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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

2.1 Distribution of the Draft Program EIR

The Draft PEIR was distributed to the public and regulatory agencies to review and
comment from February 21, 2013 to April 8, 2013. Copies of the Draft PEIR were
distributed to various government agencies, organizations, individuals, and Port
tenants. In addition, postcards were mailed to all addresses in the communities of
Wilmington and San Pedro. LAHD conducted a public hearing regarding the Draft
PEIR on March 13, 2013 to provide an overview of the proposed Program and
alternatives and accept public comments on the Draft PEIR.

The Draft PEIR was available for review at the following locations:

LAHD, Environmental Management Division, 222 W. 6" Street, San Pedro,
CA 90731,

Los Angeles Public Library — Central Branch, 630 West 5™ Street, Los Angeles,
CA 90071;

Los Angeles Public Library — San Pedro Branch, 931 S. Gaffey Street,
San Pedro, CA 90731; and,

Los Angeles Public Library — Wilmington Branch, 1300 North Avalon
Boulevard, Wilmington, CA 90744.

In addition to printed copies of the Draft PEIR, electronic versions were made
available, as requested by interested parties. Due to the size of the document, the
electronic versions were prepared as series of PDF files to facilitate downloading and
printing. The Draft PEIR was available in its entirety on the LAHD website at
http://www.portoflosangeles.org/EIR/PMPU/DEIR/deir_pmpu.asp, and the public

notice was available online at
http://www.portoflosangeles.org/EIR/PMPU/DEIR/ Public Notice.pdf.

Port of Los Angeles Master Plan Update 2-1
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2.2

2.0 Response to Comments

Comments on the Draft Program EIR and
Draft PMPU

The public comment and response component of the CEQA process serves an
essential role. It allows the respective lead agencies to assess the impacts of a project,
and it provides the opportunity to amplify and better explain the analyses that the
lead agencies have undertaken to determine the potential environmental impacts of a
project. To that extent, responses to comments are intended to provide complete and
thorough explanations to commenting agencies and individuals, and to improve the
overall understanding of the proposed Program for the decision making bodies.

The Draft PEIR and Draft PMPU were released on February 21, 2013 for a 45-day
public review period ending on April 8, 2012. The LAHD received 28 comment
letters, 3 public hearing comment cards, and 77 oral comments on these documents

during the public review period. Table 2.2-1 presents a list of those agencies,
organizations, and individuals who commented on the Draft PEIR and Draft PMPU.

Table 2.2-1. Public Comments Received on the Draft Program EIR and Draft PMPU

Letter Code | Date | Organization/Individual | Page
State Government
NAHC 2/5/2013 Native American Heritage Commission 2-b
CSLC 4/8/2013 California State Lands Commission 2-11
DOT 4/10/2013 | California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) District 7 2-17
Local Government
RPV1 4/2/2013 City of Rancho Palos Verdes 2-31
RPV?2 4/8/2013 City of Rancho Palos Verdes 2-35
BOS 4/11/2013 City of Los Angeles, Bureau of Sanitation 2-41
Organizations
PTLA 4/5/2013 PortTechLA 2-47
PSL1 4/7/2013 Project Street Legal 2-51
CCA 4/8/2013 Coalition for Clean Air 2-55
LAC 4/8/2013 Los Angeles Conservancy 2-67
NTHP 4/8/2013 National Trust for Historic Preservation 2-85
AS 4/8/2013 The Art Spot 2-99
CFASE1 4/8/2013 Coalition For A Safe Environment 2-105
Individuals
PR 3/25/2013 Patricia Ross 2-115
SG 3/29/2013 | Stanley Green 2-119
LF 4/3/2013 Lawrence Fafarman 2-123
PB 4/3/2013 Philip Belfer 2-127
JR 4/6/2013 Jay Ross 2-131
DE 4/5/2013 Donna Ethington 2-135
LA 4/6/2013 Linda Alexander 2-143
SC 4/6/2013 Sue Castillo 2-147
CE 4/7/2013 Christine Esprabens 2-151
DSS No Date Denise and Stephen Smith 2-155
FA No Date Frank B. Anderson 2-159
Businesses

SAR 4/2/2013 SA Recycling 2-163
EXXON1 4/4/2013 ExxonMobil Pipeline Company 2-173
GSNT 4/4/2013 Gresham Savage Nolan & Tilden 2-177
BH 4/8/2013 Brandt-Hawley Law Group 2-485
Port of Los Angeles Master Plan Update 2-2

Final Program Environmental Impact Report



© 00 N O OB~ WN =

=
o

11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18

19

20

Los Angeles Harbor Department 2.0 Response to Comments

Table 2.2-1. Public Comments Received on the Draft Program EIR and Draft PMPU

Letter Code | Date | Organization/Individual | Page
Comments Received at the Draft Program EIR and PMPU Public Hearings
Draft Program EIR Public Hearing
CFASE2 3/13/2013 Coalition for a Safe Environment 2-489
EXXON2 3/13/2013 | ExxonMobil 2-495
PSL2 3/13/2013 Project Street Legal 2-499
PT1 3/13/2013 Draft PEIR Public Transcripts 2-503
Draft PMPU Public Hearing
PT2 |4/4/2013 | Draft PMPU Public Transcript |  2-559

2.3

Responses to Comments

In accordance with CEQA (Guidelines Section 15088), LAHD has evaluated the
comments on environmental issues received from agencies and other interested
parties and has prepared written responses to each comment pertinent to the adequacy
of the environmental analyses contained in the Draft PEIR. In specific compliance
with CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(b), the written responses address the
environmental issues raised. In addition, where appropriate, the basis for
incorporating or not incorporating specific suggestions into the proposed Program is
provided. In each case, LAHD has expended a good faith effort, supported by
reasoned analysis, to respond to comments.

This section includes responses to the written and oral comments received during the
Draft PEIR public review period. This section also includes all the comments
received on the Draft PMPU. Information provided in the response to comments on
the Draft PMPU is included in Appendix A, Final PMPU, of this Final PEIR. Some
comments have prompted revisions to the text of the Draft PEIR, which are
referenced and included in Chapter 3.0, Modifications to the Draft Program EIR. A
copy of each comment letter is provided, with responses to each comment
immediately following.

2.3.1 Public Comments and Responses to
Comments
Port of Los Angeles Master Plan Update 2-3
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA

NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION S5
915 CAPITOL MALL, ROOM 364 ;0%
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 %/
(916) 653-6251 /

(916) 657-5390 - Fax m&;,»/: N

&y

February 5, 2013

1, |

Mr. James Bahng, Project Planner 13‘\ W ramrpy, , /
City of Los Angeles Harbor Department %

425 South Palos Verdes Street NSPAR
San Pedro, CA 90731

RE: SCH# 2012071081; CEQA Notice of Completion; draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) —
Port of Los Angeles Master Plan Update; located in the Harbor area of southwest Los Angeles
County, California

Dear Mr. Bahng:

The Native American Heritage Commission has reviewed the Notice of Preparation (NOP) NAHC-1
regarding the above referenced project. The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) states that
any project that causes a substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical resource, which
includes archeological resources, is a significant effect requiring the preparation of an EIR (CEQA
guidelines 15064(b)). To adequately comply with this provision and mitigate project-related lmpacts on
archaeological resources, the Commission recommends the followmg actions be required:

v Contact the appropriate Information Center for a record search to determine: _
= |f a part or all of the area of project effect (APE) has been previously surveyed for cultural
resources, which we know that it has.
= The Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) recommends that known cultural
resources recorded on or adjacent to the APE be listed in the draft Environmental Impact
Report.

v If an additional archaeological inventory survey is required, the final stage is the preparation of a NAHC-2
professional report detailing the findings and recommendations of the records search and field
survey. We suggest that this be coordinated with the NAHC, if possible.

= The final report containing site forms, site significance, and mitigation measurers should be
submitted immediately to the planning department. All information regarding site locations,
Native American human remains, and associated funerary objects should be in a separate
confidential addendum, and not be made available for pubic disclosure pursuant to California
Government Code Section 6254.10.

v Contact has been made to the Native American Heritage Commission for: NAHC-3

= A Sacred Lands File Check, and cultural resources have been identified to your agency.

= Alist of appropriate Native American Contacts for consultation concerning the project site has
been provided and is attached to this letter.

= Lack of surface evidence of archeological resources does not preclude their subsurface
existence once ground-breaking activity begins. If that occurs, the NAHC suggests that
inadvertent discoveries be coordinated with the NAHC. ‘

= Lead agencies should include in their mitigation plan provisions for the identification and
evaluation of accidentally discovered archeological resources, per Califoria Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) §15064.5(f), In areas of identified archaeological sensitivity, a certified
archaeologist and a culturally affiliated Native American, with knowledge in cultural resources,
should monitor all ground-disturbing activities.

= Lead agencies should include in their mitigation plan provisions for the disposition of
recovered artifacts, in consultation with culturally affiliated Native Americans.

|
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA Arnold Schwarzenegger, Govemor
NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION g“‘“‘i‘ég
915 CAPITOL MALL, ROOM 364 i g
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 \\ )
(916) 653-6251 4

(916) 657-5390 - Fax

NAHC-4 | = Lead agencies should include provisions for discovery of Native American human remains in
their mitigation plan. Health and Safety Code §7050.5, CEQA §15064.5(e), and Public
Resources Code §5097.98 mandates the process to be followed in the event of an accidental
discovery of any human remains in.a n a dedicated cemetery.

CC: State Clearinghouse

Attachment.  Native American Contacts List

|
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Native American Contacts
Los Angeles County

March 1, 2013
LA City/County Native American Indian Comm Gabrielino Tongva Nation
Ron Andrade, Director Sam Dunlap, Cultural Resources Director
3175 West 6th St, Rm. 403 P.O. Box 86908 Gabrielino Tongva
Los Angeles » CA 90020 Los Angeles . CA 90086
randrade @css.lacounty.gov samdunlap @earthlink.net
(213) 351-5324
(213) 386-3995 FAX (909) 262-9351 - cell
Ti'At Society/Inter-Tribal Council of Pimu Gabrielino Tongva Indians of California Tribal Council
Cindi M. Alvitre, Chairwoman-Manisar Robert F. Dorame, Tribal Chair/Cultural Resources
3094 Mace Avenue, Apt. B Gabrielino P.O. Box 490 Gabrielino Tongva
Costa Mesa, » CA 92626 Bellflower . CA 90707
calvitre @yahoo.com gtongva@verizon.net
(714) 504-2468 Cell 562-761-6417 - voice
562-761-6417- fax

Tongva Ancestral Territorial Tribal Nation Gabrielino-Tongva Tribe
John Tommy Rosas, Tribal Admin. Bernie Acuna, Co-Chairperson
Private Address Gabrielino Tongva P.O. Box 180 Gabrielino

) Bonsall , CA 92003
tattnlaw@gmail.com (619) 294-6660-work
310-570-6567 (310) 428-5690 - cell

(760) 636-0854- FAX
bacunai @gabrieinotribe.org

Gabrieleno/Tongva San Gabriel Band of Mission Gabrielino-Tongva Tribe

Anthony Morales, Chairperson Linda Candelaria, Co-Chairperson

PO Box 693 Gabrielino Tongva P.O. Box 1800 Gabrielino
San Gabriel » CA 91778 Bonsall » CA 92003
GTTribalcouncil@aol.com palmsprings9@yahoo.com

(626) 286-1632 626-676-1184- cell

(626) 286-1758 - Home (760) 636-0854 - FAX

(626) 286-1262 -FAX

This list is current only as of the date of this document.

Distribution of this list does not relieve any person of the statutory responsibility as defined in Section 7050.5 of the Health and Safety Code,
Section 5097.94 of the Public Resources Code and Section 5097.98 of the Public Resources Code.

This list is only applicable for contacting local Native Americans with regard to cultural resources for the proposed
SCH#2012071081; CEQA Notice of Completion; draft Environmental Impact Report for the Port of Los Angeles Master Plan Update;
located in the San Pedro area of Los Angeles County, California.

|
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Native American Contacts
Los Angeles County
March 1, 2013

Santa Ynez Tribal Elders Council
Freddie Romero, Cultural Preservation Consint

P.O. Box 365 Chumash
Santa Ynez ; CA 93460
805-688-7997, Ext 37

freddyromero1959@yahoo.
com

Gabrieleno Band of Mission Indians
Andrew Salas, Chairperson

P.O. Box 393 Gabirielino
Covina , CA91723
(626) 926-4131

gabrielenoindians@yahoo.
com

Gabrielino-Tongva Tribe
Conrad Acuna,

P.O. Box 180 Gabrielino
Bonsall » CA 92003

310-587-2203

760-636-0854 - FAX

This list is current only as of the date of this document.

Distribution of this list does not relieve any person of the statutory responsibility as defined in Section 7050.5 of the Health and Safety Code,
Section 5097.94 of the Public Resources Code and Section 5097.98 of the Public Resources Code.

This list Is only applicable for contacting local Native Americans with regard to cultural resources for the proposed
SCH#2012071081; CEQA Notice of Completion; draft Environmental Impact Report for the Port of Los Angeles Master Plan Update;
located in the San Pedro area of Los Angeles County, California.
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Los Angeles Harbor Department 2.0 Response to Comments

Comment Letter NAHC: Native American Heritage Commission

Response to Comment NAHC-1:

This comment identifies sources of information for determining whether project site
locations contain known cultural and archaeological resources. As noted in Draft
PEIR Section 3.04, Level of Analysis, the PEIR does not include a detailed
environmental review of the proposed appealable/fill projects and land use changes
since, consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15168, sufficient details are not
available. When appropriate levels of detail regarding these projects become
available, project-specific environmental documents will be prepared, concentrating
on site-specific issues. Preparation of project-specific documents is expected to
include records and database searches, consistent with the comment. Information
concerning the existence of known resources at the project site would be presented in
the CEQA document.

Response to Comment NAHC-2:

This comment notes that if an archaeological survey is required to evaluate potential
project-related impacts, the results and findings of the survey should be presented

in a report and coordinated with Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC).
As noted in Response to Comment NAHC-1, the PEIR is programmatic in scope
and existing conditions, including results from site surveys related to specific
projects, will be addressed in project-specific CEQA documents. The comment is
general and does not reference a specific section of the Draft PEIR or raise issues
under CEQA requiring a response; therefore no further response is required (PRC
Section 21091(d); CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a)). The comment is noted and is
hereby part of the Final PEIR, and is therefore before the decision-makers for their
consideration prior to taking any action on the PMPU.

Response to Comment NAHC-3:

This comment identifies additional actions to mitigate potential impacts to cultural
and archaeological resources. As discussed in Draft PEIR Section 3.4, Cultural
Resources, the proposed appealable/fill projects could have an adverse impact on
archaeological or ethnographic resources during construction activities

(Impact CR-1). Because the PMPU area has recorded archaeological sites and the
potential to contain unknown buried or otherwise obscured archaeological or
ethnographic resources, mitigation may be required for construction activities. The
Draft PEIR contains mitigation measures MM CR-1 and MM CR-2, as restated
below, that would be implemented, as applicable, for the proposed appealable/fill
projects and land use changes under the proposed Program.

MM CR-1: Cultural Resource Assessment. Once a proposed project site is
identified, the LAHD shall make a determination on whether a Cultural Resource
Assessment is necessary based on considerations such as the extent of proposed
ground disturbance and the potential for impacting intact soil deposits. If necessary,
the potential for the presence of a unique archaeological or ethnographic resource
shall be identified through a phased investigation using qualified professional
consultants and a consistent methodology. When a Phase | investigation identifies the
presence of or the potential for an archaeological or ethnographic resource on a

Port of Los Angeles Master Plan Update 2-9
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1 proposed project site, the LAHD shall determine whether it is possible to avoid the
2 resource through project redesign. If avoidance is not possible, the LAHD shall
3 determine the need to implement measures that might include, but are not limited to,
4 one or more of the following to further avoid, minimize, or substantially reduce the
5 identified impacts:
6 B Conduct a Phase Il investigation to determine site significance. When a Phase |1
7 investigation identifies a unique archaeological or ethnographic resource on a
8 proposed project site, LAHD shall determine whether to avoid the resource
9 through project redesign or to proceed with a Phase 111 investigation to mitigate
10 impacts;
11 B Conduct archaeological monitoring of ground disturbing activities within
12 potentially intact soil deposits by a qualified archaeologist meeting the Secretary
13 of the Interior’s Professional Qualifications Standards;
14 B Consult with the NAHC and applicable Native American groups (e.g., the
15 Gabrielino Tongva Tribal Council) regarding proposed ground-disturbing
16 activities and offer an opportunity to monitor the construction along with the
17 project archaeologist; and/or,
18 B Conduct a pre-construction information and safety meeting to make construction
19 personnel aware of archaeological monitoring procedures, if any, and the types of
20 archaeological resources that might be encountered.
21 MM CR-2: Unanticipated Discovery Procedures. In the event potentially
22 significant cultural resources are encountered during earthmoving activities, the
23 construction contractor shall cease activity in the affected area until the discovery
24 can be evaluated by a qualified archaeologist in accordance with the provisions of
25 CEQA Section 15064.5. The archaeologist shall complete any requirements for the
26 mitigation of impacts on any resources and implement appropriate treatment
27 measures, including the use of 1) subsurface testing after demolition of existing
28 buildings, 2) data recovery of archaeological or ethnographic deposits, and/or
29 3) post-construction documentation.
30 If Native American human remains are discovered during project construction, it
31 would be necessary to comply with state laws relating to the disposition of Native
32 American burials that are under the jurisdiction of the NAHC (PRC Section 5097).
33 With implementation of these mitigation measures, residual impacts to
34 cultural/archaeological resources from the proposed Program would be less than
35 significant.

36  Response to Comment NAHC-4:

37 Please see Response to Comment NAHC-3.

Port of Los Angeles Master Plan Update 2-10
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA EDMUND G. BROWN JR., Governor

CALIFORNIA STATE LANDS COMMISSION JENNIFER LUCCHESI, Executive Officer
100 Howe Avenue, Suite 100-South ’ (916) 574-1800 FAX (916) 574-1810

Sacramento, CA 95825-8202 California Relay Service From TDD Phone 1-800-735-2929
from Voice Phone 1-800-735-2922

Contact Phone: (916) 574-1900
Contact FAX: (916) 574-1885

File Ref: SCH #2012071081

Christopher Cannon

Director of Environmental Management
Los Angeles Harbor Department

425 South Palos Verdes Street

San Pedro, CA 90731

Subject: Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) for the Port Master
Plan Update, Los Angeles County

Dear Mr. Cannon:

The California State Lands Commission (CSLC) staff has reviewed the subject Draft CSLC-1
PEIR for the Port of Los Angeles (Port) Master Plan Update (Program), which is being
prepared by the City of Los Angeles Harbor Department (LAHD). The LAHD, as a public
agency proposing to carry out a project, is the lead agency under the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Pub. Resources Code, § 21000 et seq.). The CSLC
is a trustee agency for projects that could directly or indirectly affect sovereign lands
and their accompanying Public Trust resources or uses.

CSLC Jurisdiction and Public Trust Lands

The CSLC has jurisdiction and management authority over all ungranted tidelands,
submerged lands, and the beds of navigable lakes and waterways. The CSLC also has
certain residual and review authority for tidelands and submerged lands legislatively
granted in trust to local jurisdictions (Pub. Resources Code, §§ 6301, 6306). All
tidelands and submerged lands, granted or ungranted, as well as navigable lakes and
waterways, are subject to the protections of the Common Law Public Trust.

As general background, the State of California acquired sovereign ownership of all
tidelands and submerged lands and beds of navigable lakes and waterways upon its
admission to the United States in 1850. The State holds these lands for the benefit of
all people of the State for statewide Public Trust purposes, which include but are not
limited to waterborne commerce, navigation, fisheries, water-related recreation, habitat
preservation, and open space. On tidal waterways, the State's sovereign fee ownership
extends landward to the mean high tide line, except for areas of fill or artificial accretion

|
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A
CSLC-1

CSLC-2

CSLC-3

CSLC-4

Christopher Cannon Page 2 April 8, 2013

or where the boundary has been fixed by agreement or a court. Such boundaries may
not be readily apparent from present day site inspections.

The proposed Program affects land use on sovereign tide and submerged lands that
have been transferred, in trust, to the City of Los Angeles, pursuant to Chapter 656,
Statutes of 1911 and as amended.

Project Description

The LAHD proposes to amend the existing Port Master Plan (PMP) to meet the
agency'’s objectives and needs as follows:

o Develop the Port in a manner that is consistent with federal, state, county, and
city laws, including the California Coastal Act and Charter of the City of Los
Angeles;

o Integrate economic, engineering, environmental, and safety considerations into
the Port development process for measuring the long-term impact of varying
development options on the Port’s natural and economic environment;

o Promote the orderly, long-term development and growth of the Port by
establishing functional areas for Port facilities and operations; and,

o Allow the Port to adapt to changing technology, cargo trends, regulations, and
competition from other U.S. and foreign ports.

From the Project Description, CSLC staff understands that the Project would include the
following components:

e Planning Areas. Changes to the number and boundaries of existing planning
areas;

Land Use Categories. Changes to existing PMP land use categories;

Allowable Land Use. Revisions to allowable land uses within the planning areas;
Fill Projects. Descriptions of the proposed appealableffill projects; and,

Other Future Projects. A list of the other projects that have been approved in a
certified CEQA document and/or are undefined (i.e., in the conceptual design
stage) that are identified for public disclosure purposes consistent with the
Program.

The Draft PEIR identifies the No Fill Alternative, which would eliminate the cut/fill
projects and associated land use changes (container storage), as the Environmentally
Superior Alternative.

CSLC staff has reviewed the environmental impact analysis in the Draft PEIR related to
excavation of sediment from the intertidal zone to install the proposed outfall. Staff is
satisfied with the analysis and has no further comments.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft PEIR for the Project. Please
send copies of future Project-related documents, including electronic copies of the Final

|
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Christopher Cannon Page 3 April 8, 2013
N

PEIR, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP), Findings, Notice of CSLC-4
Determination (NOD) and, if applicable, Statement of Overriding Considerations (SOC)
when they become available, and refer questions concerning environmental review to
Sarah Sugar, Environmental Scientist, at (916) 574-2274 or via e-mail at
Sarah.Sugar@slc.ca.gov. For questions concerning CSLC leasing jurisdiction, please
contact Sharron Guerrieri, Graduate Legal Assistant, at (916) 574-1868, or via email at
Sharron.Guerrieri@slc.ca.gov.

Cy R. Oggins,
Division of Environmental Planning
and Management

cc: Office of Planning and Research
Sharron Guerrieri, CSLC
Sarah Sugar, CSLC
Kathryn Colson, CSLC

|
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Comment Letter CSLC: California State Lands Commission

Response to Comment CSLC-1:

The comment acknowledges that the California State Lands Commission (CSLC) has
reviewed the Draft PEIR and summarizes their role as a trustee agency for proposed
projects that could affect sovereign lands and accompanying Public Trust resources
or uses. The comment is general and does not reference a specific section of the Draft
PEIR or raise issues under CEQA requiring a response; therefore no further response
is required (PRC Section 21091(d); CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a)). The
comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final PEIR, and is therefore before the
decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the PMPU.

Response to Comment CSLC-2:

This comment summarizes the proposed Program objectives and needs, and
acknowledges that the No Fill Alternative is identified in the Draft PEIR as the
environmentally superior alternative. The comment is general and does not reference
a specific section of the Draft PEIR or raise issues under CEQA requiring a response;
therefore no further response is required (PRC Section 21091(d); CEQA Guidelines
Section 15204(a)). The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final PEIR, and is
therefore before the decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action
on the PMPU.

Response to Comment CSLC-3:

The comment notes that CSLC staff have reviewed the environmental impact
analysis in the Draft PEIR and were satisfied with the analysis and had no additional
comments. The reference to an outfall and excavation of intertidal sediments appears
to be in error, as the program description for the proposed action does not include
these elements.

Response to Comment CSLC-4:

Thank you for your comment. The LAHD will provide future project-related
documents to CSLC as they become available. The comment is noted and is hereby
part of the Final PEIR, and is therefore before the decision-makers for their
consideration prior to taking any action on the PMPU.

Port of Los Angeles Master Plan Update 2-15
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA—BUSINESS, TRANSPORTATION AND HOUSING AGENCY EDMUND G. BROWN, JR, Govemor
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION / v
DISTRICT 7, OFFICE OF TRANSPORTATION PLANNING U
IGR/CEQA BRANCH

100 MAIN STREET, MS # 16

LOS ANGELES, CA 90012-3606 Flex your power!
PHONE: (213) 897-6696 Be energy efficient!

FAX: (213) 897-1337

April 10,2013

Mr. Christopher Cannon
City of Los Angeles Harbor Department
Environmental Management Division
425 S. Palos Verdes Street
San Pedro, CA 90731
Re: Port of Los Angeles Master Plan Update
Program Environmental Impact Report
Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR)
SCH #2012071081, IGR No. 130229EA
Vic. LA/110 / PM 0.00 — 5.00, LA/710/0.00-5.00
Dear Mr. Cannon:

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) has reviewed the transportation and circulation | DOT-1
section in the Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) prepared for the proposed Port of Los '
Angeles Master Plan Update (PMPU). The PMPU includes major planned developments such as the
Wilmington Waterfront Project, Yang Ming Terminal Redevelopment, and Pier 500 Fill (200 acre fill).

In our previous correspondence to the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of a Draft EIR, we expressed | DOT-2
concerns over potential adverse transportation impacts to the state highway system (SHS) that serves the
Port of Los Angeles (POLA). We also requested that traffic engineers consult with us to clarify the
scope of work expected in the traffic impact study, which was not done. State highway facilities that
would most likely be impacted by future growth within the PMPU include: Interstates 110 (I-110), 405
(1-405), 710 (I-710), State Routes 47 (SR-47), 60 (SR-60), State Route 91 (SR-91), State Route103 (SR-
103), and Pacific Coast Highway (SR-1).

We understand that the Draft comment period expired April 8, 2013, but given that Caltrans is a|DOT-3
responsible agency in the CEQA review process, Ms. Lisa Ochsner indicated in a phone conversation
with my staff, that our comments would still be considered. In the interest of mutual cooperation
through build-out of the PMPU, we have the following comments on the traffic impact study included in
the Draft EIR.

e The freeway analysis was limited to segments designated as monitoring stations in the Los Angeles
County’s Congestion Management Plan (CMP); it is not clear to what extent other freeway segments
closer and farther from the POLA would be impacted. To be able to determine whether the freeway
study area is appropriate, we reiterate our request to view the results of a select zone model run for
all trips having trips ends at POLA zones. For example, State Route 60 is considered a preferred
truck route in the greater Los Angeles area; as such Caltrans is interested in knowing the extent to
which it might be impacted.
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DOT-4|® The traffic impact study should include exhibits such as a map showing designated truck routes to
and from the project site, as well as the trip assignment distribution.

DOT-5|e Caltrans requests that the traffic impact study analyze the truck lane movements at intersections
involving state highway facilities. For example, if the designated truck route involves an
intersection with a left turn pocket, the level of service and queue of that left movement needs to be
evaluated. The traffic analysis should evaluate the adequacy of the projected storage length, and
truck turning radii where applicable. PMPU related truck movements should be studied in more
detail, especially at ramps, as this may adversely impact safety.

DOT-6|® According to the traffic impact study on freeways, Impact TRANS-4 (page 3.12-49), the proposed
PMPU could significantly impact [-710 north of Pacific Coast Highway — northbound and
southbound directions during the AM peak hour and northbound during the PM peak hour; I-710
north of 1-405, south of Del Amo Boulevard — southbound during the AM peak hour; and [-710
north of I-105, north of Firestone Boulevard — northbound during the AM peak hour. We note
freeway facilities were analyzed to comply with CMP. As stated in Caltrans NOP comments, Los
Angeles County’s CMP criteria alone is not adequate for the analysis of transportation impacts
pursuant to a California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) review. For example, the CMP does
not adequately address cumulative transportation impacts and does not analyze for safety, weaving
problems, or delay. The CMP improperly uses a percentage criterion for determining the
significance of traffic impacts on freeways. The use of a “ratio theory” or “comparative approach”,
such as the CMP’s 2% increase in V/C, improperly measures a project’s incremental impact relative
to the existing cumulative effect rather than measuring the combined effects of the proposed project
and other relevant past, present, and future projects. Furthermore, CEQA does not call for
evaluation of potential impacts from a project on an existing plan; it is concerned with the impacts
upon the environment, which is defined as the existing physical conditions in the affected area.
Given the level of existing congestion on nearby freeways, projected PMPU traffic is expected to
significantly impact more freeways segments and ramps than those disclosed on the current traffic
impact report. Caltrans requests the Los Angeles Harbor Department (LAHD) as lead agency
consult with us and revise its criteria of significance for the SHS.

DOT-7 [¢  We acknowledge MM TRANS-1 which states “LAHD shall collaborate with Caltrans and Metro to
secure funding and ensure timely implementation of the I-710 Corridor project by 2035 to alleviate
the effects of future Port area and regional traffic growth on the I-710”. Caltrans requests that
LAHD revise its mitigation commitment to mitigate for directly impacted state facilities and
contribute to mitigation improvements for significant cumulative transportation impacts. It is
recommended the LAHD develop a funding mechanism of its own to implement transportation
improvements on the state highway system. These funds may serve as matching funds to attract
State and Federal funds. Again, we request the lead agency seek Caltrans’ concurrence as to
proposed mitigation measures on state facilities that are under its jurisdiction.

DOT-8 As you may be aware, the proposed I-710 Corridor Project has not been approved or funded. It
should not be relied upon as the only mitigation proposal to I-710; alternate transportation mitigation
alternatives should be considered. We remind you that the more specific the mitigation commitment
is at the program level, the more predictable it is for individual projects and a less intensive freeway
analysis may suffice.
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The traffic impact study does not mention whether it plans to follow through and implement |DOT-9
improvements to freeway interchanges at I-110/”C” Street, I-110/John S. Gibson Boulevard, and the
widening of the connector between southbound SR-47 to northbound I-110, for which a project
study report (PSR) has been completed. Please explain whether and if these improvements are
related to the PMPU.

e In summary, the majority of the traffic concerns that Caltrans brought to your attention in the NOP | DOT-10
comment letter have not been addressed adequately. Please see attached NOP comment letter. We
request LAHD schedule a traffic impact scoping meeting with us to attempt to resolve the various
outstanding issues we have identified in our comments to the NOP and now during the Draft EIR
review.

If you have any questions regarding these comments and wish to schedule a consultation meeting, you
may contact project coordinator Elmer Alvarez at (213) 897 — 6696 or electronically at
elmer_alvarez@dot.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

¢ ¢
L@ LZ(/M/IA/LL C/\/’ ZK/R
DIANNA WATSON,
IGR/CEQA Branch Chief
Office of Transportation Planning
Caltrans District 7

Cc: Scott Morgan, State Clearinghouse

Attachment: Caltrans’ comment letter to PMPU Notice of Preparation of Draft EIR
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA=—BUSINESS. TRANSPORTATION AND HOUSING AGENCY EDMUND G. BROWN, JR, Govemor
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION : :
DISTRICT 7, OFFICE OF TRANSPORTATION P

PLANNING - IGR/CEQA BRANCH

100 MAIN STREET, MS # 16

LOS ANGELES, CA 90012-3606 Flex your power!
PHONE: (213) 897-6696 Be energy efficient!
FAX: (213) 897-1337

August 20, 2012

Mr. Christopher Cannon

City of Los Angeles Harbor Department

Environmental Management Division

425 S. Palos Verdes Street

San Pedro, CA 90731

Re: Port of Los Angeles Master Plan Update

Program Environmental Impact Report (NOP)
SCH #2012071081, IGR No. 120727EA
Vic. LA-110/PM 0.00 — 5.00

Dear Mr. Cannon:

Thank you for including the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) in the environmental
review process for the proposed Port of Los Angeles Master Plan Update (PMPU). Based on the Notice
of Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR), the environmental review will evaluate the
cumulative effects of planned development projects within the various planning areas. Major planned
developments include the Wilmington Waterfront Project, Yang Ming Terminal Redevelopment, Pier
500 Fill (200 acre fill).

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), the State agency with jurisdiction over State
highways (freeways), is concerned that the expected increase in traffic volume has the potential to affect
Interstates 110 (I-110), 405 (I-405), 710 (I-710), State Routes 47 (SR-47), 60 (SR-60), 91 (SR-91) and
103 (SR-103).

A traffic study, using Caltrans Criteria, is necessary to fully evaluate the potential project impacts to the
above mentioned State transportation facilities. Please refer the traffic consultant to the Caltrans Guide
for the Preparation of Traffic Impacts Studies (see Traffic Study Elements attachment) Website:

http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tpp/offices/ocp/igr ceqa_files/tisguide.pdf

The traffic study should analyze the extent of the impact to the mainline, as well as, the intersections at
SR-47 and Harbor Boulevard, and the I-110 interchanges at John S. Gibson Boulevard, C Street, and
Harry Bridges Boulevard.

The expected growth in the port complex promises substantial increase in container truck traffic by year
2035. Potential impacts from future increase in heavy duty truck traffic should receive special
consideration in the transportation impact analysis.

It is requested that a queue analysis on the off-ramps that are expected to be utilized the most. Please
include proposed mitigation measures for off-ramps where the projected vehicle queuing is expected to
exceed the storage capacity.
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To determine the scope of freeway analysis, a select zone model run for trips with trip ends at the project
zones should be performed, including loaded 2035 network with and without project, with network
improvements.

It is requested that the traffic consultant contact Caltrans prior to the commencement of the traffic study
to clearly identify scope of work. Caltrans may be able to share any data it may have collected for the
routes to be analyzed.

Caltrans requests that the following information be included in the traffic impact analysis:

e Presentations of assumptions and methods used to develop trip generation, trip distribution, trip
assignments, and choice of travel mode. Travel modeling should be consistent with other
regional and local modeling forecasts and with travel data.

e Include all appropriate traffic volumes: a) traffic from the project under consideration, b)
cumulative traffic from all specific approved developments in the area, ¢) cumulative traffic from
likely not-yet-approved developments in the area, and d) traffic growth other than from the
project and developments. For example: existing+ project+ other projects+ other growth.

e Analysis of AM, and PM peak-hour volumes for both existing and future conditions in the
affected areca. Level of Service should be specified (HCM2000 methodology is requested).
Future conditions would include build-out of all projects and any plan-horizon years.

e Discussion of mitigation measures appropriate to alleviate anticipated traffic impacts. This
discussion should include, but not be limited to, the following:

- description of transportation infrastructure improvements
- financial costs, funding sources and financing

- sequence and scheduling considerations

- implementation responsibilities, controls and monitoring

e A plan of realistic mitigation measures under the control of the lead agency or project sponsors
or specification percent shares of the costs for various mitigation actions undertaken by other
agencies. Any assessment fees for mitigation action should be in proportion of the additional
traffic generated by the project to the amount of traffic benefiting from action (see Traffic Impact
Study Guide).

The lead agency is required to comply with Los Angeles County Congestion Management Program
(CMP) standards and thresholds of significant. However, Caltrans does not consider the Los Angeles
County’s CMP criteria alone to be adequate for the analysis of transportation impacts pursuant to a
CEQA review. The CMP does not adequately address cumulative transportation impacts and does not
analyze for safety, weaving problems, or delay. Caltrans’ Guide directs preparers of traffic impact
analysis to consult with the local District as early as possible to determine the appropriate requirements
and criteria of significance to be used in the traffic impact analysis.
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Traffic Mitigations Alternatives

The traffic engineering firm retained to prepare the traffic impact analysis should work cooperatively
with Caltrans to determine and include transportation mitigation needed on State Highway facilities.

Due to the magnitude of planned development, it is anticipated that improvements to nearby State
highways would be necessary to accommodate projected traffic demand. It is expected the plan will
recommend construction of mitigation improvements on State facilities that are directly impacted and
contribute on a proportional basis to those State facilities where the plan impacts on a cumulative basis.

The Port of Los Angeles in conjunction with Caltrans has prepared Project Study Reports (PSR) for
modifications to the interchanges at I-110/John S. Gibson and I-110/C Street and for the widening of the
connector between southbound SR-47 to northbound I-110. It is anticipated that the program EIR will
require the completion these improvements.

Listed below are mitigation measures that may be considered:

Mitigation measures for Direct Impacts may include:
On-Dock Rail projects new or enhancement to existing ones.
Construction of On and Off-ramp improvements to/from I-110, SR-47, SR-103
Mainline operational improvements, e.g. Changeable Message signs, metering, etc.
Synchronization of traffic signals
Enhancements to Traffic Management Center

Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Measures

Shuttle Buses to Marine Research Center and/or Ports O’ Call Fish Market
Incentives to Vanpooling and Carpooling, e.g. preferential parking

Port Shuttles e.g. Dash Buses

Mitigation measures for Cumulative impacts may include:
Fair Share funding contributions towards construction of future freeway improvements.
Funding of necessary planning studies to bring about future freeway improvements

Construction Traffic

There may be extensive construction activity associated with the planned projects, therefore, it is
requested that the PMPU require truck-management-plans for those projects. Transportation of heavy
equipment and/or materials, which requires the use of oversized-transport vehicles on State highways,
will require a transportation permit from Caltrans. It is recommended that large size truck trips be
limited to off-peak commute periods as to avoid disruption of daily traffic.

The transportation of heavy construction equipment, materials, or other special equipment, which
requires the use of oversized-transport vehicles on State highways, will require a Caltrans transportation
permit.

In all instances where the proposed work falls within or affects the State right-of-way such as
constructions, grading, changes to hydraulic run-off, etc., a Caltrans encroachment permit will be
required. The permit process for complex highway improvements requires additional time and attention.
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Early coordination with Caltrans is strongly encouraged for any mitigation improvements to State
highways.

Conclusion

We look forward to reviewing the traffic study and expect to receive a copy from the State
Clearinghouse when the DEIR is completed. However, to expedite the review process, you may send a
copy in advance to the undersigned. Caltrans staff is available for consultation meetings at your earliest
convenience. If you have any questions regarding these comments, you may reach project coordinator
Elmer Alvarez at (213) 897 — 6696 or clectronically at Elmer_Alvarez@dot.ca.gov. Please refer to our
internal record number 120727/EA.

Sincerely,

———

78 /%__
/ }( Q//jutvﬂ {Z/r‘{/L”l —

DIANNA WATSON,
IGR/CEQA Branch Chief

Office of Transportation Planning
Caltrans District 7
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Comment Letter DOT: California Department of Transportation
(Caltrans), District 7

Response to Comment DOT-1:

The comment addresses introductory material and does not raise issues that require a
response under CEQA. Responses to specific CEQA issues raised by subsequent
comments are provided below.

Response to Comment DOT-2:

The Draft PEIR does adequately address potential traffic impacts on the State
Highway System (SHS; refer to Draft PEIR Section 3.12, Transportation and
Circulation, and Appendix F, Ground Transportation). First, in terms of analyzed
SHS locations (freeways and arterial streets), the LAHD analyzed all locations that
could be potentially impacted by the proposed Program, including the SHS identified
in the DOT comment. As indicated in the analyses, none of the Pacific Coast
Highway (PCH) intersections would be significantly impacted by the proposed
Program. Further, it can be reasonably concluded that no other SHS arterial
intersections located beyond the study area would be impacted because the proposed
Program-level trips would be less at these further locations due to expected
dissipation. No other freeway locations beyond the study area would be impacted
either, as demonstrated in the select-zone analysis/results, and additional freeway
analysis (refer to Chapter 3.0, Modifications to the Draft Program EIR). This analysis
indicates that the proposed Program-level number of trips on other freeways beyond
the study area would be less than the projected amount on those Congestion
Management Program (CMP) locations analyzed in the Draft PEIR, and the
incremental change in the demand/capacity ratio (D/C ratio) would be less than 0.02,
including all freeway locations identified in the comment letter.

As prescribed in the Guide For The Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies

(Caltrans 2002) for general plan amendments/updates, the general plan update is to
be compared to the current general plan. The Port’s PMP serves as the City of Los
Angeles’ long-term area plan for the Port district, similar to a City of Los Angeles
Community Plan component of the General Plan. Hence, the LOS results shown in
the Draft PEIR (Table 4.2-7) represent the required Caltrans traffic analysis scenario,
which compared the PMPU with the existing PMP. As shown in Table 4.2-7 of the
Draft PEIR, the PMPU would have a marginal (demand/capacity increase of 0.016)
effect on the 1-710, at Willow Street, and only in the northbound direction, during the
morning peak hour.

Regarding the methodology used to analyze arterial street intersections and potential
impacts, the planning level volume-capacity methodology (as opposed to analyzing
several operational parameters such as left-turn lane storage lengths) is more
appropriate, as most, if not all local agencies in southern California prescribe this
approach. Moreover, this is the prescribed approach of the affected local agencies’
with intersections analyzed in this PEIR (i.e., City of Long Beach, City of Los
Angeles, and City of Carson).

Regarding the methodology used to analyze freeway operations and impacts, the
planning level demand-capacity methodology is prescribed by the Los Angeles
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1 County Metropolitan Transportation Authority’s (Metro’s) Congestion Management
2 Program Traffic Impact Analysis Guidelines (LACMTA 2010) and therefore is
3 appropriate for assessing the impacts of a program-level EIR as opposed to the
4 Highway Capacity Manual [HCM] operational methodology. Furthermore, it should
5 be noted that program-level EIR for master plans and general plans in Los Angeles
6 County have analyzed the freeways in the same manner. Examples include the Los
7 Angeles World Airports LAX Master Plan EIR and several recent City of Los
8 Angeles community plan update programmatic EIRs. Finally, the Year 2035 LOS
9 (using the HCM operational methodology) on the I-710, which accounts for the
10 PMPU traffic, is presently being updated for the recirculated Draft
11 EIR/Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the 1-710 Corridor Project. This
12 recirculated Draft EIR/EIS is currently being prepared by Caltrans, in conjunction
13 with Metro and the Port and Port of Long Beach. Deference to this project-specific
14 design-level EIR LOS analysis is more appropriate and recommended. Hence, the
15 PMPU will not be updated for HCM methodology.
16 Regarding consultation with Caltrans, the LAHD is voluntarily collaborating with the
17 state in addressing future traffic conditions on the 1-710, as a partner with Caltrans
18 and Metro, via the 1-710 Corridor Project EIR/EIS. LAHD provided all Port and Port
19 of Long Beach traffic volumes for direct incorporation into the 1-710 Corridor Project
20 EIR/EIS model (which is a focus model of the Southern California Association of
21 Governments [SCAG’s] Regional Transportation Plan [RTP] model). These
22 projections informed the traffic study scope and are consistent with the PMPU Draft
23 PEIR traffic analyses.

24 Response to Comment DOT-3:
25 Please see Response to Comment DOT-2.

26  Response to Comment DOT-4:

27 LAHD acknowledges Caltrans’ request to include exhibits such as a map showing

28 designated truck routes and trip distribution and understands that such documentation
29 would improve the PEIR. Figure 3.12-6, Program Trip Distribution, has been

30 incorporated and is included in the Final PEIR Chapter 3.0, Modifications to the

31 Draft Program EIR.

32 Response to Comment DOT-5:

33 Please see Response to Comment DOT-2. The volume- capacity and demand-

34 capacity methodologies used are appropriate for the PEIR. Furthermore,

35 environmental assessment would be required at the project-level. If significantly

36 impacted freeway locations are identified through the capacity analysis at the project-
37 level, a design-level analysis (such as the HCM methodology) could be conducted to
38 determine the appropriate course of action in mitigating the identified significant

39 impacts.

40  Response to Comment DOT-6:

41 Please see Response to Comment DOT-5. The volume- capacity and demand-
42 capacity methodologies used are appropriate for the PEIR. Environmental assessment
Port of Los Angeles Master Plan Update 2-26
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would be required at the project-level. If significantly impacted freeway locations are
identified through the capacity analysis at the project-level, a design-level analysis
(such as the HCM methodology) could be conducted to determine the appropriate
course of action in mitigating the identified significant impacts. Furthermore, the
CMP analysis addresses cumulative transportation impacts in Draft PEIR

Section 4.2.12, Transportation and Circulation, in which the Year 2035 cumulative
scenario is analyzed with and without the proposed Program-level trips on the
freeways and arterial street intersections (refer to Draft PEIR Section 4.12,
Transportation and Circulation, Tables 4.2-5 and 4.2-7).

© 00 N O O~ W NP

10  Response to Comment DOT-7:

11 At the program-level, significant impacts to the 1-710 have been identified, and as
12 such, mitigation measure TRANS-1 does not address state highway facilities
13 beyond 1-710.
14 Project-specific environmental documentation would be completed for projects
15 occurring under the PMPU and could determine project-specific impacts to other
16 state highway facilities in addition to the I-710. The PEIR focuses on land use
17 changes that would result in changes and/or intensification of activities and the
18 proposed appealable/fill projects under the PMPU, and provides a programmatic
19 evaluation of impacts associated with future buildout. The proposed appealableffill
20 projects under the PMPU are in preliminary planning stages; therefore, it is not
21 possible to accurately describe or predict particular alternative infrastructure
22 improvements which would be both feasible and effective at avoiding or reducing
23 any significant freeway traffic impacts of any particular development projects under
24 the proposed Program. This is because the type of development, timing of
25 development, and conditions at the time in which development would occur are not
26 currently known. Therefore, as future planning efforts occur for the proposed
27 appealable/fill projects and development resulting from land use changes under the
28 PMPU, separate environmental documentation with detailed traffic analyses would
29 be prepared, if required under CEQA, to determine specific impacts associated with
30 proposed development and mitigation would be applied, as necessary and as feasible.
31 The mitigation measures would address significant impacts upon the 1-710 and any
32 other significantly impacted state highway facilities.
33 The LAHD proactively collaborates with other agencies to address regional
34 transportation needs identified in LAHD and regional plans. For locations determined
35 to be significantly impacted by Port operations through subsequent project-specific
36 environmental documents, LAHD would collaborate with Caltrans and other
37 agencies to identify the appropriate state highway facility improvements to mitigate
38 those significant impacts, as it is doing for the 1-710 Corridor Project. LAHD has and
39 continues to demonstrate its commitment to collaborating with Caltrans and
40 partnering agencies in addressing future traffic conditions on the 1-710. The LAHD is
41 a technical partner to Caltrans and Metro for the Project Approval/Environmental
42 Documentation (PA/ED) phase. The I-710 Corridor Project Draft EIR/EIS proposes
43 improvements to the entire 20-mile corridor to accommodate all Year 2035 Port and
44 Port of Long Beach and regional traffic. Year 2035 Port and Port of Long Beach
45 traffic represents buildout conditions at the ports. The corridor area includes the
46 mainline freeway and adjacent arterial street system. The 1-710 Corridor Project
47 EIR/EIS utilizes HCM methodologies (weaving, mainline, ramp diverge/merge),
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which is appropriate for a transportation facility environmental document and
preliminary engineering.

The LAHD contributed $5 million for the PA/ED phase, and participates directly and
extensively by providing technical guidance/input for the preliminary engineering;
the Administrative, Draft, and Final EIR/EIS; and the Caltrans Project Report. This
input is provided on all technical studies as well, that includes (but is not limited to):
air quality; transportation; goods movement; rail/intermodal; and, alternative
technology. For these studies, the LAHD provided all Port and Port of Long Beach
traffic volumes for direct incorporation into the 1-710 Corridor Project EIR/EIS
model (which is a focus model of the SCAG RTP model). These projections are
consistent with the PMPU Draft PEIR analyses. Additionally, the Port and Port of
Long Beach jointly conducted several alternative technology (zero emission
container movement systems [ZECMS]) studies which guided the 1-710 Corridor
Project EIR/EIS studies, and ultimately led to the recommendation of a separate
truckway with zero emission technology.

LAHD’s financial contribution toward infrastructure improvements to mitigate
project-specific significant impacts would be examined in conjunction with the
project-specific environmental assessments, and would be subject to the existence of
a mechanism for pro-rata mitigation funding for the infrastructure improvements
which are determined by the LAHD to be necessary and effective for avoiding or
reducing the significant impacts.

Since the 1-710 Corridor Project has not yet been approved, and because there is
currently no funding mechanism allowing projects to contribute pro-rata mitigation
funding for needed infrastructure improvements to that freeway, it is not currently
feasible to mitigate impacts to the 1-710 by contributing mitigation funding for that
purpose. Nevertheless, if the 1-710 Corridor Project, or components thereof, is
approved for construction, and if a mechanism for the contribution of mitigation
funding for the 1-710 Corridor Project comes into existence, the LAHD will consider
the need for and feasibility of contribution toward funding that project in the future,
in connection with subsequent project-specific environmental review for the
proposed appealable/fill projects and land use changes under the PMPU. Any such
funding would be in addition to revenue from tolls on the truck facility and funds
from other public sources, including Metro (e.g., Measure R, CMAQ, RTSP, etc.),
the federal, and/or the state government.

Response to Comment DOT-8:

The LAHD agrees that reliance on the 1-710 Corridor Project does not guarantee the
specific impacts identified in the PEIR would be mitigated, given that the 1-710
project has not been approved or funded. However, as future planning efforts occur
for the proposed appealable/fill projects and other developments resulting from land
use changes under the PMPU, project-specific environmental documentation would
be conducted to readdress potential impacts. That documentation would include
detailed traffic analyses that would identify specific impacts, and mitigation would be
applied as necessary. Accordingly, it would be inappropriate to commit to specific
mitigation measures at this time.
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1 It is possible that in some cases those impacts could be mitigated by physical

2 modifications to 1-710 (no other freeways would experience significant program-

3 related impacts). Given that the 1-710 Corridor Project EIR/EIS is still in

4 development, along with the associated specific freeway and arterial street

5 improvement projects, it would be inappropriate and infeasible at present to identify

6 alternative program-level specific mitigation measures. This is because such

7 measures could be in conflict with the needs of the agency partners while those

8 agencies are collaborating on detailed planning and design of the 1-710 Corridor

9 Project. Furthermore, it is possible that the degradation of operating conditions on the
10 I-710 attributable to the PMPU could be ameliorated by implementation of the 1-710
11 Corridor Project.
12 If the 1-710 Corridor Project has not been approved, then the project-specific CEQA
13 process would identify appropriate feasible mitigation and require its implementation
14 (refer to Chapter 3.0, Modifications to the Draft Program EIR). Thus, mitigation
15 measure MM TRANS-1 is consistent with the Department’s recommendation that
16 alternate mitigation measures be considered.

17 Response to Comment DOT-9:

18 The 1-110 Freeway Ramp & SR 47/1-110 North Bound Connector Widening Project,
19 which is independent of the PMPU, will be advertised for construction in the next
20 2 to 3 months, and was accounted for in the PEIR cumulative impacts traffic analysis.

21 Response to Comment DOT-10:

22 The decision to make improvements, such as those mentioned in the NOP comment
23 letter, would arise from the ongoing planning and design process for 1-710 rather than
24 the PEIR impact analysis. Impacts from the Port on I-710 are well documented,
25 predating the PMPU, and are part of the consideration in the planning and design of
26 I-710. Notably, the PEIR does not present new information, but rather provides
27 additionally supporting results from previous analyses.
28 In summary:
29 B The LAHD believes the Draft PEIR adequately addresses potential impacts on
30 the SHS and that the methodologies are adequate, as described in the above
31 responses;
32 B Table 4.2-7 of the Draft PEIR represents the required Caltrans traffic analysis
33 scenario, which compared the PMPU with the existing PMP. As shown in this
34 table, the PMPU would have a marginal (demand/capacity increase of 0.016)
35 effect on the 1-710, at Willow Street, and only in the northbound direction, during
36 the morning peak hour only;
37 B The PEIR is not a project-specific EIR and the cumulative impacts of all Port
38 traffic are being addressed in the 1-710 Corridor Project EIR/EIS, in which the
39 LAHD is a technical partner; and,
40 B Project-specific environmental documentation would be completed for projects
41 occurring under the PMPU to determine project-specific impacts to the 1-710 and
42 other state highway facilities.
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CITYOF [RANCHO PALOS VERDES

CITY MANAGER'S OFFICE

ADMINISTRATION
2 April 2013

VIA ELECTRONIC & U.S. MAIL

Port of Los Angeles

Planning & Economic Development Division
425 S. Palos Verdes St.

San Pedro, CA 90731

SUBJECT: City of Rancho Palos Verdes’ Comments on Draft Port Master Plan
To Whom It May Concern:

The City of Rancho Palos Verdes—Ilocated just west of the San Pedro community of the [ RPV1-1
City of Los Angeles—appreciates the opportunity to review the Port of Los Angeles’
Draft Port Master Plan. We have reviewed the Plan and offer the following comments:

1 Section 5.0 of the Plan describes the five (5) planning areas of the Plan,
including the designation and acreage of land uses therein. We understand that
the Plan proposes to eliminate liquid bulk storage within Planning Area 1 (located
nearest to densely-populated areas in San Pedro and Rancho Palos Verdes) and
to designate at least one hundred sixty-six acres (166 ac.) within Planning
Areas 2 and 3 for liquid bulk storage. The City of Rancho Palos Verdes is sup-
portive of any plan that would reduce the risk of exposing residents to the
hazards related to the storage and transport of liquid bulk cargoes. We further
suggest that the Port should make additional provisions in the Plan to facilitate
the relocation of liquid bulk storage facilities to the harbor area, including the
future 200-acre Pier 500 project within Planning Area 3 (i.e., Terminal Island).

2. Section 8.0 of the Plan describes the Risk Management Plan (RMP) for the Port. | RPV1-2
We understand that the stated intent of the RMP “is to assess the potential risks
of the storage and transfer of hazardous commodities occurring at liquid bulk
terminals within the Port.” To this end, we offer the following observations:

a. Although apparently not mandated by the California Coastal Commission,
we believe that the RMP should also include a “good faith” effort to assess
the risks associated with the storage and handling of hazardous liquid bulk
cargoes on vessels, tanker trucks, rail tank cars and in pipelines, at least
within the areas covered by the Plan. To do so would demonstrate the

A4
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AN

RPVI1-2 Port’s willingness to provide more than the minimum, statutorily-required

protection and notification to “vulnerable resources.”

RPV1-3 b. We note that the RMP identifies “[residents] living in the area around the

Port [as] the largest and most vulnerable number of people exposed to
risks.” It also specifically identifies certain critical Port infrastructure (i.e.,
the Vincent Thomas and Badger Avenue bridges) as “vulnerable
resources.” The RMP discusses “hazard footprints” in terms of potential
adverse impacts upon these “vulnerable resources,” including radiant
heat, toxic and/or flammable vapor cloud, blast overpressure and flying
debris However, the RMP provides no specifics or details regarding the
location or extent of these “hazard footprints” for either existing or
proposed liquid bulk facilities in the Port.

RPV1-4| 3. Section 9.0 of the Plan summarizes the Program Environmental impact Report
(PEIR) prepared for the Plan. The City of Rancho Palos Verdes will be
commenting separately on the Draft PEIR, on or before the end of the public
comment period on 8 April 2013.

Again, thank you very much for the opportunity to review and comment upon this
important project. If you have any questions or need additional information, please feel
free to contact me at (310) 544-5226 or via e-mail at kitf@rpv.com

Sincerely,

A7

Kit Fox, Aicp
Senior Administrative Analyst

cc:  Mayor Susan Brooks and City Council
Carolyn Lehr, City Manager
Carolynn Petru, Deputy City Manager
Border Issues file

M:\Border Issues\LA Port Master Plan Update\20130402_POLA_DraftPMPComments.docx
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Comment Letter RPV1: City of Rancho Palos Verdes
Response to Comment RPV1-1:

This comment addresses the PMPU and does not raise issues that require a response
under CEQA. Please refer to Final PEIR Appendix A, Final PMPU, for information
provided in response to this comment.

Response to Comment RPV1-2:

This comment addresses the PMPU and does not raise issues that require a response
under CEQA. Please refer to Final PEIR Appendix A, Final PMPU, for information
provided in response to this comment.

Response to Comment RPV1-3:

This comment addresses the PMPU and does not raise issues that require a response
under CEQA. Please refer to Final PEIR Appendix A, Final PMPU, for information
provided in response to this comment.

Response to Comment RPV1-4:

Thank you for your comment. Responses to the city’s comments on the Draft PEIR
are provided in responses to Comments RPV2-1 through RPV2-4. The comment is
noted and is hereby part of the Final PEIR, and is therefore before the decision-
makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the PMPU.
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[RANCHO [PALOS VERDES
OFFICE OF THE CITY MANAGER

CITYOF

8 April 2013

VIA ELECTRONIC & U.S. MAIL

Christopher Cannon, Director of Environmental Management
Los Angeles Harbor Department

425 S. Palos Verdes St.

San Pedro, CA 90731

SUBJECT: City of Rancho Palos Verdes’ Comments on Draft Program Environ-
mental Impact Report for the Port Master Plan Update

Dear Mr. Cannon:

The City of Rancho Palos Verdes appreciates the opportunity to review the draft | RPV2-1
Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) for the Port Master Plan Update (PMPU).
We have reviewed the PEIR and offer the following comments:

1 Section 3.7 of the PEIR discusses the hazards and hazardous materials impacts
of the PMPU. The two (2) relevant mitigation measures proposed in Section 3.7
are in response to ‘reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions
involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment” (i.e., Impact
HAZ-2). However, the City of Rancho Palos Verdes respectfully suggests that
Section 3.7 of the PEIR requires additional analysis in the following issue areas:

a. The analysis of Impact HAZ-1 (i.e., relating to “[hazards] to the public or
the environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of
hazardous materials”) concludes that impacts will be less-than-significant
and that no mitigation is warranted because these activities are already
“extensively regulated...to prevent releases and accidents, and ensure the
capability to respond in the event of an accident.” From our review of the
draft PMPU document, we understand that the California Coastal
Commission does not mandate the assessment of risks associated with
the storage and handling of hazardous liquid bulk cargoes on vessels,
tanker trucks, rail tank cars and in pipelines as a part of a port master
plan. However, we believe that the PEIR should include a “good faith”
effort to assess these risks as well. To do so would demonstrate the
Port's willingness to provide more than the minimum, statutorily-required
protection and notification to vulnerable resources and populations in the
vicinity of the Port.

30940 HAWTHORNE BLVD. / RANCHO PALOS VERDES, CA 90275-5391/ (310) 544-5205 / FAX (310) 544-5291
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RPV2-2 b. The analysis of Impact HAZ-2 (i.e., relating to “reasonably foreseeable
upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials
into the environment”) concludes that there are potentially-significant
impacts related to the risk of hazardous materials releases into the waters
of the Port, and suggests two (2) mitigation measures that would only
apply to “projects involving hazardous liquid bulk facilities with in-water
operations.” The PEIR briefly discusses the Port’s Risk Management Plan
(RMP) as the means by which conflicts between liquid bulk facilities and
vulnerable resources and populations are to be resolved. From our review
of the draft PMPU document, we understand that this is to be done
through the Port's assessment and identification of any overlapping
“hazard footprints” for liquid bulk facilities and nearby vulnerable resources
and/or populations. However, neither the PEIR nor the PMPU provides
any specifics or details regarding the location or extent of these “hazard
footprints” for either existing or proposed liquid bulk facilities in the Port.
As such, we respectfully suggest that the conclusion that such
environmental impacts are less-than-significant is not adequately
supported by evidence provided in the PEIR.

RPV2-3| 2. Section 5.0 of the PEIR discusses the program alternatives to the proposed
PMPU. The PEIR notes that, although many key components of the program
alternatives suggested by the Port Community Advisory Committee (PCAC) have
been included in the PMPU, the PCAC recommendations related to liquid bulk
storage facilities near the Wilmington community in the City of Los Angeles and
on Terminal Island were rejected, respectively, as:

« Not avoiding or reducing significant environmental impacts; and,
e Being physically and financially infeasible.

The City of Rancho Palos Verdes offers the following comments with respect to
the rejection of the PCAC alternative (Section 5.1.4.1) in the PEIR:

a. With respect to the PCAC recommendations regarding liquid bulk storage
near Wilmington, the PEIR (Page 5-4, Lines 32-39) again relies upon the
Port's RMP to ensure that there are no significant adverse impacts upon
“vulnerable resources.” However, as we noted in our Comment 1.b
above, we are concerned that the lack of details and specifics about the
“hazard footprints” of existing or proposed liquid bulk facilities in the Port
does not offer sufficient evidence to support this conclusion in the PEIR.

RPV2-4 b. With respect to the PCAC recommendations regarding the relocation of
liquid bulk storage to Terminal Island, the PEIR (Page 5-5, Lines 1-16)
asserts that there is a lack of available berthing capacity and that the cost
of such relocation would be economically infeasible. It is not clear if these

|
Port of Los Angeles Master Plan Update 2-36
Final Program Environmental Impact Report



Los Angeles Harbor Department 2.0 Response to Comments

Christopher Cannon
8 April 2013
Page 3

conclusions took into account the possible future expansion and |RPV2-4
development of the “Pier 500" project on Terminal Island, as described in
the draft PMPU document. Would the berthing capacity for the relocation
of liquid bulk facilities still be inadequate on Terminal Island with the
addition of Pier 5007 Would the relocation of such facilities to Pier 500
still be infeasible?

Again, thank you very much for the opportunity to review and comment upon this
important project. If you have any questions or need additional information, please feel
free to contact me at (310) 544-5226 or via e-mail at kitf@rpv.com

Sincerely,

/4

Kit Fox, Aicp
Senior Administrative Analyst

cc: Mayor Susan Brooks and City Council
Carolyn Lehr, City Manager
Carolynn Petru, Deputy City Manager
Border Issues file

M:\Border Issues\LA Port Master Plan Update\20130408_POLA_DraftPEIRComments.docx
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Comment Letter RPV2: City of Rancho Palos Verdes

Response to Comment RPV2-1:

This comment addresses the PEIR and requests that Draft PEIR Section 3.7, Hazards
and Hazardous Materials, assess the risks to the public and environment (under
Impact HAZ-1) associated with storage and handling of liquid bulk cargoes on
vessels, tanker trucks, rail tank cars, and pipelines.

Draft PEIR Section 3.7.4.3, Impacts and Mitigation Measures, addresses the risks
under Impact HAZ-1 of routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials.
The Draft PEIR does not address risks to the public and environment associated with
vessel or pipeline transport of liquid bulk from future liquid bulk facilities because
specific project details are not available. The Draft PEIR concludes that operation of
the proposed appealable/fill projects and land use changes would present a less than
significant risk to the public in part because transportation, storage, and use of
hazardous materials are extensively regulated. These safety regulations that govern
the shipping, transport, storage, and handling of hazardous materials (i.e., United
States Coast Guard [USCG], City of Los Angeles Fire Department [LAFD], and
United States Department of Transportation [USDOT] regulations and requirements)
will limit the severity and frequency of potential releases of hazardous materials. The
LAHD’s Risk Management Plan (RMP) also contains rigorous policies to prevent or
minimize risks associated with operations of liquid bulk facilities in the Port.

Siting is another primary method of controlling risks, and the LAHD’s RMP
precludes the siting of new hazardous liquid bulk facilities and modifications to
existing facilities near vulnerable resources that could be impacted. The RMP also
precludes vulnerable resources from being sited near existing hazardous liquid bulk
facilities. Additionally, siting of new vulnerable resources proximal to existing or
approved facilities that handle hazardous liquid bulk cargoes is not permitted.
Improvements or modifications to existing hazardous liquid bulk facilities or
operations that would expand a hazard footprint, and therefore result in an overlap
with vulnerable resources, are not permitted. For security reasons the LAHD does not
provide maps with hazard footprints in CEQA documents or the PMPU.
Nevertheless, the LAHD believes that risks of routine handling of hazardous
materials are adequately addressed in the Draft PEIR, and no further changes are
warranted.

Response to Comment RPV2-2:

This comment addresses the PEIR and states that the less than significant conclusion
under Impact HAZ-2 (refer to Draft PEIR Section 3.7, Hazards and Hazardous
Materials) is not adequately supported because the PEIR and PMPU do not show
hazard footprints and their relationships to sensitive resources.

Draft PEIR Section 3.7.4.3, Impacts and Mitigation Measures, addresses the risks
under Impact HAZ-2 of a release of hazardous materials to the environment through
reasonably foreseeable upset or accident conditions. As discussed in Response to
Comment RPV2-1, LAHD’s RMP prohibits the siting of hazardous liquid bulk
facilities near vulnerable resources that could be impacted. Compliance with existing
regulations and requirements would appropriately limit the risk to the public from an
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upset or accident involving hazardous materials associated with onshore operations
of the proposed appealable/fill projects and land use changes. The commenter
suggests that the PEIR should provide specifics or details regarding the location or
extent of hazard footprints for existing or proposed facilities. The determination of
hazard footprints for proposed facilities is not supported at the program level since
sufficient details regarding proposed liquid bulk facilities are not presently available.
Project specific environmental documentation would be required for future liquid
bulk facility developments. Hazardous footprint information for existing hazardous
liquid bulk facilities, as defined by the Port’s RMP, is not released to the general
public for security reasons. Currently, no hazard footprints overlap with vulnerable
resources outside and/or within the Port.

Response to Comment RPV2-3:

Please see Response to Comment RPV2-2. The LAHD believes that sufficient
evidence is provided to support rejection of the Port Community Advisory
Committee (PCAC) recommendations regarding the relocation of liquid bulk
facilities to Terminal Island.

Response to Comment RPV2-4:

Please see Response to Comment RPV2-2. Pier 500 is not a proposed project because
specific details are currently undefined (i.e., in the conceptual design stage). This
comment addresses the PMPU and does not raise issues that require a response under
CEQA. Please refer to Final PEIR Appendix A, Final PMPU, for information
provided in response to this comment.
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Christopher Cannon, Director of Environmental Management File: SC.CE.
LOS ANGELES HARBOR DEPARTMENT
425 S Palos Verdes Street

San Pedro, California 90731

Dear Mr. Cannon:

PORT MASTER PLAN UPDATE — DRAFT EIR

This is in response to your February 21, 2013 letter received March 5, 2013 requesting a review of
your proposed long-range plan to establish policies and guidelines for future developments within the
coastal zone boundary. The Bureau of Sanitation has conducted a preliminary evaluation of the
potential impacts to the wastewater and stormwater systems for the proposed project.

WASTEWATER REQUIREMENT

The Bureau of Sanitation, Wastewater Engineering Services Division (WESD) has reviewed the
request and found the project to be related to a long-range plan to establish policies and guidelines for
future development within the Port of Los Angeles only.

Based on the project description, we have determined the project is unrelated to sewers and therefore
do not have sufficient detail to offer an analysis at this time. Should the project description change,
please continue to send us information so that we may determine if a sewer assessment is required in
the future.

If you have any questions, please call Kwasi Berko of my staff at (323) 342-1562.

STORMWATER REQUIREMENTS

The Bureau of Sanitation, Watershed Protection Division (WPD) is charged with the task of ensuring
the implementation of the Municipal Stormwater Permit requirements within the City of Los
Angeles. We anticipate the following requirements would apply for this project.

AN
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Christopher Cannon, LOS ANGELES HARBOR DEPARTMENT
PORT MASTER PLAN UPDATE - DRAFT EIR
April 11,2013

A\ Page2of3

BOS-2| POST-CONSTRUCTION MITIGATION REQUIREMENTS

The project requires implementation of stormwater mitigation measures. These requirements are
based on the Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) and the recently adopted Low
Impact Development (LID) requirements. The projects that are subject to SUSMP/LID are required
to incorporate measures to mitigate the impact of stormwater runoff. The requirements are outlined
in the guidance manual titled”Development Best Management Practices Handbook — Part B:
Planning Activities”. Current regulations prioritize infiltration, capture/use, and then biofiltration as
the preferred stormwater control measures.  The relevant documents can be found at:
www.lastormwater.org. It is advised that input regarding SUSMP requirements be received in the
early phases of the project from WPD’s plan-checking staff.

BOS-3| GREEN STREETS

The City is developing a Green Street Initiative that will require projects to implement Green Street
elements in the parkway areas between the roadway and sidewalk of the public right-