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Sent Via E-mail: ceqacomment@portla.org & Spencer.d.macneil@usace.army.mil

Subject:

San Pedro Waterfront
Notice of PreparationlNotice o f Intent

Dear Mr. MacNeil and Dr. Appy:
The following CRA staff comments are in response to the above referenced San Pedro Waterfront
EIR Notice of Preparation Report. Attached also is a CRA staff report prepared for the project at
the request of the Pacific Corridor Community Advisory Committee (CAC). The CRA staff review is
confined to analysis of the EIR Project Alternative Descriptions within the context of the Pacific
Corridor Redevelopment Project Goals and Objectives.
Among key issues to be addressed under the Waterfront EIR should be an analysis of the impact of
proposed waterfront development on the Agency's revitalization efforts of Downtown San Pedro,
based on the Pacific Corridor Redevelopment Plan's 2002 EIR build out estimate. Over a ten-year
time frame (from 2002-2012), the Pacific Corridor Project's build out, is estimated to be 1,650,000
sq ft., comprised of the following uses: housing (1000 Housing units estimated at 1,000,000 s.9,
industrial (150,000 sf.) and commercial (500,000 s.f.).
As part of the traffic mitigation measures, an integrated public transportation system should be
studied. Part of the integrated public transit system should consider (1) integrated public parking
with mixed-use development; and (2) remote long-term parking, including the area north of the
Vincent Thomas Bridge.
For reinforcing and facilitating linkages between Downtown San Pedro and its Waterfront, areas for
proposed land assembly consideration as joint development opportunity sites along the Harbor
Boulevard should be studied that will accomplish:
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1. physical links, e.g. connecting streets and complementary urban design
2. Economic links, e.g. compatible and complementary land uses and common facilities like
public parking and
3. Providing community access to the waterfront.
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Bulriing commonirres with jobs & horismg

The Port of Los Angeles, City Department of Planning and Agency staff have established a good
working relationship. We look forward in continuing and strengthening this working relationship.
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Sincerely,

Community Development Planner
cc:

Gordon Teuber, Councilwoman Janice Hahn's Office
Jayme Wilson, Pacific Corridor CAC
Geraldine Knatz, Michael Cham, Port of Los Angeles

Attachment
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CRA STAFF REPORT:
Port of Los Angeles Proposed San Pedro Waterfront Project - December 2006
Notice of Preparation (NOP)/ Notice of Intent (NOI) of the Preparation of a
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)/Environmental Impact Report
(EIR).
PURPOSE:
,

Review the proposed San Pedro Waterfront project description prepared by the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers, Los Angeles District (Corps) and the Harbor Department
(Port) within the context of Pacific Corridor Redevelopment Plan, CAC Mission
Statement, previous CAC positions and how it may impact the Pacific Corridor
Redevelopment Project.
The review responds to an hvitation for comments, concerns, mitigation measures,
and suggestions for project alternatives to enable the Corps and Port to prepare a
comprehensive and meaningful EISIEIR for the proposed San Pedro Waterfront.

a

The EISIEIR is joint effort by the Corps and Port. The dredging and discharge
activities require a Corps permit pursuant to the Clean Water Act, the Rivers and
Harbors Act. Pursuant to CEQA, PORT will serve as Lead Agency for the
preparation of an EIR.
PROJECT BACKGROUND:
The currently proposed EISEIR project scope is revised and is a significantly
reduced version from the September 2005 project scope for the "From Bridge to
Breakwater: Master Development Plan for the San Pedro Waterfront and
Promenade". The stated focus of the present project is on:
1. infrastructure improvements
2. cruise program expansion and
3. enhancing public access to the waterfront.
The amount of commercial development is significantly less than what was proposed in
the 2005 previous project. The Port's proposed construction time frame for the
improvements is within 5-years, as opposed to a 30-year build out in the September
2005 Project EISEIR.
(.

CRA STAFF REVIEW OF THE CORPStPORT EIS/EIR NOTICE REPORT IS
IN THREE PARTS:
Part I lists (in Ifalics) suggested project alternatives and mitigation measures, based
on staff analysis of the proposed project description(s) in the EISIEIR Notice Report,
for achieving the CAC stated objective of "a seamless" integration of the San Pedro

Waterfront and its Downtown.
Part I1 of the staff report identifies and provides analysis of the identified issues for
project in the EIRIEIS Report that require federal review by the L.A. District U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) under NEPA (National Environmental Policy
Act),
7
Part 111 reviews the project elements pursuant to CEQA (California Environmental
Quality act) as in part 11.
PART I:
CRA STAFF SUGGESTED PROEJCT ALTERNATIVES AND
MITIGATION MEASURES
The'Proposed Waterfont Project Report description(s) should include the following
alternatives and mitigation measuresfor study as part of the EIS/EIR process.

(I)

Include as a project alternative to the proposed North Harbor Cut, for improving
the berthing capacify of vessels, improvement and enlarging the existing SP Slip
adjacent to Sampson Way.

(2)

Include thefollowing as mitigation measuresfor the water cut alternative:
(a) Replace six acres of' water cut as parkland on Port properly.
(b) Increase natural habitat along the Sun Pedro Waterfront
(c) Create a tree-planting Cforestation) zone on the Sun Pedro Peninsula.

(3)

To ensure synergy and A seamless connection to downtown Sun Pedro, create a
redevelopment parcel of land along Harbor Boulevard adjacent to the proposed
water cutsfor activities and parking that will attructpeople to the waterfont.

(4)

Extend selected east-west streets to cross Harbor Boulevard and connect with the
proposed pronzenade to Sun Pedro.

(5)

Under all proposed alternatives .for parking develop a trafllc circulution plan
including a local mass transit component for needs of the waterfont and the
downtown Sun Pedro area. Include as part of one or more parking alternatives
thefeasibilify of extending the existing Red Car line to Downtown.
(a) The preferred alternative for parking should be at location(s) north or near
the Vincent Thomas Bridge accompanied by a local mass transit system
serving the water$ront and downtown Sun Pedro.
(b) Caltrans parking (Harbor/Beacon) site should include an alternative for a
mixed-use development including housing.

(6) Parking east of Harbor Boulevard between Swinford and 22ndStreet area should be
surface only, or as part of a multi-use project. Building stand-alone multi-level
structured in this area should not be considered as an option.
(7) Include, in addition to the proposedpedestrian crossings on Harbor (at Swinford,
lst, 3rd, 7th and 13lhstreets) alternatives to:

a) Extend selected historic streets connections between the waterfront and San
Pedro that at present is disconnected.
b) Make street improvements including street widths proposed for the waterfont
area to be compatible with the Los Angeles City Street grid and street right-of
way classzjications.
c) Delete roposed alterations to the Harbor Boulevard right of way (green belt
from 7" to 22'ld street). Instead, propose pedestrian paths and landscape l i n h in
conformance to the designated California Coastal Trail Plan.
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(8) Under all project alternatives change the present Waterfront land uses designation
,from industrial land use to recreation-commercial land use designation. Identzfi
potential non-conforming land uses, including the Jankavich Tank Farm, and propose
relocation plans for identz~5ednon-conforming uses.
(9) Include plans to upgrade existing vacant land and parking lots as part of all project
alternatives to ensure improvement and long term maintenance of these properties and
parking lots that are not earmarked for development.

PART 11: PROJECT REQUIRING REVIEW UNDER NEPA
To obtain a Federal Permit for dredging the Harbor Channel the Corps requires the
proposed project establish a reasonable range of alternatives. The project described is to
modify the existing west side of the Port's Main Channel by increasing the open water
area approximately 5 net acres. The increased area is to provide berthing for vessels and
port-related uses, without impeding the public's right to fiee navigation; and to utilize the
deep water in the Outer Harbor and Main Channel to accommodate existing and
projected growth in the cruise ship industry.
PROPOSED PROJECT
The project proposes three water cuts at the following locations: North Harbor,
Downtown Harbor, and 7th Street Harbor.
1

North Harbor is an 8.7-acre water cut on east side of Harbor Boulevard across
1"' and 3rdStreets, approximately 50 feet east of Harbor Boulevard.
Downtown Harbor is 1.56-acre water cut north of the Maritime Museum and
near 5th Street.

7th Street Harbor is a 0.36-acre water cut on the south side of Maritime
Museum and across from San Pedro City Hall near 7'h Street.
CRA STAFF OBSERVATIONS AND ISSUES:
(1) No Project alternative is proposed for the water cuts. Alternative 3 is described,
as "This alternative is the proposed project without any activity requiring a Corps
permit . . . . . This alternative represents the Corps' environmental baseline."
The proposed water cuts provide berthing for about 50 vessels (counted on the map).
Increased capacity to provide berthing vessels without impeding navigation and to
accommodate existing -and projected growth in the cruise ship industry are essential
objectives. However, other than the proposed water cuts no alternative is proposed to
increase the vessel berthing capacity.
An example an alternative for improving, even enlarging, the existing s. P. Slip at
Sarnpson Way may be an option to increase the vessel berthing capacity. This
alternative would also, in addition, improve and update an existing area that needs
improving. A cost benefit analysis and associated impact on the environment of
creating the new water cut at the North Harbor verses rehabilitating the existing
Sampson water cut may be in order.

(2) Creating the new water cuts would eliminate nearly six acres of existing land area
and increased navigation would impact waterfront air quality. To mitigate impacts by
increased navigation including emissions following three mitigation measures are
suggested for evaluation:
Replace six acres as
on Port land along the waterfront.
Increase natural habitat along the San Pedro Waterfront.
Create a tree-planting (forestation) zone on the San Pedro Peninsula.
(3) Creating a seamless connection between downtown San Pedro and the Water's
edge for revitalization of the downtown business district is a stated objective of the
POLA plan. For revitalization to happen, the water cuts and public improvements
must be coupled with measures that will bring people to the area. In the absence of
appropriate development adjacent to the proposed water cuts and convenient parking
that would generate activity to attract people (at present designated for industrial use;
see page 24 EISIEIR report) the "seamless connection" between the downtown and
water may not be assured.
To ensure synergy and a seamless connection between the downtown San Pedro and
the proposed Waterfront following project alternatives are recommended:

(a) North Harbor Water cut: Adjacent to the water cut designate land area for
development compatible with the Waterfront. Extend streets to the water's edge.
Proposed street connections: continue the proposed easterly extension of 1st Street as
a loop along the edge of the proposed promenade to surround a new land
development parcel (8- 10 acre). The public street would include extension of lst
Street east along the proposed promenade continue north along the promenade for a
distance of 300 to 500 feet and then connect with Santa Cruz or OyFarrellStreet. The
parcel would include public parking.
(b) Downtown Harbor Water cut:, Create a new development parcel bounded by
Harbor Boulevard on the west and the proposed promenade on the north, east and
south sides. Extend 51hand 3rdStreet across Harbor Boulevard to the water's edge.
(c) 71h Street Harbor Cut: Extend 7"' Street in easterly direction, as a boardwalk, to the
water edge and delineate a development land parcel bounded by Harbor Channel, 71h
Street, Harbor Boulevard and 81h Street.
PART 111: PROJECT REQUIRING REVIEW UNDER CEQA

Under the CEQA part ofmthe project eight (8) objectives are stated to increase public
access to the waterfront, allow additional visitor-serving commercial development
within the Port, respond to increased demand in the cruise industry, and enhance
transportation within and around the Port. The objectives are:
Enhance key linkages between downtown San Pedro and the waterfront,
including the creation of a downtown harbor and promenade, which will
become the focal point for vessel activity and draw visitors to downtown San
Pedro
Provide public access to the waterfront and new open space, including parks
and other landscape amenities linked to the promenade.
Create a grand promenade to link the network of public open spaces and the
neighboring community.
Create and expand the waterfront promenade as part of the California Coastal
Trail to connect the community to the waterfront
Provide for a variety of waterfront uses, including berthing for visiting
vessels, harbor service craft, tugboats, and other recreational, commercial, and
port-related waterfront uses.
Provide for enhanced visitor-serving commercial opportunities within Ports 0'
Call, complementary to those found in downtown San Pedro.
Expand the cruise ship facilities and related parking to respond to increasing
existing and forecasted demands.
Create a permanent berth for Catalina Express and Island Express and relocate
the S.S. Lane Victory. (See page 7)
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PROPOSED PROJECT:
The following 17 project components are proposed for CEQA evaluation (see
illustration 7):
1. North Harbor Promenade: 30 - feet wide promenade along the edge of the new
North Harbor
\
2. Downtown Harbor Promenade: A two level (an upper and lower) promenade
3. Downtown Water Feature: A 12,000 square foot interactive water component.
4. John S. Gibson Park improved landscaping of the existing 1.61-acre park.
5. Town Square: The new 0.79-acre Town Square at 6th Street in front of the Ferry
Building and short-term surface parking.
6.7th Street Pier: A public city dock for short-term docking of visiting vessels.
7. Ports O'Call Promenade: Ports O'Call Promenade, a 30-foot wide boardwalk.
8. California Coastal Trail: Provide signage and linking open spaces and points of
interest.
9. Linkages and public access projects:
A pedestrian crossing at Harbor Boulevard and Swinford Street
A new pedestrian bridge at 13th Street at the bluff as a bridge to Ports O'Call
Village.
Pedestrian crossings and access to the waterfront at lst, 3rd, and 7th Streets.
Vehicular access to the wateriiont at 1st Street would also be studied.
Extension of the Red Car line. (Separate study).
10. Visitor-Serving Commercial Development
Within the Ports O'Call Village, approximately 40,000 square feet of existing
development is to be demolished. Expand commercial development up to 25 percent
of the existing square footage, for a net increase of 37,500 square feet. (Figure 8,
following page 10, illustrates the expansion plans for the Ports of Call Village).
1 1. Outer Harbor Cruise Terminal at Berths 45-50
A cruise ship berth in the Outer Harbor to replace the cruise ship berth displaced by
construction of the North Harbor water cut. A berth for a second cruise ship in the
Outer Harbor to accommodate a 1,250-foot length vessel. A new 2-story cruise ship
terminal, up to 200,000 square feet.
12. S.S. Lane Victory, Catalina Express and Island Express Terminal
Lane Victory is to be moved from Berth 95 to the proposed North Harbor. Catalina
Express Terminal and Island Express are to be relocated from Berth 96. A new above
ground fuel dock with 8,500 gallons capacity.

13. Transportation Improvements

The proposed project include:
Improvements to intersection at Sampson Way.
Sampson Way to extendas a two lanes in each direction to meet 22"d Street.
14. Parking Facilities
Proposed parking facilities are primarily for relocated and expanded cruise ship
operations and the Catalina Terminal. Many alternatives and options are proposed.
The existing surface parking area for (Berth 91-93) cruise ship terminal
operation to provide the 2,200 (required) spaces.
Parking for Catalina Terminal (1,000 spaces) provided near Vincent Thomas
Bridge.
Additional 300 parking spaces to be relocated as part of China Shipping
Terminal Expansion proposed as surface or structured parking on Caltrans site
(at Beacon and OYFarrellStreets)
For the outer Harbor area 1,600 spaces near Sampson Way, with 1,000 spaces
provided in a two-story parking structure is the preferred option.
Other options include construction of a 1,675 space parking structure (up to 3stories) near Bloch Field and Sampson Way.
Surface parking near the Outer Harbor cruise terminal provided in all
scenarios. Shuttle service from the offsite parlung areas to the new cruise
facilities would be provided.
15. Ralph J. Scott Historic Fireboat Display
19,000 square feet, 50 feet high structure to house the historic Fireboat south of Fire
Station No. 112.
16. Jankovich Tank Farm Lease Renewal (Berth 74)
The existing tank farm is to remain in place for another 20 years (lease expires 2007)
17. Red Car Museum and Maintenance Facility
Red Car Museum and Maintenance yard south of 7th Street. The museum 6,700
square feet, plus approximately 20,000-square-footservice yard.
PROJECT ALTERNATIVES:
The Draft EISIEIR will include a coequal analysis of the project alternatives.
Project Alternative No. 1. Relocation of cruise berth at Berths 87-90 to Outer Harbor
with reduced parking. Parking opt'ions include a parking structure at Knoll and Front
Streets with shuttle service to the Outer Harbor cruise terminal, or landscaped surface
parking at Sampson Way, Miner Street, and 22"d Street.
i-

This alternative has Sampson Way as two lanes in each direction and reduces Harbor
Boulevard to one lane in each direction, with the remaining right-of-way on Harbor

Boulevard to be used to create a pedestrian and bike path greenbelt.
Two additional options for the location of the proposed Red Car Museum and
maintenance facility are considered under this alternative, including locating the
facility in either Warehouse No. I or at Sampson Way near the??? WHAT
Project Alternative No. 2 - No ProjectNo Action. This alternative would not
implement any of the elements presented in the project description or Project
Alternative No. I. The existing conditions within the project area would remain the
same with no alterations.
OBSERVATION AND ISSU~S:
The seventeen projects differ in scope and detail. In most cases there are no
alternatives. The seventeen proiects can be grouped in the following seven
categories:
a) Public Improvements (promenade) along waterfront: #1 North Harbor
Promenade, # 2 Downtown Harbor Promenade, # 6 Seventh Street Pier, and # 7
Ports 0 Call Promenade.
b) Public Improvements (parks and plaza): # 3 Down Town Water Feature, # 4
Gibson Park Improvements and # 5 Town Square at Harbor and 61h Street.
c) Public Im~rovements (street linkages): Pedestrian Crossing at Harbor and
Swinford, Pedestrian Bridge at 13th Street, Pedestrian Crossing at lst, 3rd and 7lh
Streets and Vehicular access at 1'' Street (to be studied)
d) Development: #10 Visitor Serving Commercial at Ports 0 Call 40,000 square
feet, (25% increase), # 12 SS Lane Victory Relocation, #15 Historic Fire Boat
Building and # 17 Red Car Museum
e) Transportation related Improvements: #13 Sampson Way Street from 7th to 22"d
Street, Harbor Boulevard (landscape)
f ) Parking: # 14 Parking Facilities 2200 + 1600
g) Others: # 8 California Trail (no description) # 7 Vehicular Access to 1'' Street (to
be studied), Extension of Red Car # 1 1 Outer Cruise Terminal # 1 6 Jankavich
Tank Farm
I

I. Many of the proposed projects, in particular public improvements (a) and (c)
proposed redevelopment within the Ports of Call (d) and the proposed Downtown
Harbor Water Cut would enhance the physical image of part of the waterfront area.
However, in order to create a seamless interface with the San Pedro Downtown the
proposed projects need to be part of an overall framework consisting of the following:
(a) Land Use and Develovment Controls: The waterfront is at present designated for
industrial use. As noted above to attract people to the area the proposed public

improvements must be coupled with appropriate land use and development
proiects to "become the focal point".
(b) Parking and Traffic: Expansion of Sampson Way and other street improvement
proposals need to be part of a citywide traffic plan for the San Pedro Peninsula (to
include Gaffey Street, 22" Street, Capitol Drive and the Waterfront). And, the
streets and parking structures should be coordinated with a local mass-transit
circulation pattern.
(c) Development /Design Framework: The 17 proposed projects spread over a large
area, when completed would give the waterfront a "patchy" appearance. The
projects scope should include a base line improvement program to upgrade the
area, in particular parking lots and existing vacant land.
t

11. Parking: The proposed parking "is a combination of surface parking lots and
structures located throughout the project area." As noted above the proposed
alternative needs to be considered as part of an overall traffic circulation including
local transit system for the downtown and the waterfront area.
(a) The preferred alternative for Cruise Terminal parking should be a location north
of the Vincent Thomas Bridge and accompanying local mass transit serving the
Waterfront and downtown area.
(b) Building stand-alone muti-level parking structures east of Harbor Boulevard,
between Swinford and 22ndStreet should not be considered as an option. Parking
in this area should be surface only or as part of a multi-use project.
(c) CALTRANS park and ride lot (at Harbor and Beacon) should include an
alternative for a mixed-use development including housing.
111. Street Pattern: As proposed, the historic street connections between the waterfront
and San Pedro continue to be disconnected.

I

(a) The east west streets need to be restored, as recommended in this report.
(b) Streets improvements proposed for the waterfront need to be compatible with the
Los Angeles City Street grid and street classifications.
IV. Landscaping Maintenance
The project should include alternatives to ensure upgrade and long-term
maintenance for the vacant land and parking lots that are not earmarked for
development.

RECOMMENDED PROJECT SCOPE ALTERNATIVES:

1
I

For the NEPA project, include as a project alternative to the North Harbor Cut,
(1)
providing a water cut along Sampson Way by improving or enlarging Fish Harbor as an

alternative for increasing the vessel berthing capacity within the Harbor Channel.
Include the following as mitigation measures for the water cut alternative:
(d) Replace six acres of water cut as parkland on Port land.
(e) Increase natural habitat along the San Pedro Waterfront
(f) Create a forestation zone on the San Pedro Peninsula.
(2) To ensure synergy and seamless connection between the downtown San Pedro include
the following three projects as part of the preferred project scope
a) North Harbor Water Cut: Create a redevelopment parcel of land adjacent to the
water cut for activities and parkhg that will attract people to the waterfront. The
development parcel to include extension of lStStreet east along the proposed
promenade continue north along the promenade for an approximate distance of
300 - 500 feet and then connect with Santa Cruz or O'Farrell Street. The parcel
would include public parking.
/

b) Downtown Harbor Water cut: Create a similar new development parcel bounded
by Harbor Boulevard on the west and the proposed promenade on north, east and
south sides. Extend 5th and 3rd Street across Harbor Boulevard to the water's
edge.
c) 7"' Street Harbor Cut: Extend 7thStreet in easterly direction, as a boardwalk, to
the water edge and delineate a new development land parcel bounded by Harbor
Channel, 7thStreet, Harbor Boulevard and 8thStreet. The proposed water cut and
related improvements at this location must assume the primacy of the Los
Angeles Maritime Building and ensure continued structural integrity of this
historic structure. In addition proposed improvements should facilitate and
enhance the Maritime Museum operation.

(3) Parking. Include parking as part of street and trafic circulation plan including a local
mass transit component for needs of the waterfront and the downtown San Pedro area.
a) The preferred alternative for parking should be location(s) north or near the
Vincent Thomas Bridge accompanied by a local mass transit system sewing the
waterfront and downtown San Pedro.
b) Building stand-alone muti-level structured parking east of Harbor Boulevard,
between Swinford and 22ndStreet, should not be considered as an option. Parking
in this area should be surface only or as part of a multi-use project.
c) Caltrans parking (HarborBeacon) site should include an alternative for a mixeduse development including housing.

i

(4) Street Pattern: In addition to the proposed pedestrian crossings on Harbor (at
Swinford, lst, 3rd, 7th and 1 3 ' Streets):
~
d) Include extension of the historic streets connections between the waterfront and
San Pedro that remain disconnected.
e) Streets improvements proposed for the waterfront should be compatible with the
Los Angeles City Street grid and street classifications.
(b) Landscaping: Include upgrade of all existing vacant land and parking lots as
part of all project alternatives to ensure upgrade and long tern maintenance of
these properties and parking lots that are not earmarked for development.
REVISED 211512007; 2/26/2007
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Subject: PN 2005031271, Applicati~nFor a Corps Penhit, Notice df Intent'for a Draft EIS/EIR
and a Scoping Meeting

Dear Drs. MacNeil a d Appy:

Thank you for including the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) in the environmental
review for the San Pedro Waterfkont Project.
We have been in contact with Jan Green Rebstock, Port Project Manager, regarding potential impacts to
the State Highway System (SHS) bridges, specifically, the Vincent Thomas Bridge and its approach
bridges. The Port will be sharing the applicable engineering data with us, and we appreciate the
cooperation and assistance.

Our evaluation of the information received also indicates that this project will need a Caltrans
encroachment permit for the SHS State Route 47 (SR-47) Right of Way. We recommend that the
applicant submit six (6) complete sets of plans and two (2) sets of M a g e plans to our District 7
Permits Office at the earliest convenience. Please contact Zoe Yue, Chief, Office of Permits, at (213)
897-0498, or via E-mail: zoe vue@dotca.gov if you have questions about the permit process.
Additional information about encroachqent permits cap be accessed at:
http:llwww.dot.ca.gov/hql~ops/develops~/vermits/.
As a Responsible Agency, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act, we recommend that the
traffic study address the proposed project's potential significant adverse impacts to SR-47 and Interstate
1 10 (1-1 10) and their circulating network (access ramps, streets,crossroads and controlling
intersections). The study should include:
1. Traffic counts to include anticipated AM and PM peak-hour volumes;
2. Level of senrice (LOS)before and after project development;
3. Future conditions, which include both project and project plus cumulative traffic generated
up to the' completion year; and
4. Discussion of mitigation measures appropriate to alleviate anticipated traffc impacts,
including project share of mitigation measures cost.

U.S.
Corns ofE;n@gers, Los Angeles Di~t.14~4'
Bemlatoiy B d h and%e Los AngeleS Harbor Department
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Stow qat$a@moff is a sensitive issue for toshielkis and VedturaaGbwties.Pleiise seonbct Shbley
P& atte1e;phdne @la) 897-0428, or via E-mail:s h i r l e ~ . . ~ a k ~ o t . y zif
a ~you
g ~need
p idormati~n
Jout
aphlicable Wakionpl pollutant Disckge Efiinbtion Syst&n QWDE8) requimrna.fts.@ they @inslo,
the SBS 'Right of Way.
Mtly, the following web link, ta the Caltrws Transportation P e d t s Homepage, is provided for your
information should theproposed praject require transportation of heavy aomtruction equipment or
materials using oversized-tamsport vehicles on the SHS:

k~://m,dot.~~.~~ov~qItra~~pdu~mits/~h~.h~
If you have questions about our comments, please contact Cheryl J. Powell, htergovemmental Review
P r > o g rManagq,
~
via telephone at (213) 897-3747, or E-mail: Chew1 i ~owell.@dot~ca~~ov;
or you can
contact me via telephone at (916) 653-0808, or E-mail: b e e 1 miller@,dot.ca.~ov.
Sincerely,

* r ed
Bet&
ler
statewide Local Development-Intergovernmental Review Coordinator
Office of Community Planning
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H. Behrooj, Sr. Bridge Engineer, Div. of Maintenance & Investigations, SM&I HQ
C. powell IGR Program Manager, District 7
2. Yue, Chief, Office of Permits, District 7
S. Pak, Sr. Transportation Engineer,Stormwater Coordinator, District 7
Ji Oreen Rebstock, Project Manager, Port of Los Angeles
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Los Angeles Maritime Institute

Home of the Topsail Youth Program I
Berth 84, Foot of Sixth Street, San Pedro, CA 90731
310-833-6055 Fax 3 10-548-2055

Dr. Ralph Appy
Hand-delivered to Los Angeles Harbor Department
February 28, 2007
I
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Dear Dr. Appy,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the waterfront project.
L

We are eager to work in partnership as the project moves forward!
Please consider our enclosed comments (hard-copy of email sent
earlier today.)
We welcome your questions.
Best regards,

Nancy H. Richardson, Vice-President
for
Captain James Gladson, President
Los Angeles Maritime Institute
Berth 84, Foot of 6th St.
San Pedro, CA 90731
Office: 310-833-6055
Mobile: 310-429-3277
J
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San Pedro W a t d o n t Project-NOP -Public Comments 2/28/2007
Los An~elesMaritime Institute Topsail Youth Program
Berthing and Facilities Questions and Comments
Buildhg on the strength of our partnership with the Port, we are eager to be part of the
planning considerations as the San Pedro Waterf'ront Project goes forward! Our concerns
are looking ahead to the berthing of our three ships and facilities for classroom/meetings,
offices, and workshop-storage space. Our comments (in bold) are in relation to the points
quoted from the NOP Supplemental Information below.

To quote the NOP Supplemental Information:
1.I Project Overview, mentions that "For recreational activities, the Port provides 5,000 slips for
pleasure cr& sport fishing boats, and charter vessels. Community facilities include a waterfront
youth center, a boat launch ramp, and a public swimming beach. Educational facilities include
the Cabrillo Aquarium and the Maritime Museum." ..and LA Maritime Institute?

.

2.1 Purpose and Need
Bullet points mention "berthing for visiting tall ships and other vessels.. ."...POLA and LAMI
have built a wonderful reputation as a friendly port for visiting tall ships!
3.3 Proposed Project,
New Harbors and water Cuts
North Harbor: ..."and accommodates tugboats and larger visiting historic and naval
vessels" with the next Festival of Sail-LA with Tall Ships@coming in Aug. 2008!
Downtown Harbor: "to accommodate the Los Angeles Maritime Institute's TopSail
program vessels, Port vessels, and other visiting ships.. .Demolition of the existing
temporary facility for TopSail, surface parking, and landscaping would be a
requirement of the proposed new harbor dredging."
What considerations are being included in planning new berthing LA Maritime Institute's
sail training vessels Irving Johnson, ESry Johnson, and SwijY of Ipswkh as well as for
replacing classroomhvorkshop/officefacilities for the LAMI TopSail Youth Program?
With the LAM' tall ships shown berthed in the new uDowntown Harborn and our TopSail
facility and parking to be demolished, further plans should include facilities adjacent to
vessels, considering:
Safe and easy access for school groups to board (up to 60 studentslteachers) for day
sails and overnight voyages
Loading of gear, food and supplies for groups
Secure parking for school buses, vehicles for sailing groups-group leaders,
volunteers, crew, and service-repair people (including some overnight parking)
Secure storage of vessel equipment, supplies, small boatslkayaks
Safe access for public tours, tall ship visits, and Festival of Sail events
Close, convenient access to classrooms, offices and workshops
Vessel security
Dockside pump-out stations for holding tanks
Dockside fire hoses and hydrants
Shore power

Berthing for sail training vessels/tall sbips requires special consideration and further studv.
Each of the projected new harbor elements presents different circumstances, whether
LAMI vessels or visiting tall ships are in the new North Harbor, Downtown Harbor or by
the Ports 0' Call Promenade, along the main channel.
The SPWP diagrams and drawings of the Downtown Harbor show ships berthed alongside
the pier, perpendicular to the chanoe~curreotand/or inside a basin with limited
maneuvering space.
Unl@e the tugs and the fireboat, the LAM1 sailing ships are deep-keeled, single screw and
low-powered, with lofty spars and significant windage even without sails. As you know,
vessels with these characteristics, used with youth education programs, require floating
docks with heavy cleats like we have now.
I

At this time at Berth 78 with the dock parallel to the main channel, our captains are often
able to sail off and onto the dock, maneuvering with the current and a prevailing cross
wind. The Downtown Harbor presents different circumstances: maneuvering into the
prevailing widd and with cross-currents; other considerations include having to deal with
backing situations, different angles of approach, underwater effects from large
cruise/commercial ships and other boat traff~crestrictions.
Here are our LAM1 Vessel specs:
Square topsail schooner Swift of Zpswich ,built 1938, Ipswich, MA
(Berth 84, behind the LA Maritime Museum currently in restoration)
Sparred length: 90'
Length Water Line: 62'
Draft: 10'
Beam: 18'
Displacement: 65 LT
Rig Height: 74'
Hull: Wood
Power: Single-screw, Diesel
Twin Brigantines Irving Johnson and Eky Johnson, built 2002, San Pedro, CA
(Currently 'temporarily' at Berth 78)
Sparred length: 111'
Length Water Line: 72'6"
Draft: 11'
Beam: 21' 9"
Displacement: 130 LT
Rig Height: 87'8"
Hull: Wood
Power: Single-screw, 315HP Diesel

...

The following page details our needs for classroom, office, workshop facilities,
Thank you for your consideration! We look forward to working together on the plans!
Contact: Jim Gladson topsail@sbcglobal.net,
and/or Nany Richardson nrichardson@lamitopsail.org
LA Maritime Institute, Berth 84, Foot of 6& S t , San Pedro, CA 90731 phone: 310-833-6055

Los Angeles Maritime Institute Topsail Center Facility Needs
Topsail Yovth Center

Estimated Suuare ~ o o t a ~ e

Meeting rooms:
Total footage =
Classroom for 60 w/ bookshelves and media capabilities
Boardroom and small group meeting area for 15+
Offices :
Total footage =
President / Director
Executive Director
Program Administrator
ClerkReception/Phones
Volunteers and Crew Coordinator
Voiunteers and Crew Preparation Room
Captains and Mates / Instructional Ship's Business
Captains and Mates / Operational Ship's Business
Fund Development
Boatswain (maintenance coordinator)
Projects
Food areas:
Kitchen
Dining area

2000

Total footage =

Maintenance area:
Total footage =
Workshop with band saw, table saw, jointer, drill press, etc.
Tool room plus materials and'supplies
Maintenance work areas with space for:
Small boat construction and repair
Spar and rigging loft
Facilities:
Men's restroom with showers
Women's restroom with showers
Laundry room with washer and dryer

Total footage =

Storage moms:
Total footage =
Vessel shore-side storage, seasonal equipment etc.
Instructional materials and archives
Merchandise
Lockers for volunteers, interns and crew personal items
Active files and safe
Classroom closet
Custodial and water heater
Electrical and phone panels
Total building floor space and enclosed outdoor work yard =

7630

Parking: Typical use (Varies with season and day of week.)
70 spaces (includes staff,overnight crew, school groups-leaders, meetings, classes and volunteers)

Public Comments for the
San Pedro Waterfront Project
NOP/NOI
February 28,2007
From the Sierra Club
Harbor Vision Task Force
February 28,2007
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Los Angeles District
Regulatory Branch
c/o Dr. Joshua Burnham
915 Wilshire Boulevard
Los Angeles, California 90017-3401
Dr. Ralph G. Appy
Port of Los Angeles
425 S. Palos Verdes Street
San Pedro, Ca. 90731
Via email: ceqacomments@portla.org
RE: Comments to the San Pedro Waterfront Project NOI/NOP
Dear Sirs,
These comments provide additional background material and insights on viewpoints taken by
the Sierra Club - via the Harbor Vision Task Force which concerns itself with issues in and
near San Pedro Bay and along the goods movement corridors connected to San Pedro Bay.
They delineate with additional specificity actions we hope to see taken or considerations made
in completing the SPWP EIRIEIS.
The Sierra Club is very interested in seeing a successful waterfront project completed in the
San Pedro waterfront area. Success, of course, means different things to different parties for
this area.
It means one thing to an environmental group focusing on habitat, another to a chamber or
merchants group, another to a cruise terminal operator, another to an educator, another to a
family with children, another to a retiree, something different for a fisherman, something else to
a small boat owner and something still different to a kayaker or a windsurfer.
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With groups like chamber, resident and environmental groups - success also means different
things. For example, an environmental group focusing on traditional habitat restoration has
somewhat different objectives than one focusing on environmental concerns.
The process of building community is to synthesize a greater whole from these diverse
elements. It is clear in reading the initial responses from a number of other groups that the
current waterfront NOIINOP falls short of generating that synthesis - but it is our belief that it
is possible. It is not clear where the responsibility for encouraging the necessary synthesis lies
- but it is clear that some groups have been disappointed with not being able to work more
closely with the Harbor Department in providing their viewpoints before the waterfront NOIINOP
was released.

High hopes to go beyond the mediocre
The San Pedro community (residents and businesses), cruise terminal operators and
environmental groups have been looking for waterfront projects since before 2000.
Some of the elements sought in this plan - such as the removal of hazardous materials and
the restoration of some wetlands - go back to the early 1970s. The GATX fire and explosion in
1972 first spurred community and environmental interest in relocating hazard material and fuel
storage away from the waterfront area. The development of the Coastal Act in the 1970s also
led to the anticipation that some of the 4:1 mitigation for wetlands would be done at the base of
22nd Street. The initial success of Ports O'Call led many businesses to hope for modernization
of the facilities as it began to falter. Cruise operators have expressed their disappointment in the
waterfront since at least Riordan was mayor..
It took almost a dozen years (from 1972 to 1983) before the GATX facility was closed.
In the mean time, the crude oil tanker Sansinena exploded on a waterfront area in 1976 breaking and cracking windows through much of San Pedro. Per promises,
a Union Oil tank farm immediately below residences on Crescent Avenue was removed.
However, the Jankovic and Westway facilities have remained in place, despite long-term
promises that they would be relocated to possible locations like "Energy Island" the original
designation for Pier 400.
John Papadakis has been championing the development of a grand promenade and worldclass waterfront for half a dozen years. The California Coastal Trail was adopted by the state
of California while Antonio Villaraigosa was still in the state legislature and was designated a
National Millennium Trail while Clinton was still president. Organizations like Coastwalk, the
California Coastal Conservancy, the National Park Service and the Sierra Club have sought an
adequate completion of the Trail around San Pedro Bay almost since its inception.
These all represent high hopes and aspirations for the waterfront, in ways that will serve
national, state, regional and local interests. Completion of the California Coastal Trail with
appropriate adjacent venues is clearly of interest both to the State of California and the federal
government. The plans we make for this area, whether for habitat, recreation or commercial
development, can all help enhance this asset.

-
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The environmental and planning documents which will be used to develop the waterfront must
meet certain minimum standards as established by law and administrative practices.
However, ihs our hope that these documents and the plan itself will go well beyond the
minimum requirements and produce something which transcends mediocrity. That it will
blend various interests skillfully into a facility that more than lives up to its environmental
responsibilities but which champions goods stewardship and makes it an integral part of what
brings people to this area over and over again, so that they can enjoy California's coastline for
all the potential it has to offer.
It is to further this process that we have offered our comments.

Appropriateness of use for the tidelands area
Considering all the possible uses our waterfront and tidelands area may be put to, there is
clearly not enough of this land and water to go around. Even if uses that are not supported by
tidelands law are eliminated, there is still more call for this land than there is land available.
Moreover, tidelands law has changed over the years in response to various political pressures,
whether for better or worse is a matter of a point of view. Each of our ports is governed by a its
own tidelands trust agreement - and each of these agreements is subject to some latitude of
interpretation.
We can maximize th'e benefits of the tidelands area to the state, the region, the City of Los
Angels and the local community by upholding five criteria:
1.

Is a proposed use or project element something which can only be carried out in the
tidelands - to which the tidelands are essential or to which they play a very important
role?
\

2.

Does the area or element contribute to an adequate balance of appropriate tidelands use
when viewed from the perspective of the whole of San Pedro Bay?

3.

Are there any elements (such as offices or parking) which are needed to support an
appropriate use but which can be reasonably moved out of the tidelands or waterfront area
to a nearby location so as to free up more land for waterfront and tidelands-dependent
activities?

4.

Are there ways to overlay uses, such as combining habitat restoration with recreation or
education, to get multiple uses out of a single area?

5.

Does the collection of uses for an area comprise a whole that is complete and greater than
its individual parts?

A set of principles such as these (listed above) should be used for developing the San Pedro
Waterfront and incorporated into the environmental review process. They should guide
development of the area, the general sort of projects that will be undertaken and help select
specific projects from among competing alternatives.

,
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It is important to apply these criteria in terms of evaluating the environmental impact and
appropriateness of the entire project and its individual elements not just within the project area,
but as part of the San Pedro community and as part of San Pedro Bay.

Master planning
As part of a master planning process for San Pedro Bay and the adjacent communities, the
environmental reports for this project should demonstrate:
1.

How the project meshes with development plans for downtown, is supported by downtown
planning and how it supports it.

2.

How recreational use of waterfront land integrates with recreational use of waters in
Cabrillo Bay (Outer Harbor).

3.

How the waterfront plan integrates with the completion of the California Coastal Trail as it
approaches and winds around San Pedro Bay. This reasonably includes both waterfront
tracks as well as inland tracks for the trail.

4.

How the waterfront plan integrates with Wilmington's plans - and how it distinguishes
itself from them. How it secures itself as distinct from Long Beach's waterfront
development. (We don't need to duplicate the uses in Long Beach, since there are
appropriate uses not address in Long Beach and since Los Angeles has a different
municipal and neighborhood character than Long Beach) with its own set of priorities.

5.

How the waterfront plan fits in with "cool cities" planning by planting shade trees to reduce
urban heat and sequester carbon, by using environmentally-advanced construction
methods (like LEED), by providing for solar collection.

6.

How the waterfront plan fits into local and regional transit plans and how it takes measures
to reduce automobile trips generated to visit the waterfront, travel to Catalina or to take a
cruise.

7.

How the project is consistent with pollution reduction in this area of the Bay - how the
additional pollution which will be generated by new cruise ships will be more than offset by
reduction of pollution from existivg cruise ships. Since particulate pollution doesn't travel
very far, it is important that pollution reductions are created in the vicinity of where new
pollution will be brought in.

8.

How the development of the waterfront carries out its share of wetlands restoration - with
a San Pedro Bay wide objective of restoring 300 to 350 acres (roughly 10%) of original
wetlands in this area. It is understood that such restorations are difficult and that they are
not expected to produce lands or waters which were as productive as before they were
fully degraded.

,
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9.

Just what support services, such as parking and office space, can reasonably be moved
out of the waterfront and/or tidelands area and what nearby planning is needed to pick up
the relocation.

10.

How the waterfront plan will balance need for various categories of uses and what
strategies it will use to gain multiple uses out of each distinct area.

11.

How the project will impact the environment using a baseline before the Cruises Ship
Promenade was begun. Ultimately, these are all part of a logical larger project, to develop
San Pedro's waterfront from SR-47 to Cabrillo Beach.

12.

Specifically what sort of comprehensive development objectives are foreseen as the
reasonable limit to what proposed infrastructure will support or may be augmented to
support.

With respect to these points, it is inadequate for the EIS/EIR to leave future development to
"market forces" (as stated in the NOP/NOI). This is an open invitation to obfuscate the potential
impact of the work done today - by building for future capacity and by not considering that
capacity in the analysis done now.
Further, leaving so much about the planning process to future market forces means that we
cannot make an informed decision today about what is the best, viable option to minimize
environmental impacts over the long run. How do we know we need the roadway and parking
lots described in the current project? If we don't know, for what future capacity we are building?
How do we know we need the roadway and parking lots to be built in the places where
indicated? How can we evaluate the viability of remote, satellite or downtown parking if we don't
know if the car trips are for short-term or long-term use?

Project alternatives
Among the alternatives the EIS/EIR evaluates, there should be an alternative which seeks to
accomplish appropriate development which helps establish land-use balance in the whole of
San Pedro Bay by:
emphasizing a pedestrian-oriented and transit-oriented design and de-emphasizing the
use of automobiles, roadways and parking lots.
This approach should:
1.

Reduce car trips generated per visitor by improving local and regional transit links and
promoting transit ridership. Methods to apply to this are described later.

2.

Move all but the most essential parking from the waterfront. All long-term (most of a day or
longer) should be removed with few exceptions.

3.

Provide for downtown parking lots in the San Pedro area that are jointly run by the Port
and City.
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4.

Provide for freeway-adjacent parking lots that reduce auto traffic in the area.

5.

Provide for shuttle buses and pedestrian corridors that link parking to the waterfront area.

6.

Provide for simple concession stands near Cabrillo Beach in exchange for reducing
parking in that area as a means of reducing the need to drive to the location.

7.

Favor multi-story parking lots to reduce the footprint needed for parking in any location
parking lots are put up. Height limits should be observed so parking structures don't block
views or visually trap open space. For most of the waterfront, a two-story limit may be
optimal.

8.

Charge for all parking - charging higher rates based on convenience or waterfront
location.

9.

Provide for the highest-quality pedestrian walkways with ample summer-time shade
especially at afternoon hours. More on this below.

10.

Provide for multi-track use,' for urban walkers, joggers, skaters, bicyclists. Ensure that a
primary pedestrian and a primary bicycling route are continuous and uninterrupted.

11.

Provide for other amenities that make the area attractive to visitors who will come to get
out of their cars and walk, bike or skate.

12. Consistent hith protecting views and other environmental considerations, build tall
instead of wide, using multi-story buildings to reduce the structural footprint. This can help
increase density in a developed area and reduce walking distances to reach points of
interest.
The reduction of car-trips per visitor should be used in comparing this alternative with others.
This should be specifically evaluated with respect to traffic loading on:
1.

Local streets in the San Pedro & Wilmington area.

2.

Interstate freeways and other roads (such as SR-47 and the 110 Freeway) which are used
as part of regional auto-travel to reach the destination.

These measurements should include start-of-trip modeling based on zip code surveys of
waterfront users, at the Beach, hotel, 22nd Street Landing area, Ports O'Call, museums and
aquaria, cruise terminals and for special events. The survey should capture use variations
based on day of week and time of year - paying particular attention to regional use patterns
that may change on hot days when people may travel longer distances to get to the waterfront.

Benefits of pedestrian-oriented design

Byadopting these approaches, a pedestrian-oriented alternative can:
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1.

Make more land available for habitat restoration, recreational or commercial use in ways that
are most consistent with waterfront and tidelands purposes.

2.

Help reduce traffic and noise impacts on neighborhoods.

3.

R'educe global warming directly by reducing car trips.

4.

Reduce global warming indirectly by encouraging the development of walkable urban areas.

5.

Improve the service of the Harbor Freeway and other regional highways into the area by
consolidating demand in higher occupancy vehicles.

The plan should examine potential strategies that could be used to improve the successfulness of
a pedestrian- and transit-oriented design. These sort of strategies are as important to this type of
design as are highway planning to a auto-centric design. These could include:
1.

Providing for validations or vouchers for public transit use instead of for parking. Possibly
supporting a weekend pass or weekend family pass system for transit users.

2.

Specifying a destination-based marking approach which is tied to arrival by public transit.
"Come, have a car-free day."

3.

Ensuring that public transit service is adequate, reliable (with prompt replacement of failed
buses) and runs for an adequate number of hours.

4.

Ensuring that public transit information is easy to obtain, and that there is coordinated
information on using public transit by different transit authorities to reach this common
destination.

5.

Making sure that primary walking routes have good locations and are attractive. Walking
routes should be setback from roadways and separated from bicycle routes as much as
possible.

6.

Making sure that waking routes are shaded by trees and nicely landscaped and have adequate amenities: benches for rest stops, clean and safe bathrooms, drinking fountains,
shaded picnic areas, easy & protected crossings across streets.

7.

Keeping noisy, unsightly or otherwise unpleasant facilities, buildings or features away from
walking courses.

8.

Providing for walking courses with different character and features: hard-pack surfaces for
joggers or hikers; smooth, paved surfaces for urban walkers; separate surfaces for faster,
safer bicycle travel; special areas for skaters or skateboarders.

9.

Visual design elements, such as approaches and entrances to aggregate destinations
like Ports O'Call should be designed to be visually attractive to pedestrians - suggesting
pedestrian (or bicycle) routes as the primary access method for which the destinations are
designed.
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Consistent with a pedestrian and transit-oriented design, there should be adequate police
enforcement with officers on foot or on bicycle rather than only in patrol cars.

Development Density
The Sierra Club broadly supports development of as much public open space along the
waterfront and tidelands areas, with an eye to maximizing unfettered public access to the
coastline and providing habitat and recreational areas.
The objective of establishing open space that support habitat and recreation in this area is that
it:
1.

Helps establish balance for the whole of San Pedro Bay which has thousands of acres
of industrial use with very little area set aside for recreation and even less set aside to
restore a reasonable percentage of historic wetlands areas.

2.

Helps serve regional recreational needs in an area that is short of regional-serving
facilities in a location that is rich in recreational opportunities that cannot be provided so
readily elsewhere.

3.

Helps restore some of California's natural heritage and tidelands legacy that has been lost
through industrial sprawl and urban incursion and provides some geographic diversity by
doing so in an location where wetlands almost been entirely destroyed.

4.

Can help beautify the area and provide points of interest to area visitors.

5.

Can service as a complementary development for the nearby downtown area and
residential neighborhoods by providing for the sort of open space that cannot be provided
away from the tidelands.

That said, from the perspective of the whole of San Pedro Bay, it makes sense that some of the
lands and waters around San Pedro Bay are used for appropriate dining, cultural, public and
retail activities and venues which are either dependent on the waterfront or can make full use of
a waterfront setting in a way that enhances both the venue and the waterfront.
It makes sense for such development to be located near existing downtown areas - because
this decreases transit burdens, promotes walking and can enhance the synergistic relationship
with the existing downtown by helping to create a larger single destination. Likewise, it makes
sense for lower density habitat and recreational opportunities to be located further away from
the downtowns and closer to the open ocean.
Though the current arrangement of the San Pedro waterfront is not perfect in this regard, it does
come closer to this sort of arrangement than not. Ports O'Call, which is the largest commercial
draw, is located reasonably close to downtown. Improved pedestrian corridors could make this
distance seem a lot shorter. Cabrillo Beach, the marina, and Cabrillo Bay (Outer Harbor) are
located further from the downtown area. The existing cruise facilities could hardly be closer to
both existing bus and automobile transit corridors.
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The development we carry out in our waterfront area should play up to this arrangement and
improve it to the extent it can.
The Chamber of Commerce has proposed that an additional 1,000,000 square foot of
development is done in the waterfront area. For the Sierra Club, it is not so much the number of
square feet that are developed that is important but the way new structures are developed and
the appropriateness of the development and use for a waterfront and tidelands location. Without
knowing more about the way the development will be conducted, we cannot surmise where
1,000,000 square feet is excessive or within reason.
For example, offices as an entirely inappropriate use for the waterfront area, no matter how
desirable the businesses in them may be. Until phones, computers and fax machines need
saltwater to operate, offices should be built in the existing downtown area, away from the
tidelands and larger waterfront area. Even significant office space used to support waterfront
venues should itself be moved out of the waterfront area if possible.
A marine educational facility is inappropriate in the tidelands area if all it is doing is putting up
conventional classrooms. However, if it is builds labs that neqd saltwater access, establishes
research aquaria and habitat such as mud flats, needs access to boat launch facilities, diving
facilities, etc., much of the facility will benefit from a waterfront or tidelands location.
Likewise, a restaurant that consists of four mostly windowless outside walls that doesnlt have a
building architecture that takes intimate design advantage of its location is entirely inappropriate
for the area.
Again, consistent with view and environmental considerations, the total footprint of the
waterfront development can be reduced by building more stories rather than sprawling out
,
- with typically no more than two stories on the waterfront.
It is the ability of the design to fit on a concise footprint and to work efficiently without additional
sprawling roadways and parking lots that will determine how much is appropriate to build. This
will depend on the effectiveness of a pedestrian and transited oriented design: Such a design
will leave more than adequate space for recreation and habitat.
How much of planned capacity is ultimately built may depend on market forces - but
regardless of whether all of the capacity is built or only part of it - the initial planning must be
for all the capacity that the infrastructure may potentially support. Further, we should not put
up infrastructure for development that is not likely to be built, since unneeded and excessive
infrastructure does not comprise the least environmental impact needed to fulfill the project that
is built.
Moreover, if the waterfront projects that are built over time prove to have more impact than
expected - construction should stop when the levels of impacts indicated in the EISIEIR are
reached, even if additional construction was in principle supported by the plan.
We cannot just wave our hands for the size and scope of this project by submitting to "future
market forces." We need to establish where we want to go, make the plan to get there, evaluate
its impact, and then get about the business of getting there.
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Sampson & Harbor
Widening of Sampson Way instead of Harbor doesn't remove our concerns about separating the
waterfront from the community. A mostly unused four-lane highway may not have much impact,
but a heavily used four-lane route with traffic lights and crossings timed and designed to favor
cars rather than pedestrians can have a strong negative impact. A pattern of missing crosswalks
(with restricted pedestrian crossing) along Harbor Boulevard, from Swimford to Sixth Street
present concerns with respect to how development will be done - and the impact any roadway
widening project may have on separating the community from its waterfront. These concerns
are compounded by the lackadaisical attitude port engineering seems to have to correct a
missing crosswalk at Swimford & Harbor.
We remain concerned about the potential, undisclosed future development that the widening
of Sarr~psonway may support, and concerns have been raised with respect to the way this
widening may support older high-density development plans when they are overlaid with the
Sampson footprint.

Climate change
The environmental review must consider the impact of the project on climate-change emissions,
heat islands and energy use. Almost everyday, there is new scientific evidence as to the
depth and dangers posed by anthopogenic, global climate change. 'The State of California is
undertaking new initiatives to address global warming. Many of the State's cities have adopted
"cool city" campaigns to reduce global warming.
Given the increasing concern and emphasis on climate change, this environmental review
should go above and beyond any regulatory requirements and seek ways to minimize its impact
on climate change.
Impacts to be studied should include vehicle access to the area - based on average number of
miles driven per visitor to the site. It should include energy use of buildings (primarily for heating
and cooling) and heat islands created by structures or pavement.
Mitigating measures include the use of shade trees to reduce heat islands and the need for air
conditioning (and to sequester carbon emissions). It should include the use of public transit over
cars for access to the area, and pedestrian-oriented rather than auto-centric designs. It should
include the use of light-colored roofs to reduce heat absorptions or the use of solar collection,
building insulation, or other criteria found in LEED certification.

Carbrillo bay or the outer harbor
Cabrillo Bay (aka the Outer Harbor) should be kept free and open for recreational use only. This
area should not be impacted significantly by large-scale commercial or industrial development.
This is the last open water in San Pedro Bay that can support swimmers, kayakers, windsurfers,
boaters and other similar recreational activities.
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We are concerned about the placement of a cruise terminal in Cabrillo Bay or too near it. The
security zone which are currently required around cruise ships (or which may reasonably
be required in the future) would severely restrict access to and use of the Bay. This type
of restriction is inconsistent with its recreational use and potential visitor draw that such
recreational use could create.
Any cruise terminal development should be sufficiently far from Cabrillo Bay to ensure that (1)
there are no security concerns that restrict access to the Bay when cruise ships are calling, (2)
are sufficiently far from the Bay so that the size of cruise ships doesn't dominate the views from
around the Bay or within it and (3) so that reasonable sound levels on the ships don't intrude on
recreational experience in using the Bay.
,

It seems more prudent in terms of optimal use of the tidelands area, to keep the cruise terminals
near each other and nearest the Harbor Freeway and Vincent 'Thomas Bridge. Such an
alternative would not require anywhere near as much transit support as would building a cruise
terminal toward Kaiser Point. This could be one of the strategies used in reducing car access to
the area.

Cabrillo Beach
We are interested in seeing a master-planning process for Cabrillo Beach move forward and
to be well-integrated with the waterfront plan. These plans may include a modest expansion
of Salenas de San Pedro, extension of the Red Car to the beach as a tourist facility, additional
public transit support for access to the beach, relocaiton of the boat launch, a dramatic reduction
of parking at the beach (supported by better transit ir shuttle access), possible provision of a
concession stand for beach necessities and food, more shaded picnic grounds. These changes
are sufficient to call for a new master plan for the beach before any construction is carried out
there that may impact or alter the prospects for sound planning after-the-fact.

Cruise ships as good neighbors
There have been some problems in the past with the volume of announcements or music
from cruise ships. There have also been some problems with the use of the ships horns for
entertainment rather than navigational purposes. All cruise ships must operate so that they
cannot be heard indoors in nearby residences. Absolute sound limits should be placed on
the ships to ensure this (except, of course, for horn bursts needed strictly for navigational
purposes).
The total amount of all pollution generated by cruise ships should not be permitted to increase
with the introduction of new ships. If new ships are not zero-pollution vehicles, it means that
there must at least be corresponding reductions in the pollution generated by existing cruise
ships before additional cruise ships are permitted to call on the port.
This is especially true for air pollution. The air quality in San Pedro Bay is far out of attainment
and is among the most toxic air in the nation. There should be no finding of overriding
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considerations to support cruise ship operations. These ships do not provide an essential
passenger service that cannot be met by less environmentally damaging means. Rather, they
provide a recreational or luxury service that is less than vital to its importance to the region
- especially compared to the importance of public health.
The expansion of cruise operations should require that all ships use AMP (Alternative Marine
Power) and switch to low-sulfur marine fuels (2000 ppm sulfur or less). Over time, cruise ships
will need to phase in still cleaner fuels, if they are to be part of air quality attainment.
As a condition of calling on the Port of Los Angeles (or Long Beach), cruise operations should
consent to monitoring of their operations in port and at sea to ensure all waste products are
disposed in accordance with environmental regulations and laws.

H'azardous materials

i

All hazardous materials must be removed from the San Pedro waterfront area as soon as
possible.
In particular, the lease for Jankovic should not be extended for another long-term period.
Extension of the lease on a year-by-year basis for a period not exceeding three years may be
acceptable as part of a relocation strategy to move the facility to another location on Terminal
Island and away from the waterfront area.

I

Similarly, the Westway facility should be closed as soon as possible.
Both of these sites should be fully decontaminated immediately upon closure.

Left, GATX explosion and fire (1972) which injured 50
LAFD firefighters (photo Xaiver Hermasillo, News Pilot).
Above, Sansina explosion (1 976). Photos from web
sources.

Page 13

Sierra Club HVTF Comments on San Pedro Waterfront Projects Feb 28, 2007

The removal of these facilities will complete promises made by the port to remove such facilities
from this area that were first made with the GATX and Sansinena explosions and fires in 1972
and 1976. THe GATX fire injured more than 50 firefighters and was the most injurious in Los
Angeles Fire Department history.
Besides presenting a public hazard, the existence of these sort of facilities in this area will take
away from creating a visitor draw which will diminish success of the project.

GATX site cleanup
.The Harbor Department seems to hope that it will never need to spend the $250 million or so
needed to clean up the former GATX site properly. Eventually, the hazardous material plume
generated by this site will reach the waters in San Pedro Bay. The longer we wait, the larger the
area of contaminated land becomes.
Any significant redevelopment of the San Pedro waterfront area needs to clean up this area. We
cannot be oblivious to our obligation to clean up this site. 'The clean up needs to be sufficient to
remove access restictions and security requirements, to enable public access to the site and to
be sufficient to permit the possible restoration of wetlands or waterways on or near the site.
At the minimum, all plans for areas near the former GATX site or which may be exposed to
any toxic plumes from the site should consider and include DTSC's reviews of the site and
reasonable projection of any expansion of toxic materials located in the site.

The fomer GATX site should be remediated as fully as possible as part of unertaking any major waterfront
project.
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Knoll Hill

\

Any development around or near Knoll Hlll should not take one square foot of the hill or its base
for development - and should leave an adequate, if small, perimeter around the hill to permit it
a natural and open setting rather than one of being confined or trapped.
1

Habitat restoration
Hoped for plans for some wetlands restoration at the base of 22nd Street and the expansion of
wetlands at Cabrillo are not included in this plan. We hope that a pedestrian and transit-oriented
plan can demonstrate how wise design can help keep land for this sort of restoration available.

,Small business
The large industrial port in San Pedro Bay provides for a relatively small number of jobs per
acre. It also mostly provides location-based facilities for large, multi-national companies.
As a matter of balance, commercial development in the waterfront area should favor smaller,
locally-run businesses. Locally-run business recirculate more of the retail dollars spent in them
in the local area than nationally-run or chain businesses do (generally, from three to four times
as much).
As part of the Sierra Club's Livable Cities programs, we are exploring the importance of smaller,
locally-run businesses in helping revitalize aged downtown areas and to promote stability and
urban infill development rather than sprawl.
The number of square feet in a unit can be a determining factor whether a unit is large enough
for a national chain or small enough for a local business person. In the waterfront area, where
acreage is limited, smaller business sizes also permit a greater diversity than larger sizes do
- which can lead to a more diverse experience to visitors.

Sincerely,
Tom Politeo
Co-chair
Sierra Club Harbor Vision Task Force
P.O. Box 1256
San Pedro, CA 90733-1256
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FIVE-YEAR REVIEW COMPLETION

GATX ANNEX TERMINAL, SAN PEDRO SITE
208 22" Street, San Pedro, Caliiornla
The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) announces completion ol a Flve-Year Revlew for
the GATX Annex Terminal,San Pedro sile (Site). The 5.2-acre site. located in the Port of Los Anaeles, is
notlheast of the intersectionof Miner Street and 22" Str6et. The Site is currently a vacant field. e-mlbsed
by wire fencing lo prevent public access. The Five-Year Review that has been conducted is an
environmentalevaluation of the cleanup remedy lo ensure it continues lo work elfectively and protect
people and the environment. This is the second Five-Year Review that has been conducted for this Site.
The first Five-Year Review was completed In 2000.
The S#e formerly operated as a facility, frbm 1968 to 1983. whtch stored bulk liquidchemicals (e.g.,
solvents, plasticizers, adhesives, etc.) in aboveground slorage lanks and transferredchemicals to railroad
tank cars. In 1972, a fire destroyed 17 of 59 On-sitestorage tanks. After decommissioning activities d
the facility began in 1983, investigations revealedchemicals present in soil and groundwater included
w'ouS volatile and semi-volatile oraanic compounds. To addross the conkmination. a cleanuu remedv
was selected, presented for public iommenl, &d approved ~nApril 1991. The appro& cleanup em&
utillzedthermal treatment of on-site soils. a soil cover placed above h e treated soils. land use
reslrijions, sile security. and conlinued groundwater monitoring. DTSC certified completh of all
approved cleanup actions In 2002. Groundwater monitoring, conducted since 1993. Is currently
scheduled to be conducted annually.
This s b d Five-Year Review evaluated the effectivenessof the cleanup remedy, which included: 1)
thermal treatment of on-site soils; 2) soil cover above the treated soils; 3) land use restriction: 4) slte
security; 5) and continued groundwater monitwlng. The effectiveness ol the remedy was evaluated
through a review d historical documents and dab, interviewswith mulllple partles, and a site Inspection.
Based on findings of this Five-Year Review, the remedy Implementedat the Site conllnws lo be effective
In pmte@ng public health and the environment. Groundwater mon~tor~ng
shows that concentrations of
chemicals of concern are at acceptable levels. Institutionalcontrols In place at the Site are effective. No
new pathways, contaminant sources. ofhuman 6r environmental receptors have been Identifledsince
inception Of the remedy. The next Five-Year Review scheduled lor the S~teis to be conducted in 2009.
The F'ue-Year Review Report is available for public revlew at the Los Angeles Public Library. San Pedro
RegionalBranch, located at 931 Sou* GaffeyStreet. San Pedro, Calllomia. Ifyou have any queetlons or
comments. you may contact Ms. ChrisUne Chlu. M S C Project Manager, at (714) 484-5470, or Ms.
Stacey Lear,'DTSC Public Participation Specialist'et (714) 484-5354. For more inlonation about DTSC,
please vlsit our website, www.dtsc.ca.aov.
NOTICE TO HEARING IMPAIRED INDIVIDUALS: TDD usen can use the Califomla Relay Service (1.
888-877-5378)to reach Ms. Sti3ceY Lear. DTSC's Public PivticipatlQnSpecialisl.

DTSC public notice placed on former GATX site for occasion of recent Five-Year Review.

