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2.0  
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

2.1 Distribution of the Draft Program EIR 1 

The Draft PEIR was distributed to the public and regulatory agencies to review and 2 

comment from February 21, 2013 to April 8, 2013. Copies of the Draft PEIR were 3 

distributed to various government agencies, organizations, individuals, and Port 4 

tenants. In addition, postcards were mailed to all addresses in the communities of 5 

Wilmington and San Pedro. LAHD conducted a public hearing regarding the Draft 6 

PEIR on March 13, 2013 to provide an overview of the proposed Program and 7 

alternatives and accept public comments on the Draft PEIR. 8 

The Draft PEIR was available for review at the following locations: 9 

 LAHD, Environmental Management Division, 222 W. 6
th
 Street, San Pedro, 10 

CA 90731; 11 

 Los Angeles Public Library – Central Branch, 630 West 5
th
 Street, Los Angeles, 12 

CA 90071; 13 

 Los Angeles Public Library – San Pedro Branch, 931 S. Gaffey Street, 14 

San Pedro, CA 90731; and, 15 

 Los Angeles Public Library – Wilmington Branch, 1300 North Avalon 16 

Boulevard, Wilmington, CA 90744.  17 

In addition to printed copies of the Draft PEIR, electronic versions were made 18 

available, as requested by interested parties. Due to the size of the document, the 19 

electronic versions were prepared as series of PDF files to facilitate downloading and 20 

printing. The Draft PEIR was available in its entirety on the LAHD website at 21 

http://www.portoflosangeles.org/EIR/PMPU/DEIR/deir_pmpu.asp, and the public 22 

notice was available online at 23 

http://www.portoflosangeles.org/EIR/PMPU/DEIR/_Public_Notice.pdf.  24 

http://www.portoflosangeles.org/EIR/PMPU/DEIR/deir_pmpu.asp
http://www.portoflosangeles.org/EIR/PMPU/DEIR/_Public_Notice.pdf
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2.2 Comments on the Draft Program EIR and 1 

Draft PMPU 2 

The public comment and response component of the CEQA process serves an 3 

essential role. It allows the respective lead agencies to assess the impacts of a project, 4 

and it provides the opportunity to amplify and better explain the analyses that the 5 

lead agencies have undertaken to determine the potential environmental impacts of a 6 

project. To that extent, responses to comments are intended to provide complete and 7 

thorough explanations to commenting agencies and individuals, and to improve the 8 

overall understanding of the proposed Program for the decision making bodies. 9 

The Draft PEIR and Draft PMPU were released on February 21, 2013 for a 45-day 10 

public review period ending on April 8, 2012. The LAHD received 28 comment 11 

letters, 3 public hearing comment cards, and 77 oral comments on these documents 12 

during the public review period. Table 2.2-1 presents a list of those agencies, 13 

organizations, and individuals who commented on the Draft PEIR and Draft PMPU. 14 

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 2-5 

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 

RPV2 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 
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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 1 

In accordance with CEQA (Guidelines Section 15088), LAHD has evaluated the 2 

comments on environmental issues received from agencies and other interested 3 

parties and has prepared written responses to each comment pertinent to the adequacy 4 

of the environmental analyses contained in the Draft PEIR. In specific compliance 5 

with CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(b), the written responses address the 6 

environmental issues raised. In addition, where appropriate, the basis for 7 

incorporating or not incorporating specific suggestions into the proposed Program is 8 

provided. In each case, LAHD has expended a good faith effort, supported by 9 

reasoned analysis, to respond to comments.  10 

This section includes responses to the written and oral comments received during the 11 

Draft PEIR public review period. This section also includes all the comments 12 

received on the Draft PMPU. Information provided in the response to comments on 13 

the Draft PMPU is included in Appendix A, Final PMPU, of this Final PEIR. Some 14 

comments have prompted revisions to the text of the Draft PEIR, which are 15 

referenced and included in Chapter 3.0, Modifications to the Draft Program EIR. A 16 

copy of each comment letter is provided, with responses to each comment 17 

immediately following.  18 

2.3.1 Public Comments and Responses to 19 

Comments 20 
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Comment Letter NAHC: Native American Heritage Commission 1 

Response to Comment NAHC-1: 2 

This comment identifies sources of information for determining whether project site 3 

locations contain known cultural and archaeological resources. As noted in Draft 4 

PEIR Section 3.04, Level of Analysis, the PEIR does not include a detailed 5 

environmental review of the proposed appealable/fill projects and land use changes 6 

since, consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15168, sufficient details are not 7 

available. When appropriate levels of detail regarding these projects become 8 

available, project-specific environmental documents will be prepared, concentrating 9 

on site-specific issues. Preparation of project-specific documents is expected to 10 

include records and database searches, consistent with the comment. Information 11 

concerning the existence of known resources at the project site would be presented in 12 

the CEQA document. 13 

Response to Comment NAHC-2: 14 

This comment notes that if an archaeological survey is required to evaluate potential 15 

project-related impacts, the results and findings of the survey should be presented 16 

in a report and coordinated with Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC). 17 

As noted in Response to Comment NAHC-1, the PEIR is programmatic in scope 18 

and existing conditions, including results from site surveys related to specific 19 

projects, will be addressed in project-specific CEQA documents. The comment is 20 

general and does not reference a specific section of the Draft PEIR or raise issues 21 

under CEQA requiring a response; therefore no further response is required (PRC 22 

Section 21091(d); CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a)). The comment is noted and is 23 

hereby part of the Final PEIR, and is therefore before the decision-makers for their 24 

consideration prior to taking any action on the PMPU. 25 

Response to Comment NAHC-3: 26 

This comment identifies additional actions to mitigate potential impacts to cultural 27 

and archaeological resources. As discussed in Draft PEIR Section 3.4, Cultural 28 

Resources, the proposed appealable/fill projects could have an adverse impact on 29 

archaeological or ethnographic resources during construction activities 30 

(Impact CR-1). Because the PMPU area has recorded archaeological sites and the 31 

potential to contain unknown buried or otherwise obscured archaeological or 32 

ethnographic resources, mitigation may be required for construction activities. The 33 

Draft PEIR contains mitigation measures MM CR-1 and MM CR-2, as restated 34 

below, that would be implemented, as applicable, for the proposed appealable/fill 35 

projects and land use changes under the proposed Program.  36 

MM CR-1: Cultural Resource Assessment. Once a proposed project site is 37 

identified, the LAHD shall make a determination on whether a Cultural Resource 38 

Assessment is necessary based on considerations such as the extent of proposed 39 

ground disturbance and the potential for impacting intact soil deposits. If necessary, 40 

the potential for the presence of a unique archaeological or ethnographic resource 41 

shall be identified through a phased investigation using qualified professional 42 

consultants and a consistent methodology. When a Phase I investigation identifies the 43 

presence of or the potential for an archaeological or ethnographic resource on a 44 
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proposed project site, the LAHD shall determine whether it is possible to avoid the 1 

resource through project redesign. If avoidance is not possible, the LAHD shall 2 

determine the need to implement measures that might include, but are not limited to, 3 

one or more of the following to further avoid, minimize, or substantially reduce the 4 

identified impacts:  5 

 Conduct a Phase II investigation to determine site significance. When a Phase II 6 

investigation identifies a unique archaeological or ethnographic resource on a 7 

proposed project site, LAHD shall determine whether to avoid the resource 8 

through project redesign or to proceed with a Phase III investigation to mitigate 9 

impacts;  10 

 Conduct archaeological monitoring of ground disturbing activities within 11 

potentially intact soil deposits by a qualified archaeologist meeting the Secretary 12 

of the Interior’s Professional Qualifications Standards;  13 

 Consult with the NAHC and applicable Native American groups (e.g., the 14 

Gabrielino Tongva Tribal Council) regarding proposed ground-disturbing 15 

activities and offer an opportunity to monitor the construction along with the 16 

project archaeologist; and/or,  17 

 Conduct a pre-construction information and safety meeting to make construction 18 

personnel aware of archaeological monitoring procedures, if any, and the types of 19 

archaeological resources that might be encountered.  20 

MM CR-2: Unanticipated Discovery Procedures. In the event potentially 21 

significant cultural resources are encountered during earthmoving activities, the 22 

construction contractor shall cease activity in the affected area until the discovery 23 

can be evaluated by a qualified archaeologist in accordance with the provisions of 24 

CEQA Section 15064.5. The archaeologist shall complete any requirements for the 25 

mitigation of impacts on any resources and implement appropriate treatment 26 

measures, including the use of 1) subsurface testing after demolition of existing 27 

buildings, 2) data recovery of archaeological or ethnographic deposits, and/or 28 

3) post-construction documentation.  29 

If Native American human remains are discovered during project construction, it 30 

would be necessary to comply with state laws relating to the disposition of Native 31 

American burials that are under the jurisdiction of the NAHC (PRC Section 5097). 32 

With implementation of these mitigation measures, residual impacts to 33 

cultural/archaeological resources from the proposed Program would be less than 34 

significant.  35 

Response to Comment NAHC-4: 36 

Please see Response to Comment NAHC-3.   37 
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Comment Letter CSLC: California State Lands Commission  1 

Response to Comment CSLC-1: 2 

The comment acknowledges that the California State Lands Commission (CSLC) has 3 

reviewed the Draft PEIR and summarizes their role as a trustee agency for proposed 4 

projects that could affect sovereign lands and accompanying Public Trust resources 5 

or uses. The comment is general and does not reference a specific section of the Draft 6 

PEIR or raise issues under CEQA requiring a response; therefore no further response 7 

is required (PRC Section 21091(d); CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a)). The 8 

comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final PEIR, and is therefore before the 9 

decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the PMPU.   10 

Response to Comment CSLC-2: 11 

This comment summarizes the proposed Program objectives and needs, and 12 

acknowledges that the No Fill Alternative is identified in the Draft PEIR as the 13 

environmentally superior alternative. The comment is general and does not reference 14 

a specific section of the Draft PEIR or raise issues under CEQA requiring a response; 15 

therefore no further response is required (PRC Section 21091(d); CEQA Guidelines 16 

Section 15204(a)). The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final PEIR, and is 17 

therefore before the decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action 18 

on the PMPU.   19 

Response to Comment CSLC-3: 20 

The comment notes that CSLC staff have reviewed the environmental impact 21 

analysis in the Draft PEIR and were satisfied with the analysis and had no additional 22 

comments. The reference to an outfall and excavation of intertidal sediments appears 23 

to be in error, as the program description for the proposed action does not include 24 

these elements.   25 

Response to Comment CSLC-4: 26 

Thank you for your comment. The LAHD will provide future project-related 27 

documents to CSLC as they become available. The comment is noted and is hereby 28 

part of the Final PEIR, and is therefore before the decision-makers for their 29 

consideration prior to taking any action on the PMPU.    30 
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Insert Comment Letter DOT 
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Comment Letter DOT: California Department of Transportation 1 

(Caltrans), District 7  2 

Response to Comment DOT-1: 3 

The comment addresses introductory material and does not raise issues that require a 4 

response under CEQA. Responses to specific CEQA issues raised by subsequent 5 

comments are provided below.  6 

Response to Comment DOT-2: 7 

The Draft PEIR does adequately address potential traffic impacts on the State 8 

Highway System (SHS; refer to Draft PEIR Section 3.12, Transportation and 9 

Circulation, and Appendix F, Ground Transportation). First, in terms of analyzed 10 

SHS locations (freeways and arterial streets), the LAHD analyzed all locations that 11 

could be potentially impacted by the proposed Program, including the SHS identified 12 

in the DOT comment. As indicated in the analyses, none of the Pacific Coast 13 

Highway (PCH) intersections would be significantly impacted by the proposed 14 

Program. Further, it can be reasonably concluded that no other SHS arterial 15 

intersections located beyond the study area would be impacted because the proposed 16 

Program-level trips would be less at these further locations due to expected 17 

dissipation. No other freeway locations beyond the study area would be impacted 18 

either, as demonstrated in the select-zone analysis/results, and additional freeway 19 

analysis (refer to Chapter 3.0, Modifications to the Draft Program EIR). This analysis 20 

indicates that the proposed Program-level number of trips on other freeways beyond 21 

the study area would be less than the projected amount on those Congestion 22 

Management Program (CMP) locations analyzed in the Draft PEIR, and the 23 

incremental change in the demand/capacity ratio (D/C ratio) would be less than 0.02, 24 

including all freeway locations identified in the comment letter.  25 

As prescribed in the Guide For The Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies 26 

(Caltrans 2002) for general plan amendments/updates, the general plan update is to 27 

be compared to the current general plan. The Port’s PMP serves as the City of Los 28 

Angeles’ long-term area plan for the Port district, similar to a City of Los Angeles 29 

Community Plan component of the General Plan. Hence, the LOS results shown in 30 

the Draft PEIR (Table 4.2-7) represent the required Caltrans traffic analysis scenario, 31 

which compared the PMPU with the existing PMP. As shown in Table 4.2-7 of the 32 

Draft PEIR, the PMPU would have a marginal (demand/capacity increase of 0.016) 33 

effect on the I-710, at Willow Street, and only in the northbound direction, during the 34 

morning peak hour.  35 

Regarding the methodology used to analyze arterial street intersections and potential 36 

impacts, the planning level volume-capacity methodology (as opposed to analyzing 37 

several operational parameters such as left-turn lane storage lengths) is more 38 

appropriate, as most, if not all local agencies in southern California prescribe this 39 

approach. Moreover, this is the prescribed approach of the affected local agencies’ 40 

with intersections analyzed in this PEIR (i.e., City of Long Beach, City of Los 41 

Angeles, and City of Carson).  42 

Regarding the methodology used to analyze freeway operations and impacts, the 43 

planning level demand-capacity methodology is prescribed by the Los Angeles 44 
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County Metropolitan Transportation Authority’s (Metro’s) Congestion Management 1 

Program Traffic Impact Analysis Guidelines (LACMTA 2010) and therefore is 2 

appropriate for assessing the impacts of a program-level EIR as opposed to the 3 

Highway Capacity Manual [HCM] operational methodology. Furthermore, it should 4 

be noted that program-level EIR for master plans and general plans in Los Angeles 5 

County have analyzed the freeways in the same manner. Examples include the Los 6 

Angeles World Airports LAX Master Plan EIR and several recent City of Los 7 

Angeles community plan update programmatic EIRs. Finally, the Year 2035 LOS 8 

(using the HCM operational methodology) on the I-710, which accounts for the 9 

PMPU traffic, is presently being updated for the recirculated Draft 10 

EIR/Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the I-710 Corridor Project. This 11 

recirculated Draft EIR/EIS is currently being prepared by Caltrans, in conjunction 12 

with Metro and the Port and Port of Long Beach. Deference to this project-specific 13 

design-level EIR LOS analysis is more appropriate and recommended. Hence, the 14 

PMPU will not be updated for HCM methodology.  15 

Regarding consultation with Caltrans, the LAHD is voluntarily collaborating with the 16 

state in addressing future traffic conditions on the I-710, as a partner with Caltrans 17 

and Metro, via the I-710 Corridor Project EIR/EIS. LAHD provided all Port and Port 18 

of Long Beach traffic volumes for direct incorporation into the I-710 Corridor Project 19 

EIR/EIS model (which is a focus model of the Southern California Association of 20 

Governments [SCAG’s] Regional Transportation Plan [RTP] model). These 21 

projections informed the traffic study scope and are consistent with the PMPU Draft 22 

PEIR traffic analyses.  23 

Response to Comment DOT-3: 24 

Please see Response to Comment DOT-2. 25 

Response to Comment DOT-4: 26 

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

designated truck routes and trip distribution and understands that such documentation 28 

would improve the PEIR. Figure 3.12-6, Program Trip Distribution, has been 29 

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

Draft Program EIR.  31 

Response to Comment DOT-5: 32 

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

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

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

impacted freeway locations are identified through the capacity analysis at the project-36 

level, a design-level analysis (such as the HCM methodology) could be conducted to 37 

determine the appropriate course of action in mitigating the identified significant 38 

impacts.  39 

Response to Comment DOT-6: 40 

Please see Response to Comment DOT-5. The volume- capacity and demand-41 

capacity methodologies used are appropriate for the PEIR. Environmental assessment 42 
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would be required at the project-level. If significantly impacted freeway locations are 1 

identified through the capacity analysis at the project-level, a design-level analysis 2 

(such as the HCM methodology) could be conducted to determine the appropriate 3 

course of action in mitigating the identified significant impacts. Furthermore, the 4 

CMP analysis addresses cumulative transportation impacts in Draft PEIR 5 

Section 4.2.12, Transportation and Circulation, in which the Year 2035 cumulative 6 

scenario is analyzed with and without the proposed Program-level trips on the 7 

freeways and arterial street intersections (refer to Draft PEIR Section 4.12, 8 

Transportation and Circulation, Tables 4.2-5 and 4.2-7).  9 

Response to Comment DOT-7: 10 

At the program-level, significant impacts to the I-710 have been identified, and as 11 

such, mitigation measure TRANS-1 does not address state highway facilities 12 

beyond I-710. 13 

Project-specific environmental documentation would be completed for projects 14 

occurring under the PMPU and could determine project-specific impacts to other 15 

state highway facilities in addition to the I-710. The PEIR focuses on land use 16 

changes that would result in changes and/or intensification of activities and the 17 

proposed appealable/fill projects under the PMPU, and provides a programmatic 18 

evaluation of impacts associated with future buildout. The proposed appealable/fill 19 

projects under the PMPU are in preliminary planning stages; therefore, it is not 20 

possible to accurately describe or predict particular alternative infrastructure 21 

improvements which would be both feasible and effective at avoiding or reducing 22 

any significant freeway traffic impacts of any particular development projects under 23 

the proposed Program. This is because the type of development, timing of 24 

development, and conditions at the time in which development would occur are not 25 

currently known. Therefore, as future planning efforts occur for the proposed 26 

appealable/fill projects and development resulting from land use changes under the 27 

PMPU, separate environmental documentation with detailed traffic analyses would 28 

be prepared, if required under CEQA, to determine specific impacts associated with 29 

proposed development and mitigation would be applied, as necessary and as feasible. 30 

The mitigation measures would address significant impacts upon the I-710 and any 31 

other significantly impacted state highway facilities. 32 

The LAHD proactively collaborates with other agencies to address regional 33 

transportation needs identified in LAHD and regional plans. For locations determined 34 

to be significantly impacted by Port operations through subsequent project-specific 35 

environmental documents, LAHD would collaborate with Caltrans and other 36 

agencies to identify the appropriate state highway facility improvements to mitigate 37 

those significant impacts, as it is doing for the I-710 Corridor Project. LAHD has and 38 

continues to demonstrate its commitment to collaborating with Caltrans and 39 

partnering agencies in addressing future traffic conditions on the I-710. The LAHD is 40 

a technical partner to Caltrans and Metro for the Project Approval/Environmental 41 

Documentation (PA/ED) phase. The I-710 Corridor Project Draft EIR/EIS proposes 42 

improvements to the entire 20-mile corridor to accommodate all Year 2035 Port and 43 

Port of Long Beach and regional traffic. Year 2035 Port and Port of Long Beach 44 

traffic represents buildout conditions at the ports. The corridor area includes the 45 

mainline freeway and adjacent arterial street system. The I-710 Corridor Project 46 

EIR/EIS utilizes HCM methodologies (weaving, mainline, ramp diverge/merge), 47 
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which is appropriate for a transportation facility environmental document and 1 

preliminary engineering.  2 

The LAHD contributed $5 million for the PA/ED phase, and participates directly and 3 

extensively by providing technical guidance/input for the preliminary engineering; 4 

the Administrative, Draft, and Final EIR/EIS; and the Caltrans Project Report. This 5 

input is provided on all technical studies as well, that includes (but is not limited to): 6 

air quality; transportation; goods movement; rail/intermodal; and, alternative 7 

technology. For these studies, the LAHD provided all Port and Port of Long Beach 8 

traffic volumes for direct incorporation into the I-710 Corridor Project EIR/EIS 9 

model (which is a focus model of the SCAG RTP model). These projections are 10 

consistent with the PMPU Draft PEIR analyses. Additionally, the Port and Port of 11 

Long Beach jointly conducted several alternative technology (zero emission 12 

container movement systems [ZECMS]) studies which guided the I-710 Corridor 13 

Project EIR/EIS studies, and ultimately led to the recommendation of a separate 14 

truckway with zero emission technology.  15 

LAHD’s financial contribution toward infrastructure improvements to mitigate 16 

project-specific significant impacts would be examined in conjunction with the 17 

project-specific environmental assessments, and would be subject to the existence of 18 

a mechanism for pro-rata mitigation funding for the infrastructure improvements 19 

which are determined by the LAHD to be necessary and effective for avoiding or 20 

reducing the significant impacts.  21 

Since the I-710 Corridor Project has not yet been approved, and because there is 22 

currently no funding mechanism allowing projects to contribute pro-rata mitigation 23 

funding for needed infrastructure improvements to that freeway, it is not currently 24 

feasible to mitigate impacts to the I-710 by contributing mitigation funding for that 25 

purpose. Nevertheless, if the I-710 Corridor Project, or components thereof, is 26 

approved for construction, and if a mechanism for the contribution of mitigation 27 

funding for the I-710 Corridor Project comes into existence, the LAHD will consider 28 

the need for and feasibility of contribution toward funding that project in the future, 29 

in connection with subsequent project-specific environmental review for the 30 

proposed appealable/fill projects and land use changes under the PMPU. Any such 31 

funding would be in addition to revenue from tolls on the truck facility and funds 32 

from other public sources, including Metro (e.g., Measure R, CMAQ, RTSP, etc.), 33 

the federal, and/or the state government.  34 

Response to Comment DOT-8: 35 

The LAHD agrees that reliance on the I-710 Corridor Project does not guarantee the 36 

specific impacts identified in the PEIR would be mitigated, given that the I-710 37 

project has not been approved or funded. However, as future planning efforts occur 38 

for the proposed appealable/fill projects and other developments resulting from land 39 

use changes under the PMPU, project-specific environmental documentation would 40 

be conducted to readdress potential impacts. That documentation would include 41 

detailed traffic analyses that would identify specific impacts, and mitigation would be 42 

applied as necessary. Accordingly, it would be inappropriate to commit to specific 43 

mitigation measures at this time. 44 
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It is possible that in some cases those impacts could be mitigated by physical 1 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Project. Furthermore, it is possible that the degradation of operating conditions on the 9 

I-710 attributable to the PMPU could be ameliorated by implementation of the I-710 10 

Corridor Project. 11 

If the I-710 Corridor Project has not been approved, then the project-specific CEQA 12 

process would identify appropriate feasible mitigation and require its implementation 13 

(refer to Chapter 3.0, Modifications to the Draft Program EIR). Thus, mitigation 14 

measure MM TRANS-1 is consistent with the Department’s recommendation that 15 

alternate mitigation measures be considered. 16 

Response to Comment DOT-9: 17 

The I-110 Freeway Ramp & SR 47/I-110 North Bound Connector Widening Project, 18 

which is independent of the PMPU, will be advertised for construction in the next 19 

2 to 3 months, and was accounted for in the PEIR cumulative impacts traffic analysis.  20 

Response to Comment DOT-10: 21 

The decision to make improvements, such as those mentioned in the NOP comment 22 

letter, would arise from the ongoing planning and design process for I-710 rather than 23 

the PEIR impact analysis. Impacts from the Port on I-710 are well documented, 24 

predating the PMPU, and are part of the consideration in the planning and design of 25 

I-710. Notably, the PEIR does not present new information, but rather provides 26 

additionally supporting results from previous analyses.  27 

In summary:  28 

 The LAHD believes the Draft PEIR adequately addresses potential impacts on 29 

the SHS and that the methodologies are adequate, as described in the above 30 

responses; 31 

 Table 4.2-7 of the Draft PEIR represents the required Caltrans traffic analysis 32 

scenario, which compared the PMPU with the existing PMP. As shown in this 33 

table, the PMPU would have a marginal (demand/capacity increase of 0.016) 34 

effect on the I-710, at Willow Street, and only in the northbound direction, during 35 

the morning peak hour only;  36 

 The PEIR is not a project-specific EIR and the cumulative impacts of all Port 37 

traffic are being addressed in the I-710 Corridor Project EIR/EIS, in which the 38 

LAHD is a technical partner; and, 39 

 Project-specific environmental documentation would be completed for projects 40 

occurring under the PMPU to determine project-specific impacts to the I-710 and 41 

other state highway facilities.   42 
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Comment Letter RPV1: City of Rancho Palos Verdes  1 

Response to Comment RPV1-1: 2 

This comment addresses the PMPU and does not raise issues that require a response 3 

under CEQA. Please refer to Final PEIR Appendix A, Final PMPU, for information 4 

provided in response to this comment. 5 

Response to Comment RPV1-2: 6 

This comment addresses the PMPU and does not raise issues that require a response 7 

under CEQA. Please refer to Final PEIR Appendix A, Final PMPU, for information 8 

provided in response to this comment. 9 

Response to Comment RPV1-3: 10 

This comment addresses the PMPU and does not raise issues that require a response 11 

under CEQA. Please refer to Final PEIR Appendix A, Final PMPU, for information 12 

provided in response to this comment.  13 

Response to Comment RPV1-4: 14 

Thank you for your comment. Responses to the city’s comments on the Draft PEIR 15 

are provided in responses to Comments RPV2-1 through RPV2-4. The comment is 16 

noted and is hereby part of the Final PEIR, and is therefore before the decision-17 

makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the PMPU.  18 
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Comment Letter RPV2: City of Rancho Palos Verdes  1 

Response to Comment RPV2-1: 2 

This comment addresses the PEIR and requests that Draft PEIR Section 3.7, Hazards 3 

and Hazardous Materials, assess the risks to the public and environment (under 4 

Impact HAZ-1) associated with storage and handling of liquid bulk cargoes on 5 

vessels, tanker trucks, rail tank cars, and pipelines. 6 

Draft PEIR Section 3.7.4.3, Impacts and Mitigation Measures, addresses the risks 7 

under Impact HAZ-1 of routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials. 8 

The Draft PEIR does not address risks to the public and environment associated with 9 

vessel or pipeline transport of liquid bulk from future liquid bulk facilities because 10 

specific project details are not available. The Draft PEIR concludes that operation of 11 

the proposed appealable/fill projects and land use changes would present a less than 12 

significant risk to the public in part because transportation, storage, and use of 13 

hazardous materials are extensively regulated. These safety regulations that govern 14 

the shipping, transport, storage, and handling of hazardous materials (i.e., United 15 

States Coast Guard [USCG], City of Los Angeles Fire Department [LAFD], and 16 

United States Department of Transportation [USDOT] regulations and requirements) 17 

will limit the severity and frequency of potential releases of hazardous materials. The 18 

LAHD’s Risk Management Plan (RMP) also contains rigorous policies to prevent or 19 

minimize risks associated with operations of liquid bulk facilities in the Port. 20 

Siting is another primary method of controlling risks, and the LAHD’s RMP 21 

precludes the siting of new hazardous liquid bulk facilities and modifications to 22 

existing facilities near vulnerable resources that could be impacted. The RMP also 23 

precludes vulnerable resources from being sited near existing hazardous liquid bulk 24 

facilities. Additionally, siting of new vulnerable resources proximal to existing or 25 

approved facilities that handle hazardous liquid bulk cargoes is not permitted. 26 

Improvements or modifications to existing hazardous liquid bulk facilities or 27 

operations that would expand a hazard footprint, and therefore result in an overlap 28 

with vulnerable resources, are not permitted. For security reasons the LAHD does not 29 

provide maps with hazard footprints in CEQA documents or the PMPU. 30 

Nevertheless, the LAHD believes that risks of routine handling of hazardous 31 

materials are adequately addressed in the Draft PEIR, and no further changes are 32 

warranted. 33 

Response to Comment RPV2-2: 34 

This comment addresses the PEIR and states that the less than significant conclusion 35 

under Impact HAZ-2 (refer to Draft PEIR Section 3.7, Hazards and Hazardous 36 

Materials) is not adequately supported because the PEIR and PMPU do not show 37 

hazard footprints and their relationships to sensitive resources. 38 

Draft PEIR Section 3.7.4.3, Impacts and Mitigation Measures, addresses the risks 39 

under Impact HAZ-2 of a release of hazardous materials to the environment through 40 

reasonably foreseeable upset or accident conditions. As discussed in Response to 41 

Comment RPV2-1, LAHD’s RMP prohibits the siting of hazardous liquid bulk 42 

facilities near vulnerable resources that could be impacted. Compliance with existing 43 

regulations and requirements would appropriately limit the risk to the public from an 44 
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upset or accident involving hazardous materials associated with onshore operations 1 

of the proposed appealable/fill projects and land use changes. The commenter 2 

suggests that the PEIR should provide specifics or details regarding the location or 3 

extent of hazard footprints for existing or proposed facilities. The determination of 4 

hazard footprints for proposed facilities is not supported at the program level since 5 

sufficient details regarding proposed liquid bulk facilities are not presently available. 6 

Project specific environmental documentation would be required for future liquid 7 

bulk facility developments. Hazardous footprint information for existing hazardous 8 

liquid bulk facilities, as defined by the Port’s RMP, is not released to the general 9 

public for security reasons. Currently, no hazard footprints overlap with vulnerable 10 

resources outside and/or within the Port.  11 

Response to Comment RPV2-3: 12 

Please see Response to Comment RPV2-2. The LAHD believes that sufficient 13 

evidence is provided to support rejection of the Port Community Advisory 14 

Committee (PCAC) recommendations regarding the relocation of liquid bulk 15 

facilities to Terminal Island.  16 

Response to Comment RPV2-4: 17 

Please see Response to Comment RPV2-2. Pier 500 is not a proposed project because 18 

specific details are currently undefined (i.e., in the conceptual design stage). This 19 

comment addresses the PMPU and does not raise issues that require a response under 20 

CEQA. Please refer to Final PEIR Appendix A, Final PMPU, for information 21 

provided in response to this comment.  22 
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Comment Letter BOS: City of Los Angeles, Bureau of Sanitation  1 

Response to Comment BOS-1: 2 

The City of Los Angeles Bureau of Sanitation (BOS), Wastewater Engineering 3 

Services Division, concluded that the proposed Program is unrelated to sewers, and 4 

because of the lack of specific project information cannot provide an analysis at this 5 

time. The LAHD will provide future project-related documents to BOS as they 6 

become available. The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final PEIR, and is 7 

therefore before the decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action 8 

on the PMPU.  9 

Response to Comment BOS-2: 10 

This comment notes that any new projects would be subject to stormwater 11 

management requirements contained in the Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation 12 

Plan (SUSMP) and Low Impact Development (LID) requirements. The comment is 13 

noted and is hereby part of the Final PEIR, and is therefore before the decision-14 

makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the PMPU.  15 

Response to Comment BOS-3: 16 

This comment notes that the city is developing a Green Streets Initiative that can be 17 

implemented in conjunction with SUSMP/LID requirements. The comment is noted 18 

and is hereby part of the Final PEIR, and is therefore before the decision-makers for 19 

their consideration prior to taking any action on the PMPU.  20 

Response to Comment BOS-4: 21 

This comments notes that projects are required to implement stormwater control 22 

measures during the construction phase. The comment is noted and is hereby part of 23 

the Final PEIR, and is therefore before the decision-makers for their consideration 24 

prior to taking any action on the PMPU.  25 
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Comment Letter PTLA: PortTechLA  1 

Response to Comment PTLA-1: 2 

This comment addresses the PMPU and does not raise issues that require a response 3 

under CEQA. Please refer to Final PEIR Appendix A, Port Master Plan, for 4 

information provided in response to this comment. 5 

Response to Comment PTLA-2: 6 

This comment addresses the PMPU and does not raise issues that require a response 7 

under CEQA. Please refer to Final PEIR Appendix A, Port Master Plan, for 8 

information provided in response to this comment. 9 

Response to Comment PTLA-3: 10 

This comment addresses the PMPU and does not raise issues that require a response 11 

under CEQA. Please refer to Final PEIR Appendix A, Port Master Plan, for 12 

information provided in response to this comment. 13 

Response to Comment PTLA-4: 14 

This comment addresses the PMPU and does not raise issues that require a response 15 

under CEQA. Please refer to Final PEIR Appendix A, Port Master Plan, for 16 

information provided in response to this comment. 17 
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Comment Letter PSL1: Project Street Legal 1 

Response to Comment PSL1-1: 2 

This comment addresses the PMPU and does not raise issues that require a response 3 

under CEQA. Please refer to Final PEIR Appendix A, Port Master Plan, for 4 

information provided in response to this comment.   5 
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Comment Letter CCA: Coalition for Clean Air 1 

Response to Comment CCA-1: 2 

The LAHD appreciates your comments. Comment CCA-1 includes three main 3 

topics and the responses to these are provided below in the following sections: 4 

1) Greenhouse Gas Plan, 2) Zero and Near-Zero Emission Container Movement 5 

Systems; and 3) Alternative Scenarios that Maximize On-Dock Rail.  6 

Greenhouse Gas Plan  7 

The commenter requests that the Draft PEIR develop and include a greenhouse gas 8 

(GHG) plan as a mitigation strategy. The unmitigated proposed Program scenarios in 9 

the Draft PEIR include implementation of all applicable existing air regulations (refer 10 

to Draft PEIR Section 3.2, Air Quality, Tables 3-2.8 and 3.2-9). The Draft PEIR 11 

subsequently proposes all feasible measures to control and mitigate air quality and 12 

GHG impacts from construction and operational activities that could occur under the 13 

proposed Program. These measures include all applicable San Pedro Bay Ports Clean 14 

Air Action Plan (CAAP) emission control measures (Port and Port of Long 15 

Beach 2006). Many of the mitigation measures proposed in the Draft PEIR promote 16 

the use of the newest and most efficient engines and electrification of equipment that 17 

would minimize the consumption of fossil fuels and therefore the generation of 18 

criteria pollutant and GHG emissions. Specifically, mitigation measure MM AQ-17 19 

(Periodic Review of New Technology and Regulations) would require tenants that 20 

undergo a new LAHD lease amendment or facility modification to work with the 21 

LAHD to implement new emission reduction technologies. These new technologies 22 

could include zero and near-zero emission freight transportation systems and use of 23 

cleaner fuels. As part of a new lease agreement, the tenant would implement new 24 

emission control advancements not less frequently than once every 5 years, assuming 25 

they are operationally and economically feasible. Therefore, inclusion of a GHG plan 26 

as a mitigation strategy in the PEIR would not provide any additional GHG emission 27 

reduction benefits.  28 

The LAHD and City of Los Angeles also implement a variety of citywide initiatives 29 

to minimize GHG emissions. These include the following: 30 

 The City of Los Angeles Green LA Plan presents a citywide framework to create 31 

a cleaner, greener, sustainable Los Angeles (refer to Draft PEIR Section 3.2.3.4, 32 

Regional and Local Regulations and Plans);  33 

 The Port’s Climate Action Plan outlines specific steps that the LAHD will take to 34 

implement energy audits, green building policies, onsite photovoltaic solar 35 

energy, green energy procurement, tree planting, water conservation, alternative 36 

fuel vehicles, increased recycling, and green procurement;  37 

 The Port of Los Angeles Green Building Policy requires a variety of United 38 

States Green Building Council Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design 39 

(LEED) standards for new building construction and solar power to the 40 

maximum extent feasible as well as best available technology for energy and 41 

water efficiency; and,  42 

 On December 7, 2007, the LAHD, the Mayor of the City of Los Angeles, and the 43 

California Attorney General entered into a Memorandum of Understanding 44 
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Creating a Partnership to Reduce Greenhouse Gases and Support the Port of Los 1 

Angeles Clean Air Action Plan that commits the LAHD to installing a 2 

10 megawatt photovoltaic solar electric system in the Port. 3 

As a result, the LAHD has comprehensive long-range plans to minimize GHG 4 

emissions from operations at the Port.  5 

Zero and Near-Zero Emission Container Movement Systems 6 

The commenter recommends that to mitigate air quality and GHG impacts that 7 

the Draft PEIR maximize the capacity to accommodate zero and near-zero 8 

emission container movement systems. While an EIR must describe feasible 9 

mitigation measures that could minimize the project’s significant impacts (CEQA 10 

Guidelines Section 15126.4(a)(1)), an EIR need not identify and discuss or analyze 11 

in detail mitigation measures that are infeasible (Clover Valley Foundation v. City of 12 

Rocklin (2011) 197 Cal. App. 4th 200, 245; Cherry Valley Pass Acres & Neighbors v. 13 

City of Beaumont (2010) 190 Cal. App. 4th 316, 351). Feasible “means capable of 14 

being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking 15 

into account economic, environmental, legal, social, and technological factors” 16 

(CEQA Guidelines Section 15364). 17 

While zero and near-zero emission technologies are promising, zero emission trucks 18 

and zero emission container movement systems (ZECMS) have not yet proven, 19 

through demonstration and evaluation, to be feasible in Port operations 20 

(LAHD 2012). However, recognizing the potential future promise of ZECMS and 21 

near-zero emission technologies, the Draft PEIR includes a mitigation measure that 22 

would implement these technological advancements, when proven to be feasible, 23 

upon a 5-year review (MM AQ-17) and/or substituted for other equivalent new 24 

technology (MM AQ-18). The Final Technology Status Report - Zero Emission 25 

Drayage Trucks (TIAX 2011), prepared for the Port and Port of Long Beach, 26 

examined the state of current zero emission technologies and outlined a reasonable, 27 

programmatic approach to commercialization, based on a thorough demonstration 28 

and evaluation. The report concludes that a two-phase demonstration approach to 29 

commercialization is needed. The first phase would be a small-scale (one to three 30 

units) demonstration to test basic technical performance. This would be followed by 31 

the second phase consisting of a broader, large-scale (10 to 20 units) demonstration 32 

to assess how the technologies fit into existing operations on a multi-unit basis. 33 

To date, no zero emission technologies that meet the Port and Port of Long Beach’s 34 

need for container transport have completed a small-scale demonstration, and thus 35 

zero emission technologies are considered technologically infeasible. The Port and 36 

Port of Long Beach currently have two zero emission truck demonstration projects 37 

underway: 1) one battery plug-in truck; and, 2) one hydrogen fuel cell hybrid truck. 38 

In June of 2012, the battery plug-in truck was tested on a dynamometer using a Port-39 

specific duty cycle at the University of California Riverside Center for 40 

Environmental Research & Technology. The test provided a baseline for future 41 

improvements. Since the dynamometer testing, the battery powered truck has been 42 

tested using empty and fully loaded containers that were loaned to the port for these 43 

tests. In this testing the unit has accumulated approximately 250 hours of use, but it 44 

has not yet been put into commercial drayage service. The hydrogen fuel cell 45 

powered truck has been used in isolated tests. One test, at a facility in Commerce, 46 

California, included picking up fully loaded containers and travelling over a 6 percent 47 
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grade. Another test was done by a national retailer picking up containers, traversing 1 

the Vincent Thomas Bridge, and delivering them to distribution centers. 2 

Both technologies have been promising in initial use and additional hours of usage 3 

are currently being accrued. However, these isolated tests do not provide enough data 4 

points to constitute a completed small scale demonstration. A small scale 5 

demonstration would consist of approximately 1 year (up to 18 months if durability is 6 

questionable) of continuous demonstration to fully assess the technical capabilities 7 

and reliability of each technology. As stated in the TIAX report (page 21) “…the lack 8 

of a real-world demonstration over an extended period of time makes it impossible to 9 

assess the viability of these technologies in drayage operations. For these reasons, it 10 

is not possible in this report to estimate the timing of large-scale commercial viability 11 

for this vehicle without further information and testing.” 12 

The report Technologies, Challenges & Opportunities I-710 Corridor Zero Emission 13 

Freight Corridor Vehicle Systems (CALSTART 2012), is cited in several public 14 

comments on the I-710 Corridor Project Draft EIR/EIS (Caltrans and 15 

LACMTA 2012) as a recent analysis to support the technical feasibility of 16 

implementing zero emission truck technologies. The report includes a high level 17 

preliminary assessment of some potential technologies that may be able to serve the 18 

I-710 corridor by 2035. The citations generally state the possibility of zero emission 19 

technologies being in production before 2035 and even potentially within 5 to 20 

10 years. The CALSTART report also identifies several challenges that need to 21 

be overcome before commercialization can be achieved. These challenges 22 

were generalized into three categories: 1) design factors; 2) costs; and, 23 

3) economic/business case. The report does not provide a definitive timeline for 24 

commercialization. 25 

Throughout the document, the CALSTART report outlines several development steps 26 

that must be achieved before any of the technologies examined can be fully 27 

commercialized. The report states that “It is not advisable to jump directly to the 28 

desired outcome because competing technologies must be evaluated, tested, proven, 29 

and commercialized. The commercialization process for a complex product like a 30 

Class 8 truck includes significant engineering and development work, including 31 

demonstration and validation of early prototypes, building a small number of 32 

pre-production vehicles, and constructing a business case for moving to full 33 

production – over the course of several years” (page 4). This supports the LAHD’s 34 

desire to fully test technologies before deployment. 35 

Through actions and commitments, the LAHD can catalyze the development of zero 36 

emission technologies but it is unrealistic for the Port to solely be expected to drive 37 

the market for zero emission trucks. In 2011, approximately 171,358 Class 8 trucks 38 

were sold in the U.S. It is not anticipated that isolated projects with specific duty 39 

cycles would be enough to individually drive a market for zero emission trucks. The 40 

CASTART report identifies regulation as a potential driver for the technology; 41 

however, “Regulations may force some users to adopt certain technologies but 42 

regulations alone may not create a large enough market base to support an OEM 43 

program” (page 28). 44 

The CALSTART report also identifies economics/business case as a challenge that 45 

needs to be overcome before commercialization can be achieved. There is a high 46 
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capital cost associated with purchasing zero emission trucks. In some cases, electric 1 

trucks can be more than triple ($100,000 to $300,000+) the cost of a diesel truck. 2 

There may also be operational cost increases if battery swapping or charging 3 

downtime is required. A full economic analysis considering the current business 4 

model must be conducted prior to determining that zero emission technologies are 5 

feasible. The drayage trucking industry has recently made a large investment to 6 

comply with the Clean Truck Program. There are currently over 13,000 trucks in the 7 

Port Drayage Truck registry that meet or exceed United States Environmental 8 

Protection Agency (USEPA) 2007 emission standards. At approximately 9 

$100,000 per truck, this represents an investment of approximately $1.3 billion by the 10 

trucking industry. Including a new mitigation measure that requires up to triple that 11 

investment so soon after a major industry investment is not economically practical 12 

and therefore infeasible at this time.  13 

It is imperative to the Port, its customers, and public safety that technologies be fully 14 

demonstrated and evaluated before being considered feasible for implementation. 15 

Research studies can be useful. However, real world data is essential, particularly 16 

when deploying technologies on public roads. There are many operational concerns, 17 

such as charging/fueling and maintenance that need to be examined prior to full 18 

deployment into the fleet. Additionally, durability, loss of power potential, and safety 19 

need to be monitored through testing before stakeholders commit to large capital 20 

investments. The amount of existing data in these areas is extremely limited. 21 

Furthermore, without the completion of the real world fleet testing with full loads and 22 

full duty cycles, including longer term mechanical service and reliability over a 23 

sufficient demonstration period, a system that later proved to be unreliable would 24 

result in disruption and delay of cargo flow and trade at the San Pedro Bay Ports. The 25 

technology of heavy-duty electric drive engines with the potential for zero emissions 26 

has advanced greatly in recent years. The LAHD has been a leader in developing and 27 

testing zero-emission, heavy-duty trucks and has sent a clear message to technology 28 

providers that zero emission technologies are needed as soon as practicable. 29 

In 2006, the LAHD co-funded, with the South Coast Air Quality Management 30 

District (SCAQMD), the world’s first plug-in, battery-powered heavy-duty truck 31 

prototype. Subsequently, the Port, together with the Port of Long Beach, through our 32 

Technology Advancement Program (TAP), has funded a hydrogen fuel cell/battery 33 

hybrid. The TAP is currently considering several other zero and near-zero emission 34 

heavy-duty truck technologies. 35 

In July 2011, at a joint meeting with the Harbor Commissions of both ports, staff 36 

presented the Roadmap for Moving Forward with Zero Emissions Technologies at 37 

the Ports of Long Beach and Los Angeles (Port of Long Beach and Port 2011). This 38 

document expresses the ports’ commitment to zero emission technologies by 39 

establishing a reasonable framework for future identification, development, and 40 

testing of non-polluting technologies for moving cargo. 41 

As part of the LAHD’s Five-Year Strategic Plan adopted by the Board in April 2012, 42 

the LAHD included an initiative to develop an action plan with a goal of 100 percent 43 

of the truck moves to proposed and existing near-dock rail yards by zero-emission 44 

trucks by 2020. These actions make the LAHD’s intent with and commitment to 45 

zero-emission heavy-duty trucks abundantly clear. 46 
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It is unknown at this time when zero emission truck technologies will be 1 

commercially available for port needs by that time, nor is there any way to guarantee 2 

such an achievement. As discussed above, a programmatic approach to 3 

demonstration and commercialization must be completed before technologies can be 4 

viewed as commercially available. The LAHD’s TAP serves as the catalyst to 5 

identify, evaluate, and demonstrate new and emerging technologies applicable to the 6 

Port. The LAHD and Port of Long Beach regularly meet with technology developers 7 

in order to stay informed about new and emerging technologies that may provide 8 

some options for reducing emissions from port operations. Furthermore, annual status 9 

reports on the TAP’s completed and ongoing projects are provided on the TAP 10 

website at http://www.cleanairactionplan.org/programs/tap/default.asp. 11 

Recommendations from the TAP are taken to the port’s Boards of Harbor 12 

Commissioners when selecting and funding projects. 13 

The LAHD has had ongoing discussions with the SCAQMD on a potential 14 

demonstration project for a zero-emission catenary system that would transport 15 

containers between the Port and Port of Long Beach and near-dock rail yards. This is 16 

also being discussed as a potential project through the Zero Emission Truck Regional 17 

Collaborative, which is made up of the LAHD, Port of Long Beach, SCAQMD, 18 

Metro, Caltrans, SCAG, and Gateway Cities Council of Governments. The Regional 19 

Collaborative, with SCAQMD as the lead agency, prepared and submitted an 20 

application for grant funding to help offset the cost of a demonstration of an overhead 21 

catenary system. The project however was not selected for funding. As funding and 22 

project details are being worked out, there is currently not a project in place. A 23 

catenary system would also need to be fully demonstrated before being considered a 24 

commercially viable option. 25 

The I-710 Corridor Project Draft EIR/EIS acknowledges that “the commercial 26 

viability of these types of trucks (zero-emission) will be assessed over the next 27 

several years as part of demonstration projects being developed by local agencies 28 

such as SCAQMD, LAHD, Port of Long Beach, and Metro. Although zero-emission 29 

trucks are currently in limited use, development and deployment of this technology 30 

involves the following four steps: 1) research and development; 2) technology 31 

development and demonstration; 3) pre-production deployment and assessments; and, 32 

4) early production deployments.” As a funding partner in those efforts, the LAHD 33 

supports the acceleration of zero emission technologies through the mitigations 34 

recommended for this Draft PEIR and other commitments as described above. 35 

However, similar to the conclusions described in the I-710 Corridor Project Draft 36 

EIR/EIS, a programmatic approach to demonstration and commercialization must be 37 

completed before zero emission technologies can be viewed as commercially 38 

available and feasible as discussed above. 39 

Another category of ZECMS, based upon the use of rail or other fixed-guideway 40 

technologies, such as electric shuttle trains or magnetic levitation systems, is 41 

discussed in the Southern California International Gateway (SCIG) Recirculated 42 

Draft EIR (Section 5.2.2) (LAHD 2012). This discussion describes the various 43 

technologies that have been proposed, the evaluation process that the LAHD and Port 44 

of Long Beach and others have undertaken, and the state of development of the 45 

various systems. The SCIG Recirculated Draft EIR also discusses the Green Rail 46 

Intelligent Design (GRID) concept, (GRID 2013) which essentially is a variant of the 47 

concepts that the LAHD and Port of Long Beach considered in the Alternative 48 

http://www.cleanairactionplan.org/programs/tap/default.asp
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Container Movement Systems process (refer to SCIG Recirculated Draft EIR, 1 

Section 5.2.2). The GRID consists of three parts: 1) a new type of marine terminal 2 

that loads and unloads ships, including direct ship-to-train; 2) an underground 3 

pipeline (the “Freight Pipeline”) containing an electrified rail line; and, 3) an inland 4 

port where containers would be sorted and distributed either to local-bound trucks or 5 

to eastbound trains. The system could in theory be deployed to move containers 6 

between terminals and a near-dock rail yard or possibly the downtown rail yards, 7 

thereby eliminating drayage truck trips. Truck emissions would be reduced in the 8 

Port area, although the electrical needs of the system would result in displaced 9 

emissions near power generating facilities. However, the GRID concept has not been 10 

tested in a cargo-handling environment, there is no operational pilot- or 11 

demonstration-scale prototype, and the concept has not undergone the screening 12 

analysis of economic and technological feasibility. At this time, the GRID concept is 13 

only a two-page concept on a website. Accordingly, the GRID concept is not a 14 

feasible technology. 15 

Alternative Scenarios that Maximize On-Dock Rail 16 

The commenter recommends that the Draft PEIR analyze alternative scenarios that 17 

maximize on-dock rail. The LAHD and Port of Long Beach recognize that the 18 

movement of cargo by rail is essential both economically and environmentally. 19 

Maximizing the use of on-dock rail yards is part of the CAAP and the LAHD and 20 

Port of Long Beach have a long term vision for maximizing cargo movement via on-21 

dock rail yards. There are currently nine operating on-dock rail yards at the Port and 22 

Port of Long Beach, with two more (TraPac and Middle Harbor) permitted for 23 

construction. Four of the existing on-dock rail yards are located at the Port and five at 24 

the Port of Long Beach. The ports have plans in-place to expand on-dock rail yards 25 

and construct new facilities in the future. In addition, the ports will seek to maximize 26 

on-dock operations at the marine terminals by encouraging tenants to schedule round-27 

the-clock shifts and optimize labor rules. LAHD’s on-dock rail expansion plan is 28 

discussed in the San Pedro Bay Ports Rail Study Update (Parsons 2006). The Draft 29 

PEIR evaluated expansion of the existing on-dock rail yards within the 30 

Berths 100-131, 212-225, and 302-305 container facilities, which are proposed 31 

appealable/fill projects under the PMPU. Other potential projects that are not part of 32 

the PMPU but would expand on-dock rail capacity in the Port include the Terminal 33 

Island On-Dock Rail Facility within the backlands of Berths 226-236 and a new 34 

container terminal on the Pier 500 Fill. These projects would nearly maximize the on-35 

dock rail capacity of the Port and therefore no additional on-dock rail alternative 36 

scenarios are feasible.  37 

Response to Comment CCA-2: 38 

Please see Response to Comment CCA-1 for details regarding a GHG reduction plan 39 

and mitigation measures to reduce GHG emissions.  40 

Response to Comment CCA-3: 41 

Please see Response to Comment CCA-1 for information regarding the use of zero 42 

and near-zero emission technologies and cleaner fuels to reduce GHG emissions from 43 

container cargo operations under the proposed Program. Please also see Response to 44 

Comment CCA-1 for information regarding inclusion of a mitigation measure that 45 

specifically addresses the generation of GHG emissions from container cargo 46 

activities and assures the capacity to develop, test and deploy zero and near-zero 47 

emission container movement technologies. 48 
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Response to Comment CCA-4: 1 

The commenter recommends that the Draft PEIR include the following measures to 2 

mitigate air quality and GHG impacts from the proposed Program: 1) equip homes, 3 

schools, and public facilities within 1,000 feet of the project and major arterials 4 

impacted by the proposed Program with air filtration systems and 2) include tree 5 

planting and streetscape enhancement beyond MM GHG-4 (Tree Planting) and 6 

landscape improvements.  7 

The Draft PEIR proposes all feasible measures to control and mitigate air quality and 8 

GHG impacts from construction and operational activities under the proposed 9 

Program. However, future CEQA review for individual actions proposed under the 10 

PMPU could identify additional feasible measures to mitigate currently unforeseeable 11 

air quality and GHG impacts. Those mitigation measures would need to be 12 

proportional in nature and extent to the impacts identified in future environmental 13 

documents (CEQA Guidelines Section 15041(a); PRC Section 21002; CEQA 14 

Guidelines Section 15370). Mitigation in the form of air filtration devices as 15 

recommended by the commenter requires site specific data to determine receptor 16 

locations that would likely be impacted by particulate matter (PM) and the health 17 

risk. Such analyses can only be done at the project-scale. Given this a PEIR, it is not 18 

practicable to apply a site-specific mitigation measure without conducting the 19 

necessary analysis. 20 

As part of the TraPac Container Terminal Project EIR Memorandum of 21 

Understanding (BOHC 2008), the LAHD provided $5.4 million to install high-22 

efficiency air filtration devices at about 47 schools in the Wilmington area, 23 

representing the community most heavily impacted by operational emissions from 24 

the Port. This funding provides maintenance and repairs of these systems for five 25 

years. The SCAQMD implements and administers this program (SCAQMD 2011). 26 

Under the Memorandum of Understanding, as certain Port expansion projects 27 

proceed, the LAHD will make substantial additional contributions to the Port 28 

Community Mitigation Trust Fund. Those contributions could be used to support a 29 

program to install high-efficiency air filtration devices at schools, homes, and 30 

businesses.  31 

Since the LAHD has already expended substantial funds on air filtration systems, the 32 

LAHD believes the best way to fund programs to further reduce future air quality 33 

impacts from Port operations would be to directly reduce emissions from the source, 34 

since this approach would provide the most benefit to the community as a whole. 35 

Therefore, the LAHD does not plan to implement the air filtration mitigation 36 

recommended by the commenter as part of the PMPU. This approach is reflected in 37 

the mitigation measures included in the Draft PEIR. Additionally, the LAHD already 38 

manages and/or supports programs aimed at further reducing source emissions, 39 

including the following: 40 

 San Pedro Bay Ports Clean Air Action Plan  41 

 In 2006, the LAHD and Port of Long Beach completed development of the 42 

CAAP in collaboration with the USEPA, California Air Resources Board 43 

(CARB), SCAQMD, the public, and other stakeholders. One of the CAAP’s 44 

foundations is the commitment “… to expeditiously and constantly reduce the 45 

public health risk associated with port-related mobile sources, and implement 46 
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programs in the near-term that will achieve this goal” (Port and Port of Long 1 

Beach 2006). The CAAP established source- and project-specific health risk 2 

standards, and identified the need to develop San Pedro Bay-wide Standards to 3 

reduce public health risks from air toxics and overall criteria pollutant 4 

emissions. The recently-adopted 2010 CAAP Update established specific 5 

aggressive long-term goals for emission and health risk reduction in the region 6 

surrounding the Port and the Port of Long Beach. A key component of the 7 

CAAP is Alternative Maritime Power (AMP), which allows ships to shut down 8 

diesel engines and plug into clean electricity while at berth, thereby reducing 9 

community impacts. 10 

 Clean Trucks Program 11 

 A key component of the 2006 CAAP, this program established a progressive 12 

ban on polluting trucks, and facilitated the replacement of old trucks with 13 

low emission vehicles as mechanisms to significantly reduce port truck-14 

related emissions. 15 

 As of January 2012, 100 percent of the cargo gate moves at Port terminals 16 

are being made by trucks meeting USEPA 2007 heavy duty truck emissions 17 

standards. This achievement allowed the San Pedro Bay Ports to meet their 18 

2012 goal of 80 percent emissions reductions from overall drayage 19 

operations relative to 2007.  20 

 Air Quality Mitigation Incentive Program  21 

 Through the Air Quality Mitigation Incentive Program the LAHD funds air 22 

quality mitigation projects that 1) reduce diesel PM and oxides of nitrogen 23 

(NOx) emissions from Port operations in the communities of San Pedro and 24 

Wilmington; or, 2) develop emission reducing technologies that may be 25 

applied throughout the San Pedro Bay. Specific projects include yard truck 26 

replacements, marine engine repowers, off-road retrofits, and cargo handling 27 

equipment replacements.  28 

 Technology Advancement Program 29 

 The LAHD, along with the Port of Long Beach, has developed the TAP which 30 

accelerates the commercialization of new technologies, including zero-31 

emission technologies, to provide more options to reduce emissions. The TAP 32 

has contributed over $9 million of funding for new technology projects.  33 

Regarding the recommendation that the Draft PEIR include tree planting and 34 

streetscape enhancement beyond MM GHG-4 and landscape improvements, the 35 

LAHD already implements such a measure through its Climate Action Plan 36 

(LAHD 2007). Known as the Port of Los Angeles Tree Planting Program, this measure 37 

distributes and plants trees in and around the Port area to provide the same kinds of 38 

aesthetic and environmental benefits as those identified by the commenter. The LAHD 39 

intends to continue this program into the foreseeable future. Therefore, the LAHD does 40 

not need to additionally implement this recommended mitigation as part of the PMPU.   41 
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Comment Letter LAC: Los Angeles Conservancy 1 

Response to Comment LAC-1: 2 

The comment includes introductory information and material relevant to the PMPU, 3 

and does not raise issues requiring a response under CEQA. Responses to specific 4 

CEQA issues raised by subsequent comments are provided below. Contrary to the 5 

commenter’s opinion, the LAHD does not propose to proceed with the PMPU 6 

“without providing a path forward for preservation…” The PMPU, and the recently 7 

adopted Built Environment Historic, Architectural, and Cultural Resource Policy 8 

(see Response to Comment LAC-3), specifically describe the policies and procedures 9 

that the LAHD will employ to protect and preserve cultural resources (Draft PEIR 10 

Section 3.4.4.3, Impacts and Mitigation). The PEIR does, in fact, describe the 11 

impacts of the proposed Program on cultural resources and applies specific mitigation 12 

measures as appropriate (Draft PEIR Section 3.4.4.3, Impacts and Mitigation). The 13 

LAHD has received and considered the Los Angeles Conservancy’s input and has 14 

incorporated it as appropriate into both the PMPU and the PEIR. Accordingly, the 15 

PEIR complies with CEQA.  16 

Response to Comment LAC-2: 17 

This comment addresses the PMPU and does not raise issues that require a response 18 

under CEQA. Please refer to Final PEIR Appendix A, Port Master Plan, for 19 

information provided in response to this comment.  20 

Response to Comment LAC-3: 21 

On May 2, 2013, the LAHD adopted its Built Environment Historic, Architectural, 22 

and Cultural Resource Policy. This policy commits the LAHD to conducting a 23 

comprehensive survey of cultural resources in the Port, establishes a protocol for 24 

evaluating such resources, and describes the mechanisms that will be used to ensure 25 

the preservation and adaptive use, where feasible, of cultural resources. Accordingly, 26 

the LAHD will not approve any development under the PMPU until the site has been 27 

surveyed pursuant to the Built Environment Historic, Architectural, and Cultural 28 

Resource Policy, and any historical resources identified during the survey will be 29 

subject to the provisions of this policy.  30 

Furthermore, most of the features mentioned in the comment letter as being of 31 

particular concern (e.g., Japanese American Fishing Village, Southwest Marine, 32 

Canner’s Steam, and other fishing-related structures) are on Terminal Island, all of 33 

which were the subject of historic resource surveys, the latest in 2011 (SWCA 34 

Environmental Consultants 2011). In the 2011 survey, five of the facilities or 35 

buildings on Terminal Island had undergone a historic resource evaluation in last 36 

5 years and, accordingly, were not resurveyed. Further, 5 buildings surveyed 9 to 37 

25 years ago had their surveys updated; 20 were of recent construction and did not 38 

meet the 50-year threshold for evaluation; and 9 were evaluated for the first time. 39 

Port-wide since 2000, the LAHD has conducted 28 formal historic resource surveys 40 

and has made historic status determinations for 168 buildings or facilities within the 41 

Port, not including the 11 buildings, structures and sites listed as historic resources on 42 

federal, state, or local level historic registers. Seventy-three buildings, structure and 43 

districts have been found to be potentially eligible for listing on the federal, state or 44 
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local registers of historic resources. To date the majority of the Port has been 1 

surveyed and the LAHD is working to complete its survey to determine the historic 2 

status of all remaining buildings, structures, objects, and districts within the next 3 

2 years.  4 

The Draft PEIR, Section 3.4.2.5.1, Archaeological Resources (Table 3.4-1), identifies 5 

listed archaeological resources, based on a cultural resource site record and literature 6 

search performed on July 27, 2012 to identify the location of recorded archaeological 7 

sites and results of previous archaeological studies (Morlet et al. 2012). The records 8 

search was conducted at the South Central Coastal Information Center (SCCIC) at 9 

California State University, Fullerton, which maintains the California Historical 10 

Resource Information System (CHRIS) database for Orange, Los Angeles, and 11 

Ventura counties and keeps a record of all reported cultural resource studies and 12 

findings. The PEIR acknowledges the current state of knowledge regarding cultural 13 

resources in the Port by imposing mitigation measures that require cultural resources 14 

evaluations when proposed appealable/fill projects are initiated (MM CR-1), and sets 15 

forth procedures for protecting previously unknown resources discovered during 16 

construction (MM CR-2). The PEIR also includes a mitigation measure specific to 17 

historical resources (MM CR-3) that requires that proposed projects include 18 

historical resource assessments as appropriate and specifies measures to be 19 

undertaken that minimize or avoid potential impacts and protect identified historical 20 

resources; see Response to Comment LAC-7 for additional details. Accordingly, the 21 

PEIR’s evaluation of potential impacts of implementing the PMPU is accurate and 22 

complies with CEQA.  23 

Please refer to Response to Comment LAC-6 for information regarding the Japanese 24 

American Fishing Village and the Port’s Dive Team Building (Fireboat House 1/Fire 25 

Station No. 11).  26 

Response to Comment LAC-4: 27 

Please see Response to Comment LAC-3. 28 

Response to Comment LAC-5: 29 

The Draft PEIR (Section 3.4.2.3, Historic Setting) describes the history of the Port in 30 

general terms, concentrating on its primary role as a commercial seaport, and the 31 

remainder of the cultural resources analysis (Section 3.4, Cultural Resources) 32 

describes numerous cultural resources associated with the other “narratives” 33 

mentioned by the commenter (see, for example, Draft PEIR Table 3.4-2). Although, 34 

the commenter does not specify how that approach represents a deficiency under 35 

CEQA, Final PEIR Section 3.4.2.3, Historic Setting, has nevertheless been revised to 36 

include additional information regarding the tuna canning industry and former 37 

Japanese American Fishing Village on Terminal Island.  38 

Response to Comment LAC-6: 39 

Please see Response to Comment LAC-3. The LAHD’s Built Environment Historic, 40 

Architectural, and Cultural Resource Policy commits the LAHD to ongoing surveys. 41 

Section IV.B of the Policy refers to the inclusion of SurveyLA recordation forms. 42 
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The responses to potentially historic resources identified in Comment LAC-6 are 1 

provided below in the following sections: 1) Japanese American Fishing Village; 2 

2) Canner’s Steam Plant; 3) Port’s Dive Team Building (Fireboat House 1/Fire 3 

Station No. 11); 4) City of Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (DWP) 4 

Distribution Station; and, 5) Wilmington Marine Service.  5 

Japanese American Fishing Village 6 

In 1914, the Port began dredging the area that would become Fish Harbor, a 7 

specialized area for fish processing and canning at Terminal Island. It was 8 

operational by 1915, and most of the Port’s canneries moved to the new harbor, 9 

making tuna fishing and processing the most visible activity in that part of the island. 10 

By the 1920s, 11 canneries operated from the Port, served by a large fleet of fishing 11 

vessels and employing 1,800 cannery workers and 4,800 fishermen. The workforce 12 

was ethnically diverse and included Japanese, Italians, Mexicans, and Yugoslavians. 13 

Many workers lived on the island, either in the old Brighton Beach area (generally 14 

called Terminal) or in largely cannery-owned housing north of Fish Harbor 15 

(generally called East San Pedro or Fish Harbor). The latter residential area was 16 

predominantly occupied by first (Issei) and second (Nisei) generation Japanese and 17 

Japanese Americans, who formed a distinctive island community. The Japanese 18 

inhabitants of the island developed a distinctive hybrid dialect and culture unique to 19 

the Port, and many of them lived in near isolation from the rest of Los Angeles and 20 

Long Beach. Some second-generation residents never even left Terminal Island until 21 

they reached high school age and began taking the ferry to attend San Pedro High. 22 

The commercial heart of the East San Pedro/Fish Harbor community was a small but 23 

vigorous commercial core on Tuna and Cannery Streets. The block of Tuna Street 24 

between Cannery and Fish Harbor was lined with restaurants, barber shops, pool 25 

halls, markets, clothing stores, hardware stores, and grocery and dry goods stores, 26 

including Nanka Company and Nakamura Company.  27 

On Terminal Island, the Japanese community was adversely affected by America’s 28 

involvement in the war. At its height in 1940, the Japanese population there had 29 

grown to 3,000, just prior to its abrupt demise following the bombing of Pearl Harbor. 30 

Beginning in early 1942, the Port’s Japanese Americans were forcibly removed from 31 

their homes on Terminal Island by the federal government. The residents there were 32 

the first Japanese Americans on the west coast to be taken to internment camps. Most 33 

were sent to Manzanar in California’s Owens Valley. The Navy bulldozed their 34 

homes and most of the businesses, leaving nothing to return to at the war’s end. The 35 

uprooting of Terminal Island’s Japanese community led not only to dissemination of 36 

the population, but the destruction of nearly its entire built environment. Those 37 

buildings that were not demolished were altered into new uses. LAHD is aware of the 38 

important lesson to be learned from the experience of the Japanese American 39 

community on Terminal Island. Working with the Terminal Islanders Club, a 40 

memorial to honor and remember the members of this community was created. This 41 

memorial overlooks Fish Harbor, the center of the former Japanese American fishing 42 

community. Of the once vibrant community only two buildings remain 700-702 Tuna 43 

Street (Nanka Company) and 712–716 Tuna Street (Nakamura Company). In light of 44 

these facts, even though the property does not possess sufficient integrity to reflect its 45 

historical associations with the Japanese American Fishing Village and period of 46 

significance, in accordance with the discretion allowed by the LAHD under the Built 47 

Environment Historic, Architectural, and Cultural Resource Policy, the buildings at 48 
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700-702 and 712-716 Tuna Street will be included on the LAHD Built Environment 1 

Historic, Architectural and Cultural Resource Inventory as potentially eligible for 2 

listing as a City of Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument (LAHCM). Final 3 

PEIR Table 3.4-2, Recorded and Potentially Eligible Historic Resources in the PMPU 4 

Area, has been modified to include these buildings.  5 

Canner’s Steam Plant 6 

Based on a 2004 historic resources assessment, Canner’s Steam Company Plant 7 

appeared to be eligible for the NRHP under Criterion A and for the CRHR under 8 

Criterion 1 due to “its direct and significant association with the expansion of 9 

canning operations by providing the canneries with an efficient and reliable source of 10 

steam…and it high degree of integrity” (Jones & Stokes 2004). The evaluation found 11 

“[T]here have been minimal alterations to the plant over the years, and the interior 12 

equipment, in particular, appears to have been extremely well maintained. The plant 13 

clearly illustrates how the facility would have operated during the historic period. 14 

The plant’s historic materials, workmanship, and design are all intact, and it remains 15 

in its original location” (Jones & Stokes 2004).  16 

In 2009, the SCAQMD issued Canner’s Steam Company a Notice to Comply (NTC), 17 

which identified damaged asbestos containing material (ACM) outside and inside of 18 

the steam plant. The NTC required Canner’s Steam Company to address the damaged 19 

ACM to protect human health, including preparation of plan for removal of the 20 

ACM. In June 2009, SCAQMD issued a second NTC, this time to the LAHD. This 21 

NTC required the LAHD to address the hazards presented by the ACM at the steam 22 

plant.  23 

In 2010, the exterior portion of the steam equipment containing asbestos was found 24 

to pose an immediate public health hazard and was removed. In light of this removal 25 

and the importance of integrity to the finding of the steam plant’s eligibility for 26 

listing on the NRHP and CRHR, the steam plant was reevaluated to ascertain its 27 

current eligibility for listing. The 2011 reevaluation examined the seven aspects of 28 

integrity and found the steam plant’s integrity in six had been degraded or lost 29 

(AECOM 2011). The loss of integrity was such that “[E]ssentially, the building is no 30 

longer recognizable as a steam plant and has the look and feel of an industrial 31 

building dating to the mid-20th century. Therefore, Canner’s Steam Company Plant 32 

does not appear to retain sufficient integrity to meet NRHP or CRHR criteria” 33 

(AECOM 2011). The evaluation also found that the steam plant in its current 34 

condition “does not appear to qualify as a City of Los Angeles Historic-Cultural 35 

Monument [LAHCM]” (AECOM 2011). 36 

In 2013, the steam plant was again evaluated after additional asbestos removal, and 37 

soil remediation of petroleum hydrocarbons from an above ground tank at the facility 38 

was completed. The steam plant was found to be not eligible for listing on the NRHP, 39 

CHRC, or as a LAHCM (AECOM 2013).  40 

Port’s Dive Team Building (Fireboat House 1/Fire Station No. 11) 41 

Final PEIR Table 3.4-2, Recorded and Potentially Eligible Historic Resources in the 42 

PMPU Area, has been modified to include the Port’s Dive Team Building (Fireboat 43 

House 1/Fire Station No. 11), which was inadvertently omitted from the Draft PEIR.  44 
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DWP Distribution Station and Wilmington Boat Services 1 

In a letter to the City of Los Angeles Office of Historic Resources (OHR) dated 2 

March 11, 2013, the LAHD explained the rationale of their findings for DWP 3 

Distribution Station #3 and Wilmington Boat Services. With regards to DWP 4 

Distribution Station #3, LAHD concluded there are other examples of the DWP’s 5 

distribution stations within the city that better covey the architectural and aesthetic 6 

values championed by the City of Los Angeles Municipal Art Commission in the 7 

early part of the century. In addition, the integrity of design, materials, and 8 

workmanship of DWP Distribution Station #3 is diminished by the alterations to the 9 

building. As such, the building does not meet eligibility standards or the integrity 10 

considerations and, therefore, does not possess the ability to convey its significance 11 

under criterion A for its association with Municipal Power and Light.  12 

The basis for OHR’s opinion concerning Wilmington Boat Services is that it was last 13 

owned by a Croatian immigrant. While Wilmington Marine Service has been owned 14 

for some time by a Croatian immigrant, it has been owned by others since its 15 

inception in the 1920’s, and the structure is not known for its association with the 16 

Croatian community. In contrast, the Norwegian Methodist Episcopal Church is 17 

known for its association with the Norwegian community, and the Dalmatian-18 

American Club is known as a social center for the Croatian community. Absent any 19 

other historic attribute, Wilmington Marine Service does not rise to the level of a 20 

historic, architectural, or cultural resource.  21 

Response to Comment LAC-7: 22 

The commenter incorrectly characterizes the PEIR’s significance determination with 23 

regard to historic resources. In fact, the PEIR acknowledges that future projects under 24 

the PMPU could encounter currently unrecorded or unsurveyed historic resources, 25 

and finds that such an occurrence would represent a potentially significant impact 26 

(refer to Draft PEIR Section 3.4.4.3, Impacts and Mitigation [Impact CR-2]). Once a 27 

proposed project site is identified, the LAHD will not approve any development until 28 

the site has been surveyed pursuant to the Built Environment Historic, Architectural, 29 

and Cultural Resource Policy, and any historical resources identified during the 30 

survey will be subject to the provisions of this policy. Furthermore, in accordance 31 

with MM CR-3, if a historic resource is present, the LAHD will determine the need 32 

to implement measures , including but not limited to: 1) preconstruction and 33 

construction monitoring activities by a preservation architect meeting the Secretary 34 

of the Interior’s Professional Qualifications Standards; 2) Historical American 35 

Buildings Survey (HABS)/Historic American Engineering Record (HAER) 36 

documentation; 3) establishing an environmentally sensitive area with barriers to 37 

ensure the protection of specific built resources; and/or, 4) implementation of 38 

additional protective measures (e.g., in-situ preservation, adaptive reuse, and 39 

relocation). Therefore, implementation of MM CR-3 would ensure potential impacts 40 

on previously unevaluated historical resources associated with future construction of 41 

proposed appealable/fill projects and land use changes would be less than significant. 42 

Furthermore, the recently-adopted Built Environment Historic, Architectural, and 43 

Cultural Resource Policy provides an additional measure of protection to historic 44 

resources.  45 
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Response to Comment LAC-8: 1 

The commenter is correct that with the map scales and general depictions employed 2 

in the PMPU and PEIR, land use boundaries appear to bisect one or more buildings 3 

in the vicinity of the Southwest Marine facilities. In the Final PMPU, the boundaries 4 

have been modified to include all of the buildings in the break bulk designation. 5 

Furthermore, the Final PMPU designates this area as a mixed land use site that would 6 

allow break bulk and/or maritime support uses, thereby providing greater flexibility 7 

to adaptively reuse the buildings at the former Southwest Marine site. These changes 8 

have been made as a clarification of the PMPU’s intent. Break bulk cargo can include 9 

palleted and baled goods such as fruit, cotton, specialty lumber, paper rolls and other 10 

types of cargo that require relatively modest, covered warehouse spaces. In addition, 11 

break bulk facilities require office, maintenance, and other support facilities. These 12 

requirements can sometimes be accommodated by the reuse of older buildings. As an 13 

example, old warehouses in the vicinity of City Dock No. 1 have been approved for 14 

adaptive reuse as a marine technology center, and World War (WW) II-era 15 

Warehouse No. 10 has been adapted to support the Crafted marketplace in San Pedro. 16 

The LAHD has no current plans to demolish any of the buildings at the Southwest 17 

Marine facility, and would not contemplate such an action unless there was a 18 

proposed development project requiring their removal. In such a case, project-level 19 

cultural resource evaluations would be conducted in accordance with CEQA and the 20 

Built Environment Historic, Architectural, and Cultural Resource Policy, as 21 

described in Response to Comment LAC-3 to ensure that historic resources are 22 

adequately considered.  23 

The modification of the land use boundaries discussed above would replace 6 acres of 24 

maritime support with break bulk land use within Planning Area 4. This change in land 25 

use would not alter conclusions regarding air quality, transportation, or utilities. In 26 

regard to air quality effects, the acreage change would result in minor increases of air 27 

emissions and resulting impacts compared to those estimated in the Draft PEIR. 28 

Draft PEIR Table 3.2-18 shows the amount of emissions that would occur from the 29 

proposed operation of 17 acres of break bulk facilities within Planning Area 4. 30 

Inclusion of emissions from an additional 6 acres of break bulk operations to the total 31 

emissions for Planning Area 4 would not change the significance of daily emissions 32 

estimated for this area. Therefore, this proposed change in the proposed Program 33 

description would not produce any new significant air quality impacts compared to 34 

those identified in the Draft PEIR. In regard to traffic effects, the addition of 6 acres of 35 

break bulk use would result in approximately 7 vehicle trips (in passenger car 36 

equivalents [PCEs]) in each of the A.M. mid-day (M.D.) and P.M. peak hour periods. 37 

This would represent an increase of 0.34, 0.31, and 0.36 percent in proposed Program 38 

trips in the A.M., M.D., and P.M. peak hours, respectively. The corresponding 39 

reduction in acreage for the maritime support use would further diminish any changes 40 

to the previous traffic analysis. As such, changing 6 acres of maritime support use to 41 

break bulk has negligible consequence on the traffic analysis and does not warrant 42 

further analysis. In regard to demand for utilities, overall water and wastewater 43 

demands would be comparatively lower, and solid waste generation would be the same, 44 

for the land use change.  45 
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Response to Comment LAC-9: 1 

The comment provides no evidence that the proposed land uses would preclude 2 

adaptive reuse or other means of preserving or otherwise mitigating significant 3 

impacts to historic resources on Terminal Island (note that adaptive reuse is only one 4 

means of avoiding significant impacts on historic resources). The PEIR has 5 

incorporated mitigation measures that ensure appropriate protection of historic 6 

resources. Through the CEQA comment process the LAHD has strengthened 7 

MM CR-3 to specify that additional protective measures will be implemented as 8 

necessary and appropriate (e.g., in-situ preservation, adaptive reuse, and relocation; 9 

see Response to Comment LAC-11). Finally, the LAHD’s recently adopted Built 10 

Environment Historic, Architectural, and Cultural Resource Policy described in 11 

Response to Comment LAC-3 will enhance the protection of historic resources in the 12 

Port. These measures ensure that the PEIR complies with the requirements of CEQA 13 

as set forth in PRC Section 21002. Please refer to Final PEIR Appendix A, Port 14 

Master Plan, for information specific to the PMPU as provided in response to this 15 

comment.   16 

Response to Comment LAC-10: 17 

Please see Response to Comment LAC-8. The Terminal Island Land Use Plan cited 18 

by the commenter does not identify demolition of buildings at Southwest Marine as a 19 

feature of the land use plan, nor does the PMPU. The commenter’s concerns 20 

notwithstanding, the LAHD is not contemplating a particular project in the area of 21 

Southwest Marine; the PMPU simply indicates permitted future land uses. 22 

Accordingly, there are no other “reasonably foreseeable future activities” that should 23 

be considered in the PEIR, and the PEIR complies with CEQA. As a note, existing 24 

uses at the Southwest Marine buildings would be allowable as non-conforming uses 25 

under the PMPU until such time as a redevelopment project is approved, so adoption 26 

of the PMPU would not have a physical effect on historic buildings (refer to Draft 27 

PMPU Section 6.3, Application Procedures). 28 

Response to Comment LAC-11: 29 

Sewage Pump Station #669 (390 North Seaside) occupies a small site within a 30 

vegetated area between North Seaside and the Terminal Island Freeway in an area 31 

that is already designated for container use. The structure coexists with the existing 32 

container operations. There is no land use change that would affect this facility.  33 

There are no reasonably foreseeable actions that would affect the former Los Angeles 34 

Yacht Club facility. If a project is proposed in the future for this location, potential 35 

impacts to the structure would invoke MM CR-3, which could involve relocation 36 

options. 37 

With respect to Canner’s Steam Plant and the Japanese American Fishing Village, 38 

please see Response to Comment LAC-9. 39 

Response to Comment LAC-12: 40 

Please see Response to Comment LAC-8. The comment provides no evidence that 41 

the proposed land uses would preclude adaptive reuse or other means of preserving or 42 
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otherwise mitigating significant impacts to historic resources on Terminal Island 1 

(note that adaptive reuse is only one means of avoiding significant impacts on 2 

historic resources). The PEIR has imposed mitigation measures that ensure the 3 

protection of historic resources. Through the CEQA comment process the LAHD has 4 

strengthened MM CR-3 to specify that additional protective measures will be 5 

implemented as necessary (e.g., in-situ preservation, adaptive reuse, and relocation; 6 

see Response to Comment LAC-11). Finally, the LAHD’s recently adopted Built 7 

Environment Historic, Architectural, and Cultural Resource Policy described in 8 

Response to Comment LAC-3 will enhance the protection of historic resources in the 9 

Port. These measures ensure that the PEIR complies with the requirements of CEQA 10 

as set forth in PRC Section 21002. 11 

Response to Comment LAC-13: 12 

As noted in the previous responses to comments, the range of land uses, along with 13 

the LAHD’s established policies and the mitigation measures imposed through the 14 

PEIR, afford adequate protection for historic resources in the Port. Accordingly, the 15 

land use designations in the PMPU do not conflict with the goal of protecting historic 16 

resources, and the PEIR properly concludes that, at the programmatic level 17 

appropriate for this analysis, the proposed PMPU would not have significant adverse 18 

impacts on such resources. As a result, the LAHD does not believe that any deviation 19 

from CCA goals and requirements of the sort cited by the commenter is necessary. 20 

The comment does not provide substantial evidence to the contrary, and therefore no 21 

change to the PMPU or the PEIR is required.  22 

Response to Comment LAC-14: 23 

This comment addresses the PMPU and does not raise issues that require a response 24 

under CEQA. Please refer to Final PEIR Appendix A, Port Master Plan, for 25 

information provided in response to this comment. 26 

Response to Comment LAC-15: 27 

This comment addresses the PMPU and does not raise issues that require a response 28 

under CEQA. Please refer to Final PEIR Appendix A, Port Master Plan, for 29 

information provided in response to this comment. 30 

Response to Comment LAC-16: 31 

As noted in previous responses to comments, the Board has adopted the LAHD’s 32 

Built Environment Historic, Architectural, and Cultural Resource Policy, as 33 

suggested by the commenter. That policy includes a procedure for project-level 34 

management and protection of historic resources. Because it is official LAHD policy, 35 

it is unnecessary to impose the policy as mitigation in the PEIR. Please note that 36 

additional mitigation is included in the Final PEIR in the form of a revision of 37 

MM CR-3 to incorporate specific preservation measures. 38 

Response to Comment LAC-17: 39 

The commenter’s recommendation regarding creation of a new staff position is noted 40 

and is hereby part of the Final PEIR, and is therefore before the decision-makers for 41 

their consideration prior to taking any action on the PMPU. The comment is general 42 



Los Angeles Harbor Department 2.0 Response to Comments 

Port of Los Angeles Master Plan Update 2-83 

Final Program Environmental Impact Report 

and does not reference any specific section of the PEIR; furthermore, such a position 1 

would not mitigate any identified significant impacts because none of those impacts 2 

is the result of lack of trained LAHD staff. Accordingly, no further response is 3 

required under CEQA (PRC Section 21091(d); CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a)). 4 

The commenter does not identify the “structural, environmental, or other perceived 5 

barriers” that the comment suggests needs remedying. Accordingly, no further 6 

response is either required under CEQA (PRC Section 21091(d); CEQA Guidelines 7 

Section 15204(a)) or possible under the PMPU public comment process. 8 

Response to Comment LAC-18: 9 

The comment addresses general descriptive material that is unrelated to either the PEIR 10 

or the PMPU, and does not raise issues that require a response under CEQA or the 11 

CCA. 12 

Response to Comment LAC-19: 13 

As described in previous responses to the Los Angeles Conservancy’s comments, the 14 

PMPU fully allows, and does not limit the ability of the LAHD to identify and protect, 15 

as appropriate, the historic resources within its jurisdiction. The PMPU and associated 16 

policies contain the necessary procedures and guidelines to allow the LAHD to manage 17 

historic resources and to mitigate impacts to such resources in full compliance with 18 

CEQA and other applicable laws. The commenter does not explain why amendments 19 

would be required or why the CCC would require additional actions, or explain how 20 

the other measures mentioned (e.g., overlay zones, “Port’s hatching”) would add to 21 

LAHD’s ability to avoid significant impacts of development under the PMPU. 22 

However, to clarify the PMPU’s intent, two additional mixed land use sites have been 23 

incorporated into the Final PMPU: 1) existing institutional uses at Warehouse No. 1 24 

would remain and/or be changed to visitor-serving commercial; and, 2) vacant land at 25 

Southwest Marine Shipyard would be changed to break bulk and/or maritime support. 26 

These land use designations provide flexibility that allows adaptive reuse of historic 27 

structures within the PMPU area. Furthermore, the term “level playing field” as used in 28 

the comment is undefined and unclear. Accordingly, the LAHD believes that the 29 

PMPU as revised to avoid bisection of buildings by land use designations provides 30 

appropriate protection for historic resources and that the PEIR adequately describes 31 

potential impacts and provides mitigation that is appropriate based on the 32 

programmatic nature of the analysis.   33 
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Comment Letter NTHP: National Trust for Historic Preservation 1 

Response to Comment NHTP-1: 2 

The comment addresses introductory material and does not raise issues that require a 3 

response under CEQA. Responses to specific CEQA issues raised by subsequent 4 

comments are provided below.  5 

Response to Comment NTHP-2: 6 

The comment is introductory material and does not raise issues that require a 7 

response under CEQA. Responses to specific CEQA issues raised by subsequent 8 

comments are provided below. 9 

The “preliminary plans” for Terminal Island cited by the commenter are part of the 10 

Terminal Island Land Use Plan, which is not a formally approved document. 11 

Although applicable portions of the Terminal Island Land Use Plan were 12 

incorporated into the PMPU, the conceptual roadway alignments referenced in the 13 

comment were not integrated into the PMPU. The LAHD has no reasonably 14 

foreseeable plans to realign the roadway network on Terminal Island, and would not 15 

contemplate such an action unless there was a proposed development project that 16 

included realignment of existing roadways. In such a case, project-level cultural 17 

resource evaluations would be conducted in accordance with CEQA and the Built 18 

Environment Historic, Architectural, and Cultural Resource Policy described in 19 

Response to Comment LAC-3 to ensure that historic resources are adequately 20 

considered. 21 

Response to Comment NTHP-3: 22 

The LAHD agrees that preservation of historic resources is consistent with the Public 23 

Trust Doctrine. However, this comment addresses the PMPU and does not raise 24 

issues that require a response under CEQA. Please refer to Final PEIR Appendix A, 25 

Port Master Plan, for information provided in response to this comment. 26 

Response to Comment NTHP-4: 27 

Please see responses to Comments LAC-3 and LAC-6.  28 

Response to Comment NTHP-5: 29 

Please see responses to Comments LAC-3, LAC-8, and LAC-11. The comment 30 

provides no evidence that the conversion of land in Planning Area 3 to container 31 

cargo uses near Planning Area 4 (Fish Harbor) would eliminate historical buildings 32 

(see Response to Comment LAC-8). The PEIR has imposed mitigation measures that 33 

ensure the protection of identified historic resources. Through the CEQA comment 34 

process the LAHD has strengthened MM CR-3 to specify additional protective 35 

measures (e.g., in-situ preservation, adaptive reuse, and relocation; see Response to 36 

Comment LAC-11). Finally, the LAHD’s recently adopted Built Environment 37 

Historic, Architectural, and Cultural Resource Policy described in Response to 38 

Comment LAC-3 will enhance the protection of historic resources in the Port. These 39 
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measures ensure that the PEIR complies with the requirements of CEQA as set forth 1 

in PRC Section 21002. 2 

The LAHD has no current plans to demolish any of the historic resources within 3 

Planning Area 3, and would not contemplate such an action unless there was a 4 

proposed development project requiring their removal. In such a case, project-level 5 

cultural resource evaluations would be conducted in accordance with CEQA and the 6 

Built Environment Historic, Architectural, and Cultural Resource Policy, as 7 

described in Response to Comment LAC-3 to ensure that historic resources are 8 

adequately considered. 9 

Response to Comment NTHP-6: 10 

Please see responses to Comments LAC-3, LAC-8, and LAC-11. The comment 11 

provides no evidence that the boundary of Planning Area 4 would affect historical 12 

resources within Fish Harbor (see Response to Comment LAC-8). The PEIR has 13 

imposed mitigation measures that ensure the protection of identified historic 14 

resources. Furthermore, the LAHD’s recently adopted Built Environment Historic, 15 

Architectural, and Cultural Resource Policy described in Response to Comment 16 

LAC-3 will enhance the protection of historic resources in the Port. The LAHD has 17 

no current plans to demolish any of the historic resources within Fish Harbor, and 18 

would not contemplate such an action unless there was a proposed development 19 

project requiring their removal. In such a case, project-level cultural resource 20 

evaluations would be conducted in accordance with CEQA and the Built 21 

Environment Historic, Architectural, and Cultural Resource Policy to ensure that 22 

historic resources are adequately considered. 23 

Response to Comment NTHP-7: 24 

The overall objectives of the PMPU are addressed in Section 1.4.2, Program 25 

Objectives, of the PEIR. Consolidation of the number of land uses within the 26 

planning areas and designation of a single land use for most sites are consistent with 27 

these objectives.  28 

As noted in the Response to Comment LAC-13, the land use designations in the 29 

PMPU do not conflict with the goal of protecting historic resources. Instead, the 30 

range of land uses, along with the LAHD’s established policies and the mitigation 31 

measures imposed through the PEIR, afford adequate protection for historic resources 32 

in the Port. Accordingly, the PEIR properly concludes that, at the programmatic level 33 

appropriate for this analysis, the proposed PMPU would not have significant adverse 34 

impacts on such resources. 35 

Response to Comment NTHP-8: 36 

As noted in the Response to Comment LAC-13, the range of land uses, along with 37 

the LAHD’s established policies and the mitigation measures imposed through the 38 

PEIR, afford adequate protection for historic resources in the Port. Accordingly, the 39 

land use designations in the PMPU do not conflict with the goal of protecting historic 40 

resources, and the PEIR properly concludes that, at the programmatic level 41 

appropriate for this analysis, the proposed PMPU would not have significant adverse 42 

impacts on such resources. The recommendation related to financial incentives for 43 
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future tenants is not an issue requiring a response under CEQA, but is addressed in 1 

Final PEIR Appendix A, Port Master Plan, 2 

Response to Comment NTHP-9: 3 

Please see the responses to Comments NTHP-7 and NTHP-8. 4 

Response to Comment NTHP-10: 5 

Please see Response to Comment LAC-19. 6 

Response to Comment NTHP-11: 7 

Please see responses to Comments LAC-8, LAC-10, LAC-11, and LAC-12. As those 8 

responses explain, the LAHD has revised the boundaries of the break bulk and 9 

maritime support uses in the vicinity of the former Southwest Marine site in order to 10 

make it clear that individual buildings will not be bisected by different land uses. 11 

Furthermore, this area has been designated as a mixed land use site that would allow 12 

break bulk and/or maritime support uses, thereby providing greater flexibility to 13 

adaptively reuse the buildings at the former Southwest Marine site. In addition, those 14 

responses confirm that the LAHD has no current plans for a particular project at the 15 

Southwest Marine site: there are no reasonably foreseeable future actions that have 16 

been proposed in sufficient detail to allow their consideration in the PEIR. The re-17 

designation proposed in the PMPU does not require that current uses must 18 

immediately change, but rather that future proposals should be consistent with the 19 

land use designation. 20 

Response to Comment NTHP-12: 21 

The PMPU does not rely on the CCA to avoid the mandates of CEQA or reduce its 22 

stewardship responsibilities, and the commenter provides no specific evidence to the 23 

contrary. The references to the CCA are intended to illustrate the range of planning 24 

priorities that must be addressed by the PMP, but does not imply that historic 25 

preservation is not one of those priorities. As PMP Goal 5 states, historic and cultural 26 

resource preservation is, in fact, one of the LAHD’s goals. 27 

The PEIR does, in fact, acknowledge potentially significant impacts on historic 28 

resources from implementation of the PMPU, and imposes mitigation to reduce those 29 

impacts to less than significant, as required by CEQA. The LAHD disagrees with the 30 

commenter’s statement that the PMPU land use designations conflict with CEQA or 31 

are too narrow to provide protection to historic resources. As described fully in 32 

previous responses to comments by the National Trust for Historic Preservation and 33 

the Los Angeles Conservancy, the PMPU and the PEIR both acknowledge the 34 

presence of known and unknown cultural and historic resources, and establish 35 

procedures and mitigation measures for minimizing adverse impacts to those 36 

resources by future projects implemented in accordance with the PMPU.  37 

Response to Comment NTHP-13: 38 

Please see Response to Comment LAC-13. As mentioned in Response to 39 

Comment NHTP-12, the LAHD agrees that preservation of historic Port-related 40 
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facilities is not inconsistent with the LAHD’s mandate under CCA to promote 1 

coastal-related development, and also agrees that the LAHD has a responsibility 2 

under both CEQA and the CCA to protect the cultural resources within its 3 

jurisdiction. Accordingly, one of the PMPU’s goals is the protection of historic 4 

resources (PMPU Section 3.2.5, Goals), and the PEIR describes the measures the 5 

LAHD will undertake to achieve that goal, including cultural resource surveys, 6 

construction safeguards, and an array of preservation measures to be applied on a 7 

project-specific basis (Draft PEIR Section 3.4.4.3, Impacts and Mitigation). The 8 

LAHD’s recently adopted Built Environment Historic, Architectural, and Cultural 9 

Resource Policy, as described in Response to Comment LAC-3, will also enhance the 10 

protection of historic resources in the Port in furtherance of LAHD’s responsibility 11 

for those resources.  12 

Response to Comment NTHP-14: 13 

Please see responses to Comments LAC-13 and NTHP-13. 14 

Response to Comment NTHP-15: 15 

Please see responses to Comments NTHP-1 through NHTP-13.   16 
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Comment Letter AS: The Art Spot 1 

Response to Comment AS-1: 2 

This comment addresses the PMPU and does not raise issues that require a response 3 

under CEQA. Please refer to Final PEIR Appendix A, Port Master Plan, for 4 

information provided in response to this comment. 5 

Response to Comment AS-2: 6 

This comment addresses the PMPU and does not raise issues that require a response 7 

under CEQA. Please refer to Final PEIR Appendix A, Port Master Plan, for 8 

information provided in response to this comment.  9 

Response to Comment AS-3: 10 

This comment addresses the PMPU and does not raise issues that require a response 11 

under CEQA. Please refer to Final PEIR Appendix A, Port Master Plan, for 12 

information provided in response to this comment. 13 

Response to Comment AS-4: 14 

This comment addresses the PMPU and does not raise issues that require a response 15 

under CEQA. Please refer to Final PEIR Appendix A, Port Master Plan, for 16 

information provided in response to this comment. 17 

Response to Comment AS-5: 18 

This comment addresses the PMPU and does not raise issues that require a response 19 

under CEQA. Please refer to Final PEIR Appendix A, Port Master Plan, for 20 

information provided in response to this comment. 21 

Response to Comment AS-6: 22 

This comment addresses the PMPU and does not raise issues that require a response 23 

under CEQA. Please refer to Final PEIR Appendix A, Port Master Plan, for 24 

information provided in response to this comment. 25 

Response to Comment AS-7: 26 

This comment addresses the PMPU and does not raise issues that require a response 27 

under CEQA. Please refer to Final PEIR Appendix A, Port Master Plan, for 28 

information provided in response to this comment. 29 

Response to Comment AS-8: 30 

This comment addresses the PMPU and does not raise issues that require a response 31 

under CEQA. Please refer to Final PEIR Appendix A, Port Master Plan, for 32 

information provided in response to this comment. 33 
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Response to Comment AS-9: 1 

This comment addresses the PMPU and does not raise issues that require a response 2 

under CEQA. Please refer to Final PEIR Appendix A, Port Master Plan, for 3 

information provided in response to this comment. 4 

Response to Comment AS-10: 5 

This comment addresses the PMPU and does not raise issues that require a response 6 

under CEQA. Please refer to Final PEIR Appendix A, Port Master Plan, for 7 

information provided in response to this comment.  8 
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Comment Letter CFASE1: Coalition For A Safe Environment 1 

Response to Comment CFASE1-1: 2 

This comment addresses the PMPU and does not raise issues that require a response 3 

under CEQA. Please refer to Final PEIR Appendix A, Port Master Plan, for 4 

information provided in response to this comment. 5 

Response to Comment CFASE1-2: 6 

This comment addresses the PMPU and does not raise issues that require a response 7 

under CEQA. Please refer to Final PEIR Appendix A, Port Master Plan, for 8 

information provided in response to this comment. 9 

Response to Comment CFASE1-3: 10 

This comment addresses the PMPU and does not raise issues that require a response 11 

under CEQA. Please refer to Final PEIR Appendix A, Port Master Plan, for 12 

information provided in response to this comment. 13 

Response to Comment CFASE1-4: 14 

This comment addresses the PMPU and does not raise issues that require a response 15 

under CEQA. Please refer to Final PEIR Appendix A, Port Master Plan, for 16 

information provided in response to this comment. 17 

Response to Comment CFASE1-5: 18 

This comment addresses the PMPU and does not raise issues that require a response 19 

under CEQA. Please refer to Final PEIR Appendix A, Port Master Plan, for 20 

information provided in response to this comment. 21 

Response to Comment CFASE1-6: 22 

This comment addresses the PMPU and does not raise issues that require a response 23 

under CEQA. Please refer to Final PEIR Appendix A, Port Master Plan, for 24 

information provided in response to this comment. 25 

Response to Comment CFASE1-7: 26 

This comment addresses the PMPU and does not raise issues that require a response 27 

under CEQA. Please refer to Final PEIR Appendix A, Port Master Plan, for 28 

information provided in response to this comment. 29 

Response to Comment CFASE1-8: 30 

This comment addresses the PMPU and does not raise issues that require a response 31 

under CEQA. Please refer to Final PEIR Appendix A, Port Master Plan, for 32 

information provided in response to this comment. 33 
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Response to Comment CFASE1-9: 1 

This comment addresses the PMPU and does not raise issues that require a response 2 

under CEQA. Please refer to Final PEIR Appendix A, Port Master Plan, for 3 

information provided in response to this comment. 4 

Response to Comment CFASE1-10: 5 

This comment addresses the PMPU and does not raise issues that require a response 6 

under CEQA. Please refer to Final PEIR Appendix A, Port Master Plan, for 7 

information provided in response to this comment. 8 

Response to Comment CFASE1-11: 9 

This comment addresses the PMPU and does not raise issues that require a response 10 

under CEQA. Please refer to Final PEIR Appendix A, Port Master Plan, for 11 

information provided in response to this comment. 12 

Response to Comment CFASE1-12: 13 

This comment addresses the PMPU and does not raise issues that require a response 14 

under CEQA. Please refer to Final PEIR Appendix A, Port Master Plan, for 15 

information provided in response to this comment. 16 

Response to Comment CFASE1-13: 17 

This comment addresses the PMPU and does not raise issues that require a response 18 

under CEQA. Please refer to Final PEIR Appendix A, Port Master Plan, for 19 

information provided in response to this comment. 20 

Response to Comment CFASE1-14: 21 

This comment asserts that the Draft PEIR does not address all tidelands, 22 

“off-tidelands,” and coastal zone properties that LAHD owns or manages. Contrary 23 

to this assertion, the Draft PEIR does describe all Port activities and plans relevant to 24 

the master planning process, and the comment does not provide any information to 25 

the contrary. Accordingly, no further response is required under CEQA 26 

(PRC Section 21091(d); CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a)). Please note that 27 

LAHD-owned lands outside the coastal zone are not included in the PMPU except 28 

insofar as that information might support activities within the coastal zone.  29 

Response to Comment CFASE1-15: 30 

This comment addresses the PMPU and does not raise issues that require a response 31 

under CEQA. Please refer to Final PEIR Appendix A, Port Master Plan, for 32 

information provided in response to this comment. 33 
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