: This comment does not provide any substantial evidence of a significant environmental
impact not disclosed in the Draft EIR or evidence that the Draft EIR is fundamentally inadequate. As discussed
in Initial Study Section 4.10 Hydrology and Water Quality, (included as Appendix A to the Draft EIR), a
SWPPP was prepared and was included as Appendix C to the Initial Study (included as Appendix A to the
Draft EIR). The SWPPP includes temporary non-stormwater BMPs to control sediment from entering non-
stormwater discharges into storm drainage systems and waterways during construction activities. During
operation, the Proposed Project would implement a Project-specific LID Plan including BMPs to be used in
Project design and operation as required by the City’s LID Ordinance. The Proposed Project is designed to
include on-site structural source control BMPs which consist of 10 capture and use cisterns and pervious
landscaped areas that would be sized fo retain and reuse the captured stormwater volume. In addition,
operational source control LID BMPs would be implemented, including but not limited to, the installation of
water-efficient landscape irrigation systems, storm drain system stenciling and signage, catch basin filtration
inserts, and implementation of a trash and waste storage area. With the implementation of the SWPPP and
Water Quality Management Plan, impacts related to stormwater runoff would be less than significant.

Regarding references utilized in the Draft EIR, all referenced documents are either provided as appendices
or are available online through the links included within the document.

Pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15124, the Project Description “should not supply extensive detail
beyond that needed for the evaluation and review of the environmental impact.” The Proposed Project is
thoroughly described within Draft EIR Section 3.0, Project Description. In addition, a Conceptual Site Plan,
Project Renderings, and Slope and Grading Cross Sections are provided as Draft EIR Figures 3-5, 5.1-1a
through 5.1-1d and Initial Study Figures 2-1a through 2-8f (included as Appendix A to the Draft EIR).
Analysis under the Draft EIR have all utilized these same graphics and plans. As such, the level of detail
needed for the evaluation of the Project by the public and decision makers and for the review of the Project’s
environmental impacts is adequate within the Project Description, and extensively detailed figures or plans
are not needed. As demonstrated by Citizens for a Sustainable Treasure Island v. City & County of San
Francisco (2014) 227 CA4th 1036, 1053, the EIR’s description of the Proposed Project should identify the
Project’s main features and other information needed for an analysis of the Project’s environmental impacts.
As long as the requirements set forth in CEQA Guidelines Section 15124 are met, the Project Description
may allow for the flexibility needed to respond to changing conditions that could impact the Project’s final
design. As such, detailed grading plans for all buildings are not required to be included in the Draft EIR’s
Project Description and a general description of the Project and conceptual plans are allowed. As discussed
in Draft EIR Section 3.0, Project Description, grading of the Proposed Project site would result in
approximately 3,433 cubic yards of soil import, which is included in the Projects’ analysis. Should the Project
be approved, design-level civil engineering plans would be prepared and reviewed by the appropriate
City departments prior to any construction on the Project site.

The Project description accurately describes the entire Project, and the comment regarding the Proposed
Project being a phase in a “greater development of the Project site” is based on speculation and not
supported by fact. Section 15204(c) of the State CEQA Guidelines advises that comments should be
accompanied by factual support, stating “[rleviewers should explain the basis for their comments and should
submit data or references offering facts, reasonable assumptions based on facts, or expert opinion
supported by facts in support of the comments. Pursuant to Section 15064, an effect shall not be considered
significant in the absence of substantial evidence.” Where comments provide no facts or other substantial
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evidence to support an assertion, or where comments do not explain why the evidence supporting a conclusion
in the Draft EIR is not substantial evidence, the Final EIR is not required to alter a significance determination
of the Draft EIR.

In regard to providing an EIR or MND with a mitigation monitoring and reporting plan, an EIR was prepared
for the Proposed Project and this Final EIR includes a mitigation monitoring plan and reporting plan within
Section 4.0.

In addition, implementation of a future hotel would not be allowed under the proposed PMP amendment. A
hotel project alternative was discussed in Section 7.0, Alternatives, but was dismissed as it was found to be
infeasible due to existing site conditions. In addition, the introduction of a new project such as a hotel would
be required to be evaluated though CEQA and a new environmental document would be prepared.

Comment 13.35: This comment states that the Negative Declaration is inadequate as no Project plan
drawings are provided. The comment further states that the objectives of the Proposed Project should be
properly defined and supported with evidence. The comment also states that the proposed conditions called
out in the Negative Declaration such as preconstruction surveys, nesting bird surveys, worker environmental
awareness program, the discovery of cultural resources and human remains, implementation of a soil
management plan, and noise barriers should be revised to be requirements using the terms “shall” and “must”
as opposed to conditional language. The comment provides several examples from within the Negative
Declaration where conditions are provided without any support or evidence as to how they would be
implemented.

Response 13.35: This comment does not provide any substantial evidence of a significant environmental
impact not disclosed in the Draft EIR or evidence that the Draft EIR is fundamentally inadequate. A Draft EIR
was prepared for the Proposed Project and was released for public review from November 24, 2024,
through February 4%, 2025. The Draft EIR discusses all the potential environmental impacts from the Proposed
Project consistent with State CEQA Guidelines. Pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15124, the project
description “should not supply extensive detail beyond that needed for the evaluation and review of the
environmental impact.” The Proposed Project is thoroughly described within Draft EIR Section 3.0, Project
Description. In addition, a Conceptual Site Plan, Building Elevations, a Conceptual Landscape Plan, and
Project Renderings are provided as Draft EIR Figures 3-5 and 5.1-1a through 5.1-1d, in Section 3.0, Project
Description and Section 5.1, Aesthetics respectively. Analyses within the Draft EIR have all utilized these same
graphics and plans. As such, the level of detail needed for the evaluation of the Proposed Project by the
public and decision makers and for the review of the Proposed Project’s environmental impacts is adequate
within the Project description, and extensively detailed figures are not needed. The Project description
describes the operations of the Proposed Project as involving a to-be-determined company that would
operate the site as a parking lot for the parking of trucks and loaded and unloaded chassis. The parking lot
would have approximately 393 spaces accommodating chassis with shipping containers up to 40 feet long.
During Proposed Project operations, trucks would travel to and from the Project site to pick up or drop off
chassis, and shipping containers would be “parked” on top of the chassis. The Proposed Project is anticipated
to be used for short-term parking, as chassis and containers are not anticipated to be parked on site for
longer than 24 hours. No fueling, maintenance, or other industrial activity would occur on the Project site.
However, charging for electric on-site equipment would occur during Proposed Project operations. The
Project description also describes that retaining wall structures would be installed on site, which would include
six mechanically stabilized earth (MSE) retaining walls up to approximately 30 feet in height. These walls
would be installed along a portion of the northern property line adjacent to 1-110, within the landscaped
areas west and east of and generally bordering the proposed driveway, and along the southern property
line adjacent to John S. Gibson Boulevard east of the proposed driveway. The retaining walls would be
mostly in the ground, with the tops of the walls being level to the grade of the I-110 freeway, as shown in
Draft EIR Figure 5.1-1a.
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The Project description also accurately describes the existing land use and zoning of the site, stating that the
Proposed Project would require a POLA Master Plan Amendment to change the land use designation from
Open Space to Maritime Support for APNs 7440-016-002, 7440-016-003, and 7412-024-007. APNs
7440-016-001, 7440-016-002, and 7440-016-003 have a City of Los Angeles General Plan designation
of General/Bulk Cargo — Non-Hazardous Industrial and Commercial and are zoned Heavy Industrial [Q]M3-
1VL, and APN 7412-024-007 has a City of Los Angeles General Plan designation of General/Bulk Cargo
— Non-Hazardous Industrial and Commercial and is zoned Light Industrial [Q]JM2-1VL. Regarding Proposed
Project objectives, these are provided on page 1-2 of the Draft EIR.

Regarding references utilized in the Draft EIR, all referenced documents are either provided as appendices
or are available online through the links included within the document. The technical reports that were
mentioned in the comment have been included as appendices to both the Initial Study (included as Appendix
A to the Draft EIR) and to the Draft EIR itself. The Initial Study includes appendices for the Preliminary
Geotechnical Investigation, Phase | ESA, and the SWPPP. The Draft EIR includes appendices for the Air
Quality Impact Analysis, Biological Assessment, Cultural Resources Assessment, Paleontological Resources
Assessment, Geotechnical Investigation, and both Phase | and Phase Il ESAs.

Regarding the proposed conditions within the Negative Declaration, the Draft EIR includes mitigation
measures that would reduce impacts on biological resources, cultural resources, and paleontological
resources. The mitigation measures include language such as “shall” or “must” and are included within Chapter
4, Mitigation Monitoring Reporting Program (MMRP), of this Final EIR, which will ensure that the proposed
mitigation measures are implemented, and compliance monitored. The MMRP includes a section detailing the
timing of the proposed measures, the department responsible for confirming compliance, and an area for
the responsible department(s) to sign and date when the mitigation measure is carried out.

Comment 13.36: This comment states that the Negative Declaration does not include sufficient evidence to
support its conclusions of less-than-significant impacts related to paleontological, cultural, historic, and tribal
resources. The comment requests that the proper evidence including geotechnical and archeological reports
be provided. The comment also requests that a draft lease agreement be provided and that the lease
require the continued use of a container parking lot for at least 10 years or fines imposed.

Response 13.36: This comment does not provide any substantial evidence of a significant environmental
impact not disclosed in the Draft EIR or evidence that the Draft EIR is fundamentally inadequate. As described
in Section 5.4, Cultural Resources, an archaeological survey was conducted in March 2023, and a subsurface
investigation was conducted on July 6, 2023. Based on the archaeological and historic records search, field
surveys, and significance testing, the Project site was assessed for archaeological sensitivity and the potential
for the Proposed Project to impact historical or archaeological resources and human remains. Although the
Phase | and Il Cultural Resources Assessment determined that no significant subsurface intact resources exist,
there is a potential for previously unknown archaeological resources to be below the soil surface. The
potential exists that grading of the site could encounter archaeologic deposits not encountered during testing.
Therefore, monitoring during ground-disturbing activities, such as grading or trenching, by a qualified
archaeologist is included as Mitigation Measure CUL-1 to ensure that if buried archaeological deposits are
unearthed, they will be handled in a timely and proper manner. As described in Section 5.6, Geology and
Soils, a paleontological survey was conducted in March 2023. Although unique paleontological resources
are not anticipated to be found within any fossils found on site, Mitigation Measure PAL-1 is included to
require preparation of a Paleontological Resources Impact Mitigation Plan (PRIMP) and that ground
disturbing activities be monitored by a qualified paleontologist to identify, salvage, and recover any
potential paleontological resources, such as significant fossil remains. As discussed in Section 4.18, Tribal
Cultural Resources, of the Initial Study (Appendix A to the Draft EIR) the LAHD did not receive any requests
for consultation under Assembly Bill 52 from any of the seven tribes traditionally and culturally affiliated
with the Project vicinity. LAHD received a request for information from Gabrielefio Band of Mission Indians
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- Kizh Nation; however, the Tribe did not request additional consultation. A Sacred Lands File search of the
Project site yielded negative results.

Comment 13.37: This comment includes a public records request for the documents related to the Proposed
Project and the permit for the retaining walls. The comment then provides a case law example of a CEQA
document that was overturned for a project in Port. The EIR was overturned as it was found to only analyzed
one phase of a Project that included three total phases.

Response 13.37: This comment does not provide any substantial evidence of a significant environmental
impact not disclosed in the Draft EIR or evidence that the Draft EIR is fundamentally inadequate. All phases
of the Project have been considered and evaluated in the Draft EIR. The commenters’ concerns about the
Project will be provided to the Board of Harbor Commissioners for consideration.

Comment 13.38: This comment includes email communication between the commenter and the Deputy
Executive Director for the POLA regarding implementation of the STAX Emission Capture System and the
Project property related to the Negative Declaration.

Response 13.38: This comment does not provide any substantial evidence of a significant environmental
impact not disclosed in the Draft EIR or evidence that the Draft EIR is fundamentally inadequate. The
commenters’ concerns about the Project will be provided to the Board of Harbor Commissioners for
consideration.

Comment 13.39: This comment includes email communication between the commenter and Chris Cannon of
the POLA regarding the John S. Gibson Negative Declaration and Howard Industrial Partners.

Response 13.39: This comment does not provide any substantial evidence of a significant environmental
impact not disclosed in the Draft EIR or evidence that the Draft EIR is fundamentally inadequate. The
commenters’ concerns about the Project will be provided to the Board of Harbor Commissioners for
consideration.

Comment 13.40: This comment includes a letter written by the commenter to the Board of Harbor
Commissioners regarding the John S. Gibson Project. The letter discusses that the sale of the property was
done in a way to avoid full environmental review as a similar project was already rejected by the community.

Response 13.40: This comment does not provide any substantial evidence of a significant environmental
impact not disclosed in the Draft EIR or evidence that the Draft EIR is fundamentally inadequate. The sale of
the parcels by the POLA is not related to the Proposed Project impact analysis and the sale was not tied to
the proposed truck and chassis parking lot as the Proposed Project was not yet conceptualized. As the sale
of the parcels was to a private entity, the sale was not considered a project under CEQA and a Class 12
Surplus Land Exemption was used for the sale of the Project site. No CEQA review was necessary as there
were no potential direct or indirect impacts to the environment resulting from the sale itself.

Comment 13.41: This comment includes email communication between Howard Industrial Partners and POLA
staff.

Response 13.41: This comment does not provide any substantial evidence of a significant environmental
impact not disclosed in the Draft EIR or evidence that the Draft EIR is fundamentally inadequate. The
commenters’ concerns about the Project will be provided to the Board of Harbor Commissioners for
consideration.

Comment 13.42: This comment provides the City of Los Angeles ordinance which approves the sale of the
property on John S. Gibson Boulevard.
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Response 13.42: This comment does not provide any substantial evidence of a significant environmental
impact not disclosed in the Draft EIR or evidence that the Draft EIR is fundamentally inadequate. The
commenters’ concerns about the Project will be provided to the Board of Harbor Commissioners for
consideration.
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Letter 14-155: Various Residents (53 pages)

February 2, 2025

Port of Los Angeles

Re: John S Gibson Container/Chassis/ Truck Facility

This letter is in opposition to the.Gibson Project. The project proposed to.build & 30-foot copcrete watl, a 50-
foot potential container wall that would block views of the Harbar from the freeway, park 400 truck nightly 4.1
with idling emissions just a few hundred feet from an elementary school, a little league field, dozens of
business and a police station and create a morning traffic nightrnare by adding a truck to the road every 30
second during morning rush hour at one of the San Pedro main freeway entrances.

Currently, every San Pedro Bay port terminal has excess space for trucks and containers. Thelast thing the
community or the port needs is another truck and/or storage facility. There will never be another supply chain
crisis like in the past because beneficial cargo owners (aka BCO of port importers) now all have contingency
plans and are able to.quickly.diverted from the San Pedro Bay. Just tour the port and you will see space
everywhere, Proof of this is a yard on Navy Way that is basically empty; why not make this the area for the 14.2
Gibson Project. There is 100 acres at Pier S that is empty, why not take 18 acres and make that the Gibson
Project. There are at least ahalf dozen other sites within the Port Tidelands more suitable for pert expansion
thanthe City of LA open space on Gibson Ave. This property would he more suitable has a park or cultural
center (like the Native American Cultural Center that the developer originally promised and is not in the
proposed project). | am urging you for the sake of our quality-of-life: KEEP PORT ASSETS ON PORT PROPERTY
and OUT OF THE COMMUNITY!

Signature__/Z.. Weir

Name(Printed)_Aons Yiejes

Address: \5” Lakme M

Wil e Y
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February 2, 2025
Port of Los Angeles
Re: John S Gibson Container/Chassis/ Truck Facility

This letter is in opposition to the Gibson Project. The project proposed to.build a 30-foot concrete wall, a 50-
foot potential container wall that would block views of the Harbor from the freeway, park 400 truck nightly
with idting emissions just a few hundred feet from an elementary school, a little league field, dozens of
husiness and apolic e station andcreate amorning traffic nightmare pyadding atruck to. theroad every 30
second guring morning rush hour at one of the San Pedro main freeway entrances.

Currently, every San Pedro Bay port terminal has excess space for trucks and containers. The last thingthe
community or the port heeds is another truck and/or storage facility. There will never be another supply chain
crisis like in the past because beneficial cargo owners (aka BCO or port importers) now all have contingency
plansand are abte to quickiydiverted fram the SanPedro Bay. Just tour the pert and you will see space
everywhere. Proof of this is a yard on Navy Way that is basically empty; why not make this the area for the
Gibson Project. There is 100 acres at Pier S that is empty, why not take 18 acres and make that the Gibson
Project. There are at least a half dozen other sites within the Port Tidelands more suitable for port expansion
than the City of LA open space on Gibson Ave. This property would be more suitable has a park or cultural
center (like the Native American Cultural Center that the developer originally promised and is not in the
proposed project}, } am urging you for the seke of our quality-of- life: KEEP PORT ASSETS ONPORT PROPERTY
and OUT OF THE COMMUNITY!

siraure ol Mgpi

Name(erintsey Yool aevs

padrose 1518 Lakwo Ag
Wil e 10744
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February 2, 2025
Port of Los Angeles

Re: John S Gibson Container/Chassis/ Truck Facility

This letter is in opposition to the Gibson Project. The project proposed to build a 30-foot concrete wall, a 50-
foot potential container wall that would block views of the Harbor from the freeway, park 400 truck nightly
with idling emissions just a few hundred feet from an elementary school, a little league field, dozens of
business and a police station and create a morning traffic nightmare by adding a truck to the road every 30
second during morning rush hour at one of the San Pedro main freeway entrances.

Currently, every San Pedro Bay port terminal has excess space for trucks and containers. The last thing the
community or the port needs is another truck and/or storage facility. There will never be another supply chain
crisis like in the past because beneficial cargo owners (aka BCO or port importers) now all have contingency
plans and are able to quickly diverted from the San Pedro Bay. Just tour the port and you will see space
everywhere. Proof of this is a yard on Navy Way that is basically empty; why not make this the area for the
Gibson Project. There is 100 acres at Pier S that is empty, why not take 18 acres and make that the Gibson
Project. There are at least a half dozen other sites within the Port Tidelands more suitable for port expansion
than the City of LA open space on Gibson Ave. This property would be more suitable has a park or cultural
center (like the Native American Cultural Center that the developer originally promised and is notin the
proposed project). | am urging you for the sake of our quality-of-life: KEEP PORT ASSETS ON PORT PROPERTY
and QOUT OF THE COMMUNITY!

Signature Aé QE;F Z&‘gg

Name(Printed) /V'QAX‘/ LQ’W’
Emijee of Volanteers 7 Areace

Address: 65"1 ] Eia)gﬁl'a\- fDl @RQO%
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Fetruary 2, 2025

Port of Los Angeles

Re: lohn S Gibson Container/Chassis! Truck Facility < .

This Letter is in opposition to the Gibson Project. The project proposed to build a 30-foot concrete wall, a 50-
foat potential container wall that would block views of the Harbor from the freeway, park 400 truck nightly
with idting emissions just a few hundred feet from an elementary school, a little league field, dozens of
business and apelice station and create a marning traffic nightrnare by adding a truck to:the road every 30
second during morning rush hour at one of the San Pedro main freeway entrances.

Currently, every San Pedro Bay port terminal has excess space for trucks and containers. The last thingthe 151
community or the port needs is another truck and/or storage facility. There will never be another supply chain
crisis like in the past because beneficial cargo owners (aka BCO or port importers) now all have contingency
plans and are abie to quickly diverted frosn the: San Pedro Bay. lust tour the pott and yeu will see space
everywhere. Proof of this is a yard on Navy Way that is basically empty; why not make this the area for the
Gibson Project. There is 100 acres at Pier S that is empty, why not take 18 acres and make that the Gibson
Project. There-are at least a half dozen other sites within the Port Tidelands more suitable for port expansion
than the City of LA open space on Gibson Ave. This property would be more suitable has a park or cultural
center (like the Native American Cultural Center that the developer originally promised and is not in the
proposed project). b amurging you for the sake of ous quality-of-life: KEEP PORE ASSETS. ON PORT PROPERTY
and OUT OF THE COMMUNITY?

N
Signature. /L

NamelPrinted) AY“Q(’\ 3 _( h v I'_t’_t'/\

Address: | ahHvy \?lﬁ L],\j..i‘, ?WW_M .

\NH\\’\(\(’U}“]}{ CCA qo1hy
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February 2, 2025
Port of Los Angeles
Re: John S Gibson Container/Chassis/ Truck Facility

This letter is i opposition te the Gibson Project. The project proposed to buitd a 30-foot concrete wall, a 50-
foot potential container wall that would block views of the Harbor from the freeway, park 400 truck nightly
with idling emissions just a few hundred feet from an elementary school, a little league field, dozens of
business and a police station and create a morning traffic nightmare by adding a truck to the road every 30
second during morning rush hour at one of the San Pedro main freeway entrances.

Currently, every Sam Pedro Bay port terminat has excess space for trucks and containers. The tast thing the
community or the port needs is another truck and/or storage facility. There will never be another supply chain
crisis like in the past because beneficial carge owners (aka BCO or port importers) now all have contingency
plans and are able to.quickly diverted from the San Pedro Bay. Just tour the port and you will see space
everywhere. Proof of this is a yard on Navy Way that is basically empty; why not make this the area for the
Gibson Project. There is 100 acres at Pier S that is empty, why not take 18 acres and make that the Gibson
Project. There are at least & half dozen other sites within the Port Tidelands more suitable for. port expansion
than the City of LA open space on Gibson Ave. This property would be more suitable has a park or cultural
center (like the Native American Cultural Center that the developer originally promised and is not in the
proposed project). | am urging you for the sake of our quality-of-life: KEEP PORT ASSETS ON PORT PROPERTY
and OUT OF THE COMMUNITY!

7/4(%%5% .
Name(Printed)_ér\qleﬂCgv\f_A_

Address: ’%%é-ﬁ\)(a\/w &\
L0 o\

Signature
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February 2, 2025
Port of Los Angeles
Re: John S Gibson Container/Chassis/ Truck Facility

This letter is in opposition to the Gibsen Project. The project proposed to build a 30-foot concrete wall, a 50-
foot potential container wall that would block views of the Harbor from the freeway, park 400 truck nightly
with idling emissions just a few hundred feet from an elementary school, a little league field, dozens of
business and a police station and create a morning traffic nightmare by adding a truck to the road every 30
second during morning rush hour at one of the San Pedro main freeway entrances.

Currently, every San Pedro Bay port terminal has excess space for trucks and containers. The tast thing the
community or the port needs is another truck and/for storage facility. There will never be another supply chain
crisis like in the past because beneficial cargo owners {(aka BCO or port importers) now all have contingency
plans and are able to quickly diverted from the San Pedro Bay. Just tour the port and you will see space
everywhere. Proof of this is a yard on Navy Way that is basically empty; why not make this the area for the
Gibson Project. There is 100 acres at Pier S that is empty, why not take 18 acres and make that the Gibson
Project. There are at least a half dozen other sites within the Port Tidelands more suitable for port expansion
than the City of LA open space on Gibson Ave. This property would be more suitable has a park or cultural
center (like the Native American Cultural Center that the developer originally promised and is not in the
proposed project). | am urging you for the sake of our guality-of-life: KEEP PORT ASSETS ON PORT PROPERTY
and OUT OF THE COMMUNITY!

Signature? ; Vy ;

Name(Printed)@ﬂW %Q{)Qﬁo(
o 139 W &5
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John S. Gibson Truck & Chassis Parking Lot Project

2.0 Response to Comments

Fehruary 2, 2025
Paort of Los Angeles

Re: lohn S Gibsen Container/Chassis/ Truck Facility

This letter is i opposition tethe Gibson Project. The project proposed to buitd & 3@-foot concrete-weall,  50-
foot potential container wall that would block views of the Harbor from the freeway, park 400 truck nightly
with idling emissions just a few hundred feet from an elementary school, a little league field, dozens of
business and a police station and create a morning tratfic nightmare by adding a truck to the road every 30
second during morning rush hour at one of the San Padro main freeway entrances.

Currently, every Sam Padro Bay pertterminal has excess space for trueks and containers. The lastthing the
community or the port needs is another truck and/or storage facility. There will never be another supply chain
crisis like in the past because beneficial cargo owners (aka BCO or port importers) now att have contingency
plans and are able to quickly diverted from the San Pedro Bay. Just tour the port and you will see space
everywhere. Proof of this is a yard on Navy Way that is basically empty; why not make this the area for the
Gibson Project. There is 100 acres at Pier S that is empty, why not take 18 acres and make that the Gibson
Project. There-are atleast a-hatf dozen other sites withim the Port Tidetands mare-suitable far part expansion
than the City of LA open space on Gibson Ave. This property would be more suitable has a park or culturat
center {like the Native American Culturat Genter that the developer originally promised and is notinthe
proposed project). | amurging youl for the sake of our quality-of-life: KEEP PORT ASSETS ON PORT PROPERTY
and QUT OF THE COMMUNITY!

Signature A’LF/?E DO L/E/Vfgﬁs
Name(Printed) ]4 f’ﬁ’é{[ﬂ) \/&l’]ﬁﬁﬂj
Addms:,”b‘g B])ﬂn 74\/6/
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John S. Gibson Truck & Chassis Parking Lot Project

2.0 Response to Comments

February 2, 2625
Port of Los Angeles
Re: John S Gibson Container/Chassis/ Truck Facility

This letter is in opposition to the Gibson Project. The project proposed fo build a 30-foot concrete wall, a 50-
foot potential container wall that would block views of the Harbor from the freeway, park 400 truck nightly
with idling emissions just a few hundred feet from an etementary school, a little league field, dozens of
business and a police station and create a motning traffic nightmare by adding a truck to the road every 30
second during morning rush hour at one of the San Pedro main freeway entrances.

Currently, every San Pedro Bay port terminal has excess space for trucks and containers. The last thing the
community or the port needs is another truck and/or storage facility. There will never be another supply chain
crisis like in the past because beneficial cargo owners {aka BCO or port importers) now all have contingency
plans and are able to quickly diverted from: the San Pedre Bay. Just tour the port and you will see space
everywhere. Proof of this is a yard on Navy Way that is basically empty; why not make this the area for the
Gibson Project. There is 100 acres at Pier S that is empty, why not take 18 acres and make that the Gibson
Project. Thers are at least a half dozen other sites within the Port Tidelands more suitable for port-expansion
than the City of LA open space on Gibson Ave. This property would be more suitable has a park or cultural
center (like the Native American Cultural Center that the developer originally promised and is notin the
proposed project). | am urging you for the seke of our quality-of-life: KEEP PORT ASSEES O PORE PROPERTY
and OUT OF THE COMMUNITY!?

Signature @/Q_W 71/)@/!.@4——'
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John S. Gibson Truck & Chassis Parking Lot Project

2.0 Response to Comments

February 2, 2025

Port of Los Angeles

Re: lohn S Gibson Container/Chassis/ Truck Facitity

This letter is in opposition to the Gibson Project. The project proposed to build a 30-foot concrete wall, a 50-
foot patential container wall that would block views of the Harbor from the freeway, park 400 truck nightly
with idling emissions just a few hundred feet from an elementary school, a little league field, dozens of
business and & potice station and create a morping traffic nightmare by adding a truek to-the road every 3¢
second during morning rush hour at one of the San Pedro main freeway entrances.

Currently, every San Pedro Bay port terminal has excess space for trucks and containers. The last thing the
community or the port needs is another truck and/or storage facility. There will never be another supply chain
crisis like in the past because beneficial cargo owners (aka BCQ or port importers) now alt have contingency
plans: ane are able to quickly diverted from the San Pedro Bay. Just tour the port and youwitl see space
everywhere. Proof of this is a yard on Navy Way thatis basically empty; why not make this the area for the
Gibson Project. There is 100 acres at Pier S that is empty, why not take 18 acres and make that the Gibson
Project. There are at least a half dozen other sites within the Port Tidelands more suitable for port expansion
than the City of LA open space on Gibson Ave. This property would be more suitable has a park or cultural
center {tike the Native American Cultural Center that the developer originally promised and is not in the
proposed project). } am uiging you for the sake of our quatity-of-lite: KEEP PORT ASSETS: ON PORT PROPERTY
and OUT OF THE COMMUNITY!
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John S. Gibson Truck & Chassis Parking Lot Project

2.0 Response to Comments

February 2, 2025
Port of Los Angeles
Re: John S Gibson Container/Chassis/ Truck Facility

This letter is in opposition to the Gibson Project. The project proposed to build a 30-foot concrete wall, a 50-
foot potential container wall that would block views of the Harbor from the freeway, park 400 truck nightly
with idling emissions just a few hundred feet from an elementary school, a little league field, dozens of
business ane & police station and create a morning tratfic nightmare by adding a truck to-the road every 30
second during morning rush hour at one of the San Pedro main freeway entrances.

Currently, every San Pedro Bay port terminal has excess space for trucks and containers. The last thing the
community or the port needs is another truck and/or storage facility. There will never be another suppty chain
crisis like in the past because beneficial cargo owners (aka BCO or port importers) now all have contingency
plzns and are able to guickly diverted from the San Pedro Bay. Just tour the port and you will see space
everywhere. Proof of this is a yard on Navy Way that is basically empty; why not make this the area for the
Gibson Project. There is 100 acres at Pier S that is empty, why not take 18 acres and make that the Gibson
Project. There are at least a half dozen other sites within the Port Tidelands more suitable for pert expansion
than the City of LA open space on Gibson Ave. This property would be more suitable has a park or cultural
center (like the Native American Cuttural Center that the developer originally promised and is notin the
propesed project).  am urging you for the sake of cur quality-of-life: KEEP PORT ASSETS.ON PORT PROPERTY
and QUT OF THE COMMUNITY!

)"dﬂ%{o Sedillo

jS‘fl /\Om’i%
Address: — o
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Signature

Name{Printed}
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John S. Gibson Truck & Chassis Parking Lot Project 2.0 Response to Comments

February 2, 2025
Port of Los Angeles
Re: John S Gibson Container/Chassis/ Truck Facility

This letter is in-oppesktion to-the Gibson Project. The project proposed to build a 30-foot concrete wall, a 50-
foot potential container wall that would block views of the Harbor from the freeway, park 400 truck nightly
with idling emissicons just a few hundred feet from an elementary school, a little league field, dozens of
business and a police station-and create a morning traffic.nightmare by adding a truck to-the road every 30
second during morning rush hour at one of the San Pedro main freeway entrances.

Currently, every San Pedro Bay port terminat has excess space for trucks and containers. The last thing the 13
community or the port needs is another truck and/or storage facility. There will never be another supply chain
crisis like in the past because beneficial cargo owners (aka BCO or port importers) now ait have contingency
plans and are able to quickly diverted from the San Pedro Bay. Just tour the port and you will see space
everywhere. Proof of this is a yard on Navy Way that is basicatly empty; why not make this the area for the
Gibson Project. There is 100 acres at Pier S that is empty, why not take 18 acres and make that the Gibson
Project. There are ot least 2 half dozen other sites within the Port Tidelands more suitable for port expansion
than the City of LA open space on Gibson Ave. This property woutd be more suitable has a park or cultural
center (like the Native American Cultural Center that the developer originally promised and is notin the
proposed project). | am urging you for the sake of our quality-of-life: KEEP PORT ASSETS ON PORT PROPERTY
and OUT OF THE COMMUNITY!

Signaturggjioo (%Eéﬂ)a/

Name(Printed) ] ge Covdovoe

Address: B9 L&KME. bﬁ‘\)e/

Los Angeles Harbor Department 2-221
Final EIR
February 2026



John S. Gibson Truck & Chassis Parking Lot Project 2.0 Response to Comments

February 2, 2025

Part of Las Angeles

Re: lchn 8 Gibson Container/Chassis/ Truck Facility

This tetter is ity opposition tathe Gibson Prject. The project propased to build & 30-foet concretewall, 2.50-
foot potential container wall that would block views of the Harbor from the freeway, park 400 truck nightly
with idling emissions just a few hundred feet from an elementary school, a little league field, dozens of
business and a police station and create a merning traffic nightmare by adding a truck to the road every 30
second during morning rush hour at one of the San Pedro main freeway entrances.

114
Currently, every Sam Pedra Bay part terminak has excess space for trucks and containers. The tast thing the-
community or the pert needs is another truck and/or storage facility. There will never be another supply chain
crisis like in the past because heneficial cargo owners (aka BCO or port importers) now all have contingency
plans and are able to anickly diverted from the San Pedro Bay. Just tour the pert and you will see space
everywhere. Proof of this is a yard on Navy Way that is basically empiy; why not make this the area for the
Gibson Project. There is 100 acres at Pier S that is empty, why/nipt take 18 acres and make that the Gibson
Project. There afe atleast ahalf dazen ather sites within the: Faft Tidelands more suitable for port expansion
than the City of A
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John S. Gibson Truck & Chassis Parking Lot Project 2.0 Response to Comments

February 2, 2025
Port of taos Angeles
Re: Iohn S Gibson Container/Chassis/ Truck Facility

This tetteris itr.opposition to theGibsen Project. Theproject propesed to- buftd 2 30-foet concreta wall, a 80~
foot potential container wall that would block views of the Harbor from the freeway, park 400 truck nightly
with idling emissions just a few hundred feet from an elementary school, a little league field, dozens of
business and a police station and create a morning traffic nightmare by adding a truck to the road every 30
second during morning rush hour at one of the San Pedro main freeway entrances.
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Currently, every Sam Padre Bay parttarminal has excess space for rucks and.containers: Five last thing the:
community or the port needs is another truck and/or storage facility. There will never be another suppty chain
crisis like in the past because beneficial cargo owners {aka BCO or port importers) now all have contingency
plans and are ahle o quickly diverted from the San-Padro Bay. Just tour the port and you will see space
everywhere. Proof of this fs a yard on Navy Way that is basically empty; why not make this the area for the
Gibson Project. There is 100 acres at Pier S that is empty, why not take 18 acres and make that the Gibson
Project. There are ot least ahalf dozen ather sites withim the Port Tidetands mare suitahte for part expansion
than the City of LA open space on Gibson Ave. This property would be more suitable has a park or cultural
center {tike the Native American Cultural Center that the developer originally promised and is not in the
proposed pject). | sm urging you for the sake of pur quality-of-life: KEEP PORTASSETS ON PORT PROPERTY
and QUT CF THE COMMUNITY!

Signature @%(_A,@ /mcb
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John S. Gibson Truck & Chassis Parking Lot Project 2.0 Response to Comments

Port of Los Angeles

Re: John S Gibson Container/Chassis/ Truck Facility

This letter is in opposition to the Gibson Project. The project proposed to build a 30-foot concrete wall, a 50-
foot potential container wall that would block views of the Harbor from the freeway, park 400 truck nightly
with idting emissions just a few hundred feet from an elementary school, a little league field, dozens of
business and a police station and create a morning traffic nightmare by adding a truck to the road every 30
second during morning rush hour at one of the San Pedro main freeway entrances.

Currently, every San Pedro Bay port terminal has excess space for trucks and containers. The last thing the L

community or the port needs is another truck and/or storage facility. There will never be ancther supply chain
crisis like in the past because beneficial cargo owners (aka BCO or port importers) now all have contingency
plans and are able to quickly diverted from the San Pedro Bay. Just tour the port and you will see space
everywhere. Proof of this is a yard on Navy Way that is basically empty; why not make this the area for the
Gipson Proiect. There is 100 acres at Pier S that is empty, why not take 18 acres and make that the Gibson
Project. There are at least a half dozen other sites within the Port Tidelands more suitable for port expansion
than the City of LA open space on Gibson Ave. This property would be more suitable has a park or cultural

t the developer originally promised and is notin the

sake of our yuality-of-life: KEEP PORT ASSETS ON PORT PRCPERTY

center (like the Native American Cultur;

oroposed project). | am urging you for tl

and OUT OF THEGSMMUNITY!
r =

A

Signature

O
S Seagma)

/2] Kebns Mg

Ll (G- 7Y

Name(Printed;

Address:

Los Angeles Harbor Department 2-224
Final EIR
February 2026



John S. Gibson Truck & Chassis Parking Lot Project 2.0 Response to Comments

Port of Los Angeles

Re: John S Gibson Container/Chassis/ Truck Facility

This letter is in opposition to the Gibson Project. The project proposed to build a 30-foot concrete wall, a 50-
foot patential container wall that would btock views of the Harbor from the freeway, park 400 truck nightly
with idling emissions just a few hundred feet from an elementary school, a little league field, dozens of
business and a police station and create a morning traffic nightmare by adding a truck to the road every 30
second during morning rush hour at one of the San Pedro main freeway entrances.

Currently, every San Pedro Bay port terminal has excess space for trucks and containers. The lastthing the nz
community or the port needs is another truck and/or storage facility. There will never be another supply chain
crisis like in the past because beneficial cargo owners {aka BCO or port importers) now all have contingency
plans and are able to quickly diverted from the San Pedra Bay. Just tour the port and you will see space
evervwhere. Proof of this is a yard on Navy Way that is basically empty; why not make this the area for the
Gibson Proiect. There is 100 acres at Pier S that is empty, why not take 18 acres and make that the Gibson
Project. There are at least a half dozen other sites within the Port Tidelands more suitable for port expansion
than the City of LA open space eh Gibson Ave. This property would be more suitable has a park or cultural
senter (like the Native American Gultural Center that the developer originally promised andis notin the
sroposed project). | am urging you for the sake of our quality-of-life; KEEP PORT ASSETS ON PORT PROPERTY
and OUT OF THE COMMUNITY!

Signaturss /[M :Z /M '
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John S. Gibson Truck & Chassis Parking Lot Project 2.0 Response to Comments

Port of Los Angeles

Re: John S Gibson Container/Chassis/ Truck Facility

This tetter is in oppasition to the Gibson Project. The project proposed to build a 30-foot concrete wall, a 50-
foot potential container wall that would block views of the Harbor from the freeway, park 400 truck nightly
with idling emissions just a few hundred fest from an elementary school, a little league field, dozens of
business and a police station and create a morning traffic nightmare by adding a truck to the road every 30
second during morning rush hour at one of the San Pedro main freeway entrances.

Currently, every San Pedro Bay port terminal has excess space for trucks and containers. The last thing the
community or the port needs is another truck and/or storage facility. There will never be another supply chain
crisis like in the past because beneficial cargo owners (aka BCO or port importers) now all have contingency
plans and are able to quickly diverted from the San Pedro Bay. Just tour the port and you will see space
averywhere, Proof of this is a yard on Navy Way that is basically empty; why not make this the area for the
Gibson Proiect. Thers is 100 acres at Pier S that is empty, why not take 18 acres and make that the Gibson
Project. There are at least a half dozen other sites within the Port Tidela nds more suitable for port expansion
1han the City of LA open space on Gibson Ave. This property would be more suitable has a park or cultural
center (like the Native American Cutturat Center that the developer originally promised and is not in the
praposed project). | am urging you for the sake of our guality-of-life: KEEP PORT ASSETS ON PORT PROPERTY
and OUT OF THE COMMUNITY!

S D
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John S. Gibson Truck & Chassis Parking Lot Project

2.0 Response to Comments

February 2, 2025
Port of Los Angeles

Re: John S Gibson Container/Chassis/ Truck Facility

-

This letter isin opposition to the Gibsen Project. The project proposed to build-a 30-fost concrete wall, a 50-
foot potential container wall that would block views of the Harbor from the freeway, park 400 truck nightly
with idling emissions just a few hundred feet from an elementary school, a little league field, dozens of
business and a police station and create a morning traffic nightmare by adding a truck to.the road every 30
second during morning rush hour at one of the San Pedro main freeway entrances.

Currently, every San Pedro Bay port terminal has excess space for trucks and containers. The last thing the
community or the port needs is another truck and/or storage facility. There will never be another supply chain
crisis like in the past because beneficial cargo owners (aka BCO or port importers) now all have contingency
plans and are able to quickly diverted from the San Pedro Bay. Just tour the port and you will see space
everywhere. Proof of this is a yard on Navy Way that is basically empty; why not make this the area for the
Gibson Project. There is 100 acres at Pier S that is empty, why not take 18 acres and make that the Gibson
Project. There are at least a half dozen other siteswithin the Port Tidelands more suitable for port expansion
than the Gity of LA open space on Gibson Ave. This property would be more suitable has a park or cultural
center {like the Native American Cultural Center that the developer originally promised and is not in the
proposed project). | am urging you for the sake of our guality-of-life: KEEP PORT ASSETS ON PORT PRGPERTY
and OUT OF THE COMMUNITY!

Signature "_/{dr,’j_ v, LR O

NamelPrinted). l"v_' ¢

Address; | -
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John S. Gibson Truck & Chassis Parking Lot Project

2.0 Response to Comments

February 2, 2625
Port of Les Angeles
Re: lohn'S Gibson Container/Chassis/ Truck Facility

This letter is in opposition to the Gibson Project. The project proposed to build 2 30-foot concrete wall, a 50-
foot potential container wall that would block views of the Harbor from the freeway, park 400 truck nightly
with idling emissions just a few hundred feet from an elementary school, a little league field, dozens of
business and-a pelice station and create a morning traffic mightmare by adding & tnuck tg the road every 30
second during morning rush hour at one of the San Pedro main freeway entrances.

Currently, every San Pedro Bay port terminal has excess space for trucks and containers. The last thing the
community or the port needs is another truck and/or storage facility. There will never be another supply chain
crisis like in the past because beneficial cargo owners (aka BCO or port importers) now all have contingency
plans amnd are able to quickly diverted from the Sar Pedra Bay. Just tour the part and you will see space
everywhere. Proof of this is a yard on Navy Way that is basically empty; why not make this the area for the
Gibson Project. There is 100 acres at Pier S that is empty, why not take 18 acres and make that the Gibson
Project. There are at least a half.dozen other sites within the Port Tidelands more suitable for.port expansion
than the City of LA open space on Gibson Ave, This property would be more suitable has a park or cultural
center (like the Native American Cultural Center that the developer originally promised and is nat in the
proposed project). Fam.urging you for the sake of our quatity-of-life: KEEP PORT ASSETS.ON PORT PROPERTY
and OUT OF THE COMMUNITY!
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John S. Gibson Truck & Chassis Parking Lot Project 2.0 Response to Comments

Port of Los Angeles

Re: John S Gibson Container/Chassis/ Truck Facility

This letter is in opposition to the Gibson Project. The project proposed to build a 30-foot concrete wall, a 50-
foot potential container wall that woutd block views of the Harbor from the freeway, pari 400 truck nightly
with idling emissions just a few hundred feet from an elementary schoot, a little league field, dozens of
business and a police station and create a morning traffic nightmare by adding a truck to the road every 30
second during morning rush hour at one of the San Pedro main freeway entrances.

Currently, every San Pedro Bay port terminal has excess space for trucks and containers. The lastthingthe
community or the port needs is another truck and/or storage facility. There will never be another supply chain
crisis like in the past because beneficial cargo owners (aka BCO or port importers) now all have contingency
plans and are able to quickly diverted from the San Pedro Bay. Just tour the port and you will see space
everywhere. Proof of this is a yard on Navy Way that is basically empty; why not make this the area for the
Gibson Project. There is 100 acres at Pier S that is empty, why not take 18 acres and make that the Gibson
Project. There are st least a half dozen other sites within the Port Tidelands more suitabie for port expansion
than the City of LA open space on Gibson Ave, This property would be more suitable has a park or cultural
center (like the Native American Cuitural Center that the developer originally promised and isnotinthe
proposed project). | am urging you for the sake of our quality-of-life; KEEP PORT ASSETS ON PORT PROPERTY
and OUT OF THE COMMUNITY!

") 1/2%@,
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John S. Gibson Truck & Chassis Parking Lot Project 2.0 Response to Comments

February 2, 2025
Port of Los Angeles

Re: Jochn S Gibson Container/Chassis/ Truck Facility

This letter is in opposition to the Gibson Project. The project proposed to build a 30-foot concrete wall, a 50-
foot potential container wall that would block views of the Harbor from the freeway, park 400 truck nightly
with idling emissions just a few hundred feet from an elementary school, a little league field, dozens of
business and a police station and create a morning traffic nightmare by adding a truck to the road every 30
second during morning rush hour at one of the San Pedro main freeway entrances.

Currently, every San Pedro Bay port terminal has excess space for trucks and containers. The last thing the 122

community or the port heeds is another truck and/or storage facility. There will never be another supply chain
crisis like in the past because beneficial cargo owners (aka BCO or portimporters) now all have contingency
plans and are able to quickly diverted from the San Pedro Bay. Just tour the port and you will see space
everywhere. Proof of this is a yard on Navy Way that is basically empty; why not make this the area for the
Gibson Project. There is 100 acres at Pier § that is empty, why not take 18 acres and make that the Gibson
Project. There are at least a half dozen other sites within the Port Tidelands more suitable for port expansion
than the City of LA open space on Gibson Ave. This property would be more suitable has a park or cultural
center (like the Native American Cultural Center that the developer originally promised and is not in the
proposed project). | am urging you for the sake of our guality-of-life: KEEP PORT ASSETS ON PCRT PROPERTY
and OUT OF THE COMMUNITY!

Signature W @N,mf\\

Name(Printed) VV\N\C’\\J&(QPQ" Q,Mw
' A

Address: LPD(Q ) Dﬂ %‘_

YSLN

Los Angeles Harbor Department 2-230
Final EIR
February 2026



John S. Gibson Truck & Chassis Parking Lot Project 2.0 Response to Comments

February 2, 2025
Port of Los Angeles

Re: John S Gibson Container/Chassis/ Truck Facility

This letter is in opposition to the Gibson Project. The project proposed to build a 30-foot concrete wall, a 50-
foot potential container wall that would block views of the Harbor from the freeway, park 400 truck nightly
with idling emissions just a few hundred feet from an elementary schoal, a little league field, dozens of
business and a police station and create a morning traffic nightmare by adding a truck to the read every 30
second during morning rush hour at one of the San Pedro main freeway entrances.

Currently, every San Pedro Bay port terminal has excess space for trucks and containers. The last thing the 123

community or the port needs is another truck and/or sterage facility. There will never be another supply chain
crisis like in the past because beneficial cargo owners (aka BCO or port importers) now all have contingency
plans and are able to quickly diverted from the San Pedro Bay. Just tour the port and you will see space
everywhere. Proof of this is a yard on Navy Way that is basically empty; why not make this the area for the
Gibson Project. There is 100 acres at Pier S that is empty, why not take 18 acres and make that the Gibson
Project. There are at least a half dozen other sites within the Port Tidelands more suitable for port expansion
than the City of LA open space on Gibson Ave. This property would be more suitable has a park or cultural
center (like the Native American Cultural Center that the developer originally promised and is not in the
proposed project). | am urging you for the sake of our quality-of-life: KEEP PORT ASSETS ON PORT PROPERTY
and OUT QF THE COMMUNITY!
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John S. Gibson Truck & Chassis Parking Lot Project 2.0 Response to Comments

February 2, 2025
Port of Los Angeles

Re: John S Gibson Container/Chassis/ Truck Facility

This letter is in opposition to the Gibson Project. The project proposed to build a 30-foot concrete wall, a 50-
foot potential container wall that would block views of the Harbor from the freeway, park 400 truck nightly
with idling emissions just a few hundred teet from an elementary school, a little league fietd, dozens of
business and a police station and create a morning traffic nightmare by adding a truck to the road every 30
second during morning rush hour at one of the San Pedro main freeway entrances.
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Currently, every San Pedro Bay port terminal has excess space for trucks and containers. The last thing the
community or the port needs is another truck and/or storage facility. There will never be another supply chain
crisis like in the past because beneficial cargo owners (aka BCO or portimporters) now all have contingency
plans and are able to quickly diverted from the San Pedro Bay. Just tour the port and you will see space
everywhere. Proof of this is a yard on Navy Way that is basically empty; why not make this the area for the
Gibson Project. There is 100 acres at Pier S that is empty, why not take 18 acres and make that the Gibson
Project. There are at least a half dozen other sites within the Port Tidelands more suitable for port expansion
than the Gity of LA open space on Gibson Ave, This property would be more suitable has a park or cuttural
center (like the Native American Cultural Center that the developer originally promised and is notin the
proposed project). | am urging you for the sake of our quality-of-life: KEEP PORT ASSETS ON PORT PRCPERTY
1
and OUT OF THE COﬁQQUNITY.
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John S. Gibson Truck & Chassis Parking Lot Project

2.0 Response to Comments

February 2, 2025
Port of Los Angeles
Re: lohn S Gibson Container/Chassis/ Truck Facility

This letter is in.opposition to the Gibson Project. The project proposed to build a 30-foot concrete wall, a 50-
foot potential container wall that would block views of the Harbor from the freeway, park 400 truck nightly
with idling emissions just a few hundred feet from an elementary school, a little league field, dozens of
business and & police station and create a morning traffic nightmare by adding a truck to the foad every 30
second during morning rush hour at one of the San Pedro main freeway entrances.

Currently, every San Pedro Bay port terminal has excess space for trucks and containers. The last thing the
community or the port needs is another truck and/or storage facility. There will never be another supply chain
crisis like in the past because beneficial cargo owners (aka BCQ or port importers) now all have contingency
plans and are able to quickly diverted from the San Pedro Bay. Just tour the port and you will see space
everywhere. Proof of this is a yard on Navy Way that is basicatly empty; why not make this the area for the
Gibson Project. There is 100 acres at Pier S that is empty, why not take 18 acres and make that the Gibson
Project. There are at least a half dozen other sites within the Port Tidelands more suitable for port expansion
than the City of LA open space on Gibsan Ave. This property would be more suitable has a park or cultural
center (like the Native American Cultural Center that the developer originally promised and is notin the
proposed project). | amurging you for the sake of our quality-of-lite: KEEP PORT ASSETS ON PORT PROPERTY
and OUT OF THE COMMUNITY!
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John S. Gibson Truck & Chassis Parking Lot Project 2.0 Response to Comments

Port of Los Angeles

Re: John S Gibson Container/Chassis/ Truck Facility

This letter is in opposition to the Gibson Project. The project proposed to build a 30-foot concrete wall, a 50-
foot potential container walt that would block views of the Harbor from the freeway, park 400 truck nightly
with idling emissions just a few hundred feet from an elementary school, a littie league field, dozens of
business and a police station and create a morning traffic nightmare by adding a truck to the road every 30
second during morning rush hour at one of the San Pedro main freeway entrances.

Currently, every San Pedro Bay port terminal has excess space for trucks and containers. The last thing the 126
community or the port needs is another truck and/or storage facility. There will never be another supply chain
crisis like in the past because beneficial cargo owners (aka BCO or port importers) now all have contingency
plans and are able to quickly diverted from the San Pedro Bay. Just tour the portand you will see space
sverywhere. Proof of this is a yard on Navy Way that is basically empty; why not make this the area for the
Gibson Project. There is 100 acres at Pier S that is empty, why not take 18 acres and make that the Gibson
Project. There are at least a hatf dozen other sites within the Port Tidelands more suitable for port expansion
than the City of LA open space an Gibson Ave. This property would be more suitable has a park or cuttural
senter (lika the Native American Cultural Center that the developer originally promised and is notinthe
oroposed project). | am urging you for the sake of our quality-of-life: KEEP PORT ASSETS ON PORT PROPERTY
and OUT OF THE COMMUNITY!
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John S. Gibson Truck & Chassis Parking Lot Project 2.0 Response to Comments

Port of Los Angeles

Re: John S Gibson Container/Chassis/ Truck Facility

This letter is in oppaosition to the Gibson Project. The project proposed to build a 30-foot concrete wall, a 50-
foot potential container wall that would block views of the Harbor from the freeway, park 400 truck nightly
with idling emissions just a few hundred feet from an elementary school, a little league field, dozens of
business and a police station and create a morning traffic nightmare by adding a truck to the road every 30
second during morning rush hour at one of the San Pedro main freeway entrances.

Currently, every San Pedro Bay port terminal has excess space for trucks and containers. The last thing the 127

community of the port needs is another truck and/or storage facility. There will never be another supply chain
crisis like in the past bacause beneficial cargo owners (aka BCO or port importers) now all have contingency
plans and are able to quickly diverted from the San Pedro Bay. Just tour the part and you will see space
sverywhere. Proof of this is a yard on Navy Way that is basically empty; why not make this the area for the
Sibson Proiect. There is 100 acres at Pier S that is empty, why not take 18 acres and make that the Gibson
Project. There are at least a half dozen other sites within the Port Tidelands more suitable for port expansion
han the City of LA open space on Gibson Ave. This property would be more suitable has a park or culturai
senter (like the Native American Cultural Center that the developer originally promised andis not in the
oroposed project). | am urging you for the sake of our quality-of-life: KEEP PORT ASSETS ON PORT PROPERTY
and OUT OF THE COMMUNITY!
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John S. Gibson Truck & Chassis Parking Lot Project

2.0 Response to Comments

February 2, 2025
Port of Los Angeles

Re: John S Gibson Container/Chassis/ Truck Facility

This Letter is in opposition to the Gibson Project. The project proposed to build a 30-foot concrete wall, a 50-
foot potential container wall that would block views of the Harbor from the freeway, park 400 truck nightly
with idling emissions just a few hundred feet from an elementary school, a little league field, dozens of
business and a police station and create a morning traffic nightmare by adding a truck to the road every 30
second during morning rush hour at one of the San Pedro main freeway entrances.

Currently, every San Pedro Bay port terminal has excess space for trucks and containers. The last thing the
community or the port needs is anather truck and/or storage facility. There will never be another supply chain
crisis like in the past because beneficial cargo owners {aka BCQ or port importers) now all have contingency
plans and are able to quickly diverted from the San Pedro Bay. Just tour the port and you will see space -
everywhere. Proof of this is a yard on Navy Way that is basically empty; why not make this the area for the
Gibson Project. There is 100 acres at Pier S that is empty, why not take 18 acres and make that the Gibson
Project. There are at least a half dozen other sites within the Port Tidelands more suitable for port expansion
than the City of LA open space on Gibson Ave. This property would be more suitable has a park or cultural
center (like the Native American Cultural Genter that the developer originally promised and is nat in the
proposed project). } am uiging you for the sake of our guality-of-life: KEEP PORT ASSETS ON PORT PROPERFY
and OUT OF THE COMMUNITY!
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John S. Gibson Truck & Chassis Parking Lot Project

2.0 Response to Comments

February 2, 2025
Port of Los Angeles

Re: John S Gibson Container/Chassis/ Truck Facility

This tetter is in opposition to the Gibson Project. The project proposed to build 2 30-foot concrete wall, a 50-
foot potential container wall that would block views of the Harbor from the freeway, park 400 truck nightly
with idling emissions just a few hundred feet from an etementary school, a little ieague field, dozens of
business and a police station and create a morning traffic nightmare by adding a truck to the road every 30
second during morning rush hour at one of the San Pedro main freeway entrances.

Currently, every San Pedro Bay port terminal has excess space for trucks and containers. The last thing the
community or the port needs is another truck and/or storage facility. There will never be another supply chain
crisis like in the past because beneficial cargo owners {aka BCO or port importers) now all have contingency
plans and are able to quickly diverted from the San Pedro Bay. Just tour the port and you will see space
everywhere. Proof of this is a yard on Navy Way that is basically empty; why not make this the area for the
Gibson Project. There is 100 acres at Pier S that is empty, why not take 18 acres and make that the Gibson
Project. There are at least a half dozen ether sites within the Port Tidetands mere suitable for port exnpansion
than the City of LA open space on Gibson Ave. This property woutd be more suitable has a park or culturat
center (like the Native American Cultural Center that the developer originally promised and is not in the
proposed project). | am urging you for the sake of fty-of-life: KEEP PORT ASSETS ON PORT PROPERTY

and OUT OF THE COMMUNITY!
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John S. Gibson Truck & Chassis Parking Lot Project

2.0 Response to Comments

February 2, 2025
Port of Los Angeles

Re: John S Gibson Container/Chassis/ Truck Facility

This letter is i opposition to the Gibson Project. The project proposed to bulie a 30-foot concrete wall, 2 50-
foot potential container wall that would block views of the Harbor from the freeway, park 400 truck nightly
with idling emissions just a few hundred feet from an elementary school, a little league field, dozens of
business and a police station and create a morning traffic nightmare by adding a truck to the road every 30
second during morning rush hour at one of the San Pedro main freeway entrances.

Cutrently, every San Pedro Bay port tesminal bas excess space for tiucks and containers. The tast thing the
community or the port needs is another truck and/or storage facility. There will never be another supply chain
crisis like in the past because beneficial cargo owners (aka BCO or port importers) now all have contingency
plans and are able to quickly diverted from the San Pedro Bay. Just tour the port and you will see space
everywhere. Proof of this is a yard on Navy Way that is basically empty; why not make this the area for the
Gibson Project. There is 100 acres at Pier S that is empty, why not take 18 acres and make that the Gibson
Project Thete are at least a balf dozen other sites within the Port Tidelands more suitable for port expansion
than the City of LA open space on Gibson Ave. This property would be more suitable has a park or cultural
center (like the Native American Culturat Center that the developer originally promised and is not in the
proposed project). | am urging you for the sake of.our quality-of-life: KEEP PORT ASSETS ON PORT PROPERTY
and OUT OF THE COMMUNITY!
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John S. Gibson Truck & Chassis Parking Lot Project 2.0 Response to Comments

February 2, 2025
Port of Los Angeles

Re: lohn S Gibson Cantainer/Chassis/ Truck Facility

This letter is in opposition to the Gibson Project. The project proposed to build a 30-foot concrete wall, a 50-
foot potential container wall that would block views of the Harbor from the freeway, park 400 truck nightly
with idling emissions just a few hundred feet from an etementary school, a little league field, dozens of
business and a police station and create a moening traffic nightmare by adding a truck to-the road every 30
second during morning rush hour at one of the San Pedro main freeway entrances.

131
Currently, every San Pedro Bay port terminal has excess space for trucks and containers. The last thing the

community or the port needs is another truck and/or storage facility. There will never be another supply chain
crisis like in the past because beneficial cargo owners {aka BCO or port importers) now all have contingency
plans and are able to quickly diverted from the San Pedro Bay. Just tour the pott and you will see space
everywhere. Proof of this is a yard on Navy Way that is basically empty; why not make this the area for the
Gibson Project. There is 100 acres at Pier S that is empty, why not take 18 acres and make that the Gibson
Project. There ate at least a half dozen other sites within the Port Tidelands-more suitable for port expansion
than the City of LA open space on Gibson Ave. This property would be more suitable has a park or culturai
center {tike the Native American Cultural Center that the developer originally promised and is notin the
proposed project). basm urging yout for the sake of our quality-of-life: KEEP PORT ASSETS ON PORT PROPERTY
and OUT OF THE COMMUNITY!
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John S. Gibson Truck & Chassis Parking Lot Project

2.0 Response to Comments

February 2, 2025
Port of Los Angeles

Re: John S Gibson Container/Chassis/ Truck Facility

This tetter is i opposition to the Gibson Project. The project proposed to buitd a 30-foot concrete walt, a 50-
foot potential container wall that would block views of the Harbar from the freeway, park 400 truck nightly
with idling emissions just a few hundred feet from an elementary school, a little league field, dozens of
business and a police station and create a morning traffic nightmare by adding a truck to the road every 30
second during morning rush hour at one of the San Pedro main freeway entrances.

Currently, every San Pedro Bay port terminat has excess space fof tiucks and containers. Fhe last thing the
community or the port needs is another truck and/or storage facility. There will never he another supply chain
crisis like in the past because beneficial cargo owners (aka BCO or port importers) now all have contingency
plans and are able to quickly diverted from the San Pedro Bay. Just tour the port and you will see space
everywhere. Proof of this is a yard on Navy Way that is basically empty; why not make this the area for the
Gibson Project. There is 100 acres at Pier S that is empty, why not take 18 acres and make that the Gibson
Project. There are at teast a half dozen other sites within the Port Tidelands mere suitable for pott expansion
than the City of LA open space on Gibson Ave. This property would be more suitable has a park or cultural
center (like the Native American Cultural Center that the developer originally promised and is not in the
proposed project). | am.urging you for the sake-of our quality-of-life: KEEP PORT ASSETS ON PCRT PROPERTY
and OUT OF THE COMMUNITY!
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John S. Gibson Truck & Chassis Parking Lot Project 2.0 Response to Comments

Fabruary 2, 2025
Portof Los Angeles
Re: John S Gibson Container/Chassis/ Truck Facility

This latter is it apposition te the Gibsen Project. The project preposed ter bulch& 30-fnet canerete walk, 2 50~
foot potential container wall that would block views of the Harbor from the freeway, park 400 truck nightly
with idling emissions just a few hundred feet from an elementary school, a little league field, dozens of
business and a-police stationand create a morning traffic-nightmare by adding a truck to the read every 30
second during morning rush hour at one of the San Pedro main freeway entrances.

; . 133
Currently, every San-Pedro Bay peort terminal has excess space for rucks and cantainers. Thetast thingthe

community or the port needs is another truck and/or storage facility. There will never be another supply chain
crisis like in the past because beneficial cargo owners {aka BCO or port importers) now alt have contingency
plans.and are able to quickly diverted from the San Pedro Bay. just tour the port and you wil{ see space
everywhere. Proof of thisis a yard on Navy Way that is basically empty; why not make this the area for the
Gibson Project. There is 100 acres at Pier S that is empty, why not take 18 acres and make that the Gibson
Project. There are at least a half dozen other sites within the Part Tidelands mare-suitable-far port expansion:
than the City of LA open space on Gibson Ave. This property would be more suitable has a park or cultural
center (like the Native American Cuttural Center that the developer originally promised and is not in the
propesed project). | am urging you for the sake of our quality-of-life: KEEP PORT ASSETS ON PORT PROPERTY
and OUT OF THE COMMUNITY!
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John S. Gibson Truck & Chassis Parking Lot Project 2.0 Response to Comments

February 2, 2025
Port of Los Angeles

Re: John S Gibson Container/Chassis/ Truck Facility

This letter is in opposition te the Gibson Project. The project proposed te buile a 30-foot concrete weatl, 2 50-
foot potential container wall that would block views of the Harbor from the freeway, park 400 truck nightly
with idling emissions just a few hundred feet from an elementary school, a little league field, dozens of
business and a police station and create a morning traffic nightrnare by adding a truck to the road every 30
second during morning rush hour at one of the San Pedro main freeway entrances.

Currently, svery San Pedro Bay port terminal has excess space for tiuecks and containers. The last thingthe 134
community or the port needs is another truck and/or storage facility. There will never be another supply chain
crisis like in the past because beneficial cargo owners (aka BCO or portimporters} now all have contingency
plans and are able to quickly diverted from the San Pedro Bay. Just tour the portand you will see space
everywhere. Procf of this is a yard on Navy Way that is basically empty; why not make this the area for the
Gibson Project. There is 100 acres at Pier S that is empty, why not take 18 acres and make that the Gibson
Project. There are at least a half dozen other sites within the Port Tidetands more suitable for port expansion
than the City of LA open space on Gibson Ave. This property would be more suitable has a park or cultural
center (like the Native American Cultural Center that the developer originally promised and is not in the
proposed project}. | am urging you for the sake of our quality-of-life: KEEP PQRT ASSETS ON PORT PROPERTY
and OUT OF THE COMMUNITY!
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John S. Gibson Truck & Chassis Parking Lot Project 2.0 Response to Comments

February 2, 2025

Port of Los Angeles

Re: Johr S Gibson Container/Chassis/ Truck Facility

This letter is in opposition to the Gibson Project. The project proposed to build a 30-foot concrete wall, a 50-
foot potential container wall that would block views of the Harbor from the freeway, park 400 truck nightly
with idling emissions just a few hundred feet from an elementary school, a littte league field, dozens of
business and a police station and create a morning traffic nightmare by adding a truck to the road every 30
second during morning rush hour at one of the San Pedro main freeway entrances.

Currently, every San Pedro Bay port terminal has excess space for trucks and containers. The last thing the
community or the port needs is anather truck and/or storage facility. There will never be another supply chain 135
crisis like in the past because beneficial cargo owners {aka BCO or port importers} now all have contingency
plans and are able to quickly diverted from the San Pedro Bay. Just tour the port and youwilt see space
everywhere. Proof of this is a yard on Navy Way that is basically empty; why not make this the area for the
Gibson Project. There is 100 acres at Pier S that is empty, why not take 18 acres and make that the Gibson
Project. There are at least a half dozen other sites within the Port Tidelands more suitable for port-expansion
than the City of LA open space on Gibson Ave. This property would be more suitable has a park or cultural
center (like the Native American Cultural Center that the developer originally promised and is not in the
proposed project). | am wiging you for the sake of our quality-of-life: KEEP PORT ASSETS ON PORT PROPERTY
and OUT OF THE COMMUNITY!
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John S. Gibson Truck & Chassis Parking Lot Project 2.0 Response to Comments

Port of Los Angeles

Re: John S Gibson Container/Chassis/ Truck Facility

This letter is in oppositicn to the Gibsch Project. The project proposed to build a 30-foot concrete wall, a 50-
foot potential container wall that would block views of the Harbor from the freeway, park 400 truck nightly
with idling emissions just a few hundred feet from an elementary school, a little league field, dozens of
business and a police station and create a morning traffic nightmare by adding a truck to the road every 30
second during morning rush hour at one of the San Pedro main freeway entrances.

Currently, every San Pedro Bay port terminal has excess space for trucks and containers. The last thingthe 136
community or the port needs is another truck and/or storage facility. There will never be another supply chain
crisis like in the past because beneficial cargo owners (aka BCQ or port importers) now all have contingency
plans and are able to quickly diverted from the San Pedro Bay. Just tour the port and you will see space
everywhere. Proof of this is a yard on Navy Way that is basically empty; why not make this the area for the
Gibson Proiect. Thera is 100 acres at Pier S that is empty, why not take 18 acres and make that the Gibson
Project. There are at least a half dozen other sites within the Port Tidelands more suitable for port expansion
than the ity of LA open space on Gibson Ave. This property would be more suitable has a park or cultural
senter (like the Native American Cultural Center that the developer originally promised and is not in the
proposed project). | am urging you for the sake of our quality-of-life: KEEP PORT ASSETS ON PORT PROPERTY
and CUT OF THE COMMUNITY!
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John S. Gibson Truck & Chassis Parking Lot Project 2.0 Response to Comments

Port of Los Angsles

Re: John S Gibson Container/Chassis/ Truck Facility

This letter is in opposition to the Gibson Project. The project proposed to build a 30-foot concrete wall, a 50-
foot potential container wall that woutd block views of the Harbor from the freeway, park 400 truck nightly
with idling emissions just a few hundred feet from an elementary school, a little league field, dozens of
business and a police station and create a morning traffic nightmare by adding a truck to the road every 30
second during morning rush hour at one of the San Pedro main freeway entrances.

Currently, every San Pedro Bay port terminal has excess space for trucks and containers. The last thing the 137

community or the port needs is another truck and/or storage facility. There witl never be ancther supply chain
crisis like in the past because beneficial cargo owners (aka BCO or port importers) now all have contingency
plans and are able to quickly diverted from the San Pedro Bay. Just tour the port and you will see space
everywhere. Proof of this is a yard on Navy Way that is basically empty; why not make this the area for the
Gibson Project. There is 100 acres at Pier S that is empty, why not take 18 acres and make that the Gibson
Project. There are at least a half dozen other sites within the Port Tidelands more suitable for port expansion
than the City of LA open space on Gibson Ave. This property would be more suitable has a park or cultural
center (like the Native American Cultural Center that the developer originally promised and is not in the
oroposed project). | am urging you for the sake of our quality-of-life: KEEP PORT ASSETS CN PORT PRGPERTY
and OUT OF THE COMMUNITY!
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John S. Gibson Truck & Chassis Parking Lot Project 2.0 Response to Comments

Port of Los Angeles

Re: John S Gibson Container/Chassis/ Truck Facitity

This letter is in opposition to the Gibson Project. The project proposed to buitd a 30-foot concrete wall, & 50-
foot patential container wall that would block views of the Harbor from the freeway, park 400 truck nightly
with idling emissions just a few hundred feet from an elementary school, a little league field, dozens of
business and a police station and create a morning traffic nightmare by adding a truck to the road every 30
second during morning rush hour at one of the San Pedro main freeway entrances.

Currently, every San Pedro Bay port terminal has excess space for trucks and containers. The last thing the 138
community or the port needs is another truck and/or storage facility. There will never be another supply chain
crisis like in the past because beneficial cargo owners (aka BCO or port importers) now all have contingency
plans and are able to quickly diverted from the San Pedro Bay. Just tour the port and you will see space
averywhere. Proof of this is a yard on Navy Way that is basically empty; why not make this the area for the
Gibson Prolect. There is 100 acres at Pier S that is empty, why not take 18 acres and make that the Gibson
Project. There are at least a half dozen other sites within the Port Tidelands more suitable for port expansion
than the City of LA open space on Gibson Ave, This property would be more suitable has a park or cultural
senter (like the Native American Cultural Center that the developer originally promised and is not in the
aroposed project}. | am\urging you for the sake of our quality-of-life: KEEP PORT ASSETS GN PORT PROPERTY
and OUT OF THE COMMUNITY!
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John S. Gibson Truck & Chassis Parking Lot Project 2.0 Response to Comments

Port of Los Angeles

Re: John S Gibson Container/Chassis/ Truck Facility

This letter is in opposition to the Gibson Project. The project proposed to build a 30-foot concrete wall, a 50-
foot potential container wall that would block views of the Harbor from the freeway, park 400 truck nightly
with idling emissions just a few hundred feet from an elementary school, a little league field, dozens of
business and a police station and create a morning traffic nightmare by adding a truck to the road every 30
second during morning rush hour at one of the San Pedro main freeway entrances.

Currently, every San Pedro Bay port terminal has excess space for trucks and containers. The last thing the 139

community or the port needs is another truck and/or storage facility. There will never be another supply chain
crisis like in the past because beneficial cargo owners (aka BCO or port importers) now all have contingency
plans and are able to quickly diverted from the San Pedro Bay. Just tour the port and you will see space
everywhere. Proof of this is a yard on Navy Way that is basically empty; why not make this the area for the
Gibson Proiect. There is 100 acres at Pier S that is empty, why not take 18 acres and make that the Gibson
Project. There are at least a half dozen other sites within the Port Tidelands more suitable for port expansion
ihan the Citv of LA open space on Gibson Ave. This property would be more suitable has a park or culturat
senter (like the Native American Cultural Genter that the developer originally promised and is not in the
proposed project). | am urging you for the sake of our quality-of-life: KEEP PORT ASSETS ON PORT PROPERTY
and OUT OF THE COMMUNITY!
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John S. Gibson Truck & Chassis Parking Lot Project

2.0 Response to Comments

Port of Los Angeles

Re: John S Gibson Container/Chassis/ Truck Facility

This letter is in opposition to the Gibsoh Project. The project proposed to build a 30-foot concrete wall, a 50-
foot potential container wall that would btock views of the Harbor from the freeway, park 400 truck nightly
with idling emissions just a few hundred feet from an elementary school, a little league field, dozens of
business and a police station and create 8 morning traffic nightmare by adding a truck to the road every 30
second during morning rush hour at one of the San Pedro main freeway entrances.

Gurrently, every San Pedro Bay port terminal has excess space for trucks and containers. The last thing the
community or the port needs is another truck and/or storage facility. There will never be another supply chain
crisis like in the past because beneficial cargo owners (aka BCO or port importers) now all have contingency
plans and are abte to quickly diverted from the San Pedro Bay. Just tour the port and you will see space
avervwhere. Proof of this is a yard on Navy Way that is basically empty; why not make this the area for the
sibson Proiect. There is 100 acres at Pier S that is empty, why not take 18 acres and make that the Gibson
Project. There are at least a half dozen other sites within the Port Tidelands more suitable for port expansion
than the City of LA open space on Gibson Ave. This property would be more suitabte has a park or cultural
senter (like the Native American Cultural Center that the developer originally promised and is net in the
proposed project). | am urging you for the sake of our quality-of-life: KEEP PORT ASSETS ON PORT PROPERTY
and OUT OF THE COMMUNITY!
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John S. Gibson Truck & Chassis Parking Lot Project

2.0 Response to Comments

Port of Los Angeles

Re: John S Gibson Container/Chassis/ Truck Fagcility

This letter is in opposition to the Gibsoh Project. The project proposed to build a 30-foot concrete wall, a 50-
foot potential container wall that would block views of the Harbor from the freeway, park 400 truck nightly
with idling emissions just a few hundred feet from an elementary school, a little league field, dozens of
business and a police station and create a morning traffic nightmare by adding a truck to the road every 30
second during morning rush hour at one of the San Pedro main freeway entrances.

Currently, every San Pedro Bay port terminat has excess space for trucks and containers. The last thing the
community or the port needs is another truck and/or storage facility. There will never be another supply chain
crisis like in the past because beneficial cargo owners (aka BCO or port importers) now all have contingency
plans and are able to quickly diverted from the San Pedro Bay. Just tour the port and you will see space
everywhere. Proof of this is a yard on Navy Way that is basically empty; why not make this the area for the
Gibson Project. There is 100 acres at Pier S that is empty, why not take 18 acres and make that the Gibson
Project. There are at least a half dozen other sites within the Port Tidelands more suitable for port expansion
than the City of LA open space on Gibson Ave. This property would be more suitable has a park or cultural
center (like the Native American Cultural Center that the developer originally promised and is notin the
sroposed project). | am urging you for the sake of our guality-of-life: KEEP PORT ASSETS ON PORT PROPERTY
and OUT OF THE COMMUNITY!
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John S. Gibson Truck & Chassis Parking Lot Project 2.0 Response to Comments

February 2, 2025

Port of Los Angeles

Re: John S Gibson Centainer/Chassis/ Truck Facility

This tetter is in opposition to the Gibson Project. The project proposed to buitel @ 30-foot concrete wall, a 50-
foot potential container wall that would block views of the Harbor from the freeway, park 400 truck nightly
with idling emissions just a few hundred feet from an elementary school, a little league field, dozens of
business and a police station and createa morning traffic nightmare hy adding a truck to the read-every 30
second during morning rush hour at one of the San Pedro main freeway entrances.

Currently, every San Pedro Bay port terminat has excess space far trucks and containers. Thetast thing the 142

community or the port needs is another truck and/or storage facility. There will never be another supply chain
crisis like in the past because beneficial cargo owners (aka BCO or port importers) now all have contingency
plans and are able to quickly diverted fram the San Pedro Bay. Just tour the poertand youwill see space
everywhere. Proof of this is a yard on Navy Way that is basically empty; why not make this the area for the
Gibson Project. There is 100 acres at Pier S that is empty, why not take 18 acres and make that the Gibson
Project. There are at least a half dazen other sites within the Part Tidelands mare suitabte for port expansion
than the City of LA open space on Gibson Ave. This property would be mare suitable has a park or cultural
center (like the Native American Cultural Center that the developer originally promised and is notin the
proposed project). | am urging you for the sake of our quality-of-life: KEEP PORT ASSETS ON PORT PROPERTY
and OUT OF THE COMMUNITY!
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John S. Gibson Truck & Chassis Parking Lot Project 2.0 Response to Comments

February 2, 2025

Port of Los Angeles

Re: John S Gibson Container/Chassis/ Truck Facility

This letter is in opposition to the Gibson Project. The project proposed to build a 30-foot concrete wall, a 50-
foot potentiat container wall that would block views of the Harbor from the freeway, park 400 truck nightly
with idling emissions just a few hundred feet from an elementary school, alittle league field, dozens of
business and a police station and create a morning traffic nightmare by adding a truck to the road every 30
second during morning rush hour at one of the San Pedro main freeway entrances.

143
Currently, every San Pedro Bay port terminal has excess space for trucks and containers. The last thing the
community or the port needs is another truck and/or storage facility. There will never be another supply chain
crisis like in the past because beneficial cargo owners (aka BCO or port importers) now all have contingency
plans and are able to quickly diverted from the San Pedro Bay: Just tour the port and you will see space
everywhere. Proof of this is a yard on Navy Way that is basically empty; why not make this the area for the
Gibson Project. There is 100 acres at Pier S that is empty, why not take 18 acres and make that the Gibson
Project. There-are at least a-half dozen other sites within the Port Tidelands more suitable for port expansion
than the City of LA open space on Gibson Ave. This property would be more suitable has a park or cultural
center {tike the Native American Cultural Center that the developer originally promised and is notin the
propesed project). lam urging you for the sake of our guality-of-life: KEEP PORT ASSETS Ol PORT PROPERTY
and OUT OF THE COMMUNITY!
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John S. Gibson Truck & Chassis Parking Lot Project

2.0 Response to Comments

Fahruzry 2, 2025
Port of Los Angales
Re: lohn S Gibson Container/Chassis/ Truck Facility

This letter is in opposition to the Gibson Project. The project proposed to huild a 30-foot concrete wall, a 50-
foot potential container wall that would block views of the Harbor from the freeway, park 400 truck nightly
with idling emissions just a few hundred feet from an elementary school, a littie league field, dozens of
husinessand: a police station and create 2 morming traffic nightmare by adding a-truck to the road every 30
second during morning rush hour at one of the San Pedro main freeway entrances.

Currently, every San Pedro Bay.port tesminal has excess space for tiiicks and containers. The Iast thingthe
community or the part needs is another truck and/or storage facility. There will never be another supply chain
crisis like in the past because beneficial cargo owners {aka BCO or port importers) now ali have contingency
plans and are:able ta quickly diverted. fram: the-San Pedra Bay. Just taur the port and youwwitt see space
everywhere. Proof of this is a yard on Navy Way that is basically empty; why not make this the area for the
Gibson Project. There is 100 acres at Pier S that is empty, why not take 18 acres and make that the Gibson
Project. There are at least a half dozen pther sites within the Port Tidelands more suitable for port expansion
than the City of LA open space on Gibson Ave. This property would be more suitable has a park or cultural
center (like the Native American Cultural Center that the developer originally promised and is notin the
proposed praject). l-arm urging yar: for the sake of our quatity-of-tife: KEEP PORT ASSEFS ON PORT PRCPERTY
and OUT OF THE COMMUNITY!

Signatur&QZ/?% ﬁ O?” %/@w
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John S. Gibson Truck & Chassis Parking Lot Project

2.0 Response to Comments

February 2, 2025
Port of Los Angeles

Re: John S Gibser ContzineriChassis/ Truck Facility

This letter is.in opposition to the Gibson Project. The project proposed to build a 30-foot concrete wall, a 50-
foot potential container wall that would block views of the Harbor from the freeway, park 400 truck nightly
with idling emissions just a few hundred feet from an elementary school, a little league fieid, dozens of
business ad a police station and create a morning traffic nightmare by adding a truck to the road every 30
second during morning rush hour at one of the San Pedro main freeway entrances.

Currently, every San Pedro Bay port terminal has.excess space for trucks and containers. The last thing the
community or the port needs is another truck and/or storage facility. There will never be another supply chain
crisis like in the past because beneficial cargo owners (aka BCO or portimporters) now all have contingency
plans and ave able to quickly diverted from the San Pedro Bay. Just tour the port and yorrwill see space
everywhere. Proof of this is a yard on Navy Way that is basically empty; why not make this the area for the
Gibson Project. There is 100 acres at Pier S that is empty, why not take 18 acres and make that the Gibson
Project. There are at least ahalf dozen other sites within the Port Tidelands mere suitable for-port expansion
than the City of LA open space on Gibson Ave. This property would be more suitable has a park or cultural
center (like the Native American Cultural Genter that the developer originally promised and is not in the
proposed project}. b am urging you fos the sake of our guality-of-life: KEEP PORT ASSETS ON PORT PROPERTY
and OUT OF THE COMMUNITY!
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John S. Gibson Truck & Chassis Parking Lot Project

2.0 Response to Comments

February 2. 2025
Port of Los Angeles
Re: John 8 Gibson Centainer/Chassis/ Truck Facility

This tetter is in opposition to the Gibson Project. The project proposed to buitd a 30-foot conerete wall, a 50-
foot potential container wall that would block views of the Harbor from the freeway, park 400 truck nightly
with idling emissions just a few hundred feet from an elementary school, a litile league field, dozens of
business and a police station and create amorning traffic nightmare by adding a truck to the road-every 30
second during morning rush hour at one of the San Pedro main freeway entrances.

Currently, every San Pedro Bay port terminat has excess space for trucks and containers. The last thing the
community or the port needs is another truck and/or storage facility. There wilt never be another supply chain
crisis like in the past because beneficial cargo owners (aka BCO or port importers) now all have contingency
plans and are able to quickly diverted from the San Pedro Bay. Just tour the port and you will see space
everywhere. Proof of this is a yard on Navy Way that is basically empty; why not make this the area for the
Gibson Project. There is 100 acres at Pier S that is empty, why not take 18 acres and make that the Gibson
Project. There are at beast a ha'f dozen other sites within the Port Tidelands meore suitable for port expansion
than the City of LA open space on Gibson Ave. This property would be more suitable has a park or cultural
center (like the Native American Cultural Center that the developer originally promised and is notin the
proposed project). | am urging you for the sake of ourquality-of-life: KEEP PORTASSETS.ON PORT PROPERTY
and OUT OF THE COMMUNITY!
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John S. Gibson Truck & Chassis Parking Lot Project 2.0 Response to Comments

February 2, 2025

Portof Los Angeles

Re: John S Gibson Container/Chassis/ Truck Facility

This letter is in opposition te the Gibson Project. The project proposed to build a 30-foot concrete wall, a 30-
foot potential container wall that would block views of the Harbor from the freeway, park 400 truck nightly
with idling emissions just a few hundred feet from an elementary school, a little league field, dozens of
business and a potice station and create a morning traffic nightmare by adding a truck tetheroad every 30
second during morning rush hour at one of the San Pedro main freeway entrances.

Currently, every San Pedro Bay port terminal has excess space for trucks and containers. T helast thing the M7

community or the port needs is another truck and/or storage facility. There will never be another supply chain
crisis like in the past because beneficial cargo owners (aka BCO or portimporters) now all have contingency
plans and are able to quickly diverted from the San Pedro Bay. Just tour the port and you will see space
everywhere. Proof of this is a yard on Navy Way that is basically empty; why not make this the area for the
Gibson Project. There is 100 acres at Pier S that is empty, why not take 18 acres and make that the Gibson
Project. There are at-least a half dozen other sites within the Port Tidelands more suitable for port.expansion
than the City of LA open space on Gibson Ave. This property would be more suitable has a park or cultural
center (like the Native American Cultural Center that the developer originally promised and is not in the
proposed project).  am urging you for the sake of our quality-of-life: KEEP PORT ASSETS ON PORT PROPERTY
and OUT OF THE COMMUNITY!
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John S. Gibson Truck & Chassis Parking Lot Project 2.0 Response to Comments

February 2, 2025

Port of Los Angeles

Re: Jehn S Gibson Container/Chassis/ Truck Facility

This letter is in epposition to the Gibson Project. The project proposed to build a 30-foot concrete wall, a 50-
foot potential container wall that would block views of the Harbor from the freeway, park 400 truck nightty
with idling emissions just a few hundred feet from an elementary school, a little league field, dozens of
business and apolice station and create a mesning traffic nightmare by adding 2 triek o the road every 30
second during morning rush hour at one of the San Pedro main freeway entrances.

Currently, every San Pedro Bay port terminal has.excess space for trucks and containers. The last thing the HEa

community or the port needs is another truck and/or storage facility. There will never be another supply chain
crisis like in the past because beneficial cargo owners (aka BCO or port importers) now all have contingency
ptans and are ahte to quickly diverted from the San Pedro Bay. Just tour the port and you witt see space
everywhere, Proof of this is a yard on Navy Way that is basically empty; why not make this the area for the
Gibson Project. There is 100 acres at Pier S that is empty, why not take 18 acres and make that the Gibson
Project. There are at least a half dozen other sites within the Port Tidelands more suitabie for port expansion
than the City of LA open space on Gibson Ave. This property would be more suitable has a park or cultural
center (like the Native American Cultural Center that the developer originally promised and is notin the
proposed project). tam urging yott for the sake of aut quality-of-life: KEEP PORT ASSETS ON PORT PROPERTY
and OUT OF THE COMMUNITY!
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John S. Gibson Truck & Chassis Parking Lot Project 2.0 Response to Comments

February 2, 2025

Portof Los Angeles

Re: John S Gibson Container/Chassisf Truck Facility

This letter is in opposition to the Gibson Project. The project proposed to build a 30-foot concrete wall, a 50-
foot potential container wall that would block views of the Harbor from the freeway, park 400 truck nightly
with idling emissions just a few hundred feet from an elementary school, a little league field, dozens of
business and a police-station and create a mermning traffic nightmare ky adding atruck ta-the road every 30
second during morning rush hour at one of the San Pedro main freeway entrances.

Currently, every San Pedro Bay port terminalhas excess space for trucks and containers. The last thing the 149

community or the port needs is another truck and/or storage facility. There will never be another supply chain
crisis like in the past because beneficial cargo owners (aka BCO or port importers) now all have contingency
plans antd are-able to-quickly diverted front the San-Pedra Bay. lust tour the port and yatwill see space
everywhere. Proof of this is a yard on Navy Way that is basically empty; why not make this the area for the
Gibson Project. There is 100 acres at Pier S that is empty, why not take 18 acres and make that the Gibson
Project. There are at least a half dozen other sites within the Port Tidelands mere suitable foy port expansion
than the City of LA open space on Gibson Ave. This property would be more suitable has a park or cultural
center (like the Native American Cultural Center that the developer originally promised and is notin the
propesed project). tarr-urging you far the sake af our quality-of-life: KEEP PORT ASSEFS ON:-PORT PROPERTY
and OUT OF THE COMMUNITY!
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Address: {47 Lagoun Aue.

Los Angeles Harbor Department 2-257
Final EIR
February 2026



John S. Gibson Truck & Chassis Parking Lot Project 2.0 Response to Comments

February 2, 2025

Port of Los-Angeles

Re: John S Gibson Container/Chassis/ Truck Facility

This tetter is in oppasition ta-the Gibson Project. The project propesed te buitd & 30-foot concrete walt, a 50~
foot potential container wall that would block views of the Harbor from the freeway, park 400 truck nightly
with idling emissions just a few hundred feet from an elementary school, a little league field, dozens of
business and a police station and create a morning traffic nightmere by addinga truck to the road every 30
second during morning rush hour at one of the San Pedro main freeway entrances.

Gurrently, every Sar Pedro Bay past terminal has excess spaee for trucks and containers. The last thing the 150
community or the port needs is another truck and/or storage facility. There will never be another supply chain
crisis like in the past because beneficial cargo owners (aka BCO or port importers) now all have contingency
plans and are able to quickly diverted from the.San Pedro Bay. Just tour the port and you will see space
everywhere. Proof of this is & yard on Navy Way that is basically empty; why not make this the area for the
Gibson Project. There is 100 acres at Pier S that is empty, why not take 18 acres and make that the Gibson
Project. There are ot least a half dozen other sites within the Port Tidelands more suitable tor pert expansion
than the City of LA open space on Gibson Ave. This property would be more suitable has a park or cultural
center (like the Native American Culturat Center that the developer ariginally promised and is notin the
proposed project). | am urging you for the sake of our quality-of-life: KEEP PORT ASSETS ON PORT PROPERTY

and OUT OF THE COMMUNITY!
W 7 Joks
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John S. Gibson Truck & Chassis Parking Lot Project 2.0 Response to Comments

Fetruary 2, 2025

Port of Los Angeles

Re: lohn S Gibson Container/Chassis! Truck Facility < .

This Letter is in opposition to the Gibson Project. The project proposed to build a 30-foot concrete wall, a 50-
foat potential container wall that would block views of the Harbor from the freeway, park 400 truck nightly
with idting emissions just a few hundred feet from an elementary school, a little league field, dozens of
business and apelice station and create a marning traffic nightrnare by adding a truck to:the road every 30
second during morning rush hour at one of the San Pedro main freeway entrances.

Currently, every San Pedro Bay port terminal has excess space for trucks and containers. The last thingthe 151
community or the port needs is another truck and/or storage facility. There will never be another supply chain
crisis like in the past because beneficial cargo owners (aka BCO or port importers) now all have contingency
plans and are abie to quickly diverted frosn the: San Pedro Bay. lust tour the pott and yeu will see space
everywhere. Proof of this is a yard on Navy Way that is basically empty; why not make this the area for the
Gibson Project. There is 100 acres at Pier S that is empty, why not take 18 acres and make that the Gibson
Project. There-are at least a half dozen other sites within the Port Tidelands more suitable for port expansion
than the City of LA open space on Gibson Ave. This property would be more suitable has a park or cultural
center (like the Native American Cultural Center that the developer originally promised and is not in the
proposed project). b amurging you for the sake of ous quality-of-life: KEEP PORE ASSETS. ON PORT PROPERTY
and OUT OF THE COMMUNITY?

N
Signature. /L
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John S. Gibson Truck & Chassis Parking Lot Project 2.0 Response to Comments

February 2, 2025
Port of Los Angsles
Re: John S Gibsen Container/Chassis/ Truck Facility

This letter is in oppesition to the Gibson Project. The project proposed te buitd 2 30-foot conerete wall, & 50-
foot potential container wall that would block views of the Harbor from the freeway, park 400 truck nightty
with idting emissions just a few hundred feet from an elementary school, a little league field, dozens of
business and a police station and create a morning traffic nightmare by adding-a truck to the road every 30
second during morning rush hour at one of the San Pedro main freeway entrances.

Currently, every Sam Pedro Bay post terminat has excess space for rucks and containers. The kast thing the 152
community or the port needs is another truck and/or storage facility. There will never be another supply chain
crisis like in the past because beneficial cargo owners {aka BCO or port importers) now all have contingency
plans and are able to quickly diverted from the San Pedro Bay. Just tour the pert and you will see space
everywhere. Proof of this is a yard on Navy Way that is basically empty; why not make this the area for the
Gibson Project. There is 100 acres at Pier S that is empty, why not take 18 acres and make that the Gibson
Project. There are at least a2 half dezen other sites within the Port Tidelands meove suitable for pert expansion
than the City of LA open space on Gibson Ave. This property would be more suitable has a park or cultural
center (like the Native American Cuttural Center that the developer originally promised and is notin the
proposed project). | am urging you for the sake of our quality-of-life: KEEP PORT ASSETS ON PORT PROPERTY
and QUT OF THE COMMUNITY!

Signatuwxﬁ(‘-— D

Name(Printed },t\ '\2@_\29_'\:‘1\, . fo)‘/‘(ijﬂ

Adfdzess:\ 3\ \,‘\) i 7\\/\ -

Wimiwten  Ch ACTEY

Los Angeles Harbor Department 2-260
Final EIR
February 2026



John S. Gibson Truck & Chassis Parking Lot Project 2.0 Response to Comments

February 2, 2025

Port of Los Angeles

Re: John S Gibson Container/Chassis/ Truck Facility

This letter ks in opposition to-the Gibson Project. The project proposed ter butikd 2 30-foot concretewalt, a 50-
foot potential container wall that would block views of the Harbor from the freeway, park 400 truck nightty
with idling emissions just a few hundred feet from an elementary school, a little league field, dozens of
business and a police station and create.a-morning traffic nightmare by adding a truck to the road every 30
second during morning rush hour at one of the San Pedro main freeway entrances.

Cutrently, every San Pedro Bay pert terminal has excess space tor trucks and containers. The last thing the 153
community or the port needs is another truck and/or storage facility. There will never be another supply chain
crisis like in the past because beneficial cargo owners (aka BCO or port importers) now alt have contingency
plans and are abte to quickly diverted fromthe San Pedro Bay. Just tour the port and you will see space
everywhere. Proof of this is a yard on Navy Way that is basically empty; why not make this the area for the
Gibson Project. There is 100 acres at Pier S that is empty, why not take 18 acres and make that the Gibson
Project. There are at \east = half dozen ather sites within the Pert Tidelands maore suitable for port expansion
than the City of LA open space on Gibson Ave. This property would be more suitable has a park or cultural
center (like the Native American Cultural Center that the developer originally promised and is notin the
proposed-project). | amurging you for the sake of-our quality-of-life: KEEP PORTASSETS ON PORT PROPERTY
and QUT OF THE COMMUNITY!

Signature 'L\li.\x' (,ﬁ\ﬂ\‘l(’ v E L o
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John S. Gibson Truck & Chassis Parking Lot Project 2.0 Response to Comments

Fehruary 2, 2025

Port of Los Angetes

Re: John S Gibson Container/Chassis/ Truck Facility

This etter is-in oppesition to-the.Gibser Project. The:project proposed te:bufid a.30-foat canerete watl, 50~
foot potential container wall that would block views of the Harbor from the treeway, park 400 truck nightly
with idling emissions just a few hundred feet from an elementary school, a little league field, dozens of
business and apolice station and create a moming traffic nightmare by adding a truck to the-read every 30
second during morning rush hour at one of the San Pedro main freeway entrances.

Cutrently, every Sam Pedro Bay pert terminal has excess space far trucks and cantainers. The last thingthe 154

community or the port needs is another truck and/or storage facility. There will never be another supply chain
crisis like in the past because beneficial cargo owners (aka BCO or port importers) now all have contingency
plans and are-able to quickly diverted from the San Pedro Bay. Just teur the port.and you will see space
everywhere. Proof of this is a yard on Navy Way that is basically empty; why not make this the area for the
Gibson Praject. There is 100 acres at Pier S that is empty, why not take 18 acres and make that the Gibson
Projeet. There-are at least a-half dozen other sites within the Port Tidelands mere suitable for port expansion
than the City of LA open space on Gibson Ave. This property would be more suitable has a park or cultural
center {tike the Native American Gulturat Center that the developer originally promised and is not in the
proposed project). | amurgingyou for the sake of our quality-of-life: KEEP PORT ASSETS ON PORT PROPERTY
and QUT GF THE COMMUNITY!

Signature_
Na_rpe(Printed} ‘ )
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John S. Gibson Truck & Chassis Parking Lot Project 2.0 Response to Comments

February 2, 2025

Port of Los Angeles

Re: John S Gibsar Cantainer/Chassis/ Truck Facitity

This letter is in opposition to the Gibson Project. The project proposed to build a 30-foot concrete wall, a 50-
foot potential container wall that would block views of the Harbor from the freeway, park 400 truck nightly
with idling emissions just a few hundred feet from an elementary school, a little league field, dozens of
business and apolice station and create & marming traffic nightmare by adding a truck to theroad every 38
second during morning rush hour at one of the San Pedro main freeway entrances.

Currently, every San Pedro Bay port terminal has excess space for trucks and containers. The last thing the 155
community or the port needs is another truck and/or storage facility. There will never be another supply chain
crisis like in the past because beneficial cargo owners (aka BCO or portimporters) now all have contingency
plans and are ahlete quickly diverted from the San Pedra Bay lust tour the pert and you witl see space
everywhere. Proof of this is a yard on Navy Way that is basically empty; why not make this the area for the
Gibson Project. There is 100 acres at Pier S that is empty, why not take 18 acres and make that the Gibson
Project. There are at least.a half dozen other sites within the Port Tidelands more suitable for port expansion
than the City of LA open space on Gibson Ave. This property would be more suitable has a park or cultural
center (like the Native American Culturat Center that the developer originally promised and is not in the
propesad project). Larm urging you far the sake of our quality-af-life: KEEP PORT ASSETS: b PORT PROPERTY
and OUT OF THE COMMUNITY!
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John S. Gibson Truck & Chassis Parking Lot Project 2.0 Response to Comments

Letters 14-155: Master Response to Comments, dated February 2, 2025

Comment 14.1: This comment describes that the Proposed Project would construct a 30-foot concrete wall
and 50-foot-tall "container wall” which would block views of the Port from the freeway as well as introduce
idling emissions near an elementary school, little league field, and police station as well as result in a large
increase in traffic.

Response 14.1: The comment expresses general opposition to the Proposed Project which will be provided
to the Board of Harbor Commissioners as part of this Final EIR for consideration prior to a decision on the
Project. For purposes of clarification, the 30-foot wall referenced in the comment would be required as a
retaining wall to support the site. The top of the wall would be level with the grade of the I-110 freeway
and therefore would not block views from the freeway. Moreover, although the trucks and chassis that would
be temporarily parked onsite would be visible to the public from the I1-110 freeway, the proposed use(s)
are similar to those in the existing surrounding environment and would therefore not result in a significant
adverse aesthetic impact under CEQA (See Draft EIR Figures 5.1-1a =5.1-1d). There would not be a 50-
foot-tall “container wall” as the Proposed Project does not propose container stacking.

The Project would not result in 400 trucks being parked onsite at night while idling. As discussed in Draft EIR
Section 5.7, Greenhouse Gases, construction contractors and truck operators would be required to comply
with applicable CARB idling regulations for on-road vehicles during Project construction and operation. With
that said, an operational diesel mobile source HRA was prepared and included as Appendix B to the Draft
EIR. The HRA evaluates the operational health risk impacts as a result of exposure to DPM from heavy-duty
diesel trucks traveling to and from the Project site, maneuvering onsite, and entering and leaving the site
during operation of the Proposed Project. The Draft EIR details on Table 5.2-12 that the results of the
operational health risk assessment identified that the maximum cancer risk would be 7.84 in one million for
the nearby residential land uses, which is below the SCAQMD threshold of 10 in one million. The worker
receptor risk would be lower at 5.08 in one million. Maximum non-cancer risks at this same location were
estimated to be 0.003, which would not exceed the applicable significance threshold of 1.0. In addition,
cancer burden is estimated to be 0.025 individuals that were estimated to have a cancer risk of 1 in one
million or more. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not exceed SCAQMD’s cancer burden significance
threshold of 0.5. Therefore, all health risk levels to nearby residents from construction and operation-related
emissions of TACs would be well below the SCAQMD’s HRA thresholds and impacts would be less than
significant. In addition, there are no elementary schools within a few hundred feet of the Project site. As
discussed in Response A1.7, the Volunteers of America Pre-School located on South Figueroa Street is the
nearest school to the Project site and is more than 1,600 feet away.

Comment 14.2: This comment states that the San Pedro Bay Port already has excess space for trucks and
containers, and a supply chain crisis that happened previously is unlikely to occur again. The comment also
names several locations within the Port that are underused and that would be a better location for the
Proposed Project. The comment concludes that the Project site is more suitable as a park or cultural center.

Response 14.2: As discussed in Draft EIR Section 7.0, Alternatives, an offsite Alternative Site was explored
but ultimately dismissed as infeasible due to the lack of suitable sites in areas that are zoned for the
proposed uses, would meet the Project objectives, and would lessen any significant adverse impacts from
the Proposed Project. One of the Proposed Project objectives is to provide off-terminal support for Port
activities that are located near the 1-110 freeway. The sites mentioned in the comment along Navy Way
and at Pier S are both located within a terminal facility, which is not owned by the Project Applicant. State
CEQA Guidelines 15126.6(f)(1) states that alternatives should be within the proponent’s control otherwise
they may not be considered feasible. Therefore, the Proposed Project cannot be developed on the other
sites. In addition, construction at the proposed alternative sites would require similar mitigation measures
related to cultural and paleontological resources.
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As described in Caltrans’s California Statewide Truck Parking Study from February 2022, the safe and
efficient movement of freight in California depends on truck parking lots that are strategically located.
“Hours-of-service (HOS) regulations created by the Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administration (FMCSA)
require truck operators to stop and rest at defined intervals. However, parking shortages can lead truck
operators to stop at an unsafe location or stop before they are required, cutting into the driver’s wages.” 16
Further, another need for a truck and chassis parking lot in proximity to the POLA is for truckers to park to
await their window of time to pick up or deliver at container yard. A parking lot within proximity to POLA
container yards would limit unnecessary queuing and idling of trucks accessing container yards. As described
by the study, Los Angeles has a significant demand for truck parking and was noted as an area with frequent
undesignated or illegal truck parking activities.

While the Proposed Project would require a PMP amendment to change the open space land use designation
for APNs 7440-016-002, 7440-016-003, and 7412-024-007, the Proposed Project would be consistent
with the City of Los Angeles’s General Plan land use designation and zoning for the site. Thus, the proposed
PMP amendment is necessary to render the PMP land use consistent with City of Los Angeles land use and
zoning designations. As evidenced by the site’s current land use and zoning designations, urbanization of the
site has been anticipated and accounted for since the adoption of the City of Los Angeles General Plan.

16 California Department of Transportation. California Statewide Truck Parking Study. February 2022.
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3. Modifications to the Draft EIR

This chapter contains revisions to the Draft EIR based on: (1) clarifications required to prepare a response to
a specific comment; and/or (2) typographical errors. The revisions do not alter the significance conclusions
previously disclosed in the Draft EIR. Changes made to the Draft EIR are identified here in strikeeut text to
indicate deletions and in bold and double underlined text to indicate additions.

3.1 CHANGES TO THE DRAFT EIR

The following text, organized by Draft EIR chapters and sections, has been revised based on comments
received on the Draft EIR and clarifications identified following release of the Draft EIR.

Chapter 1.0, Executive Summary

Section 1.6.4, Mitigation Measures, on page 1-10 to 1-12, is revised as follows:
The following mitigation measures would be required for the Proposed Project:

Mitigation Measure BIO-1: Pre-Construction Survey and Biological Monitoring. To avoid impacts to
special-status animal species, the Applicant must conduct pre-construction biological surveys prior fo initiating
vegetation removal/clearing. Surveys shall be conducted by a qualified biologist within three days of
vegetation removal. Should the qualified biologist find any special-status species, they shall be relocated to
nearby open space (i.e., Palos Verdes peninsula) or shall be allowed to leave the site on their own, pursuant
to the qualified biologist’s recommendations. In addition, the qualified biologist shall be present for initial
site preparation and grading to ensure that special-status animal species do not repopulate the site.

Mitigation Measure BIO-2: Nesting Bird Survey. Vegetation removal sheuld shall occur outside of the
nesting bird season (generally between February 1 and September 15). If vegetation removal is required
during the nesting bird season, the Applicant must conduct take avoidance surveys for nesting birds prior to
initiating vegetation removal/clearing. Surveys shall will be conducted by a qualified biologist(s) within
three days of vegetation removal. If active nests are observed;

will-stey-outside-of-e for one or more species protected under the Endangered Species Act, the California
Endangered Species Act, or the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, and the applicant and contractor shall
maintain a minimum_300-foot buffer around the active nests. For raptor species, the buffer iste shall be
expanded to 500 feet. The approved buffer zone shall be marked in the field with construction fencing,
within which no vegetation clearing or ground disturbance shall commence until the qualified biologist verifies
that the nests are no longer occupied, and the juvenile birds can survive independently from the nests. Once
the young have fledged and left the nest, or the nest otherwise becomes inactive under natural conditions,
normal construction activities may occur.

Mitigation Measure CUL-1: Cultural Resources Monitoring Plan. Prior to the issuance of a grading permit,
a Cultural Resources Monitoring Plan for the Proposed Project shall be prepared by a qualified

archaeologist and reviewed and approved by the City of Los Angeles Plenning-Depertment Department of
Building and Safety. This plan shall include, but not be limited to, the following actions:

e Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the Applicant shall provide written verification to the City of Los
Angeles Planning—Depeariment Department of Building and Safety in the form of a letter from the
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qualified archaeologist to the lead agency stating that a qualified archaeologist has been retained to
implement the monitoring program.

e The certified archaeologist shall attend the pre-grading meeting with the contractors to explain and
coordinate the requirements of the monitoring program.

e During ground disturbing activity of previously undisturbed deposits, the archaeological monitor(s) and
Native American monitor shall be onsite, to perform full-time inspections of the excavations. The
frequency of inspections shall wil-depend upon the rate of excavation, the materials excavated, and

the presence and abundance of artifacts and features. The—quelified—ercheaeologistsheall-heave—the

® [solates and clearly non-significant deposits shall wilt be minimally documented in the field and collected,
as determined by the qualified archaeologist, so the monitored grading can proceed.

e In the event that previously unidentified intact cultural resources are discovered, the qualified
archaeologist shall have the authority to divert or temporarily halt ground disturbance operations in the
area of the discovery to allow for the evaluation of potentially significant cultural resources. The
qualified archaeologist shall contact the City of Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety lead
eageney-at the time of discovery. The qualified archaeologist, in consultation with the lead agency, shall
determine the significance of the discovered resources. The City of Los Angeles Department of Building
and Safety leeid-ergeney-must concur with the evaluation before construction activities will be allowed to
resume in the affected area. For significant cultural resources, a Research Design and Data Recovery
Program to mitigate impacts shall be prepared by the qualified archaeologist and approved by the
lead agency before being carried out using professional archaeological methods. If any human bones
are discovered, the county coroner and lead agency shall be contacted. In the event that the remains
are determined to be of Native American origin, the most likely descendant, as identified by the NAHC,
shall be contacted in order to determine proper treatment and disposition of the remains.

¢ In the event of an unanticipated discovery, before construction activities are allowed to resume in
the doffected area, the artifacts shall be recovered, and features recorded using professional
archaeological methods. The qualified archaeologist shall determine the amount of material to be
recovered to provide an adequate artifact sample size for analysis.

e Before construction activities are allowed to resume in the affected areq, the artifacts shall be recovered,
and features recorded using professional archaeological methods. The qualified archaeologist shall
determine the amount of material to be recovered for an adequate artifact sample for analysis.

o All cultural material collected during the grading monitoring program shall be processed and curated
according to the current professional repository standards. The collections and associated records shall
be transferred, including title, to an appropriate curation facility, to be accompanied by payment of
the fees necessary for permanent curation.

o Areport documenting the field and analysis results and interpreting the artifact and research data within
the research context shall be completed and submitted to the satisfaction of the City of Los Angeles

Department of Building and Safety lead-eageney—prior to the issuance of any building permits. The
report shall wil include Department of Parks and Recreation Primary and Archaeological Site Forms.

e A monitoring report shall be prepared by the qualified archaeologist upon completion of grading and
submitted prior to the issuance of any building permit(s).

MM PAL-1: Paleontological Monitoring. Prior to the issuance of grading permits, the Applicant shall provide
a letter to the City of Los Angeles Plenning-Depeartment Department of Building and Safety, or designee,
from a professional paleontologist, stating that a qualified paleontologist (who meets the Society of
Vertebrate Paleontology’s (SVP, 2010) definition for qualified profession paleontologist) has been retained
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to provide services for the Project. The paleontologist shall develop a Paleontological Resources Impact
Mitigation Plan (PRIMP), consistent with the provisions of CEQA, LAHD Guidelines, and SVP Guidelines, to
mitigate the potential impacts to unknown buried paleontological resources that may exist onsite. The PRIMP
shall be provided to the City for review and approval. The PRIMP shall require that the paleontologist be
present at the pre-grading conference to establish procedures for paleontological resource surveillance and
provide worker training regarding paleontological monitoring. The PRIMP shall also require full-time
paleontological monitoring by a qualified paleontological monitor starting at the ground surface (below any
disturbed/artificial fill deposits) during grading, excavation, or utility trenching activities.

In the event paleontological resources are encountered, ground disturbing activity within 50 feet of the area
shall cease. The paleontologist shall examine the materials encountered, assess the nature and extent of the
find, and recommend a course of action to further investigate and protect or recover and salvage those
resources that have been encountered pursuant to the guidelines of the Society of Vertebrate Paleontology
(SVP, 2010).

Criteria for discarding specific fossil specimens shall be made explicit in the PRIMP. If the qualified
paleontologist determines that impacts to a sample containing significant paleontological resources cannot
be avoided by Project construction, then recovery techniques may be applied as identified within the PRIMP.
Actions include recovering a sample of the fossiliferous material prior to construction, monitoring construction
activities and halting construction if significant fossil needs to be recovered, and/or cleaning, identifying,
and cataloging specimens for curation and research purposes. Recovery, salvage, and treatment shall be
done at the Applicant’s expense. All recovered and salvaged resources shall be prepared to the point of
identification and permanent preservation by the paleontologist. Resources shall be identified and curated
into an established accredited professional repository. The paleontologist shall have a repository agreement
in hand prior to initiating recovery of the resource. If no institution accepts the fossil(s), they shall be donated
to a local school in the area for educational purposes. Accompanying notes, maps, and photographs shall
also be filed at the repository and/or school. A report documenting the results of the monitoring, including
any salvage activities and the significance of any fossils, shall will-be prepared and submitted to the City

of Los Angeles Planning-Bepertment Department of Building and Safety, or designee.

Prior to commencement of grading activities, the City of Los Angeles Planning-Bepartment Department of
Building and Safety, or designee, shall verify that all Project grading and construction plans specify the

requirements herein related to the PRIMP and the unanticipated discovery of paleontological resources.

Chapter 3.0, Project Description

Section 3.4.2, Project Features, on page 3-3, is revised as follows:
Access and Circulation

The Proposed Project would construct a 40- to 60-foot-wide driveway off John S. Gibson Boulevard to allow
vehicles to access the Proposed Project site and would remove certain trees that block needed line of sight.
The driveway would be signal-controlled at John S. Gibson Boulevard and would allow for all turning
movements, with the driveway having a right turn on red restriction. The Proposed Project would remove
portions of the existing median to provide left-in, left-out access and would install a signal at the new
intersection prior to the start of operations. The signal would provide for protected left-turn movements. In
addition, the Proposed Project would install advance signal warning signage and stripe pavement markings
on John S. Gibson Boulevard. In addition, the Proposed Project would install PCC pavement for the access
road. The Proposed Project would include a prefabricated guard booth at the entrance from the driveway
to the site and adequate queuing length would be provided to ensure that trucks do not queue onto John S.
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Gibson Boulevard. To provide adequate queuing capacity for operations of the Project site as a truck and
chassis parking lot, the driveway would include one entrance gate.l

Chapter 5.0, Environmental Impact Analysis

The list of cumulative projects in Table 5-1, on page 5-5, is revised as follows. Given the nature of the
additional cumulative projects, no revisions to the analysis within the Draft EIR is necessary.

Cumulative

No. | Project Title and Project Description Project Status
Location
Port of Los Angeles
1. Berth 163-164 Demolition of the existing 19,000-square-foot timber wharf and | I5/MNDB Initial
[Nustar-Valero] construction of a new steel and concrete loading platform, access Study
Marine Oil trestles, mooring and berthing structures, and necessary utilities to 1S)/Mitigated
Terminal Wharf | comply with the Marine Oil Terminal Engineering and Maintenance Negative
Improvements Standards (MOTEMS). The project also consists of a 30-year lease Declaration
Project for the facility. (MND) adopted
September 2021.
Construction
pending.
2. Navy Way/ Construction of roadway improvements at State Route (SR)-47 /Navy Environmental
Seaside Avenue | Way to eliminate traffic signal and movement conflicts. Augment an | review in process.
Interchange Project | existing partial interchange at SR 47 /Seaside Avenue/Navy Way Construction
by removing the last traffic signal and at-grade intersection between expected to
Interstate (1)-710 and I-110, adding a new auxiliary lane and a new | begin December
collector-distributor road, and implementing traffic channelization 2025 and end
improvements. This project is included in the 2016 Southern California June 2028.
Association of Governments (SCAG) Regional Transportation
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) as ID 1M0430.
3. Cabrillo Way The proposed Project includes developing, operating, and Environmental
Marina Project maintaining a marina, hotels, boater and visitor-serving club and | review in process
meeting facilities, restaurants, retail buildings, and commercial areas
at 2293 Miner Street. This project was evaluated in the West
Channel/Cabrillo Marina Phase Il Development Project (Cabrillo
Way Marina) Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report
certified in December 2003.
4. Terminal Island The proposed Project includes the development and operation of a Environmental
Maritime Support | maritime support facility on an approximately 80-acre LAXT loop | review in process
Facility site on Terminal Island.
5. Berths 191-194 Construction and operation of a dry bulk terminal for vessel | NOPreleased-in
(Ecocem) Low- unloading, raw material milling, and storage and loading onto trucks | Merch2022-ER

Carbon Cement
Processing Facility

of low-carbon construction binder.

inprogress—Final
EIR adopted by
the Board of
Harbor
Commissioners

on April 2025.

! If the site were to be operated with chassis only or chassis with wheeled containers in the future, then two more
(total of three) gate lanes would be needed at the guard booth.
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Cumulative

No. | Project Title and Project Description Project Status
Location
6. Westway Decommissioning of the Westway Terminal along the Main Channel | Decommissioning
Decommissioning — | (Berths 70-71). Work includes decommissioning and removing 136 completed in
Berths 70 = 71 storage tanks with total capacity of 593,000 barrels and 2013.
remediation of the site. Remediation is in
the permitting
phase.
7. Berths 97-109 Development of the China Shipping Terminal Phase |, I, and llI Final
China Shipping including wharf construction, landfill and terminal construction, and | Supplemental EIR
Development backland development, including operation under a revised project | {ESEIR} completed
Project to modify certain mitigation measures. in 2019.
8. Wilmington Intended to provide waterfront access and promoting development Construction
Waterfront Master | specifically along Avalon Boulevard. Project elements include a underway in
Plan (Avalon promenade, waterfront park, pedestrian bridge, location for the phases.
Boulevard Corridor | Wilmington Youth Sailing and Aquatic Center, public pier, and other
Project) visitor serving uses.
9. | Berth 44 Boatyard | Redevelopment of the former San Pedro Boatworks site at 2945 Environmental
Project — 2945 Miner Street. Project components include demolition of existing | review in process.
Miner Street structures and buildings on site; dredging; remediation; grading; | 1S/NOP IS/Notice
paving; and constructing concrete pads, docks, gangways, slips, | of Preparation
underground utilities, water treatment systems, storm drain, fencing, (NOP) issued
lighting, and buildings to support boatyard operations. January 2024.
EIR in progress.
10. Berths 206-209 | Use of existing warehouses at 849 East New Dock Street and 921 Final Negative
Chassis Depot and | East New Dock Street for chassis depot, storage, maintenance, and | Declaration (ND)
Repair Facilities | repair. certified July
2019. Addendum
considered in
2023.
11. Berths 121-131 Demolition of existing wharf at Berths 126-129, construction of a new | Notice of Intent
[Yang Ming] wharf, installation of up to 10 new wharf cranes, reconstruction of (NOI)/NOP
Container Terminal | the shoreline, dredging and disposing of up to 310,000 cubic yards | released in 2014.
Improvements of sediments to deepen the berth, expand the existing on-dock | Draft EIR/EIS in
railyard, and installation of electric-powered Reil-Meunty Rail- progress.
Mounted Gantry cranes for railcar loading/unloading.
12. Berths 148-151 Construction of various wharf and seismic ground improvements that | IS/NOP released
(Phillips 66) are required to comply with MOTEMS and a new 20-year | March 2022. EIR
Marine Oil entitlement. in progress.
Terminal
Improvement
Project
13. Maintenance Routine removal of accumulated sediment from channel beds to Dredging
Dredging maintain the design depths of navigation channels, harbors, marinas, intermittently
boat launches, and port facilities. Conducted regularly for initiated on
navigational purposes. Also, routine in-kind maintenance and repairs | average every 3
of structures. to 5 years; at
least once every
5 years.
Intermittent
structure repairs.
14. Outer Harbor Construction of two new cruise terminals that would total up to Request for

Cruise Terminal
and Outer Harbor
Park — Berths 45 —

200,000 square feet (approximately 100,000 square feet each)
and parking at Berths 45-47 and 49-50 in the Outer Harbor. The
terminals would be designed to accommodate the berthing of a

Proposal for
future
development
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Cumulative

No. | Project Title and Project Description Project Status
Location
47 and 49 — 50 | Freedom Class or equivalent cruise vessel (1,150 feet in length). A | released January
proposed Outer Harbor Park would encompass approximately 6 2023.
acres at the Outer Harbor. This project was evaluated in the San
Pedro Waterfront Project EIS/EIR certified in September 2009.
15. City Dock No. 1 Development of a marine research center within a 32.13-acre area. Phase |
Marine Research | This project would change the break bulk areas east of East Channel | development in
Project (AltaSea) — | (Berths 57—72) to institutional uses. progress since
Between Berths 57 2017.
-72
16. West Harbor Redevelopment of 30 acres, formerly known as the Ports O’ Call | BHC certified the
Modification Village, with up to 300,000 square feet of visitor-serving commercial | Final EIS/EIR and
Project (formerly | uses and up to a 75,000-square-feet foot conference center. This approved the
San Pedro Public | project would involve changing the industrial uses along Harbor | project in 2009.
Market) — Along | Boulevard to commercial. This project also includes a waterfront | Addendum 1 in
Harbor Boulevard | promenade and 3 acres of open space. This project was evaluated | May 2016 and
in the San Pedro Waterfront Project EIS/EIR and subsequent | Addendum 2 in
Addendum. The revised project environmental analysis includes: | November 2019.
108,000-square-foot outdoor amphitheater, 2.5-acre entertainment | Construction of
venue, 100-foot diameter Ferris wheel with an approx. 150-foot-tall | the 2016 Project
by 50-foot-wide tower attraction, and other visitor-serving | is ongoing NOP
commercial uses. This project was evaluated in the San Pedro released April
Waterfront Project EIS/EIR certified September 2009. 2022. Braft
Subsequent EIR
certified in June
2025. inproeess:
17. | Port of Los Angeles | Project involves preparing an approximately 20-acre site for a Environmental
and Port of Long | goods movement workforce training facility that would include | review in process;
Beach Goods providing skilled training programs while providing a safe training NOP released
Movement environment for workers. February 2024.
Workforce
Training Facility
Project — 1400
East Anchorage
Road
18. SR-47 /Vincent Reconfiguration of the existing interchange at SR-47 /Vincent Thomas | Besigrunderwery
Thomas Bridge and | Bridge and Harbor Boulevard/Front Street to improve safety and Construction
Front St./Harbor | operation for vehicles exiting the highway. Improvements also include began March
Blvd. Interchange | modifications of the eastbound entrance ramps and modification of | 2024. Substantial
Reconfiguration Harbor Boulevard and Front Street approaching and between the completion
ramp termini. anticipated
November 2026.
19. Al Larson Boat Modernization of existing boat yard (1046 S. Seaside Avenue, San | Final EIR certified
Shop Improvement | Pedro) and 30-year lease extension. in 2009. Project
Project — Terminal on hold.
Island
20. Berths 302-306 | Improvement and expansion of the existing terminal, including the | Evaluated in Final
[APL now known as | addition of cranes, modifications to the main gate, converting an | EIR/EIS in 2012
Fenix Marine] existing dry container storage unit to a refrigerated unit, and the and an
Container Terminal | expansion of the terminal onto 41 acres adjacent to the existing Addendum in
Project terminal. Revised project includes continued operations with minor | 2016. Expansion
modifications to the terminal and a 15-year lease extension through | project on hold,
2043. revised project
ongoing.
21. Berths 238-239 Demolition of the existing Berth 238 loading platform and Construction
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Cumulative

No. | Project Title and Project Description Project Status
Location
[PBF Energy] construction of a new platform and associated mooring structures at pending.
Marine Oil Berth 238, and installation of landside improvements.
Terminal
Improvement
Project
22. | Star-Kist Cannery | Demolition of 14-acre site for future use as cargo support or | MND adopted
Facility — Terminal | container chassis storage. February 2023.
Island Construction
pending.
23. Berths 167-169 | Various wharf and seismic ground improvements required to comply | Final EIR certified
[Shell] Marine Qil | with MOTEMS, as well as other landside elements and a new 30- in 2018.
Terminal Wharf | year lease. Construction
Improvements pending.
Project
24. | Avalon and Fries | Physical closure of segments of Avalon Boulevard and Fries Avenue Construction
Street Segments | by installing street modifications that include cul-de-sacs, curbs and pending.
Closure Project gutters, fencing, and signage.
25. Avalon Freight Shifting of existing Catalina Island freight operations from Berth 184 Construction
Services Relocation | in Wilmington to Berth 95 in San Pedro. pending.
Project
26. Berths 187-191 Various wharf and improvements that are required to comply with IS/NOP issued
(Vopak) Liquid Bulk | MOTEMS, improvements to an adjacent wharf to facilitate | July 2022. EIR in
Terminal Wharf | resumption of cement terminal operations on the site, and a new 30- preparation.
Improvements and | year entitlement
Cement Terminal
Project
Port of Long Beach
27. Middle Harbor Consolidation of two existing container terminals into one 345-acre Approved
Terminal terminal. Construction includes landfill, dredging, and wharf | project. Final EIR
Redevelopment construction; construction of an intermodal rail yard; and | (FEIR) certified in
reconstruction of terminal buildings. 2009. Phases 1-3
are complete;
terminal in
operation as of
2016.
Construction of
final 3 acres
(North Gate
Expansion) to be
completed by
2027.
28. Piers G & J Development of a marine terminal of up to 315 acres by | Project approved
Terminal consolidating two existing marine container terminals on Piers G and | September 2000.
Redevelopment | J and several surrounding parcels. Construction will be completed in Construction
Project — POLB four phases over an 11-year period and includes approx. 53 acres ongoing.
Piers G and J of landfills, dredging, concrete wharves, rock dikes, and road and
railway improvements.
29. Pier B On-Dock Expansion of the existing Pier B Rail Yard in two phases, including FEIR certified

Rail Support
Facility — POLB
Pier B

realignment of the adjacent Pier B Street and utility relocation.

February 2018.
Construction
commenced

August 2024;
expected to be
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Cumulative
No. | Project Title and Project Description Project Status
Location
completed by
2032.
30. | Mitsubishi Cement | Facility modification, including the addition of a catalytic control | Project approval
Corporation system, construction of four additional cement storage silos, and in April 2015.
Facility upgrading existing cement unloading equipment. Construction
Modifications — commenced June
POLB Pier F 2021.
31. | Southern California | Replacement of a series of transmission towers between the | FEIR certified in
Edison Transmission | Harborgen Substation (Pier A), across the Cerritos Channel, to the 2017.
Tower Long Beach Substation (Pier S). Construction of
Replacement new towers
Project — Spanning completed in
from POLB Pier A August 2021.
to Pier S Demolition of old
transmission tower
in-water footings
not yet
completed.
32. Toyota Facility Construction of a new consolidated Vehicle Processing and | MND adopted in
Improvements Distribution Center, Hydrogen Fuel Cell and Generator Facility, and 2018.
Project — POLB Fueling Station. Demolition of some existing facilities. Construction
Pier B ongoing.
33. Tl Wye Track Construction of new rail tracks and enhancement a triangular rail Construction is
Realignment at junction where long trains can be turned and staged. ongoing and
Pier S and Pier T expected to end
late 2024 or
early 2025.
34. Pier D Street Realignment of Pier D Street between the Middle Harbor out-gate Construction
Realignment and Pico Avenue and Broadway between former POLB maintenance expected to
yard (western terminus of the roadway) and Pico Avenue. begin July 2027
and end May
2029.
35. World Qil Tank Installation and operation of two 25,000-barrel petroleum storage EIR Certified
Installation Project | tanks at 1405 Pier C Street. September 2024.
— POLB Pier C
36. Pier T Marine Redevelopment of Pier T container/marine terminal. Harbor
Terminal Development
Redevelopment Permit (HDP)
application under
review; schedule
pending.
37. | POLB Deep Draft | Dredge approximately 7.4 million cubic yards of sediment in the Port POLB NEPA EIS
Navigation and of Long Beach to deepen channels and basins to improve waterborne Record of
Main Channel transportation efficiencies and navigational safety for vessel Decision issued
Deepening Project | operations. A new dredge substation may be constructed to provide | July 2022; CEQA
(POLB /USACE) electricity to dredge equipment. EIR certified by
POLB September
2022.
Construction
estimated to start
in 2027.
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Cumulative

No. | Project Title and Project Description Project Status
Location
Intermodal Container Transfer Facility (ICTF) Joint Powers Authority
38. Union Pacific Union Pacific proposal to modernize existing intermodal yard 4 miles | Draft EIR on hold.
Railroad ICTF from the Port.
Modernization and
Expansion Project
Community of San Pedro Projects
39. | Pacific Corridors | Development of commercial/retail, manufacturing, and residential | Project underway.
Redevelopment components. Construction underway of four housing developments | Estimated to be
Project — Cross and Welcome Park. completed in
streets Gaffey and 2032 according
Pacific Avenue to City of Los
Angeles Planning
Department.
Community of Wilmington Projects
40. Wilmington Expansion of the existing Wilmington Industrial Park by an additional | NOP for Program
Redevelopment 2,487 acres, for a total of approximately 2,719 acres. Under the EIR released
Plan Amendment/ | probable maximum level of development, the overall project area August 2010.
Expansion Project | could support up approximately 7,326 residential units (primarily | Currently on hold.
— 846 Watson multi-family; zone changes under the Plan would permit multi-use and
Avenue higher density residential development). In addition to the residential
development, the Project could accommodate up to approximately
207 acres (9 million square feet) of commercial development and up
to 333 acres (14.5 million square feet) of industrial development.
Cadlifornia Department of Transportation
41. | Vincent Thomas | The purpose of the project is to preserve the structural integrity of Final EIR
Bridge Deck the Vincent Thomas Bridge by replacing the bridge deck and Certified in
Replacement seismic _sensors and upgrade the fencing and existing | October 2024.
Project median/railing barriers to meet current Manual for Assessing Construction
Safety Hardware (MASH) requirements to ensure the Vincent expected to
Thomas Bridge remains a safe and reliable corridor between San begin late
Pedro and Terminal Island in the Port of Los Angeles. 2025 /early
2026.
Alameda Corridor Transit Authority ‘
42. SR-47 Phase 1 is the replacement of the seismically-deficient Schuyler Phase 1
Expressway- Heim Bridge with a new safer fixed-span bridge. The Project is | construction is
Phase 1 and being advanced through a joint partnership between Caltrans and | complete. Phase-
Phase 2 the Alameda Corridor Transportation Authority (ACTA), pursuant 2 currently
to cooperative agreements with Caltrans. Phase 2 of the SR-47 postponed
Expressway provides an expressway connection from the north indefinitely.
side of the Heim Bridge to Alameda Street at Pacific Coast
Highway, which will enable traffic to bypass signalized
intersections as well as remove five at-grade rail crossings.
Los Angeles Harbor Department 3-9
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Figure 5-1 on page 5-11, in Section 5.0, Environmental Impact Analysis, has been updated to reflect the
changes identified above in Table 5-1.
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John S. Gibson Truck & Chassis Parking Lot Project 3. Modifications to the Draft EIR

Section 5.2, Air Quality

A paragraph has been added to Section 5.2.2.3, Regional Regulations, on page 5.2-8, as follows:

SCAQMD Rule 1166, Volatile Organic Compound Emissions from Decontamination from Soil

SCAQMD Rule 1166 stipulates the requirements to control the emission of volatile organic compounds

VOCs) from excavatin rading, handling, and treating VOC contaminated soil as a result of leakage

from storage or transfer operations, accidental spillage, or other deposition. Pursuant to SCAQMD Rule
1166, excavating or grading soil containing VOC materials shall:

“Apply for, obtain, and operate pursuant to a mitigation plan pursuant to the requirements of
SCAQMD Rule 1166. Monitor for VOC contamination at least once every 15 minutes
commencing at the beginning of excavation or grading and record all VOC concentration
readings. Handling VOC-contaminated soil at or from an excavation or grading site shall
segregate VOC-contaminated stockpiles from non-VOC contaminated stockpiles such that
mixing of the stockpiles does not take place. VOC-contaminated soil stockpiles shall be sprayed
with water and/or approved vapor suppressant and cover them with plastic sheeting for all
periods of inactivity lasting more than one hour. A daily visual inspection shall be conducted
of all covered VOC contaminated soil stockpiles to ensure the integrity of the plastic covered
surfaces. Contaminated soil shall be treated or removed from an excavation or grading site
within 30 days from the time of excavation.”

SCAQMD Rule 1466, Control of Particulate Emissions from Soils with Toxic Air Contaminants

as contaminant(s) of concern. The rule focuses on the toxic air contaminants listed in Table | of the
rule. The provisions in Rule 1466 include ambient PMio monitoring, dust control measures, notification,
signage, and recordkeeping requirements. Rule 1466 allows for alternative signage that is approved
by the SCAQMD Executive Officer.

Figure 5.2-1 in Section 5.2, Air Quadlity, on page 5.2-17, is revised as follows:
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John S. Gibson Truck & Chassis Parking Lot Project

3. Modifications to the Draft EIR

Section 5.10, Noise

Table 5.10-7 in Section 5.10.6, Environmental Impacts, on page 5.10-15, is revised as follows:

Table 5.10-7: Construction Noise Level Compliance

Composite Distance from Composite
. Noise Edge of Noise o Threshold
Receptor (Location) Level at 50 ft Construction Level (dBA Witizeliel] Exceeded?
(dBA Leg)' Activities (ft) Leq)2
Park (North) 88 530 68 75 No
Residential (West) 1,366 60 75 No

Source: LSA, 2024b (Appendix |, Table I)

T Highest construction noise level calculations based on distance from the construction noise source activity to nearby receiver
locations as shown on Figure 5.10-1.

2 Construction noise level thresholds correspond to the noise sensitive receiver land use per LAMC Section 112.05.

As shown on Table 5.10-7, construction noise from the Proposed Project at the nearby sensitive receiver
locations would reach 60 68 dBA Leq. As such, construction-related noise impacts would be well below the
75 dBA construction noise level thresholds for daytime construction noise levels as established by the LAMC

for residential uses. Additionally, construction noise levels at the surrounding educational uses, as
shown on Figure 5.2-1, are located over 2,000 feet from construction boundary and would be well

below 60 dBA Leq and, therefore, below the City’s construction noise levels criteria. Therefore, impacts
related to construction noise would be less-than-significant.

A paragraph in Section 5.10.6, Environmental Impacts, on page 5.10-15, is revised as follows:
Operational Noise Standard Compliance

The Noise and Vibration Impact Analysis based the following measurements on the Operational Noise Impact
Analysis for Richmond Wholesale Meat Distribution Center (LSA, 2016), as similar noise levels from large
heavy-duty truck movements would occur for Proposed Project operations. To present a conservative
assessment, it is assumed that truck arrivals and departure activities could occur at 20 75 stalls in the midday
peak hour, consistent with the Project trip generation ine-given-hovr{represenis 5% of thetotelnumber
of-stalls}. During this process, noise levels are associated with the truck engine noise, air brakes, and back-
up alarms. These noise levels would occur for a period of time less than 5 minutes. Noise generated by 20
75 trucks would equate to 89:3 95 dBA Leq at a distance of 20 ft. While it is possible that one truck event
could occur at a closer distance to surrounding uses, because the 20 75 truck movements are assumed to be
spread over the entire Project site in an average condition, the center of the site is considered an appropriate
average distance from which to assess potential impacts. At an average distance of 3;500 2,800 feet from
the center of the site to the nearest sensitive uses to the west, noise levels would approach 394 47.1 dBA
Leq. As previously stated, the City has a residential daytime standard of 50 dBA L.q and would be well

below the existing peak hour ambient noise level of 61.3 dBA L.,. end-nighttimestandard-of40-dBAteq.
At an average distance of 1,420 ft to the nearest sensitive park use to the north, noise levels would
approach 58.0 dBA L.y, which is below the peak-hour daytime ambient noise level in the Project area
of 61.3 dBA L.y and would not create a perceptible noise increase of 3 dBA at the park. For non-peak
hours, it was estimated that an average of 35 trips would occur. During non-peak hour conditions, noise
levels would approach 54.7dBA L.q, which is below the nighttime ambient noise level in the Project
area of 56.4 dBA L., and would not create a perceptible noise increase of 3 dBA at the park. Further,
the Proposed Project would not have an impact during nighttime hours as the park is closed during the
hours of 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.
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Similarly, at an average distance of 1,475 ft to the nearest office use to the southwest, noise levels would
approach 52 57.7 dBA Leq, which would not exceed the City’s commercial and industrial zone daytime end
nighttime standards of 60 dBA Leq for office uses-end55-dBA—L.o;respectively. During non-peak hour
conditions, noise levels would approach 54.4 dBA L.q, which would not exceed the City’s nighttime
standard of 55 dBA L.q. Further, this noise level is below the quietest daytime or nighttime ambient
noise level in the area of 56.4 dBA L.q and would not create a perceptible noise increase of 3 dBA at
the office use. In addition, it is not expected that the Proposed Project would generate a potential noise

impact as office uses are typically not occupied during nighttime hours. As a result, noise levels
generated by truck activities would meet the City’s noise standards for stationary sources. Thus, operational

impacts from the Proposed Project would be less-than-significant.

Table 5.10-10 in Section 5.10.6, Environmental Impacts, on page 5.10-17, is revised as follows:

Table 5.10-10: Construction Vibration Damage Levels

B s Thresholds
Receptor (Location) Ltttz Distance (ft)2 Ulneic PPV Llisreenele
3 Level (PPV) Level (PPV) (in/sec)’ Exceeded?
at 25 ft!
Industrial (North) 200 0.004 No
Industrial (South and
Southeast) 275 0.002 No
Office (Southwest) 0.089 25 0.089 020 No
Park (North) 530 0.001 No
Residence (West) 1,366 <0.001 No

Source: LSA, 2024b (Appendix )
! The reference vibration level is associated with a large bulldozer, which is expected to be representative of the heavy
equipment used during construction.
2 Distance from receiver building facade to Project construction boundary (Project site boundary).

3 Caltrans Transportation and Construction Vibration Guidance Manual, April 2020, Table 19, p. 38.
"PPV" = Peak Particle Velocity

Table 5.10-11 in Section 5.10.6, Environmental Impacts, on page 5.10-18, is revised as follows:

Table 5.10-11: Construction Vibration Annoyance Levels

Reference Distance from Thresholds
Receptor (Location) Vibration Center of Vibration VdB Threshold
P Level (VdB) at Construction Level (VdB) 3 i) Exceeded?
25 ft! Activities (ft)2
Industrial (North) 200 53 90 No
Industrial (South and
Southeast) 275 49 90 No
Office (Southwest) 87 25 80 84 No
Park (North) 530 47 78 No
Residence (West) 1,366 28 78 No

Source: LSA, 2024b (EIR Appendix I)
1 The reference vibration level is associated with a large bulldozer, which is expected to be the representative of the heavy
equipment used during construction

2 Distance from receiver building facade to center of construction activities.
3Includes a conservative 7 dB coupling loss for 1-2 story heavy structures

"VdB" = Vibration Velocity Decibels
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John S. Gibson Truck & Chassis Parking Lot Project 4. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

4. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

4.1 INTRODUCTION

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires a lead or public agency that approves or carries
out a project for which an Environmental Impact Report has been certified which identifies one or more
significant adverse environmental effects and where findings with respect to changes or alterations in the
project have been made, to adopt a “...reporting or monitoring program for the changes made to the
project or conditions of project approval, adopted in order to mitigate or avoid significant effects on the
environment” (Pub. Resources Code Sections 21081, 21081.6).

A Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) was prepared to ensure that adopted mitigation
measures are successfully implemented for the John S. Gibson Truck & Chassis Parking Lot Project (Project).
This report describes the MMRP for the Project and identifies the parties that will be responsible for
monitoring implementation of the individual mitigation measures in the MMRP.

4.2 MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

The MMRP for the Project will be active through all phases of the Project, including design and construction.
Table 4-1 identifies the mitigation program that would be required to be implemented by the Lead Agency
for the John S. Gibson Truck & Chassis Parking Lot Project. The table identifies the Mitigation Measures (MMs)
required to mitigate or avoid significant adverse impacts associated with the implementation of the Project;
the timing of implementation; and the responsible party or parties for monitoring compliance.

The MMRP also includes a column that will be used by the compliance monitor (individual responsible for
monitoring compliance) to document when implementation of the measure is completed. As the MMs are
completed, the compliance monitor will sign and date the MMRP, indicating that the required actions have
been completed.
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4. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

Table 4-1: Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
John S. Gibson Truck & Chassis Parking Lot Project

Mitigation Measure

Timing

Responsible for Ensuring
Compliance / Verification

Date Completed
and Initials

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Mitigation Measure BIO-1: Pre-Construction Survey and Biological
Monitoring. To avoid impacts to special-status animal species, the Applicant
must conduct pre-construction biological surveys prior fo initiating vegetation
removal /clearing. Surveys shall be conducted by a qualified biologist within
three days of vegetation removal. Should the qualified biologist find any
special-status species, they shall be relocated to nearby open space (i.e.,
Palos Verdes peninsula) or shall be allowed to leave the site on their own,
pursuant to the qualified biologist’s recommendations. In addition, the
qualified biologist shall be present for initial site preparation and grading to
ensure that special-status animal species do not repopulate the site.

Prior to construction

City of Los Angeles
Department of Building
and Safety

Mitigation Measure BIO-2: Nesting Bird Survey. Vegetation removal shall
occur outside of the nesting bird season (generally between February 1 and
September 15). If vegetation removal is required during the nesting bird
season, the Applicant must conduct take avoidance surveys for nesting birds
prior to initiating vegetation removal/clearing. Surveys shall be conducted
by a qualified biologist(s) within three days of vegetation removal. If active
nests are observed for one or more species protected under Endangered
Species Act, the California Endangered Species Act, or the Migratory Bird
Treaty Act, the applicant and contractor shall maintain a minimum 300-foot
buffer around the active nests. For raptor species, the buffer shall be
expanded to 500 feet. The approved buffer zone shall be marked in the
field with construction fencing, within which no vegetation clearing or ground
disturbance shall commence until the qualified biologist verifies that the nests
are no longer occupied, and the juvenile birds can survive independently from
the nests. Once the young have fledged and left the nest, or the nest otherwise
becomes inactive under natural conditions, normal construction activities may

occur.

Prior to vegetation
removal

City of Los Angeles
Department of Building
and Safety
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CULTURAL RESOURCES

Mitigation Measure CUL-1: Cultural Resources Monitoring Plan. Prior to
the issuance of a grading permit, a Cultural Resources Monitoring Plan shall
be prepared by a qualified archaeologist and reviewed and approved by
the City of Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety. This plan shall
include, but not be limited to, the following actions:

Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the Applicant shall provide written
verification to the City of Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety
in the form of a letter from the qualified archaeologist to the lead
agency stating that a qualified archaeologist has been retained to
implement the monitoring program.

The certified archaeologist shall attend the pre-grading meeting with the
contractors to explain and coordinate the requirements of the monitoring
program.

During ground disturbing activity of previously undisturbed deposits, the
archaeological monitor(s) shall be onsite, to perform full-time inspections
of the excavations. The frequency of inspections shall depend upon the
rate of excavation, the materials excavated, and the presence and
abundance of artifacts and features.

Isolates and clearly non-significant deposits shall be minimally
documented in the field and collected, as determined by the qualified
archaeologist, so the monitored grading can proceed.

In the event that previously unidentified intact cultural resources are
discovered, the qualified archaeologist shall have the authority to divert
or temporarily halt ground disturbance operations in the area of the
discovery to allow for the evaluation of potentially significant cultural
resources. The qualified archaeologist shall contact the City of Los
Angeles Department of Building and Safety at the time of discovery. The
qualified archaeologist, in consultation with the lead agency, shall
determine the significance of the discovered resources. The City of Los
Angeles Department of Building and Safety must concur with the
evaluation before construction activities will be allowed to resume in the
affected area. For significant cultural resources, a Research Design and
Data Recovery Program to mitigate impacts shall be prepared by the
qualified archaeologist and approved by the lead agency before being
carried out using professional archaeological methods. If any human
bones are discovered, the county coroner and lead agency shall be
contacted. In the event that the remains are determined to be of Native
American origin, the most likely descendant, as identified by the NAHC,

Prior to issuance of
grading permits, during
construction, and prior to

issuance of building

permit(s) for report
submittal

City of Los Angeles
Department of Building
and Safety

Los Angeles Harbor Department
Final EIR
February 2026

4-4



John S. Gibson Truck & Chassis Parking Lot Project
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shall be contacted in order to determine proper treatment and
disposition of the remains.

e In the event of an unanticipated discovery, before construction activities
are allowed to resume in the affected areq, the artifacts shall be
recovered, and features recorded using professional archaeological
methods. The qualified archaeologist shall determine the amount of
material to be recovered to provide an adequate artifact sample size
for analysis.

e All cultural material collected during the grading monitoring program
shall be processed and curated according to the current professional
repository standards. The collections and associated records shall be
transferred, including title, to an appropriate curation facility, to be
accompanied by payment of the fees necessary for permanent curation.

e A report documenting the field and analysis results and interpreting the
artifact and research data within the research context shall be completed
and submitted to the satisfaction of the City of Los Angeles Department
of Building and Safety prior to the issuance of any building permits. The
report shall include Department of Parks and Recreation Primary and
Archaeological Site Forms.

e A monitoring report shall be prepared by the qualified archaeologist
upon completion of grading and submitted prior to the issuance of any
building permit(s).

GEOLOGY AND SOILS

Mitigation Measure PAL-1: Paleontological Monitoring. Prior to the
issuance of grading permits, the Applicant shall provide a letter to the City
of Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety, or designee, from a
professional paleontologist, stating that a qualified paleontologist (who
meets the Society of Vertebrate Paleontology’s (SVP, 2010) definition for
qualified professional paleontologist) has been retained to provide services
for the Project. The paleontologist shall develop a Paleontological Resources
Impact Mitigation Plan (PRIMP), consistent with the provisions of CEQA and
Society of Vertebrate Paleontology’s Guidelines, to mitigate the potential
impacts to unknown buried paleontological resources that may exist onsite.
The PRIMP shall be provided to the City for review and approval. The PRIMP
shall require that the paleontologist be present at the pre-grading conference
to establish procedures for paleontological resource surveillance and provide
worker training regarding paleontological monitoring. The PRIMP shall also
require full-time paleontological monitoring by a qualified paleontological

Prior to issuance of
grading permits; during
construction grading,
excavation, and utility
trenching activities; prior
to issuance of building
permit(s) for report
submittal

City of Los Angeles
Department of Building
and Safety
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monitor starting at the ground surface (below any disturbed/artificial fill
deposits) during grading, excavation, or utility trenching activities.

In the event paleontological resources are encountered, ground disturbing
activity within 50 feet of the area shall cease. The paleontologist shall
examine the materials encountered, assess the nature and extent of the find,
and recommend a course of action to further investigate and protect or
recover and salvage those resources that have been encountered pursuant to
the guidelines of the Society of Vertebrate Paleontology (SVP, 2010).

Criteria for discarding specific fossil specimens shall be made explicit in the
PRIMP. If the qualified paleontologist determines that impacts to a sample
containing significant paleontological resources cannot be avoided by Project
construction, then recovery techniques may be applied as identified within the
PRIMP. Actions include recovering a sample of the fossiliferous material prior
to construction, monitoring construction activities and halting construction if a
significant fossil needs to be recovered, and/or cleaning, identifying, and
cataloging fossil specimens for curation and research purposes. Recovery,
salvage, and treatment shall be done at the Applicant’s expense. All
recovered and salvaged resources shall be prepared to the point of
identification and permanent preservation by the paleontologist. Resources
shall be identified and curated into an established accredited professional
repository. The paleontologist shall have a repository agreement in hand
prior to initiating recovery of the resource. If no institution accepts the fossil(s),
they shall be donated to a local school in the area for educational purposes.
Accompanying notes, maps, and photographs shall also be filed at the
repository and/or school. A report documenting the results of the monitoring,
including any salvage activities and the significance of any fossils, shall be
prepared and submitted to the City of Los Angeles Department of Building
and Safety, or designee.

Prior to commencement of grading activities, the City of Los Angeles
Department of Building and Safety, or designee, shall verify that all Project
grading and construction plans specify the requirements herein related to the
PRIMP and the unanticipated discovery of paleontological resources.
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RIVERSIDE
ROSEVILLE
SAN LUIS OBISPO
MEMORANDUM
DATE: September 4, 2025
To: Meaghan Truman, EPD Solutions, Inc.
FROM: Bianca Martinez, Air Quality Specialist

Jessica Coria, Associate

SUBJECT: Response to Comments for the John S. Gibson Truck & Chassis Parking Lot Project

LSA has reviewed the comment letter submitted by Wilmington Neighborhood Council on the Draft
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the proposed John S. Gibson Truck & Chassis Parking Lot
Project prepared for the City of Los Angeles (City) by EPD Solutions, Inc. (EPD) and dated November
2024. LSA prepared the Air Quality, Health Risk, Greenhouse Gas, and Energy Impact Report (AQ
Report) for the proposed project dated August 2024. The findings from the report were used as the
basis for the findings in the Draft EIR.

LSA reviewed the comments related to air quality, health risk, and greenhouse gas impacts and has
provided a response to Comment 5.10.

WILMINGTON NEIGHBORHOOD COUNCIL - COMMENT 5.10

This comment states that the Draft EIR fails to mention the following sensitive receptors: Volunteers
of America Pre-School, located at 334 South Figueroa Street, approximately 0.437 mile from the
project site, and the Field of Dreams Park/Recreation, located less than 200 feet from the project
site. The commentor states that these sensitive receptors should be included in the analysis as well
as to provide clarification on why they were not included in the Draft EIR.

According to the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD), sensitive receptors are
defined as people that have an increased sensitivity to air pollution or environmental contaminants.
Sensitive receptors include any residence, such as private homes, condominiums, apartments, and
living quarters; schools; daycare centers; and health care facilities, such as hospitals or retirement
and nursing homes. Sensitive receptors can also include long-term care hospitals, hospices, prisons,
and dormitories or similar live-in housing. Based on this definition, the Field of Dreams

1 South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD). 2022. Rule 1480 — Ambient Monitoring and
Sampling of Metal Toxic Air Contaminants. May 6. Website: https://www.agmd.gov/docs/default-
source/rule-book/reg-xiv/rule-1480.pdf?sfvrsn=18#:~:text=(13)%20SENSITIVE%20RECEPTOR%
20means%20any,or%20retirement%20and%20nursing%20homes (accessed February 2025).
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Park/Recreation is not considered a sensitive receptor for air quality. Recreational parks are not
included in the definition of sensitive receptors because people do not typically remain on site for
an extended period, such as an 8-hour works shift or school day, or the full 24 hours of a residential
receptor; but rather are present for shorter periods of time. Therefore, people visiting the Field of
Dreams Park/Recreation would have a lower exposure than people living and working near the
project site.

A health risk assessment (HRA) was conducted for the proposed project to determine the potential
health risk associated with the exhaust of diesel-powered trucks and equipment to people living
near the project. The HRA was conducted in accordance with the modeling techniques
recommended in the California Environmental Protection Agency’s (CalEPA) Office of Environmental
Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) Air Toxic Hot Spots Program Risk Assessment Guidelines? and
SCAQMD requirements. Based on the HRA results, the sensitive maximally exposed individual (MEI),
which is the individual with the highest probability of contracting cancer as a result of exposure, was
determined to be the residence located at 312 South Figueroa Street, which is approximately 1,366
feet away from the project site. The cancer risk at the sensitive MEI was determined to be 0.13 in

1 million during construction and 7.84 in 1 million during operation of the project, which would not
exceed the SCAQMD cancer risk threshold of 10 in 1 million. The commenter identified the
Volunteers of America Pre-School, located at 334 South Figueroa Street, as a potential sensitive
receptor. The Volunteers of America Pre-School is located farther away than the identified sensitive
MEI. Therefore, health risk at the Volunteers of America Pre-School would be lower than the risks
identified for the sensitive MEI and would also be considered to be below thresholds. Therefore, no
significant health risk would occur from project construction and operation emissions.

Similarly, health risk levels are anticipated to be below thresholds for the Field of Dreams
Park/Recreation. However, because the Field of Dreams Park/Recreation is located 200 feet away
from the project site, the chronic health index and acute health index were extrapolated. The
chronic health risk would be 0.001 in 1 million and the acute health index would be less than 0.001
in 1 million, which are both below the SCAQMD threshold of 1.0 in 1 million. Figure 1, Project
Sources and Receptors (provided in Attachment A), provides a visual representation of the cancer
risk at the Field of Dreams Park/Recreation, which is estimated to be 2 in 1 million. The SCAQMD
and the Los Angeles Housing Department established an incident rate of 10 persons per one million
as the maximum acceptable cancer risk threshold due to DPM exposure. Therefore, the Field of
Dreams Park/Recreation would be below the 10 in one million SCAQMD threshold, indicating that a
significant health risk would not occur. Figure 1 is based on the operational cancer risk isopleth map
included as part of the HRA model snapshots and outputs provided in Appendix B of the AQ report
and does not include any new or revised information. The AQ report is also included as an appendix
to the Draft EIR. Therefore, all health risk levels to the Field of Dreams Park/Recreation and the
Volunteers of America Pre-School from operation-related emissions of toxic air contaminants would

2 california Environmental Protection Agency (CalEPA) Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment
(OEHHA). 2015. Air Toxics Hot Spots Program Guidance Manual for Preparation of Health Risk
Assessments. March. Website: https://oehha.ca.gov/air/air-toxics-hot-spots (accessed February 2025).
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be below the SCAQMD’s HRA thresholds. No significant health risk would occur from project
operation emissions.

Attachment: A - Figure 1: Project Sources and Receptors
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ATTACHMENT A

FIGURE 1: PROJECT SOURCES AND RECEPTORS
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LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS AND ACRONYMS

CalEEMod California Emissions Estimator Model

CEQA California Environmental Quality Act

City City of Los Angeles

CNEL Community Noise Equivalent Level

dB decibel(s)

dBA A-weighted decibel(s)

FHWA Federal Highway Administration

ft foot/feet

FTA Federal Transit Administration

FTA Manual Federal Transit Administration’s Transit Noise and Vibration Impact
Assessment Manual

1-110 Interstate 110

in/sec inches per second

Ldn day-night average noise level

Leq equivalent continuous sound level

Limax maximum instantaneous sound level

PCE passenger car equivalent

PPV peak particle velocity

project John S. Gibson Truck & Chassis Parking Lot Project

RMS root-mean-square

sq ft square foot/feet

VdB vibration velocity decibels
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INTRODUCTION

This noise and vibration impact analysis has been prepared to evaluate the potential noise and
vibration impacts and reduction measures associated with the John S. Gibson Truck & Chassis
Parking Lot Project (project) in Los Angeles, California. This report is intended to satisfy the City of
Los Angeles’s (City) requirement for a project-specific noise impact analysis by examining the
impacts of the project site and evaluating noise reduction measures that the project may require.

PROJECT LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION

The 18.635-acre project site is located at 1599 John S. Gibson Boulevard in the community of San
Pedro in the southwestern portion of Los Angeles within the Port of Los Angeles Master Plan
planning community in Los Angeles County. The project site is currently undeveloped and consists of
Assessor’s Parcel Numbers 7440-016-001, 7440-016-002, 7440-016-003, and 7412-024-007. The
project site is bounded by Interstate 110 (I-110) to the north and west, John S. Gibson Boulevard to
the east, and existing container terminals to the south. A portion of the project site is in the western
portion of the Port of Los Angeles Master Plan Planning Area 2, which encompasses the West Basin
and Wilmington areas. See Figure 1, Regional Project Location, and Figure 2, Site Plan, below.

The proposed project would construct a short-term truck and chassis parking facility and related site
improvements. The project would include paving of the site and striping of 393 truck and chassis
stalls. The 393 stalls would be 11 feet (ft) by 40 ft and would occupy approximately 405,602 square
feet (sq ft). In addition, the proposed project would include installation of a prefabricated guard
booth and restroom for use by truck drivers and project employees.

Truck trailer parking operations were conservatively assumed to occur year-round, 24 hours a day, 7
days a week. Typical operational characteristics include truck trailer parking activities and a
maximum of two employees providing security and operating onsite machinery.

The project would result in approximately 1,794 one-way truck trips per day, approximately 4 one-
way delivery/vendor trips per day, and approximately 10 passenger vehicle trips per day. The
parking lot is intended to support ship offloading and loading activities occurring at Port of Los
Angeles container yards.

EXISTING LAND USES IN THE PROJECT AREA

The project site is surrounded primarily by office and industrial uses. The areas adjacent to the
project site include the following uses:

e North: I-110 followed by industrial warehouses.

e South and Southeast: John S. Gibson Boulevard followed by container storage and terminal
storage.

e West and Southwest: Harbor Community Police Station and Ports of America Office Building.
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There are no nearby sensitive receptors within a 1,000 ft radius of the project site. The closest
sensitive receptors to the project site are single-family homes located west of the project site at
1,366 ft from the western project site boundary line to the residences. The closest worker receptor
to the project site is the Ports of America insurance company located immediately southwest at 25
ft from the project boundary.

It should be noted that the nearest educational facility, Volunteers of America Pre-school at 334 S.
Figeuroa, is located over 2,000 feet or 0.4 miles from the project site. At this distance, construction
noise and operation noise would not contribute to the noise environment at the educational facility
or increase ambient noise levels. Given the large distance, intervening structures, and topography,
construction and operational noise levels would be well below the City’s criteria as described in the
applicable sections below. Lastly, none of the educational facilities are adjacent to construction or
operational truck routes for the project.
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NOISE AND VIBRATION FUNDAMENTALS

CHARACTERISTICS OF SOUND

Noise is usually defined as unwanted sound. Noise consists of any sound that may produce
physiological or psychological damage and/or interfere with communication, work, rest, recreation,
and sleep.

To the human ear, sound has two significant characteristics: pitch and loudness. Pitch is generally an
annoyance, while loudness can affect the ability to hear. Pitch is the number of complete vibrations,
or cycles per second, of a sound wave, which results in the tone’s range from high to low. Loudness
is the strength of a sound, and it describes a noisy or quiet environment; it is measured by the
amplitude of the sound wave. Loudness is determined by the intensity of the sound waves
combined with the reception characteristics of the human ear. Sound intensity is the average rate of
sound energy transmitted through a unit of area perpendicular to the direction in which the sound
waves are traveling. This characteristic of sound can be precisely measured with instruments. The
analysis of a project defines the noise environment of the project area in terms of sound intensity
and its effect on adjacent sensitive land uses.

MEASUREMENT OF SOUND

Sound intensity is measured with the A-weighted decibel (dBA) scale to correct for the relative
frequency response of the human ear. That is, an A-weighted noise level de-emphasizes low and
very high frequencies of sound, similar to the human ear’s de-emphasis of these frequencies.
Decibels (dB), unlike the linear scale (e.g., inches or pounds), are measured on a logarithmic scale
representing points on a sharply rising curve.

For example, 10 dB is 10 times more intense than 0 dB, 20 dB is 100 times more intense than 0 dB,
and 30 dB is 1,000 times more intense than 0 dB. Thirty decibels (30 dB) represents 1,000 times as
much acoustic energy as 0 dB. The decibel scale increases as the square of the change, representing
the sound pressure energy. A sound as soft as human breathing is about 10 times greater than 0 dB.
The decibel system of measuring sound gives a rough connection between the physical intensity of
sound and its perceived loudness to the human ear. A 10 dB increase in sound level is perceived by
the human ear as only a doubling of the sound’s loudness. Ambient sounds generally range from

30 dB (very quiet) to 100 dB (very loud).

Sound levels are generated from a source, and their decibel level decreases as the distance from
that source increases. Sound levels dissipate exponentially with distance from their noise sources.
For a single point source, sound levels decrease approximately 6 dB for each doubling of distance
from the source. This drop-off rate is appropriate for noise generated by stationary equipment.

If noise is produced by a line source (e.g., highway traffic or railroad operations), the sound
decreases 3 dB for each doubling of distance in a hard site environment. Line source sound levels
decrease 4.5 dB for each doubling of distance in a relatively flat environment with absorptive
vegetation.

There are many ways to rate noise for various time periods, but an appropriate rating of ambient
noise affecting humans also accounts for the annoying effects of sound. The equivalent continuous
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sound level (Leg) is the total sound energy of time-varying noise over a sample period. However, the
predominant rating scales for human communities in the State of California are the Leq and
Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) or the day-night average noise level (L4n) based on
A-weighted decibels. CNEL is the time-weighted average noise over a 24-hour period, with a

5 dBA weighting factor applied to the hourly Leq for noises occurring from 7:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m.
(defined as relaxation hours) and a 10 dBA weighting factor applied to noises occurring from

10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. (defined as sleeping hours). Lgn is similar to the CNEL scale but without the
adjustment for events occurring during the relaxation. CNEL and Lgn are within 1 dBA of each other
and are normally interchangeable. The City of Los Angeles uses the CNEL noise scale for long-term
traffic noise impact assessment.

Other noise rating scales of importance when assessing the annoyance factor include the maximum
instantaneous noise level (Lmax), Which is the highest sound level that occurs during a stated time
period. The noise environments discussed in this analysis for short-term noise impacts are specified
in terms of maximum levels denoted by Lmax, Which reflects peak operating conditions and addresses
the annoying aspects of intermittent noise. It is often used together with another noise scale, or
noise standards in terms of percentile noise levels, in noise ordinances for enforcement purposes.
For example, the Lig noise level represents the noise level exceeded 10 percent of the time during a
stated period. The Lso noise level represents the median noise level. Half the time the noise level
exceeds this level, and half the time it is less than this level. The Lg noise level represents the noise
level exceeded 90 percent of the time and is considered the background noise level during a
monitoring period. For a relatively constant noise source, the Leq and Lso are approximately the
same.

Noise impacts can be described in three categories. The first category includes audible impacts,
which are increases in noise levels noticeable to humans. Audible increases in noise levels generally
refer to a change of 3 dB or greater because this level has been found to be barely perceptible in
exterior environments. The second category, potentially audible, refers to a change in the noise
level between 1 dB and 3 dB. This range of noise levels has been found to be noticeable only in
laboratory environments. The last category includes changes in noise levels of less than 1 dB, which
are inaudible to the human ear. Only audible changes in existing ambient or background noise levels
are considered potentially significant.

Physiological Effects of Noise

Physical damage to human hearing begins at prolonged exposure to sound levels higher than

85 dBA. Exposure to high sound levels affects the entire system, with prolonged sound exposure in
excess of 75 dBA increasing body tensions, thereby affecting blood pressure and functions of the
heart and the nervous system. In comparison, extended periods of sound exposure above

90 dBA would result in permanent cell damage. When the sound level reaches 120 dBA, a tickling
sensation occurs in the human ear, even with short-term exposure. This level of sound is called the
threshold of feeling. As the sound reaches 140 dBA, the tickling sensation is replaced by a feeling of
pain in the ear (i.e., the threshold of pain). A sound level of 160-165 dBA will result in dizziness or a
loss of equilibrium. The ambient or background noise problem is widespread and generally more
concentrated in urban areas than in outlying, less developed areas.
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Table A lists definitions of acoustical terms, and Table B shows common sound levels and their

sources.
Table A: Definitions of Acoustical Terms
Term Definitions
Decibel, dB A unit of sound measurement that denotes the ratio between two quantities that are

proportional to power; the number of decibels is 10 times the logarithm (to the base 10) of
this ratio.

Frequency, Hz

Of a function periodic in time, the number of times that the quantity repeats itself in
1 second (i.e., the number of cycles per second).

A-Weighted Sound
Level, dBA

The sound level obtained by use of A-weighting. The A-weighting filter de-emphasizes the
very low and very high frequency components of the sound in a manner similar to the
frequency response of the human ear and correlates well with subjective reactions to noise.
(All sound levels in this report are A-weighted unless reported otherwise.)

Lo1, L1o, Lso, Lo

The fast A-weighted noise levels that are equaled or exceeded by a fluctuating sound level
1%, 10%, 50%, and 90% of a stated time period, respectively.

Equivalent Continuous
Noise Level, Leg

The level of a steady sound that, in a stated time period and at a stated location, has the
same A-weighted sound energy as the time-varying sound.

Community Noise
Equivalent Level, CNEL

The 24-hour A-weighted average sound level from midnight to midnight, obtained after the
addition of 5 dBA to sound levels occurring in the evening from 7:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m. and
after the addition of 10 dBA to sound levels occurring in the night between 10:00 p.m. and
7:00 a.m.

Day/Night Noise Level,
I-dn

The 24-hour A-weighted average sound level from midnight to midnight, obtained after the
addition of 10 dBA to sound levels occurring in the night between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m.

Lmax; Lmin

The maximum and minimum A-weighted sound levels measured on a sound level meter,
during a designated time interval, using fast time averaging.

Ambient Noise Level

The all-encompassing noise associated with a given environment at a specified time. Usually a

composite of sound from many sources from many directions, near and far; no particular
sound is dominant.

Source 1: Technical Noise Supplement (Caltrans 2013)

Source 2: Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment Manual (FTA 2018).
Caltrans = California Department of Transportation

FTA = Federal Transit Administration
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Table B: Common Sound Levels and Their Noise Sources

Noise Source

A-Weighted Sound
Level in Decibels

Noise Environments

Subjective
Evaluations

Near Jet Engine 140 Deafening 128 times as loud
Civil Defense Siren 130 Threshold of Pain 64 times as loud
Hard Rock Band 120 Threshold of Feeling 32 times as loud
Accelerating Motorcycle at a Few Feet Away 110 Very Loud 16 times as loud
Pile Dr|v.er; N0|sy Urban Street/ 100 Very Loud 8 times as loud
Heavy City Traffic

Ambulance Siren; Food Blender 95 Very Loud —
Garbage Disposal 90 Very Loud 4 times as loud
Freight Cars; Living Room Music 85 Loud —
Pneumatic Drill; Vacuum Cleaner 80 Loud 2 times as loud
Busy Restaurant 75 Moderately Loud —

Near Freeway Auto Traffic 70 Moderately Loud Reference level
Average Office 60 Quiet One-half as loud
Suburban Street 55 Quiet —

Light Traffic; Soft Radio Music in Apartment 50 Quiet One-quarter as loud
Large Transformer 45 Quiet —
Average Residence without Stereo Playing 40 Faint One-eighth as loud
Soft Whisper 30 Faint —
Rustling Leaves 20 Very Faint -

Human Breathing 10 Very Faint Threshold of Hearing
— 0 Very Faint —

Source: Compiled by LSA (2022).

FUNDAMENTALS OF VIBRATION

Vibration refers to ground-borne noise and perceptible motion. Ground-borne vibration is almost
exclusively a concern inside buildings and is rarely perceived as a problem outdoors, where the
motion may not be discernible, but without the effects associated with the shaking of a building
there is less adverse reaction. Vibration energy propagates from a source through intervening soil
and rock layers to the foundations of nearby buildings. The vibration then propagates from the
foundation throughout the remainder of the structure. Building vibration may be perceived by
occupants as the motion of building surfaces, the rattling of items sitting on shelves or hanging on
walls, or a low-frequency rumbling noise. The rumbling noise is caused by the vibration of walls,
floors, and ceilings that radiate sound waves. Annoyance from vibration often occurs when the
vibration exceeds the threshold of perception by 10 dB or less. This is an order of magnitude below
the damage threshold for normal buildings.

Typical sources of ground-borne vibration are construction activities (e.g., blasting, pile-driving, and
operating heavy-duty earthmoving equipment), steel-wheeled trains, and occasional traffic on rough
roads. Problems with both ground-borne vibration and noise from these sources are usually
localized to areas within approximately 100 ft from the vibration source, although there are
examples of ground-borne vibration causing interference out to distances greater than 200 ft (FTA
2018). When roadways are smooth, vibration from traffic, even heavy trucks, is rarely perceptible.

It is assumed for most projects that the roadway surface will be smooth enough that ground-borne
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vibration from street traffic will not exceed the impact criteria; however, construction of the project
could result in ground-borne vibration that may be perceptible and annoying.

Ground-borne noise is not likely to be a problem because noise arriving via the normal airborne path
will usually be greater than ground-borne noise.

Ground-borne vibration has the potential to disturb people and damage buildings. Although it is
very rare for train-induced ground-borne vibration to cause even cosmetic building damage, it is not
uncommon for construction processes such as blasting and pile-driving to cause vibration of
sufficient amplitudes to damage nearby buildings (FTA 2018). Ground-borne vibration is usually
measured in terms of vibration velocity, either the root-mean-square (RMS) velocity or peak particle
velocity (PPV). The RMS is best for characterizing human response to building vibration, and PPV is
used to characterize the potential for damage. Decibel notation acts to compress the range of
numbers required to describe vibration. Vibration velocity level in decibels is defined as:

Ly = 20 |Og1o [V/Vref]

where “L,” is the vibration velocity in decibels (VdB), “V” is the RMS velocity amplitude, and “V " is
the reference velocity amplitude, or 1 x 10 inches/second (in/sec) used in the United States.
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REGULATORY SETTING

APPLICABLE NOISE STANDARDS

The applicable noise standards governing the project site include the criteria in the City’s Noise
Element of the General Plan (Noise Element), the City’s Municipal Code, and the L.A. CEQA Thresholds
Guide (2006). The L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide generally pulls information from both the Noise
Element and the City’s Municipal Code which are further described below.

City of Los Angeles
Noise Element of the General Plan

In California, cities and counties are required to adopt noise elements as part of their general plans.
The purpose of a noise element is to establish a land use pattern that minimizes the exposure of
residents of the community to excessive noise. The City of Los Angeles General Plan noise element
provides planning guidance related to noise. It identifies goals, objectives, and an implementation
program to ensure that Los Angeles residents will be protected from noise that may be detrimental
to their physical and mental health and general welfare. In the noise element, the City has
established an acceptable limit of noise exposure for various land use categories. The purpose of
these criteria is to provide a guideline for the City to locate appropriate land uses within acceptable
noise environments. Table C shows the City’s land use compatibility standards for noise. Noise levels
of 50 and 55 dBA CNEL are identified as being “normally acceptable” for single-family and multi-
family residential land uses, respectively. Noise levels of 65 dBA CNEL are identified as being
“normally acceptable” for office uses.

Municipal Code

Chapter Xl of the Los Angeles Municipal Code establishes noise standards to limit noise affecting
various land uses in the city. These standards apply to noise generated by “any machinery
equipment, pump, fan, air-conditioning apparatus, or similar mechanical device.” Table D
summarizes the presumed ambient noise levels for various land use types as specified in Municipal
Code Section 111.03.

Where the ambient noise level is less than the presumed ambient noise level designated, the
presumed ambient noise level shall be deemed to be the minimum ambient noise level. At the
boundary line between two zones, the presumed ambient noise level of the quieter zone shall be
used. In accordance with the Noise Regulation, a noise level increase of 5 dBA over the existing
average ambient noise level at an adjacent property line represents a noise violation.
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Table C: City of Los Angeles Noise and Land Use Compatibility Guidelines

Land Use Category

Residential Single Family, Duplex, Mobile Home

Residential Multi-Family

Transient Lodging, Motel, Hotel

School, Library, Church, Hospital, Nursing Home

Auditorium, Concert Hall, Ampitheater

Sports Arena, Outdoor Spectator Sports

Playground, Neighborhood Park

Golf Course, Riding Stable, Water Recreation,
Cemetery

Office Building, Business, Commercial,
Professional

Agriculture, Industrial, Manufacturing, Utilities

A=

Normally acceptable. Specified land use is satis-
factory, based upon assumption buildings involved
are conventional construction, without any special
noise insulation.

Conditionally acceptable. New construction or de-
velopment only after a detailed analysis of noise miti-
gation is made and needed noise insulation features
are included in project design. Conventional construc-
tion, but with closed windows and fresh air supply
systems or air conditioning normally will suffice.

Day-Night Average Exterior Sound Level (CNEL dB)

50

A

55 60 65 70 75 80

C c c N U U

C C C/N u U u
C C C c/u U u
A A A/N N N/U u
A A A N A/N u
A A A/C C C/N N
A A A A/C  C/N N

Normally unacceptable. New construction or devel-
opment generally should be discouraged. A detailed
analysis of noise reduction requirements must be
made and noise insulation features included in the
design of a project.

Clearly unacceptable. New construction or develop-
ment generally should not be undertaken.

Source: City of Los Angeles General Plan Noise Element (February 1999).
CNEL dB = Community Noise Equivalent Level in decibels

Table D: Exterior Presumed Ambient Noise Levels

Zone

Presumed Ambient Noise Level (dBA)

Day Night
Al, A2, RA, RE, RS, RD, RW1, RW2, R1, R2, R3, R4, and R5 50 40
P, PB, CR, C1, C1.5, C2, C4, C5,and CM 60 55
M1, MR1, and MR2 60 55
M2 and M3 65 65

Source: City of Los Angeles (2023).
dBA = A-weighted decibels
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Chapter XI, Article 2, Section 112.05, Maximum Noise Level of Powered Equipment or Powered
Hand Tools, requires that between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m., in any residential zone of
the City or within 500 ft thereof, no person shall operate or cause to be operated any powered
equipment or powered hand tool that produces a maximum noise level exceeding the following
noise limits at a distance of 50 ft therefrom:

(a) 75 dB(A) for construction, industrial, and agricultural machinery including
crawler-tractors, dozers, rotary drills and augers, loaders, power shovels, cranes,
derricks, motor graders, paving machines, off-highway trucks, ditchers, trenchers,
compactors, scrapers, wagons, pavement breakers, compressors and pneumatic or
other powered equipment;

(b) 75 dB(A) for powered equipment of 20 HP or less intended for infrequent use in
residential areas, including chain saws, log chippers and powered hand tools;

(c) 65 dB(A) for powered equipment intended for repetitive use in residential areas,
including lawn mowers, backpack blowers, small lawn and garden tools and riding
tractors;

The noise limits for particular equipment listed above in (a), (b), and (c) shall be deemed to be
superseded and replaced by noise limits for such equipment from and after their establishment by
final regulations adopted by the United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and
published in the Federal Register.

However, the noise limitations above would not apply where compliance is deemed to be
technically infeasible, which means that said noise limitations cannot be complied with despite the
use of mufflers, shields, sound barriers, and/or other noise reduction device or techniques during
the operation of the equipment. The aforementioned limitations apply only to uses in residential
zones or within 500 ft thereof.

Chapter IV, Article 1, Section 41.40. Noise Due To Construction, Excavation Work — When Prohibited,
states:

(a) No person shall, between the hours of 9:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. of the following
day, perform any construction or repair work of any kind upon, or any excavating
for, any building or structure, where any of the foregoing entails the use of any
power driven drill, riveting machine excavator or any other machine, tool, device or
equipment which makes loud noises to the disturbance of persons occupying
sleeping quarters in any dwelling hotel or apartment or other place of residence. In
addition, the operation, repair or servicing of construction equipment and the job-
site delivering of construction materials in such areas shall be prohibited during the
hours herein specified. Any person who knowingly and willfully violates the
foregoing provision shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor punishable as
elsewhere provided in this Code.
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(b) The provisions of Subsection (a) shall not apply to any person who performs the
construction, repair or excavation work involved pursuant to the express written
permission of the Board of Police Commissioners through its Executive Director. The
Executive Director, on behalf of the Board, may grant this permission, upon
application in writing, where the work proposed to be done is in the public interest,
or where hardship or injustice, or unreasonable delay would result from its
interruption during the hours mentioned above, or where the building or structure
involved is devoted or intended to be devoted to a use immediately related to
public defense. The provisions of this section shall not in any event apply to
construction, repair, or excavation work done within any district zoned for
manufacturing or industrial uses under the provisions of Chapter | of this Code, nor
to emergency work necessitated by any flood, fire or other catastrophe.

(c) No person, other than an individual homeowner engaged in the repair or
construction of his single-family dwelling shall perform any construction or repair
work of any kind upon, or any earth grading for, any building or structure located on
land developed with residential buildings under the provisions of Chapter | of this
Code, or perform such work within 500 ft of land so occupied, before 8:00 a.m. or
after 6:00 p.m. on any Saturday or national holiday nor at any time on any Sunday.
In addition, the operation, repair or servicing of construction equipment and the
job-site delivering of construction materials in such areas shall be prohibited on
Saturdays and on Sundays during the hours herein specified. The provisions of this
subsection shall not apply to persons engaged in the emergency repair of:

1. Any building or structure.

2. Earth supporting or endangering any building or structure.
3. Any public utility.

4. Any public way or adjacent earth

APPLICABLE VIBRATION STANDARDS
Federal Transit Administration

Because the City does not have vibration standards within their Noise Element, Municipal Code or
the CEQA Thresholds Guide, vibration standards included in the FTA Manual are used in this analysis
for ground-borne vibration impacts on human annoyance. The criteria for environmental impact
from ground-borne vibration and noise are based on the maximum levels for a single event. Table E
provides the criteria for assessing the potential for interference or annoyance from vibration levels
in a building.
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Table E: Interpretation of Vibration Criteria for Detailed Analysis

and Operating
Rooms

Land Use ?(IIZ)I;;.: Description of Use

Workshop 90 Vibration that is distinctly felt. Appropriate for workshops and similar areas not as
sensitive to vibration.

Office 84 Vibration that can be felt. Appropriate for offices and similar areas not as sensitive to
vibration.

Residential Day 78 Vibration that is barely felt. Adequate for computer equipment and low-power
optical microscopes (up to 20x).

Residential Night 72 Vibration is not felt, but ground-borne noise may be audible inside quiet rooms.

Suitable for medium-power microscopes (100x) and other equipment of low
sensitivity.

Source: Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment Manual (FTA 2018).

1

As measured in 1/3-octave bands of frequency over the frequency range 8 to 80 hertz.
FTA = Federal Transit Administration
Lv = velocity in decibels

Max = maximum
VdB = vibration velocity decibels

Table F lists the potential vibration building damage criteria associated with construction activities,
as suggested in the FTA Manual and adopted by the City’s Noise Element. FTA guidelines show that a
vibration level of up to 0.5 in/sec in PPV is considered safe for buildings consisting of reinforced
concrete, steel, or timber (no plaster), and would not result in any construction vibration damage.
For non-engineered timber and masonry buildings, the construction building vibration damage

criterion is 0.2 in/sec in PPV.

Table F: Construction Vibration Damage Criteria

Building Category PPV (in/sec)
Reinforced concrete, steel, or timber (no plaster) 0.50
Engineered concrete and masonry (no plaster) 0.30
Non-engineered timber and masonry buildings 0.20
Buildings extremely susceptible to vibration damage 0.12

Source: Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment Manual (FTA 2018).
FTA = Federal Transit Administration PPV = peak particle velocity
in/sec = inch/inches per second
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NOISE AND VIBRATION IMPACT ANALYSIS
JANUARY 2026

LSA

OVERVIEW OF THE EXISTING NOISE ENVIRONMENT

The primary existing noise sources in the project area are traffic on 1-110 and John S. Gibson
Boulevard.

AMBIENT NOISE MEASUREMENTS
Long-Term Noise Measurements

To assess existing noise levels, LSA conducted two long-term noise measurements in the vicinity of
the project site. The long-term (24-hour) noise level measurements were conducted on May 2
through May 3, 2023, using two Larson Davis Spark 706RC Dosimeters. Table G provides a summary
of the measured hourly and maximum noise levels from the long-term noise level measurements. As
shown in Table G, the calculated hourly noise levels are as low as 53.0 dBA Leq during nighttime
hours and 57.8 dBA Leq during daytime hours. Noise measurement sheets are provided in

Appendix A. Figure 3 shows the long-term monitoring locations.

Table G: Long-Term 24-Hour Ambient Noise Monitoring Results

Daytime Evening Nighttime Average Daily
Location Noise Levels! | Noise Levels? | Noise Levels? Noise Levels
(dBA Leg) (dBA Leg) (dBA Leg) (dBA CNEL)
Northeast property line of 2001 John S.
LT-1 Gibson Blvd #1, San Pedro, CA 90731 on a 57.8-61.3 56.4—-58.7 53.0-60.2 63.9
fence bordering the project site.
Northeast of John S. Gibson Boulevard and
LT-2 Harry Bridges Boulevard at a park near a 67.1-71.2 65.9-67.9 63.0-67.7 72.4
tree.

Source: Compiled by LSA (2023).

Note: Noise measurements were conducted from May 2 to May 3, 2023, starting at 10:00 a.m.

1 Daytime Noise Levels = noise levels during the hours of 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m.

2 Evening Noise Levels = noise levels during the hours of 7:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m.

3 Nighttime Noise Levels = noise levels during the hours of 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.

CNEL = Community Noise Equivalent Level Leq = equivalent continuous sound level
dBA = A-weighted decibels

EXISTING AIRCRAFT NOISE

Aircraft flyovers may be audible on the project site due to aircraft activity in the vicinity. The
Torrance Municipal Airport is located approximately 3.8 miles northwest of the project site, and the
Long Beach Airport is located approximately 7.6 miles northeast of the project site. The Los Angeles
County Airport Land Use Plan (ALUC 2004) shows that the project site is outside the 65 dBA CNEL
noise contour for the airports. While aircraft operations may contribute to the noise in the project
area from these airports, the project site is not expected to experience airport-related noise levels in
excess of the City’s exterior standards. Impacts are considered less than significant, and no
mitigation is required.
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PROJECT IMPACTS

SHORT-TERM CONSTRUCTION NOISE IMPACTS

Two types of short-term noise impacts could occur during the construction of the proposed project.
First, construction crew commutes and the transport of construction equipment and materials to
the site for the proposed project would incrementally increase noise levels on access roads leading
to the site. Although there would be a relatively high single-event noise-exposure potential causing
intermittent noise nuisance (passing trucks at 50 ft would generate up to 84 dBA Lmax), the effect on
longer-term ambient noise levels would be small when compared to existing daily traffic volumes on
John S. Gibson Boulevard. The results of the California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) for
the proposed project indicate that during the demolition phase, an additional 291 vehicles in
passenger car equivalent (PCE) volume, consisting of worker and hauling trips, would be added to
the roadway adjacent to the project site. Because the existing traffic volume on John S. Gibson
Boulevard is approximately 18,425 (Los Angeles Department of Transportation 2017), construction-
related vehicle trips would generate an approximate 0.1 dBA CNEL noise increase. A noise level
increase of less than 3 dBA would not be perceptible to the human ear in an outdoor environment.
Therefore, short-term, construction-related impacts associated with worker commute and
equipment transport to the project site would be less than significant.

The second type of short-term noise impact is related to noise generated during construction, which
includes site preparation, grading, paving, and architectural coating on the project site. Construction
is completed in discrete steps, each of which has its own mix of equipment and, consequently, its
own noise characteristics. These various sequential phases would change the character of the noise
generated on the site and, therefore, the noise levels surrounding the site as construction
progresses. Despite the variety in the type and size of construction equipment, similarities in the
dominant noise sources and patterns of operation allow construction-related noise ranges to be
categorized by work phase. Table H lists typical construction equipment noise levels recommended
for noise impact assessments, based on a distance of 50 ft between the equipment and a noise
receptor, taken from the Federal Highway Administration’s (FHWA) FHWA Roadway Construction
Noise Model (2006).

In addition to the reference maximum noise level, the usage factor provided in Table H is used to
calculate the hourly noise level impact for each piece of equipment based on the following
equation:

L, (equip) = E.L.+10log(U.F.) —20 log(%j

where:  Leq(equip) Leq at a receiver resulting from the operation of a single

piece of equipment over a specified time period.

E.L. = noise emission level of the particular piece of equipment at
a reference distance of 50 ft.
U.F. = usage factor that accounts for the fraction of time that the

equipment is in use over the specified period of time.

D = distance from the receiver to the piece of equipment.
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Table H: Typical Construction Equipment Noise Levels

Equipment Description Acoustical Usage Factor (%)* Maximum Noise Level (Lmax) at 50 ft2
Backhoes 40 80
Compressor 40 80
Dozers 40 85
Excavators 40 85
Flat Bed Trucks 40 84
Front-end Loaders 40 80
Graders 40 85
Paver 50 77
Pneumatic Tools 50 85
Pumps 50 77
Rollers 20 85
Scrapers 40 85
Tractors 40 84

Source: FHWA Roadway Construction Noise Model User’s Guide, Table 1 (FHWA 2006).

Note: Noise levels reported in this table are rounded to the nearest whole number.

1 Usage factor is the percentage of time during a construction noise operation that a piece of construction equipment is operating at
full power.

2 Maximum noise levels were developed based on Specification 721.560 from the Central Artery/Tunnel program to be consistent with
the City of Boston’s Noise Code for the “Big Dig” project.

FHWA = Federal Highway Administration

ft = foot/feet

Lmax = maximum instantaneous sound level

Each piece of construction equipment operates as an individual point source. Using the following
equation, a composite noise level can be calculated when multiple sources of noise operate
simultaneously:

Ln

n
Leq (composite) = 10 * log,, 2 1010
1

Using the equations from the methodology above, the reference information in Table H, and the
construction equipment list provided, the composite noise level of each construction phase was
calculated. The project construction composite noise levels at a distance of 50 ft would range from
74 dBA Leq to 88 dBA Leg, With the highest noise levels occurring during the site preparation and
grading phases.

Once composite noise levels are calculated, reference noise levels can then be adjusted for distance
using the following equation:

X
Leq (at distance X) = Leq (at 50 feet) — 20 xlo g4, (%)

In general, this equation shows that doubling the distance would decrease noise levels by 6 dBA
while halving the distance would increase noise levels by 6 dBA.
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Table | shows the nearest sensitive residential and park uses, to the project site, their distance from
the construction activities, and composite noise levels expected during construction. These noise
level projections do not consider intervening topography or barriers. Construction equipment
calculations are provided in Appendix B.

Table I: Potential Construction Noise Impacts at Nearest Receptor

Composite Noise Distance from Center of . .
. . . Composite Noise Level
Receptor (Location) Level at 50 ft* Construction Activities (dBA Leo)
(dBA Leg) (ft) e
Park (North) 88 530 68
Residences (West) 1,366 60

Source: Compiled by LSA (2023).

! The composite construction noise level represents the site preparation and grading phases which are expected to result in
the greatest noise level as compared to other phases.

dBA Leq = average A-weighted hourly noise level

ft = foot/feet

While construction noise will vary, it is expected that composite noise levels during construction at
the nearest sensitive uses to the north would reach 68 dBA L¢q during daytime hours. These
predicted noise levels would only occur when all construction equipment is operating
simultaneously and, therefore, are assumed to be rather conservative in nature. While construction-
related short-term noise levels have the potential to be higher than existing ambient noise levels in
the project area under existing conditions, the noise impacts would no longer occur once project
construction is completed. Additionally, construction noise levels at the surrounding educational
uses, as shown on Figure 5.2-1 of the Draft Environmental Impact Report, over 2,000 feet from
construction boundary would be well below 60 dBA L¢q and, therefore, below the City’s construction
noise levels criteria.

As stated above, the City’s Noise Ordinance regulates noise impacts associated with construction
activities. The proposed project would comply with the construction hours specified in the City’s
Noise Ordinance, which states that construction activities are not allowed between the hours of 9
p.m. and 7 a.m. on any given day. The code also prohibits noise from construction equipment within
500 ft of a residential zone before 8 a.m. or after 6 p.m. on any Saturday or national holiday nor at
any time on any Sunday.

As it relates to off-site uses, construction-related noise impacts would remain well below the 75 dBA
construction noise level criteria for daytime construction noise level criteria as established by the
City for residential uses in Chapter Xl, Article 2, Section 112.05 of the Municipal Code; therefore, the
impact would be considered less than significant.

SHORT-TERM CONSTRUCTION VIBRATION IMPACTS

This construction vibration impact analysis discusses the level of human annoyance using vibration
levels in RMS (VdB) and assesses the potential for building damages using vibration levels in PPV
(in/sec). This is because vibration levels calculated in RMS are best for characterizing human
response to building vibration, while vibration levels calculated in PPV are best for characterizing
potential for damage. Different from construction noise, construction vibration is typically felt inside

P:\A-E\ESL2201.63\Products\Noise\NoiseAndVibrationReport_ESL2201.63_20260107.docx «01/07/26» 19



NOISE AND VIBRATION IMPACT ANALYSIS JOHN S. GI1BSON TRUCK & CHASSIS PARKING LOT PROJECT
JANUARY 2026 PORT OF LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA

of a building in the vicinity of construction and may occur within a building, such as an industrial use,
that is not noise sensitive.

Table J shows the PPV and VdB values at 25 ft from the construction vibration source. As shown in
Table J, bulldozers and other heavy-tracked construction equipment (expected to be used for this
project) generate approximately 0.089 PPV in/sec or 87 VdB of ground-borne vibration when
measured at 25 ft, based on the FTA Manual. The distance to the nearest buildings for vibration
impact analysis is measured between the nearest off-site buildings and the project construction
boundary (assuming the construction equipment would be used at or near the project setback line).

Table J: Vibration Source Amplitudes for Construction Equipment

Equipment Reference PPV/Ly at 25 ft
PPV (in/sec) Ly (VdB)!
Large Bulldozer 0.089 87
Loaded Trucks 0.076 86

Source: Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment Manual (FTA 2018).
1 RMS vibration velocity in decibels (VdB) is 1 pin/sec.

pin/sec = microinches per second Lv = velocity in decibels

ft = foot/feet PPV = peak particle velocity

FTA = Federal Transit Administration RMS = root-mean-square

in/sec = inch/inches per second VdB = vibration velocity decibels

The formulae for vibration transmission are provided below, and Tables K and L, below, provide a
summary of off-site construction vibration levels.

L.dB (D) = L,dB (25 ft) — 30 Log (D/25)
PPVequip = PPVref X (25/D)15

Table K: Potential Construction Vibration Annoyance Impacts at
Nearest Receptor

Receptor (Location) Reference Vibration Distance Vibration Level
Level (VdB) at 25 ft! (ft)2 (vdB)3

Industrial (North) 200 53
Industrial (South and 275 49
Southeast) 87

Office (Southwest) 25 80
Park (North) 530 47
Residences (West) 1,366 28

Source: Compiled by LSA (2023).

1 The reference vibration level is associated with a large bulldozer, which is expected to be
representative of the heavy equipment used during construction.

2 The reference distance is associated with the average condition, identified by the distance from
the edge of construction activities to surrounding uses.

3 Includes a conservative 7 dB coupling loss for 1-2 story heavy structures.

ft = foot/feet

VdB = vibration velocity decibels
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Table L: Potential Construction Vibration Damage Impacts at
Nearest Receptor

Reference . . .
. . X Distance Vibration Level
Receptor (Location) Vibration Level ()2 (PPV)
(PPV) at 25 ft!
Industrial (North) 200 0.004
Industrial (South and 0.002
275

Southeast) 0.089
Office (Southwest) ' 25 0.089
Park (North) 530 0.001
Residences (West) 1,366 <0.001

Source: Compiled by LSA (2023).

1 The reference vibration level is associated with a large bulldozer, which is expected to be
representative of the heavy equipment used during construction.

2 The reference distance is associated with the peak condition, identified by the distance from the
perimeter of construction activities to surrounding structures.

ft = foot/feet

PPV = peak particle velocity in inches per second

As shown in Table E, above, the threshold at which vibration levels would result in annoyance would
be 78 VdB for daytime residential uses and 84 VdB for office uses. As also shown in Table F, the FTA
guidelines indicate that for a non-engineered timber and masonry building, the construction
vibration damage criterion is 0.2 in/sec in PPV.

Based on the information provided in Table K, vibration levels are expected to approach 80 VdB at
the closest office use to the southwest and 28 VdB at the closest residence to the west and would
not exceed the annoyance thresholds.

Based on the information provided in Table L, vibration levels are expected to approach 0.089 PPV
in/sec at the nearest surrounding structures and would be below the 0.2 PPV in/sec damage
threshold. Other building structures surrounding the project site are farther away and would
experience further reduced vibration. The impact would be considered less than significant, and no
construction vibration impacts would occur. No vibration reduction measures are required.

Because construction activities are regulated by the City’s Municipal Code, which states that
construction activities are not allowed between the hours of 9 p.m. and 7 a.m. on any given day,
vibration impacts would not occur during the more sensitive nighttime hours.

LONG-TERM OFF-SITE TRAFFIC NOISE IMPACTS

The guidelines included in the FHWA Highway Traffic Noise Prediction Model (FHWA-RD-77 108)
were used to evaluate highway traffic-related noise conditions along roadway segments in the
project vicinity. This model requires various parameters, including traffic volumes, vehicle mix,
vehicle speed, and roadway geometry, to compute typical equivalent noise levels during daytime,
evening, and nighttime hours. The resultant noise levels are weighted and summed over 24-hour
periods to determine the CNEL values. Table N provides the traffic noise levels for the opening year
(2025) with and without project scenarios, and horizon year (2040) with and without project
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scenarios. These noise levels represent the worst-case scenario, which assumes no shielding is
provided between the traffic and the location where the noise contours are drawn.

The without and with project scenario traffic volumes were obtained from the Traffic Impact
Analysis for Port of Los Angeles John Gibson Container Parking Lot Project (EPD Solutions Inc. 2023).
Appendix C provides the specific assumptions used in developing these noise levels and model
printouts. Table M shows that the increase in project-related traffic noise would be no greater than
1.3 dBA. Noise level increases of 3.0 dBA are considered barely perceptible to the human ear.
Therefore, traffic noise impacts from project-related traffic on off-site sensitive receptors would be
less than significant and no mitigation measures are required.

LONG-TERM TRAFFIC-RELATED VIBRATION IMPACTS

The proposed project would potentially generate vibration levels related to on-site operations.
Vibration levels generated from project-related traffic on the adjacent roadways are unusual for on-
road vehicles because the rubber tires and suspension systems of on-road vehicles provide vibration
isolation. Based on a reference vibration level of 0.076 in/sec PPV for a loaded truck, as shown in
Table K, structures greater than 20 ft from the project site boundary or roadways that contain
project trips would experience vibration levels below the most conservative standard of 0.12 in/sec
PPV; therefore, vibration levels generated from project-related traffic on the adjacent roadways and
to surrounding buildings would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are required.

LONG-TERM OFF-SITE STATIONARY NOISE IMPACTS

Parking Lot Truck Activities

Adjacent off-site land uses would be potentially exposed to stationary-source noise impacts from
the proposed parking lot activities. The potential noise impacts to off-site sensitive land uses from
the proposed operational activities are discussed below.

Noise levels generated by delivery trucks would be similar to noise readings from trucks during the
parking process, which generate a noise level of 76.3 dBA Lgat 20 ft based on measurements taken
by LSA (Operational Noise Impact Analysis for Richmond Wholesale Meat Distribution Center [LSA
2016]). During this process, noise levels are associated with the truck engine noise, air brakes, and
back-up alarms while the truck is backing into the parking space. These noise levels would occur for
a shorter period of time (less than 5 minutes). To present a conservative assessment, it is assumed
that truck arrivals and departure activities could occur at 75 spaces in the midday peak hour,
consistent with the project trip generation. For the non-peak hours, it was estimated that an
average of 35 trips would occur assuming all hours excluding the peak hours have the same number
of activities.

Peak Hour Operations Assessment

Noise levels generated by 75 trucks during peak hour conditions would equate to 95 dBA Leq at 20 ft.
While it is possible that one truck event could occur at a closer distance to surrounding uses,
because the 75 truck movements are assumed to be spread over the project site in an average or
typical condition, the center of the site is considered an appropriate average distance from which to
assess potential impacts.
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At an average distance of 2,800 ft to the nearest sensitive uses to the west, noise levels would
approach 47.1 dBA Leq assuming a 5 dBA reduction for intervening structures, which would not
exceed the City’s daytime standard of 50 dBA L.q and would be well below the existing peak hour
daytime ambient noise level 61.3 dBA Leg.

At an average distance of 1,420 ft to the nearest sensitive park use to the north, noise levels would
approach 58.0 dBA Leq. This noise level is below the peak-hour daytime ambient noise level in the
project area of 61.3 dBA L.q and would not create a perceptible noise increase of 3 dBA at the park
use.

At an average distance of 1,475 ft to the nearest office use to the southwest, noise levels would
approach 57.7 dBA Leq, which would not exceed the City’s daytime standard of 60 dBA Leq for office
uses.

Non-Peak Hour Operations Assessment

Noise levels generated by 35 trucks during non-peak hour conditions would equate to 91.7 dBA Leq
at 20 ft. While it is possible that one truck event could occur at a closer distance to surrounding
uses, because the 35 truck movements are assumed to be spread over the project site in an average
or typical condition, the center of the site is considered an appropriate average distance from which
to assess potential impacts.

At an average distance of 2,800 ft to the nearest sensitive uses to the west, noise levels would
approach 43.8 dBA Leq assuming a 5 dBA reduction for intervening structures. While this level would
exceed the nighttime standard of 40 dBA L.q, existing ambient noise levels in project area exceed 53
dBA Leq during nighttime hours, therefore the project operations would not create a perceptible
noise increase at the nearest residential uses.

At an average distance of 1,420 ft to the nearest sensitive park use to the north, noise levels would
approach 54.7 dBA Leq. This noise level is below the quietest daytime and evening ambient noise
level in the project area of 56.4 dBA Leq and would not create a perceptible noise increase of 3 dBA
at the park use. The project would not have an impact during nighttime hours as the park is closed
during the hours of 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.

At an average distance of 1,475 ft to the nearest office use to the southwest, noise levels would
approach 54.4 dBA L.q which would not exceed the City’s nighttime standard of 55 dBA L., for office
uses. This noise level is below the quietest daytime and evening ambient noise level in the project
area of 56.4 dBA L. and would not create a perceptible noise increase of 3 dBA at the office use.
Furthermore, it is not expected that the project would not generate a potential noise impact as
office uses are typically not occupied during nighttime hours.

Operations Assessment Summary

As presented above, operations during both peak-hour and non-peak hour conditions would not
exceed the City’s noise standards or create a perceptible increase in conditions where ambient noise
levels exceed the applicable standard for stationary sources, and no mitigation would be required.
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LSA

Table M: Traffic Noise Levels Without and With Proposed Project

Opening Year 2025 — . . . Horizon Year 2040 — . . .
Without Project Opening Year 2025 — With Project Without Project Horizon Year 2040 — With Project
CNEL (dBA) CNEL (dBA) Increase CNEL (dBA) CNEL (dBA) Increase
Roadway Segment . 50 ft from ..
50 ft from 50 ft from from Existing 50 ft from . from Existing
ADT . ADT . L. ADT . ADT Centerline .
Centerline of Centerline of Conditions Centerline of of Nearest Conditions
Nearest Lane Nearest Lane (dBA) Nearest Lane Lane (dBA)
John S. Gibson Boulevard | 11,510 65.0 14,422 66.0 1.0 14,570 66.1 19,966 67.4 1.3

Source: Compiled by LSA (October 2023).

ADT = average daily traffic

CNEL= Community Noise Equivalent Level

dBA = A-weighted decibels
ft = foot/feet
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APPENDIX A

NOISE MONITORING DATA

P:\A-E\ESL2201.63\Products\Noise\NoiseAndVibrationReport_ESL2201.63_20260107.docx «01/07/26»



Noise Measurement Survey — 24 HR

Project Number: _ ES[.2201.63 Test Personnel:__Kevin Nguyendo
Project Name: _ Port of LA truck Lot Equipment: __ Spark 706RC (SN:908)
Site Number: LT-1 Date: 5/2/23 Time: From 10:00 am. To 10:00 a.m.

Site Location:  Northeast of the Yang Ming shipping company on 2001 John S Gibson
Blvd #1, San Pedro, CA 90731 on a fence bordering the project site.

Primary Noise Sources: __Vehicle traffic noise on John S Gibson Boulevard and the I-110
Freeway. Port activity noise such as cranes and distant truck loading sounds.

Comments:

Photo:




Long-Term (24-Hour) Noise Level Measurement Results at LT-1

Start Time Date Leq ole Lf::: (A Lmin
10:00 AM 5/2/23 57.8 73.0 47.6
11:00 AM 5/2/23 58.7 75.8 47.8
12:00 PM 5/2/23 58.1 71.8 48.1
1:00 PM 5/2/23 58.5 72.5 48.4
2:00 PM 5/2/23 59.1 77.0 50.4
3:00 PM 5/2/23 59.5 76.0 50.1
4:00 PM 5/2/23 60.4 77.1 52.2
5:00 PM 5/2/23 59.7 74.6 51.1
6:00 PM 5/2/23 59.5 73.9 50.7
7:00 PM 5/2/23 58.7 73.2 49.8
8:00 PM 5/2/23 57.3 70.8 48.7
9:00 PM 5/2/23 56.4 70.5 48.8
10:00 PM 5/2/23 56.1 71.9 48.4
11:00 PM 5/2/23 55.8 71.5 48.7
12:00 AM 5/3/23 56.0 72.4 48.6
1:00 AM 5/3/23 54.8 72.5 47.5
2:00 AM 5/3/23 56.3 72.9 47.8
3:00 AM 5/3/23 53.0 68.9 48.3
4:00 AM 5/3/23 55.0 71.6 46.8
5:00 AM 5/3/23 58.7 75.1 50.7
6:00 AM 5/3/23 60.2 78.1 51.5
7:00 AM 5/3/23 61.3 75.8 49.9
8:00 AM 5/3/23 61.3 74.2 49.1
9:00 AM 5/3/23 61.2 76.0 48.8

Source: Compiled by LSA Associates, Inc. (2023).

dBA = A-weighted decibel

Leq = equivalent continuous sound level

Limax = maximum instantaneous noise level
Lmin = minimum measured sound level

Long-Term (24-Hour) Noise Level Measurement
LT-1: Northeast of the Yang Ming shipping company

Noise Level (dBA L)
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11:00PM
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2:00 AM
3:00 AM
4:00 AV
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8:00 AM
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Noise Measurement Survey — 24 HR

Project Number: _ ES[.2201.63 Test Personnel:__Kevin Nguyendo
Project Name: _ Port of LA Truck Lot Equipment: __ Spark 706RC (SN:119)
Site Number: LT-2 Date: 5/2/23 Time: From 10:00 am. To 10:00 a.m.

Site Location:  Northeast of John S Gibson Boulevard and Harry Bridges Boulevard at a park
Near a tree.

Primary Noise Sources: __Vehicle traffic noise on at the intersection of John S Gibson
Boulevard and Harry Bridges Boulevard.

Comments:




Long-Term (24-Hour) Noise Level Measurement Results at L. T-2

Start Time Date Leq ole Lf::: (A Lmin
10:00 AM 5/2/23 68.6 82.1 61.9
11:00 AM 5/2/23 68.4 87.2 61.4
12:00 PM 5/2/23 67.9 83.7 59.9
1:00 PM 5/2/23 68.1 78.9 60.2
2:00 PM 5/2/23 68.9 86.0 62.6
3:00 PM 5/2/23 69.5 83.3 62.9
4:00 PM 5/2/23 71.2 81.5 64.1
5:00 PM 5/2/23 68.9 80.3 61.4
6:00 PM 5/2/23 68.6 82.1 61.2
7:00 PM 5/2/23 67.9 84.9 61.3
8:00 PM 5/2/23 66.7 80.4 60.1
9:00 PM 5/2/23 65.9 79.0 59.6
10:00 PM 5/2/23 64.7 80.9 58.9
11:00 PM 5/2/23 64.1 75.5 58.9
12:00 AM 5/3/23 64.5 80.5 58.6
1:00 AM 5/3/23 64.5 76.3 58.2
2:00 AM 5/3/23 63.3 72.9 58.4
3:00 AM 5/3/23 63.0 74.4 58.1
4:00 AM 5/3/23 63.8 73.4 58.2
5:00 AM 5/3/23 66.7 77.6 59.8
6:00 AM 5/3/23 67.7 82.2 60.9
7:00 AM 5/3/23 67.7 80.0 60.7
8:00 AM 5/3/23 67.1 78.0 58.5
9:00 AM 5/3/23 67.4 80.1 59.5

Source: Compiled by LSA Associates, Inc. (2023).
dBA = A-weighted decibel
Leq = equivalent continuous sound level

Limax = maximum instantaneous noise level
Lmin = minimum measured sound level

Long-Term (24-Hour) Noise Level Measurement
LT-2: Northeast of John S Gibson Boulevard and Harry Bridges Boulevard at a park

Noise Level (dBA L)
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APPENDIX B

CONSTRUCTION NOISE LEVEL CALCULATIONS
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Phase: Site Preparation

Construction Calculations

Equipment Quantity Reference (dBA) Usage Distance to | Ground | Noise Level (dBA)
50 ft Lmax Factor’ Receptor (ft) | Effects Lmax Leq
Tractor 4 84 40 50 0.5 84 86
Dozer 3 82 40 50 0.5 82 83
Combined at 50 feet 86 88
Combined at Receptor 1366 feet 57 59
Combined at Receptor 530 feet 66 67
Phase: Grading
Equipment Quantity Reference (dBA) Usage1 Distance to | Ground | Noise Level (dBA)
50 ft Lmax Factor Receptor (ft) | Effects Lmax Leq
Grader 1 85 40 50 0.5 85 81
Scraper 2 84 40 50 0.5 84 83
Dozer 1 82 40 50 0.5 82 78
Tractor 2 84 40 50 0.5 84 83
Excavator 2 81 40 50 0.5 81 80
Combined at 50 feet 90 88
Combined at Receptor 1366 feet 62 60
Combined at Receptor 530 feet 70 68
Phase:Paving
Equipment Quantity Reference (dBA) Usage Distance to | Ground | Noise Level (dBA)
50 ft Lmax Factor' | Receptor (ft) | Effects Lmax Leq
Paver 2 77 50 50 0.5 77 77
All Other Equipment > 5 HP 2 85 50 50 0.5 85 85
Roller 2 80 20 50 0.5 80 76
Combined at 50 feet 87 86
Combined at Receptor 1366 feet 58 57
Combined at Receptor 530 feet 66 66
Phase:Architectural Coating
Equipment Quantity Reference (dBA) Usage Distance to | Ground | Noise Level (dBA)
50 ft Lmax Factor’ Receptor (ft) | Effects Lmax Leq
Compressor (air) 1 78 40 50 0.5 78 74
Combined at 50 feet 78 74
Combined at Receptor 1366 feet 49 45
Combined at Receptor 530 feet 57 54

Sources: RCNM

L Percentage of time that a piece of equipment is operating at full power

dBA — A-weighted Decibels
Lmax- Maximum Level
Leq- Equivalent Level
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APPENDIX C

FHWA TRAFFIC NOISE MODEL PRINTOUTS
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TABLE Opening Year 2025 - Without Project-01
FHWA ROADWAY NOISE LEVEL ANALYSIS

RUN DATE: 10/18/2023

ROADWAY SEGMENT: John S. Gibson Boulevard

NOTES: John S. Gibson Trailer Lot Project - Opening Year 2025 - Without
Project

* * ASSUMPTIONS * *
AVERAGE DAILY TRAFFIC: 11510 SPEED (MPH) : 40 GRADE: .5

TRAFFIC DISTRIBUTION PERCENTAGES

DAY EVENING NIGHT
AUTOS
75.51 12.57 9.34
M-TRUCKS
1.56 0.09 0.19
H-TRUCKS
0.64 0.02 0.08
ACTIVE HALF-WIDTH (FT): 35 SITE CHARACTERISTICS: HARD
* * CALCULATED NOISE LEVELS * *
CNEL AT 50 FT FROM NEAR TRAVEL LANE CENTERLINE (dB) = 65.04

DISTANCE (FEET) FROM ROADWAY CENTERLINE TO CNEL
70 CNEL 65 CNEL 60 CNEL 55 CNEL




TABLE Opening Year 2025 - With Project-01
FHWA ROADWAY NOISE LEVEL ANALYSIS

RUN DATE: 10/18/2023

ROADWAY SEGMENT: John S. Gibson Boulevard

NOTES: John S. Gibson Trailer Lot Project - Opening Year 2025 - With
Project

* * ASSUMPTIONS * *
AVERAGE DAILY TRAFFIC: 14422 SPEED (MPH) : 40 GRADE: .5

TRAFFIC DISTRIBUTION PERCENTAGES

DAY EVENING NIGHT
AUTOS
75.51 12.57 9.34
M-TRUCKS
1.56 0.09 0.19
H-TRUCKS
0.64 0.02 0.08
ACTIVE HALF-WIDTH (FT): 35 SITE CHARACTERISTICS: HARD
* * CALCULATED NOISE LEVELS * *
CNEL AT 50 FT FROM NEAR TRAVEL LANE CENTERLINE (dB) = 66.02

DISTANCE (FEET) FROM ROADWAY CENTERLINE TO CNEL
70 CNEL 65 CNEL 60 CNEL 55 CNEL




TABLE Horizon Year 2040 - Without Project -
01
FHWA ROADWAY NOISE LEVEL ANALYSIS

RUN DATE: 10/18/2023

ROADWAY SEGMENT: John S. Gibson Boulevard

NOTES: John S. Gibson Trailer Lot Project - Horizon Year 2040 - Without
Project

* * ASSUMPTIONS * *
AVERAGE DAILY TRAFFIC: 14570 SPEED (MPH): 40 GRADE: .5

TRAFFIC DISTRIBUTION PERCENTAGES

DAY EVENING NIGHT
AUTOS
75.51 12.57 9.34
M-TRUCKS
1.56 0.09 0.19
H-TRUCKS
0.64 0.02 0.08
ACTIVE HALF-WIDTH (FT): 35 SITE CHARACTERISTICS: HARD
* * CALCULATED NOISE LEVELS * *
CNEL AT 50 FT FROM NEAR TRAVEL LANE CENTERLINE (dB) = 66.06

DISTANCE (FEET) FROM ROADWAY CENTERLINE TO CNEL
70 CNEL 65 CNEL 60 CNEL 55 CNEL




TABLE Horizon Year 2040 - With Project -01
FHWA ROADWAY NOISE LEVEL ANALYSIS

RUN DATE: 10/18/2023

ROADWAY SEGMENT: John S. Gibson Boulevard

NOTES: John S. Gibson Trailer Lot Project - Horizon Year 2040 - With
Project

* * ASSUMPTIONS * *
AVERAGE DAILY TRAFFIC: 19966 SPEED (MPH): 40 GRADE: .5

TRAFFIC DISTRIBUTION PERCENTAGES

DAY EVENING NIGHT
AUTOS
75.51 12.57 9.34
M-TRUCKS
1.56 0.09 0.19
H-TRUCKS
0.64 0.02 0.08
ACTIVE HALF-WIDTH (FT): 35 SITE CHARACTERISTICS: HARD
* * CALCULATED NOISE LEVELS * *
CNEL AT 50 FT FROM NEAR TRAVEL LANE CENTERLINE (dB) = 67.43

DISTANCE (FEET) FROM ROADWAY CENTERLINE TO CNEL
70 CNEL 65 CNEL 60 CNEL 55 CNEL




APPENDIX C — Public Meeting Transcript

From a public meeting held on December 11, 2024 via Zoom



ENGLISH TRANSCRIPT:
WEBVTT

1
00:00:29.470 --> 00:00:35.370
Nicole Enciso: Good afternoon, everyone. We'll go ahead and wait a few minutes for folks to join the meeting.

2
00:00:43.850 --> 00:00:49.379
Spn Interp Eduardo Kogan: Buena tar des todos que diabla y pana amos apera unos minutos a comenzar la reunion.

3
00:01:24.540 --> 00:01:29.549
Mike DiBernardo: I don't see the icon for interpretation, is that going to pop up?

4
00:01:30.700 --> 00:01:33.686
Nicole Enciso: Yes, there'll be an option for interpretation once...

5
00:01:34.540 --> 00:01:34.970
Mike DiBernardo: Oh, okay.

6
00:01:34.970 --> 00:01:39.519
Nicole Enciso: ...we have the Spanish translator instruct folks how to join.

7
00:01:39.520 --> 00:01:41.429
Mike DiBernardo: Okay, got it. 10-4. Thanks.

8
00:01:46.560 --> 00:01:49.800
Nicole Enciso: All right. We'll go ahead and get started.

9
00:01:51.260 --> 00:01:52.800
Nicole Enciso: Welcome, everyone.

10

00:01:53.040 --> 00:02:01.149

Nicole Enciso: My name is Nicole Anciso, and I'm the Marine Environmental Supervisor for the CEQA/NEPA team in
the Environmental Management Division here at the Port of Los Angeles.

11
00:02:01.970 --> 00:02:03.779
Nicole Enciso: Welcome to the public meeting...

12

00:02:03.830 --> 00:02:09.519

Nicole Enciso: ...for the Draft Environmental Impact report for the John S. Gibson, Truck and Chassis Parking Lot
Project.

13



00:02:10.190 --> 00:02:20.379
Nicole Enciso: Spanish translation is available for this evening's meeting, and you'll be able to join through the
interpretation channel. I'll give our Spanish translator a moment to explain how to join.

14

00:02:20.870 --> 00:02:55.980

Spn Interp Eduardo Kogan: Simultania, and for those who need English. Please select your English language, mucha
gracias.

15
00:02:56.400 --> 00:02:57.559
Spn Interp Eduardo Kogan: Thank you, Nicole.

16
00:02:58.330 --> 00:02:59.170
Nicole Enciso: Thank you.

17
00:03:01.130 --> 00:03:10.300
Nicole Enciso: The interpretation icon is now available, so you can transfer to your respective channels. Next slide.

18

00:03:15.090 --> 00:03:21.530

Nicole Enciso: Here we have a brief overview of the items that we'll cover today. So first, I'll present the proposed
project.

19
00:03:21.790 --> 00:03:26.769
Nicole Enciso: We'll then explain the role of a lead agency under CEQA and the CEQA process.

20
00:03:27.170 --> 00:03:33.430
Nicole Enciso: We will review the NOP/IS or notice of preparation and initial study determinations.

21
00:03:33.570 --> 00:03:37.949
Nicole Enciso: We'll then go through the draft environmental impact report determinations.

22
00:03:38.030 --> 00:03:45.620
Nicole Enciso: We'll open up the floor for public comments before having closing remarks. Next slide.

23
00:03:48.730 --> 00:03:52.760
Nicole Enciso: Here we have a map showing the location of the proposed project.

24

00:03:52.780 --> 00:04:00.719

Nicole Enciso: It is situated between John S. Gibson Boulevard and the 1-10 freeway adjacent to the West Basin
container terminal.

25
00:04:02.050 --> 00:04:03.099
Nicole Enciso: Next slide.



26

00:04:05.630 --> 00:04:20.629

Nicole Enciso: A bit of a project overview construction of the proposed project would include approximately 9.3 acres
of development across an 18.63 acre site for the purposes of a truck and chassis parking lot.

27
00:04:21.360 --> 00:04:28.350
Nicole Enciso: The site will be lined with approximately 393 truck and chassis stalls.

28

00:04:28.800 --> 00:04:40.490

Nicole Enciso: Construction on site would also include retaining walls, a guard, shack, and a restroom, as well as a
driveway, utilities and approximately 7.2 acres of landscaped area.

29
00:04:41.590 --> 00:04:45.489
Nicole Enciso: The proposed project would also include the installation of a new signal...

30
00:04:45.510 --> 00:04:48.919
Nicole Enciso: ...and median modifications at an intersection. ..

31

00:04:49.580 --> 00:04:58.569

Nicole Enciso: ...at John S. Gibson Boulevard, and the proposed project driveway to allow for protected left turn
movements. Next slide.

32
00:04:59.850 --> 00:05:06.810
Nicole Enciso: Here we have a conceptual site plan that shows the overall layout proposed for the project site.

33
00:05:07.060 --> 00:05:14.570
Nicole Enciso: You can see where the stalls are anticipated to be located as well as the future proposed driveway

34
00:05:16.000 --> 00:05:17.289
Nicole Enciso: Next slide.

35

00:05:20.110 --> 00:05:27.019

Nicole Enciso: Here we have the traffic signal plan that has preliminarily been approved by the Los Angeles
Department of Transportation.

36
00:05:27.330 --> 00:05:32.630
Nicole Enciso: As can be seen, there will be a left turn pocket as well as a signal...

37

00:05:35.410 --> 00:05:42.710

Nicole Enciso: ...and, as mentioned, it was preliminarily approved by LADOT, but is subject to a final B permit
approval from the city.



38
00:05:44.410 --> 00:05:45.780
Nicole Enciso: Next slide.

39
00:05:49.140 --> 00:05:56.420
Nicole Enciso: project operations would include parking and storage for trucks and chassis with and without containers.

40
00:05:56.550 --> 00:06:01.250
Nicole Enciso: Parking is anticipated to be short-term and not have any stacking on site.

41
00:06:01.940 --> 00:06:05.699
Nicole Enciso: There will also be charging for the electric equipment on site.

42
00:06:05.910 --> 00:06:09.470
Nicole Enciso: which would include 1 zero emission utility tractor rig.

43
00:06:09.510 --> 00:06:12.229
Nicole Enciso: and 2 small zero emission forklifts.

44
00:06:13.170 --> 00:06:17.639
Nicole Enciso: Operation of a guard booth and restrooms will also be occurring on site...

45
00:06:17.690 --> 00:06:26.869
Nicole Enciso: ...with approximately 1,794 one-way truck trips per day, or 897 in and outs on a peak day.

46
00:06:27.730 --> 00:06:33.870
Nicole Enciso: as required by CEQA, 3 alternatives to the proposed project were analyzed in the draft EIR.

47
00:06:34.080 --> 00:06:38.659
Nicole Enciso: But for the purposes of this presentation we're going to focus on the proposed project itself...

48

00:06:38.970 --> 00:06:45.750

Nicole Enciso: ...for additional information on the alternatives analyzed. Please review the alternatives chapter which
can be found on the Port's website

49
00:06:46.970 --> 00:06:48.120
Nicole Enciso: Next slide.

50
00:06:50.380 --> 00:06:55.090
Nicole Enciso: Here we have a list of the project objectives that were included in the draft EIR,

51



00:06:55.340 --> 00:07:03.500
Nicole Enciso: but they can all be summarized with an overall objective to improve efficiency of port goods movement
through an off-terminal support facility.

52
00:07:04.570 --> 00:07:05.870
Nicole Enciso: Next slide.

53
00:07:10.780 --> 00:07:15.220
Nicole Enciso: So this particular project is not located on port owned property.

54

00:07:15.390 --> 00:07:25.699

Nicole Enciso: However, we are designated as the lead agency because of additional permitting that is required by us.
Specifically the site is located within the coastal zone...

55
00:07:25.740 --> 00:07:28.710
Nicole Enciso: ...and therefore requires coastal development permitting.

56
00:07:29.370 --> 00:07:35.440
Nicole Enciso: Because a portion of the site remains within the Port Master Plan area under Port of LA jurisdiction,

57
00:07:35.500 --> 00:07:39.319
Nicole Enciso: we are required to issue a coastal development permit for the project.

58
00:07:39.660 --> 00:07:41.659
Nicole Enciso: The remaining portion of the site...

59

00:07:41.710 --> 00:07:50.019

Nicole Enciso: ...is under coastal zone jurisdiction of the City of Los Angeles, who will also rely on this document when
issuing their own CDP for the project.

60
00:07:51.590 --> 00:07:52.970
Nicole Enciso: Next slide.

61
00:07:55.670 --> 00:07:58.989
Nicole Enciso: Here we have an overview of the CEQA process.

62

00:07:59.300 --> 00:08:07.719

Nicole Enciso: So a notice of preparation and initial study, or NOP/IS was released for public review on October 26",
2023.

63
00:08:08.280 --> 00:08:14.590
Nicole Enciso: During the comment period. A public scoping meeting was held to inform the public of the results of the



initial study...

64
00:08:14.960 --> 00:08:17.790
Nicole Enciso: ..and provide an opportunity for verbal comments.

65
00:08:18.320 --> 00:08:23.109
Nicole Enciso: All comments received during the public comment period...

66
00:08:23.140 --> 00:08:28.450
Nicole Enciso: ...were considered during the preparation of the draft environmental impact report or Draft EIR.

67
00:08:28.840 --> 00:08:32.159
Nicole Enciso: Which was released on November 15, th 2024.

68
00:08:33.230 --> 00:08:35.669
Nicole Enciso: Comments will be accepted for this project...

69
00:08:35.700 --> 00:08:38.840
Nicole Enciso: ...until Monday, January 10, th 2025.

70

00:08:39.900 --> 00:08:47.770

Nicole Enciso: During the comment period we're holding this public meeting to provide the public information about the
results of the draft EIR,

71
00:08:47.920 --> 00:08:51.740
Nicole Enciso: as well as provide an opportunity to provide verbal comments.

72

00:08:52.200 --> 00:08:57.450

Nicole Enciso: Verbal comments received during tonight's meeting and written comments received during the comment
period...

73
00:08:57.560 --> 00:09:00.870
Nicole Enciso: ...will be incorporated into the preparation of the final EIR.

74

00:09:01.680 --> 00:09:07.819

Nicole Enciso: The final EIR will be brought to the Board of Harbor Commissioners for their consideration to certify the
project.

75

00:09:09.720 --> 00:09:10.770
Nicole Enciso: Next

slide.

76



00:09:12.460 --> 00:09:27.249
Nicole Enciso: As mentioned, the purpose of this public meeting is to provide an opportunity for the public to give their
input on the environmental issues raised in the draft EIR, as well as provide information of the results of that EIR.

77

00:09:28.040 --> 00:09:39.590

Nicole Enciso: A copy of the EIR is available on the port's website, which is www.portoflosangeles.org forward slash
CEQA, which is spelled CEQA.

78
00:09:41.040 --> 00:09:45.969
Nicole Enciso: Written comments are going to be accepted until January 10, th 2025,

79
00:09:46.190 --> 00:09:51.009
Nicole Enciso: and all comments should be limited to the information that is presented in the draft EIR.

80
00:09:51.500 --> 00:09:57.020
Nicole Enciso: All comments received in either verbal or written format will become part of the public record.

81
00:09:58.470 --> 00:09:59.530
Nicole Enciso: Next slide.

82
00:10:01.810 -->00:10:06.050
Nicole Enciso: Here we have a bit of a reminder of what the findings were in the initial study.

83

00:10:06.670 --> 00:10:16.690

Nicole Enciso: So all the impacts, excuse me, all of the resource areas listed on this slide were determined to result in no
impact or less than significant impacts in the initial study.

84

00:10:16.760 --> 00:10:30.870

Nicole Enciso: They include agriculture and forestry resources, hydrology and water quality, mineral resources,
population and housing, public services, recreation...

85
00:10:31.590 --> 00:10:37.680
Nicole Enciso: ...tribal cultural resources, utilities and service systems and wildfires.

86
00:10:38.710 --> 00:10:44.890
Nicole Enciso: These impact areas were not considered in the draft EIR, next slide.

87
00:10:47.170 --> 00:10:51.450
Nicole Enciso: Here we have a summary of the findings in the draft EIR.

88
00:10:51.770 --> 00:10:55.350
Nicole Enciso: The big takeaway is that all resource areas analyzed
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89
00:10:55.480 --> 00:11:00.680
Nicole Enciso: were determined to not be significant and unavoidable, specifically...

90
00:11:00.740 --> 00:11:04.130
Nicole Enciso: ...and we'll get into this further into the presentation,

91

00:11:04.260 --> 00:11:14.100

Nicole Enciso: The impact areas that were determined to be less than significant include aesthetics, air quality, energy,
greenhouse gas emissions,

92
00:11:14.260 --> 00:11:20.830
Nicole Enciso: hazards and hazardous materials, land use and planning, noise, and transportation.

93

00:11:21.290 --> 00:11:29.140

Nicole Enciso: And impact resource areas that were determined to be less than significant with mitigation incorporated
include biological resources,

94
00:11:29.310 --> 00:11:32.880
Nicole Enciso: cultural resources, and geology and soils.

95
00:11:34.030 --> 00:11:35.660
Nicole Enciso: Next slide. Thank you.

96

00:11:36.970 --> 00:11:43.449

Nicole Enciso: Here on the slide we have an example of the visual simulations that were prepared under the aesthetics
chapter.

97

00:11:43.640 --> 00:11:53.659

Nicole Enciso: There's additional photos in the chapter, should you like to view them, but through this effort it was
determined that aesthetics would result in less than significant impacts.

98

00:11:53.670 --> 00:12:01.960

Nicole Enciso: Specifically, they would not substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of public views
in the site and its surroundings.

99
00:12:02.330 --> 00:12:07.229
Nicole Enciso: Nor would it conflict with applicable zoning and other regulations governing scenic quality.

100
00:12:08.530 --> 00:12:09.600
Nicole Enciso: Next slide.



101

00:12:12.170 --> 00:12:21.840

Nicole Enciso: The air quality analysis prepared for the draft EIR included air quality calculations to estimate emissions
created during project construction and operation.

102

00:12:22.470 --> 00:12:30.050

Nicole Enciso: These emission calculations were compared against significance thresholds to determine if the proposed
project would result in air quality impacts.

103

00:12:30.670 --> 00:12:43.689

Nicole Enciso: The California Air Resources Board has adopted several iterations of regulations for diesel trucks that
are aimed at reducing emissions and accelerate implementation of clean trucks into the statewide truck fleet.

104

00:12:44.260 --> 00:12:51.900

Nicole Enciso: In other words, older, more polluting trucks will be replaced with newer, cleaner trucks. As a function of
these regulatory requirements...

105
00:12:52.010 --> 00:12:54.300
Nicole Enciso: and drainage truck emissions would reduce.

106

00:12:54.650 --> 00:13:01.330

Nicole Enciso: These regulations were not included in the air quality calculations due to varying degrees of
enforceability, at this time.

107
00:13:01.790 --> 00:13:07.559
Nicole Enciso: Therefore, diesel emissions identified in this analysis may overstate future emissions.

108

00:13:08.260 --> 00:13:21.560

Nicole Enciso: As can be seen on the tables on the slide, maximum peak construction emissions and peak operational
emissions would not exceed South Coast Air Quality Management District thresholds of significance.

109
00:13:22.260 --> 00:13:23.550
Nicole Enciso: Next slide.

110
00:13:26.640 --> 00:13:30.279
Nicole Enciso: We also looked at the localized significance...

111
00:13:30.330 --> 00:13:33.809
Nicole Enciso: emissions for peak construction and operation.

112

00:13:33.880 --> 00:13:40.830

Nicole Enciso: and compared them to the localized significance thresholds identified by South Coast Air Quality
Management District.



113
00:13:40.920 --> 00:13:45.810
Nicole Enciso: And again, we did not exceed those thresholds, next slide.

114

00:13:48.520 --> 00:14:02.049

Nicole Enciso: Finally, health risk assessment was also prepared, and it was determined that the proposed project would
not cause exposure of sensitive receptors to significant levels of toxic air contaminants per the AQMD thresholds.

115
00:14:03.200 --> 00:14:04.470
Nicole Enciso: Next slide.

116

00:14:08.350 --> 00:14:21.479

Nicole Enciso: The project site does not contain any drainage, riparian or riverine features, does not include any
wetlands or vernal pools. Nor is it located within federally designated critical habitat, or federally protected wetlands.

117

00:14:22.330 --> 00:14:33.590

Nicole Enciso: Biological surveys were done on the site to determine if any state and or federally threatened,
endangered, or candidate species or listed plants have the potential to exist on the site.

118
00:14:34.660 --> 00:14:39.039
Nicole Enciso: No special status plants were detected during the field survey,

119
00:14:39.090 --> 00:14:42.010
Nicole Enciso: or are expected to occur on the project site,

120
00:14:42.070 --> 00:14:44.409
Nicole Enciso: due to the absence of suitable habitat.

121

00:14:45.170 --> 00:14:55.670

Nicole Enciso: A total of 15 sensitive animal species are listed as threatened, endangered, or candidate species under
State and Federal endangered species laws,

122
00:14:55.800 --> 00:14:59.179
Nicole Enciso: and they have the potential to exist in the vicinity of the project site.

123

00:14:59.550 --> 00:15:11.040

Nicole Enciso: None of these animals were observed during the biological surveys, and no suitable habitat exists on site
for all species except the Southern California legless lizard and monarch.

124
00:15:11.500 --> 00:15:14.679
Nicole Enciso: While there is low potential for these species to occur on site,



125
00:15:14.760 --> 00:15:16.819
Nicole Enciso: Mitigation has been applied.

126

00:15:17.480 --> 00:15:27.580

Nicole Enciso: Additionally, mitigation has been applied during grading activities or vegetation removal during the
nesting bird season, Next slide.

127
00:15:30.214 --> 00:15:36.519
Nicole Enciso: Here we have a summary of the 2 mitigation measures that were identified under biological resources.

128

00:15:36.560 --> 00:15:52.109

Nicole Enciso: The 1st being pre-construction survey and biological monitoring. So the applicant must conduct pre-
construction surveys prior to any vegetation, removal or clearing by a qualified biologist 3 days prior to removal
activities...

129
00:15:52.730 --> 00:15:53.370
Nicole Enciso: and...

130

00:15:54.120 --> 00:16:01.439

Nicole Enciso: mitigation measure Bio 2, which is the nesting bird survey, of vegetation removal should occur during
the nesting bird season...

131

00:16:01.490 --> 00:16:08.160

Nicole Enciso: the applicant must conduct surveys for nesting birds by a qualified biologist 3 days prior to removal
activities.

132

00:16:08.420 --> 00:16:14.970

Nicole Enciso: So through this analysis it was determined that biological resources would be less than significant with
mitigation incorporated.

133

00:16:16.450 --> 00:16:25.839

Nicole Enciso: Next slide. For cultural resources it was also determined to be less than significant with mitigation
incorporated.

134

00:16:26.550 --> 00:16:34.879

Nicole Enciso: Phase I and II cultural resources assessments determined that the project site is undeveloped, vacant
land, with no historic age structure...

135

00:16:35.100 --> 00:16:43.609

Nicole Enciso: does not have any historical deposits, and therefore would not result in potentially adverse change in the
significance of any historical resource.

136



00:16:44.230 --> 00:16:57.619
Nicole Enciso: Although the phase I and II cultural resources assessments determine that no significant subsurface intact
resources exist, there is a potential for previously unknown archaeological resources to be below the soil surface.

137

00:16:58.120 --> 00:17:05.850

Nicole Enciso: As such there was an incorporation of the mitigation measure, cultural resources 1, or cultural resources
monitoring plan,

138

00:17:06.060 --> 00:17:16.320

Nicole Enciso: which requires that, prior to the issuance of a grading permit a cultural resources monitoring plan for the
proposed project will be prepared by a qualified archaeologist

139
00:17:16.339 --> 00:17:22.569
Nicole Enciso: and reviewed and approved by the city of Los Angeles planning department. Next slide.

140

00:17:25.470 --> 00:17:38.530

Nicole Enciso: Energy consumption for the project construction and operation were calculated, and it was determined
that the proposed project would not result in wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources.

141
00:17:39.270 --> 00:17:47.759
Nicole Enciso: It would also not conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency.

142
00:17:48.120 --> 00:17:52.130
Nicole Enciso: So impacts for to energy were determined to be less than significant.

143
00:17:53.580 --> 00:18:02.630
Nicole Enciso: Next slide. Geology and soils was determined to be less than significant with mitigation incorporated.

144

00:18:03.210 --> 00:18:10.530

Nicole Enciso: The majority of the project site is overlayed by non-marine terrace deposits which have low
paleontological sensitivity.

145

00:18:10.680 --> 00:18:17.989

Nicole Enciso: However, the paleontological assessment states that paleontological resources, such as invertebrate
fossils and whale bones,

146
00:18:18.010 --> 00:18:21.939
Nicole Enciso: have been previously found on site and within the project vicinity.

147

00:18:22.440 --> 00:18:32.840

Nicole Enciso: Although unique paleontological resources are not anticipated to be found. Mitigation measure
Paleontological 1, or paleontological monitoring, was incorporated.



148

00:18:34.260 --> 00:18:43.700

Nicole Enciso: Prior to the issuance of grading permits, the applicant shall retain a professional paleontologist to
develop a paleontological resources impact mitigation plan.

149

00:18:44.400 --> 00:18:51.429

Nicole Enciso: This would mitigate any potential impacts to unknown buried paleontological resources that may exist
on site.

150

00:18:53.250 --> 00:19:02.900

Nicole Enciso: Next slide. Greenhouse gas emissions were also calculated and compared to the South Coast Air Quality
Management District threshold,

151
00:19:02.910 --> 00:19:06.849
Nicole Enciso: and it was determined that this threshold would not be exceeded.

152

00:19:07.190 --> 00:19:15.649

Nicole Enciso: Additionally, the project would not conflict with applicable plans, policies, and regulations adopted for
the purpose of reducing greenhouse gas emissions.

153
00:19:16.080 --> 00:19:19.400
Nicole Enciso: Therefore, impacts were determined to be less than significant.

154
00:19:21.070 --=> 00:19:22.150
Nicole Enciso: Next slide.

155

00:19:25.800 --> 00:19:32.119

Nicole Enciso: With adherence to existing regulations, the project would not have a significant impact to hazards and
hazardous materials.

156

00:19:32.300 --> 00:19:41.759

Nicole Enciso: This analysis determined that the proposed project would not create a significant hazard to the public or
the environment, through routine transport, use or disposal of hazardous materials,

157

00:19:42.120 --> 00:19:51.710

Nicole Enciso: would not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonable, foreseeable,
upset and accident conditions that would involve the release of hazardous materials into the environment,

158

00:19:51.910 --> 00:20:03.540

Nicole Enciso: and is also not located on a site included on a list of hazardous material sites compiled pursuant to
Government Code section 6596 2.5, also known as the Cortesi list.

159



00:20:05.660 --> 00:20:06.860
Nicole Enciso: Next slide.

160

00:20:08.940 --> 00:20:16.560

Nicole Enciso: The draft EIR analyzed consistency with regional and local plans, policies and regulations that are
applicable to the project site,

161

00:20:16.590 --> 00:20:23.400

Nicole Enciso: including the Southern California Association of Governments regional transportation plan and
sustainable community strategy,

162
00:20:23.810 --> 00:20:26.600
Nicole Enciso: The Port of Los Angeles Port Master Plan,

163
00:20:27.080 --> 00:20:30.359
Nicole Enciso: the City of Los Angeles General Plan and Zoning Code,

164
00:20:30.560 --> 00:20:35.160
Nicole Enciso: The Wilmington Harbor City Community Plan and the San Pedro Community Plan.

165

00:20:35.400 --> 00:20:45.310

Nicole Enciso: The analysis determined that the proposed project would not conflict with any applicable land use plan,
policy or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project,

166
00:20:45.910 --> 00:20:49.010
Nicole Enciso: and impacts were determined to be less than significant.

167
00:20:50.430 --> 00:20:51.640
Nicole Enciso: Next slide.

168
00:20:54.700 --> 00:21:00.280
Nicole Enciso: To identify the temporary construction noise contribution to the existing ambient noise environment,

169

00:21:00.320 --> 00:21:10.850

Nicole Enciso: the construction noise levels anticipated from construction equipment on site were combined with the
existing ambient noise level measurements at the nearest sensitive receiver locations,

170
00:21:10.890 --> 00:21:14.619
Nicole Enciso: and compared against the Federal Transit Administration thresholds.

171
00:21:15.180 --> 00:21:19.679
Nicole Enciso: The primary source of noise associated with the operation of the proposed project



172
00:21:19.850 --> 00:21:22.830
Nicole Enciso: would be from vehicular and truck trips.

173

00:21:23.010 -->00:21:32.920

Nicole Enciso: The expected roadway noise level increases from vehicular and truck traffic were calculated using
Federal Highway Administration traffic noise prediction model,

174
00:21:33.320 --> 00:21:37.700
Nicole Enciso: and the average daily traffic volumes rom the traffic impact analysis.

175

00:21:38.200 --> 00:21:47.079

Nicole Enciso: These analyses determine that the proposed project would not generate a substantial temporary or
permanent increase in ambient noise levels in excess of standards,

176
00:21:47.220 --> 00:21:51.810
Nicole Enciso: or generate excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels.

177
00:21:52.100 --> 00:21:57.700
Nicole Enciso: So noise was determined to be less than significant. Next slide.

178

00:22:00.180 --> 00:22:12.870

Nicole Enciso: To determine whether the proposed project would result in a significant impact to the effectiveness of the
circulation system, the proposed project was compared to adopted plans for public transit, pedestrian mobility and
bicycle facilities.

179

00:22:13.040 --> 00:22:22.029

Nicole Enciso: To determine whether the proposed project would result in a significant impact related to increased
hazards due to geometric design feature, or incompatible uses,

180

00:22:22.180 -->00:22:31.190

Nicole Enciso: the proposed project was evaluated against the screening criteria set forth by the Los Angeles
Department of Transportation, transportation assessment guidelines

181

00:22:31.700 --> 00:22:37.930

Nicole Enciso: And based upon the detailed Vehicle Miles Traveled analysis the proposed project would not have a
significant impact on VMT.

182

00:22:38.770 --> 00:22:47.100

Nicole Enciso: Additionally it was determined that the installation of the new driveway and a protected left turn pocket
would not result in any safety issues on John S. Gibson Boulevard.

183



00:22:47.410 --> 00:22:57.379
Nicole Enciso: The proposed project would restrict right turns on red from the proposed driveway and would install
advanced signal warning signage and stripe pavement markings on John S. Gibson Boulevard.

184
00:22:57.860 --> 00:23:02.420
Nicole Enciso: The intersection and signal design has been preliminarily approved by LADOT.

185

00:23:02.670 --> 00:23:11.760

Nicole Enciso: Therefore the proposed project would not result in queues backing onto John S. Gibson Boulevard or
unsafe turning movements that would result in an impact on existing circulation.

186
00:23:12.610 --> 00:23:18.639
Nicole Enciso: Transportation through this analysis was determined to result in less than significant impacts.

187
00:23:20.570 --=> 00:23:21.730
Nicole Enciso: Next slide.

188

00:23:26.650 --> 00:23:39.740

Nicole Enciso: The cumulative discussion in the EIR focuses on whether the impacts of the proposed project are
cumulatively considerable within the context of impacts caused by other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future
projects.

189

00:23:39.990 --> 00:23:46.810

Nicole Enciso: The cumulative analysis took into consideration 40 projects within the Port of Los Angeles, Port of Long
Beach,

190
00:23:47.040 --> 00:23:49.580
Nicole Enciso: and the communities of San Pedro and Wilmington.

191
00:23:49.780 --> 00:23:53.250
Mike Keenan: This map identifies the locations of the projects considered.

192
00:23:55.770 --> 00:23:57.040
Nicole Enciso: Next slide.

193
00:24:00.310 --> 00:24:05.270
Nicole Enciso: Through the draft EIR cumulative impacts were determined for each of the resource areas analyzed,

194
00:24:05.280 --> 00:24:07.400
Nicole Enciso: and the results are shown on this screen.

195
00:24:08.330 --> 00:24:17.360



Nicole Enciso: The 3 impact areas that were determined to be less than significant with mitigation matches the impact
determinations made for the proposed project itself.

196
00:24:17.490 --> 00:24:24.029
Nicole Enciso: So those include biological resources, cultural resources and geology and soils.

197
00:24:24.360 --> 00:24:29.139
Nicole Enciso: The remaining resource areas were all determined to be less than significant.

198
00:24:30.770 --=> 00:24:32.030
Nicole Enciso: Next slide.

199
00:24:35.440 --> 00:24:38.340
Nicole Enciso: We are now opening the floor for public comments.

200
00:24:38.720 --> 00:24:41.160
Nicole Enciso: Speakers will be given 3 minutes to speak.

201
00:24:41.600 --> 00:24:46.299
Nicole Enciso: If you wish to speak, please press the raise hand button to provide verbal comments.

202

00:24:46.520 --> 00:24:54.030

Nicole Enciso: Once your name is called, it will be stated that you've been unmuted to speak, please state your first and
last name clearly, and spell your name for the record.

203
00:24:54.500 --> 00:24:57.290
Nicole Enciso: If you have joined by dialing in and wish to speak,

204
00:24:57.530 --> 00:25:00.040
Nicole Enciso: Please raise your hand by pressing Star 9.

205
00:25:01.030 --> 00:25:04.500
Nicole Enciso: Once it's your turn to speak, you will hear the prompt, You have been unmuted.

206

00:25:04.830 --> 00:25:11.070

Nicole Enciso: Please unmute yourself by pressing Star 6. Then state your first and last name, and spell your name for the
record.

207
00:25:14.380 --> 00:25:19.589
Nicole Enciso: We'll go ahead and transition to the timer in anticipation of public comment.

208



00:25:38.080 --> 00:25:41.710
Nicole Enciso: I'm currently not seeing any raised hands at this time,

209
00:25:41.890 --> 00:25:44.380
Nicole Enciso: so we'll give folks a few moments...

210
00:25:44.951 --> 00:25:47.059
Nicole Enciso: to see if that changes.

211
00:26:11.590 --> 00:26:17.800
Nicole Enciso: Alright, seeing as we have no raised hands, I think we'll go ahead and transition back to the slides...

212
00:26:18.360 --> 00:26:20.860
Nicole Enciso: to our concluding remarks.

213
00:26:38.030 --> 00:26:39.290
Nicole Enciso: All right,

214
00:26:42.940 --> 00:26:48.759
Nicole Enciso: so comments will be accepted until January 10", 2025.

215

00:26:49.606 --> 00:26:57.290

Nicole Enciso: If you would like to submit a written comment, please send them to the Director of Environmental
Management,

216
00:26:57.830 --> 00:27:00.239
Nicole Enciso: at the city of Los Angeles Harbor Department.

217
00:27:00.380 --> 00:27:03.129
Nicole Enciso: 425 South Palos Verde Street,

218
00:27:03.320 --> 00:27:06.459
Nicole Enciso: San Pedro, California, 90731,

219
00:27:06.630 --> 00:27:10.360
Nicole Enciso: or via email to ceqacomments@portla.org.

220
00:27:10.400 --> 00:27:15.589
Nicole Enciso: or C-E-Q-A-C-O-M-M-E-N-T-S@portla.org.

221
00:27:16.110 --> 00:27:22.380
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Nicole Enciso: and please include the Project title in the subject line, which is the John S. Gibson Truck and Chassis
Parking Lot Project.

222
00:27:23.390 --> 00:27:26.220
Nicole Enciso: Thank you everyone for your time this evening.

223
00:27:26.570 --> 00:27:28.250
Nicole Enciso: Have a good day.
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