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Los Angeles Harbor Department Draft Initial Study/Negative Declaration

DRAFT INITIAL STUDY/NEGATIVE DECLARATION

PURSUANT TO THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT
(DIVISION 13, PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE)

Proposed Project

The Los Angeles Harbor Department (LAHD) has prepared this Initial Study/Negative Declaration
(IS/ND) to address the environmental effects of the proposed Star-Kist Cannery Facility Project
(proposed Project). The proposed Project involves demolition of the former Star-Kist cannery facilities on
an approximately 16.5-acre site on Terminal Island within the Port of Los Angeles (Port). The future
proposed use for this site is undetermined at this time. The demolition area would be covered with
crushed miscellaneous base until such time when the area is ready for development. The LAHD has
attempted to reuse this space through the Request for Proposal process, and no viable options have been
found. Demolition has been deemed necessary in order to create a parcel of land that is more marketable
for future development, to reuse and capitalize the site more efficiently, and to remove safety hazards
posed from leaving the cannery buildings erect and vacant.

Determination

Based on the analysis provided in this Draft IS/ND, the LAHD finds that the proposed Project would not
have a significant effect on the environment.

Draft IS/ND Organization

This Draft IS/ND has been prepared in accordance with the requirements of the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) (Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq.) and the CEQA Guidelines
(California Code of Regulations Section 15000 et seq. It includes the following sections:

Section 1.0, Introduction. This section provides an overview of the proposed Project and the CEQA
environmental documentation process.

Section 2.0, Project Description. This section provides a detailed description of the proposed Project’s
objectives and components.

Section 3.0, Initial Study Checklist. This section presents the CEQA checklist for all impact areas as
well as mandatory findings of significance.

Section 4.0, Impacts and Mitigation Measures. This section presents the environmental analysis for
each issue area identified in the checklist. If the proposed Project does not have the potential to have a
significant impact on a given resource area, then the relevant section provides a brief discussion of the
reasons why no impacts are expected. If the proposed Project could have a potentially significant impact
on a resource, then the discussion provides a description of the potential impacts and the mitigation
measures and/or permit requirements to reduce those impacts to a less-than-significant level. This
document is an IS/ND because the proposed project will not have a significant effect on the environment.
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Section 5.0, Proposed Finding. This section presents the proposed finding regarding environmental
impacts.

Section 6.0, Preparers and Contributors. This section provides a list of the key personnel who were
involved in preparation of the IS/ND.

Section 7.0, Acronyms and Abbreviations. The section provides a list of the acronyms and
abbreviations used throughout the IS/ND.

Section 8.0, References. This section provides a list of the reference materials used during preparation of
the IS/ND.

Star-Kist Cannery Facility Project Page 2
Draft Initial Study/Negative Declaration December 2019



Los Angeles Harbor Department Introduction

1.0 INTRODUCTION

The Los Angeles Harbor Department (LAHD) has prepared this Initial Study/Negative Declaration
(IS/ND) to address the environmental effects of the proposed Star-Kist Cannery Facility Project
(proposed Project). The proposed Project would occur on a 16.5-acre site that was home to the former
Star-Kist facilities on Terminal Island. The LAHD is the lead agency under the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA).

The primary objectives of the proposed Project are to create a parcel of land that is more marketable for
future development, to reuse and capitalize the site more efficiently, and to remove safety hazards. The
site for the proposed Project has undergone multiple requests for proposals but has had no success in
finding a viable future use. There are no reasonably foreseeable plans or proposals under which the
LAHD would undertake or issue a lease, permit, license, or other type of entitlement. In addition, the
buildings are challenging to secure and have been subjected to multiple incidents of vandalism and
breaking-and-entering. Once a proposed use for the site has been determined, future development will be
subject to the LAHD’s entitlement requirements and may require additional environmental review
pursuant to CEQA.

1.1 CEQA PROCESS

This document was prepared in accordance with CEQA (Public Resources Code [PRC] Section 21000 et
seg.) and the CEQA Guidelines (14 California Code of Regulations [CCR] 15000 et seq.). One of the
main objectives of CEQA is to disclose the potential environmental effects of proposed activities to the
public and decision-makers. CEQA requires the potential environmental effects of a project to be
evaluated prior to implementation. This IS/ND includes a discussion of the proposed Project’s effects on
the existing environment, including the identification of avoidance and minimization measures. This
document is an IS/ND because the proposed project will not have a significant effect on the environment.

Under CEQA, the lead agency is the public agency with primary responsibility for approval of a project.
Pursuant to Section 15367 of the CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR 15000 et seq.), The LAHD is the lead
agency for the proposed Project. The LAHD prepared this environmental document to comply with
CEQA. LAHD will consider the information in this document when determining whether to approve the
proposed Project.

Preparation of an Initial Study is guided by Section 15063 of the CEQA Guidelines, while
Sections 15070-15075 of the CEQA Guidelines direct the process for preparation of a Negative
Declaration or a Mitigated Negative Declaration (14 CCR 15000, et seq.). Where appropriate and
supportive, references will be made to CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines, or appropriate case law.

This IS/ND meets CEQA content requirements by including a project description, a description of the
environmental setting and potential environmental impacts, a discussion of consistency with plans and
policies, and the names of the document preparers.
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In accordance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines, this IS/ND will be circulated for public review and
comment for a period of 30 days. The public review period for this IS/ND is scheduled to begin
December 12, 2019, and conclude January 13, 2020. In addition, the IS/ND will be distributed to
interested or involved public agencies, organizations, and private individuals and made available for
general public review at the following locations:

e LAHD, Environmental Management Division, 222 West Sixth Street, San Pedro, California 90731
e Los Angeles City Library, San Pedro Branch, 931 South Gaffey Street, San Pedro, California 90731
e Los Angeles City Library, Wilmington Branch, 1300 North Avalon, Wilmington, California 90744

The document is also available online at https://www.portoflosangeles.org/environment/environmental-
documents.

Approximately 130 notices were sent to community residents, stakeholders, and local agencies.

During the 30-day public review period, the public and interested agencies and organizations have an
opportunity to provide written comments on the information contained within this IS/ND. The public
comments on the IS/ND, as well as the responses to those comments, will be included in the record and
considered by the LAHD during its deliberation as to whether the necessary approvals should be granted
for the proposed Project. A project will be approved only when the LAHD finds that there is no
substantial evidence that a project will have a significant effect on the environment and that the Negative
Declaration reflects the lead agency’s independent judgment and analysis (14 CCR 15070).

In reviewing the IS/ND, affected public agencies and interested members of the public should focus on
the sufficiency of the document with respect to identifying and analyzing potential impacts on the
environment and the ways in which the potential significant effects of a project are proposed to be
avoided or mitigated. Comments on the 1S/ND should be submitted in writing prior to the end of the 30-
day public review period and postmarked by January 6, 2020.

Please submit written comments to:

Chris Cannon, Director

Los Angeles Harbor Department
Environmental Management Division
425 South Palos Verdes Street

San Pedro, California 90731

Written comments may also be sent by email to ceqgacomments@portla.org. Comments sent by email
should include the Project title in the subject line.

For additional information, please contact the LAHD, Environmental Management Division, at
310.732.3675.
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1.2 DOCUMENT FORMAT
This IS/ND contains the following eight sections:

Section 1.0, Introduction. This section provides an overview of the proposed Project and the CEQA
environmental documentation process.

Section 2.0, Project Description. This section provides a detailed description of the proposed Project’s
objectives and components.

Section 3.0, Initial Study Checklist. This section presents the CEQA checklist for all impact areas and
mandatory findings of significance.

Section 4.0, Impacts and Mitigation Measures. This section presents the environmental analysis for
each issue area identified in the checklist. If the proposed Project does not have the potential to have a
significant impact on a given issue area, then the relevant section provides a brief discussion of the
reasons why no impacts are expected. If the proposed Project could have a potentially significant impact
on a resource, then the discussion provides a description of potential impacts and the mitigation measures
and/or permit requirements to reduce those impacts to a less-than-significant level.

Section 5.0, Proposed Finding. This section presents the proposed finding regarding environmental
impacts.

Section 6.0, Preparers and Contributors. This section provides a list of the key personnel who were
involved in preparation of the IS/ND.

Section 7.0, Acronyms and Abbreviations. This section provides a list of the acronyms and
abbreviations used throughout the IS/ND.

Section 8.0, References. This section provides a list of the reference materials used during preparation of
the IS/ND.

The environmental analysis included in Section 4.0, Impacts and Mitigation Measures, is consistent with
the CEQA Initial Study format presented in Section 3.0, Initial Study Checklist. Impacts are separated
into the following categories:

Potentially Significant Impact. This category is applicable only if there is substantial evidence that an
effect may be significant and no feasible mitigation measures can be identified to reduce impacts to a
less-than-significant level. Given that this is an IS/ND, no impacts were identified that fall into this
category.

Less-than-Significant Impact after Mitigation Incorporated. This category applies where the
incorporation of mitigation measures would reduce an effect from a “potentially significant impact” to a
“less-than-significant impact.” The lead agency must describe the mitigation measures and briefly explain
how they would reduce the effect to a less-than-significant level (mitigation measures from earlier
analyses may be cross referenced).

Star-Kist Cannery Facility Project Page 1-3
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Less-than-Significant Impact. This category is identified when a proposed project results in impacts that
are below the threshold of significance and no mitigation measures are required.

No Impact. This category applies when a proposed project would not create an impact with respect to a
specific environmental issue area. “No impact” answers do not require a detailed explanation if they are
adequately supported by information sources cited by the lead agency that show that the impact does not
apply to a specific project (e.g., a project that falls outside a fault rupture zone). A “no impact” answer
should be explained where it is based on project-specific factors and general standards (e.g., a project that
would not expose sensitive receptors to pollutants, based on a project-specific screening analysis).
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2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

This IS/ND is being prepared to evaluate the potential environmental impacts that may result from the
proposed Project, which involves demolition of the former Star-Kist cannery facilities on an
approximately 16.5-acre site on Terminal Island at the Port of Los Angeles (Port). The future proposed
use of this site is undetermined at this time. The demolition area would be covered with crushed
miscellaneous base until such time when the area is ready for development. The LAHD has attempted to
reuse this space through the Request for Proposal process, and no viable options have been found.
Demolition has been deemed necessary in order to create a parcel of land that is more marketable for
future development, to reuse and capitalize the site more efficiently, and to remove safety hazards posed
from leaving the cannery buildings erect and vacant.

This section describes the location for the proposed Project and discusses the Project’s background and
objectives. This document has been prepared in accordance with CEQA (PRC Section 21000 et seq.) and
the CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR 15000 et seq.).

21 PROJECT LOCATION
2.1.1 Regional Setting

The proposed Project would be located at the Port, on San Pedro Bay, 20 miles south of downtown
Los Angeles (Figure 2-1 and Figure 2-2). The Port encompasses 7,500 acres, including 43 miles of
waterfront. It has approximately 270 commercial berths and 27 terminals, including leased facilities to
handle containers, automobiles, dry bulk, breakbulk and liquid bulk products, and cruise ships, as well as
extensive transportation infrastructure for intermodal cargo movement by truck and rail. The Port also
accommodates boat repair yards and provides slips for 3,800 recreational vessels, 78 commercial fishing
boats, 35 miscellaneous types of small-service craft, and 15 charter vessels for sport fishing and harbor
cruises. The Port also accommodates water-dependent recreational, visitor-serving, community, and
educational facilities, such as a public beach, the Cabrillo Beach Youth Waterfront Sports Center,
Cabrillo Marine Aquarium, Los Angeles Maritime Museum, 22" Street Park, and Wilmington Waterfront
Park.

The LAHD, a proprietary department of the City, is charged with operation, maintenance, and
management of the Port. As landlord, the LAHD leases properties to more than 300 tenants, including
private terminal, tug, marine cargo, and cruise industry operators. The LAHD administers the Port under
California Constitution Article X, California PRC Section 6306 (“Tidelands Trust Statute), and grants to
the City from the California legislature. The LAHD is chartered to develop and operate the Port in a
manner that benefits maritime uses, including the support and access facilities needed to accommodate
the demands of import and export waterborne commerce.

Star-Kist Cannery Facility Project Page 2-1
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Proposed Project
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Figure 2-2. Vicinity Map
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2.1.2 Project Setting

The site for the proposed Project is at 1040, 1050, and 1054 Ways Street and 936-950 Barracuda Street.
The site is bounded by Bass Street to the north, Earle Street to the east, Marina Street to the south, and
Ways Street to the west. Access to the Project site is provided from State Route (SR) 47, the Harbor
Freeway (Interstate [1] 110), the Long Beach Freeway (I-710), and the San Diego Freeway (I-405). Figure
2-3 shows the location of the Project site.

From 1952 to 1984, the site for the proposed Project was used as a cannery facility for Star-Kist tuna
operations, with the buildings constructed between 1947 and 1979. Four of the seven main buildings from
the cannery operation have been demolished. None of the remaining buildings are eligible for the
National Register of Historic Places or the California Register of Historical Resources or as a
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument (ICF 2018).

The site for the proposed Project totals approximately 16.5 acres and includes two main buildings: Plant No.
4 and the northern and southern portions of the East Plant. The site also includes various accessory
structures and a small wooden dock that is supported by approximately 20 wooden piles within Fish Harbor.
Currently, So. Cal. Ship Services operates on approximately 1 acre in the southeast portion of the project
site, providing support services for offshore oil platforms. Also, a small canning operation was still in
operation in the northern portion of the East Plant until a few months prior to release of this IS/ND. Other
than these two operations, the project site has been largely vacant for the last 9 years. Prior to
implementation of the proposed Project, the So. Cal Ship Services operations would be discontinued at the
site.

2.1.3 Land Use and Zoning

The proposed Project at the Port would be within an area covered by the City of Los Angeles General
Plan (General Plan), Port of Los Angeles Plan (1982). The Port of Los Angeles Plan is one of 35
community plans that make up the General Plan of the City (City of Los Angeles 1982). The plan
provides an official 20-year guide to continued development and operation of the Port. The Project site
has a General Plan designation of General/Bulk Cargo for Hazardous Industrial and Commercial and
Commercial Fishing (City of Los Angeles 2019). Figure 2-4 shows the General Plan land use
designations for the Project site and surrounding area.

Star-Kist Cannery Facility Project Page 2-4
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Figure 2-3. Local Setting
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The Port Master Plan (PMP) (Port of Los Angeles 2018) establishes policies and guidelines to direct
future development of the Port. The original plan became effective in April 1980, after it was approved by
the Board of Harbor Commissioners and certified by the California Coastal Commission. The PMP
includes five planning areas. The Project site falls into two separate planning areas: Planning Area 3,
Terminal Island, and Planning Area 4, Fish Harbor. Planning Area 3 is the largest planning area,
consisting of approximately 1,940 acres and more than 9.5 miles of usable waterfront. This planning area
focuses on container operations. The land use designation for the eastern portion of the Project site has a
PMP designation of Container, which allows water-dependent uses that focus on container handling and
movement, including a container terminal, a chassis storage area, an on-dock rail yard, and omni-terminal
uses. Planning Area 4 consists of approximately 92 acres, with a total of 48 acres dedicated to commercial
fishing. The land use designation for the western portion of the Project site has a PMP designation of
Commercial Fishing or Maritime Support. The Commercial Fishing designation allows facilities that
support commercial fishing and processing operations; the Maritime Support designation allows water-
dependent and non-water-dependent operations that support cargo handling and other maritime activities
(Port of Los Angeles 2018). Figure 2-5 shows the PMP land use designations for the Project site and
surrounding area.

The Project site is zoned [Qualified] Heavy Industrial ([Q] M3-1) and within the Harbor Gateway State
Enterprise Zone (Z1-2130) as well as the Preliminary Fault Rupture Study Area (Z1-2442) (City of
Los Angeles 2019). Figure 2-6 shows the zoning designations for the Project site and surrounding area.

2.2 PROJECT OBJECTIVES

The objectives of the proposed Project are to create a parcel of land that is more marketable for future
development, to reuse and capitalize the site more efficiently, and to remove safety hazards. The site for
the proposed Project has undergone multiple requests for proposals but has had no success in finding a
viable future use. Demolition of this property would remove a dilapidated building near the Palos Verdes
Fault zone. The buildings are challenging to secure and have been subjected to multiple incidents of
vandalism and breaking and entering.

The objectives of the proposed Project are as follows:

¢ Remove an underutilized building that has become an attractive nuisance within the Port,
e Optimize use of existing land at the Project site, and
e Create a more marketable location for future development.

The proposed Project would support the goals and policies of the 2018 PMP as well as ongoing
implementation of other key Port plans and policies, including the Terminal Island Land Use Plan
Summary (2012), which describes land use and management priorities.
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23 PROJECT DESCRIPTION
2.3.1 Project Elements

The proposed Project involves two planned phases for demolition at the Project site (Figure 2-3). The
Phase 2 site could become an extension of the Phase 1 site, or it could occur independently. This
document addresses the environmental effects of both phases.

2.3.2 Construction

The proposed Project would require full demolition of one building (Plant No. 4) as well as demolition of
the northern and southern portions of the East Plant and a water-side dock.

Phase 1 would encompass 13.5 acres and involve demolition of Plant No. 4, a small dock, and three small
warehouses, including accessory structures on the southern portion of the East Plant. Prior to demolition,
lead and asbestos abatement would be required at the buildings, which would take approximately 75 days.
Demolition activities would last approximately 60 days and include the removal of a 2,254-square-foot
dock, including approximately 20 wooden piles. The piles would be removed by pulling the existing piles
out of the sea floor using a vibratory pile driver wherever possible. For any piles that cannot be pulled out
using this method, they would be cut approximately 2 feet below the sediment level and lifted out of the
water with a crane.

Once all properties are demolished, the sites would be graded, and newly exposed dirt would be covered
with crushed miscellaneous base. The proposed Project would also include the installation of perimeter
fencing and exterior perimeter lighting.

Phase 2 would encompass an additional 3 acres of land and involve demolition of the northern portion of
the East Plant. Once demolition is completed, it is anticipated the site would be graded, and newly
exposed dirt would be covered with crushed miscellaneous base. In addition, similar to Phase 1, perimeter
fencing and exterior lighting would also be installed.

Construction of the proposed Project is estimated to begin in fall 2020. Phase 1 would take approximately
8 months (fall 2020 through spring 2021); Phase 2 would take an additional 8 months. Construction
activities would take place between 7 a.m. and 6 p.m. Monday through Friday and as needed between
8 a.m. and 6 p.m. on Saturdays. Phase 2 funding has not been secured at this time, but it assumed that this
portion of the Project will not begin until fiscal year 2021/2022.

2.3.3 Operation

As mentioned above, the future proposed use of this site is undetermined at this time. Therefore, the
demolition area would be covered with crushed miscellaneous base until such time when the area is ready
for development. No operations are proposed at this time. Once a proposed used for the site has been
determined, future development would be subject to the LAHD’s entitlement requirements and may
require additional environmental review pursuant to CEQA.

Star-Kist Cannery Facility Project Page 2-10
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24 PROJECT PERMITS AND APPROVALS

Under CEQA, the lead agency is the public agency with primary responsibility for approval of a proposed
project. Pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR 15367), the CEQA lead agency for the proposed
Project is the LAHD.

The following permits and approvals, and/or agency oversight, may be required to implement the
proposed Project:

e LAHD Coastal Development Permit, Appealable to the California Coastal Commission

e Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (LARWQCB) Section 401 Permit (Clean Water Act)
o LARWQCB Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP)

e LARWQCB National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) General Permit for
Stormwater Discharges Associated with Industrial Activities

e U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Section 404 Permit (Clean Water Act)
e U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Regional General Permit No. 65 (Wharf Maintenance)
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Initial Study Checklist

3.0 INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST
1. | Project Title: Star-Kist Cannery Facility Project
2. | Lead Agency Name and | Los Angeles Harbor Department
Address: Environmental Management Division
425 South Palos Verdes Street
San Pedro, California 90731
3. | Contact Person and Nicole Enciso
Phone Number: 310.732.3615
4. | Project Location: 1040, 1050, and 1054 Ways Street and 936-950 Barracuda Street
Project Sponsor’s Los Angeles Harbor Department
Name and Address: Engineering Division
425 South Palos Verdes Street
San Pedro, California 90731
6. | Port Master Plan Container, Commercial Fishing and Maritime Support
Designation:
7. | Zoning: [Q] M3-1, Qualified Heavy Industrial
Z1-2130, Harbor Gateway State Enterprise Zone
Z1-2442, Preliminary Fault Rupture Study Area
8. Description of The proposed Project involves demolition of the former Star-Kist cannery
Project: facilities on an approximately 16.5-acre site within Terminal Island. The future
proposed use for this site is undetermined at this time. The demolition area
would be covered with crushed miscellaneous base until such time when the
area is ready for development. Demolition of the area has been deemed
necessary because of the hazard posed from leaving the cannery buildings erect.
9. | Surrounding Land The character of the surrounding area is primarily industrial. The properties to
Uses/Setting: the north, east, and south are all zoned for heavy industrial uses, similar to the
Project site. The nearest sensitive receptors to the Project site are all to the south
and west. The closest are the residences (staff housing) on Reservation Point,
more than 3,500 feet south of the Project site. Additional noise-sensitive land
uses include Bloch Field, Gibson Park, and the Gibson Senior Citizen
Community Garden, approximately 4,800 feet west of the Project site on South
Harbor Boulevard.
10. | Other Public e U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Agencies Whose e Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
Approval Is
Required:
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3.1 ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED

The environmental factors checked below could be affected by the Project, involving at least one impact
considered a “potentially significant impact,” as indicated by the checklist on the following pages.

[] Aesthetics ] Agriculture and Forestry []  Air Quality
Resources
[[] Biological Resources [l  Cultural Resources [l Energy
I:' Geology and Soils ] Greenhouse Gas ] Hazards and Hazardous
Emissions Materials
|:| Hydrology and Water [] Land Use and Planning [] Mineral Resources
Quality
[[] Noise []  Population and Housing [ ] Public Services
|:| Recreation [] Transportation [] Tribal Cultural Resources
] Utilities and Service []  Wildfire ] Mandatory Findings of
Systems Significance
Star-Kist Cannery Facility Project Page 3-2
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3.2 DETERMINATION (TO BE COMPLETED BY THE LEAD AGENCY)
On the basis of this initial evaluation:

I find that the proposed Project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. X

I find that although the proposed Project could have a significant effect on the environment, there
would not be a significant effect in this case because revisions to the Project have been made or
agreed to by the Project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be ]

prepared.

I find that the proposed Project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required. ]

I find that the proposed Project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or “potentially
significant unless mitigated impact” on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards and 2) has been
addressed by mitigation measures, based on the earlier analysis, as described on the attached sheets. ]:|
An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (EIR) is required, but it must analyze only the effects

that remain to be addressed.

I find that although the proposed Project could have a significant effect on the environment,
because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or
NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards and (b) have been avoided or ]
mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or

mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed Project, nothing further is required.

I1t-r2-17
Signature i Date
Chris Cannon, Director
Environmental Management Division
Los Angeles Harbor Department
Star-Kist Cannery Facility Project Page 3-3
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1. AESTHETICS. Except as provided in Public Resources Code Section 21099, would the project:

a. Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? X

b. Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to,
trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic X
highway?

c¢. In non-urbanized areas, substantially degrade the existing visual
character or quality of public views of the site and its surroundings?

(Public views are those that are experienced from publicly accessible X
vantage points.) If the project is in an urbanized area, would the

project conflict with applicable zoning and other regulations

governing scenic quality?

d. Create a new source of substantial light or glare that would adversely X
affect daytime or nighttime views in the area?

2. AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES. In determining whether impacts on
agricultural resources are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the
California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the
California Department of Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on
agriculture and farmland. In determining whether impacts on forest resources, including
timberland, are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to information
compiled by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the state’s
inventory of forestland, including the Forest and Range Assessment Project and the Forest
Legacy Assessment project, and the forest carbon measurement methodology provided in the
Forest Protocols adopted by the California Air Resources Board. Would the project:

a. Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of
Statewide Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared X
pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the
California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use?

b. Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use or a Williamson act
contract? X

Star-Kist Cannery Facility Project Page 3-4
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Initial Study Checklist

Potentially Significant Impact

Less-than-Significant Impact after

Mitigation Incorporated

Less-than-Significant Impact

No Impact

c. Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forestland (as
defined in Public Resources Code Section 12220(g)), timberland (as
defined by Public Resources Code Section 4526), or timberland
zoned Timberland Production (as defined by Government Code
Section 51104(Q))?

d. Result in the loss of forestland or conversion of forestland to non-
forest use?

e. Involve other changes in the existing environment that, because of
their location or nature, could result in the conversion of Farmland to
non-agricultural use or conversion of forestland to non-forest use?

3. AIR QUALITY. Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air
quality management district or air pollution control district may be relied upon to make the

following determinations. Would the project:

a. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality
plan or clean air programs?

X

b. Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in any criteria
pollutant for which the project region is designated a nonattainment
area under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard?

c. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?

d. Result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) that
adversely affect a substantial number of people?

4. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES. Would the project:

a. Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat
modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or
special-status species in local or regional plans, policies, or
regulations or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

Star-Kist Cannery Facility Project
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b. Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other
sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, X
policies, or regulations or by the California Department of Fish and
Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?
c. Have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally protected
wetlands (including, but not limited to, marshes, vernal pools, coastal X
wetlands, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological
interruption, or other means?
d. Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or
migratory fish or wildlife species, or with established native resident X
or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife
nursery sites?
e. Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological X

resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance?

f. Conflict with the provisions of an adopted habitat conservation plan,
natural community conservation plan, or other approved local, X
regional, or state habitat conservation plan?

5. CULTURAL RESOURCES. Would the project:

a. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical

resource pursuant to Section 15064.5? X
b. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an X
archaeological resource pursuant to Section 15064.5?
c. Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of X
dedicated cemeteries?
6. ENERGY. Would the project:
a. Result in a potentially significant environmental impact due to
wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources X
during project construction or operation?
Star-Kist Cannery Facility Project Page 3-6
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Less-than-Significant Impact after

Mitigation Incorporated
Less-than-Significant Impact

Potentially Significant Impact

No Impact

b. Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or
energy efficiency?

X

7. GEOLOGY, SOILS, AND PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES. Would the project:

a. Directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects,
including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving:

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most
recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by
the State Geologist for the area or based on other substantial X
evidence of a known fault? Refer to Division of Mines and
Geology Special Publication 42.

if) Strong seismic ground shaking? X

iii) Seismically related ground failure, including liquefaction? X

iv) Landslides? X

b. Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? X

c. Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable or that would
become unstable as a result of the project and potentially result in an
on-site or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence,
liquefaction, or collapse?

d. Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the
Uniform Building Code (1994), creating substantial direct or indirect X
risks to life or property?

e. Have soils that would be incapable of adequately supporting the use
of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems in areas X
where sewers are not available for the disposal of wastewater?

f. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or
site or unique geologic feature?
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8. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS: Would the project:
a. Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that X
may have a significant impact on the environment?
b. Conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the X
purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?
9. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS: Would the project:
a. Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through X

the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials?

b. Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through
reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the X
release of hazardous materials into the environment?

¢. Emit hazardous emissions or involve handling hazardous or acutely
hazardous materials, substances, or waste within 0.25 mile of an X
existing or proposed school?

d. Be located on a site that is included on a list of hazardous materials
sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as X
a result, create a significant hazard for the public or the environment?

e. Be located within an airport land use plan area or, where such a plan
has not been adopted, within 2 miles of a public airport or public use
airport and result in a safety hazard or excessive noise for people
residing or working in the project area?

f. Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?

0. Expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a
significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires?

10. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY. Would the project:

a. Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements
or otherwise substantially degrade surface or groundwater quality?

Star-Kist Cannery Facility Project Page 3-8
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Potentially Significant Impact

Less-than-Significant Impact after

Mitigation Incorporated

Less-than-Significant Impact

No Impact

b. Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere substantially

with groundwater recharge such that the project may impede
sustainable groundwater management of the basin?

X

c. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area,
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river or
the addition of impervious surfaces, in a manner that would:

i) Result in substantial erosion or siltation on-site or off-site;

ii) Substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a
manner that would result in flooding on-site or off-site;

iii) Create or contribute runoff water that would exceed the capacity

of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide
substantial additional sources of polluted runoff; or

iv) Impede or redirect floodflows?

d. In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of pollutants
due to project inundation?

e. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control
plan or sustainable groundwater management plan?

11. LAND USE AND PLANNING. Would the project:

a. Physically divide an established community?

b. Cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict with any
land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?

12. MINERAL RESOURCES. Would the project:

a. Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that
would be of value to the region and the residents of the state?

b. Result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral
resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific
plan, or other land use plan?
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Potentially Significant Impact

Less-than-Significant Impact after

Mitigation Incorporated

Less-than-Significant Impact

No Impact

13. NOISE. Would the project:

a. Generate a substantial temporary or permanent increase in ambient
noise levels in the vicinity of the project, in excess of standards
established in a local general plan or noise ordinance or applicable
standards of other agencies?

b. Generate excessive ground-borne vibration or ground-borne noise
levels?

c. Be located within the vicinity of a private airstrip or an airport land
use plan, or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within 2 miles
of a public airport or public use airport and expose people residing or
working in the project area to excessive noise levels?

14. POPULATION AND HOUSING. Would the project:

a. Induce substantial unplanned population growth in an area, either
directly (e.g., by proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly
(e.g., through the extension of roads or other infrastructure)?

b. Displace a substantial number of existing people or housing,
necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere?
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15. PUBLIC SERVICES. Would the project:
a. Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the
provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities or a
need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts,
in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or
other performance objectives for any of the following public
services:
i) Fire protection? X
ii) Police protection? X
iii) Schools? X
iv) Parks? X
v) Other public facilities? X
16. RECREATION. Would the project:
a. Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other
recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of X
the facility would occur or be accelerated?
b. Include recreational facilities or require the construction or
expansion of recreational facilities that might have an adverse X
physical effect on the environment?
17. TRANSPORTATION. Would the project:
a. Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy addressing the
circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle, and X
pedestrian facilities?
b. Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3, X
subdivision (b)?
c. Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature
(e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses X
(e.g., farm equipment)?
Star-Kist Cannery Facility Project Page 3-11
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d. Result in inadequate emergency access? X

18. TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES. Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in
the significance of a tribal cultural resource, defined in Public Resources Code Section 21074 as a
site, feature, place, cultural landscape that is geographically defined in terms of the size and scope
of the landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural value to a California Native American tribe,
that is:

a. Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical
Resources or a local register of historical resources, as defined in X
Public Resources Code Section 5020.1(k), or

b. A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and
supported by substantial evidence, to be significant pursuant to
criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section
5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public
Resource Code Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the
significance of the resource to a California Native American tribe.

19. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS. Would the project:

a. Require or result in the relocation or construction of new or
expanded water, wastewater treatment, stormwater drainage, electric
power, natural gas, or telecommunications facilities, the construction
or relocation of which could cause significant environmental effects?

b. Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and
reasonably foreseeable future development during normal, dry, and X
multiple dry years?

c. Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider that
serves or may serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve
the project’s projected demand in addition to the provider’s existing
commitments?

d. Generate solid waste in excess of state or local standards, or in
excess of the capacity of local infrastructure, or otherwise impair the X
attainment of solid waste reduction goals?

Star-Kist Cannery Facility Project Page 3-12
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Potentially Significant Impact

Less-than-Significant Impact after

Mitigation Incorporated

Less-than-Significant Impact

No Impact

e. Comply with federal, state, and local management and reduction
statutes and regulations related to solid waste?

X

20. WILDFIRE. If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very

hazard severity zones, would the project:

high fire

a. Substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan?

X

b. Because of slopes, prevailing winds, or other factors, exacerbate
wildfire risks and thereby expose project occupants to pollutant
concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire?

c. Require the installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure
(e.g., roads, fuel breaks, emergency water sources, power lines, other
utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk or that may result in temporary
or ongoing impacts on the environment?

d. Expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslope
or downstream flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire
slope instability, or drainage changes?

21. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE.

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

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

c. Does the project have environmental effects that will have substantial
adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly?
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4.0 IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
4.1 AESTHETICS

Would the project:

a. Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?

No Impact. The Project site is inside a working port and not within or near any protected or designated
scenic vistas. The proposed Project is within Terminal Island, which connects the Port of Los Angeles
and the Port of Long Beach. The Project site, which is part of an industrial area, totals 16.5 acres and has
two main buildings: Plant No. 4 and the northern and southern portions of the East Plant. The Project site
is surrounded by other port-related uses and industrial facilities. The proposed Project would result in
demolition of Plant No. 4 as well as the northern and southern portions of the East Plant, along with
accessory structures and a small dock. Implementation of the proposed Project would not have a
substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista. Therefore, no impacts would occur, and no mitigation is
required.

b. Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings,
and historic buildings along a scenic highway?

No Impact. The Project site is not near an eligible or designated state scenic highway. Therefore, the
proposed Project would not have the potential to damage scenic resources within a state scenic highway.
The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) is responsible for official nomination and
designation of eligible scenic highways. The nearest officially designated State Scenic Highway is
approximately 21 miles north of the proposed Project (SR 1, from Venice Boulevard to the city boundary
at Santa Monica) (Los Angeles Department of City Planning 2016). The Project site is not visible from
this location; therefore, proposed Project activities would not affect the quality of scenic views from this
location.

No scenic trees or rock outcroppings exist at the Project site. Demolition activities proposed at the Project
site would be consistent with the existing visual context of a working port. Therefore, there would be no
impacts on scenic resources from the proposed Project. No mitigation is required.

c. Innon-urbanized areas, substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of public
views of the site and its surroundings? (Public views are those that are experienced from
publicly accessible vantage point). If the project is in an urbanized area, would the project
conflict with applicable zoning and other regulations governing scenic quality?

No Impact. As described above in the responses to questions a and b, the Project site is in an urban and
built-out area of the Port where there are no designated scenic vistas or scenic resources. The landscape at
the Port is highly engineered to support maritime freight-related operations. The appearance of many
freight operations is industrial and functional in nature and characterized by exposed infrastructure, open
storage, unfinished or unadorned building materials, and safety-related high-visibility colors for mobile
equipment such as cranes, containers, and railcars.
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The Project site is in an industrialized area within the Port. The existing visual quality is low because the
Project site was used as a cannery facility for Star-Kist tuna operations, beginning in the 1950s and
continuing into the 1980s. It has been largely vacant for the last nine years. The Project site has
experienced multiple incidents of vandalism and breaking and entering during its time of vacancy.
Existing features at the Project site include two main buildings (Plant No. 4 and the East Plant), accessory
structures, and a small dock.

The objective of the proposed Project is to create a more marketable and visually appealing site for future
development. The proposed Project would remove all existing features within the Project footprint;
however, it would not result in a substantial change in the visual character or quality of the site.
Therefore, the proposed Project would not degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and
its surroundings or conflict with applicable zoning and other regulations governing scenic quality. No
impacts would occur, and no mitigation is required.

d. Create a new source of substantial light or glare that would adversely affect daytime or
nighttime views in the area?

Less-than-Significant Impact. The Project site, which has nighttime lighting along the roadway, is
located on Terminal Island, an area where extensive lighting exists for nearby container terminal
operations. Once all properties are demolished, the site would be graded, and newly exposed dirt would
be covered with crushed miscellaneous base. The proposed Project would also include the installation of
perimeter fencing and exterior lighting around the entirety of the Project site.

The proposed Project would not include elements that could cause glare, such as windows, light-colored
building surfaces, or metal or other reflective surfaces. The installation of exterior lighting around the
perimeter of the Project site would create a new source of light; however, impacts are not anticipated
because roadway lighting and lighting from surrounding Port operations currently exist, and the addition of
perimeter lighting would not create a new source of substantial lighting compared with existing conditions.
The perimeter lighting would be for security purposes; would be directed downward, with appropriate
shielding; and would not be aimed so as to create glare. In addition, as mentioned above, the Project site is
on Terminal Island, an area where extensive lighting exists for nearby container terminal operations. The
proposed Project would be modest and unnoticeable in this context. Therefore, the proposed Project would
not create a substantial new source of light or glare that would adversely affect daytime or nighttime views
in the area. Project-related impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.

4.2 AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES

Would the project:

a. Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance
(Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and
Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use?

No Impact. The California Department of Conservation’s Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program
develops maps and statistical data for analyzing impacts on California’s agricultural resources. The
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program categorizes agricultural land according to soil quality and
irrigation status; the best land is identified as Prime Farmland. According to the Farmland Mapping and
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Monitoring Program, the Project site is an area that has been designated as Urban and Built-Up Land,
which is defined as land with structures that have a variety of uses, including industrial, commercial,
institutional, and railroad or other transportation uses (California Department of Conservation 2011).
There is no Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, or Farmland of Local
Importance in the Project vicinity or on the Project site. Therefore, the proposed Project would not
convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, or Farmland of Local
Importance to nonagricultural use. No impacts would occur, and no mitigation is required.

b. Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use or conflict with a Williamson Act contract?

No Impact. The Project site is zoned for heavy industrial uses ([Q] M3-1). There are no agricultural
zoning designations or agricultural uses within the Project limits or adjacent areas. The Williamson Act
applies to parcels with at least 20 acres of Prime Farmland or at least 40 acres of land that is not
designated as Prime Farmland. The Project site is not within a Prime Farmland designation, nor does it
consist of more than 40 acres of farmland (California Department of Conservation 2011). No Williamson
Act contracts apply to the Project site. As such, the proposed Project would not conflict with existing
zoning for agricultural use or a Williamson Act contract. No impacts would occur, and no mitigation is
required.

c. Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of forestland (as defined in Public
Resources Code Section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code Section
4526), or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by Government Code
Section 51104(g))?

No Impact. The Project site is currently zoned as for heavy industrial uses ([Q]JM3-1) (City of
Los Angeles 2019). It does not support timberland or forestland. Therefore, the proposed Project would
not conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forestland, timberland, or timberland zoned
Timberland Production. No impact would occur, and no mitigation is required.

d. Result in the loss of forestland or conversion of forestland to non-forest use?

No Impact. The proposed Project would occur at a former tuna cannery, which has no forestland. The
proposed Project would not result in a loss of forestland or the conversion of forestland to non-forest use.
No impact would occur, and no mitigation is required.

e. Involve other changes in the existing environment that, because of their location or nature,
could result in conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use or conversion of forestland to
non-forest use?

No Impact. As discussed above, no farmland or forestland occurs within the surrounding area or at the
Project site. The proposed Project would not disrupt or damage the existing environment or result in the
conversion of farmland to non-agricultural use or conversion of forestland to non-forest use. No impact
would occur, and no mitigation is required.
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4.3 AIR QUALITY

This section summarizes potential air quality emissions associated with construction of the proposed
Project. As mentioned in Section 2, Project Description, prior to implementation of the proposed Project,
So. Cal Ship Services operations would be discontinued at the Project site and overall operational
emissions would be reduced. Although the proposed Project would enable future uses to be located at the
Project site, the proposed Project would not directly result in operational activities that would generate
criteria air pollutants emissions. Therefore, the proposed Project would result in a net reduction in
operational criteria air pollutant emissions, and there would be no long-term air quality impact.
Accordingly, this analysis focuses on short-term construction-related emissions.

Would the project:

a. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan?

Less-than-Significant Impact. The federal Clean Air Act (CAA) of 1969 and its subsequent
amendments form the basis for the nation’s air pollution control effort. The U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) is responsible for implementing most aspects of the CAA. A key element of the
CAA is the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for criteria pollutants. The CAA delegates
enforcement of the NAAQS to the states. In California, the California Air Resources Board (CARB) is
responsible for enforcing air pollution regulations, such as the California Ambient Air Quality Standards
(CAAQS). CARB, in turn, delegates the responsibility of regulating stationary emissions sources to local
air agencies. The South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) monitors air quality within
the South Coast Air Basin (Basin), which includes Orange County and the non-desert portions of
Los Angeles, Riverside, and San Bernardino Counties. This includes the Project site.

EPA, CARB, and the SCAQMD use ambient air quality monitoring data to determine whether geographic
areas have achieved the NAAQS and CAAQS. Areas with pollutant concentrations that are within the
NAAQS and CAAQS are designated as attainment areas, whereas areas that do not meet the NAAQS
and/or CAAQS are designated as nonattainment or maintenance areas. For regions that do not attain the
NAAQS, the CAA requires preparation of a State Implementation Plan (SIP). The Project area is
currently federally designated as a nonattainment area for ozone, particulate matter less than 2.5 microns
in diameter (PM2.5), and lead® and a maintenance area for carbon monoxide (CO) and nitrogen dioxide
(NO2) (EPA 2019a). At the state level, the Project area is currently designated as a nonattainment area for
ozone, PM2.5, and particulate matter less than 10 microns in diameter (PM10) and an attainment area for
CO, lead, and NO; (CARB 2017).

Air Quality Management Plan. The 2016 Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) focuses on attainment
of the NAAQS for ozone and particulate matter through reductions in ozone and PM2.5 precursor
nitrogen oxides (NOx) as well as direct control of particulate matter. The AQMP proposes emissions

! The Los Angeles area is a nonattainment area for the lead NAAQS, mainly because of two lead-acid battery recyclers.
Lead would not be generated by the proposed Project and is not considered to be a pollutant of concern for the proposed
Project. Accordingly, lead is not analyzed further.
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reduction measures to bring the Basin into attainment with respect to the ambient air quality standards.
AQMP attainment strategies include mobile-source control measures and clean fuel programs, which are
enforced at the state and federal levels, for engine manufacturers and petroleum refineries and retailers.
As a result, the proposed Project would be required to comply with the measures as they are developed.
Compliance with AQMP requirements would further ensure that Project activities would not obstruct
implementation of the AQMP. Therefore, the proposed Project would not conflict with or obstruct
implementation of the AQMP, the SIP, or the CAA. Impacts would be less than significant, and no
mitigation is required.

Clean Air Action Plan. The LAHD—in coordination with the Port of Long Beach and with cooperation
from the SCAQMD, CARB, and EPA—adopted the San Pedro Bay Ports Clean Air Action Plan (CAAP)
on November 20, 2006, and adopted an updated CAAP in November 2010 and November 2017 (Port of
Los Angeles and Port of Long Beach 2006, 2010, 2017). The CAAP is designed to reduce health risks
posed by air pollution from all port-related emissions sources, including ships, trains, trucks, terminal
equipment, and harbor craft.

The scope and framework of the 2017 CAAP update provide new strategies and reduction targets for
cutting emissions from sources operating in and around the ports, thereby setting the ports firmly on a
path toward zero-emissions goods movement. Specifically, the 2017 CAAP update calls for clean
vehicles and equipment, additional freight infrastructure investment and planning, and increased freight
efficiency. The Project would use off-road equipment and on-road vehicles during construction but would
not add new long-term equipment or vehicles that would result in emissions. Accordingly, the Project
would not impede or conflict with implementation of the strategies outlined in the 2017 CAAP update.
Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.

b. Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in any criteria pollutant for which the
project region is designated a nonattainment area for an applicable federal or state ambient air
quality standard?

Less-than-Significant Impact. The SCAQMD developed significance thresholds for use in CEQA
documents. Table 4.3-1 presents the SCAQMD thresholds of significance for potential air quality impacts.

Criteria pollutant emissions were estimated for each construction phase, in accordance with the
anticipated Project construction schedule found in Appendix A, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas
Supporting Documentation. Construction was assumed to occur between August 2020 and April 2021.
The actual construction schedule may differ from the one used in the analysis, depending on requirements
of the Project proponent and construction contractor. However, any postponement of construction
activities would most likely result in lower impacts as increasingly stringent regulatory requirements are
implemented, compared with those assumed in the analysis years.

Construction activities would require the use of off-road construction equipment and on-road vehicles.
These emission sources would use primarily diesel fuel, resulting in combustion exhaust emissions in the
form of volatile organic compounds (VOCs), CO, NOx, sulfur dioxide (SO;), and particulate matter.
Ground-disturbing activities, such as material movement and grading, would also generate particulate
matter emissions in the form of fugitive dust.
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Emissions were quantified using the California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod), version
2016.3.2, and construction details (e.g., equipment use, vehicle trips) provided by the LAHD’s
Engineering Division. Please refer to Appendix A, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Supporting
Documentation, for more detailed assumptions and emissions calculations.

Table 4.3-1. SCAQMD Significance Thresholds for Daily Emissions and Ambient
Pollutant Concentrations

Daily Emission Thresholds
Air Pollutant Construction Threshold (Ibs/day)

VOC 75

NOx 100

SOx 150

PM10 150

PM2.5 55

Ambient Pollutant Concentration Thresholds
Air Pollutant Ambient Concentration Thresholds

Nitrogen dioxide (NO)?
1-hour average 0.18 ppm (state)
1-hour average 0.0534 ppm (federal)
Annual average 0.03 ppm (state)
Particulate matter (PM10)°
24-hour average 10.4 ug/m?* (construction)
Annual average 1.0 pg/m?®
Particulate matter (PM2.5)°
24-hour average 10.4 ug/m?* (construction)
Sulfur oxide (SOx)
1-hour average 0.25 ppm (state) and 0.075 ppm (federal — 99" percentile)
24-hour average 0.04 ppm (state)
Carbon monoxide (CO)?
1-hour average 20 ppm (state)
8-hour average 9.0 ppm (state/federal)

Source: SCAQMD 2019.

& The NOz and CO thresholds are absolute concentration thresholds, meaning that the maximum predicted Project incremental
concentration relative to baseline is added to the background concentration for the Project vicinity, with the total concentration
compared to the threshold.

b-The PM10 and PM2.5 thresholds are incremental concentration thresholds, meaning that the maximum predicted Project
incremental concentration relative to baseline is compared directly to the threshold without adding the background concentration.
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Construction-related criteria pollutant impacts were based on the proposed Project’s peak-day emissions
within the Basin, then compared to the SCAQMD’s regional emissions thresholds. Table 4.3-2
summarizes the results and shows that all pollutant emissions would be below the significance thresholds.
Accordingly, the Project would not contribute a significant level of air pollution such that regional air
quality within the Basin would be degraded.

Table 4.3-2. Regional Construction Emissions (pounds per day)

Construction Phase VOC? NOx CcoO SO; PM10 | PM2.5
Wharf Demolition 5.6 81.3 53.6 0.1 4.4 3.6
Mobilization 0.6 5.0 6.9 0.0 0.6 0.3
Lead/Asbestos Removal 0.1 0.1 11 1.1 0.3 0.1
Demolition (2020) 8.3 86.3 72.1 0.2 20.1 5.9
Demolition (2021) 7.6 75.6 70.6 0.2 19.6 55
Grading/Compaction 2.1 25.3 20.3 0.0 2.3 1.2
Installation of Crushed Miscellaneous Base 1.6 15.4 18.1 0.0 1.2 0.9
Cleanup 0.1 0.1 1.0 0.0 0.3 0.1
Demobilization 0.6 45 6.8 0.0 0.5 0.3
Peak Daily Emissions® 8.3 86.3 72.1 1.1 20.1 5.9
Daily Threshold (Table 4.3-1) 75 100 550 150 150 55
Exceed Threshold? No No No No No No

Source: CalEEMod modeling outputs and marine vessel calculations provided in Appendix A.

Notes: No overlapping of construction phases would occur with the proposed Project; therefore, emissions from each
construction phase are compared against the threshold. In addition, a structure on the east side of the Project site as well as a
2.5-acre parcel north of Bass Street are no longer a part of the proposed Project. Therefore, emissions presented above (which
included those features) are conservative and will very likely be lower than shown. Less-than-significant conclusions are not
anticipated to change.

2VOC and ROG are used interchangeably. SCAQMD uses VOC, and CalEEMod uses ROG.

b See note above regarding no overlapping construction phases. Peak daily emissions presented represent the maximum daily
emissions during the construction duration.

ROG = reactive organic gases

NOx = nitrogen oxides

CO = carbon monoxide

SOx = sulfur oxides

PM10 = particulate matter less than 10 microns in diameter

PM2.5 = particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in diameter

N/A = not applicable

In addition to the regional emissions presented above, localized impacts were also analyzed using the
SCAQMD’s Localized Significance Thresholds (LSTs). The LST methodology is based on maximum
daily allowable emissions, the area of the source for the emissions, the ambient air quality in each Source
Receptor Area (SRA), and the distance to the nearest exposed individual. The LSTs are set up as a series

Star-Kist Cannery Facility Project Page 4-7
Draft Initial Study/Negative Declaration December 2019




Los Angeles Harbor Department Proposed Finding

of look-up tables for emissions of NOx, CO, and particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5). If anticipated
emissions are below the LST look-up table’s emissions levels, then the proposed activity would not
violate an existing or projected air quality standard.

The parameters below were selected in determining localized air quality impacts, using the LST
methodology. These parameters were selected because they would result in conservative (overstated)
impacts:

e Five-acre site (or greater).

e The closest sensitive receptor (e.g., residence) is more than 500 meters west of the Project
construction area (approximately 1,400 meters). Receptors farther than 500 meters would experience
lower impacts.

e The closest off-site work receptor would be within 25 meters of the Project construction area. Off-site
work receptors farther than 25 meters (e.g., 800 Reeves Avenue, an area where material transport
would occur) would experience lower impacts.

e The proposed Project would be located in SRA 4, South Coastal Los Angeles County.

Table 4.3-3 summarizes on-site peak daily emissions associated with construction of the proposed
Project. The table shows that peak daily emissions would be below the LST. Accordingly, construction of
the Project would not generate emissions that would be in excess of the health-protective NAAQS or
CAAQS and therefore would not contribute a significant level of criteria pollutants that would degrade
localized air quality and human health substantially.

Air quality in the Basin has improved over the last several decades. This is attributed to emissions
reductions from industrial sources, the introduction of low-emissions fuels for on-road motor vehicles
(e.g., low-sulfur fuels, reformulated gasoline, low-carbon fuel standards), and implementation of the
AQMPs, which identify emissions reduction strategies and are promulgated as enforceable regulations.

Cumulative impacts may result from individually minor but collectively significant projects. CEQA
Guidelines Section 15355 defines cumulative impacts as “two or more individual effects that, when
considered together, are considerable or compound or increase other environmental impacts.” CEQA
Guidelines Section 15064(h)(4) also states that “the mere existence of cumulative impacts caused by other
projects alone shall not constitute substantial evidence that a proposed project’s incremental effects are
cumulatively considerable.”

The SCAQMD has developed a policy to address the cumulative impacts of CEQA projects (SCAQMD
2003). The policy identifies a cumulative threshold, which is the same as a project-level threshold, and
indicates that project impacts are cumulatively considerable if they exceed project-specific air quality
significance thresholds. As shown in Tables 4.3-2 and 4.3-3, construction of the Project would not exceed
the SCAQMD’s thresholds. Therefore, implementation of the Project would not result in a cumulatively
considerable contribution to the existing pollution burden in the Basin. Impacts would be less than
significant, and no mitigation is required.
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Table 4.3-3. Localized On-site Construction Emissions (pounds per day)

Construction Phase? VOCP NOx CO SO, PM10 | PM25
Wharf Demolition 55 80.9 52.6 0.1 4.1 35
Mobilization 0.5 5.0 5.9 0.0 0.3 0.3
Lead/Asbestos Removal® 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Demolition (2020) 8.1 77.7 69.8 0.1 19.6 5.8
Demolition (2021) 7.4 67.3 68.4 0.1 19.1 5.3
Grading/Compaction 1.9 20.0 185 0.0 1.9 11
Installation of Crushed Miscellaneous 1.5 14.9 17.1 0.0 0.9 0.8
Base
Cleanup® 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Demobilization 0.5 45 5.9 0.0 0.3 0.2
Peak Daily Emissions 8.1 80.9 69.8 0.1 19.6 5.8
Localized Significance Threshold N/A 123¢ 1,530¢ N/A 191¢ 120¢
Exceed Threshold? N/A No No N/A No No

Source: CalEEMod modeling outputs and marine vessel calculations provided in Appendix A.

Notes: No overlapping construction phases would occur with the proposed Project; therefore, emissions from each construction
phase are compared with the threshold. In addition, a structure on the east side of the Project site as well as a 2.5-acre parcel
north of Bass Street are no longer a part of the proposed Project. Therefore, emissions presented above (which included those
features) are conservative and will very likely be lower than shown. Less-than-significant conclusions are not anticipated to
change. There are no LSTs for VOC and SO2; VOC and SOz emissions presented for informational purposes.

2 Off-site emissions excluded from the analysis were assumed to originate from haul trucks, vendor trucks, and workers’
commute vehicles.

bVOC and ROG are used interchangeably. SCAQMD uses VOC, and CalEEMod uses ROG.

¢ No on-site equipment use associated with this phase (hand tools only).

dper SCAQMD (2008a), the LSTs for NOx and CO are based on shorter averaging periods (e.g., 1-hour, 8-hour) and therefore
could be applied to off-site workers. Therefore, a receptor distance of 25 meters, to represent the nearest off-site worker, was
used to determine the appropriate NOx and CO LST.

¢ The PM10 and PM2.5 standards are based on a period of 24 hours. Unlike residential receptors, off-site workers do not typically
remain for a full 24 hours, but are present for shorter periods of time. Therefore, consistent with SCAQMD’s LST methodology
(20084a), a receptor distance of 500 meters, to represent the nearest residential receptor, was used to select the PM10 and PM2.5
LST.

ROG = reactive organic gases

NOx = nitrogen oxides

CO = carbon monoxide

SOx = sulfur oxides

PM10 = particulate matter less than 10 microns in diameter

PM2.5 = particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in diameter

N/A = not applicable
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c. [Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?

Less-than-Significant Impact. Sensitive receptors include schools, residences, liveaboards,? hospitals,
and convalescent facilities. In its CEQA analyses, the LAHD also includes off-site workers who can be
affected by Project activities. The nearest sensitive receptors to the Project construction site are the
residences to the west, approximately 0.8 mile away. The closest off-site workers are to the north, east,
and south, within the Port less than 25 meters away from the Project construction site.

All criteria pollutants are associated with some form of health risk (e.g., asthma, lower respiratory
problems) at certain concentrations. For example, particulate matter has been linked to premature death in
people with pre-existing heart or lung disease as well as nonfatal heart attacks (EPA 2018a). Exposure to
ozone at certain concentrations can make breathing more difficult, cause shortness of breath and
coughing, inflame and damage airways, aggravate lung diseases, increase the frequency of asthma
attacks, and cause chronic obstructive pulmonary disease (EPA 2019b). Exposure to CO at high
concentrations can cause fatigue, headaches, confusion, dizziness, and chest pain (CARB 2016). Although
construction of the Project would generate criteria pollutants, as shown in Tables 4.3-2 and 4.3-3, emissions
would be well below the SCAQMD’s regional and localized thresholds, which were adopted to support
regional attainment of the NAAQS and CAAQS. In addition, the LSTs include considerations such as the
distance to the nearest exposed receptor as well as the area of the emissions source to ensure that localized
emissions do not cause or contribute to an exceedance of the NAAQS or CAAQS. The NAAQS and
CAAQS are informed by a wide range of scientific evidence that demonstrates that there are safe
concentrations of criteria pollutants. Although recognizing that air quality is a cumulative problem, the
SCAQMD considers projects that generate criteria pollutant and ozone precursor emissions that are below
the regional and localized thresholds to be minor in nature. These projects would not adversely affect air
quality such that the NAAQS or CAAQS would be exceeded. Consequently, construction-generated
criteria pollutants would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial criteria pollutant concentrations, and
their impact would be less than significant.

Impacts on sensitive receptors from exposure to toxic air contaminants (TACs) are typically evaluated in
accordance with the 2015 guidelines from the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment
(OEHHA) (OEHHA 2015). Many pollutants are identified as TACs because of their potential to increase
the risk of developing cancer or because of their acute or chronic health risks. The primary TACs of
concern associated with Project construction include diesel particulate matter (DPM) and asbestos. DPM
is generated by diesel-fueled equipment and vehicles and may cause acute irritation (e.g., eye, throat,
bronchial), neurophysiological symptoms (e.g., lightheadedness, nausea), respiratory symptoms
(e.g., cough, phlegm), and cancer. The proposed Project would involve demolition of structures that may
include asbestos-containing materials. The inhalation of asbestos fibers into the lungs can result in
inflammation, respiratory ailments (e.g., asbestosis), and cancer (e.g., lung cancer, mesothelioma).

2 Liveaboards are considered people who make small boats their primary residences at the Port’s marinas. Liveaboards
include LAHD approved vessel locations.
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Cancer risks from exposure to TACs accrue over many decades. OEHHA guidelines recommend that
cancer risk be analyzed for a 20-year off-site occupational exposure and a 30-year residential exposure.
Non-cancer chronic impacts and acute health impacts are evaluated over a maximum 1-year exposure
period. The proposed Project would be required to comply with SCAQMD Rule 1403 to ensure that
asbestos emissions are prevented during building demolition activities. In addition, DPM generated
during construction would be temporary and cease once construction is complete (approximately 18
months). The construction period is much shorter than the exposure durations recommended for off-site
occupational and residential exposure in the OEHHA guidelines and therefore unlikely to result in a
significant cancer risk. Similarly, because large LAHD projects have not historically resulted in
significant non-cancer impacts, construction of the proposed Project is also not anticipated to result in
significant non-cancer impacts. Moreover, the SCAQMD has determined that TAC impacts are localized
in nature and that exposure declines by approximately 90 percent at 300 to 500 feet from the source of the
emissions (SCAQMD 2005). The nearest off-site worker would be within 82 feet (25 meters), but
exposure would be limited given the mobile nature of Port operations adjacent to the Project construction
site. The nearest residential receptor would be approximately 4,600 feet (0.8 mile) from the Project site.
Accordingly, pollutant concentrations and thus health risks from Project construction would be
significantly reduced at the nearest receptor location.

Ultimately, construction impacts would not be considerable because distance would separate sensitive
receptors from the Project site, and no criteria pollutants would exceed a threshold of significance.
Consequently, construction-generated emissions would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial
pollutant concentrations, and their impact would be less than significant. No mitigation is required.

d. Result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) that adversely affect a substantial
number of people?

Less-than-Significant Impact. Construction activities under the proposed Project would increase air
pollutants with the combustion of diesel fuel from off-road equipment and on-road vehicles. Some
individuals might find diesel combustion emissions to be objectionable in nature, although quantifying
the odorous impacts of these emissions on the public is difficult because of the complex mixture of the
chemicals in diesel exhaust and differing odor thresholds. It is difficult to quantify the potential for
changes in perceived odors, even when air contaminant concentrations are known.

The mobile nature of most of the proposed Project’s emissions sources would serve to disperse emissions.
In addition, the distance between emissions sources and the nearest receptor (approximately 0.8 mile for
residential uses and off-site workers who are nearby but mostly mobile) is expected to be far enough to
allow adequate dispersion. Furthermore, the existing industrial setting for the proposed Project represents
an already complex odor environment. For example, at the nearby container terminals, freight movement
activities use diesel trucks and diesel cargo-handling equipment, which generate exhaust odors similar to
those that would be temporarily generated by the proposed Project. Within this context, the proposed
Project would not be likely to result in changes to the overall odor environment in the vicinity. Therefore,
the proposed Project would not result in emissions that would adversely affect a substantial number of
people. Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.
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4.4 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Would the project:

a. Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any
species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status species in local or regional plans,
policies, or regulations or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service?

Less-than-Significant Impact. No candidate, sensitive, or special-status species are known to occur on
the Project site, and there is no federally designated critical habitat in the harbor. There are several state or
federally listed species, and other sensitive species that have the potential to occur in the Project area or
have been observed in the Port Complex or in nearby habitats. These include four species of sea turtle;
one threatened (western snowy plover [Charadrius nivosus nivosus]) and one endangered (California least
tern [Sterna antillarum browni]) bird species; eight other bird species with state and/or federal protection
or designation, including the delisted California brown pelican (Pelecanus occidentalis californicus); the
delisted gray whale; and two pinnipeds protected by the MMPA (California sea lion [Zalophus
californianus] and Pacific harbor seal [Phoca vitulina]) (MBC 2016).

Because of the heavy industrial use within the Project area and the developed nature of the existing
facilities, the Project site is most likely not a nesting area for listed bird species. The Project is located
more than 1 mile from the tern colony on Pier 400. No impact on nesting by California least tern or other
sensitive bird is anticipated as a result of the proposed Project. Native birds are expected to forage in the
ornamental and ruderal vegetation around the Project site but nesting is not likely. Non-native European
starlings may use the Italian cypress and decorative palm trees for nesting, and native herons and egrets
are known to occasionally nest in palm trees around the Port Complex, although the trees in the Project
area are likely not as tall as preferred by these species. Two large buildings and support structures could
provide nesting areas for native bird species, including house finches, black phoebes, American crows,
and western gulls. Nesting by non-native European starlings, rock doves, and house sparrows is probably
common on the structures. Although none of these species is considered sensitive, native bird nests are
protected by the MBTA, and additional protections are provided to nesting colonies of some native
species that may occur in the Project area. The MBTA prohibits the harassment or removal of nests
occupied by migratory birds protected by the act during the breeding season. Potential impacts associated
with removal of vegetation would be less than significant.

A small pier will be demolished and some wooden piles may be removed using a vibratory pile driver to
shake the piles loose. Work vessels would include a derrick barge with a crane for the pile removal, and a
material barge would haul wharf debris to another area of the Port for disposal. Both of these barges
would be supported by a tug boat. Construction activity could temporarily affect marine mammal and fish
movement patterns in the vicinity of the Project; however, no pile driving would occur. Therefore, noise
associated with pile driving would not occur and would not harass or harm marine mammal and fish
species. In addition, wharf demolition would be short term in nature. Therefore, impacts associated with
movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species would be less than significant. No
mitigation is required.
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Wharf and pile demolition would be done in compliance with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers—issued
Regional General Permit No. 65 (RGP 65), which details requirements for eelgrass surveys in accordance
with the California Eelgrass Mitigation Policy, and the LARWQCB 401 Certification, which details water
quality standards. Specifically, Condition 15 of RGP 65 states:

Prior to each qualifying maintenance event, a pre-project eelgrass survey should be conducted in
accordance with the California Eelgrass Mitigation Policy (CEMP), as applicable. Qualifying
maintenance events are those involving repair or replacement of more than 10 piles, where pile
driving is in water shallower than -15 feet Mean Lower Low Water, and occurring in the front,
waterside half of the wharf where light conditions would allow for eelgrass growth. If the pre-
project survey demonstrates eelgrass presence within the project vicinity, a post-project survey
should be conducted and impacts to eelgrass mitigated in accordance with the CEMP.

In-water work and associated monitoring is reported monthly to the LARWQCB. Therefore, impacts
associated with wharf and pile removal would be less than significant. No mitigation is required.

b. Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community
identified in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations or by the California Department of
Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

Less-than-Significant Impact. There is no riparian habitat at the Project site or in the vicinity; therefore,
no impact on riparian habitat would occur.

Eelgrass is known to occur near the Project area, with the nearest patch about 200 feet west of the edge of
the wharf (MBC 2016). Removal of the wharf would reduce shading in the nearshore Project area from
current conditions by approximately 2,254 square feet. Removal of the wharf structure is expected to be
performed under Regional General Permit No. 65, which requires pre- and post-construction eelgrass
surveys, in compliance with the California Eelgrass Mitigation Policy (CEMP). Specifically, Condition 15
of RGP 65 states:

Prior to each qualifying maintenance event, a pre-project eelgrass survey should be conducted in
accordance with the California Eelgrass Mitigation Policy (CEMP), as applicable. Qualifying
maintenance events are those involving repair or replacement of more than 10 piles, where pile
driving is in water shallower than -15 feet Mean Lower Low Water, and occurring in the front,
waterside half of the wharf where light conditions would allow for eelgrass growth. If the pre-
project survey demonstrates eelgrass presence within the project vicinity, a post-project survey
should be conducted and impacts to eelgrass mitigated in accordance with the CEMP.

Adherence to permit conditions will ensure no permanent impact on eelgrass.

The Project would result in an increase in benthic habitat equal to the current footprint of the piles. In
addition, removal of the pier piles would reduce the hard-bottomed habitat provided by the piles, which,
in the Port Complex, are commonly dominated by invasive species, reducing the local presence of non-
native species in Fish Harbor. The area of the wharf to be removed is approximately 2,254 square feet.

No impacts on sensitive habitats are anticipated. Construction activities could temporarily affect marine
biota in the Project area as a result of the suspension of contaminated sediments. These impacts are
expected to be short term in nature and occur over a relatively small, localized area. The Project is
expected to result in an increase in benthic habitat and a reduction of occurrence of non-native species
and shading in the Project area. Therefore adverse effects on sensitive habitats would be less than
significant, and no mitigation is required.
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c. Have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally protected wetlands (including, but not
limited to, marshes, vernal pools, coastal wetlands, etc.) through direct removal, filling,
hydrological interruption, or other means?

No Impact. The proposed Project would not affect federally protected wetlands (as defined by Section
404 of the Clean Water Act) during in-water construction activities (i.e., pile and wharf removal) because
there are no federally protected wetlands in the Project area. The only federally protected wetlands in the
Los Angeles Harbor are the Anchorage Road Salt Marsh and the Cabrillo Salt Marsh, approximately 2.3
southwest and 1.7 miles northeast of the Project site, respectively. Neither of these wetlands would be
affected or otherwise disturbed by the proposed Project. Therefore, no impacts would be associated with
federally protected wetlands, as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. No mitigation is required.

d. Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife
species, or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of
native wildlife nursery sites?

Less-than-Significant Impact. Terrestrial migration corridors within the Port Complex are well outside
of the Project area and will not be affected as a result of Project activities. There would be no impacts on
terrestrial migration corridors as a result of the Project.

Construction activities include wharf removal; however, these activities are short term in nature and do
not include pile driving. Therefore, any impacts on fish movement patterns or marine mammals are
expected to be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.

e. Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree
preservation policy or ordinance?

No Impact. The Project may result in the removal of non-native eucalyptus, California fan palms (native to
California deserts but not the coast), an unidentified pine, and an ornamental Italian cypress around the
Project site. The only biological resources protected by City of Los Angeles ordinance (City of Los Angeles
2015) are certain tree species. These include valley oak (Quercus lobata) and California live oak (Quercus
agrifolia) or any other tree of the oak genus indigenous to California, excluding scrub oak (Quercus
dumosa), Southern California black walnut (Juglans californica var. californica), western sycamore
(Platanus racemosa), and California bay (Umbellularia californica), none of which exists on the Project
site. Therefore, no impacts on protected biological resources would occur, and no mitigation is required.

f. Conflict with the provisions of an adopted habitat conservation plan, natural community
conservation plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan?

No Impact. The Project site is not within the area of an adopted natural community conservation plan or
habitat conservation plan. Only one natural community conservation plan has been approved near the Port.
The plan, which is for Rancho Palos Verdes, was designed to protect coastal scrub habitat (California
Department of Fish and Wildlife 2015).

There are no habitat conservation plans in place for the Port. However, a memorandum of understanding
is in place in order for LAHD, the California Department of Fish and Wildlife, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service, and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to protect the California least tern. It requires a 15-acre
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nesting site to be protected during the annual nesting season (May through October). The least tern colony
nesting site on Pier 400 is designated as a Significant Ecological Area by the County of Los Angeles
(County of Los Angeles, Department of Regional Planning 2015). The Project site is more than 1 mile
from the least tern colony and does not contain nesting habitat or foraging habitat for the species. The
proposed Project would have no impact on habitat conservation plans, natural community conservation
plans, the memorandum of understanding, or the Significant Ecological Area for California least tern.
Therefore, no impact would occur, and no mitigation is required.

4.5 CULTURAL RESOURCES

Would the project:

a. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource pursuant to
Section 15064.5?

No Impact. The LAHD prepared a technical memorandum in 2019 that re-evaluated Star-Kist Plant
No. 4 and its associated buildings for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and
the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) or as a local Los Angeles Historic-Cultural
Monument (HCM) (Appendix B). Buildings included in the evaluation are as follows: Plant No. 4, the
East Plant (can manufacturing, warehouse, and cold storage), the empty can warehouse, the laboratory,
the food testing and animal nutrition facility, and the pet food plant. Although Plant No. 4 was previously
determined eligible for the NRHP and CRHR or as an HCM under all criteria, the 2018 re-evaluation
identified major alterations to Plant No. 4 that rendered it ineligible because of a lack of integrity. The
remaining buildings retained their previous finding as not eligible for the NRHP and CRHR or as an
HCM under any criteria. The 2018 evaluations included Plant No. 4’s infrastructure and utilities, such as
the fish dock to the south and steam-related equipment to the east. In addition, the 2018 evaluation
included the East Plant’s infrastructure and utilities to the south. Star-Kist Plant No. 4 and its associated
dock and buildings were determined ineligible for listing in the NRHP and CRHR or as an HCM under all
criteria in 2018 (Appendix B). Therefore, the proposed Project would not cause an adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource pursuant to Section 15064.5, and no mitigation measures are required.

b. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource pursuant
to Section 15064.5?

No Impact. A cultural resources inventory study conducted for the proposed Project (Appendix C) did
not identify any archaeological resources in or within a 0.25-mile radius of the proposed Project. The
cultural resources inventory study included a records search conducted at the South Central Coastal
Information Center (SCCIC) of the California Historical Resources Inventory System (CHRIS), located at
California State University, Fullerton. The records search included a review of all available cultural
resources surveys and excavation reports as well as site records within a 0.25-mile radius of the Project
site. The NRHP, CRHR, California Inventory of Historic Resources, California Historical Landmarks,
California Points of Historical Interest, State Historic Resources Commission, and Caltrans Historic
Highway Bridge Inventory were also consulted. The records search revealed that seven previous studies
have taken place within a 0.25-mile radius. No prehistoric sites or isolates have been previously recorded
within the Project site or within a 0.25-mile radius of the Project site. The cultural resources inventory
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report also reviewed the setting of the Project site. The Project site is composed of modern fill or non-
native sediments, and no native ground is present. As such, there is little to no potential for encountering
buried, intact cultural resources within the Project area. Because of the distance of Project activities from
historic resources, no archaeological resources would be affected by the proposed Project.

No impacts on any archaeological resources are anticipated as a result of proposed Project activities.
Therefore, the proposed Project would not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an
archaeological resource pursuant to Section 15064.5. No mitigation is required.

c. Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of dedicated cemeteries?

No Impact. No prehistoric sites or cemeteries have been identified in the Project site or within a 0.25-
mile radius of the Project site. Based on the results of the cultural resource records search, background
research, and Native American consultation process, there is no evidence of any human remains,
including those interred outside of dedicated cemeteries, within the Project site that would be affected by
the proposed Project. Therefore, the proposed Project would result in no impacts on any human remains,
and no mitigation measures are required.

4.6 ENERGY

Would the project:

a. Result in a potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or
unnecessary consumption of energy resources during project construction or operation?

Less-than-Significant Impact. Energy (primarily gasoline but also diesel fuel) would be used during
construction of the proposed Project. Energy expenditures during construction would be temporary,
lasting for approximately 16 months (8 months for each of the two phases), and necessary to achieve the
overall objectives of creating a parcel of land that is more marketable for future development, reusing and
capitalizing on the existing area more efficiently, and removing safety hazards. Construction would not
result in wasteful or inefficient use of energy.

Table 4.6-1 shows energy consumption during construction. Construction fuel consumption represents
total fuel use over the 16-month construction period. The proposed Project would use a minimal amount
of energy during proposed construction activities, such as lead and asbestos removal, demolition,
grading/compaction, and other construction-related activities. Construction-related effects on energy
would most likely be greatest during the demolition phase. However, the demolition phases would be
short term in duration (70 total work days for wharf and project site demolition) and, therefore, would not
result in wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources during Project
construction. Therefore, the proposed Project would not use non-renewable resources in a wasteful or
inefficient manner during construction. Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is
required.
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Table 4.6-1. Total Fuel Use during Project Construction

Source Category Fuel Fuel Use (gal)
Marine Vessels Diesel 3,346
Equipment Gasoline 45,671
Trucks Diesel 5,667
Workers Diesel 2,893
Total Fuel Consumption — 54,230

As discussed in Sections 2, Project Description, and 4.19, Utilities and Service Systems, So. Cal Ship
Services currently operates on approximately 1 acre in the southeast portion of the project site, providing
support services for offshore oil platforms. Also, a small canning operation was still in operation in the
northern portion of the East Plant until a few months prior to release of this IS/ND. Other than these two
operations, the project site has been largely vacant for the last 9 years. Prior to implementation of the
proposed Project, the So. Cal Ship Services operations would be discontinued at the site.

As part of the proposed Project, new exterior lighting would be installed around the perimeter of the
Project site and would result in new operational electricity consumption. However, energy consumption
from lighting would be minor and less than existing conditions. Accordingly, a net reduction in energy
consumption is expected from the proposed Project. Therefore, the proposed Project would not use non-
renewable resources in a wasteful or inefficient manner during operations. Impacts would be less than
significant, and no mitigation is required.

b. Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency?

No Impact. Construction would be consistent with the policies in the Port’s Clean Air Action Plan. As
described above in response to 4.6-a, the proposed Project would have only short-term, minimal impacts
on energy resources during construction activities. Future development would be required to comply with
state and local plans for renewable energy and energy efficiency. Therefore, no impact would occur, and
no mitigation is required.
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4.7 GEOLOGY AND SOILS

Would the project:

a. Directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss,
injury, or death involving:

1. Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo

Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on other
substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer to Division of Mines and Geology Special
Publication 42.

Less-than-Significant Impact. The Palos Verdes Fault Zone traverses the Port in a northwest-to-
southeast manner from the West Turning Basin to Pier 400 and beyond. The Palos Verdes Fault
Zone roughly encompasses a 50-mile-long area that travels through the communities of San
Pedro, Palos Verdes Estates, Torrance, and Redondo Beach (California Institute of Technology
2013). According to Figure 2, Palos Verdes Fault Zone, of the 2018 Port Master Plan, the Palos
Verdes Fault crosses the Project area. In addition to the Palos Verdes Fault Zone, the northern
terminus of the Wilmington blind thrust fault line is located immediately adjacent to and just
northeast of the Project. According to the 2017 Activity and Earthquake Potential of the
Wilmington Blind Thrust, Los Angeles, CA Final Technical Report submitted to the US
Geological Survey, the fault line is located between Cannery Street and the Project site (Wolfe et
al. 2017). The proposed Project would involve demolition activities that would be conducted in
two phases. Once demolition is complete, the Project site would be graded and covered with
crushed miscellaneous base and the installation of perimeter fencing and exterior lighting would
occur. Therefore, the proposed Project would not include the addition of any new structures
meant for human occupancy (consequently, potential impacts on people and structures would be
negligible), nor does it contain features that would directly or indirectly cause or intensify effects
associated with fault rupture. Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is
required.

Strong seismic ground shaking?

Less-than-Significant Impact. The Project area is located within the Palos Verdes Fault Zone
and immediately adjacent to the Wilmington blind thrust fault line; therefore, potential hazards
exist because of seismic activity associated with active faults and the presence of engineered fill®
throughout the Project area. The next-closest fault zone to the Project site is the Newport-
Inglewood Fault Zone (located approximately 7.6 miles to the northeast). As discussed in
Threshold 4.7.a.1, no structures intended for human occupation would be built as part of the
proposed Project; therefore, the potential risk to personnel working within the Project area would
be negligible. In addition, the proposed Project would involve demolition activities, grading, and

3 According to the 2018 Port Master Plan; the Port has been physically modified through past dredge and fill
projects. The Natural Resources Conservation Service’s Web Soil Survey identifies soils in the project area as urban
land, 0 to 2 percent slopes, dredged fill substratum.
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the installation of perimeter fencing and exterior lighting. The proposed Project does not contain
features that would directly or indirectly cause or intensify effects of seismic ground shaking.
Therefore, impacts related to seismic ground shaking would be less than significant, and no
mitigation is required.

3. Seismically related ground failure, including liquefaction?

Less-than-Significant Impact. Liquefaction occurs when saturated, low-density, loose materials
(e.g., sand or silty sand) are weakened and transformed from a solid to a near-liquid state as a
result of increased pore water pressure. The increase in pressure is caused by strong ground
motion from an earthquake. Liquefaction most often occurs in areas underlain by silts and fine
sands and where shallow groundwater exists. The Project site is identified as an area that is
susceptible to liquefaction, per the California Geological Survey’s Earthquake Zones of Required
Investigation. This is due to the presence of engineered fill and shallow groundwater at the
Project site. However, the proposed Project would involve demolition activities, grading, and the
installation of perimeter fencing and exterior lighting. It would not include construction of any
structures intended for human occupation, nor would it contain features that would directly or
indirectly cause or intensify ground failure conditions. Therefore, impacts related to seismically
related ground failure, including liquefaction, would be less than significant, and no mitigation is
required.

4, Landslides?

No Impact. The proposed Project would be constructed and operated on Terminal Island, which
is flat and has no significant natural or graded slopes. Furthermore, the Project site is not in a
California Geological Survey—designated landslide zone. No impacts related to landslides would
occur, and no mitigation is required.

b. Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?

Less-than-Significant Impact. Construction of the proposed Project would result in some pavement and
soil disturbance during demolition and grading activities. However, best management practices (BMPs)
would be employed during construction (such as sediment and erosion control measures) to prevent
pollutants from leaving the site, as required by the Project-specific SWPPP to be prepared under the
Construction General Permit* (Order 2009-0009-DWQ). Once demolition activities are complete, the
Project site would be graded and covered with a crushed miscellaneous base, which would prevent on-site
soils from eroding after the proposed Project is completed. Therefore, the proposed Project would not
result in significant soil erosion or the loss of topsoil, and no mitigation is required.

4 Dischargers whose projects disturb 1 or more acres of soil or whose projects disturb less than 1 acre but are part of a
larger common plan of development that, in total, disturbs 1 or more acres are required to obtain coverage under the
General Permit for Discharges of Stormwater Associated with Construction Activity Construction General Permit Order
2009-0009-DWQ. The Construction General Permit requires development of a SWPPP by a certified Qualified SWPPP
Developer.
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c. Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable or that would become unstable as a result of
the project and potentially result in an on-site or off-site landslide, lateral spreading,
subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse?

Less-than-Significant Impact. According to the Natural Resources Conservation Service’s Web Soil
Survey, artificial fill underlies the Project site. Artificial fill could be susceptible to unstable conditions
such as lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse. However, the proposed Project would
comply with applicable engineering standards and the Los Angeles Building Code. In addition, Project
activities would involve demolition, grading, and the installation of perimeter fencing and exterior
lighting. The Project would not include structures meant for human occupancy or contain features that
would directly or indirectly exacerbate unstable soil or geologic conditions. Compliance with the
aforementioned codes and standards would reduce potential impacts associated with unstable soils to less
than significant, and no mitigation is required.

d. Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994),
creating substantial direct or indirect risks to life or property?

Less-than-Significant Impact. Expansive soils are fine-grained soils (generally high-plasticity clays)
that can undergo a significant increase in volume with an increase in water content as well as a significant
decrease in volume with a decrease in water content. Changes in the water content of highly expansive
soils can result in severe distress for structures constructed on or against the soils. Previously imported fill
that currently exists throughout the Port could have expansive characteristics (because imported fill can
be partially composed of clay). However, the proposed Project would comply with applicable engineering
standards and the Los Angeles Building Code. In addition, the Project would not include structures meant
for human occupancy or contain features that would directly or indirectly create or exacerbate expansive
soil conditions. Compliance with the aforementioned codes and standards would reduce potential impacts
associated with expansive soils to less than significant, and no mitigation is required.

e. Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater
disposal systems in areas where sewers are not available for the disposal of wastewater?

No Impact. Project features would not include the use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal
systems. No impacts would occur, and no mitigation is required.

f. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic
feature?

No Impact. A paleontological records request was submitted to the Los Angeles County Natural History
Museum. The results were received by electronic letter on September 19, 2019 (see Appendix D). The
result of the records search indicate that the Project site does not contain any significant paleontological
deposits at the current ground surface. The surface of the Project site comprises artificial fill deposits that
extend to unknown depths across the Project site. However, older Quaternary-aged deposits occur at
modest depths below the artificial fill deposits in the Project site area and could contain significant
vertebrate fossil remains. The closest older Quaternary fossil identification locality is LACM 4587,
comprising specimens of ground sloth, fur seal, and whale found during dredging at Terminal Island.
Another close older Quaternary locale is locality LACM 4167, which produced a fossil specimen of
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rockfish south-southwest of the Project site on Reservation Point. Onshore and west of the Project site,
older Quaternary deposits of terrestrial Palos Verdes Sand and older marine San Pedro Sand have
produced numerous locales, which included a mixture of terrestrial and marine taxa.

The proposed Project would not extend to the modest depths of the older Quaternary-aged deposits; it
would remain near the surface, within artificial fill. Therefore, the proposed Project would result in no
impacts on paleontological resources, and no mitigation measures are required.

4.8 GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

Would the project:

a. Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant
impact on the environment?

Less-than-Significant Impact. This section summarizes potential greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions
associated with construction of the proposed Project. The proposed Project would install new exterior
lighting around the perimeter of the Project site and would result in new operational GHG emissions (e.g.,
from electricity consumption). However, as mentioned above, prior to implementation of the proposed
Project, So Cal Ship Services operations would be discontinued at the Project site. Operational GHG
emissions from lighting would be minor and substantially less than existing conditions. Accordingly, a
net reduction in operational GHG emissions is expected from the proposed Project, and this analysis
focuses on short-term construction-related GHG emissions.

Construction-related GHG emissions from on-road vehicles and off-road diesel construction equipment
were calculated and included as Appendix A, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Supporting
Documentation. Emissions of carbon dioxide equivalent (CO.e) were quantified for construction of the
proposed Project using CalEEMod. Sources contributing to GHG emissions during construction are
described in detail Section 4.3, Air Quality.

CEQA Significance Thresholds

State CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.4(b) sets forth the factors that should be considered by a lead
agency when assessing the significance of impacts from GHG emissions on the environment. These
factors include:

e The extent to which a project may increase or reduce GHG emissions compared with the existing
environmental setting;

o Whether project emissions exceed a threshold of significance that the lead agency determines
applicable to a project; and

e The extent to which a project complies with regulations or requirements adopted to implement a
statewide, regional, or local plan for the reduction or mitigation of GHG emissions. Such
requirements must be adopted by the relevant public agency through a public review process and
must reduce or mitigate the project’s incremental contribution of GHG emissions.
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The guidelines do not specify significance thresholds and allow the lead agencies discretion in how to
address and evaluate significance, based on these criteria.

The SCAQMD has adopted an interim CEQA significance threshold of 10,000 metric tons per year (MT/yr)
of COze for industrial projects where SCAQMD is the lead agency (SCAQMD 2008). This IS/ND used this
threshold to evaluate the proposed Project’s GHG emissions under CEQA. Estimated GHG emissions below
this threshold would be considered to have less-than-significant impacts on GHG levels.

LAHD has determined that the SCAQMD-adopted interim industrial threshold of 10,000 MT/yr COze is
suitable for the proposed Project for the following reasons:

e The SCAQMD used Governor Schwarzenegger’s June 1, 2005 Executive Order (EO) S-3-05 as the
basis for its development. EO S-3-05 set targets of reducing GHG emissions to 2000 levels by 2010,
1990 levels by 2020, and 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050 (SCAQMD 2008b). The 2020 target
is the core of the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006, widely known as Assembly Bill
(AB) 32 (SCAQMD 2008b).

e The SCAQMD industrial source threshold is appropriate for projects with mobile emission sources,
such as the proposed Project. California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (2008) guidance
considers industrial projects to include substantial GHG emissions associated with mobile sources.
SCAQMD, on industrial projects for which it is the lead agency, uses the 10,000 MT/yr threshold to
determine CEQA significance by combining a project’s stationary source and mobile source
emissions. Although the threshold was originally developed for stationary sources, SCAQMD staff
views the threshold as conservative for projects with both stationary and mobile sources because it is
applied to a larger set of emissions and therefore captures a greater percentage of projects than would
be captured if the threshold was only used for stationary sources (SCAQMD 2008b).

o The SCAQMD industrial-source threshold is appropriate for projects with sources that use primarily
diesel fuel. Although most of the sources that were considered by the SCAQMD in development of
the 10,000 MT/year threshold were natural gas-fueled, both natural gas and diesel combustion
produce CO; as the dominant GHG (The Climate Registry 2019). Furthermore, the conversion of all
GHG into COze ensures all GHG emissions are weighted equitably.

After considering these guidelines, LAHD has set the threshold for use in this IS/ND to determine the
significance of proposed Project-related GHG impacts. The proposed Project would create a significant
GHG impact if it:

e Generates direct and indirect GHG emissions that exceed 10,000 metric tons per year of COe.

Project GHG Emissions

Table 4.8-1 shows the proposed Project’s annual GHG emissions. The table shows that the total estimated
annual GHG emissions from project demolition would be 634 MT/yr CO.e, which is well below the
SCAQMD significance threshold of 10,000 MT/yr CO2e. Increases in emissions of GHGs associated
with implementation of the proposed Project would be short term and less than significant. No mitigation
is required.
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Table 4.8-1. Annual GHG Emissions Associated with Project Construction (MT/year)

Source CO; CHs N.O CO2e
Project Construction
2020 379 <1 <1 382
2021 250 <1 <1 252
Total 629 <1 <1 634
Significance Threshold N/A N/A N/A 10,000
Significant Impact? N/A N/A N/A No

Source: CalEEMod modeling outputs and marine vessel calculations provided in Appendix A.

Notes: Annual CO:e presented takes into consideration sequestration changes associated with tree removal. There are no
significance thresholds for CO2, CH4, and N20. Global warming potentials for CO2, CH4 (25), and N20O (298) are consistent with
CARB and utilized to estimate COze for comparison against the COze threshold.

COz2 = carbon dioxide

CH4 = methane

N20 = nitrogen oxide

CO:ze = carbon dioxide equivalent

N/A = not applicable

b. Conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the
emissions of greenhouse gases?

Less-than-Significant Impact. As noted above, CEQA Guideline Section 15064.4(b) provides that one
factor to be considered in assessing the significance of GHG emissions on the environment is “the
extent to which a project complies with regulations or requirements adopted to implement a statewide,
regional or local plan for the reduction or mitigation of GHG emissions.”

Several state, regional, and local plans have been developed that set goals for the reduction of GHG
emissions over the next few years and decades. Some of these plans and policies (hotably, EO S-3-05
and AB 32) were taken into account by the SCAQMD in developing the 10,000 MT/yr CO:e threshold.
However, no regulations or requirements have been adopted by relevant public agencies to implement
those plans for specific projects, within the meaning of CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.4(b) (3). (See
Center for Biological Diversity v. Cal. Dept. of Fish and Wildlife [Newhall Ranch] [2015] 62 Cal.4"
204, 223.) Consequently, no CEQA significance assessment based on compliance with such regulations
or requirements can be made for the proposed Project. Nevertheless, for the purpose of disclosure,
LAHD has considered whether the proposed Project’s activities and features would be consistent with
federal, state, or local plans, policies, or regulations for the reduction of GHG emissions, as set forth
below.
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The State of California is leading the way in the United States with respect to GHG reductions. Several
legislative and municipal targets for reducing GHG emissions below 1990 levels have been established.
Key examples include:

e Senate Bill (SB) 32

e 1990 levels by 2020

e 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030
e AB32

o 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050

e City of Los Angeles Sustainable City Plan

e 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030
e 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050

e City of Los Angeles Green New Deal (4-Year Update to the Sustainable City Plan)
o Reduce Port-related GHG emissions by 80 percent by 2050

The LAHD has been tracking GHG emissions, in terms of COge, since 2005 through the LAHD
municipal GHG inventory and the annual inventory of air emissions. Port-related GHG emissions started
making significant reductions in 2006, reaching a maximum reduction in CO-e of 15 percent below 1990
levels in 2013 (Figure 4.8-1). Subsequently, 2014 and 2015 saw GHG levels rise due to a period of Port
congestion that arose from circumstances outside of the control of either the LAHD or its tenants.
Emissions have dropped slightly since the 2015 peak, despite record-breaking cargo throughput over the
last few years. As of 2018, Port-related GHG emissions are 3% below 1990 levels. Figure 4.8-2 is a
visual representation of current GHG emissions compared to future compliance with SB 32, AB 32, and
the City of Los Angeles Green New Deal.

@ CAAP Era CO,e (Scopes 1-3) Emissions
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Figure 4.8-1 GHG Emissions, 2005-2018
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City of Los Angeles Green New Deal Plan Targets
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Figure 4.8-2 Actual GHG Emissions, 2005-2018 and 2018 GHG Compliance Trajectory

LAHD and its tenants have initiated a number of wide-ranging strategies to reduce Port-related GHGs,
which include the benefits associated with the CAAP, Zero Emission Roadmap, Energy Management
Action Plan, operational efficiency improvements, and land use and planning initiatives. Looking
toward 2050, there are several unknowns that will affect future GHG emission levels. These unknowns
include grid power portfolios; the goods movement industry’s preferences of power sources and fuel
types for ships, harbor craft, terminal equipment, locomotives, and trucks; advances in cargo movement
efficiencies; the locations of manufacturing centers for products and commodities moved; and
increasing consumer demand for goods. The key relationships that have led to operational efficiency
improvements to date are the cost of energy, current and upcoming regulatory programs, and the
competitive nature of the goods movement industry. The LAHD anticipates these relationships will
continue to produce benefits with regard to GHG emissions for the foreseeable future.

Nevertheless, with the very aggressive targets shown in Figure 4.8-2 above, and the interconnected
nature of GHG emissions, it is not possible at this time to determine whether Port-wide emissions or any
particular project applicant will be able to meet the compliance trajectory shown. Compliance will
depend upon future regulations or requirements that may be adopted, future technologies that have not
been identified or fully developed at this time, or any other Port-wide GHG reduction strategies that
may be established. Although it is unclear if the Port-wide GHG reduction goals and timeline can be
met due to future regulations or requirements that may be adopted, or future technologies that have not
been identified or fully developed at this time, the proposed Project is not expected to conflict with any
GHG reduction initiative that is developed to help the City and LAHD meet the above GHG reduction
goals. The impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.
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4.9 HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

Would the project:

a. Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use,
or disposal of hazardous materials?

Less-than-Significant Impact. Implementation of the proposed Project would not create a significant
hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous
materials. The proposed Project would involve demolition activities, which would be conducted in two
phases. Once demolition is complete, the Project site would be graded and covered with crushed
miscellaneous base and the installation of perimeter fencing and exterior lighting would occur.
Construction activities would involve the routine transport, use, and disposal of hazardous materials such
as (but not limited to) fuel, solvents, paints, oils, and grease. Such transport, use, and disposal must
comply with applicable federal and state regulations, such as the Resource Conservation and Recovery
Act, Department of Transportation Hazardous Materials Regulations, etc. Although small amounts of
solvents, paints, oils, and grease would be transported, used, and disposed of during construction, these
materials are typically used in construction projects and would not represent the transport, use, and
disposal of acutely hazardous materials. In addition, construction activities would be conducted using
BMPs as required under the Construction General Permit (Order 2009-0009-DWQ). BMPs used during
construction activities could include, but would not be limited to, practices related to controls for vehicle
and equipment fueling and maintenance; material delivery, storage, and use; spill prevention and control;
and solid and hazardous waste management. During waterside construction activities, a derrick barge
would be employed for pile removal. Once the piles are removed, a material barge (and tug boat) would
haul the waste material away for disposal. Although these vessels are expected to handle small quantities
of hazardous materials (e.g., fuel, lubricants, hydraulic fluid, oil), the California Office of Spill Prevention
and Response (OSPR) requires all marine facilities and tank vessels carrying petroleum products as
cargo—and all non-tank vessels over 300 gross tons—to have a California-approved oil spill contingency
plan (OSCP). Prior to all in-water construction activities, OSPR would develop and review a spill
prevention, control, and countermeasure plan (SPCC plan) and OSCP detailing spill prevention and
control measures and implementation procedures. Impacts would be less than significant, and no
mitigation is required.

No operational activities are proposed as part of the Project. As mentioned, the proposed Project would
conduct two planned phases of demolition on the site. Once demolition is complete, the sites would be
graded and covered (with a crushed miscellaneous base), and the installation of perimeter fencing and
exterior lighting would occur. Therefore, no hazardous materials would be used or stored on the site as
part of normal Project operations. Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.

b. Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable
upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the
environment?

Less-than-Significant Impact. As mentioned under response to 4.9.a., hazardous materials would be used
during construction of the proposed Project, including fuel, solvents, paints, oils, grease, etc. It is possible that
any of these substances could be released during construction activities. However, compliance with federal,
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state, and local regulations, in combination with construction BMPs, would ensure that all hazardous
materials would be used, stored, and disposed of properly, which would minimize potential impacts related to
a hazardous materials release during the construction phase of the Project.

To date, several studies (involving hazardous materials) have been conducted within the Project footprint.
The discussion below summarizes the studies conducted.

Soil and Groundwater Investigation — Former Star-Kist Factory Facilities (2019)

A site investigation (involving soil and groundwater sampling) was conducted by Eco & Associates,
Inc. between June 7 and 14, and on August 6, 2019, primarily within Plant No. 4 and the southern
portion of the East Plant. The primary objective of the investigation was to assess the possible presence
and extent, if any, of affected soil and groundwater within the former Star-Kist factory facilities. The
field investigation consisted of advancing 41 soil borings to a total depth of 5 feet below grade. In
addition, five of the soil borings were converted to temporary wells and extended 3 to 5 feet into the
groundwater table for sample collection. Samples were analyzed for total petroleum hydrocarbons
(TPH), volatile organic compounds (VOCs), semi-volatile organic compounds (SVOCs), herbicides
and pesticides, polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), and Title 22 metals.

Per the investigation findings, it was determined that soil beneath the site has not been significantly
affected by TPH, VOCs, SVOCs, PCBs, herbicides, or pesticides. However, three areas contained
metals contamination that exceeded industrial screening levels and/or Non-Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act (non-RCRA), (i.e., California hazardous waste) or RCRA (i.e., federal hazardous waste)
criteria. The metal-affected soil areas were found in the northern half of the study area. The
investigation recommends that if soil is to be disturbed in these areas, the material should be segregated
and soil disposed of in accordance with state and federal regulations. The investigation also concluded
that groundwater beneath the site had not been significantly affected with the aforementioned
contaminants; however, if dewatering is to occur during future site improvements, extracted water
should be characterized and disposed of in accordance with state and federal regulations.

Asbestos Air Quality Survey — 1050 Ways Street (2019)

On February 21, 2019, California Asbestos Consultants conducted an asbestos air quality survey to
confirm if airborne asbestos fibers are within the breathable air space of the 1050 Ways Street building
(located within the Plant No. 4 footprint). Samples were collected using non-aggressive air sampling
techniques (e.g., low-flow sampling pumps) to represent background conditions of the buildings air
space.

The survey concluded that asbestos was not detected in any of the air samples; however, it was noted
that asbestos-containing materials are present within the building and in poor condition. According to
the survey report, damaged acoustical ceiling in the entry way of the building requires isolation and
removal, and the area should be cleaned under negative pressure by an asbestos abatement contractor.
Furthermore, asbestos-containing floor tile/mastic also requires removal upon acoustical ceiling work.
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Asbestos and Lead-Based Paint Inspection — 936, 938, and 1038 Barracuda Street (2018-2019)

An asbestos inspection was performed by National Econ Corporation on February 20, 21, 2018, and
January 10, 2019, to identify visible and/or readily accessible suspect (friable and non-friable) asbestos-
containing building materials (ACBMs) within 936,° 938, and 1038 Barracuda Street. The structures
located at 936 and 1038 Barracuda Street include the northern portion and southern portion of the East
Plant, respectively. The structure at 938 Barracuda Street corresponds to the central portion of the East
Plant; it is not within the Project footprint and not part of the proposed Project. One hundred thirty-four
samples were collected during the survey, with asbestos being present in 32 of the samples analyzed.
Asbestos was identified in the roof coating, roof mastic, resilient flooring, stucco wi/barrier paper,
stucco, wall caulking, cove base mastic, window putty, and drywall/joint compound of the buildings
surveyed. The ACBMs in these compounds were characterized as being in good to poor condition and
considered non-friable material; however, they could become friable if damaged or disturbed.

Based on the findings, the inspection report recommended an Asbestos Management Program (AMP)
be prepared and implemented to avoid incidental and/or accidental disturbance of ACBM. Also, if
removal of ACBM would be required in connection with demolition, renovation, or building repair,
work should performed by personnel who are appropriately trained, experienced, and registered to
handle the material. It was noted that a portion of 1038 South Barracuda Street was inaccessible at the
time of the inspection; further testing would be required in that area.

An interior and exterior lead-containing material inspection was performed by National Econ
Corporation on February 20, 21, 2018, and January 10, 2019, to determine if lead was present on
painted components at 936, 938, and 1038 Barracuda Street. A total of 166 X-ray fluorescence (XRF)
readings (employing a radiation monitoring device paint analyzer) were performed. In addition, 13 chip
samples were collected in designated locations. The XRF readings of painted components indicated the
presence of lead at 34 locations. In addition, 11 of the 13 paint chips indicated the presence of lead-
containing material.

The lead-based paint (LBP) inspection report recommended that a Lead Management Program be
prepared and implemented to avoid incidental and/or accidental disturbance of LBP. The program
would provide guidelines to minimize lead exposure, which may be caused by age, normal wear and
tear, delamination, building maintenance, repairs, renovation, and other activities that may affect LBP.
Prior to demolition or major construction, the inspection report-recommended specifications include
removal of lead-containing material. It was noted that a portion of 1038 South Barracuda Street was
inaccessible at the time of the inspection; further XRF and chip sampling would be required in that
area.

® A prior Limited Asbestos Containing Materials Survey of the warehouse roof at 936 Barracuda Street was conducted on
August 5, 2016 by California Asbestos Consultants. No suspect asbestos containing materials were observed to sample at
the time of the survey. Thus, no further action was recommended at the time (as it pertained to the roof).
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Hazardous Materials Survey — 1050-1054 Ways Street (2010)

A hazardous materials survey was conducted by TRC from December 13 to 16, 2010, at the former
Star-Kist plant located at 1050-1054 Ways Street (within the Plant No. 4 footprint). The study involved
inspection, assessment, sampling, and quantification of asbestos, LBP, mercury fluorescent tube lights,
mercury High Intensity Discharge (HID) lamps, mercury thermostats, radioactive smoke detectors,
lead-acid batteries, tritium-containing exit signs, Freon-containing systems, and PCB-containing light
ballasts. The survey’s objective was to quantify and locate known asbestos materials in the building as
well as provide additional sampling of suspect asbestos, lead-based painted components, and universal
hazardous wastes.

Floor tile; roof and ceiling materials; acoustic plaster; mastic; heating, ventilation, and air-conditioning
(HVAC) system components; window putty; flange gaskets; and cement panels within the former plant
building were identified as containing asbestos.® The survey also noted that asbestos cement pipe is
present below ground level and may be encountered during future site grading or excavation activities.
Also, a subsurface steam line containing asbestos insulation (originating from the Canners Steam
Company) is located on the northeast corner of the property. If the asbestos materials are likely to
become friable during demolition activities, the survey report concluded that ashestos-containing
materials should be removed prior to disturbance using California Division of Occupational Safety and
Health (Cal/OSHA) Title 8, Section 1529, Class Il removal procedures.

Lead paint test results indicated that several components throughout the former plant building were
found to contain lead. The survey report stated that lead paint in poor condition should be stabilized or
abated prior to demolition activities to prevent worker and environmental exposure. Demolition should
be performed by a contractor who has experience and expertise in LBP abatement, handling, and
disposal. All construction work where an employee can be exposed to lead (in any amount) should
comply with Cal/lOSHA 8 CCR 1532.1, and lead-containing waste should be characterized and profiled
for proper disposal, according to applicable federal, state, and local regulations.

The following materials were also identified during the hazardous materials survey: suspect PCB light
ballasts, mercury tube lights and HID lamps, mercury thermostats, radioactive smoke detectors, lead-
acid batteries, tritium-containing exit signs, and Freon-containing HVAC system components. The
survey report recommended that hazardous materials identified in the structures should be removed and
properly packaged prior to demolition of the facility. The packaged materials should be classified and
handled according to federal, state, and local regulations prior to off-site disposal and/or recycling.

& A subsequent Limited Ashestos Containing Materials Survey was conducted on September 12, 2013, by California
Asbestos Consultants, including suspect asbestos materials from the roof of 1050 Ways Street. The survey was limited to
skylight roofing materials, which were part of a renovation project at the time. Three samples were taken from composite
roll core material on roof. No asbestos was identified in any of the samples; however, the report noted that other suspect
ashestos-containing materials may be present and should be sampled prior to demolition.
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Conclusions

As previously mentioned, the proposed Project would involve two phases of demolition. As such, there is
potential for personnel and environmental exposure to hazardous materials (i.e., elevated metal
concentrations in soils, asbestos, lead and the various materials identified in the hazardous materials
surveys). However, with implementation of a Soil Management Plan’ (SMP), Asbestos Management
Program (which can include exposure monitoring, exposure response procedures, removal requirements,
etc.), and a Lead Management Program (as required in the asbestos and lead-based paint inspection
report), along with adherence to applicable federal, state, and local regulations (as discussed above),
impacts would be less than significant. No mitigation is required.

No operational activities are proposed as part of the Project. Upon completion of demolition activities, the
Project site would be graded and covered with crushed miscellaneous base, and perimeter fencing and
lighting would be installed. No hazardous materials would be used or stored on the site as part of Project
operations.

c. Emit hazardous emissions or involve handling hazardous or acutely hazardous materials,
substances, or waste within 0.25 mile of an existing or proposed school?

No Impact. There are no schools within 0.25 mile of the proposed Project. The closest school is Port of
Los Angeles High School, approximately 0.90 mile to the west, beyond the main channel and North
Harbor Boulevard. No impact would occur, and no mitigation is required.

d. Be located on a site that is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant hazard to the
public or the environment?

No Impact. The Project site is not included on the list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to
Government Code Section 65962.5 (i.e., “Cortese List”) maintained by the California Department of
Toxic Substances Control or the State Water Resources Control Board. As such, the proposed project
would not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment. There would be no impact, and no
mitigation is required.

e. Be located within an airport land use plan area or, where such a plan has not been adopted, be
within 2 miles of a public airport or public use airport and result in a safety hazard or excessive
noise for people residing or working in the project area?

No Impact. The proposed Project is not within an airport land use plan or within 2 miles of a public
airport or a public use airport. The closest airport is Torrance Municipal Airport — Zamperini Field,
approximately 5.4 miles to the northwest. No impact would occur, and no mitigation is required.

" The SMP is a Project feature and would be prepared prior to the commencement of construction activities and
implemented during all soil disturbance actions conducted on site. The SMP would include provisions for worker
health and safety, proper handling of affected soil that may be encountered, contingency measures, and construction
best practices as they relate to potentially affected soil. The SMP would also identify procedures for soil
management, including identification of pollutants and disposal methods.
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f.  Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan?

Less-than-Significant Impact. Construction activities occurring within the Port require the contractor to
coordinate with the Los Angeles Harbor Department Port Police (Port Police), the Los Angeles Police
Department (LAPD), the U.S. Coast Guard, and fire protection/service providers, as appropriate,
regarding traffic management issues. If necessary, traffic control equipment would be in place to direct
local traffic around the work area. Furthermore, work conducted as part of the proposed Project would be
in accordance with the requirements of the Port’s Risk Management Plan.® The proposed Project would
comply with all aforementioned requirements and, therefore, would not impair implementation of or
physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan. Impacts
would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.

g. Expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a significant risk of loss, injury, or
death involving wildland fires?

No Impact. The Project site is in a fully developed portion of Terminal Island; therefore, there are no
wildlands within or adjacent to the Project site. Furthermore, the Project area is not in a Very High Fire
Hazard Severity Zone (California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection 2011). No impacts related
to wildland fires would occur, and no mitigation is required.

410 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY
The following descriptions include a summary of the regulatory programs applicable to the Project.

Coastal Nonpoint-Source Pollution Control Program

The Coastal Nonpoint-Source Pollution Control Program is a joint program between EPA and the
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA). Established during reauthorization of the
Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972, the program provides a more comprehensive solution to the
problem of polluted runoff in coastal areas. The program sets economically achievable measures to
prevent and mitigate runoff pollution problems stemming from agriculture, forestry, urban developments,
marinas, hydromodification (e.g., stream channelization), and the loss of wetland and riparian areas. The
plan for California’s Coastal Nonpoint-Source Pollution Control Program is implemented by the State
Water Resources Control Board, the RWQCBSs, and the California Coastal Commission.

State Water Resources Control Board General Stormwater Permits

The State Water Resources Control Board has issued and periodically renews a statewide General Permit
for Stormwater Discharges Associated with Construction and Land Disturbance Activities (GCASP). The
GCASP was adopted in 2009 and further revised in 2012 (Order No. 2012-0006-DWQ). All construction

8 The intent of the Risk Management Plan is to assess potential risks from the storage and transfer of hazardous
commodities at the liquid bulk terminals at the Port. The Risk Management Plan’s policy objective concerns minimization
or elimination of overlapping hazard footprints on vulnerable resources (i.e., areas with substantial residential, visitor,
recreational, or high-density working populations or critical facilities).
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activities that disturb 1 acre or more must prepare and implement a construction Stormwater Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) that specifies BMPs to prevent pollutants from contacting stormwater. BMPs
are effective, practical, structural, or nonstructural methods used to prevent or reduce the movement of
sediments, nutrients, and pollutants from land to surface waters. The intent of the SWPPP and BMPs is to
keep all products of erosion from moving off-site into receiving waters, eliminate or reduce non-
stormwater discharges to storm sewer systems and other waters of the United States, and perform
sampling and analysis to determine the effectiveness of BMPs in reducing or preventing pollutants (even
if not visually detectable) in stormwater discharges from causing or contributing to violations of water
quality objectives.

Oil Spill Prevention and Response

The OSPR is a multi-agency effort including the U.S. Coast Guard, the California State Lands
Commission, and the California Department of Fish and Wildlife’s Marine Safety Branch. The OSPR
requires all marine facilities and tank vessels carrying petroleum products as cargo, and all non-tank
vessels over 300 gross tons, to have a California-approved OSCP.

Would the project:

a. Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or otherwise substantially
degrade surface or groundwater quality?

Less-than-Significant Impact. Removal of the wharf as part of the proposed Project could result in
sediment resuspension during sub-seafloor removal of the wharf and pilings. The construction contractor
would adhere to water quality requirements issued from the LARWQCB (WDRs/Section 401 water
quality certification). This would limit the potential for violations of water quality standards to below a
level of significance. Removal of the piles would suspend some bottom sediments known to contain
contaminants at levels that could affect marine species and create localized and temporary turbidity
plumes and associated water quality issues. However, currents in Fish Harbor are slow, and suspended
sediments are expected to settle nearby in Fish Harbor where sediment characteristics, including
contaminant levels, will be similar to those found in the suspended sediments. Such impacts would occur
over a relatively small, localized area.

In addition to water quality effects related to suspended sediments, accidents could result in spills of fuel,
lubricants, or hydraulic fluid from equipment used during pile removal. However, large volumes of these
materials typically are not used or stored at construction sites, and BMPs outlined in the SWPPP would
include standard conditions, such as the required use of secondary spill containment.

Prior to all in-water construction, a SPCC plan and OSCP detailing spill prevention and control measures
and implementation procedures would be developed and would receive approval. While the probability of
an accidental spill from a construction vessel is small, accidental spills could affect water quality in the
construction area. If an accidental spill were to occur, the response and notification actions required by
SPCC regulations would immediately be implemented. These would include efforts to contain and
neutralize the spill, such as deploying floating booms to contain and absorb the spill and using pumps to
assist the cleanup. Such measures would likely prevent the accidental spill from causing any persistent
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degradation of water quality. Therefore, significant water quality impacts are not expected to occur as a
result of accidental spills of pollutants during in-water construction. Impacts would be less than
significant.

Potential construction impacts, such as demolition of the buildings, would be regulated under the NPDES
Construction General Permit, which requires a site-specific SWPPP that defines actions to minimize
potential for spills, manage runoff, and prevent impacts on water quality that could result in the
introduction of structural material or dust into Fish Harbor, potentially resulting in reduced water quality.
BMPs would be implemented during construction in accordance with the SWPPP as well as the Clean
Water Act Section 401 water quality certification issued by the LARWQCB. As a consequence, accidents
that result in spills of contaminants during Project construction are not expected to adversely affect
beneficial uses of harbor waters or result in violations of water quality standards.

Stormwater from the existing facility flows directly into the Los Angeles Harbor. Removal of non-porous
structures and paving as part of the Project as well as grading and the installation of a crushed
miscellaneous base at the site will increase infiltration of stormwater. Some stormwater flow is expected
to continue to flow into adjacent waters. However, no operations are planned for the site, and no Project-
related impacts, including the introduction of contaminants, is expected. The Project area would still be
required to comply with all BMPs and rules and regulations pertaining to water quality standards and
waste discharges. Therefore, potential construction- and operations-related impacts related to water
quality standards and waste discharges would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.

b. Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater
recharge such that the project may impede sustainable groundwater management of the basin?

No Impact. Groundwater at the Project site is affected by saltwater intrusion (high salinity) and therefore
unsuitable for use as drinking water. The proposed Project’s construction activities would occur primarily
adjacent to, in, and over harbor waters. Landside activities would not adversely affect groundwater
recharge because the Project area is not used as a recharge site and would not adversely affect drinking
water supplies because there are none on or near the site. The proposed Project would increase the amount
of impervious surface and improve surface water infiltration locally at the site. The proposed Project
would not install any new groundwater wells, and groundwater extraction would not occur as part of the
proposed Project. Therefore, the proposed Project would not affect existing groundwater supplies,
drinking water supplies, groundwater recharge facilities, or aquifers. The proposed Project would have no
impact with respect to groundwater, and no mitigation is required.

c. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the
alteration of the course of a stream or river or through the addition of impervious surfaces, in a
manner that would:

1. Result in substantial erosion or siltation on-site or off-site?

No Impact. The Project site is currently developed and composed of structures and paved
roads, with some soft-packed, landscaped dirt frontage strips adjacent to the existing buildings.
Most of the area is currently impermeable. The proposed Project would alter the quantity of
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these surfaces by replacing these impermeable surfaces with a semi-permeable graded surface
covered with crushed miscellaneous base. As discussed above, site drainage would improve
compared to current conditions, but drainage patterns and systems would not otherwise be
altered as a result of the proposed Project. The Project area would still be required to comply
with all BMPs and rules and regulations pertaining to water quality standards and waste
discharges. Therefore, no impacts related to alteration of drainage patterns resulting in erosion
or siltation would occur, and no mitigation is required.

2. Substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner that would result in
flooding on-site or off-site?

No Impact. The proposed Project would result in an improvement in the site drainage patterns
compared to current conditions. Therefore, no impacts related to alteration of drainage patterns
resulting in flooding would occur, and no mitigation is required.

3. Create or contribute runoff water that would exceed the capacity of existing or planned
stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff?

No Impact. The Project site is currently composed of mostly impervious surfaces that drain to
harbor waters. Removal of impervious structures and conversion to a semi-permeable graded
surface covered with crushed miscellaneous base would improve site drainage. The proposed
Project would have no impact with respect to exceeding capacity of the stormwater drainage
system or provide substantial sources of polluted runoff, and no mitigation is required.

4. Impede or redirect floodflows?

No Impact. The Project site is currently composed of mostly impervious surfaces that drain to
harbor waters. Removal of impervious structures and conversion to a semi-permeable graded
surface covered with crushed miscellaneous base would improve site drainage and reduce
potential for local flooding at the Project site. No mitigation is required.

d. Inaflood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of pollutants due to project inundation?

Less-than-Significant Impact. According to Flood Hazard Map FM06037C2032F, the western portion
of the Project site (Plant No. 4) is in Zone X, which is not identified as a 100-year or 500-year flood zone.
The eastern portion of the Project site, including the northern and southern portions of the East Plant as
well as the water-side dock, are in Zone AE, which is identified as a Special Flood Hazard Area that is
subject to inundation by the 1 percent-annual-chance flood, also known as the base flood, which has a 1
percent chance of being equaled or exceeded in any given year (Federal Emergency Management Agency
2008). However, the proposed Project does not involve the construction of habitable structures; rather, the
proposed Project would remove safety hazards at the site and improve site drainage. The proposed Project
would not increase risks associated with tsunami or seiche. Seiches are seismically induced water waves
that surge back and forth in an enclosed basin. Seiches could occur in the harbor as a result of
earthquakes. A Port Complex model that assessed tsunami and seiche scenarios determined that impacts
from a tsunami were equal to or more severe than those from a seiche in each case modeled (Moffatt and
Nichol 2007). Therefore, the discussion below refers to tsunami as the worst-case scenario for potential
impacts. Potential impacts related to seiche would be the same as or less than those identified below.

Star-Kist Cannery Facility Project Page 4-34
Draft Initial Study/Negative Declaration December 2019



Los Angeles Harbor Department Proposed Finding

According to the General Plan Safety Element, the Project site is in an area identified as a potential
tsunami inundation area (City of Los Angeles 1996). However, demolition activities from the proposed
Project would not involve construction of any habitable structures or increase the potential for tsunami
damage to occur. All facilities on the Project site would be removed, and no new structures would be
constructed that would be subject to damage, including inundation, by tsunami. Therefore, there would be
a less-than-significant impact associated with the risk release of pollutants from Project inundation due to
a flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche. No mitigation is required.

e. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan or sustainable
groundwater management plan?

No Impact. The Project site currently complies with water quality requirements, and the removal of the
mostly impervious surfaces and conversion to a semi-permeable graded surface covered with crushed
miscellaneous base would improve site drainage and reduce the potential for water quality impacts at the
Project site. No groundwater management plans are in place for the Project site because of saltwater
intrusion at the site. No mitigation is required.

4.11 LAND USE AND PLANNING

Would the project:

a. Physically divide an established community?

No Impact. The proposed Project would be located on Terminal Island, a heavy industrial area of the Port
that does not include established communities. The nearest residential areas to the Project site are the
single-family and multi-family residences along South Beacon Street, across the Main Channel in San
Pedro (approximately 1 mile to the west). Therefore, no impacts associated with physical division of an
established community would occur, and no mitigation is required.

b. Cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict with any land use plan, policy, or
regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?

Less-than-Significant Impact. The proposed Project would be located at the Port of Los Angeles, within
the area covered by the General Plan, Port of Los Angeles Plan (1982), and the Transportation Element
(1999). The Project site has a General Plan designation of General/Bulk Cargo for Hazardous Industrial
and Commercial and Commercial Fishing (City of Los Angeles 2001). The Project site is zoned for heavy
industrial uses ([Q] M3-1) under the City of Los Angeles Zoning Ordinance (City of Los Angeles 2019).
The Port of Los Angeles Plan is one of 35 community plans that make up the General Plan of the City of
Los Angeles (City of Los Angeles, 1982). This plan provides a 20-year guide to continued development
and operation of the Port.

The Port Master Plan (PMP) (Port of Los Angeles 2018) establishes policies and guidelines to direct
future development of the Port. The proposed Project is located in Planning Area 3, Terminal Island, and
Planning Area 4, Fish Harbor. Planning Area 3 focuses on container operations, while Planning Area 4
focuses on commercial fishing and maritime support uses. The land use designation for the eastern
portion of the Project site has a PMP designation of “Container,” while the western portion of the Project
site has a PMP designation of “Commercial Fishing” or “Maritime Support.”
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The Port of Los Angeles Plan is designed to be consistent with the PMP discussed above. The proposed
Project would be consistent with allowable land uses and the goals and policies of the City of Los
Angeles General Plan and the Port of Los Angeles Plan. Following demolition of this property, the site
would be paved, which would be conducive to maritime support or commercial fishing uses. Any future
development would be required to comply with CEQA on an individual basis and avoid or minimize
impacts to the extent feasible. Therefore, the proposed Project would not conflict with any applicable land
use plan, policy, or regulation. Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.

412 MINERAL RESOURCES

Would the project:

a. Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the
region and the residents of the state?

No Impact. The proposed Project would be located on Terminal Island, which is composed mostly of
artificial fill material. The Wilmington Oil Field, the third-largest oil field in the United States, based on
cumulative production, extends from Torrance to the Harbor District of Long Beach, approximately 13
miles (Otott and Clarke 1996). This is the closest oil field to the proposed Project. According to the
General Plan’s Safety Element and the California Department of Conservation, Division of Oil, Gas, and
Geothermic Resources, the Project site would be outside the boundary of the Wilmington Qil Field. There
are no active oil wells on the Project site (California Department of Conservation 2019). Therefore, no
impacts related to the loss of availability of a known valued mineral resources would occur with
implementation of the proposed Project. No impact would occur, and no mitigation is required.

b. Result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral resource recovery site delineated
on a local general plan, specific plan, or other land use plan?

No Impact. As described under response to 4.12. a., above, there are no active oil wells on the Project
site. The proposed Project would not result in the loss of availability of a mineral resource recovery site,
as described under 4.12.a. Therefore, no impact with respect to the availability of a mineral resource
would result from construction of the proposed Project. No impact would occur, and no mitigation is
required.

413 NOISE

Would the project:

a. Generate a substantial temporary or permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity
of the project in excess of standards established in a local general plan or noise ordinance or
applicable standards of other agencies?

Less-than-Significant Impact. Construction work associated with the proposed Project would consist of
full demolition of one building (Plant No. 4) and a water-side dock and partial demolition of the East
Plant. Project construction activities are estimated to be completed in two phases, each lasting
approximately 8 months. Each phase includes demolition of existing structures as well as grading and
covering the newly exposed dirt with crushed miscellaneous base.
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The LA CEQA Thresholds Guide (2006) states that a project would normally have a significant impact on
noise levels if construction activities would exceed existing ambient exterior noise levels by 5 to 10 A-
weighted decibels (dBA) at a noise-sensitive use (the exact threshold depends on the duration of the
construction activity and the times and days during which the construction takes place). The guidelines
also provide screening criteria to quickly identify construction activities that would not normally result in
significant noise impacts. The screening criteria indicate that significant impacts would normally not
occur if construction is more than 500 feet from a noise-sensitive use and does not occur between the
hours of 9:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. Monday through Friday, before 8:00 a.m. or after 6:00 p.m. on Saturday,
or at any time on Sunday.

The nearest noise-sensitive receptors to the Project site are all located to the south and west. The closest
are residences (staff housing) on Reservation Point, more than 3,500 feet south of the Project site.
Additional noise-sensitive land uses include Bloch Field, Gibson Park, and the Gibson Senior Citizen
Community Garden, approximately 4,800 feet west of the Project site on South Harbor Boulevard.
Approximately 5,000 feet to the west are the Church of Sweden Los Angeles and numerous multi-family
residences, all located along south Beacon Street. Given the location of these nearby sensitive receptors,
implementation of the proposed Project would not occur within 500 feet of a noise-sensitive land use. In
addition, Project construction would occur only within the designated construction hours established by
the City (7:00 a.m. to 9:00 p.m. Monday through Friday and 8:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. on Saturday). As a
result, Project construction satisfies both of the applicable screening criteria, and no significant noise
impact from Project construction would be anticipated. Construction-related noise impacts resulting from
implementation of the Project would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.

No operational activities are proposed as part of the Project. As mentioned, the proposed Project would
involve two planned phases of demolition of the Project site. Once demolition is complete, the site would
be graded and covered (with a crushed miscellaneous base), and the installation of perimeter fencing and
exterior lighting would occur. There are no elements of the proposed Project that would generate
operational noise levels. Therefore, there would be no operational noise impact, and no mitigation is
required.

b. Generate excessive ground-borne vibration or ground-borne noise levels?

Less-than-Significant Impact. The air quality analysis included in Section 4.3 lists the pieces of heavy
construction equipment expected to be used for the proposed Project. The equipment list includes a
vibratory pile extractor, derrick barge, material barge, tug boat, RC boat, excavators, loaders, forklifts,
and vibratory soil compactors. Ground vibration levels would vary, depending on which piece of
equipment is used. Vibration from construction equipment would spread through the ground, diminishing
rapidly in strength with distance. While ground-borne vibration from construction activities does not often
reach levels that can damage structures, fragile buildings must receive special consideration (Federal
Transit Administration 2018). The closest off-site structures to the Project site are all industrial buildings
that would not be susceptible to damage from Project construction. The highest levels of groundborne
vibration would be associated with the vibratory pile extractor. Using the reference data and calculation
methodology provided in the Transportation and Construction Vibration Guidance Manual (Caltrans
2013), it was predicted that the vibratory pile extractor could generate barely perceptible ground-borne

Star-Kist Cannery Facility Project Page 4-37
Draft Initial Study/Negative Declaration December 2019



Los Angeles Harbor Department Proposed Finding

vibration at a distance of approximately 1,100 feet, increasing to distinctly perceptible at approximately
320 feet. Vibratory soil compactors could generate barely perceptible ground-borne vibration at a distance
of approximately 400 feet, increasing to distinctly perceptible at approximately 110 feet. Vibration levels
from the remaining (non-vibratory) construction equipment would be lower. Because the closest homes
are approximately 3,500 feet from the Project site, ground-borne vibration levels would be imperceptible.
Therefore, ground-borne vibration impacts resulting from Project construction would be less than
significant, and no mitigation is required.

As mentioned above, no operational activities are proposed as part of the Project. Therefore, no element
of the proposed Project would generate perceptible operational vibration levels at off-site receiver
locations. There would be no operational impact, and no mitigation is required.

c. Be located within the vicinity of a private airstrip or an airport land use plan or, where such a
plan has not been adopted, within 2 miles of a public airport or public use airport and expose
people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels?

No Impact. No habitable structures are proposed as part of the Project, and the Project would not alter the
existing operations at any private airstrip, public airport, or public use airport. The closest airport to the
Project site is Torrance Municipal Airport — Zamperini Field, a municipal airport located approximately
5.4 miles northwest of the Project site. Long Beach Airport is approximately 8 miles northeast of the
Project site. The Los Angeles County Airport Land Use Plan (Los Angeles County Airport Land Use
Commission, 2004) contains maps outlining the influence area for each airport located within the county.
The Project site is well outside the influence area and the established noise contours for both airports
previously mentioned. The next-closest air facilities are the base for the Goodyear blimp (approximately
8 miles to the north) and Compton — Woodley Airport (approximately 10.5 miles north). As a result, the
proposed Project would not expose people residing or working in the Project area to excessive noise
levels from any private airstrip, public airport, or public use airport; therefore, there would be no impact
and no mitigation is required.

414 POPULATION AND HOUSING

Would the project:

a. Induce substantial unplanned population growth in an area, either directly (e.g., by proposing
new homes and businesses) or indirectly (e.g., through extension of roads or other
infrastructure)?

No Impact. The proposed Project would not establish new residential uses within the Port, require the
extension of roads or other growth-accommaodating infrastructure, or result in the relocation of substantial
numbers of people from outside of the region. Therefore, the proposed Project would not directly or
indirectly induce substantial population growth through the extension of roads or other infrastructure. No
impacts associated with population growth would occur, and no mitigation is required.
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b. Displace a substantial number of existing people or housing, necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere?

No Impact. There is no housing within the boundaries of the Project site that would be displaced as a
result of the proposed Project. The proposed Project would not result in the displacement of any persons
or the need for replacement housing. No impact would occur, and no mitigation is required.

4.15 PUBLIC SERVICES

Would the project:

a. Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or
physically altered governmental facilities or a need for new or physically altered governmental
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to
maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives for any of
the following public services:

1. Fire protection?

Less-than-Significant Impact. The Los Angeles Fire Department (LAFD) currently provides
fire protection and emergency services to the Project site and surrounding area. LAFD facilities in
the Port include land-based fire stations and fireboat companies. The nearest station with direct
fireboat access is Fire Station No. 112, located in the Main Channel, about 0.9 mile west of the
Project site. The approximate travel distance to the Project site is about 2.5 miles. The closest
station with land access is Fire Station No. 40, located to the north at 330 Ferry Street. The
approximate travel distance to the Project site is approximately 1 mile. This station is located on
Terminal Island and equipped with a single engine company, an assessment engine, rescue
ambulance, and rehab air tender. This station would provide fire service by land.

The proposed Project demolition activities would not increase the need for fire protection and
emergency services. Furthermore, construction would occur within the Project site and harbor and
would not affect service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives of the LAFD.
Moreover, implementation of the proposed Project would remove safety and fire hazards from the
site.

Construction activities would include implementation of standard safety requirements, including
preparation of an emergency response plan and coordination with emergency service providers,
including the LAFD. Accordingly, construction of the proposed Project is not expected to result
in an increase in demand for LAFD personnel, equipment, facilities, or firefighting capabilities,
nor would it affect response times and lead to a substantial adverse physical impact. Therefore,
impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation is required.

2. Police protection?

Less-than-Significant Impact. The LAPD and Port Police provide police services at the Port,
with the latter being the primary law enforcement agency within the Port of Los Angeles.
Specifically, Port Police officers are responsible for patrol and surveillance within the Port’s
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boundaries, including Port-owned properties in the communities of Wilmington, San Pedro, and
Harbor City. Port Police officers maintain 24-hour land and water patrols and enforce federal,
state, and local public safety statutes, Port tariff regulations, as well as environmental and
maritime safety regulations. Port Police headquarters is at 330 Centre Street in San Pedro.

Although Port Police are the first responders in an emergency, the LAPD is also responsible for
police services in the Project vicinity because the Port is part of the City of Los Angeles. The
LAPD Harbor Division is located at 2175 John S. Gibson Boulevard in San Pedro, which is
approximately 2.1 miles northwest of the Project site. The Harbor Division is responsible for
patrols throughout San Pedro, Harbor City, and Wilmington.

The proposed Project’s demolition activities would occur within the Project site. Street closures
would not be required. Therefore, Project construction would not affect the demand for law
enforcement such that new facilities would be required.

The proposed Project would be the same distance from service providers as the existing facilities
and, therefore, would not increase emergency response times. It would not substantively alter
terminal activities, increase long-term employment, or result in indirect growth such that
additional police protection would be necessary. In addition, implementation of the proposed
Project would remove safety and attractive nuisance hazards from the site that could attract
unlawful activity. Therefore, impacts related to police protection would be less than significant,
and no mitigation is required.

3. Schools?

No Impact. The proposed Project would not result in population growth that would increase
student enrollment or have other impacts on schools. Therefore, no impacts on existing schools
would occur, and no mitigation is required.

4, Parks?

No Impact. As further discussed in Section 4.16, Recreation, no residential uses or other land
uses that are typically associated with directly inducing population growth are included as part of
the proposed Project. An increase in patronage at park facilities is not expected. Therefore, no
impacts associated with the construction or expansion of park facilities would occur, and no
mitigation is required.

5. Other Public Facilities?

Less-than-Significant Impact. The USCG is a federal agency and responsible for a broad range
of regulatory, law-enforcement, humanitarian, and emergency-response duties. The USCG
mission includes maritime safety, maritime law enforcement, protection of natural resources,
maritime mobility, national defense, and homeland security. The USCG’s primary responsibility
is to ensure the safety of vessel traffic in the channels of the Port and in coastal waters. The
proposed Project would not result in impacts on USCG facilities or operations. No expansion of
the Vessel Traffic Information System would be needed with the proposed Project. Therefore, the
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proposed Project is not expected to result in an increase in demand for other public facilities,
including USCG facilities, that could lead to a substantial adverse physical impact. Impacts
would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.

4.16 RECREATION

Would the project:

a. Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities
such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated?

No Impact. The proposed Project would not directly or indirectly result in physical deterioration of
parks or other recreational facilities. Therefore, impacts associated with parks or other recreational
facilities would not occur, and no mitigation is required.

b. Include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational
facilities that might have an adverse physical effect on the environment?

No Impact. The proposed Project would not include recreational facilities or new residential
development that would require construction or expansion of recreational facilities. Therefore, no new
or expanded recreational facilities would be constructed, and no impact would occur. No mitigation is
required.

417 TRANSPORTATION
Would the project:

a. Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy addressing the circulation system,
including transit, roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities?

Less than Significant Impact. Based on the 2019 update to the City of Los Angeles Thresholds
Guidance Document, the following question contains three sub-questions that dictate final
determination. If the answer is “no” to all of the following questions, a no impact determination can be
made (CEQA Transportation Thresholds, 2019).

1) Would the project generate a net increase of 250 or more daily vehicle trips?

Construction activities are anticipated to occur from fall 2020 to spring 2021. Per
Appendix A and the construction details provided by LAHD’s Engineering Division,
the proposed Project would result in 23 daily trips during wharf demolition, 74 daily
trips during project site demolition, 48 daily trips during grading/compaction, and six
daily trips during the installation of crushed miscellaneous base. In addition, during
each construction phase, workers would make 24 round trips daily. Therefore, because
there would be no overlap in construction phases, the maximum vehicle trips per day
from construction of the proposed Project would be 98 trips, which would not affect the
capacity of the circulation system or otherwise conflict with any programs, plans, or
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policies. Once construction of the proposed Project is complete, there would be no
permanent increase in daily vehicle trips. Therefore, the project would not generate a
net increase of 250 or more daily vehicle trips.

2) Isthe project proposing to, or required to make any voluntary or required modifications to the
public right-of-way?

The proposed project does not include any modifications to the public right-of-way.

3) Is the project on a lot that is % acre or more in total gross area, or is the project’s frontage along a
street classified as an Avenue or Boulevard 250 feet or more, or is the project’s frontage
encompassing an entire block along an Avenue or Boulevard?

The Project site is bounded by Sardine Street to the north, Earle Street to the east, Marina Street
to the south, and Ways Street to the west. Access to the proposed Project is provided from the
Seaside Freeway (SR-47), the Harbor Freeway (1-110), the Long Beach Freeway (I-710), and the
San Diego Freeway (1-405). The Los Angeles Mobility Plan 2035, which is the City’s General
Plan Transportation Element, includes numerous functional classifications to define standard
roadway dimensions. The Seaside Freeway (SR-47), which is approximately 0.75 mile north of
the Project site, is designated as Boulevard Il. The Boulevard Il designation corresponds to 110
feet of right-of-way and 80 feet of roadway width. The Los Angeles Mobility Plan 2035 does not
provide classifications for any other streets within the Project vicinity. The Seaside Freeway
would be a main route for construction trips. The proposed Project would not require any
modifications or closures to the public right-of-way. There would be no in-street construction
activities. There are two parking lots immediately adjacent to the proposed Project site, along
Ways Street to the west and along Marina Street to the south. No parking spaces would be
affected from implementation of the proposed Project.

While the proposed project site is not located along a street classified as an Avenue or Boulevard,
it is located on a lot that is greater than % acre in total gross area. However, the proposed project
is within an industrialized area and there are no bicycle or pedestrian facilities within Terminal
Island or Fish Harbor. With no bicycle or pedestrian facilities within the area, no effect to such
facilities is possible. Additionally, there are no transit lines, bus stops, transit stations, or transit
facilities within a 0.25-mile radius of the Project site.

Therefore, the proposed Project would not conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy addressing
the circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities. Impacts would be less
than significant, and no mitigation is required.

b. Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3, subdivision (b)?

No Impact. The CEQA Guidelines, Section 15064.3, subdivision (b), provide criteria for analyzing
transportation impacts. The guidelines state that a significant impact may occur if vehicle miles traveled
exceed an applicable threshold of significance. The analysis below is based on the screening criteria
provided by the Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT) in the Transportation Assessment
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Guidelines (LADOT 2019). These guidelines state that if a land use project does not generate a net
increase totaling 250 or more daily vehicle trips or does not generate a net increase in daily vehicle miles
traveled, then no further analysis for that project is required and no impact would occur if the answer is
“no” to the following two questions:

1. Would the Project or Plan located within one-half mile of a fixed-rail or fixed-guideway transit
station replace an existing number of residential units with a smaller number of residential units?

2. If the project includes retail uses, does a portion of the project that contains retail uses exceed a
net 50,000 square feet?

As discussed above in Section 4.17.a, the proposed Project would result in 23 daily trips during wharf
demolition, 74 daily trips during project site demolition, 48 daily trips during grading/compaction, and six
daily trips during the installation of crushed miscellaneous base. In addition, during each construction
phase, workers would make 24 round trips daily. Therefore, because there would be no overlap in
construction phases, the maximum vehicle trips per day from construction of the proposed Project would
be 98 trips. Once construction of the proposed Project is complete, there would be no increase in daily
vehicle trips. Therefore, the proposed Project would not generate a net increase totaling 250 or more daily
vehicle trips.

Additionally, the proposed Project is not located within one-half mile of a fixed-rail or fixed-guideway
transit station, does not replace an existing number of residential units with a smaller number of
residential units, and does not include retail uses. Based upon the LADOT Transportation Assessment
Guidelines criteria discussed above, no impact would occur and no mitigation is required.

c. Substantially increase hazards because of a geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves or
dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?

No Impact. The proposed Project does not make any changes to the roadway and therefore does not alter
any geometric design features at or near the project vicinity. In addition, the Project is in an industrial
area, so the construction-related vehicles and equipment are compatible with the Project vicinity.
Therefore, no impact would occur and no mitigation is required.

d. Result in inadequate emergency access?

No Impact. The proposed Project would not alter or close existing roadways or emergency access ways.
Because existing emergency access features and procedures would not be altered and the proposed Project
would not increase traffic or alter traffic patterns, emergency access would remain adequate. No impact
would occur, and no mitigation is required.
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418 TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES

Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural
resource, defined in Public Resources Code Section 21074 as a site, feature, place, cultural
landscape that is geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape,
sacred place, or object with cultural value to a California Native American tribe, that is:

a. Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources or in a local
register of historical resources, as defined in Public Resources Code Section 5020.1(k)?

No Impact. A request for a check of the Sacred Lands File (SLF) was made to the California Native
American Heritage Commission (NAHC). A response from the NAHC was received on May 8, 2019. The
results of the SLF check conducted through the NAHC was negative, and no tribal cultural resources are
known from the Project site.

On May 10, 2019, the LAHD provided notification of the Project, pursuant to the provisions of AB 52
and Public Resources Code Section 21080.3.1(d). On May 17, 2019, the Gabrielefio Band of Mission
Indians-Kizh Nation (Tribe) formally requested AB 52 consultation with the LAHD, based on the Project
site’s location within the Tribe’s ancestral territory.

On June 10, 2019, the LAHD initiated consultation with the Tribe through certified mail. The letter
included a Project description and information indicating that past identification efforts did not identify
the presence of archaeological materials in the Project area and a NAHC SLF search prepared for the
Project was negative. The LAHD included maps of the Port of Los Angeles from 1915 and 2018, showing
that the Project is occurring on non-native sediments. In addition, the LAHD provided three dates (June
17, 2019; June 18, 2019; June 19, 2019) for a consultation meeting and requested a response from the
Tribe.

On June 24, 2019, the LAHD sent a follow-up email to the Tribe, stating that the proposed consultation
meeting dates had passed and requesting a response regarding the availability of the Tribe to participate in
consultation. The LAHD did not receive a response from the Tribe. In light of the foregoing, and in
accordance with Public Resources Code Section 21080.3.2(b)(2), the LAHD, acting in good faith and
after reasonable effort, respectfully concluded consultation through certified mail.

The Project site is located on a modern artificial landform that was constructed with dredged material,
which was used as fill. There is limited to no potential for intact tribal cultural resources given the
inaccessibility of the current Project area landform prior to its construction in the early twentieth century.
No impacts on tribal cultural resources, as defined in Public Resources Code Section 21074, are
anticipated as a result of proposed Project activities. Therefore, the proposed Project would not cause a
change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource listed or eligible for listing in the California
Register of Historical Resources or in a local register of historical resources, as defined in Public
Resources Code Section 5020.1(k). No impact would occur, and no mitigation is required.
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b. A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial
evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources
Code Section 5024.1?

No Impact. No tribal cultural resources have been identified in or within a 0.25-mile radius of the Project
site. A request for a check of the SLF was made to the California NAHC. A response from the NAHC
was received on May 8, 2019. The results of the SLF check conducted through the NAHC was negative.
Therefore, there would be no impacts on tribal cultural resources determined by the lead agency, in its
discretion and supported by substantial evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in
subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section 5024.1 as a result of proposed Project activities. No
impact would occur, and no mitigation is required.

4.19 UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS

Would the project:

a. Require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded water, wastewater
treatment, stormwater drainage, electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications facilities,
the construction or relocation of which could cause significant environmental effects?

Less-than-Significant. The proposed Project would not increase the demand for potable water,
wastewater treatment, stormwater drainage, electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications facilities
such that development of new or an expansion of existing facilities would be required. As discussed in
Sections 2, Project Description, and 4.6, Energy, So. Cal Ship Services currently operates on
approximately 1 acre in the southeast portion of the project site, providing support services for offshore
oil platforms. Also, a small canning operation was still in operation in the northern portion of the East Plant
until a few months prior to release of this IS/ND. Other than these two operations, the project site has been
largely vacant for the last 9 years. Prior to implementation of the proposed Project, the So. Cal Ship Services
operations would be discontinued at the site.

As part of the proposed Project, new exterior lighting around the perimeter of the Project site would be
installed and would result in new operational electricity consumption. However, electricity demand from
lighting would be would be minor and less than existing conditions. Accordingly, a net reduction in
electricity consumption is expected from the proposed Project. In addition, storm drains are located
throughout Terminal Island and the harbor area. The drains are maintained by the LAHD, Los Angeles
Bureau of Sanitation, and County of Los Angeles. Therefore, impacts would be less-than-significant, and
no mitigation is required.

b. Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and reasonably foreseeable future
development during normal, dry, and multiple dry years?

No Impact. No water demand would be generated by the proposed Project. In addition, the construction
contractor would provide temporary toilet facilities for its workers. Therefore, construction of the
proposed Project would have no impact on water supply, and no mitigation is required.
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c. Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider that serves or may serve the
project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to the
provider’s existing commitments?

No Impact. As discussed above, the Project site does not currently generate wastewater, and it would not
generate wastewater in the future. Therefore, no impacts associated with wastewater treatment would
occur, and no mitigation is required.

d. Generate solid waste in excess of state or local standards, or in excess of the capacity of local
infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste reduction goals?

Less-than-Significant Impact. Construction of the proposed Project would generate a moderate amount
of construction debris from demolition and grading activities. The generation of landfill waste would be
reduced by recycling demolition debris to the extent feasible. The LAHD maintains an asphalt/concrete
recycling facility at the intersection of East Grant Street and Foote Avenue in Wilmington. Any
asphalt/concrete debris from construction activities would be crushed at the facility or elsewhere in the
Port for reuse within the Port.

The majority of solid waste that would be generated during construction would be from the demolition of
the two main buildings (Plant No. 4 and the northern and southern portions of the East Plant) and the water-
side dock, which would result in approximately 89,167 cubic yards, or 44,583 tons, of debris. The grading
of the site is expected to generate an additional 11,408 cubic yards, or 5,704 tons, of debris. Solid waste
from demolition and construction that requires disposal at a landfill is not expected to be substantial relative
to the permitted capacity at the local or regional disposal facilities (e.g., Chiquita Canyon Landfill, Sunshine
Canyon Landfill) that could accept such waste from the proposed Project. The Chiquita Canyon Landfill has
a maximum permitted capacity of 110,366,000 cubic yard, with 54 percent remaining capacity (60,408,000
cubic yards), and the Sunshine Canyon Landfill has a maximum permitted capacity of 140,900,000 cubic
yards, with 55 percent remaining capacity (77,900,000 cubic yards) (CalRecycle 2019a and 2019b). There is
also currently adequate inert waste disposal capacity available in Los Angeles County (Count of Los
Angeles Public Works 2017). Furthermore, a number of operations within Los Angeles County recycle
construction and demolition material, and the Port, as a standard condition of permit approval, requires
recycling of construction materials and the use of materials with recycled content where feasible to
minimize impacts related to solid waste. Therefore, demolition debris would not exceed landfill capacity.

In summary, construction is anticipated to generate a moderate amount of waste that would require disposal
in a landfill. The proposed Project would be served by landfills with adequate permitted capacity and,
therefore, able to accommodate the Project’s solid waste disposal needs. This impact would be less than
significant, and no mitigation is required.

e. Comply with federal, state, and local management and reduction statutes and regulations related
to solid waste?

No Impact. The proposed Project does not currently generate solid waste and is not expected to generate
solid waste in the future. Therefore, no impacts related to compliance with solid waste statutes and
regulations would occur, and no mitigation is required.
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4.20 WILDFIRE

Would the project:

a. Substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?

Less-than-Significant Impact. Disaster and tsunami evacuation routes are identified within the Port (City of
Los Angeles Emergency Management Department 2019; City of Los Angeles 2008). However, the Project
site would be fully located within a previously developed site, without public roadways. Furthermore, as
discussed in Section 4.9, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, the Project site is not within a Very High Fire
Hazard Severity Zone (California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection 2011). Construction activities
are not anticipated to result in delays for emergency vehicles or law enforcement. Construction activities
occurring within the Port require the contractor to coordinate with the Port Police, the LAPD, the USCG, and
fire protection/service providers, as appropriate, regarding traffic management issues. Traffic control
equipment would be in place to direct local traffic around the work area, if necessary. Impacts associated with
an emergency response plan would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.

b. Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate wildfire risks of, and thereby
expose project occupants to, pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled
spread of a wildfire?

No Impact. The Project site is not in or near a fire hazard severity zone. The closest fire hazard severity
zone is 24 miles northeast of the Project site, near Whittier (California Department of Forestry and Fire
Protection 2007). The Project site is within a fully developed portion of Terminal Island, and no
wildlands occur within or adjacent to the Project site. Therefore, no impacts associated with pollutant
concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire would occur, and no mitigation is
required.

c. Require the installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure (such as roads, fuel breaks,
emergency water sources, power lines, or other utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk or that
may result in temporary or ongoing impacts on the environment?

No Impact. The Project is in an already developed industrial area. Implementation of the proposed
Project would not require the installation or maintenance of additional infrastructure such as roads, fuel
breaks, emergency water sources, power lines, or other utilities that would exacerbate fire risk or result in
temporary or ongoing impacts on the environment. Therefore, no impacts associated with the installation
or maintenance of associated infrastructure would occur, and no mitigation is required.

d. Expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslope or downstream flooding or
landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes?

No Impact. The Project would not expose people or structures to significant risks as a result of runoff,
post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes due to wildfires. As discussed in the analyses above, the
Project site is flat and has no significant natural or graded slopes. It is not within a California Geological
Survey—designated landslide zone or a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone. The proposed Project
would not change drainage patterns that would increase flood risks. It would however involve complete
demolition and removal of all structures within the Project footprint; no new structures would be erected.
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Once demolition activities are complete, the site would be graded. Newly exposed dirt would be covered
with crushed miscellaneous base and perimeter fencing and lighting would be installed. Therefore, no
impacts associated with exposing people or structures to significant risks associated with downslope or
downstream flooding or landslides would occur, and not mitigation is required.

4.21 MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

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

Less-than-Significant Impact. As discussed in Section 4.4, Biological Resources, and Section 4.5,
Cultural Resources, impacts on biological and cultural resources would be less than significant, and no
mitigation is required.

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

Less-than-Significant Impact. The proposed Project would not result in any cumulatively considerable
impacts. Several other development projects are currently under construction or planned or have recently
been completed within the Port. These projects include roadway and wharf improvements as well as
container terminal, industrial, and other waterfront developments. Future projects would be evaluated in
separate future environmental documents. These projects and other present and/or probable future
projects would be required to comply with CEQA requirements, including mitigation measures to reduce
or avoid environmental impacts, as well as applicable laws and regulations at the federal, state, and local
level, including, but not limited to, the Los Angeles Municipal Code and local ordinances governing land
use and development.

As discussed under each issue area in Sections 4.1 through 4.20 of this IS/ND, the proposed Project
would not result in significant impacts related to aesthetics, agricultural and forestry resources, air quality,
biological resources, cultural resources, energy, geology and soils, GHG emissions, hazards and
hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, land use and planning, mineral resources, noise,
population and housing, public services, recreation, transportation and traffic, tribal cultural resources,
utilities and services systems, or wildfire. No mitigation would be required. In the absence of significant
project-level impacts, the incremental contribution of the proposed Project would not be cumulatively
considerable. Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.

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

Less-than-Significant Impact. Based on the analysis in this IS/ND, substantial adverse impacts on
human beings would not occur as a result of the proposed Project. All impacts related to the proposed
Project would be less than significant.
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5.0 PROPOSED FINDING

The LAHD has prepared this IS/ND to address the environmental effects of the proposed Project. Based
on the analysis provided in this IS/ND, the LAHD finds that the proposed Project would not have a
significant effect on the environment.
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Acronyms and Abbreviations

7.0 ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS
Acronym/Abbreviation Definition

AB Assembly Bill

ACBMs asbestos-containing building materials
AMP Asbestos Management Program

AQMP Air Quality Management Plan

ASBS Area of Special Biological Significance
Basin South Coast Air Basin

BMPs best management practices

CAAP Clean Air Action Plan

CAAQS California Ambient Air Quality Standard
Cal/EPA California Environmental Protection Agency
CalEEMod California Emissions Estimator Model
Caltrans California Department of Transportation
CARB California Air Resources Board

CCR California Code of Regulations

CEQA California Environmental Quality Act
CESA California Endangered Species Act

CFGC California Fish and Game Commission
CHRIS California Historical Resources Inventory System
City City of Los Angeles

(6{0) carbon monoxide

COge carbon dioxide equivalent

CRHR California Register of Historical Resources
CUPA Certified Unified Program Agencies

dBA A-weighted decibels

DDT dichlorodiphenyltrichloroethane
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Acronym/Abbreviation

Definition

DO dissolved oxygen

DPM diesel particulate matter

EO Executive Order

EPA U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

ESA Endangered Species Act

F Fahrenheit

FMPs Fisheries Management Plans

GCASP General Permit for StormV\_/aj[etr Discharges Associated with Construction
and Land Disturbance Activities

General Plan City of Los Angeles General Plan

GHG greenhouse gas

GIASP General Industrial Activities Stormwater Permit

HAPCs Habitat Areas of Particular Concern

HCM Historic-Cultural Monument

HID High Intensity Discharge

HVAC heating, ventilation, and air-conditioning

I Interstate

IS/IND Initial Study/Negative Declaration

LADOT Los Angeles Department of Transportation

LAFD Los Angeles Fire Department

LAHD Los Angeles Harbor Department

LAPD Los Angeles Police Department

LARWQCB Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board

LST Localized Significance Threshold

MDL method detection limit

mg/I milligrams per liter

MLPA Marine Life Protection Act
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Acronyms and Abbreviations

Acronym/Abbreviation

Definition

MPAs marine protected areas

MTl/yr metric tons per year

NAAQS National Ambient Air Quality Standards

NAHC Native American Heritage Commission

NMFS National Marine Fisheries Service

NO; nitrogen dioxide

NOAA National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
non-RCRA non-Resource Conservation and Recovery Act

NOx nitrogen oxides

NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
NRHP National Register of Historic Places

Ocean Plan Water Quality Control Plan for Ocean Waters of California
OEHHA Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment
OSCP oil spill contingency plan

OSPR California Office of Spill Prevention and Response
PAHs polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons

PCBs polychlorinated biphenyls

pH hydrogen ion concentration

PMio coarse particulate matter

PM2s fine particulate matter

PMP Port Master Plan

Port Port of Los Angeles

Port Police Los Angeles Harbor Department Port Police

PRC Public Resources Code

Project Star-Kist Cannery Facility Project

psu practical salinity units

RGP 65 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers—issued Regional General Permit No. 65

Star-Kist Cannery Facility Project
Draft Initial Study/Negative Declaration

Page 7-3
December 2019



Los Angeles Harbor Department

Acronyms and Abbreviations

Acronym/Abbreviation

Definition

RWQCBs Regional Water Quality Control Boards

SB Senate Bill

SCAQMD South Coast Air Quality Management District
SCCIC South Central Coastal Information Center
SIP State Implementation Plan

SLF Sacred Lands File

SMCAs state marine conservation areas

SMP Soil Management Plan

SMRs state marine reserves

SO, sulfur dioxide

SPCC plan spill prevention, control, and countermeasure plan
SR State Route

SRA Source Receptor Area

SVOC semi-volatile organic compound

SWPPP Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan
SWRCB State Water Resources Control Board

TAC toxic air contaminants

TEUs twenty-foot-equivalent units

TMDLs total maximum daily limits

TPH total petroleum hydrocarbons

Tribe Gabrielefio Band of Mission Indians-Kizh Nation
usC United States Code

USCG U.S. Coast Guard

VOCs volatile organic compounds

WRAP Water Resources Action Plan

XRF X-ray fluorescence
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Regional Criteria Pollutant Construction Emissions

Ibs/day)

Construction Phase VOC NOXx (o0) SOx PM10 PM2.5
Wharf Demolition 5.6 81.3 53.6 0.1 4.4 3.6
Mobilization 0.6 5.0 6.9 0.0 0.6 0.3
Lead/Asbestos Removal 0.1 0.1 1.1 1.1 0.3 0.1
Demolition (2020) 8.3 86.3 72.1 0.2 20.1 5.9
Demolition (2021) 7.6 75.6 70.6 0.2 19.6 5.5
Grading/Compaction 2.1 25.3 20.3 0.0 2.3 1.2
Installation of Misc. Base 1.6 15.4 18.1 0.0 1.2 0.9
Clean Up 0.1 0.1 1.0 0.0 0.3 0.1
Demobilization 0.6 4.5 6.8 0.0 0.5 0.3
Peak Daily Emissions 8.3 86.3 72.1 1.1 20.1 5.9
Regional Significance Threshold 75 0.0 550 150 150 55
Exceed Threshold? No 0.0 No No No No
Source: CalEEMod modeling output and other calculations provided in Attachment A.
a VOC and ROG are used interchangeably. SCAQMD uses VOC, and CalEEMod uses ROG.
ROG = reactive organic gases
NOX = nitrogen oxides
CO = carbon monoxide
SOX = sulfur oxides
PM10 = particulate matter less than 10 microns in diameter
PM2.5 = particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in diameter
Localized Criteria Pollutant Construction Emissions (Ibs/day)
Construction Phase VOC Nox CO SOx PM10 PM2.5
Wharf Demolition 5.5 80.9 52.6 0.1 4.1 3.5
Mobilization 0.5 5.0 5.9 0.0 0.3 0.3
Lead/Asbestos Removal 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Demolition (2020) 8.1 77.7 69.8 0.1 19.6 5.8
Demolition (2021) 7.4 67.3 68.4 0.1 19.1 5.3
Grading/Compaction 1.9 20.0 18.5 0.0 1.9 1.1
Installation of Misc. Base 1.5 14.9 17.1 0.0 0.9 0.8
Clean Up 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Demobilization 0.5 4.5 5.9 0.0 0.3 0.2
Peak Daily Emissions 8.1 80.9 69.8 0.1 19.6 5.8
Locallized Significance Threshold - 123 1,530 - 191 120
Exceed Threshold? - No No - No No

CalEEMod modeling outputs and marine vessel calculations provided in Attachment A.
a VOC and ROG are used interchangeably. SCAQMD uses VOC, and CalEEMod uses ROG.

ROG = reactive organic gases
NOX = nitrogen oxides

CO = carbon monoxide

SOX = sulfur oxides

PM10 = particulate matter less than 10 microns in diameter
PM?2.5 = particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in diameter

Annual Construction GHG Emissions (metric tons)

Year CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
2020 379 0.08908 0.00086 382
2021 250 0.07220 0.00000 252
Total 629 0.16128 0.00086 634
Significance Thresholds - - - 10,000
significant Impact - - - No




Source: CalEEMod modeling outputs and marine vessel calculations provided in Attachment
A,

Notes: Annual CO2e presented takes into consideration sequestion changes associated with
tree removal.

CO2 = carbon dioxide

CH4 = methane

N20 = nitrogen oxide

CO2e = carbon dioxide equivalent




CalEEMod Version: CalEEM0d.2016.3.2
Page 1 of 1 Date: 8/9/2019 8:07 AM

POLA Star-Kist - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer

POLA Star-Kist

Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer

1.0 Proiect Characteristics

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Igopulation

General Light Industry 1,045.44 1000sqft 24.00 1,045,440.00 0

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.2 Precipitation Freq (Days) 33
Climate Zone 11 Operational Year 2022

Utility Company Los Angeles Department of Water & Power

CO2 Intensity 1227.89 CH4 Intensity 0.029 N20 Intensity 0.006

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

Project Characteristics -

Land Use - lot acreage per PD

Construction Phase - project schedule provided by applicant

Off-road Equipment - equipment details provided by applicant

Off-road Equipment - equipment details provided by applicant; vibratory soil compactor assumed to be other construction equipment
Off-road Equipment - equipment details provided by applicant

Off-road Equipment - equipment details provided by applicant; hand tools only

Off-road Equipment - equipment details provided by applicant

Off-road Equipment - no equipment

Off-road Equipment - equipment details provided by applicant

Grading - entire site assumed to be graded; export CY per applicant

Demolition - assumed sum of building sf; sf of ground level areas; sf of small docks from cultural report ande google earth

Trips and VMT - daily workers provided by applicant; hauling trips calculated assuming 20 CY trucks for demolition hauling, and default 16 yard trucks for
Sequestration -

Table Name | Column Name | Default Value | New Value |




tbIConstructionPhase NumDays 370.00 30.00
tbIConstructionPhase NumDays 20.00 60.00
tbIConstructionPhase NumbDays 35.00 30.00
tbIConstructionPhase NumbDays 10.00 5.00
tbIConstructionPhase NumbDays 10.00 75.00
tbIConstructionPhase NumDays 10.00 5.00
tbIConstructionPhase NumDays 10.00 5.00
tbIConstructionPhase NumDaysWeek 5.00 7.00
tbIConstructionPhase NumDaysWeek 5.00 7.00
tbIConstructionPhase NumDaysWeek 5.00 7.00
tbIConstructionPhase NumDaysWeek 5.00 7.00
tbIConstructionPhase NumDaysWeek 5.00 7.00
tbIConstructionPhase NumDaysWeek 5.00 7.00
tbIConstructionPhase NumDaysWeek 5.00 7.00
tblGrading AcresOfGrading 0.00 24.00
tblGrading MaterialExported 0.00 11,408.00
tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 247.00 158.00
tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 172.00 157.00
tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.40 0.38
tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.20 0.20
tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.38 0.38
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Off-Highway Trucks
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Forklifts
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Excavators
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 3.00 8.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 3.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 3.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 3.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 3.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 3.00 6.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 4.00 6.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 4.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 4.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 4.00 6.00




tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 7.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 7.00 8.00
tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 1.00
tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 1.00
tbITripsAndVMT HaulingTripLength 20.00 2.00
tbITripsAndVMT HaulingTripLength 20.00 2.00
tbITripsAndVMT HaulingTripLength 20.00 2.00
tbITripsAndVMT HaulingTripLength 20.00 2.00
tbITripsAndVMT HaulingTripLength 20.00 2.00
tbITripsAndVMT HaulingTripLength 20.00 2.00
tbITripsAndVMT HaulingTripLength 20.00 2.00
tbITripsAndVMT HaulingTripNumber 4,408.00 4,458.00
tbITripsAndVMT VendorTripLength 6.90 2.00
tbITripsAndVMT VendorTripLength 6.90 2.00
tbITripsAndVMT VendorTripLength 6.90 2.00
tbITripsAndVMT VendorTripLength 6.90 2.00
tbITripsAndVMT VendorTripLength 6.90 2.00
tbITripsAndVMT VendorTripLength 6.90 2.00
tbITripsAndVMT VendorTripLength 6.90 2.00
tbITripsAndVMT VendorTripNumber 171.00 6.00
tbITripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 50.00 24.00
tbITripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 0.00 24.00
tbITripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 70.00 24.00
tbITripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 13.00 24.00
tbITripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 439.00 24.00
tbITripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 0.00 24.00
tbITripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 50.00 24.00




2.0 Emissions Summarv

2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)
Unmitigated Construction

ROG [ NOx | CO | SO2 ] Fugtve Exhaust | PMT0 | Fugtive | Exnaust | PM2.5 JBo-CO2] NBlo- | Total COZ|  CHA N20 CO2e
Year Ib/day Ib/day
2020 83479 | 86.3004 T 720808 | 0.1642 | 16.35/3 | 3.7077 T 200649 | 256287 | 84114 | 59402 0 1605464 1605464 4.8082 0 1617484
2021 7.6392 75.5526 70.57 0.164 16.4701 3.1774 19.6474 2.5564 2.9235 5.4799 0 16,032.911 16,032.91 | 4.8012 0 16,152.93
Maximum 8.34-79 86.3004 | 72.0898 0.1642 16.4701 3.70# 20.0649 2.5564 3.4114 5.9402 0 16,054.64 | 16,054.64 | 4.8082 0 16,174.84
3.0 Construction Detail
Construction Phase
_Phase Ighase Name Ighase 7ype Start Bate mme Num Bays Num Bays Ighase Bescription
1 Mobilization Site Preparation 9/5/2020 91912020 7 5
2 Lead and Asbestos Removal Site Preparation 9/10/2020 11/23/2020 7 75
3 Demolition Demolition 11/24/2020 1/22/2021 7 60
4 Grading/Compaction Grading 1/23/2021 2/21/2021 7 30
5 Install Crushed Misc. Base Building Construction 2/22/2021 3/23/2021 7 30
6 Clean Up Site Preparation 3/24/2021 3/28/2021 7 5
7 Demobilization Site Preparation 3/29/2021 4/2/2021 7 5

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 0

Acres of

Paving: 0

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0; Striped Parking Area: 0

OffRoad Equipment
I?’hase Name Of-froad Equipment 7ype Amount Usage Hours Horse Igower Load Eactor
IMZation Concrete/Industrial Saws 0 0.00 81 O.ﬁl
[Mobilization Excavators 8 1.00 158 0.38]
[Mobilization Forklifts 6 1.00 89 0.20}
IMobiIization Rubber Tired Dozers 0 0.00 247 0.404
IMobiIization Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 6 1.00 97 0.37




ILead and Asbestos Removal Rubber Tired Dozers 0 0.00 247 0.40}
ILead and Asbestos Removal Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0 0.00 97 0.37|
IDemoIition Concrete/Industrial Saws 0 0.00 81 0.73'
fPemoiition Excavators 8 8.00 158 0.38]
IDemoIition Forklifts 6 8.00 89 0.20}
IDemoIition Graders 0 0.00 187 0.41
IDemoIition Off-Highway Trucks 8 6.00 402 0.38'
JPemoiition Rubber Tired Dozers 0 0.00 247 0.40]
IDemoIition Scrapers 0 0.00 367 0.48]
IDemolition Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 6 8.00 97 0.37
Grading/Compaction Cranes 0 0.00 231 0.29'
Grading/Compaction Excavators 0 0.00 158 0.38'
Grading/Compaction Forklifts 0 0.00 89 0.20}
Grading/Compaction Generator Sets 0 0.00 84 0.74
Grading/Compaction Graders 0 0.00 187 0.41
Grading/Compaction Other Construction Equipment 5 8.00 157 0.42
Grading/Compaction Rubber Tired Dozers 0 0.00 247 0.40'
Grading/Compaction Scrapers 0 0.00 367 0.48]
Grading/Compaction Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0 0.00 97 0.37
Grading/Compaction Welders 0 0.00 46 0.45]
IInstaII Crushed Misc. Base Cranes 0 0.00 231 0.29'
Ilnstall Crushed Misc. Base Forklifts 3 8.00 89 0.20}
Ilnstall Crushed Misc. Base Generator Sets 0 0.00 84 0.74
Ilnstall Crushed Misc. Base Pavers 0 0.00 130 0.42
Ilnstall Crushed Misc. Base Paving Equipment 0 0.00 132 0.36'
Jinstall Crushed Misc. Base Rollers 0 0.00 80 0.38]
Ilnstall Crushed Misc. Base Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 6 8.00 97 0.37|
Ilnstall Crushed Misc. Base Welders 0 8.00 46 0.45
ICIean Up Air Compressors 0 0.00 78 0.48'
ICIean Up Rubber Tired Dozers 0 0.00 247 0.404
ICIean Up Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0 0.00 97 0.37|
IDemobiIization Rubber Tired Dozers 0 0.00 158 0.38
IDemobiIization Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 6 1.00 97 0.37
Ilnstall Crushed Misc. Base Off-Highway Trucks 8 0.00 402 0.38'
[Pemobilization Forklifts 6 1.00 89 0.20}
Demobilization Excavators 8 1.00 158 0.38}
Trips and VMT
Ighase Name Oﬁroad Equipment Worker 7rip Vendor ?rip Hauling ?rip Worker 7rip Vendor 7rip Hauling ?rip Worker Vehicle Vendor Hauling
Mobilization 20 24.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 2.00 2.00iLD. Mix HDT Mix  HHDT
Lead and Asbestos 0 24.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 2.00 2.00:LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT




Demolition 28 24.00 0.00 4,458.00 14.70 2.00 2.00iLD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
Grading/Compaction 5 24.00 0.00 1,426.00 14.70 2.00 2.00iLD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
Install Crushed Misc. 17 24.00 6.00 0.00 14.70 2.00 2.00iLD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
Clean Up 0 24.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 2.00 2.00iLD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
Demobilization 20 24.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 2.00 2.00iLD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction
3.2 Mobilization - 2020
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
__ _ __ __ __ __ __
ROG | NOx | CcO | SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Fugitive Dust 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 i 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Off-Road 0.5101 49646 : 5.8628 : 8.6400e- 0.2892 : 0.2892 0.2661 0.2661 836.7179 : 836.7179 : 0.2706 843.4832
Total I 0.5101 4.0646 | 5.8628 | 8.64E-03 0 0.2892 | 0.2892 0 0.2661 0.2661 836.7179 | 836.7170 | 0.2706 843.4832
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
__ _ __ __ __ __ __
ROG | NOx | CcO | SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000
Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 :; 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000
Worker 0.1105 0.0786 : 1.0508 : 2.8300e- i 0.2683 : 2.2400e- i 0.2705 : 0.0711 : 2.0700e- : 0.0732 282.2671 ; 282.2671 ; 8.9000e- 282.4896
Total I 0.1105 ] 0.0786 | 1.0508 | 2.83E.03 | 0.2683 ] 2.24E03] 0.2705 | 0.0711 ] 207E-03 | 0.0732 282.2671 ] 282.2671 | 8.90E-03 282.4896
3.3 Lead and Asbestos Removal - 2020
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
__ _ __ __ __ __ __
ROG | NOx | CcO | SO2 | Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Fugitive Dust 0 0 0 0.0000 0.0000
Off-Road 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total I 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
__ _ __ __ __ __ __
ROG | NOx | CcO | SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 0 0 0 0 0
Vendor 0 0 0 0 0




Worker 0.0786 : 1.0508 : 2.83E-03 | 0.2683 : 2.24E-03: 0.2705 : 0.0711 : 2.07E-03 : 0.0732 282.2671 : 282.2671 : 8.90E-03 282.4896
Total I 0.1105 | 0.0786 | 1.0508 | 2.83E.03 | 0.2683 ] 2.24E03] 0.2705 | 0.0711 ] 207E-03 | 00732 282.2671 ] 282.2671 | 8.90E-03 282.4896
3.4 Demolition - 2020
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
__ _ __ __ __ __ __
ROG | NOx | CcO | SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Fugitive Dust T5.0008 T 0.0000 T 150008 | 24075 T 0.0000 | 24075 0.0000 0.0000
Off-Road 8.0596 : 77.6534 | 69.7628 : 0.1484 3.6958 : 3.6958 3.4001 3.4001 14,365.47 :14,365.475; 4.6461 14,481.62
Total I 8.0506 | 77.6534 ] 60.7628 | 0.1484 | 15.9008 | 3.6058 | 10.5966 | 2.4075 | 3.4001 5.8076 14,365.48 | 14,365.48 | 4.6461 14,481.63
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
__ _ __ __ __ __ __
ROG | NOx | CcO | SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Category Ib/day Ib/day
— I I I
Hauling 0.1778 8.5685 : 1.2761 : 0.0130 ;i 0.1882 : 9.6400e- i 0.1978 : 0.0501 : 9.2200e- i 0.0593 1,406.893 i1,406.89387 0.1532 1,410.723
Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 :; 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000
Worker 0.1105 0.0786 : 1.0508 : 2.8300e- i 0.2683 : 2.2400e- i 0.2705 : 0.0711 : 2.0700e- : 0.0732 282.2671 ; 282.2671 ; 8.9000e- 282.4896
Total I 0.2883 8.6471 | 2.3260 | 00158 | 04565 | 0.0119 | 04684 | 0.1212 | 00113 0.1325 1,689.16 | 1,689.16 | 0.1621 1,693.21
3.4 Demolition - 2021
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
__ _ __ __ __ __ __
ROG | NOx | CcO | SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Fugitive Dust T5.0008 T 0.0000 T 150008 | 24075 T 0.0000 | 24075 0.0000 0.0000
Off-Road 7.3685 i 67.2570 : 68.3691 : 0.1484 3.1667 : 3.1667 29134 : 29134 14,366.25 114,366.259: 4.6463 14,482.41
Total I 7.3685 67.257 | 68.3601 | 0.1484 ] 15.0008 | 3.1667 | 10.0675 | 2.4075 | 20134 | 5.3200 14,366.26 | 14,366.26 | 4.6463 14,482.42
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
__ _ __ __ __ __ __
ROG | NOx | CcO | SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 0.1675 B.2080 T 1.2343 T 00120 | 03070 8510061 03005 [ 00778 T 8.1500e T 0.0859 1,393.341:1,393.3415¢ 0.1468 1,397.010
Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ; 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000
Worker 0.1029 0.0707 : 0.9667 : 2.7400e- ; 0.2683 : 2.1700e- i 0.2704 : 0.0711 : 2.0000e- ;: 0.0731 273.3048 ¢ 273.3048 ; 8.0500e- 273.5061
Total I 0.2707 8.2956 | 2.2009 | 0.0156 | 0.5693 | 0.0107 0.58 0.1489 | 0.0102 0.1591 1,666.65 | 1,666.65 | 0.1548 1,670.52
3.5 Grading/Compaction - 2021
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
__ _ __ __ __ __ __
I I ROG | NOx | CcO | SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 I Bio- CO2 NBio- | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e I




Category Ib/day Ib/day
Fugitive Dust 0.8914 0.0000 0.8914 0.0981 0.0000 0.0981 0.0000 0.0000
Off-Road 1.9163 19.9944 | 18.5074  0.0282 1.0456 1.0456 0.9619 0.9619 2,731.637 12,731.6378! 0.8835 2,753.724
?otal I 1.9163 19.9944 | 18.5074 0.0282 0.8914 1.0456 1.937 0.0981 0.9619 1.0601 2,731.64 2,%1.64 0.8835 2,753.72
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
__ _ __ __ __ __ __
ROG | NOx | CcO | SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Category Ib/day Ib/day
I _ I
Hauling 0.1073 5.2619 0.7896 ! 8.2300e- ! 0.0840 : 5.4500e- ! 0.0895 0.0231 5.2100e- | 0.0283 891.3885 1 891.3885 { 0.0939 893.7358
Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Worker 0.1029 0.0707 0.9667 | 2.7400e- i 0.2683 ! 2.1700e- ! 0.2704 0.0711 ! 2.0000e- : 0.0731 273.3048 | 273.3048 ! 8.0500e- 273.5061
?otal I 0.2102 5.3326 1.7563 0.011 0.3523 7.62E-03 0.3599 0.0943 7.21 E-OS 0.1015 1,164.69 | 1,164.69 0.1019 1,167.24
3.6 Install Crushed Misc. Base - 2021
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
__ _ __ __ __ __ __
ROG | NOx | CcO | SO2 | Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Category Ib/day Ib/day
I o
Off-Road £ 1.5116 14.9122 1 17.0650 0.0232 0.9217 0.9217 0.8480 0.8480 2,249.49212,249.4929] 0.7275 2,267.681
?otal I 1.5116 14.9122 17.065 0.0232 0.9217 0.9217 0.848 0.848 2,249.49 | 2,249.49 0.7275 2,267.68
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
__ _ __ __ __ __ __
ROG | NOx | CcO | SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Vendor 0.0110 0.4164 0.1006 : 6.9000e- i 0.0113 | 4.3000e- { 0.0117 ! 3.2500e- : 4.1000e- ; 3.6600e- 73.6599 ! 73.6599 ! 6.4500e- 73.8212
Worker 0.1029 0.0707 0.9667 | 2.7400e- i 0.2683 ! 2.1700e- ! 0.2704 0.0711 ! 2.0000e- : 0.0731 273.3048 | 273.3048 ! 8.0500e- 273.5061
__ __ __ __ I
Total I 0.1138 0.4871 1.0673 | 3.43E-03 0.2795 | 2.60E-03 | 0.2821 0.0744 2.41E-03 0.0768 346.9647 | 346.9647 | 0.0145 347.3273
3.7 Clean Up - 2021
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
__ _ __ __ __ __ __
ROG | NOx | CcO | SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Fugitive Dust 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Off-Road 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Total I 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0




Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG | NOx ] CO | SOZ | Fugiive Exnaust | PM10 | Fugtive | Exnaust | PM25 JBio-COZ | NBo- ]Totl coz]  Cha N20 CO2e
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Vendor 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Worker 0.1029 0.0707 0.9667 | 2.74E-03 0.2683 [ 2.17E-03 1 0.2704 0.0711 2.00E-03 0.0731 273.3048 | 273.3048 : 8.0500e- 273.5061
- _ I __ —— N I
Total I 0.1029 0.0707 0.9667 | 2.74E-03 0.2683 | 2.17E-03 | 0.2704 0.0711 2.00E-03 0.0731 273.3048 | 273.3048 | 8.05E-03 273.5061
3.8 Demobilization - 2021
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
__ — __ __ __ - __
ROG | NOx | CcO | SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Fugitive Dust 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0000 0.0000
Off-Road 0.4683 4.4748 5.8636 | 8.67E-03 0.2519 0.2519 0.2317 0.2317 839.9462 | 839.9462 | 0.2717 846.7376
?otal I 0.4683 4.4748 5.8636 8.&-03 0 0.2519 0.2519 0 0.2317 0.2317 839.9462 | 839.9462 | 0.2717 846.7376
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
__ — __ __ __ - __
ROG | NOx | CcO | SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Worker 0.1029 0.0707 0.9667 | 2.7400e- 0.2683 | 2.1700e- ;| 0.2704 0.0711 2.0000e- 0.0731 273.3048 | 273.3048 : 8.0500e- 273.5061
- _ I __ —— N I
Total I 0.1029 0.0707 0.9667 | 2.74E-03 0.2683 | 2.17E-03 | 0.2704 0.0711 2.00E-03 0.0731 273.3048 | 273.3048 | 8.05E-03 273.5061
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POLA Star-Kist - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

POLA Star-Kist

Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

1.0 Proiect Characteristics

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Igopulation

General Light Industry 1,045.44 1000sqft 24.00 1,045,440.00 0

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.2 Precipitation Freq (Days) 33
Climate Zone 11 Operational Year 2022

Utility Company Los Angeles Department of Water & Power

CO2 Intensity 1227.89 CH4 Intensity 0.029 N20 Intensity 0.006

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

Project Characteristics -

Land Use - lot acreage per PD

Construction Phase - project schedule provided by applicant

Off-road Equipment - equipment details provided by applicant

Off-road Equipment - equipment details provided by applicant; vibratory soil compactor assumed to be other construction equipment
Off-road Equipment - equipment details provided by applicant

Off-road Equipment - equipment details provided by applicant; hand tools only

Off-road Equipment - equipment details provided by applicant

Off-road Equipment - no equipment

Off-road Equipment - equipment details provided by applicant

Grading - entire site assumed to be graded; export CY per applicant

Demolition - assumed sum of building sf; sf of ground level areas; sf of small docks from cultural report ande google earth

Trips and VMT - daily workers provided by applicant; hauling trips calculated assuming 20 CY trucks for demolition hauling, and default 16 yard trucks for
Sequestration -

Table Name | Column Name | Default Value | New Value |




tbIConstructionPhase NumbDays 370.00 30.00
tbIConstructionPhase NumbDays 20.00 60.00
tbIConstructionPhase NumbDays 35.00 30.00
tbIConstructionPhase NumbDays 10.00 5.00
tbIConstructionPhase NumDays 10.00 75.00
tbIConstructionPhase NumbDays 10.00 5.00
tbIConstructionPhase NumbDays 10.00 5.00
tbIConstructionPhase NumDaysWeek 5.00 7.00
tbIConstructionPhase NumDaysWeek 5.00 7.00
tbIConstructionPhase NumDaysWeek 5.00 7.00
tbIConstructionPhase NumDaysWeek 5.00 7.00
tbIConstructionPhase NumDaysWeek 5.00 7.00
tbIConstructionPhase NumDaysWeek 5.00 7.00
tbIConstructionPhase NumDaysWeek 5.00 7.00
tblGrading AcresOfGrading 0.00 24.00
tblGrading MaterialExported 0.00 11,408.00
tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 247.00 158.00
tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 172.00 157.00
tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.40 0.38
tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.20 0.20
tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.38 0.38
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Off-Highway Trucks
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Forklifts
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Excavators
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 3.00 8.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 3.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 3.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 3.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 3.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 3.00 6.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 4.00 6.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 4.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 4.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 4.00 6.00




tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 7.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 7.00 8.00
tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 1.00
tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 1.00
tbITripsAndVMT HaulingTripLength 20.00 2.00
tbITripsAndVMT HaulingTripLength 20.00 2.00
tbITripsAndVMT HaulingTripLength 20.00 2.00
tbITripsAndVMT HaulingTripLength 20.00 2.00
tbITripsAndVMT HaulingTripLength 20.00 2.00
tbITripsAndVMT HaulingTripLength 20.00 2.00
tbITripsAndVMT HaulingTripLength 20.00 2.00
tbITripsAndVMT HaulingTripNumber 4,408.00 4,458.00
tbITripsAndVMT VendorTripLength 6.90 2.00
tbITripsAndVMT VendorTripLength 6.90 2.00
tbITripsAndVMT VendorTripLength 6.90 2.00
tbITripsAndVMT VendorTripLength 6.90 2.00
tbITripsAndVMT VendorTripLength 6.90 2.00
tbITripsAndVMT VendorTripLength 6.90 2.00
tbITripsAndVMT VendorTripLength 6.90 2.00
tbITripsAndVMT VendorTripNumber 171.00 6.00
tbITripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 50.00 24.00
tbITripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 0.00 24.00
tbITripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 70.00 24.00
tbITripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 13.00 24.00
tbITripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 439.00 24.00
tbITripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 0.00 24.00
tbITripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 50.00 24.00




2.0 Emissions Summarv

2.1 Overall Construction
Unmitigated Construction

ROG | NOx | cCO S02 ] Fugtve | Exhaust | PM10 | Fugtive | Exhaust | PM25 JBO-COZ] NBio- | Total con CH4 N20 CO2e
Year tons/yr MT/yr
2020 0.1645 1.6555 1.4255 ¢ 3.2400e- @ 0.3211 0.0713 0.3924 0.0508 0.0656 0.1164 0 287.42?9 287.4279 0.0839 289.525?
2021 0.1422 1.4533 1.3720 | 2.8100e- 0.2050 0.0653 0.2703 0.0324 0.0601 0.0925 0 250.1216 | 250.1216 | 0.0722 251.9262
Maximum I 0.1645 1.6553 1.4255 3.2400e- 0.3211 0.0713 0.3924 0.0508 0.0656 0.1164 0 287.427-9 287.4279 | 0.0839 289.52&'7
3.0 Construction Detail
Construction Phase
_Phase Ighase Name I?’hase ?ype Start Bate mme Num Bays Num Bays Ighase Bescription
1 Mobilization Site Preparation 9/5/2020 9912020 7 5
2 Lead and Asbestos Removal Site Preparation 9/10/2020 11/23/2020 7 75
3 Demolition Demolition 11/24/2020 1/22/2021 7 60
4 Grading/Compaction Grading 1/23/2021 2/21/2021 7 30
5 Install Crushed Misc. Base Building Construction 2/22/2021 3/23/2021 7 30
6 Clean Up Site Preparation 3/24/2021 3/28/2021 7 5
7 Demobilization Site Preparation 3/29/2021 4/2/2021 7 5

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 0

Acres of

Paving: 0

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0; Striped Parking Area: 0

OffRoad Equipment
I?’hase Name Of-froad Equipment ?ype Amount Usage Hours Horse E’ower Load Eactor
}Mobilization Concrete/Industrial Saws 0 0.00 81 O.ﬁl
[Vobilization Excavators 8 1.00 158 0.38]
[Vobilization Forklifts 6 1.00 89 0.20}
[Vobilization Rubber Tired Dozers 0 0.00 247 0.404
IMobiIization Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 6 1.00 97 0.37]
ILead and Asbestos Removal Rubber Tired Dozers 0 0.00 247 O.40|




ILead and Asbestos Removal Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0 0.00 97 O.37|
IDemoIition Concrete/Industrial Saws 0 0.00 81 O.73|
JPemoiition Excavators 8 8.00 158 0.38]
JPemoiition Forklifts 6 8.00 89 0.204
IDemoIition Graders 0 0.00 187 0.41
IDemoIition Off-Highway Trucks 8 6.00 402 O.38|
JPemoiition Rubber Tired Dozers 0 0.00 247 0.40]
IDemoIition Scrapers 0 0.00 367 0.48
IDemoIition Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 6 8.00 97 0.37]
IGrading/Compaction Cranes 0 0.00 231 O.29|
IGrading/Compaction Excavators 0 0.00 158 O.38|
JGrading/Compaction Forklifts 0 0.00 89 0.20}
IGrading/Compaction Generator Sets 0 0.00 84 0.744
IGrading/Compaction Graders 0 0.00 187 0.41
IGrading/Compaction Other Construction Equipment 5 8.00 157 0.42]
IGrading/Compaction Rubber Tired Dozers 0 0.00 247 O.40|
IGrading/Compaction Scrapers 0 0.00 367 0.48}
IGrading/Compaction Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0 0.00 97 0.37]
IGrading/Compaction Welders 0 0.00 46 0.45
Ilnstall Crushed Misc. Base Cranes 0 0.00 231 O.29|
[install Crushed Misc. Base Forklifts 3 8.00 89 0.20}
Ilnstall Crushed Misc. Base Generator Sets 0 0.00 84 0.744
Ilnstall Crushed Misc. Base Pavers 0 0.00 130 0.42
Ilnstall Crushed Misc. Base Paving Equipment 0 0.00 132 O.36|
[install Crushed Misc. Base Rollers 0 0.00 80 0.38)
Ilnstall Crushed Misc. Base Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 6 8.00 97 0.37]
Ilnstall Crushed Misc. Base Welders 0 8.00 46 0.45
ICIean Up Air Compressors 0 0.00 78 O.48|
[Clean Up Rubber Tired Dozers 0 0.00 247 0.404
ICIean Up Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0 0.00 97 0.37
IDemobiIization Rubber Tired Dozers 0 0.00 158 0.38§
IDemobiIization Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 6 1.00 97 0.37]
Ilnstall Crushed Misc. Base Off-Highway Trucks 8 0.00 402 O.38|
[Pemobilization Forklifts 6 1.00 89 0.20}
Jpemobilization Excavators 8 1.00 158 0.38}
Trips and VMT
I?’hase Name Oﬁroad Equipment Worker 7rip Vendor ?rip Hauling 7rip Worker 7rip Vendor 7rip Hauling 7rip Worker Vehicle Vendor Hauling
‘Mobilization 20 24.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 2.00 2.00|LD Mix HDT Mix  HHDT
Lead and Asbestos 0 24.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 2.00 2.00;LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
Demolition 28 24.00 0.00 4,458.00 14.70 2.00 2.00;LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT




Grading/Compaction 5 24.00 0.00 1,426.00 14.70 2.00 2.00{LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
Install Crushed Misc. 17 24.00 6.00 0.00 14.70 2.00 2.00{LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
Clean Up 0 24.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 2.00 2.00{LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
Demobilization 20 24.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 2.00 2.00{LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction
3.2 Mobilization - 2020
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG | NOXx | CO | SO02 ] Fugtve Exhaust | PM10 | Fugtve | Exnaust | PM25 JBO-COZ] NBo- | Total con CHA4 N20 COze
Category tons/yr MT/yr
_
Fugitive DUt 0.0000 : 0.0000 T 00000 f 0.0000 T 00000 T 00000 00000 F 00000 T 00000 T 00000 : 00000 T 0.000
Off-Road 138006 T 0.0124 1 0.0147 1 5.00006- 7750006~ | 7.50006- 6.70006- ¢ B.70006- ¢ 0.0000 1 18976 T 18976 i 6.10006- ; 0.0000 i 18130
Total I 1.2800e- | 0.0124 | 0.0147 | 2.0000e- | 0.0000 ] 7.2000e-] 7.2000e-] 0.0000 ] 6.7000e- | 6.7000e- J 0.0000 ] 1.8976 ] 1.8976 ] 6.1000e-] 0.0000 | 1.0130
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG | NOx | CO | SO02 ] Fugtve Exhaust | PM10 | Fugtve | Exnaust | PM25 JBo-COZ] NBo- | Total con CHA4 N20 COze
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 0.0000 T 0.0000 T 0.0000 T 0.0000 T 0.0000 f 00000 f 0.0000 T 00000 § 00000 T 0.0000 00000 T 0.0000 f 00000 T 0.0000 f 0.0000 T 0.0000
Vendor 6:6660 76,0600 " 6.6000 T 0.0000 " 6.6000 ¢ 6.0000 ¢ 0.0000 ¢ 0.0000  0.0000 "t 6.6600 " 0.0000  0.0000 : 0.0000 i 0.0000 : 0.0000 i 0.0000
Worker 3°80006- ¢ 2.20006- | 2.47006- | 1.00006- : 6.60006- ; 1.00006- ; 6.60006- ¢ 1.70006- ; 1.00006- i 1.80006- ¢ 0.0000 i 0.6198 § 0.6128 ' 2.0000e- : 0.0000 i 06133
Total I 2.8000e- | 2.2000e- | 2.4700e- ] 1.0000e- | 6.6000e- | 1.0000e- | 6.6000e- | 1.7000e- | 1.0000e- | 1.8000e- | 0.0000 | 0.6128 | 0.6128 ] 2.0000e-] 0.0000 | 0.6133
3.3 Lead and Asbestos Removal - 2020
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG | NOx | CO | SO02 ] Fugtve Exhaust | PM10 | Fugtve | Exnaust | PM25 JBO-COZ] NBo- | Total con CHA4 N20 COze
Category tons/yr MT/yr
_
FugItive DUst 0.0000 : 0.0000 T 00000 f 0.0000 T 00000 T 00000 00000 F 00000 T 00000 T 0.0000 : 00000 T 0.000
Sff-Road 6:0660 " 6.6606 ¢ 6.6000 ¢ 0.0000 6660606 ¢ 6.66060 6:6660 66600 0.6600 ¢ 6.0000 ; 0.0000 i 0.0000 : 0.0000 i 0.0000
Total I 0.0000 | 0.0000 ] 0.0000 ] 0.0000 ] 0.0000 ] 0.0000 ] 0.0000 | 0.000 ] 0.0000 | 0.0000 § 0.0000 | 0.0000 ] 0.0000 ] 0.0000 ] 0.0000 | 0.0000
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG | NOx | CO | SO02 ] Fugtve Exhaust | PM10 | Fugtve | Exnaust | PM25 JBo-COZ] NBo- | Total con CH4 N20 COze
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 0.0000 T 0.0000 T 0.0000 T 00000 T 0.0000 f 00000 f 0.0000 T 0.0000 § 00000 T 0.0000 00000 T 0.0000 f 00000 T 0.0000 f 0.000 T 0.0000
Vendor 6:6660 16,0600 " 6.6000 T 0.0000 " 0.6000 ¢ 6.0000 ¢ 0.0000 ¢ 0.0000  0.0000 "t 6.6600 % 0.0000  0.0000 : 0.0000 i 0.0000 : 0.0000 i 0.0000
Worker 415006 1 335006 1 0.0371 1 1.00006- i .86006- | 8.00006-  8.95006- ; 2.62006- : 8.00006- ¢ 2.70006- ; 0.0000 i 61625 i 6.1823 1 580006- & 0.0000 : O.1994




[ Total I 4.1500e- | 3.3500e- | 0.0371 | 1.0000e- ] 9.8600e- | 8.0000e- | 9.9500e- | 2.6200e- | 8.0000e- | 2.7000e- | 0.0000 | 9.1922 | 9.1922 ] 2.9000e-| 0.0000 | 9.1994 |
3.4 Demolition - 2020
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG | NOx | CO | SO02 ] Fugtve Exhaust | PM10 | Fugtve | Exnaust | PM25 JBO-COZ] NBo- | Total con CHA4 N20 CO2e
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Fugitive DUt 0.3021 T 0.0000 T 03021 I 0.0457 T 00000 T 00457 f 00000 T 00000 T 00000 I 0.0000 : 00000 I 0.0000
Off-Road 01531 T ATEA 3555 5 82006 0.0702 100702 00646 00646 10,0000+ 247.6107 1 2476107 ¢ 0.0801  0.0000 2496157
Total I 0.1531 | 14754 | 1.3255 | 2.8200e- | 0.3021 | 00702 | 0.3723 | 00457 ] 00646 ] 0.1103 J 0.0000 | 247.6107] 247.6107 | 0.0801 | 0.0000 | 249.6127]
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG | NOx | CO | S02 ] Fugtve Exhaust | PM10 | Fugtve | Exnaust | PM25 JBO-COZ] NBo- | Total con CHA4 N20 CO2e
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 351008 T 01622 | 00271 | 240000 T 3.57006 § 1.0000e T 3.70006 T 040006 | 1.80006- T 1.12006.  0.0000 T 234572 | 234572 | 2.7600c. T 0.0000 T 23.5262
Vendor 6:0660 "0.0600 " 6.6000 T 0.0000 " 0.0000 ¢ 6.0000 ¢ 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 i 6.0000 : 0.0000  0.0000 : 0.0000 i 0.0000 : 0.0000 i 0.0000
Worker 3710006~ ¢ 1.70006- § 0.0188 1 5.00006- : 5.00006- ; 4.00006- | 5.04006- ¢ 1.33006- ; 4.00006- i 1.37006- & 0.0000 i 46574 48574 150006 0.0000 i 46610
Total I 5.6100e- | 0.1630 | 0.0458 | 2.9000e- | 8.5100e- ] 2.3000e- | 8.7400e- | 2.2700e- | 2.2000e- | 2.4900c- § 0.0000 | 28.1146 | 28.1146 | 2.0100e-] 0.0000 | 28.1873 |
3.4 Demolition - 2021
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG | NOx | CO | SO02 ] Fugtve Exhaust | PM10 | Fugtve | Exnaust | PM25 JBo-COZ] NBo- | Total con CHA4 N20 CO2e
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Fugitive DUt 0.1740 T 0.0000 T 0.1749 T 00265 T 00000 T 00265 : 00000 T 00000 T 00000 I 0.0000 @ 00000 I 0.0000
Off-Road 00811107398 07551 1 1. 63006- 00348 100348 00351100321 T 0.0000 1433614 § 143.3614 1 0.0464 ¢ 0.0000 1445205
Total I 0.0811 | 0.7398 | 0.7521 ] 1.6300e- | 0.1749 | 0.0348 | 0.2007 | 0.0265 | 00321 ] 00585 J 0.0000 | 143.3614 ] 143.3614 | 0.0464 | 0.0000 | 144.5205
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG | NOXx | CO | SO02 ] Fugtve Exhaust | PM10 | Fugtive | Exnaust | PM25 JBO-COZ] NBo- | Total con CHA4 N20 CO2e
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling T.02006- T 0.0001 T 00151 T 1.4000e © 3.2400e T 1.00000- | 3.34000. T 8.4000e. T 0.00000 | 0.30006. 1 0.0000 | 134476 T 134476 T 1.5300e- T 00000 T 13.4850
Vendor 6.0660 "0.0600 " 6.6000 T 0.0000 " 0.0000 ¢ 6.0000 ¢ 0.0000 i 0.0000 : 0.0000 i 6.0000 : 0.0000  0.0000 : 0.0000 i 0.0000 : 0.0000 i 0.0000
Worker 174006 1 8.80006- : 6.98006- ¢ 3.00006- | 2.89006- i 5.00006- ; 2.92006- ; 7.70006- ¢ 5.00006- ; 7.90006- i 0.0000 : 26107 i 2.6107 1 8.00006- i 0.0000 i 56127
Total I 3.0600e- | 0.0910 ] 0.0251 ] 1.7000e- | 6.1300e- | 1.2000e- | 6.2600e- | 1.6100e- | 1.1000e- | 1.7200e- | 0.0000 | 16.0583 | 16.0583 ] 1.6100e-] 0.0000 | 16.0985
3.5 Grading/Compaction - 2021
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG | NOx | CO | S02 ] Fugtve Exhaust | PMT0 | Fugtve | Exnaust | PM25 JBo-COZ] NBo- | Total con CH4 N20 COz2e
Category tons/yr MT/yr




Fugitive Dust 0.0734 70,0000 " 0.0134 147006 T 0.0000 147006~ ¢ 0.0000 f 0.0000 F 0.0000 i 6.0000 : 0.0000 i 0.0000
Off-Road 00587 102998 05776+ 4.20006- 00157 100157 00144100144 10,0000+ 374715 1 B7.A715 1 0.0120 § 0.0000 i 374751
Total I 0.0287 | 0.2999 | 0.2776 ] 4.2000e- | 0.0134 ] 0.0157 | 0.0291 | 14700e- ] 00144 ] 00150 J 0.0000 | 37.1715 | 37.1715 ] 0.0120 | 0.0000 | 37.4721
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG | NOXx | CO | SO02 ] Fugtve Exhaust | PM10 | Fugtve | Exnaust | PM25 JBo-COZ] NBo- | Total con CHA4 N20 CO2e
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 167006 T 0.0786 T 00132 T 1.2000e © 1.2400e. T 0.00000 T T.3200e. T 3.4000e. T 800000 | 4.20006. 1 0.0000 © T1.7315 T 11.7315 T 1.3400e- T 0.0000 T 11.7649
Vendor 6:0660 0.0600 " 6.0000 ¢ 0.0000 " 0.0000 ¢ 6.0000 ¢ 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 i 6.0000 : 0.0000  0.0000 : 0.0000 i 0.0000 : 0.0000 i 0.0000
Worker 155008 | 1.21006- ¢ 0.0136 i 4.00006- | 3.9400e- : 3.00006- | 3.98006- i 1.05006- ; 3.00006- ¢ 1.08006- i 0.0000 : 3.5601 | 35601 i 1.0000e- i 0.0000 i 3.5627
Total I 3.2200e- | 0.0798 | 0.0268 ] 1.6000e- | 5.1800e- | 1.2000e- | 5.3000e- | 1.3900e- | 1.1000e- | 1.5000e- | 0.0000 | 15.2916 | 15.2916 | 1.4400e-] 0.0000 | 15.3276
3.6 Install Crushed Misc. Base - 2021
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG | NOx | CO | SO02 ] Fugtve Exhaust | PM10 | Fugtve | Exnaust | PM25 JBO-COZ] NBo- | Total con CHA4 N20 CO2e
Category tons/yr MT/yr
[ I
Off.Road 00227 T 02237 | 0.2560 | 3.5000e 0.0138 | 00138 0.0127 T 00127 00000 ! 30.6106  30.6106 T 0.0000e T 0.0000 T 30.8581
Total I 0.0227 | 02237 | 02560 | 3.5000e- 0.0138 | 0.0138 0.0127 | 00127 J 0.000 ] 30.6106 ] 30.6106 | 9.0000e-] 0.0000 | 30.8581
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG | NOx | CO | SO02 ] Fugtve Exhaust | PM10 | Fugtve | Exnaust | PM25 JBO-COZ] NBo- | Total con CHA4 N20 CO2e
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hrauling 0.0000 T 0.0000 ! 0.0000 T 00000 T 0.0000 f 00000 f 0.0000 T 0.0000 § 00000 T 0.0000 00000 T 0.0000 f 00000 T 0.0000 f 0.0000 T 0.0000
Vendor 170006 | 6.24006- i 1.64006- i 1.00006- | 1.70006- : 1.00006- i 1.70006- : 5.00006- ; 1.00006- ¢ 5.00006- | 0.0000 ; 0.9765 | 0.9765 i 9.0000e- i 0.0000 i 0.9788
Worker 155006 | 1.21006- i 0.0136  4.00006- ;| 3.9400e- : 3.00006- | 3.98006- i 1.05006- ; 3.00006- ¢ 1.08006- i 0.0000 : 3.5601 | 3.5601 i 1.0000e- i 0.0000 i 3.5627
Total I 1.7200e- | 7.4500e- | 0.0153 | 5.0000e- | 4.1100e- | 4.0000e- | 4.1500e- | 1.1000e- | 4.0000e- | 1.1300e- § 0.0000 | 4.5366 | 4.5366 | 1.9000e-] 0.0000 | 4.5415
3.7 Clean Up - 2021
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG | NOx | CO | SO02 ] Fugtve Exhaust | PM10 | Fugtve | Exnaust | PM25 JBO-COZ] NBo- | Total con CHA4 N20 CO2e
Category tons/yr MT/yr
_
FugItive DUst 0.0000 : 0.0000 f 00000 f 00000 T 00000 T 00000 @ 00000 F 00000 T 00000 T 00000 : 00000 T 0.000
Sff-Road 6:0660 " 6.6606 ¢ 6.6000 ¢ 0.0000 6660606 ¢ 6.66060 6:6660 66600 0.6600 ¢ 6.0000 ; 0.0000 i 0.0000 : 0.0000 i 0.0000
Total I 0.0000 | 0.0000 ] 0.0000 ] 0.0000 ] 0.0000 ] 0.0000 ] 0.0000 | 0.000 ] 0.0000 | 0.0000 § 0.0000 | 0.0000 ] 0.0000 ] 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG | NOx | CO | SO02 ] Fugtve Exhaust | PM10 | Fugtve | Exnaust | PM25 JBO-COZ] NBo- | Total con CH4 N20 COz2e
Category tons/yr MT/yr




Hauiing 0.0000 10,0000 ¢ 0.0000 0.0000 F 0.0000  0.0000 f 0.0000 i 0.0000 F 0.0000 i 0.0000 i 0.0000 F 0.0000 F 0.0000 i 6.0000 : 0.0000 i 0.0000
Vendor 6.0000 10,0000 ¢ 0.0000  0.0000 i 0.0000 i 0.0000 i 0.0000 i 0.0000 i 0.0000 ;i 0.0000 i 0.0000 i 0.0000 i 0.0000 i 0.0000 : 0.0000 i 0.0000
Worker 3.60006- ¢ 2.00008- | 2.27006- | 1.00006- i 6.60006- i 1.00006- i 6.60006- ¢ 1.70006- i  0.0000 ; 1.80006- i 0.0000 i 0.5934 i 0.5834 1 2.0000e-: 0.0000 i 05938
Total Iz.sooOe- 2.0000e- | 2.2700e- | 1.0000e- ] 6.6000e- | 1.0000e- ] 6.6000e- | 1.7000e- | 0.0000 | 1.8000e- J 0.0000 ] 0.5934 ] 0.5934 ] 2.0000e-] 0.0000 | 0.5938

3.8 Demobilization - 2021

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG ] NOx | CO ] SO2 | Fugive | Exnaust | PMI0 | Fugiive | Exnaust | PM25 ] Bio-CO2] NBo- | Total Coz]—Che N2O Co%e
Category tons/yr MT/yr
FUgItive DUSt 0.0000 T 0.0000 T 0.0000 I 0.0000 T 00000 : 00000 i 00000 T 00000 T 0.0000 I 0.0000 @ 00000 I 0.0000
Off-Road 117006 10,0112 ¢ 0.0147 1 2.00006- 6.30006- | 6.30006- 5:80006- ¢ 5.80006- i 0.0000 i 1.6050 i 1.8050 i 6.2000e-: 0.0000 i 1.6204
Total I1.1700e- 0.0112 | 0.0147 | 2.0000e- | 0.0000 | 6.3000e- | 6.3000e- | 0.0000 | 5.8000e- | 5.8000e- | 0.0000 | 1.9050 | 1.9050 | 6.2000e-] 0.0000 | 1.9204
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG ] NOx | CO ] SO02 | Fugive | Exnaust | PMI0 | Fugiive | Exnaust | PM25 ] Bio-CO2] NBo- | Total Coz]—Che N2O Co%e
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hrauling 0.0000 T 0.0000 T 00000 00000 T 0.0000 I 00000 T 0.0000 T 0.0000 T 00000 : 00000 i 00000 T 00000 T 0.0000 I 0.0000 @ 00000 I 00000
Vendor 6.0000 10,0000 ¢ 0.0000  0.0000 i 0.0000 i 0.0000 i 0.0000 i 0.0000 i 0.0000 ;i 0.0000 i 0.0000 i 0.0000 i 0.0000 i 0.0000 : 0.0000 i 0.0000
Worker 3.60006- | 2.00006- | 2.27006- | 1.00006- i 6.60006- i 1.00006- i 6.60006- ¢ 1.70006- i 0.0000 : 1.80006- i 0.0000 i 0.5934 I 0.5834 1 2.0000e-: 0.0000 i 05938
Total I2.6000e- 2.0000e- | 2.2700e- | 1.0000e- | 6.6000e- | 1.0000e- | 6.6000e- | 1.7000e- | 0.0000 | 1.8000e- J 0.0000 | 0.5934 | 0.5934 | 2.0000e-]| 0.0000 | 0.5938
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POLA Star-Kist
Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

1.0 Project Characteristics

Date: 8/9/2019 10:19 AM

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage

ﬂoor Surface Area

__
Population

User Defined Industrial 7.00 User Defined Unit 24.00

0.00

0

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.2 Precipitation Freq (Days) 33
Climate Zone 11 Operational Year 2021

Utility Company Los Angeles Department of Water & Power

CO2 Intensity 1227.89 CH4 Intensity 0.029 N20 Intensity 0.006
(Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr)
11.0 Vegetation

Total C02| CH4 L N20 CO2e
Category MT
56.6400 0.0000 0.0000 56.6400

Unmitigated

11.2 Net New Trees

Species Class
Number of|f Total CO2 CH4 L N20 CO2e
MT
Miscellaneous 80 56.64 0 0 56.64
Total I 56.64 0 0 56.64
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POLA Star-Kist - Wharf Demolition - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer

POLA Star-Kist - Wharf Demolition
Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer

1.0 Project Characteristics

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population

General Light Industry 2.25 1000sqft 0.05 2,254.00 0

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.2 Precipitation Freq (Days) 33
Climate Zone 11 Operational Year 2021
Utility Company Los Angeles Department of Water & Power

CO2 Intensity 1227.89 CH4 Intensity 0.029 N20 Intensity 0.006

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

Project Characteristics -

Land Use - size of wharf provided by project applicant

Construction Phase - Demolition phase only

Off-road Equipment - Demolition only

Off-road Equipment - Demolition only

Off-road Equipment - Pile driver, derrick barge (aux gen, deck winch), and material barge (aux gen) modeled as other construction equipment. Default hp
Off-road Equipment - Demolition only

Off-road Equipment - Demolition only

Off-road Equipment - Demolition only

Trips and VMT - total workers per day provided by project applicant
Demolition - provided by project applicant (size of wharf)

Grading -

Architectural Coating -

Vehicle Trips -

Table Name | Column Name | Default Value | New Value |




tbiConstructionPhase NumbDays 1.00 0.00
tbiConstructionPhase NumbDays 2.00 0.00
tbiConstructionPhase NumbDays 100.00 0.00
tbiConstructionPhase NumbDays 5.00 0.00
tbiConstructionPhase NumbDays 5.00 0.00
tblLandUse LandUseSquareFeet 2,250.00 2,254.00
tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 172.00 150.00
tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 172.00 175.00
tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 172.00 150.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 4.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00
tbITripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 15.00 22.00
tbITripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 1.00 0.00
2.0 Emissions Summarv
2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)
Unmitigated Construction
ROG | NOXx ] CO | SOZ | Fugive Exhaust T PMI0 Fugitve | Exhaust | PM25 JBO-CO2| NBo. | Tota COZ|  CHA N20 COze
Year Ib/day Ib/day
2020 2.6667 | 2/.8713 | 210158 | 0.0376 | 04853 | 13820 I 18672 | 01036 | L2715 | L3751 | 0.0000 [3.655.714 3,655.7142] L0850 | 0.0000 | 3,682.838
2021 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Maximum I 2.6667 27.8713 | 21.9158 [ 0.0376 0.4853 | 1.3820 | 1.8672 0.1036 1.2715 13751 0.0000 | 3,655,714 |3,655.7142] L0850 | 0.0000 |3,682.538

3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase




Phase Phase Name Phase 7ype Start Date End Date Num Daysjf Num Days Phase Description
1 Demolition Demolition 8/24/2020 9/4/2020 5 10
2 Site Preparation Site Preparation 9/5/2020 9/4/2020 5 0
3 Grading Grading 9/8/2020 9/7/2020 5 0
4 Building Construction Building Construction 9/10/2020 9/9/2020 5 0
5 Paving Paving 1/28/2021 1/27/2021 5 0
6 Architectural Coating Architectural Coating 2/4/2021 2/3/2021 5 0

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 0

Acres of Paving: 0

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 3,381; Non-Residential Outdoor: 1,127; Striped Parking Area: 0

OffRoad Equipment

Phase Name Of-froad Equipment 7ype Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Eactor
I-Demolition Concrete/Industrial Saws 0 8.00 81 O.ﬁl
foemoiition Cranes 1 8.00 231 0.29)
IDemoIition Excavators 1 8.00 158 0.38]
IDemoIition Other Construction Equipment 1 8.00 172 0.42
IDemoIition Other Construction Equipment 1 8.00 150 0.42
IDemoIition Other Construction Equipment 1 8.00 175 0.42
IDemoIition Other Construction Equipment 1 8.00 150 0.42
IDemoIition Rubber Tired Dozers 0 1.00 247 0.40Q
IDemolition Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0 6.00 97 0.37|
Site Preparation Graders 0 8.00 187 0.41
Site Preparation Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0 8.00 97 0.37
|Grading Concrete/Industrial Saws 0 8.00 81 0.73|
IGrading Rubber Tired Dozers 0 1.00 247 0.40}
IGrading Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0 6.00 97 0.37
IBuiIding Construction Cranes 0 4.00 231 0.29|
IBuiIding Construction Forklifts 0 6.00 89 0.20}
IBuiIding Construction Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0 8.00 97 0.37
IPaving Cement and Mortar Mixers 0 6.00 9 0.56]
IPaving Pavers 0 7.00 130 0.42
IPaving Rollers 0 7.00 80 0.38]
fPaving Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0 7.00 97 0.37
Architectural Coating Air Compressors 0 6.00 78 0.48]




Trips and VMT

_ -
Offroad Equipment

-
Worker Trip

Phase Name Vendor ?rip Hauling ?rip Worker 7rip Vendor 7rip Hauling ?rip Worker Vehicle Vendor Hauling
Demolition 6 22.00 0.00 10.00 14.70 6.90 20.00iLD._Mix HDT Mix  HHDT
Site Preparation 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00iLD_Mix HDT Mix  iHHDT
Grading 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00iLD_Mix HDT Mix  iHHDT
Building Construction 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00!LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
Paving 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00iLD_Mix HDT Mix  {HHDT
Architectural Coating 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00!LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction
3.2 Demolition - 2020
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG | NOXx ] CO | SO2 | Fugtve Exnaust | PMI0 | Fugtve | Exnaust | PM2.5 JBo-COZ | NBo- ]Towm CoZ]  CHA N20 COze
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Fugitive DUt 0.2210 0 0.2210 T 0.0336 0 0.0336 0.0000 0.0000
Off-Road 2EB67 1275118 1 20.8888 ¢ 0.0342 1376711379 12687 112687 3311386 13,311.3862! 10710 3338160
Total I 25567 | 275118 | 208888 | 0.0342 | 02219 ] 1379 ] L6009 | 00336 ] L2687 | 1.3023 3,311,386 |3,311.3862] L0710 3,338.160
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG | NOX ] CO | SO2 | Fugtve Exnaust | PMI0 | Fugtve | Exnaust | PM2.5 JBo-COZ | NBo- ]Towm Coz]  CHA N20 COze
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling B.73E.03 | 0.2875 T 00637 : TOOE.04 T OOL75 [O20E.047 O0L84 T A4.7OE-03: BOOE04: 5.67E.03 855832 | B5.5032 ! 5.8300e 85,7288
Vendor ) ) ) ) ) ) ) ) ) ) 0.0000 ¢ "0.0000 " 0.0000 60600
Worker 010120072 0.6633 " S 60E-03 | 0.2450 1 2.06E-03 1 0.248 1 0.0652 i 1.89E-03 1 0.0671 58,7448 | 258.7448 1 8.16006- 58.9488
Total I .11 0.3506 | LO27 | 3.30E.03 ] 02634 ] 2.00E.03] 02664 | 007 ] 27/E03] 00728 344.3280 | 344.3280 | 0.0140 344.6776 |




IDemoIition Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0 6.00 97 0.37
IGrading Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0 6.00 97 0.37
fPaving Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0 7.00 97 0.37
Site Preparation Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0 8.00 97 0.37
|Demo|ition Other Construction Equipment 1 8.00 172 0.42
foemoiition Cranes 1 8.00 231 0.29)
IDemoIition Other Construction Equipment 1 8.00 150 0.42
IDemoIition Other Construction Equipment 1 8.00 175 0.42
IDemoIition Other Construction Equipment 1 8.00 150 0.42
IDemoIition Excavators 1 8.00 158 0.38]
Trips and VMT
Phase Name Of-froad Equipment Worker 7rip Vendor ?rip Hauling ?rip Worker 7rip Vendor 7rip Hauling ?rip Worker Vehicle Vendor Hauling
Demolition 6 11.00 0.00 10.00 14.70 6.90 20.00iLD. Mix HDT Mix  HHDT
Site Preparation 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00:LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
Grading 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00:LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
Building Construction 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00!LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
Paving 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00:LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
Architectural Coating 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00!LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction
3.2 Demolition - 2020
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG | NOX ] CO | SO2 | Fugtve Exnaust | PMI0 | Fugtve | Exnaust | PM2.5 JBo-COZ | NBo- ]Towm CoZ]  CHA N20 COze
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Fugitive Dust 0.2219 0.0000 0.2219 0.0336 0.0000 0.0336 0.0000 0.0000
Off-Road 2.5567 27.5118 | 20.8888 0.0342 1.3790 1.3790 1.2687 1.2687 3,311.38613,311.3862] 1.0710 3,338.160
Total I 2.5567 27.5118 | 20.8888 | 0.0342 0.2219 1.379 1.6009 0.0336 1.2687 1.3023 3,311.386 [3,311.3862| 1.0710 3,338.160
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG | NOX ] CO | SO2 | Fugtve Exnaust | PMI0 | Fugtve | Exnaust | PM2.5 JBo-COZ | NBo- ]Towm Coz]  CHA N20 COze
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 8.7300e- 0.287-5 0.0637 | 7.9000e- 0.0l% 9.2000e- | 0.0184 4.7900e- | 8.8000e- 5.6-700e- 85.5832 | 85.5832 [ 5.8300e- 85.7288
Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Worker 0.0506 0.0360 0.4816 1.3000e- 0.1230 | 1.0300e- i 0.1240 0.0326 9.5000e- 0.0336 129.3724 1 129.3724 | 4.0800e- 129.4744
Total I 0.0594 0.3236 0.5454 | 2.00E.03 | 0.1404 | LOSE.03 ] 0.1424 0.0374 | LO3E.03 | 0.0302 214.9556 | 214.9556 | 9.9100e- 215.2032
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POLA Star-Kist - Wharf Demolition - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

POLA Star-Kist - Wharf Demolition
Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

1.0 Project Characteristics

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population

General Light Industry 2.25 1000sqft 0.05 2,254.00 0

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.2 Precipitation Freq (Days) 33
Climate Zone 11 Operational Year 2021
Utility Company Los Angeles Department of Water & Power

CO2 Intensity 1227.89 CH4 Intensity 0.029 N20O Intensity 0.006

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

Project Characteristics -

Land Use - size of wharf provided by project applicant

Construction Phase - Demolition phase only

Off-road Equipment - Demolition only

Off-road Equipment - Demolition only

Off-road Equipment - Pile driver, derrick barge (aux gen, deck winch), and material barge (aux gen) modeled as other construction equipment. Default hp
Off-road Equipment - Demolition only

Off-road Equipment - Demolition only

Off-road Equipment - Demolition only

Trips and VMT - total workers per day provided by project applicant
Demolition - provided by project applicant (size of wharf)

Grading -

Architectural Coating -

Vehicle Trips -

Table Name | Column Name | Default Value | New Value |




tbIConstructionPhase NumbDays 1.00 0.00
tbIConstructionPhase NumbDays 2.00 0.00
tbIConstructionPhase NumbDays 100.00 0.00
tbIConstructionPhase NumbDays 5.00 0.00
tbIConstructionPhase NumbDays 5.00 0.00
tblLandUse LandUseSquareFeet 2,250.00 2,254.00
tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 172.00 150.00
tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 172.00 175.00
tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 172.00 150.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 4.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00
tbITripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 15.00 22.00
tbITripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 1.00 0.00
2.0 Emissions Summarv
2.1 Overall Construction
Unmitigated Construction
[ NOX co SO2 | Fugitive ] Exnaust | PMIO | Fugitve | Exnaust | PM25 JBo-CO2] NBo- | Totl con CH4 N2O CO2e
Year tons/yr MT/yr
2020 0.1395 0.1093 [ 1.9000e- | 2.4000e- | 6.9100e- | 9.3100e- | 5.1000e- | 6.3600e- 6.500& 0.0000 16.5291 | 16.5291 4.925-03 0 16.6521
Maximum [ 0.0133 0.1395 | 0.1003 ] L.9000e. | 2.4000e ] 6.9100e- | 9.3100e- | 5.1000e- | 6.36006- | 6.8700e- ] 0.0000 | 165291 | 165201 | 4.92E-03 0 16.6521

3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase




-
End Date

Phase Phase Name Phase ?ype Start Date Num DaysjNum Days Phase Description
1 Demolition Demolition 8/24/2020 9/4/2020 5 10
2 Site Preparation Site Preparation 9/5/2020 9/4/2020 5 0
3 Grading Grading 9/8/2020 9/7/2020 5 0
4 Building Construction Building Construction 9/10/2020 9/9/2020 5 0
5 Paving Paving 1/28/2021 1/27/2021 5 0
6 Architectural Coating Architectural Coating 2/4/2021 2/3/2021 5 0

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 0

Acres of Paving: 0

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 3,381; Non-Residential Outdoor: 1,127; Striped Parking Area: 0

OffRoad Equipment

Phase Name Oﬁroad Equipment ?ype Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Eactor

I-Demolition Concrete/Industrial Saws 0 8.00 81 O.ﬁl
foemolition Cranes 1 8.00 231 0.29§
IDemoIition Excavators 1 8.00 158 0.38]
IDemoIition Other Construction Equipment 1 8.00 172 0.42
IDemoIition Other Construction Equipment 1 8.00 150 0.42
IDemoIition Other Construction Equipment 1 8.00 175 0.42
IDemoIition Other Construction Equipment 1 8.00 150 0.42
IDemoIition Rubber Tired Dozers 0 1.00 247 0.40Q
IDemolition Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0 6.00 97 0.37|
Site Preparation Graders 0 8.00 187 0.41
Site Preparation Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0 8.00 97 0.37
|Grading Concrete/Industrial Saws 0 8.00 81 0.73|
IGrading Rubber Tired Dozers 0 1.00 247 0.40}
IGrading Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0 6.00 97 0.37
IBuiIding Construction Cranes 0 4.00 231 0.29|
IBuiIding Construction Forklifts 0 6.00 89 0.20}
IBuiIding Construction Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0 8.00 97 0.37
IPaving Cement and Mortar Mixers 0 6.00 9 0.56]
IPaving Pavers 0 7.00 130 0.42
IPaving Rollers 0 7.00 80 0.38]
fPaving Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0 7.00 97 0.37
Architectural Coating Air Compressors 0 6.00 78 0.48]




Trips and VMT

Phase Name Oﬁroad Equipment Worker ?rip Vendor 7rip Hauling ?rip Worker ?rip Vendor ?rip Hauling ?rip Worker Vehicle Vendor Hauling
Demolition 6 22.00 0.00 10.00 14.70 6.90 20.00iLD. Mix HDT Mix  HHDT
Site Preparation 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00!LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
Grading 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00!LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
Building Construction 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00!LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
Paving 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00!LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
Architectural Coating 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00!LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction
3.2 Demolition - 2020
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG | NOx ] CO | s02 Fugitve | Exnaust | PMI0 | Fugitve | Exnaust | PM2.5 JBo-CO2| NBo- ] Tot con CH4 N20 COze
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Fugitive Dust 1.1100e- : 0.0000 : 1.1100e- { 1.7000e- : 0.0000 : 1.7000e- : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ; 0.0000
Off-Road 0.0128 0.1376 : 0.1044 : 1.7000e- 6.9000e- : 6.9000e- 6.3400e- | 6.3400e- : 0.0000 : 150202 : 15.0202 : 4.8600e- : 0.0000 : 15.1416
Total I 0.0128 0.1376 | 0.1044 | 1.7000e- | 1.1100e- | 6.9000e- | 8.0100e- | 1.7000e- | 6.3400e- | 6.5100e- § 0.0000 | 15.0202 | 15.0202 | 4.8600e- | 0.0000 | 15.1416
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG | NOx ] CO | s02 Fugitve | Exnaust | PMI0 | Fugtve | Exnaust | PM2.5 JBo-CO2 | NBO- ] Tot con CH4 N20 COze
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 4,0000e- ; 1.4800e- : 3.3000e- ¢ 0.0000 : 9.0000e- ¢ 0.0000 : 9.0000e- ; 2.0000e- ¢ 0.0000 : 3.0000e- : 0.0000 : 0.3854 : 0.3854 ; 3.0000e-: 0.0000 : 0.3861
Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 { 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 i 0.0000
Worker 5.1000e- : 4.1000e- : 4.5300e- i 1.0000e- : 1.2100e- i 1.0000e- : 1.2200e- ; 3.2000e- : 1.0000e- ; 3.3000e- : 0.0000 : 1.1235 : 1.1235 : 4.0000e- : 0.0000 : 1.1244
Total I 5.5000e- | 1.8900e- | 4.8600e- | 1.0000e- | 1.3000e- | 1.0000e- | 1.3100e- | 3.4000e- | 1.0000e- | 3.6000e- § 0.0000 | 1.5089 | 1.5089 | 7.0000e- | 0.0000 | 1.5104
004 003 003 005 003 005 003 004 005 004 005




Marine Vessels Quantity Propulsion Engine MY _Propulsion Engine HP_Propulsion Enginer Tier Propulsion Engine KW _Propulsion Engine LF Hours/Day Auxillary Engine MY Auxillary Engine HP__ Ausillary Engine Tier _ Auxillary Engine KW _Ausillary Engine L _Hours/Day

Tugboat 1 2010 788 Tier 2 588 031 8 2006 62 Tier 3 46 043 8
Reconnaissance Boat/Work Boat 1 2010 498 Tier 2 371 038 8 2012 69 Tier 3 51 032 8
Source: POLA (type of boats, hours/day), POLA Inventory (2018) (MY, HF), EPA/CARB/Kinder Morgan Wharf Repair Project (LF, KW, Tier),

4-4188-8b inder-Morgan-Berths-118-1 y

3_Air_Emissions_Inventory

Emission Factors

g/kw-hr voc NOX [ S0X PM10 PM2.5 c02 cHa. N20

Tugboat

Propulsion (Tier 2) 047 857 5.00 001 041 036 652.00 001 003

Auxillary (Tier 3) 039 713 5.00 001 030 027 652.00 001 003
Reconnaissance Boat/Work Boat

Propulsion (Tier 2) 047 857 5.00 0.01 041 036 652.00 001 003 Conservatively assumed similar Efs as Tugboat

Auxillary (Tier 3) 039 713 5.00 001 030 027 652.00 001 003 Conservatively assumed similar Efs as Tugboat
Source: Kinder Morgan Wharf Repair Project, Table C-2

4-4188-8b organ-Berths-118-1 V
pounds/day metric tons/year

[Marine Vessels kw-hr voc NOX &) 50X PM10 PM25 02 CHa N20 co2e
Tugboat

Propulsion (Tier 2) 4701 15 275 16.1 00 13 12 95 00 00 9.6

Auxillary (Tier 3) 370 01 25 18 00 01 01 10 00 00 11
[Reconnaissance Boat/Work Boat 00

Propulsion (Tier 2) 2071 12 213 124 00 10 09 74 00 00 75

Auxillary (Tier 3) a2 01 21 15 00 01 01 [X] 00 00 09

Total 2.9 534 317 00 25 22 188 00 0.0 19.0

Conversions

Ib_g 000220462 Standard

MT g 0000001 Standard

CHA GWP 2 https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/ghg-gwps

N20 GWP 208 https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/ghg-gwps

hp to kw conversion 0745712155 Standard

days/year 10
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Memorandum

To: Nicole Enciso

From:

Daniel Paul and Margaret Roderick
Architectural Historians, ICF

Date:

January 11, 2019

Re: Star-Kist Re-evaluation Memo

Executive Summary

Star-Kist Plant No. 4 (Plant) opened on Terminal Island in 1952 and operated into the 1980s.
Despite the important role Star-Kist played in the tuna industry at the Port of Los Angeles
(POLA), the Plant is not eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) or the
California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) or as a Los Angeles Historic-Cultural
Monument (HCM) because of a lack of integrity; the Plant is unable to convey its 1952
significance and its role in the tuna canning industry. Star-Kist later expanded its operations on
Terminal Island in San Pedro; other extant buildings include the Empty Can Warehouse and the
East Plant. Constructed in the 1970s, neither the Empty Can Warehouse nor the East Plant is
eligible for the NRHP or the CRHR or as an HCM. The table below provides a summary of

findings.

Table 1: Summary of Findings of Eligibility

Building Name in
Current (2018)

Evaluation Address Year Built* Current Status
Net Shed 250 Terminal Way 1947 and 1948 Demolished
Plant No. 4 1050 Ways Street 1952 Ineligible
Laboratory 212-214 Terminal Way 1950, 1961-1969 Demolished
Empty Can Warehouse | 926 Barracuda Street 1970 Ineligible

East Plant 936-950 Barracuda Street | 1971-1972; 1974-1977 Ineligible

Food Testing and 919 Earle Street 1972 Demolished
Animal Nutrition

Pet Food Plant 642 Tuna Street 1979 Demolished

*These dates reflect updated construction dates, based on research completed for this technical

memorandum.
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Purpose and Regulatory Context

Star-Kist Plant No. 4 and its associated buildings were evaluated in 2008 in the context of a report
titled “Final Architectural Survey and Evaluation of the Star-Kist Plant, Terminal Island, Port of Los
Angeles, Los Angeles, California” (2008 evaluation). The 2008 evaluation is now more than a
decade old. The Los Angeles Harbor Department (LAHD) has therefore requested re-evaluation.
Not only can alterations affect a building’s integrity over time, but information previously
unavailable may affect the eligibility of a building. Newly available information, historical context,
and integrity were considered to determine if Star-Kist Plant No. 4 remains a historical resource
for the purposes of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and if its associated buildings
remain ineligible. As summarized in Table 1 above, none of the Star-Kist facilities on Terminal
Island are eligible for the NRHP or the CRHR or as an HCM. Therefore, Plant No. 4, the Empty
Can Warehouse, and the East Plant are not historical resources for the purposes of CEQA.

Regulations and policies that govern historic and historical resources include NRHP, CEQA,
CRHR, HCM, and LAHD regulations and those associated with the Historic Preservation
Overlay Zone (HPOZ).

For regulatory information on the NRHP, CRHR, and HCM, see Attachment B, pages 35-37.

California Environmental Quality Act

Established in 1970, CEQA, per Section 15064.5(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines, considers
historical resources as those properties that are listed in or eligible for listing in the CRHR. Under
CEQA, state and local agencies are required to identify significant environmental impacts of their
actions and mitigate those impacts where feasible. Actions that require CEQA review are known
as “projects.”* Projects, therefore, involve a historical resource that is subject to CEQA.

For detailed regulatory information on CEQA, see Attachment C.

Historic Preservation Overlay Zone

Adopted by the City of Los Angeles City Council on April 25, 2017, Section 12.30.3 of the

Los Angeles Municipal Code, Ordinance No. 184903, details the requirements for an HPOZ.
The ordinance includes goals, definitions, the role of the Historic Preservation Board,
development and function of preservation plans, procedures for establishing and changing
boundaries, project review, exemptions, conforming work on contributing and non-contributing
elements, approving projects and standards compliance, and enforcement.

For detailed regulatory information on HPOZs, see Attachment D.

1 The local or state lead agency makes the determination as to the applicability of CEQA to its actions.



Los Angeles Harbor Department

The LAHD adopted the Built Environment Historic Architecture and Cultural Resources Policy
(Resolution No. 13-7479) on April 24, 2013. This policy includes the identification of historical
resources early in the planning process, provides a framework for the identification of historical
resources according to CEQA, and supports preservation and re-use of historical resources.
Four sections make up the policy: Inventory, Evaluation, Preservation, and Documentation of
Historic Resources.

For detailed regulatory information on the LAHD, see Attachment E.

Research and Field Methods

Daniel Paul and Margaret Roderick, professionally qualified architectural historians, completed a
field survey on October 29, 2018, with LAHD staff members. The purpose of the survey was to
inspect and digitally photograph all buildings, structures, and objects within the boundaries of
Star-Kist Plant No. 4 and its associated buildings that were subject to evaluation for historic
significance. The visual inspection noted alterations, other integrity considerations, architectural
details, and character-defining features.

In addition to the field survey, Mr. Paul and Ms. Roderick researched Star-Kist and its facilities
on Terminal Island. The following sources were consulted:

e 2008 evaluation (Attachment B)

e Calisphere: University of California Digital Archives

e Historicaerials.com

e Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety online permit archives
e LAHD Archives

e Los Angeles Public Library

e Los Angeles Times Historical Archives (ProQuest)

e Newspapers.com database

e Sanborn Fire Insurance Company maps

e San Pedro Historical Society

e Tessa: Digital Collection of the Los Angeles Public Library

A records search from the South Central Coastal Information Center was not completed for the
purposes of this evaluation.



On December 5, 2018, Mr. Paul, Ms. Roderick, Colleen Davis, and Andrew Bursan,
professionally qualified architectural historians, reviewed the research to establish this report’s
findings through consensus.

2008 Evaluation and Updated Resource Information

The 2008 evaluation analyzed Star-Kist Plant No. 4 and eight additional buildings associated
with the company’s production facilities on Terminal Island.? The 2008 evaluation found one of
nine buildings to be eligible for the NRHP or the CRHR or as an HCM and eight of nine
buildings to be ineligible (see Table 2, below). Plant No. 4 (formerly the main building) was
found potentially eligible for the NRHP or the CRHR or as an HCM under each criterion

(i.e., broad patterns or events, productive life of significant persons, architecture, potential to
yield information).

Table 2: Resources Evaluated in 2008

NRHP, CRHR, and/or
Building Name in HCM Eligible per 2008
2008 Evaluation Address Year Built* Evaluation?
Net Shed 250 Terminal Way 1947 and 1948 No
Main 1050 Ways Street 1952 Yes
Pet Products 212-214 Terminal Way | 1950, 1961-1969 No
Green 926 Barracuda Street 1970 No
Cold Storage 950 Barracuda Street 1971; 1974-1977 No
Impress Plant 936 Barracuda Street 1972 No
Animal Care 919 Earle Street 1972 No
Distribution 938 Barracuda Street 1974 No
Pilot Plant 642 Tuna Street 1979 No

*These dates reflect updated construction dates, based on research completed for this technical
memorandum.

Several building names and construction dates from the 2008 evaluation have been updated.
Currently available research was used to identify the historic functions of the Star-Kist facilities
on Terminal Island. Historic building names as provided in Table 3, will be used throughout this
document.

2 The current evaluation considers three of the 2008 buildings as one building. Cold Storage, Can
Manufacturing (formerly Impress Plant), and Warehouse (formerly Distribution) form the East Plant.



Table 3: Updated Names for Resources

Building Name in

Building Name in
Current (2018)

2008 Evaluation Evaluation Address Year Built*

Net Shed Storage Net Shed Storage 250 Terminal Way 1947 and 1948
Main Plant No. 4 1050 Ways Street 1952

Pet Products Laboratory 212-214 Terminal Way | 1950, 1961-1969

Green

Empty Can Warehouse

926 Barracuda Street

1970

Cold Storage

Cold Storage, East
Plant

950 Barracuda Street

1971, 1974-1977

Impress Plant Can Manufacturing, 936 Barracuda Street 1972
East Plant

Animal Care Food Testing and 919 Earle Street 1972
Animal Nutrition

Distribution Warehouse, East Plant | 938 Barracuda Street 1974

Pilot Plant Pet Food Plant 642 Tuna Street 1979

*These dates reflect updated construction dates, based on research completed for this technical
memorandum.

Architectural Description

Net Shed Storage, Laboratory (formerly Pet Products), Food Testing and Animal
Nutrition (formerly Animal Care), and Pet Food Plant (formerly Pilot Plant)

Since the 2008 evaluation, four buildings have been demolished: Net Shed Storage, Laboratory,
Food Testing and Animal Nutrition, and Pet Food Plant. Therefore, an architectural description
is not included in this technical memorandum nor the Department of Parks and Recreation
(DPR) 523 series update forms.

Empty Can Warehouse (formerly Green) and East Plant (formerly Cold Storage,

Impress Plant, and Distribution Buildings)

Because these two buildings retain their 2008 evaluation status as ineligible for the NRHP or the
CRHR or as an HCM, their architectural descriptions are included solely on DPR forms rather
than within this technical memorandum (see Attachment A).

Plant No. 4 (Formerly Main Building)

Star-Kist Plant No. 4, at 1050 Ways Street, consists of a series of connected volumes that face
west, toward Ways Street and San Pedro Fish Harbor (Map 1 and Photograph 1). The primary
elevation spans over 400 feet and displays Late Moderne and utilitarian features. Ways Street



separates the property from the San Pedro Fish Harbor as well as a surface parking lot, which
leads to long strips of reclaimed land that forms docks. The parking lot, docks, the import fish
dock, located at the south elevation, and infrastructure elements are considered part of Plant
No. 4. The primary (west) elevation is a low-rise, horizontally oriented nine-volume configuration
with a mixture of blank walls and contrasting stack-bond brick cladding. As a whole, the building
rises approximately 20 feet with a flat roof, although portions feature gabled roofs. The office
portion contains two stories, while the light industrial spaces typically contain one tall story with
several mezzanines. Interior spaces occasionally contain a mezzanine level.
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Map 1: Aerial map showing Plant No. 4 boundary. Google and ICF, 2018.



Photograph 1: Star-Kist Plant No. 4, primary (west) elevation,
camera facing northeast. ICF, 2018.

Primary (West) Elevation

The primary elevation is divided into nine distinct volumes. The central portion, or the third
volume from the north, includes the building’s main entrance, flanked by two-story wings
designed with Late Moderne attributes (Photograph 2). Three pairs of metal-framed glass doors,
with each pair topped by a large steel transom, make up the tall, deeply recessed concrete
entrance pylon (Photographs 3 and 4). A non-original hood surmounts the pylon’s original
squat-fluted cornice line. The entrance’s flanking wings rise two stories and project slightly
above the entrance pylon’s porch hood. Concrete, brick, and smooth stucco clad the wings.



Photograph 2: Star-Kist Plant No. 4, primary (west) elevation
showing entrance, camera facing northeast. ICF, 2018.

Photograph 3: Star-Kist Plant No. 4, primary (west) elevation,
detail of third volume from the north, entrance pylon, camera
facing east. ICF, 2018.
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Photograph 4: Star-Kist Plant No. 4, primary (west) elevation,
detail of third volume from the north, detail of entrance,
camera facing east. ICF, 2018.

At the first story, stack-bond brick cladding above a concrete water table wraps around each
wing of the entrance (Photographs 5 and 6). At the north wing, a centered white concrete bezel
surrounds the window and door openings. A solid-slab, double-door configuration is adjacent to
large industrial-style rolled-steel windows with both fixed sashes and awning sashes is arranged
to the north. A single solid-slab door is adjacent to a single-light, fixed-sash horizontally
orientated window is arranged to the south (Photograph 5). A portion of the north wing’s wall is
framed by the concrete bezel features non-original stucco cladding. Approximately half of this
stucco cladding features inscribed lines that have been arranged to replicate the muntin pattern
of the large rolled-steel window. Directly above the south door and its adjacent single-light
window, the stucco cladding lacks inscribed lines. A brick sill runs across the bezel beneath the
windows. At the south wing, a bezel surrounds a long, centered ribbon window configuration
(Photograph 6). Each individual window contains one operable metal two-light awning sash set
above a non-operable single-light sash. A brick sill ornaments the base of the bezel surround,
which is otherwise formed by white concrete. Slightly north of center, a double solid-slab
pedestrian door punctuates the wall. The non-original second story of each wing exhibits stucco
cladding, with an alternating band of windows and stack-bond brick panels surrounded by a
bezel. Each individual window is a two-light aluminum slider.
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Photograph 5: Star-Kist Plant No. 4, primary (west) elevation,
detail of third volume from the north, north wing, camera
facing east. ICF, 2018.

Photograph 6: Star-Kist Plant No. 4, primary (west) elevation,
detail of third volume from the north, south wing, camera
facing east. ICF, 2018.
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The northernmost volume of the primary elevation forms a one-story utilitarian volume, punched
with three regularly spaced garage door openings. Two openings retain metal roll-up doors,
while concrete blocks, a large industrial rolled-steel window, and a single pedestrian door infill
the southernmost of the three openings (Photograph 7). A corrugated metal strip caps the
concrete building. Two metal boxes with mechanical equipment hover over the central garage
door.

Photograph 7: Star-Kist Plant No. 4, primary (west) elevation,
detail of northern volume, camera facing northeast. ICF,
2018.

The second volume from the north rises two stories (Photograph 8). Its scored concrete tilt-up
construction contains two doors, a metal roll-up door fronted by a sliding chain-link gate and a
solid-slab pedestrian door, both south of center. An in-fill window penetrates the wall south of
the door. Both the pedestrian door and window punctuation appear to be non-original.
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Photograph 8: Star-Kist Plant No. 4, primary (west) elevation,
detail of second volume from the north, camera facing east.
ICF, 2018.

Described above, the third volume from the north, features the main entrance and the majority
of the building’s Late Moderne elements (Photographs 2 through 6).

The fourth volume from the north, like the centered third volume reflects Late Moderne
architectural elements (Photograph 9). Like the third volume’s wings, the fourth volume’s first
story contains stack-bond brick cladding set above a concrete watertable. The stack-bond
cladding, however, is lower than the brick cladding on the third volume. A door and two windows
complete this volume’s fenestration. A pair of half-glazed metal doors and a transom window
marks an entrance. A blade sign located above the entrance reads, “FIRST AID.” A centered
two-light awning window forms one window, and a double window configuration with a pair of
awning windows sandwiched vertically between one-light fixed sashes above and below to the
north forms the second window. A brick sill runs below each window configuration. The stucco-
clad second story mirrors the non-original second stories of the third massing’s wings. Stack-
bond brick panels separate the three aluminum slider windows, all of which are framed by a
bezel.
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Photograph 9: Star-Kist Plant No. 4, primary (west) elevation,
detail of fourth volume from the north, camera facing
southeast. ICF, 2018.

The fifth volume from the north also reflects Late Moderne features office portion of Plant No. 4
(Photograph 10). An addition to the Plant, this two-story volume features stucco cladding,
aluminum sliders, and stack-bond brick. A bezel surrounds a central pair of metal-framed glass
doors, which are capped by a single-light transom. A porch hood cantilevers over the entrance.
At the first story, a stack-bond brick panel separates an aluminum slider. This configuration
flanks the entrance on either side and is surrounded by a bezel. The second story features two
bezeled window configurations; the northern one is longer than the southern, and reflect the
same arrangement as the windows on the first story below.
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Photograph 10: Star-Kist Plant No. 4, primary (west)
elevation, detail of fifth volume from the north, camera
facing northeast. ICF, 2018.

The southernmost portion of the primary elevation consists of a light industrial and contains
remaining four volumes of this elevation (Photographs 11 through 13). Set back approximately
50 feet from the north portion of the Plant’s primary elevation are tilt-up concrete walls, which
are divided into five bays, contain large multi-light industrial windows at the clerestory level in
the three centered bays (Photograph 11). A small one-story projection features a pedestrian
door but otherwise lacks fenestration. In contrast, a metal roll-up door and a solid-slab
pedestrian door fenestrate the southern portion of this volume. Three projecting volumes
complete the primary elevation at its southern corner (Photographs 12 and 13). The
northernmost (non-original) projection, constructed of concrete blocks, has a solid slab door.
The center projecting volume lacks fenestration, although concrete block infills a former
window opening. At the southernmost volume, plywood sheathes three windows and a
pedestrian door. An electrical system, gated by chain-link fencing, fronts the two southernmost
bays. A non-attached, non-original warehouse building, formed by vertical metal siding, rests
on a concrete base. The building is capped by a low-pitched gabled roof at the south
westernmost portion of Plant No. 4’s parcel.



Photograph 11: Star-Kist Plant No. 4, primary (west)
elevation, detail of lunch patio and recessed
warehouse/manufacturing building, sixth volume from the
north, camera facing northeast. ICF, 2018.

Photograph 12: Star-Kist Plant No. 4, primary (west)
elevation, overview of southwest corner of Plant (including
volumes 7-9), camera facing southeast. ICF, 2018.
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Photograph 13: Star-Kist Plant No. 4, primary (west) elevation,
detail of southwest corner of Plant, showing gated electrical
area and detached building, camera facing southeast. ICF,
2018.

North Elevation

Seven asymmetrical bays characterize the north elevation (Photograph 14). The first five from
the east form the bulk of the massing and rise approximately 20-feet. Stepped back from the
eastern bays, the two westernmost bays rise only approximately 10-feet. Clad with metal siding,
a side-gabled roof caps the massing. The first bay from the east features a metal roll-up door at
the ground level and two square louvered vents arranged just below the roofline. The second
and third bays from the east maintain the same width as the first bay from the east but lack any
doors. These two bays remain unpunctuated but for two square-like louvered vents located
below the roofline in each bay. The fourth and fifth bays from the east are approximately one-
half longer than the three bays to the east, and each one contains a metal roll-up door. Three
square louvered vents just below the roofline embellish these two bays. A porch hood supported
by two posts frames the fifth bay’s roll-up door. The sixth bay from the east features a squat,
one-story massing with an off-center boarded-up window above a two-door pedestrian opening.
Two louvered vents are located at ground level. Finally, the westernmost bay corresponds to the
primary elevation’s northernmost massing and appears to contain a small centered window.
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Photograph 14: Star-Kist Plant No. 4, north elevation,
camera facing south. ICF, 2019.

South Elevation

The south elevation includes several detached buildings and adjacent industrial elements
(Photographs 15 through 21). The variegated five volume fagade reflects the function of the
south elevation: import of tuna from the arrival of tuna boats and the transportation of tuna into
the building for processing. A detached one-story warehouse building is located at the
southwestern corner of Plant No. 4. Its south elevation features metal cladding set atop a
concrete base, and corrugated metal fills a garage bay.

Three variegated masses appended to the original south elevation of the Plant’s 1952 tilt-up
concrete paneled south elevation (Photograph 15). A corrugated metal roof covers a large patio
space, which is appended to the western portion of the south elevation of the 1952 Plant. Visible
through the patio shed, the Plant’s tilt-up concrete walls contain a pedestrian door, which is
accessed from two steps; a metal roll-up door, which is accessed from a ramp; and at least two
window openings that have been infilled with concrete blocks. An approximately three-foot-tall
concrete wall minimally encloses a patio shed space with two crane-conveyor systems located
above, on the underside of the roof. Corrugated fiberglass or plastic panels clad the second
from the west volume’s metal-frame construction. A stepped-back second story, of similar
construction and cladding, caps this component. An open loading bay provides access to the
center portion on either side. Many of its corrugated panels are no longer extant. Clear plastic
panels clad the metal-frame construction of the third volume from the west, and a corrugated
metal roof caps this volume. The interior space shades bulky mechanical equipment, the
function of which is unknown. A two-story massing rests atop the easternmost portion of this
one-story massing and is associated with the remaining fish import dock. A conveyor at the
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dock rises from sea level to the third-story level (Photographs 15 and 16). The west side of this
pop-up contains four aluminum sliding windows, with two in each story, while the east side
contains six windows, with three in each story.

Photograph 15: Star-Kist Plant No. 4, south elevation,
southwest corner of Plant, showing remaining tuna import
bridge, camera facing northwest. ICF, 2018.

Photoraph 16: Star-Kis‘t'P-Iant No. 4, south ele'v'ation"s'
ancillary/related buildings/structures, showing the only
remaining tuna import bridge and dock, camera facing

south. ICF, 2018.
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Two additions form the east of the south elevation. Located east of the tuna import section of
the south elevation, one mass features a low-pitched gabled roof and rusting metal cladding set
atop a concrete block foundation (Photograph 17). Centered on the volume, a projecting gabled
element includes a metal roll-up door. The remaining south elevation mass forms the southeast
corner of the Plant. Set back from the previously described sections of the south elevation, the
metal siding clads a boxy flat-roofed mass, which is capped by a metal catwalk (Photograph
18). Plywood partially covers sections of removed metal cladding. Separate outlying buildings
and infrastructure adorns the southern portion of the Plant’s land (Photographs 19 through 21).

Photograph 17: Star-Kist Plant No. 4, south elevation,
southeast corner including tanks, camera facing east. ICF,
2018.
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Photograph 18: Star-Kist Plant No. 4, south and rear (east)
elevations, southeast corner of Plant No. 4, camera facing
north. ICF, 2018.

Photograph 19: Star-Kl PIantNo. 4, south elevation’s
ancillary/related buildings/structures, showing tuna import
bridge in background, camera facing southeast. ICF, 2018.
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Photograph 20: Star-Kist Plant No. 4, ancillary/related
buildings/structures adjacent to south elevation, showing
pipes, railings, fencing, and concrete pads, camera facing

southeast. ICF, 2018.

Photograph 21: Star-Kist Plant No. 4, ancillary/related
buildings/structures adjacent to south elevation, southeast
corner of Plant No. 4, camera facing southeast. ICF, 2018.
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Rear (East) Elevation

The variegated rear (east) elevation contains several detached buildings in the vicinity.
Together, the buildings are a plethora of variegated elevations and mechanical elements, and
provided storage and steam/power for the cannery. Three sections form the rear elevation: A
courtyard makes up the southern portion of the elevation, center of the elevation incudes a
significant amount of mechanical infrastructure, and the plant's metal walls abut the street at the
north (Barracuda Street, which is now closed off). At the south, the courtyard’s concrete flooring
shows signs of previous tanks and buildings. The Plant’s 1952 tilt-up concrete wall, visible for
approximately 150 feet along the west side of the courtyard, includes four metal-clad additions
(Photograph 22). Two rise approximately 20-feet and two rise approximately 10-feet. The first
from the south lacks fenestration. The second from the south contains a solid-slab pedestrian
door and a metal roll-up door. Boarded-up windows occupy the two lower-height additions. The
southern boundary is formed by a recessed portion and a projecting portion, both of which are
clad in metal siding. Attached to the Plant to the north, a medium-pitch gabled building clad with
metal extends along a north—south axis to form the eastern side of the courtyard (Photograph
23). The northern side of the courtyard features an approximately 20-foot tall warehouse
(Photograph 23). Corrugated metal cladding set upon a pedestrian-height concrete-block
foundation forms this warehouse wall. Regularly placed windows punctuate the cladding at the
clerestory level. A two-story building, which contained employee restrooms and lockers,
occupies the courtyard (Photograph 23).

Photograph 22: Star-Kist Plant No. 4, rear (east) elevation,
southeast corner of Plant, detail showing rear of
warehouse/manufacturing building (left) and ancillary
building/structure (right [with purple graffiti]), camera facing
northwest. ICF, 2018.
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Photograph 23: Star-Kist Plant No. 4, rear (east) elevation,
detail of ancillary two buildings/structures (left, with staircase;
right, with roll-up door) and warehouse/manufacturing building

(center), camera facing north. ICF, 2018.

The center of the rear (east) elevation, as mentioned above, incorporates mechanical and
infrastructure elements that appear to produce or distribute the Plant’s steam/power/mechanical
system. This area includes at least one tall, open shed and a multi-story tower, the purpose of
which is unknown (Photograph 24). In this area, a multitude of pipes and wires adorn the
landscape.
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Photograph 24: Star-Kist Plant No. 4, rear
(east) elevation, multi-story tower at center of
rear (east) elevation, camera facing north. ICF,

2018.

Volumes with metal cladding comprise the north segment of the rear elevation. This portion, as
states above, abuts now closed-off Barracuda Street. An enclosed metal skybridge over
Barracuda Street connects Plant No. 4 with the East Plant.

Interior

Interior office space is arranged along Plant No. 4’s primary (west) elevation and a large, open
warehouse space characterizes its canned tuna production space. The altered lobby displays a
painting of a lighthouse that has been appended to a wall (Photograph 25). A pedestrian
doorway to the south provides access to first-floor office space and the warehouse beyond,
while a staircase to the north provides access to the upper floor’s office space. Square mint-
green metal panels clad the lobby walls (Photograph 26). A simple balustrade of metal infilled
with corrugated green fiberglass and a wood handrail are located along the staircase and
second-floor walkway. Metal roof support posts punctuate the large open warehouse spaces
(Photographs 27 through 29). Truss systems support wood and metal roofs. Flat truss systems
are most common in the original 1952 portions of the Plant; two rooms contain non-original
monitor roofs. Concrete and metal walls divide spaces; the division of spaces represents
additions and alterations to the original 1952 plan (Photograph 30 and 31). Natural light also
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penetrates some of the interior spaces through rolled-steel windows at the clerestory level.
Drainage channels embedded in the floors note the Plant’s need to remove tuna blood, remains,
and other debris from the production process (Photographs 27 and 28).

Photograph 25: Star-Kist Plan No. 4, interior,
entrance lobby, camera facing northeast. ICF,
2018.
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Photograph 26: Star-Kist Plant No. 4, interior, entrance lobby
shown from staircase landing, camera facing south. ICF, 2018.
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Photograph 27: Star-Kist Plant No. 4, interior,
warehouse/manufacturing area showing drains in floor, camera
facing southeast. ICF, 2018.

Photograph 28: Star-Kist Plant No. 4, interior,
warehouse/manufacturing area showing drains in floor,
camera facing east. ICF, 2018.
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Photograph 29: Star-Kist Plant No. 4, interior,
warehouse/manufacturing area at north portion of Plant,
camera facing west. ICF, 2018.

Photograph 30: Star-Kist Plant No. 4, interior,
warehouse/manufacturing area, camera facing east.
ICF, 2018.
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Photograph 31: Star-Kist Plant No. 4, interior, warehouse/
manufacturing area, camera facing southeast. ICF, 2018.

Historic Context

The following context statements support the re-evaluation of Star-Kist Plant No. 4 and its
associated facilities on Terminal Island, Los Angeles: The Port of Los Angeles and the Rise of
Containerization (1945-1989), Decline of Star-Kist (1980-1984), Light Industrial Architecture and
Moderne Architecture (1925-1959).

Attachment B, pages 5-21, contains previously developed contexts, including historic
photographs, for the evaluation of the Star-Kist facilities on Terminal Island.

Post—World War II: The Port of Los Angeles and the Rise of Containerization

(1945-1989)

The Port of Los Angeles (POLA; Port) experienced unparalleled growth after the U.S. Navy
relinquished control of the Port in late 1945 following the conclusion of World War 11.2 The military
had commissioned POLA for shipbuilding during the war.* During that time, the LAHD was unable
to maintain and improve the Port. After Japan surrendered in 1945, the LAHD promptly started its

3 Michael D. White, Images of America: The Port of Los Angeles (Charleston, SC: Arcadia Publishing,
2008), 81.

4 Port of Los Angeles, History, Wartime Efforts. Available: https://www.portoflosangeles.org/about/history.
Accessed: December 18, 2018.
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deferred maintenance and improvement projects.® The LAHD arranged construction of 13,360
feet of detached breakwater, an essential component to the Port’s success. Without breakwaters,
waves and turbulent conditions would prevent the safe passage of seafaring vessels into POLA.
In 1947, POLA operated 28 miles of waterfront, with approximately 70 percent used as wharves
for every type of seafaring vessel, from large-scale cargo ships to fishing boats to pleasure craft.
Although 19 canneries and numerous other businesses operated at POLA in the late 1940s,
lumber imports saw the sharpest increase in trade during the decade. From 1947 to 1948, lumber
imports through POLA more than doubled in terms of board-feet of product, consistent with the
postwar construction boom in Southern California and elsewhere in the United States.” A Foreign
Trade Zone charter, bestowed upon POLA in 1949, supported exponential growth in the postwar
era by lessening or lifting U.S. Customs duties, fees, and taxes on traded merchandise at this and
other chartered locations.®

POLA continued to expand its imports and exports through infrastructure projects in the 1950s.
POLA-related commerce increased by 6 percent, or approximately 3 million tons, from 1949 to
1950, which allowed Los Angeles to eclipse the Port of San Francisco’s trade for the first time in
history.® While LAHD rectified deferred maintenance and installed new improvements at POLA
throughout the decade, it also increased the size of Terminal Island’s land mass to support
expansion. Star-Kist opened Plant No. 4 on a newly created section of Terminal Island at Fish
Harbor in 1952.1° A new passenger-cargo terminal opened in 1950 at Berth 154, with another
under construction at Berths 195-199.! These passenger-cargo terminals allowed the LAHD to
incorporate leisure travel services at POLA in the wake of World War II's lifted travel restrictions.?
Furthermore, the Japanese Peace Pact of 1951 reopened avenues of international trade through
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specified provisions regarding trade and commerce.® The effect of the Japanese Peace Pact was
immediate and profound. Imports and exports, recorded in tonnage, increased 163 percent
between POLA and Japan from September 1951 to December 1952.1* Trade with Japan continued
to increase through the 1950s. Indeed, Japanese seafaring vessels exceeded all other foreign flag-
flying vessels at POLA by 324 vessels in 1956.%° At the end of the 1950s, the LAHD opened two
foreign offices, one in Oslo, Norway, and another in Tokyo, Japan, to support oversees clients. The
Port quickly gained recognition as a global port during the 1950s. American wares exported from
POLA were sold in 114 (out of 122) countries by the close of the decade.®

Malcom McLean developed the concept of containerized shipping in the late 1950s, which affected
worldwide port development beginning in the 1960s.1” Containerization, or intermodalization,
transports standardized containers through multiple facets—ship, train, truck—from its originating
location to its final location without the need to unload the items inside the container. Before the
advent of containerization, cargo loading was labor intensive. A crew of longshoremen loaded
individual pieces of cargo (as drums, boxes, bags, crates, or raw materials) onto ships after a
repetitive process of unloading from a truck or train and reloading onto the ship at the wharf, then
stowing the goods in ships’ holds, all by cranes or by hand. Occasionally, nets or pallets were used
to move a group of packages, but even then the process was lengthy.'® McLean realized that
shipping by container could cut down on time and therefore cost. Modified trucking trailers were
used as containers.'® The use of containers, however, did not become the standard form of
shipping overnight because the design of ships and infrastructure of ports supported existing
shipping methods. With containerization, ships required a flatbed on which to stack containers,
while ports required gantry cranes to move containers on and off carrier ships. In addition, ports
needed open space on which to stack containers as well as trucking and train hubs to move
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containers in and out of a port’s boundaries. As such, ships required retrofits or entirely new
construction, and ports required extensive new infrastructure to move and accommodate
containers—both at the exporting and importing ports of a shipment.?° Shippers, ship builders,
ports, railroads, and trucking companies reached an agreement on the global standardization of
container sizes approximately two decades after the advent of containerization. The standard
measurement for containers today is the twenty-foot-equivalent unit (TEU) (the container was
originally 20 feet long).*

The advent of containerization dominated POLA’s development beginning in the 1960s. A Los
Angeles City Charter amendment, a development plan, and bond measures enacted in the late
1950s and early 1960s facilitated POLA's transition from old cargo methods to containerization by
allowing for new container-related improvements.?? Both new and improved berths, such as the
Los Angeles Container Terminal (LACT) in the West Basin, which included a 40-ton crane to load
or unload 80 containers per hour, dramatically changed the POLA landscape.? In 1960, POLA
imported and exported 7,000 containers, while in 1968, POLA imported and exported 70,000
containers, evidencing the rapid transition to containerization worldwide.?* Gantry cranes; new
terminal construction, such as the LACT; and other changes to POLA'’s design and infrastructure
facilitated the ten-fold increase in containers traveling through POLA between 1960 and 1968.

In addition to container-related improvements, the LAHD expanded other services at the Port. In
1963, the LAHD established a new passenger-cargo terminal at Berths 90-93, the Vincent
Thomas Bridge opened, and Ports O’ Call Village was developed, a 24-acre commercial tourist
complex.?® The LAHD constructed the passenger-cargo terminal at Berths 90-93, which was
designed by Kistner, Wright, & Wright (architects and engineers), Edward S. Fickett (architect),
and S.B. Barnes & Associates (structural engineers) for the American President Lines.?® The
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Vincent Thomas Bridge allowed direct automobile access to Terminal Island; previously, the
Islander, or the Terminal Island ferryboat, transported passengers between San Pedro and
Terminal Island (its last voyage was the day before the bridge opened).?” The LAHD redeveloped
wharves that had previously been used by the fishing industry for construction of the New
England/Polynesian—-themed Ports O’ Call.?®

The LAHD sought to expand POLA'’s containerization capabilities in the 1970s. As
containerization became increasingly widespread, the LAHD realized that the 35-foot depth of the
harbor was not enough for the new containerized vessels; the design of container carriers
necessitated deeper waters to accommodate their size.?® Progress to deepen the Port’s
waterways to a 45-foot depth through dredging continued throughout the decade, until final
approval by the Coastal Commission in 1980.%° Yet, the Port’s facilities underwent numerous
other improvements to support container shipping. The LAHD increasingly cultivated relationships
with Pacific Rim countries and welcomed Evergreen, a Taiwan-based shipping company, to a new
20-acre container terminal at Berths 233-235 in the mid-1970s.3! In addition to the
aforementioned 20-acre container site, the LAHD facilitated construction of a 50-acre container
terminal for Matson on Terminal Island; a 20-acre automobile import and export facility, including
a temporary storage area for vehicles and a processing/administrative center, in the West Basin;
expansion of the LACT in the West Basin; and expansion of Terminal Island to support future and
ongoing containerization-related terminals and infrastructure at POLA.? Wares imported and
exported through POLA generated approximately $500 million for Southern California during the
early 1970s.% During POLA’s 1976-1977 fiscal year, the Port had a net income of $14.1 million,
while the following fiscal year, it nearly doubled to $25.7 million and became the “leading port in
the United States in net income.”®*
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Large-scale infrastructure projects dominated POLA during the 1980s. Launched on March 16,
1981, dredging operations at POLA took 30 months to complete, giving the harbor a depth of 45
feet. Once completed, the Port accepted all container ships, including the approximately 35
percent that had previously been unable to navigate the harbor because of its shallowness.®
Dredging supported Terminal Island infill; 14 million cubic yards of material removed from the
harbor floor created 190 acres of useable land on Terminal Island.®*® Promptly, the LAHD
constructed a large loading terminal for coal on those 190 newly created acres (an effort to
entice Pacific Rim shippers that relied on coal as a result of oil shortages abroad). To expedite
the movement of containers in and out of POLA, the LAHD also facilitated construction of a 114-
acre Intermodal Container Transfer Facility—where railroad, trucking, and shipping meet—2.5
miles north of POLA.®” Through dredging and infrastructure projects in the mid-1980s, the
combined Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach became the leading Port hub in the United
States in 1986, importing and exporting 14 percent more TEUs than the New York and New
Jersey Port hub.38

Decline of Star-Kist (1980-1984)

Star-Kist, like other companies in the tuna canning industry, sought to reconcile instability
issues and other difficulties in the early 1980s but ultimately laid off workers. In September
1980, the cannery workers at Star-Kist and Pan Pacific Fisheries, both on Terminal Island,
obtained a wage increase, raising workers’ incomes and benefits by approximately 15
percent over three years.® The pay increase was seen as a “major victory” for Terminal
Island cannery workers.*° However, less than two years after this victory, Star-Kist, which
was under pressure from foreign canned tuna production and imports, discharged 2,600
workers because of “economic uncertainties in the tuna industry.”*! Star-Kist soon rehired the
workers after an agreement was reached to delay that year's wage increase until the
following year.*? Plagued by decline since the 1970s, tuna workers lost approximately 1
million work hours in 1982 compared with 1981.% Layoffs at Star-Kist also occurred in April

35 Charles F. Queenan, Port of Los Angeles: From Wilderness to World Port (Los Angeles, CA: Los
Angeles Harbor Department, 1983), 123.

36 Charles F. Queenan, Port of Los Angeles: From Wilderness to World Port (Los Angeles, CA: Los
Angeles Harbor Department, 1983), 123.

37 Charles F. Queenan, Port of Los Angeles: From Wilderness to World Port (Los Angeles, CA: Los
Angeles Harbor Department, 1983), 121-122, 126.

38 Edna Bonacich and Jake B. Wilson, Getting the Goods: Ports, Labor, and the Logistic Revolution
(Ithaca, NY, and London: Cornell University Press, 2008), 58,

39 “The Southland,” Los Angeles Times (September 26, 1980), 2.

40 “New Contract,” Los Angeles Times (September 28, 1980), 577.

41 william Overend, “Back on the Job,” Los Angeles Times (December 26, 1982), 110.

42 William Overend, “Back on the Job,” Los Angeles Times (December 26, 1982), 110.

43 William Overend, “Back on the Job,” Los Angeles Times (December 26, 1982), 110.



34

and November 1983.%* In April, Star-Kist reduced its night staff by 350; in November, Star-
Kist discontinued its night shift entirely. It also reduced its day staff.*> At that time, Star-Kist
laid off 600 employees, including 340 fish cleaners.*® Star-Kist was not the only U.S. cannery
to lay off workers in the early 1980s. Star-Kist is but one example of instability in the canned
tuna industry in the United States. Pan Pacific Fisheries of San Pedro, Bumble Bee of San
Diego, and Van Camp Seafood of San Diego laid off approximately 1,800 workers between
1982 and 1983.%

Two cannery labor groups picketed in front of Star-Kist Plant No. 4 on Terminal Island in the
1980s, the Fisherman’s Cooperative Association in 1981 and Star-Kist cannery workers in
1984.%8 The Fisherman’s Cooperative Association strike resulted from changes in the way Star-
Kist solicited tuna fishermen. Instead of determining a tonnage-per-day allotment, which was
then distributed to all available ships in the cooperative, Star-Kist sought contracts with
individual fishermen, resulting in fewer catches for fewer fishermen per day.*® Picketing by Star-
Kist employees in 1984 protested Star-Kist’s job cuts.*®

Star-Kist considered consolidating its administrative personnel headquarters in the early
1980s. Previously, administrative personnel held offices at multiple locations in San Pedro,
including Plant No. 4 on Terminal Island and the Pacific Trade Center in San Pedro.%!

In 1983, Star-Kist decided to expand its 75,000 square feet of office space at Plant No. 4 by
approximately 35,000 square feet to accommodate its administrative personnel.? It appears
that Plant No. 4’'s 1980 second-story addition along Ways Street, which included office space
and a staff breakroom, foreshadowed its 1983 announcement. However, Star-Kist scrapped
the Terminal Island expansion in 1984 and announced the consolidation of administrative
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offices at Crocker Plaza in Long Beach.®® Star-Kist cited Terminal Island traffic and
immediate need as determining factors in the relocation of office staff.>* Approximately
400 employees were affected by the move, although approximately 100 remained at
Plant No. 4.%

Uncertainties in tuna fishing, instability in the canning industry, and competition from foreign
companies forced Star-Kist and other major U.S. canneries to seek a tariff increase on foreign
canned tuna, from 6 percent to 35 percent, to remain competitive in the market in the 1980s.%
In contrast, foreign canned tuna companies in Malaysia, Morocco, Mexico, and Ghana applied
for tariff reductions on imports to the United States during that same time.5” Foreign cannery
goods sold in the U.S. were considerably cheaper than local products, necessitating Star-Kist's
plea for government assistance in the form of tariffs. For example, Star-Kist’s product sold
wholesale for approximately $40.60 per case under the Star-Kist brand and $29.25 per case
under a supermarket label; imported tuna from Thailand and the Philippines sold wholesale for
approximately $22 per case.®® Foreign competition exported 51.7 million pounds of tuna to the
U.S. in 1978; the number rose to 87.5 million pounds in 1982.%°

Star-Kist, along with other tuna canneries, appealed to the U.S. International Trade
Commission (USITC) for a tariff increase on imported tuna. Star-Kist stated that without a
higher tariff on imports, the company would close its Terminal Island facility on October 1,
1984.% Although it was no longer cost effective for Star-Kist to operate its Terminal Island
facility, after being embroiled in the imported tuna tariff issue for several years, the USITC
decided not to support or recommend import limitations or increase tariffs on canned tuna.
The USITC concluded that imported tuna was “not the main source of injury to an industry
saddled with debts and declining markets.”5!
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A final plea to Congress was also unsuccessful; Congress did not take measures to impose a
tariff on imported tuna. Star-Kist's tuna processing division closed on October 1, 1984.%2 Star-
Kist laid off 1,150 cannery workers but retained its pet food, research and development, and
can production operations on Terminal Island.%3

Light Industrial Architecture

The “light industrial” or “light manufacturing” property type is a version of industrial architecture
that focuses on the production process for smaller-scale items, which are often consumer and
business oriented, or “manufacturing activity that uses moderate amounts of partially processed
materials to produce items of relatively high value per unit weight.”®* The term “light industrial”
gained popularity during the postwar era as city planners increasingly zoned for this property type.
Postwar light industrial architecture throughout the United States shares a consistent set of
pragmatic needs and corresponding design features.

Light industrial architecture in the postwar era required speed during construction and flexibility
within the space. A good and efficient industrial design included an enclosure that was free from
obstructions, adequate daylight, low maintenance, provisions for heavy machinery, flexibility of
use, ease of future expansion, and specialized production.®® In order for a building to be erected
quickly, American light industrial architecture was often designed in a uniform manner, with a
redundant, repeating kit of mass-produced and easily fabricated, easily erected parts and
components. Elements of this process were refined after the onset of World War II, which
demanded large new factories to be quickly constructed to build weapons for the effort.%°

The design for North American light industrial architecture needed to facilitate production in the
guickest and most direct manner possible. As such, many light industrial complexes of the
postwar era contained a single story with a large, rectangular plan. For proximity’s sake, many of
the processes occurred under one roof; this concept was developed from the earlier “consolidated

62 Tim Waters, “Star-Kist to Close Cannery; Blames Imports,” Los Angeles Times (July 28, 1984), 33; Tim
Waters and Julio Moran, “Workers Left High and Dry by Tuna Cannery Shutdown,” Los Angeles Times
(October 19, 1984), 19.

63 Jones and Stokes, Final Architectural Survey and Evaluation of the Star-Kist Plant, Terminal Island,
Port of Los Angeles, Los Angeles, California, prepared for the Los Angeles Harbor Department (January
2008), 17; Tim Walters, “Star-Kist to Move Offices to L.B.: Corporate Headquarters to Be Relocated
Across Bay,” Los Angeles Times (July 8, 1984), 603; Tim Waters and Julio Moran, “Workers Left High
and Dry by Tuna Cannery Shutdown,” Los Angeles Times (October 19, 1984), 19.

64 Ajay Kumar Ghosh, Dictionary of Geology (New Delhi: Isha Books. 2005), 170.

65 James F. Munce, Industrial Architecture: An Analysis of International Building Practice (New York, NY:
F.W. Dodge Corporation, 1960), 88.

66 Kenneth Reid, Industrial Buildings: The Architectural Record of a Decade (New York, NY: F.W. Dodge
Corporation, 1951), 46-48.



37

works.”®” The single-story spatial arrangement is optimal because the most evolved materials-
handling and transport technologies are horizontal rather than vertically acclimated, as evidenced
in the Star-Kist Plant No. 4 plan. A square plan, with vast and open square bays, offered the most
flexibility for potential alterations related to changing machines, layouts, and even building uses
over time. To keep the floor space open, locker rooms, restrooms, and other secondary amenities
were often located in lofts, roof trusses, or penthouse or on a mezzanine level, typically located
along the west side of Star-Kist Plant No. 4.%® The mezzanine is a common feature of industrial
and light industrial architecture—not only for the above-mentioned spatial and adaptability
concerns but also for supervising workers or for public viewing of the production process while
removed from the workers themselves. Along with the mezzanine, platforms and elevated
walkways were other common features.

After World War Il, a new corporate emphasis on teamwork and organizational psychology led to
amenities such as cafeterias, athletic facilities, and lounges for workers as well as a trend away
from the earlier separation of administrative offices from factory production spaces. As Rappaport
explains, “head offices” increasingly “became a part of the main building structure so that the
entire factory was under one roof for easy communication between research teams and
production-line workers.”®® Although large portions of such facilities were formed of utilitarian
buildings or wings, office elements often incorporated Late Moderne or vernacular Modern
architectural design features.

Typically, in postwar light industrial construction, reception and office areas were located just off
the main entrance and separated from the production area. The main entrance is often articulated
and emphasized in a manner that the factory portion itself is not, as expressed in the design of
Star-Kist Plant No. 4. Such emphasis at the main entrance, along with similarly articulated
reception and office areas, was designed to impress potential clients and visitors. In addition, the
main entrance and lobby design proposed a morale booster for workers who would need to enter
while en route to the production area. Companies expected that this feature might keep the
workers tidy because, at any moment, they could be sharing the space with visitors. At Star-Kist
Plant No. 4, the entrance faced Fish Harbor, which provided access to the property for workers,
visitors, and fishermen alike.”
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Lighting and ventilation mechanisms varied, with prewar and early postwar buildings relying on
passive systems; later postwar manufacturing plants or warehouses incorporated electric
systems. Many light industrial buildings have rhythmically spaced, periodic window bays. In
many of the smaller-scale postwar variants, these windows were commonly multi-light metal-
frame units with an operable awning or hopper window set within it to allow for ventilation. Often
such natural lighting at exterior walls alone would not be enough to disperse across the span of
a large floor so top lighting would be used. In instances where top lighting is natural, industrial
buildings would commonly incorporate a “sawtooth” roof. The long, repeating angled banks of
windows contain north-facing glazing so as to allow light into the space but not the penetrating
sun that would occur with south-facing glazing. Sawtooth roofs are typically supported by
columns at their valleys but may also be supported by any variety of truss systems that alleviate
the need for columns.”™ After 1952, only 15 percent of American factories and manufacturing
buildings of any type had natural top lighting, and artificial lighting became increasingly
desirable.”? High demand for steel encouraged reinforced concrete construction during the
1950s.” The design of industrial production buildings also took an abrupt turn away from
maximization of natural lighting and ventilation during World War Il as well as later in the
postwar period. As Bradley explains, “the new model was based on the utilization of artificial
lighting, air-conditioning, and forced air circulation to optimize working conditions in structures
with few openings.”’*

The idea of “process engineering” also played a role in the construction, design, and uses of
light industrial architecture. Within its vast spaces, a flow of materials, employees, and order of
production called “process engineering” were among the pre-planned elements of an industrial
building, and mid-century factory design dictated that machines, rather than human handling,
should be used whenever possible to transform raw materials into a finished product. Many
factories and light industrial buildings are parsed into three parts: process line, production area,
and ancillary storage areas. In early factories and light industrial buildings, the conveyor would
connect the three separate portions in the most efficient manner possible. Rollers, forklifts, and,
for larger-scale buildings, gantries and other cranes were also used to transport materials
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Sennott (ed.) (New York, NY: Fitzroy Dearborn, 2004), 434.

74 Betsy Hunter Bradley, The Works: The Industrial Architecture of the United States (New York, NY:
Oxford University Press, 1999), 4.
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efficiently.” Efficient movement of materials was also important to the selection of the building’s
location. The earliest industrial architecture was located near waterways, and with the advent of
the locomotive, the property type would be constructed near railways and then, later, vehicular
roads. This contextual relationship has remained consistent to the present day. At Star-Kist
Plant No. 4, to expedite the industrial process, fishermen delivered tuna at the building’s south
docks. The production process progressed through the building, northward, until canned tuna
was loaded onto trucks at the building’s northernmost end. Dependent on the sea, Star-Kist
Plant No. 4’s location at Fish Harbor was vital, but roadways to the property also provided for
the distribution of goods. Although railroad spur lines previously accessed Fish Harbor
buildings, including the former French Sardine Company’s facility, one does not appear to have
been aligned for the purposes of Star-Kist production or distribution. In the postwar era, trucking
became a major industry.

Under NRHP/CRHR Criterion A/1, an eligible example of light industrial architecture would need
to demonstrate the character-defining features of its process engineering, which are a
combination of original, unaltered interior volumes, typically one to one and a half stories in
height, coupled with original equipment and its layout within interior spaces. Such a building
under Criterion A/1 could be eligible for the development of a significant industrial process, or
product, provided the above-mentioned integrity is retained. However, with a priority on
efficiency and profit, light industrial processes and products are constantly refined to maximize
return on investment. Consequently, light industrial properties are frequently altered to
accommodate new product manufacturing processes or updated technologies. Full or partial
demolition is commonplace, resulting in industrial areas characterized by buildings with widely
varying dates of construction and reflecting quite different industries and contexts. This trend is
represented in Star-Kist Plant No. 4's extant design. Each elevation has undergone additions
and alterations, including the construction of covered patios, which were later enclosed; new
warehouse structures; steam and canning-related infrastructure; and additional office and
employee space.

It is rare for a light industrial building as a property type to be NRHP/CRHR eligible under
Criterion C/3, distinct from its architectural style, such as Late Moderne or International Style
Modern, among others. For such a property to be eligible as a light industrial property type, the
building would need to have a high degree of historic integrity, which is rare. Necessary features
may include a combination of intact factory and reception portions, architectural details, and
landscaping, in additional to intact interior spaces and a majority of original, intact process
engineering components. If a high degree of exterior integrity alone is retained, a light industrial
building may be NRHP or CRHR eligible under Criterion C/3 if it is an rare example of the

75 James F. Munce, Industrial Architecture: An Analysis of International Building Practice (New York, NY:
F.W. Dodge Corporation, 1960), 55.
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property type and therefore distinctive to a given locale or vicinity. A light industrial building may
also be historically significant under NRHP or CRHR Criterion C/3 if its design is directly
associated with a historically significant construction or process engineering development,
including early, if not verified first, examples of a historically significant construction or process
engineering development.

Moderne Architecture (1925-1959)

Moderne architecture is a broad category that includes various modernistic and modern
subtypes that evolved alongside and largely contrasted the sleeker and more austere
modernism of the International Style and proved popular between the 1920s and 1950s. It is
represented in Star-Kist Plant No. 4.7 Most popular prior to World War I, Moderne was
eventually surpassed by the growing influence of the International style. The Moderne substyles
evolved from Art Deco in the 1920s to Streamline Moderne in the 1930s and 1940s to Late
Moderne’s beginnings in the late 1930s through the 1950s.”’

Art Deco derives its name from Paris’s 1925 Exposition des Arts Decoratif.”® The style took
shape as a means of enlivening simplified Classical forms with dynamic shapes, surfaces, and
angles that expressed the energy and movement of the Jazz Age.”® Art Deco, or “Zig-Zag,”
buildings had vertical emphasis and made use of bold, repetitive geometric forms and
decorative motifs. Rather than presenting a flat plane, fagades often step backward and forward
to create visual rhythm and feature vertical projections above roof lines. The Streamline
Moderne substyle, distinguished by its horizontal emphasis and an aesthetic that suggested
movement, evoked associations with aerodynamically designed transportation technologies,
such as automobiles, trains, airplanes, and ships.® Curved elements and teardrop forms are
common to the style, but Streamline Moderne buildings always feature horizontal bands or
ribbons of steel-framed windows; some even include glass block or nautical portal windows to
emphasize the style’s association with aerodynamics and transportation. Although limited
curvature survived in some Late Moderne buildings, the style put greater emphasis on
angularity, the use of stack-bond brick, and bezels surround windows—a leading feature
distinguishing this substyle.?! Landscape features, such as built-in planters, are also common in
Late Moderne buildings.

“6Arie van de Lemme, A Guide to Art Deco Style (New Jersey: Chartwell Books, Inc., 1986), 8.

77 Stephen Sennott (ed.), “Art Deco,” Encyclopedia of Twentieth Century Architecture (Taylor and
Frances, 2004), 69.

78 Arie van de Lemme, A Guide to Art Deco Style (New Jersey: Chartwell Books Inc., 1986), 8—11.

7SArie van de Lemme, A Guide to Art Deco Style (New Jersey: Chartwell Books Inc., 1986), 16—-23.

80 David Gebhard and Harriette von Breton, L.A. in the Thirties, 1930-1941 (Peregrine Smith, Inc., 1975), 4;
Stephen Sennott (ed.), “Art Deco,” Encyclopedia of Twentieth Century Architecture (Taylor and Frances,
2004), 69.

81 Christopher A. Joseph & Associates, City of Riverside Modernism Context Statement (Historic
Resources Division of the City of Riverside, 2009), 13.
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Star-Kist Plant No. 4’s front office portion along Ways Street conforms to the Late Moderne
substyle. Originally a single story, the building featured an entrance pylon flanked by a wing on
either side. The pylon rose several feet above the adjacent roofline and was capped by a fluted
cornice line. Each wing featured stack-bond brick and smooth concrete. A brick sill and concrete
bezel surround ribbon windows. With the second-floor addition in 1980, the Late Moderne style
of the building was replicated; smooth stucco clads each wing wall, which is punctuated by a
ribbon window configuration composed of alternating windows and stack-bond brick panels
surrounded by a bezel. Yet, this addition falls outside the period of significance for the
architectural style and alters key features of Plant No. 4’s architectural style. For example, the
second story now rises above the original entrance pylon, a key element of Late Moderne
architecture.

Excellent examples of the style in Los Angeles include St. Vincent College of Nursing at 262
South Lake Street and Fire Station No. 53 at 438 North Mesa Street. Additional excellent
examples in the greater Los Angeles metropolitan area include Solar Manufacturing at 4553
Seville Avenue in Vernon, Shrimpton Manufacturing and Supply Company at 2700 South
Eastern Avenue in Vernon, and Western Waxed Paper Company at 2620 Commerce Way in
Commerce. For example, Fire Station No. 53 in San Pedro features an asymmetrical but
balanced primary elevation, with a brick firehouse garage pylon, bezels around doors and
windows, and built-in brick planters, all organized in a thoughtful and artistic manner.

Under NRHP/CRHR Criterion C/3, an eligible example of Late Moderne architecture would need
to embody the distinctive features of its style, possess high artistic values, or represent the work
of a master architect. Distinctive features of the style would include artistic handling of volumes
and massing; variegated fagades; geometric forms; an emphasized entrance, commonly
through the construction of a pylon rising well above the roofline; a ribbon of steel windows
surrounded by a bezel; and multiple cladding materials, such as the use of stack-bond brick and
rock. In addition, built-in planters, or other forms of landscaping, play a vital role in Late
Moderne designs. Rote repetition of shapes, forms, and materials in a Late Moderne design
does not elevate it to NRHP or CRHR eligibility; instead, a Late Moderne building would
represent an artistic and thoughtful approach to design, often evident in the work of a master
architect.

Construction History of Star-Kist (1950-1989)

The French Sardine Company (renamed Star-Kist in 1952) constructed Plant No. 4 in 1951—
1952. The original plans changed several times during construction, according to building
permits, and included alterations to the loading area, the relocation of the salt room, the
enclosure of the retort area, the installation of a firewall to contain oil, and construction of a
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pump house. These changes occurred at the rear (east) elevation.®? Designed by engineer John
K. Minasian and constructed by Wohl Calhoun Company, Plant No. 4 opened in fall of 1952 to
much fanfare. The Los Angeles Times claimed that Plant No. 4 was the largest tilt-up
construction on the West Coast built by private industry. Los Angeles Mayor Bowron, Utah
Governor J. Bracken Lee, senators, judges, state officials, and others presided over the
dedication ceremonies.®?

Predating the construction of Plant No. 4, the French Sardine Company constructed its
Laboratory building northwest of Plant No. 4's future location, which later became a Star-Kist
facility when the company officially changed its name in the early 1950s. Now demolished, Star-
Kist expanded the Laboratory building several times between 1961 and 1969.

Star-Kist also expanded and altered Plant No. 4 between 1953 and 1985 (see the Plant No. 4
DPR 523 series update form in Attachment A for a detailed list of known alterations). Major
alterations included a warehouse addition to the rear (east) elevation in 1953; a triangular
building appended to the north elevation and a roughly square building along the rear (east
elevation) from sometime between 1959 and 1974 (but most likely circa 1970, based on visual
inspection); a 5,280-square-foot cooling room addition at the rear elevation and complete
replacement of the compressor room in the late 1970s; a two-story office addition to the primary
elevation in 1979, followed by a second-story addition to the primary elevation in 1980;
replacement of the cooling room’s truss system in 1983; and several building additions, re-
roofing, and replacement and relocation of retorts and drain trenches in the late 1980s after
Star-Kist no longer produced canned tuna for human consumption at this location.

Under the direction of Heinz, which had acquired Star-Kist in 1963, the company expanded its
facilities on Terminal Island. Star-Kist erected an Empty Can Warehouse northeast of Plant No.
4in 1970. In 1971-1972 and 1974-1977, Star-Kist also constructed the East Plant, formed by
Cold Storage, Can Manufacturing, and a warehouse. During the construction of the East Plant,
the now demolished Food Testing and Animal Nutrition building was constructed east of the
Empty Can Warehouse in 1972. Finally, Star-Kist constructed a Pet Food Plant south of the
Laboratory in 1979. The Laboratory, Food Testing and Animal Nutrition, and Pet Food Plant
were demolished in 2018 (Figure 1).84

82 Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety, Building Permit Numbers 1951LA18911,

19521 A29429, 1952SP03061, 1952SP03252 (1951-1952).

83 “Big Project at Harbor,” Los Angeles Times (November 9, 1952), 147; “Cannery to Dedicate New
$2,000,000 Plant,” Los Angeles Times (November 10, 1952), 49.

84 The 2008 evaluation and Tables 1-3, above, identified Net Shed Storage, which consisted of two
buildings constructed in 1947 and 1948 and demolished in 2018. Pan-Pacific Fisheries, a competitor of
the French Sardine Company (later Star-Kist) commissioned the two Net Shed Storage buildings. Star-
Kist later purchased the property at an unknown date. As such, Net Shed Storage is not discussed in the
construction history of Star-Kist's Terminal Island facilities.
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Figure 1: Star-Kist Facilities Associated with Plant No. 4. Google and ICF, 2018.

Evaluation of Star-Kist Plant No. 4 and Its Associated
Buildings

Net Shed Storage, Laboratory (formerly Pet Products), Food Testing and Animal

(Formerly Nutrition Animal Care), and Pet Food Plant (formerly Pilot Plant)

Since the 2008 evaluation, four buildings previously found ineligible for the NRHP or the CRHR
or as an HCM under any criteria have been demolished: Net Shed Storage, Laboratory, Food
Testing and Animal Nutrition, and Pet Food Plant.

Updated DPR 523 series forms have been completed for these four demolished properties (see
Attachment A).
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Empty Can Warehouse (formerly Green) and East Plant (formerly Cold Storage,

Impress Plant, and Distribution)

Two extant buildings previously found ineligible for the NRHP or the CRHR or as an HCM under
any criteria remain ineligible, the Empty Can Warehouse and the East Plant. Cold Storage, Can
Manufacturing, and Warehouse form the East Plant.

Two updated DPR 523 series forms have been completed. Because these two buildings retain
their 2008 evaluation status as ineligible for the NRHP or the CRHR or as an HCM, their
evaluations are included solely on the DPR forms rather than detailed within this technical
memorandum (see Attachment A).

Plant No. 4 (Formerly Main Building)

One building, Plant No. 4, was previously determined eligible for the NRHP or the CRHR and as
an HCM under all criteria but has been reevaluated and determined ineligible for the NRHP or
the CRHR or as an HCM. A DPR form includes an updated evaluation, including a detailed
construction history and an architectural description. The evaluation is also located below.

This evaluation determined that although Plant No. 4 may have been important under
NRHP/CRHR Criterion A/1 and as an HCM for its association with events or a pattern of events
significant to our history, it lacks sufficient integrity to convey that significance. Since its
completion in 1952, Plant No. 4 has undergone significant alterations, many of which have
occurred within the past 45 years. Although Star-Kist’s tuna canning operations remained active
at the Plant until 1985, business had been in decline for some time. Today, the Plant is clearly
the product of light industry, but it lacks the ability to convey its significant associations with
either Star-Kist or the tuna industry. A detailed account of integrity precedes the Plant’s NRHP,
CRHR, and HCM evaluation.

Integrity

The seven aspects of integrity determine whether or not a property has the ability to convey its
significance: location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association. As
detailed below, Figures 2 and 3, below, provide visual evidence for the numerous additions to
the Plant since 1952.
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Figure 2: Birds-eye view of Star-Kist Plant No. 4 in 1952, camera facing northeast.
Los Angeles Times (November 9, 1952), 147.

P A i@ A

Figure 3: Birds-eye view of Star-Kist Plant No. 4 in 2018, with green overlay denoting
extant portions of the 1952 building and red noting additions since 1952, camera facing
northeast. Google and ICF, 2018.
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Location

Plant No. 4 retains its original location on Terminal Island, bounded by Ways Street and the
harbor to the west, Bass Street to the north, Barracuda Street to the east (formerly also the
harbor), and the harbor to the south. Therefore, Plant No. 4 retains its integrity of location.

Design

Plant No. 4's many additions and alterations completed after its 1952 construction affect its
integrity of design. Plant No. 4 remains industrial in nature, with large, open warehouse spaces
facilitating light manufacturing. However, the plan, form, massing, and spatial relationships have
been altered. Star-Kist constructed additions along all elevations of the Plant, altering its plan
and massing. In addition, massing and the spatial relationships of the entrance no longer retain
their 1952 appearance. Originally, an entrance pylon rose well above two flanking one-story
wings, but a second-story addition in 1980 raised the wings’ height above that of the entrance
pylon, destroying the primary (west) elevation’s Late Moderne design. Other alterations also
affect the Plant’s design. For example, a loading door at the north corner of the primary
elevation has been infilled. Small alterations accompanied by additions severely affect the
building’s integrity of design.

Setting

Located at POLA, Plant No. 4’s setting remains that of Terminal Island and Fish Harbor.
However, POLA has changed drastically since 1952. Containerization affected Port operations
and infrastructure. Originally located on a peninsula that was connected to Terminal Island to
the north, Star-Kist acquired an additional land mass to the east of Plant No. 4 circa 1970. After
1980, approximately 7,400,000 square feet of land was added to the east of Star-Kist, an area
that now serves as a massive shipping container facility—a concept that was unheard of in
1952. The LAHD added additional infill in front of Start-Kist for the construction of a surface
parking lot after 1963. Although trucks serviced Plant No. 4's distribution of canned tuna, the
Plant’'s design lacked employee parking in 1952. Prior to the construction of the Vincent Thomas
Bridge, Star-Kist employees traveled to work on the Islander, a ferry. After the bridge’s
construction and the ferry’'s decommissioning, employees required parking for their automobiles
at Plant No. 4. The triangular parking lot further alters Plant No. 4's setting through both
additional land mass and the introduction of employee automobile activity in the immediate
vicinity. Furthermore, the decline of fishing and the tuna industry in San Pedro has also altered
the immediate setting. Fish Harbor once housed multiple fish-related industries, including
sardine and tuna canning. Once amply built up, today, many parcels are vacant, and others
contain infill. All railroad spurs have been removed, and fish canning companies no longer
operate here. Because of these changes to Terminal Island and its Fish Harbor, Plant No. 4's
integrity of setting has been somewhat compromised.
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Materials

Although Plant No. 4 has undergone many alterations, the Plant remains extant and has not
experienced wholesale removal of materials. Some materials have been lost through re-roofing
or through changes in the tuna canning process, but overall, the building’s concrete
construction, stack-bond brick cladding along its primary elevation, and original windows remain
intact. However, the introduction of newer construction materials obscure original materials. For
example, new volumes appended to the warehouse elevation at both the primary and rear
elevations cover original concrete construction and windows. Plant No. 4’s integrity of materials
has been minimally compromised.

Workmanship

Plant No. 4's materials appear to have been factory and machine made. Tilt-up concrete slabs
were used for the building’s construction, brick veneer clads the primary elevation, and rolled-
steel casement windows provide interior lighting for both the primary elevation’s office as well as
the warehouse spaces. Several warehouse windows have been infilled as the building incurred
additions. New construction, often in the form of metal warehouse-type units, moderately
obscure original construction elements and workmanship. Plant No. 4’s integrity of workmanship
has been minimally compromised.

Feeling

Late Moderne and warehouse elements of Plant No. 4 provide some expression of aesthetic
and historic elements from 1952. Late Moderne architecture, popular in the post—-World War I
era, identifies the plant through its stack-bond brick cladding and rolled-steel windows, which
are arranged into a ribbon and surrounded by a bezel. Likewise, portions of the original tilt-up
concrete warehouse with large rolled-steel windows punctuating the clerestory-level area of the
walls evidence a post—-World War Il light industrial type of building. However, these features are
obscured by many additions that utilize metal warehouse-type buildings, which are incongruous
with the 1952 construction of the Plant. Rather, these metal warehouse-type buildings represent
circa 1970 to present-day construction methods. Although windows and natural light continued
to play a role in early post—World War Il industrial construction, industrial construction soon
came to rely on electricity and heating, ventilation, and air-conditioning systems. The new
additions typically lack fenestration. As such, Plant No. 4’s integrity of feeling has been
moderately compromised.

Association

Although Plant No. 4 appears to be a large light industrial complex with an attached office, the
plant conveys neither its association with Star-Kist nor the tuna canning industry. Star-Kist
signage, once located above the primary entrance and along the warehouse’s primary
elevation, is no longer extant. The interior no longer contains machinery for the tuna canning
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process. One altered tuna import dock remains extant but does not evidence functional tuna
use. Rather, the tuna import dock appears as though it could import any number of materials or
goods from ships into the building. The Plant lacks physical features to convey integrity of
association.

National Register of Historic Places and California Register of Historical Resources
NRHP/CRHR Criterion A/1: Association with events that have made a significant contribution to
the broad patterns of our history

As stated above, this evaluation determined that although Plant No. 4 appears to be eligible
under NRHP/CRHR Ciriterion A/1 or as an HCM for its association with events or pattern of
events significant to our history, the Plant is unable to convey that significance due to a lack of
sufficient integrity.

Star-Kist, founded in 1917 as the French Sardine Company, established a major presence at
Terminal Island’s Fish Harbor and as a major supplier of canned tuna worldwide. Plant No. 4
facilitated the company’s extensive growth, ensuring it would become the world’s largest tuna
company. Fishing was a major industry in Southern California, and Terminal Island was no
exception. Indeed, POLA created Fish Harbor, beginning in 1915, to unite the fishing industries
and separate them from shipping.®® The founder of Star-Kist, Martin Bogdanovich, is credited
with enabling the canned tuna industry through the advent of refrigeration onboard vessels.%
Thereafter, tuna could be caught and kept fresh in quantities suitable for canning. Fish Harbor
boomed. In its heyday, approximately 2,000 fishermen served 18 canneries.®” Terminal Island,
noted as “the greatest fishing port in the world,” led in canned tuna production by 1946.88 For
example, in 1954, approximately 65 percent of canned tuna consumed in the United States was

85 Hadley Meares, “San Pedro: Off the Coast of San Pedro, a Japanese Community Erased,” CurbedLA
(March 30, 2018). Available: https://la.curbed.com/2018/3/30/17147942/san-pedro-history-terminal-island-
internment. Accessed: December 7, 2018.

86 James Phelan, “How to Put a 100-pound Tuna in a 7-ounce Can,” Independent Press Telegram (July
11, 1954), 4, 18.

87 James Phelan, “How to Put a 100-pound Tuna in a 7-ounce Can,” Independent Press Telegram (July
11, 1954), 4, 18; Tim Grobaty, “The Boom and Bust of Fish Harbor Canneries,” Long Beach Post
(October 5, 2018). Available: https://Ibpost.com/local-history/the-boom-and-bust-of-the-fish-harbor-
canneries/. Accessed: December 7, 2018; Louis Sahagun, “Commercial Fishing Industry Is a Waning
Force in L.A. Harbor,” Los Angeles Times (June 3, 2001). Available: http://articles.latimes.com/2001/jun/
03/local/me-6015. Accessed: December 7, 2018.

88 james Phelan, “How to Put a 100-pound Tuna in a 7-ounce Can,” Independent Press Telegram (July
11, 1954), 4, 18; Tim Grobaty, “The Boom and Bust of Fish Harbor Canneries,” Long Beach Post
(October 5, 2018). Available: https://Ibpost.com/local-history/the-boom-and-bust-of-the-fish-harbor-
canneries/. Accessed: December 7, 2018; Louis Sahagun, “Commercial Fishing Industry Is a Waning
Force in L.A. Harbor,” Los Angeles Times (June 3, 2001). Available: http://articles.latimes.com/2001/jun/
03/local/me-6015. Accessed: December 7, 2018.
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produced by Star-Kist and Van Camp Company (Chicken of the Sea), also of Terminal Island.®
So important was the tuna industry in Los Angeles, the County of Los Angeles’s second seal
incorporated a tuna into its design in 1957.% Although Star-Kist and its Plant No. 4 played a
significant role in the fishing and canned tuna industries, Plant No. 4 fails to depict or convey its
significance. Plant No. 4 no longer contains features or elements that represent either Star-Kist
or the canned tuna industry at large. Rather, Plant No. 4 could serve any light industrial
purpose. Therefore, Star-Kist Plant No. 4 is not eligible under NRHP/CRHR Criterion A/1.

NRHP/CRHR Criterion B/2: Association with the lives of persons significant in our past

The 2008 evaluation includes a context statement on Martin Bogdanovich, founder of the
French Sardine Company, which later became Star-Kist. Bogdanovich founded the company in
1917 and was involved in its management until his passing in 1944. Bogdanovich’s son,
Joseph, assumed control of the company. Joseph remained part of the company until his
retirement in 1998, although Star-Kist merged with Heinz in 1963. Although Joseph would have
been involved in decisions surrounding the company’s building and expansion, the extent of his
associations with Star-Kist Plant No. 4 is unclear. Research, including multiple newspapers in
the greater Los Angeles metropolitan area and obituaries, yielded little information on Joseph
and his career with Star-Kist. Moreover, although Joseph presided over this major tuna canning
company, he does not appear to have been significantly associated with Plant No. 4. Therefore,
Star-Kist Plant No. 4 is not eligible under NRHP/CRHR Criterion B/2.

NRHP/CRHR Criterion C/3: Embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method
of construction that represents the work of a master; possesses high artistic values; or
represents a significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual
distinction

Plant No. 4 features an early post-World War Il light industrial manufacturing and warehouse
fronted by a Late Moderne—style office space. Both the warehouse and office space include
characteristics of their types and styles. For example, not only does Plant No. 4 include a front
office, but the warehouse portion contains some natural lighting. Its single-story tilt-up concrete
design facilitated speedy construction, and the warehouse space elicited flexible use of space.
The office portion contains multiple cladding materials in the form of smooth stucco and stack-
bond brick; a bezel surrounds the ribbon windows. Although Plant No. 4 contains these
characteristics, the Plant lacks integrity, quality of design, and high artistic values sufficient for
the NRHP or the CRHR. Better examples of a warehouse would include original interior

89 James Phelan, “How to Put a 100-pound Tuna in a 7-Ounce Can,” Independent Press Telegram (July
11, 1954), 4, 18.

9 Louis Sahagun, “Commercial Fishing Industry Is a Waning Force in L.A. Harbor,” Los Angeles Times
(June 3, 2001). Available: http://articles.latimes.com/2001/jun/03/local/me-6015. Accessed: December 7,
2018.
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mezzanine levels for amenities such as lockers and lunchrooms, mezzanine walkways, and
ample natural lighting through a monitor-type roof, such as a sawtooth. In addition, machinery
associated with the tuna packing industry would elevate the light industrial nature of Plant No. 4.
Better examples of Late Moderne would include an asymmetrical and variegated but balanced
configuration, an entrance pylon rising above the roofline (originally a feature of Plant No 4’s
design, but has been overshadowed by a 1980 addition), built-in planters, and perhaps a third
cladding material such as wood or rock. The Plant lacks artistic features such as artistic
approach to form and massing, architectural embellishments, or landscaping. Moreover, Late
Moderne architecture’s period of significance concluded long before Plant No. 4’s 1980 addition.
Rote repetition of shapes, forms, and materials in an in-kind 1980 addition does not elevate
Plant No. 4's design to NRHP or CRHR eligibility; instead, a Late Moderne building would
represent an artistic and thoughtful approach to design, often evident in the work of a master
architect.

The Plant was originally designed by John K. Minasian, later responsible for the engineering
aspects of the Space Needle for the Seattle World’'s Fair in 1962. In contrast, the engineering
aspects of Plant No. 4 are commonplace (e.g., single-story, precast tilt-up concrete
construction). Constructed of multiple volumes, the Plant does not appear to have required
innovative engineering design, and its engineering aspects are akin to numerous other
examples of tilt-up concrete construction in Los Angeles, albeit on a large scale. Plant No. 4,
although a large 200,000-square-foot facility, is not a significant example of Minasian’s
engineering prowess. Therefore, Star-Kist Plant No. 4 is not eligible under NRHP/CRHR
Criterion C/3.

NRHP/CRHR Criterion D/4: Potential to yield information important in prehistory or history
Constructed of tilt-up concrete, the one- and two-story Plant No. 4 is unlikely to yield important
information regarding building, construction, or engineering methods or technologies. Moreover,
constructed on a landfill built up at the time of construction, it is unlikely that the parcel will yield
contextual information regarding archaeological resources important in prehistory or history.
Therefore, Star-Kist Plant No. 4 is not eligible under NRHP/CRHR Criterion D/4.

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Associated with important events in the main currents of national, state, or local history or
exemplifies significant contributions to broad patterns

As stated above, this evaluation determined that Plant No. 4 may have been important under
this criterion for its association with events or pattern of events significant to our history but it
lacks sufficient integrity to convey that significance.
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Although Star-Kist and its Plant No. 4 played a significant role in the fishing and canned tuna
industries as detailed above, Plant No. 4 fails to evidence its significance. Plant No. 4 no longer
contains features or elements that represent either Star-Kist or the canned tuna industry at
large. Rather, Plant No. 4 could serve any light industrial purpose. Therefore, Star-Kist Plant No.
4 is not eligible under this HCM criterion.

Associated with the lives of historic personages important to national, state, or local history
The 2008 evaluation includes a context statement on Martin Bogdanovich, founder of the
French Sardine Company, which later became Star-Kist. Bogdanovich founded the company in
1917 and was involved in its management until his passing in 1944. Bogdanovich’s son,
Joseph, assumed control of the company. Research detailed above yielded little information on
Joseph and his career with Star-Kist. Moreover, although Joseph presided over this major tuna
canning company, he does not appear to have been significantly associated with Plant No. 4.
Therefore, Star-Kist Plant No. 4 is not eligible under this HCM criterion.

Embody the distinctive characteristics of a style, type, period, or method of construction;
represent a notable work of a master designer, builder, or architect whose genius influenced
their age; or possess high artistic values

As discussed above, Plant No. 4 features an early post-World War Il light industrial
manufacturing and warehouse fronted by a Late Moderne—style office space. Both the
warehouse and office space include characteristics of their types and styles. For the reasons
mentioned above, Plant No. 4 lacks quality of design and high artistic values for an HCM. Better
examples of a warehouse would include original mezzanine levels for amenities such as lockers
and lunchrooms, mezzanine walkways, and ample natural lighting through a monitor-type roof,
such as a sawtooth. Machinery related to the tuna canning industry would also elevate the
Plant’s light industrial design. Better examples of Late Moderne, as discussed in the context
statement, would include an asymmetrical and variegated but balanced configuration, an
entrance pylon rising above the roofline (alterations have affected this original element), built-in
planters, and perhaps a third cladding material such as wood or rock. Plant No. 4 lacks artistic
features such as an artistic approach to form and massing, architectural embellishments, or
landscaping. Other local examples serve as better examples of Late Moderne architecture.
Plant No. 4, although a large 200,000-square-foot facility, is not a significant example of John K.
Minasian’s engineering prowess. Therefore, Star-Kist Plant No. 4 is not eligible under this HCM
criterion.
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Yields or has the potential to yield information important to the prehistory or history of the nation,
state, city, or community

Constructed of tilt-up concrete, the one- and two-story Plant No. 4 is unlikely to yield important
information regarding building, construction, or engineering methods or technologies. Moreover,
constructed on a landfill built up at the time of construction, it is unlikely that the parcel will yield
contextual information regarding archaeological resources important in prehistory or history.
Therefore, Star-Kist Plant No. 4 is not eligible under this HCM criterion.

NRHP/CRHR District and Historic Preservation Overlay Zone

A district must meet the same criteria requirements as individual resources for the NRHP,
CRHR, or as an HCM. Buildings, sites, and structures must contain related historical elements,
aesthetic elements, or development patterns, and a significant concentration of resources must
be present. In addition, a district must retain sufficient integrity to convey its significance.

NRHP/CRHR Criterion A/1 — District and HPOZ: Association with events that have made a
significant contribution to the broad patterns of our history

Like Plant No. 4’s inability to convey its significance under this criterion as an individual
resource, collectively, Plant No. 4, the Empty Can Warehouse, and the East Plant also fail to
convey significance under this criterion as a district. Although Star-Kist’s Plant No. 4 played a
significant role in the fishing and canned tuna industries, the Empty Can Warehouse and the
East Plant did not play a significant role. Instead, built in the 1970s, the buildings made, stored,
and distributed cans and canned tuna rather than produced it. Moreover, the Empty Can
Warehouse and the East Plant most likely also facilitated Heinz’s (acquired Start-Kist in 1963)
pet food product line, for which Star-Kist is little known. Plant No. 4, the Empty Can Warehouse,
and the East Plant are not collectively identifiable as former Star-Kist facilities, nor are they
identifiable as related to one another. They do not bear physical Star-Kist-related signage or
instruments of the tuna canning process. Rather, the remaining Star-Kist facilities (Plant No. 4,
Empty Can Warehouse, and East Plant) could serve any light industrial purpose. Therefore, the
extant Star-Kist buildings are not eligible under NRHP/CRHR Criterion A/1 as a district or under
the criterion as an HPOZ.

NRHP/CRHR Criterion B/2 — District and HPOZ: Association with the lives of persons significant
in our past

Martin Bogdanovich founded the French Sardine Company (later, Star-Kist) in 1917 and was
involved in its management until his passing in 1944. Bogdanovich's son, Joseph, assumed
control of the company. Joseph headed the company until its 1963 merger with Heinz.
Although Joseph remained an employee from 1963 until his retirement in 1998, the Empty
Can Warehouse and the East Plant represent a different phase of the company and its
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Terminal Island facilities under the direction of Heinz. The three extant Star-Kist buildings do
not appear to be united in association with the productive life of a person significant to our
local, state, or national history. Therefore, the extant Star-Kist buildings are not eligible under
NRHP/CRHR Criterion B/2 as a district or under the criterion as an HPOZ.

NRHP/CRHR Criterion C/3 — District and HPOZ: Embody the distinctive characteristics of a
type, period, or method of construction; represent the work of a master; possess high artistic
values; or represent a significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack
individual distinction

Plant No. 4 contains early postwar warehouse construction and Late Modern architectural
features along its primary elevation, while the Empty Can Warehouse and East Plant,
constructed in and after 1970, feature a later postwar type of warehouse construction (metal-
frame construction with metal cladding, a lack of windows or skylights, and no architectural
detailing). Together, the remaining Star-Kist facilities represent two different types, periods,
and construction methods. Moreover, together, the buildings lack sufficient quality of design or
high artistic values necessary for NRHP, CRHR, or HPOZ district status.

John K. Minasian designed Plant No. 4, and Frank Politeo designed the 1970s facilities.
Although Minasian was later responsible for the engineering aspects of the Space Needle for
the Seattle World's Fair in 1962, Plant No. 4 does not appear to be a significant example of his
work or his engineering abilities. Politeo erected numerous metal-frame warehouse buildings for
Star-Kist in the 1970s and was responsible for the Late Moderne second-story additions to Plant
No. 4 completed in 1980. Politeo does not appear to be a master architect, designer, or
engineer. The metal-frame warehouses did not require engineering ingenuity, and while the
additions to Plant No. 4 were Late Moderne in kind, they do not exhibit an understanding of the
style. Rather, they depict a copy of Minasian’s earlier design. In short, the extant Star-Kist
facilities do not represent the master work of an architect or the work of a master architect.

Together, Plant No. 4, the Empty Can Warehouse, and the East Plant do not represent a
significant or distinguishable architectural, engineering, or construction entity whose
components may lack individual distinction. As with Criterion A/1, above, there are no
architecturally related aspects of the buildings that link them together, or with Star-Kist, or with
the tuna industry on Terminal Island. Therefore, the extant Star-Kist buildings are not eligible
under NRHP/CRHR Ciriterion C/3 as a district or under the criterion as an HPOZ.
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NRHP/CRHR Criterion D/4 — District and HPOZ: Potential to yield information important in
prehistory or history

Constructed of tilt-up concrete, steel, and metal siding, the extant one- and two-story
warehouse-type Star-Kist facilities (Plant No. 4, Empty Can Warehouse, and East Plant) on
Terminal Island collectively are unlikely to yield important information regarding building,
construction, or engineering methods or technologies. Moreover, constructed on a landfill built
up near the time of construction (circa 1950 and circa 1970), it is unlikely that the buildings will
yield information regarding archaeological resources important in prehistory or history.
Therefore, the extant Star-Kist buildings are not eligible under NRHP/CRHR Criterion D/4 as a
district or as an HPOZ.

Conclusion

Star-Kist Plant No. 4 and its associated buildings were evaluated in 2008. The 2008 evaluation
is now more than a decade old, and the LAHD has requested re-evaluation. Not only can
alterations affect a building’s integrity over time, but information previously unavailable may
affect eligibility of a building. Newly available information, development of historical context, and
integrity considerations were considered in order to determine whether the Star-Kist Plant No. 4
remains a historical resource for the purposes of CEQA and if its associated buildings remain
ineligible. As stated above, none of the Star-Kist facilities on Terminal Island are eligible for the
NRHP or the CRHR or as an HCM. Therefore, Plant No. 4, the Empty Can Warehouse, and the
East Plant are not historical resources for the purposes of CEQA.

This evaluation determined that although Plant No. 4 may have been important for its
association with events or pattern of events significant to our history, Plant No. 4 lacks sufficient
integrity to convey that significance. In addition, the East Plant (formerly Cold Storage, Impress
Plant, and Distribution) and the Empty Can Warehouse (formerly Green) were found ineligible
for the NRHP or the CRHR or as an HCM, affirming the 2008 findings. Finally, four buildings—
Net Shed Storage, Laboratory (formerly Pet Products), Food Testing and Animal Nutrition
(formerly Animal Care), and the Pet Food Plant (formerly Pilot Plant)—have been demolished.
Furthermore, the remaining buildings are not eligible for listing as a district for the NRHP or the
CRHR or as an HCM. Therefore, neither Plant No. 4, nor its associated buildings, is a historical
CEQA resource.
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P3a. Description:

Star-Kist Plant No. 4, at 1050 Ways Street, consists of a series of connected volumes that face west,
toward Ways Street and San Pedro Fish Harbor (Photograph 1). The primary elevation spans over 400
feet and displays Late Moderne and utilitarian features. Ways Street separates the property from the
San Pedro Fish Harbor as well as a surface parking lot, which leads to long strips of land reclaimed from
jetties and boat docks. The primary (west) elevation is a low-rise, horizontally oriented nine-volume
configuration with a mixture of blank walls and contrasting stack-bond brick cladding. As a whole, the
building rises approximately 20 feet with a flat roof, although portions feature gabled roofs. The office
portion contains two stories, while the light industrial spaces typically contain one tall story with several
mezzanines. Interior spaces occasionally contain a mezzanine level. The property also contains three
docks or wharfs extending southwest from the west elevation and a fish import dock extending from the
Plant’s south elevation. A surface parking lot also fronts the west elevation.

Primary (West) Elevation

The primary elevation is divided into nine distinct volumes. The central portion, or the third volume
from the north, includes the building’s main entrance, flanked by two-story wings designed with Late
Moderne attributes (Photograph 2). Three pairs of metal-framed glass doors, with each pair topped by a
large steel transom, make up the tall, deeply recessed concrete entrance pylon (Photographs 3 and 4). A
non-original hood surmounts the pylon’s original squat-fluted cornice line. The entrance’s flanking wings
rise two stories and project slightly above the entrance pylon’s porch hood. Concrete, brick, and smooth
stucco clad the wings.

At the first story, stack-bond brick cladding above a concrete water table wraps around each wing of the
entrance (Photographs 5 and 6). At the north wing, a centered white concrete bezel surrounds the
window and door openings. A solid-slab, double-door configuration is adjacent to large industrial-style
rolled-steel windows with both fixed sashes and awning sashes is arranged to the north. A single solid-
slab door is adjacent to a single-light, fixed-sash horizontally orientated window is arranged to the south
(Photograph 5). A portion of the north wing’s wall is framed by the concrete bezel features non-original
stucco cladding. Approximately half of this stucco cladding features inscribed lines that have been
arranged to replicate the muntin pattern of the large rolled-steel window. Directly above the south door
and its adjacent single-light window, the stucco cladding lacks inscribed lines. A brick sill runs across the
bezel beneath the windows. At the south wing, a bezel surrounds a long, centered ribbon window
configuration (Photograph 6). Each individual window contains one operable metal two-light awning
sash set above a non-operable single-light sash. A brick sill ornaments the base of the bezel surround,
which is otherwise formed by white concrete. Slightly north of center, a double solid-slab pedestrian
door punctuates the wall. The non-original second story of each wing exhibits stucco cladding, with an
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alternating band of windows and stack-bond brick panels surrounded by a bezel. Each individual window
is a two-light aluminum slider.

The northernmost volume of the primary elevation forms a one-story utilitarian volume, punched with
three regularly spaced garage door openings. Two openings retain metal roll-up doors, while concrete
blocks, a large industrial rolled-steel window, and a single pedestrian door infill the southernmost of the
three openings (Photograph 7). A corrugated metal strip caps the concrete building. Two metal boxes
with mechanical equipment hover over the central garage door.

The second volume from the north rises two stories (Photograph 8). Its scored concrete tilt-up
construction contains two doors, a metal roll-up door fronted by a sliding chain-link gate and a solid-slab
pedestrian door, both south of center. An in-fill window penetrates the wall south of the door. Both the
pedestrian door and window punctuation appear to be non-original.

Described above, the third volume from the north, features the main entrance and the majority of the
building’s Late Moderne elements (Photographs 2 through 6).

The fourth volume from the north, like the centered third volume reflects Late Moderne architectural
elements (Photograph 9). Like the third volume’s wings, the fourth volume’s first story contains stack-
bond brick cladding set above a concrete watertable. The stack-bond cladding, however, is lower than
the brick cladding on the third volume. A door and two windows complete this volume’s fenestration. A
pair of half-glazed metal doors and a transom window marks an entrance. A blade sign located above
the entrance reads, “FIRST AID.” A centered two-light awning window forms one window, and a double
window configuration with a pair of awning windows sandwiched vertically between one-light fixed
sashes above and below to the north forms the second window. A brick sill runs below each window
configuration. The stucco-clad second story mirrors the non-original second stories of the third
massing’s wings. Stack-bond brick panels separate the three aluminum slider windows, all of which are
framed by a bezel.

The fifth volume from the north also reflects Late Moderne features office portion of Plant No. 4
(Photograph 10). An addition to the Plant, this two-story volume features stucco cladding, aluminum
sliders, and stack-bond brick. A bezel surrounds a central pair of metal-framed glass doors, which are
capped by a single-light transom. A porch hood cantilevers over the entrance. At the first story, a stack-
bond brick panel separates an aluminum slider. This configuration flanks the entrance on either side and
is surrounded by a bezel. The second story features two bezeled window configurations; the northern
one is longer than the southern, and reflect the same arrangement as the windows on the first story
below.
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The southernmost portion of the primary elevation consists of a light industrial and contains remaining
four volumes of this elevation (Photographs 11 through 13). Set back approximately 50 feet from the
north portion of the Plant’s primary elevation, , tilt-up concrete walls, which are divided into five bays,
contain large multi-light industrial windows at the clerestory level in the three centered bays
(Photograph 11). A small one-story projection features a pedestrian door but otherwise lacks
fenestration. In contrast, a metal roll-up door and a solid-slab pedestrian door fenestrate the southern
portion of this volume. Three projecting volumes complete the primary elevation at its southern corner
(Photographs 12 and 13). The northernmost (non-original) projection, constructed of concrete blocks,
has a solid slab door. The center projecting volume lacks fenestration, although concrete block infills a
former window opening. At the southernmost volume, plywood sheathes three windows and a
pedestrian door. An electrical system, gated by chain-link fencing, fronts the two southernmost bays. A
non-attached, non-original warehouse building, formed by vertical metal siding, rests on a concrete
base. The building is capped by a low-pitched gabled roof at the south westernmost portion of Plant No.
4’s parcel.

North Elevation

Seven asymmetrical bays characterize the north elevation (Photograph 14). The first five from the east
form the bulk of the massing and rise approximately 20-feet. Stepped back from the eastern bays, the
two westernmost bays rise only approximately 10-feet. Clad with metal siding, a side-gabled roof caps
the massing. The first bay from the east features a metal roll-up door at the ground level and two square
louvered vents arranged just below the roofline. The second and third bays from the east maintain the
same width as the first bay from the east but lack any doors. These two bays remain unpunctuated but
for two square-like louvered vents located below the roofline in each bay. The fourth and fifth bays from
the east are approximately one-half longer than the three bays to the east, and each one contains a
metal roll-up door. Three square louvered vents just below the roofline embellish these two bays. A
porch hood supported by two posts frames the fifth bay’s roll-up door. The sixth bay from the east
features a squat, one-story massing with an off-center boarded-up window above a two-door pedestrian
opening. Two louvered vents are located at ground level. Finally, the westernmost bay corresponds to
the primary elevation’s northernmost massing and appears to contain a small centered window.

South Elevation

The south elevation includes several detached buildings and adjacent industrial elements (Photographs
15 through 21). The variegated five volume fagade reflects the function of the south elevation: import of
tuna from the arrival of tuna boats and the transportation of tuna into the building for processing. A
detached one-story warehouse building is located at the southwestern corner of Plant No. 4. Its south
elevation features metal cladding set atop a concrete base, and corrugated metal fills a garage bay.
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Three variegated masses appended to the original south elevation of the Plant’s 1952 tilt-up concrete
paneled south elevation (Photograph 15). A corrugated metal roof covers a large patio space, which is
appended to the western portion of the south elevation of the 1952 Plant. Visible through the patio
shed, the Plant’s tilt-up concrete walls contain a pedestrian door, which is accessed from two steps; a
metal roll-up door, which is accessed from a ramp; and at least two window openings that have been
infilled with concrete blocks. An approximately three-foot-tall concrete wall minimally encloses a patio
shed space with two crane-conveyor systems located above, on the underside of the roof. Corrugated
fiberglass or plastic panels clad the second from the west volume’s metal-frame construction. A
stepped-back second story, of similar construction and cladding, caps this component. An open loading
bay provides access to the center portion on either side. Many of its corrugated panels are no longer
extant. Clear plastic panels clad the metal-frame construction of the third volume from the west, and a
corrugated metal roof caps this volume. The interior space shades bulky mechanical equipment, the
function of which is unknown. A two-story massing rests atop the easternmost portion of this one-story
massing and is associated with the remaining fish import dock. A conveyor at the dock rises from sea
level to the third-story level (Photographs 15 and 16). The west side of this pop-up contains four
aluminum sliding windows, with two in each story, while the east side contains six windows, with three
in each story.

Two additions form the east of the south elevation. Located east of the tuna import section of the south
elevation, one mass features a low-pitched gabled roof and rusting metal cladding set atop a concrete
block foundation (Photograph 17). Centered on the volume, a projecting gabled element includes a
metal roll-up door. The remaining south elevation mass forms the southeast corner of the Plant. Set
back from the previously described sections of the south elevation, the metal siding clads a boxy flat-
roofed mass, which is capped by a metal catwalk (Photograph 18). Plywood partially covers sections of
removed metal cladding. Separate outlying buildings and infrastructure adorns the southern portion of
the Plant’s land (Photographs 19 through 21).

Rear (East) Elevation

The variegated rear (east) elevation contains several detached buildings in the vicinity. Together, the
buildings are a plethora of variegated elevations and mechanical elements, and provided storage and
steam/power for the cannery. Three sections form the rear elevation: A courtyard makes up the
southern portion of the elevation, center of the elevation incudes a significant amount of mechanical
infrastructure, and the plant’s metal walls abut the street at the north (Barracuda Street, which is now
closed off). At the south, the courtyard’s concrete flooring shows signs of previous tanks and buildings.
The Plant’s 1952 tilt-up concrete wall, visible for approximately 150 feet along the west side of the
courtyard, includes four metal-clad additions (Photograph 22). Two rise approximately 20-feet and two
rise approximately 10-feet. The first from the south lacks fenestration. The second from the south
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contains a solid-slab pedestrian door and a metal roll-up door. Boarded-up windows occupy the two
lower-height additions. The courtyards southern boundary is formed by recessed portion and a
projecting portion, both of which are clad in metal siding. Attached to the Plant to the north, a medium-
pitch gabled building clad with metal extends along a north—south axis to form the eastern side of the
courtyard (Photograph 23). The northern side of the courtyard features an approximately 20-foot tall
warehouse (Photograph 23). Corrugated metal cladding set upon a pedestrian-height concrete-block
foundation forms this warehouse wall. Regularly placed windows punctuate the cladding at the
clerestory level. A two-story building, which contained employee restrooms and lockers, occupies the
courtyard (Photograph 23).

The center of the rear (east) elevation, as mentioned above, incorporates mechanical and infrastructure
elements that appear to produce or distribute the Plant’s steam/power/mechanical system. This area
includes at least one tall, open shed and a multi-story tower, the purpose of which is unknown
(Photograph 24). In this area, a multitude of pipes and wires adorn the landscape.

Volumes with metal cladding comprise the north segment of the rear elevation. This portion, as states
above, abuts now closed-off Barracuda Street. An enclosed metal skybridge over Barracuda Street
connects Plant No. 4 with the East Plant.

Interior

Interior office space is arranged along Plant No. 4’s primary (west) elevation and a large, open
warehouse space characterizes its canned tuna production space. The altered lobby displays a painting
of a lighthouse that has been appended to a wall (Photograph 25). A pedestrian doorway to the south
provides access to first-floor office space and the warehouse beyond, while a staircase to the north
provides access to the upper floor’s office space. Square mint-green metal panels clad the lobby walls
(Photograph 26). A simple balustrade of metal infilled with corrugated green fiberglass and a wood
handrail are located along the staircase and second-floor walkway. Metal roof support posts punctuate
the large open warehouse spaces (Photographs 27 through 29). Truss systems support wood and metal
roofs. Flat truss systems are most common in the original 1952 portions of the Plant; two rooms contain
non-original monitor roofs. Concrete and metal walls divide spaces; the division of spaces represents
additions and alterations to the original 1952 plan (Photograph 30 and 31). Natural light also penetrates
some of the interior spaces through rolled-steel windows at the clerestory level. Drainage channels
embedded in the floors note the Plant’s need to remove tuna blood, remains, and other debris from the
production process (Photographs 27 and 28).

P5a. Photograph (see pages 40-54 for photos)
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P7. Owner/Address:

Los Angeles Harbor Department
425 S. Palos Verdes Street

San Pedro, CA 90731

P8. Recorded By:

Margaret Roderick, ICF
555 W. 5% Street, Suite 3100
Los Angeles, CA 90013

P9. Date Recorded: November 19, 2018
P10. Survey Type: Intensive level survey; CEQA compliance.

P11. Report Citation: ICF. Memorandum Re. Historical Analysis of Star-Kist Plant No. 4 (Re-evaluation),
Port of Los Angeles. 2018.

B4: Present Use: Vacant
B5. Architectural Style: Late Moderne & Utilitarian Light Industrial warehouse
B6. Construction History:

The French Sardine Co. (renamed Star-Kist in 1952) constructed Plant No. 4 in 1951-1952 (Figure 1). The
original plans changed several times during construction according to building permits (see below).
Designed by engineer John K. Minasian and constructed by Wohl Calhoun Co., Plant No. 4 opened in
November 1952 to much fanfare: the Los Angeles Times claimed that Plant No. 4 was the largest tilt-up
construction on the West Coast built by private industry. Los Angeles Mayor Bowron, Utah Governor J.
Bracken Lee, senators, judges, state officials, and others attended the dedication ceremonies.!

1 “Big Project at Harbor,” Los Angeles Times (November 9, 1952), 147; “Cannery to Dedicate New $2,000,000
Plant,” Los Angeles Times (November 10, 1952), 49.
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Figure 1: Star-Kist Plant No. 4 in 1952, birds-eye view, camera facing northeast. Los Angeles Times
(November 9, 1952), 147.

Alterations, small and large, occurred from 1953 through the 1980s (Figure 2). Major alterations
included a warehouse addition to the rear (east) elevation in 1953; a triangular building appended to the
north elevation and a roughly square building along the rear (east elevation) sometime between 1959
and 1974 (but likely circa 1970 based on construction); a 5,280-square foot cooling room addition at the
rear elevation and the complete replacement of the compressor room in the late-1970s; a two-story
office addition to the primary elevation in 1979, followed by a second-story addition to the primary
elevation in 1980; replacement of the cooling room’s truss system in 1983; and several building
additions, re-roofing, and the replacement and relocation of retorts and drain trenches in the late

1980s. These alterations substantially alter Plant No. 4’s design and materials (Figure 3).
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Figure 3: Star-Kist Plant No. 4, overlay showing originanl 1952 building (green) and post-1952 additions
(red), birds-eye view, camera facing northeast. Google and ICF, 2018.
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The following list provides detailed construction history based on permit research from the Los Angeles
Department of Building and Safety’s online permit archive:

e The French Sardine Co. submitted a request to the City of Los Angeles to permit the construction
of a fish packing plant, designed by John K. Minasian and constructed by Wohl Calhoun Co. in
summer of 1951. French Sardine Co. estimated that the 1-story concrete building would cost
$618,000. (1951LA15652).

e Alterations to the original plan occurred in October 1951 during construction and included the
relocation of the salt storage room, addition of roll-up doors, and pier changes in the loading
area (1951LA18911).

e Alterations to the original plan also occurred in April 1952 during construction and included the
enclosure of the “retort area” at rear of the property. The 120-foot by 151-foot enclosure
included a roof, concrete floor, steel columns and beans with wood joists, and sheathing
(1952LA29429).

e An approximate 31-foot by 46-foot building with a firewall to retain oil was constructed at the
rear of the property in 1952 (19525P03061). This building did not share walls with the main
building.

e Additionally in 1952, a separate pump house building, located between the oil retaining wall
building and the retort addition, was constructed. The approximately 15-foot by 12-foot building
was Constructed of steel frame and stucco over metal lath (19525P03252).

e 21-foot by 30-foot one-story locker room addition completed in 1953 (1953LA57822). Location
unknown.

e 30-foot by 61-foot stand-alone 1-story, stucco shop building constructed in 1953 to the rear of
the main building.

e Warehouse addition appended to the north rear area of the main building, construction to
match adjacent retort area, in 1953 (1953SP06699).

e In 1954 the City required the existing scale house undergo building code compliance
(1954SP08512).

e Additionally in 1954, a permit requested the installation of three exterior canopies and interior
alterations including the addition of vents, doors for the lunchroom, and a platform
(19545P08700).

e Alterations to the 1952 pump house occurred in 1954 in compliance with the building code
(19545P08713).

e Star-Kist replaced the retort area’s roof in 1956 (19565P14509).

e Permits between 1959 and 1974 are not available through the Los Angeles Department of
Building and Safety’s online permit database. By 1974, however, the main building experienced
two additions: one roughly square addition to the south of the retort area to the rear of the
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building and a triangular addition to the north elevation of the main building (19745P52261;
historicaerials.com)

e Star-Kist requested an equipment shelter at the southeast corner of the main building in 1974.
Frank Politeo is listed as the architect/designer for the addition. A plan included in with the
permit details the property, which includes 6 tanks east of the equipment shelter and other
industrial equipment buildings or sheds to the west along the south elevation of the building.
The facility has three docks at the south of the property (1974SP52261).

e Also in 1974, Star-Kist requested the construction of restroom and lockers on the existing
mezzanine level of the northern triangular building addition portion of the main building
(1974SP52271).

e In 1976, additional interior alterations took place: a mezzanine level lunch room was added to
the northeast portion of the building (1976SP54373).

e Star-Kist requested the enclosure of the equipment shed in 1976 (19765P54815).

e That same year, doorway alterations occurred (1976SP54872).

e In 1977 the first aid office was renovated (1977SP56358) and new interior partitions installed for
office space (19775P57284)

e 1978 saw the remodel of an unattached, exterior locker and restroom facility at the rear of the
property and a second floor addition (1978SP58771).

e An additional set of vents were added to the interior of the building in 1978 (1978SP58772).

e Star-Kist expanded the cooling room by 5,280-square feet at the northeast portion of the
building, to the rear. The 1-story addition rose 14-feet (19785P58860).

e A pipe bridge, carrying pipes from Plant No. 4 to the west to East Plant to the east, was
constructed in 1978 (19785P59467).

e In 1979, the approximately 15-foot by 20-foot compressor room was replaced (19795P60524).

e Also in 1979 Star-Kist requested an approximately 20-foot by 47-foot, two-story office addition
to the primary elevation, and the renovation of exterior office building (1979SP61157).

e In 1980, the primary elevation underwent further alterations with a second floor addition on
either side of the entrance. The second floor addition included a dining room and locker room
and was designed by Politeo. The permit also requested interior remodeling (1980SP63624).

e In 1982 Star-Kist added a salt room to the scales house at the southeast portion of the facility
(19825P68375).

e Truss system for cooling room was replaced in 1983 (1982SP68715).

e Interior office partitions on the second floor 1980 addition completed in 1986 (19865P02880).

e In 1987, Star-Kist requested numerous alterations and additions: An office and lab
(1987S5P04279), blast freezer (1987S5P04280), an approximately 37-foot by 75-foot building
addition and relocation of retorts and drain trench (1987SP04281), re-roofing (1987SP04260 &
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1987SP04361), loading dock and canopy (19875P04995), and a maintenance shop and office
addition (1987SP05083).

e Star-Kist completed numerous alterations in 1988: refurbished insulating panels (19885P06872),
installation of new concrete drain trenches (1988SP07287), construction of an electric panel
building (19885P08073), ten-foot by 10-foot office addition (19885SP08074), grading on the
parcel (1988SP08300), housing for scales and conveyors (19885P08515), tower support
(1988SP08861), infrastructure (1988SP09047, 1988SP09185, and 1988SP09186).

e A power room was added in 1989 (1989SP09644).

e Additional alterations after 1989 include lunch room, office, and lobby renovations
(1991SP06552 and 1991SP08250), tank foundations and platforms (1992SP10329), an addition
(1992SP11224), infrastructure (19925P11226), seismic retrofit (03016-10000-07621), and re-
roofing (03016-90000-06400).

e Field visit completed on October 29, 2018 identified further alterations, including the removal of
two southern tuna import docks at the south of the property at an unknown date, vandalism
since the building’s vacancy, and the removal of roof access points.

B8. Related Features:

Star-Kist Plant No. 4 contains numerous associated buildings and infrastructure elements boundary.
Three docks served the building when it opened in 1952. One of these docks was accessed directly
across Ways Street from the plant’s primary entrance and remains part of the Plant’s property. Two
docks south of the plant were used for tuna import. By 1963, the Star-Kist Plant No. 4 operated three
tuna import docks to the south. Only one tuna import dock remains today, but the mechanical
infrastructure connecting the dock to the building has been altered since the Plant was constructed in
1952 (Photographs 17). Tuna and can processing infrastructure, including tanks, pipes, wires, and
outbuildings also supported Star-Kist operations. These features expanded after 1952. Today the south
and east portions of the property contain many of these infrastructure elements (Photographs 16, 19,
21, 24). Since the Plant’s construction in 1952, two additional docks or wharves have been constructed.
They extend southwest from the Plant’s west elevation.

All buildings, infrastructure elements, and docks or wharves are considered to be part of Plant No. 4’s
property.

B10. Significance
Context

In order to evaluate Star-Kist Plant No. 4 on Terminal Island, Los Angeles, the following context
statements were expanded or developed: Post-World War Il: The Port of Los Angeles and the Rise of
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Containerization (1945-1989), Decline of Star-Kist (1980-1984), Light Industrial Development, and
Moderne Architecture (1925-1959).

Post-World War II: The Port of Los Angeles and the Rise of Containerization (1945-1989)

The Port of Los Angeles (POLA; Port) experienced unparalleled growth after the U.S. Navy relinquished
control of the Port in late 1945 following the conclusion of World War 11.2 The military had commissioned
POLA for shipbuilding during the war.? During that time, the LAHD was unable to maintain and improve the
Port. After Japan surrendered in 1945, the LAHD promptly started its deferred maintenance and
improvement projects.* The LAHD arranged construction of 13,360 feet of detached breakwater, an
essential component to the Port’s success. Without breakwaters, waves and turbulent conditions would
prevent the safe passage of seafaring vessels into POLA. In 1947, POLA operated 28 miles of waterfront,
with approximately 70 percent used as wharves for every type of seafaring vessel, from large-scale cargo
ships to fishing boats to pleasure craft.> Although 19 canneries and humerous other business operated at
POLA in the late 1940s, lumber imports saw the sharpest increase in trade during the decade. From 1947
to 1948, lumber imports through POLA more than doubled in terms of board-feet of product, consistent
with the postwar construction boom in Southern California and elsewhere in the United States.® A Foreign
Trade Zone charter, bestowed upon POLA in 1949, supported exponential growth in the postwar era by
lessening or lifting U.S. Customs duties, fees, and taxes on traded merchandise at this and other chartered
locations.’

POLA continued to expand its imports and exports through infrastructure projects in the 1950s. POLA-
related commerce increased by 6 percent, or approximately 3 million tons, from 1949 to 1950, which
allowed Los Angeles to eclipse the Port of San Francisco’s trade for the first time in history.® While LAHD
rectified deferred maintenance and installed new improvements at POLA throughout the decade, it also

2 Michael D. White, Images of America: The Port of Los Angeles (Charleston, SC: Arcadia Publishing, 2008), 81.

3 Port of Los Angeles, History, Wartime Efforts. Available: https://www.portoflosangeles.org/about/history.
Accessed: December 18, 2018.

4 Charles F. Queenan, Port of Los Angeles: From Wilderness to World Port (Los Angeles, CA: Los Angeles Harbor
Department, 1983), 93.

5 Charles F. Queenan, Port of Los Angeles: From Wilderness to World Port (Los Angeles, CA: Los Angeles Harbor
Department, 1983), 94.

6 Charles F. Queenan, Port of Los Angeles: From Wilderness to World Port (Los Angeles, CA: Los Angeles Harbor
Department, 1983), 94.

7 “Foreign-Trade Zones in the United States,” Federal Register: The Daily Journal of the United States Government.
February 28, 2012. Available: https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2012/02/28/2012-4249/foreign-trade-
zones-in-the-united-states. Accessed: November 9, 2018; Michael D. White, Images of America: The Port of Los
Angeles (Charleston, SC: Arcadia Publishing, 2008), 81.

8 Charles F. Queenan, Port of Los Angeles: From Wilderness to World Port (Los Angeles, CA: Los Angeles Harbor
Department, 1983), 96.
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increased the size of Terminal Island’s land mass to support expansion. Star-Kist opened Plant No. 4 on a
newly created section of Terminal Island at Fish Harbor in 1952.° A new passenger-cargo terminal opened in
1950 at Berth 154, with another under construction at Berths 195-199.1° These passenger-cargo terminals
allowed the LAHD to incorporate leisure travel services at POLA in the wake of World War II’s lifted travel
restrictions.! Furthermore, the Japanese Peace Pact of 1951 reopened avenues of international trade
through specified provisions regarding trade and commerce.!? The effect of the Japanese Peace Pact was
immediate and profound. Imports and exports, recorded in tonnage, increased 163 percent between POLA
and Japan from September 1951 to December 1952.1% Trade with Japan continued to increase through the
1950s. Indeed, Japanese seafaring vessels exceeded all other foreign flag-flying vessels at POLA by 324 in
1956.%* At the end of the 1950s, the LAHD opened two foreign offices, one in Oslo, Norway, and another in
Tokyo, Japan, to support oversees clients. The Port quickly gained recognition as a global port during the
1950s. American wares exported from POLA were sold in 114 (out of 122) countries by the close of the
decade.®™

Malcom McLean developed the concept of containerized shipping in the late 1950s, which affected
worldwide port development beginning in the 1960s.6 Containerization, or intermodalization, transports
standardized containers through multiple facets—ship, train, truck—from its originating location to its final
location without the need to unload the items inside the container. Before the advent of containerization,
cargo loading was labor intensive. A crew of longshoremen loaded individual pieces of cargo (as drums,

9 Sanborn Fire Insurance Company, Los Angeles, Volume 19 (1912), Sheet 1921; Sanborn Fire Insurance Company,
Los Angeles, Volume 19 (1950), Sheet 1921; Sanborn Fire Insurance Company, Los Angeles, Volume 19 (1950),
Sheet 1938; Historicaerials.com.

10 Charles F. Queenan, Port of Los Angeles: From Wilderness to World Port (Los Angeles, CA: Los Angeles Harbor
Department, 1983), 96.

1 Charles F. Queenan, Port of Los Angeles: From Wilderness to World Port (Los Angeles, CA: Los Angeles Harbor
Department, 1983), 96.

12 United States Senate, Committee on Foreign Relations, Japanese Peace Treaty and Other Treaties Relating to
Security in the Pacific (Washington DC: United States Government Printing Office, 1952). Available:
https://www.cia.gov/library/readingroom/docs/CIA-RDP58-00453R000100300001-1.pdf. Accessed: November 9,
2018.

13 Charles F. Queenan, Port of Los Angeles: From Wilderness to World Port (Los Angeles, CA: Los Angeles Harbor
Department, 1983), 97.

14 Michael D. White, Images of America: The Port of Los Angeles (Charleston, SC: Arcadia Publishing, 2008), 81;
Charles F. Queenan, Port of Los Angeles: From Wilderness to World Port (Los Angeles, CA: Los Angeles Harbor
Department, 1983), 97.

15 Michael D. White, Images of America: The Port of Los Angeles (Charleston, SC: Arcadia Publishing, 2008), 81;
Charles F. Queenan, Port of Los Angeles: From Wilderness to World Port (Los Angeles, CA: Los Angeles Harbor
Department, 1983), 100.

16 Edna Bonacich and Jake B. Wilson, Getting the Goods: Ports, Labor, and the Logistic Revolution (Ithaca, NY, and
London: Cornell University Press, 2008), 51.
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boxes, bags, crates, or raw materials) onto ships after a repetitive process of unloading from a truck or train
and reloading onto the ship at the wharf, then stowing the goods in ships’ holds, all by cranes or by hand.
Occasionally, nets or pallets were used to move a group of packages, but even then the process was
lengthy.'” McLean realized that shipping by container could cut down on time and therefore cost. Modified
trucking trailers were used as containers.® The use of containers, however, did not become the standard
form of shipping overnight because the design of ships and infrastructure of ports supported existing
shipping methods. With containerization, ships required a flatbed on which to stack containers, while ports
required gantry cranes to move containers on and off carrier ships. In addition, ports needed open space on
which to stack containers as well as trucking and train hubs to move containers in and out of a port’s
boundaries. As such, ships required retrofits or entirely new construction, and ports required extensive new
infrastructure to move and accommodate containers—both at the exporting and importing ports of a
shipment.'® Shippers, ship builders, ports, railroads, and trucking companies reached an agreement on the
global standardization of container sizes approximately two decades after the advent of containerization.
The standard measurement for containers today is the twenty-food-equivalent unit (TEU) (the container
was originally 20 feet long).?°

The advent of containerization dominated POLA’s development beginning in the 1960s. A Los Angeles City
Charter amendment, a development plan, and bond measures enacted in the late 1950s and early 1960s
facilitated POLA’s transition from old cargo methods to containerization by allowing for new container-
related improvements.2! Both new and improved berths, such as the Los Angeles Container Terminal
(LACT) in the West Basin, which included a 40-ton crane to load or unload 80 containers per hour,
dramatically changed the POLA landscape.?? In 1960, POLA imported and exported 7,000 containers, while
in 1968, POLA imported and exported 70,000 containers, evidencing the rapid transition to

17 Edna Bonacich and Jake B. Wilson, Getting the Goods: Ports, Labor, and the Logistic Revolution (Ithaca, NY, and
London: Cornell University Press, 2008), 50; Michael D. White, Images of America: The Port of Los Angeles
(Charleston, SC: Arcadia Publishing, 2008), 30, 32, 41, 55-56, 62, 65, and 68.

18 Bjll Sharpsteen, The Docks (Berkeley, Los Angeles, and London: University of California Press, 2011), 36; Edna
Bonacich and Jake B. Wilson, Getting the Goods: Ports, Labor, and the Logistic Revolution (Ithaca, NY, and London:
Cornell University Press, 2008), 51.

1% Edna Bonacich and Jake B. Wilson, Getting the Goods: Ports, Labor, and the Logistic Revolution (Ithaca, NY, and
London: Cornell University Press, 2008), 51.

20 Edna Bonacich and Jake B. Wilson, Getting the Goods: Ports, Labor, and the Logistic Revolution (Ithaca, NY, and
London: Cornell University Press, 2008), 51-52.

21 Charles F. Queenan, Port of Los Angeles: From Wilderness to World Port (Los Angeles, CA: Los Angeles Harbor
Department, 1983), 101-105; “Good Gains for Los Angeles Harbor: Shipping Facilities Expanded,” Independent
(January 5 1960), 42.

22 Charles F. Queenan, Port of Los Angeles: From Wilderness to World Port (Los Angeles, CA: Los Angeles Harbor
Department, 1983), 109.
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containerization worldwide.?® Gantry cranes; new terminal construction, such as the LACT; and other
changes to POLA’s design and infrastructure facilitated the ten-fold increase in containers traveling
through POLA between 1960 and 1968.

In addition to container-related improvements, the LAHD expanded other services at the Port. In 1963, the
LAHD established a new passenger-cargo terminal at Berths 90-93, the Vincent Thomas Bridge opened,
and Ports O’ Call Village was developed, a 24-acre commercial tourist complex.?* The LAHD constructed
the passenger-cargo terminal at Berths 90-93, which was designed by Kistner, Wright, & Wright (architects
and engineers), Edward S. Fickett (architect), and S.B. Barnes & Associates (structural engineers) for the
American President Lines.? The Vincent Thomas Bridge allowed direct automobile access to Terminal
Island; previously, the Islander, or the Terminal Island ferryboat, transported passengers between San
Pedro and Terminal Island (its last voyage was the day before the bridge opened).?® The LAHD redeveloped
wharves that had previously been used by the fishing industry for construction of the New

England/Polynesian—-themed Ports O’ Call.?”

The LAHD sought to expand POLA’s containerization capabilities in the 1970s. As containerization became
increasingly widespread, the LAHD realized that the 35-foot depth of the harbor was not enough for the
new containerized vessels; the design of container carriers necessitated deeper waters to accommodate
their size.?® Progress to deepen the Port’s waterways to a 45-foot depth through dredging continued
throughout the decade, until final approval by the Coastal Commission in 1980.%° Yet, the Port’s facilities
underwent numerous other improvements to support container shipping. The LAHD increasingly
cultivated relationships with Pacific Rim countries and welcomed Evergreen, a Taiwan-based shipping

2 Charles F. Queenan, Port of Los Angeles: From Wilderness to World Port (Los Angeles, CA: Los Angeles Harbor
Department, 1983), 105, 109.

24 Charles F. Queenan, Port of Los Angeles: From Wilderness to World Port (Los Angeles, CA: Los Angeles Harbor
Department, 1983), 106—111; “Terminal Island Toll Bridge to Be Built,” Redlands Daily Facts (January 4, 1960), 1;
Lou Jobst, “Target Date 1968 for New Harbor Span,” Long Beach Independent (May 18, 1965), 9; “Good Gains for
Los Angeles Harbor: Shipping Facilities Expanded,” Independent (January 5 1960), 42.

25 “S4.3 Million Port Job: Terminal Contract Goes to L.A. Firm,” Long Beach Independent (February 8, 1961), 11.
26 Sam Gnerre, “The Vincent Thomas Bridge,” The Daily Breeze (October 21, 2009). Available:
http://blogs.dailybreeze.com/history/2009/10/21/the-vincent-thomas-bridge/. Accessed: December 19, 2018.
27 D.). Waldie, “San Pedro’s Ports O’ Call: The Theme Ends, Then What?,” KCET (May 16, 2014). Available:
https://www.kcet.org/socal-focus/san-pedros-ports-ocall-the-theme-ends-then-what. Accessed: December 19,
2018.

28 Charles F. Queenan, Port of Los Angeles: From Wilderness to World Port (Los Angeles, CA: Los Angeles Harbor
Department, 1983), 113.

2 Charles F. Queenan, Port of Los Angeles: From Wilderness to World Port (Los Angeles, CA: Los Angeles Harbor
Department, 1983), 113-119.
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company, to a new 20-acre container terminal at Berths 233-235 in the mid-1970s.%° In addition to the
aforementioned 20-acre container site, the LAHD facilitated construction of a 50-acre container terminal
for Matson on Terminal Island; a 20-acre automobile import and export facility, including a temporary
storage area for vehicles and a processing/administrative center, in the West Basin; expansion of the LACT
in the West Basin; and expansion of Terminal Island to support future and ongoing containerization-
related terminals and infrastructure at POLA.3! Wares imported and exported through POLA generated
approximately $500 million for Southern California during the early 1970s.3? During POLA’s 1976-1977
fiscal year, the Port had a net income of $14.1 million, while the following fiscal year, it nearly doubled to

$25.7 million and became the “leading port in the United States in net income.” 3

Large-scale infrastructure projects dominated POLA during the 1980s. Launched on March 16, 1981,
dredging operations at POLA took 30 months to complete, giving the harbor a depth of 45 feet. Once
completed, the Port accepted all container ships, including the approximately 35 percent that had
previously been unable to navigate the harbor because of its shallowness.?* Dredging supported
Terminal Island infill; 14 million cubic yards of material removed from the harbor floor created 190 acres
of useable land on Terminal Island.® Promptly, the LAHD constructed a large loading terminal for coal
on those 190 newly created acres (an effort to entice Pacific Rim shippers that relied on coal as a result
of oil shortages abroad). To expedite the movement of containers in and out of POLA, the LAHD also
facilitated construction of a 114-acre Intermodal Container Transfer Facility—where railroad, trucking,
and shipping meet—2.5 miles north of POLA.3® Through dredging and infrastructure projects in the mid-
1980s, the combined Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach became the leading port hub in the United

30 Charles F. Queenan, Port of Los Angeles: From Wilderness to World Port (Los Angeles, CA: Los Angeles Harbor
Department, 1983), 114-115; Edna Bonacich and Jake B. Wilson, Getting the Goods: Ports, Labor, and the Logistic
Revolution (Ithaca, NY, and London: Cornell University Press, 2008), 59—60.

31 Charles F. Queenan, Port of Los Angeles: From Wilderness to World Port (Los Angeles, CA: Los Angeles Harbor
Department, 1983), 113-115; Jack Baldwin, “Matson Dedicates Container Terminal on Terminal Island,”
Independent Press-Telegram (March 13, 1971), 50.

32 Charles F. Queenan, Port of Los Angeles: From Wilderness to World Port (Los Angeles, CA: Los Angeles Harbor
Department, 1983), 114.

33 Charles F. Queenan, Port of Los Angeles: From Wilderness to World Port (Los Angeles, CA: Los Angeles Harbor
Department, 1983), 118.

34 Charles F. Queenan, Port of Los Angeles: From Wilderness to World Port (Los Angeles, CA: Los Angeles Harbor
Department, 1983), 123.

35 Charles F. Queenan, Port of Los Angeles: From Wilderness to World Port (Los Angeles, CA: Los Angeles Harbor
Department, 1983), 123.

36 Charles F. Queenan, Port of Los Angeles: From Wilderness to World Port (Los Angeles, CA: Los Angeles Harbor
Department, 1983), 121-122, 126.
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States in 1986, importing and exporting 14 percent more TEUs than the New York and New Jersey port
hub.?’

Decline of Star-Kist (1980-1984)

Star-Kist, like other companies in the tuna canning industry, sought to reconcile instability issues and
other difficulties in the early 1980s but ultimately laid off workers. In September 1980, the cannery
workers at Star-Kist and Pan Pacific Fisheries, both on Terminal Island, obtained a wage increase,
raising workers’ incomes and benefits by approximately 15 percent over three years.* The pay
increase was seen as a “major victory” for Terminal Island cannery workers.3® However, less than two
years after this victory, Star-Kist, which was under pressure from foreign canned tuna production and
imports, discharged 2,600 workers because of “economic uncertainties in the tuna industry.”*° Star-
Kist soon rehired the workers after an agreement was reached to delay that year’s wage increase
until the following year.*! Plagued by decline since the 1970s, tuna workers lost approximately 1
million work hours in 1982 compared with 1981.%2 Layoffs at Star-Kist also occurred in April and
November 1983.% In April, Star-Kist reduced its night staff by 350; in November, Star-Kist
discontinued its night shift entirely. It also reduced its day staff.** At that time, Star-Kist laid off 600
employees, including 340 fish cleaners.* Star-Kist was not the only U.S. cannery to lay off workers in
the early 1980s. Star-Kist is but one example of instability in the canned tuna industry in the United
States. Pan Pacific Fisheries of San Pedro, Bumble Bee of San Diego, and Van Camp Seafood of San
Diego laid off approximately 1,800 workers between 1982 and 1983.4

37 Edna Bonacich and Jake B. Wilson, Getting the Goods: Ports, Labor, and the Logistic Revolution (Ithaca, NY, and
London: Cornell University Press, 2008), 58,

38 “The Southland,” Los Angeles Times (September 26, 1980), 2.

39 “New Contract,” Los Angeles Times (September 28, 1980), 577.

40 William Overend, “Back on the Job,” Los Angeles Times (December 26, 1982), 110.

41 Wwilliam Overend, “Back on the Job,” Los Angeles Times (December 26, 1982), 110.

42 William Overend, “Back on the Job,” Los Angeles Times (December 26, 1982), 110.

3 Tim Waters “Star-Kist Lays off 600: Tuna Imports Take Toll on U.S. Canneries,” Los Angeles Times (November 20,
1983), 618.

4 Tim Waters, “Star-Kist Now Says 600 Were Laid Off,” Los Angeles Times (November 15, 1983), 54; Tim Waters
“Star-Kist Lays off 600: Tuna Imports Take Toll on U.S. Canneries,” Los Angeles Times (November 20, 1983), 618.

4 Tim Waters, “Star-Kist Now Says 600 Were Laid Off,” Los Angeles Times (November 15, 1983), 54.

46 Tim Waters “Star-Kist Lays off 600: Tuna Imports Take Toll on U.S. Canneries,” Los Angeles Times (November 20,
1983), 618.
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Two cannery labor groups picketed in front of Star-Kist Plant No. 4 on Terminal Island in the 1980s, the
Fisherman’s Cooperative Association in 1981 and Star-Kist cannery workers in 1984.% The Fisherman’s
Cooperative Association strike resulted from changes in the way Star-Kist solicited tuna fishermen.
Instead of determining a tonnage-per-day allotment, which was then distributed to all available ships in
the cooperative, Star-Kist sought contracts with individual fishermen, resulting in fewer catches for
fewer fishermen per day.* Picketing by Star-Kist employees in 1984 protested Star-Kist’s job cuts.*

Star-Kist considered consolidating its administrative personnel headquarters in the early 1980s.
Previously, administrative personnel held offices at multiple locations in San Pedro, including Plant
No. 4 on Terminal Island and the Pacific Trade Center in San Pedro.>® In 1983, Star-Kist decided to
expand its 75,000 square feet of office space at Plant No. 4 by approximately 35,000 square feet to
accommodate its administrative personnel.>! It appears that Plant No. 4’s 1980 second-story addition
along Ways Street, which included office space and a staff breakroom, foreshadowed its 1983
announcement. However, Star-Kist scraped the Terminal Island expansion in 1984 and announced
the consolidation of administrative offices at Crocker Plaza in Long Beach.>? Star-Kist cited Terminal
Island traffic and immediate need as determining factors in the relocation of office staff.>
Approximately 400 employees were affected by the move, although approximately 100 remained at
Plant No. 4.>*

Uncertainties in tuna fishing, instability in the canning industry, and competition from foreign companies
forced Star-Kist and other major U.S. canneries to seek a tariff increase on foreign canned tuna, from 6
percent to 35 percent, to remain competitive in the market in the 1980s.°° In contrast, foreign canned

47 Jerry Ruhlow, “Conflict Over Awarding Contracts: Fishermen’s Groups Claims Cannery Plot,” Los Angeles Times
(November 1, 1981), 28; Julio Moran and Tim Waters, “300 Marchers Protest Tuna Cannery Layoffs,” Los Angeles
Times (July 12, 1984), A3.

48 Jerry Ruhlow, “Conflict Over Awarding Contracts: Fishermen’s Groups Claims Cannery Plot,” Los Angeles Times
(November 1, 1981), 28.

 Julio Moran and Tim Waters, “300 Marchers Protest Tuna Cannery Layoffs,” Los Angeles Times (July 12, 1984),
A3.

%0 Mark Gladstone, “Star-Kist Foods Decides Against Move to Long Beach,” Los Angeles Times (June 19, 1983), 526;
Tim Waters, “Star-Kist to Move Offices to L.B.: Corporate Headquarters to Be Relocated Across Bay,” Los Angeles
Times (July 8, 1984), 603.

51 Mark Gladstone, “Star-Kist Foods Decides Against Move to Long Beach,” Los Angeles Times (June 19, 1983), 526.
52 Tim Waters, “Star-Kist to Move Offices to L.B.: Corporate Headquarters to Be Relocated Across Bay,” Los Angeles
Times (July 8, 1984), 603; “Terminal Island,” Los Angeles Times (December 6, 1984), 248.

53 Tim Waters, “Star-Kist to Move Offices to L.B.: Corporate Headquarters to Be Relocated Across Bay,” Los Angeles
Times (July 8, 1984), 603.

54 “Terminal Island,” Los Angeles Times (December 6, 1984), 248.

55 “New Contract,” Los Angeles Times (September 28, 1980), 577; Robert A. Rosenblatt, “Higher Tuna Tariffs Urged
to Protect Jobs,” Los Angeles Times (June 6, 1984), A1, 4.
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tuna companies in Malaysia, Morocco, Mexico, and Ghana applied for tariff reductions on imports to the
United States during that same time.>® Foreign cannery goods sold in the U.S. were considerably
cheaper than local products, necessitating Star-Kist’s plea for government assistance in the form of
tariffs. For example, Star-Kist’s product sold wholesale for approximately $40.60 per case under the
Star-Kist brand and $29.25 per case under a supermarket label; imported tuna from Thailand and the
Philippines sold wholesale for approximately $22 per case.®” Foreign competition exported 51.7 million
pounds of tuna to the U.S. in 1978; the number rose to 87.5 million pounds in 1982.%8

Star-Kist, along with other tuna canneries, appealed to the U.S. International Trade Commission
(USITC) for a tariff increase on imported tuna. Star-Kist stated that without a higher tariff on imports,
the company would close its Terminal Island facility on October 1, 1984.%° Although it was no longer
cost effective for Star-Kist to operate its Terminal Island facility, after being embroiled in the imported
tuna tariff issue for several years, the USITC decided not to support or recommend import limitations
or increase tariffs on canned tuna. The USITC concluded that imported tuna was “not the main source

of injury to an industry saddled with debts and declining markets.”®

A final plea to Congress was also unsuccessful; Congress did not take measures to impose a tariff on
imported tuna. Star-Kist’s tuna processing division closed on October 1, 1985.%! Star-Kist laid off 1,150
cannery workers but retained its pet food, research and development, and can production operations
on Terminal Island.®?

6 “New Contract,” Los Angeles Times (September 28, 1980), 577; Robert A. Rosenblatt, “Higher Tuna Tariffs Urged
to Protect Jobs,” Los Angeles Times (June 6, 1984), Al, 4.

57 Tim Waters “Star-Kist Lays off 600: Tuna Imports Take Toll on U.S. Canneries,” Los Angeles Times (November 20,
1983), 618.

58 Tim Waters “Star-Kist Lays off 600: Tuna Imports Take Toll on U.S. Canneries,” Los Angeles Times (November 20,
1983), 618.

9 Oswald Johnston and Cyndi Mitchell, “Commission Blocks Hike in Tariffs on Canned Tuna,” Los Angeles Times
(July 26, 1984), 32.

80 Oswald Johnston and Cyndi Mitchell, “Commission Blocks Hike in Tariffs on Canned Tuna,” Los Angeles Times
(July 26, 1984), 32.

61 Tim Waters, “Star-Kist to Close Cannery; Blames Imports,” Los Angeles Times (July 28, 1984), 33; Tim Waters and
Julio Moran, “Workers Left High and Dry by Tuna Cannery Shutdown,” Los Angeles Times (October 19, 1984), 19.
52 Jones and Stokes, Final Architectural Survey and Evaluation of the Star-Kist Plant, Terminal Island, Port of Los
Angeles, Los Angeles, California, prepared for the Los Angeles Harbor Department (January 2008), 17; Tim Walters,
“Star-Kist to Move Offices to L.B.: Corporate Headquarters to Be Relocated Across Bay,” Los Angeles Times (July 8,
1984), 603; Tim Waters and Julio Moran, “Workers Left High and Dry by Tuna Cannery Shutdown,” Los Angeles
Times (October 19, 1984), 19.
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Light Industrial Development

The “light industrial” or “light manufacturing” property type is a version of industrial architecture that
focuses on the production process for smaller-scale items, which are often consumer and business
oriented, or “manufacturing activity that uses moderate amounts of partially processed materials to
produce items of relatively high value per unit weight.”® The term “light industrial” gained popularity
during the postwar era as city planners increasingly zoned for this property type. Postwar light industrial
architecture throughout the United States shares a consistent set of pragmatic needs and corresponding
design features.

Light industrial architecture in the postwar era required speed during construction and flexibility within the
space. A good and efficient industrial design included an enclosure that was free from obstructions,
adequate daylight, low maintenance, provisions for heavy machinery, flexibility of use, ease of future
expansion, and specialized production.®* In order for a building to be erected quickly, American light
industrial architecture was often designed in a uniform manner, with a redundant, repeating kit of mass-
produced and easily fabricated, easily erected parts and components. Elements of this process were
refined after the onset of World War I, which demanded large new factories to be quickly constructed to
build weapons for the effort.®

The design for North American light industrial architecture needed to facilitate production in the quickest
and most direct manner possible. As such, many light industrial complexes of the postwar era contained a
single story with a large, rectangular plan. For proximity’s sake, many of the processes occurred under one
roof; this concept was developed from the earlier “consolidated works.”%® The single-story spatial
arrangement is optimal because the most evolved materials-handling and transport technologies are
horizontal rather than vertically acclimated, as evidenced in the Star-Kist Plant No. 4 plan. A square plan,
with vast and open square bays, offered the most flexibility for potential alterations related to changing
machines, layouts, and even building uses over time. To keep the floor space open, locker rooms,
restrooms, and other secondary amenities were often located in lofts, roof trusses, or penthouse or on a
mezzanine level, typically located along the west side of Star-Kist Plant No. 4.5’ The mezzanine is a

63 Ajay Kumar Ghosh, Dictionary of Geology (New Delhi: Isha Books. 2005), 170.

64 James F. Munce, Industrial Architecture: An Analysis of International Building Practice (New York, NY: F.W. Dodge
Corporation, 1960), 88.

85 Kenneth Reid, Industrial Buildings: The Architectural Record of a Decade (New York, NY: F.W. Dodge Corporation,
1951), 46-48.

56 Betsy Hunter Bradley, The Works: The Industrial Architecture of the United States (New York, NY: Oxford
University Press, 1999), 74—76.

57 James F. Munce, Industrial Architecture: An Analysis of International Building Practice (New York, NY: F.W. Dodge
Corporation, 1960), 39; Betsy Hunter Bradley, The Works: The Industrial Architecture of the United States (New
York, NY: Oxford University Press, 1999), 29.
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common feature of industrial and light industrial architecture—not only for the above-mentioned spatial
and adaptability concerns but also for supervising workers or for public viewing of the production process
while removed from the workers themselves. Along with the mezzanine, platforms and elevated walkways
were other common features.

After World War Il, a new corporate emphasis on teamwork and organizational psychology led to
amenities such as cafeterias, athletic facilities, and lounges for workers as well as a trend away from the
earlier separation of administrative offices from factory production spaces. As Rappaport explains, “head
offices” increasingly “became a part of the main building structure so that the entire factory was under
one roof for easy communication between research teams and production-line workers.”% Although large
portions of such facilities were formed of utilitarian buildings or wings, office elements often incorporated
Late Moderne or vernacular Modern architectural design features.

Typically, in postwar light industrial construction, reception and office areas were located just off the main
entrance and separated from the production area. The main entrance is often articulated and emphasized
in a manner that the factory portion itself is not, as expressed in the design of Star-Kist Plant No. 4. Such
emphasis at the main entrance, along with similarly articulated reception and office areas, was designed to
impress potential clients and visitors. In addition, the main entrance and lobby design proposed a morale
booster for workers who would need to enter while en route to the production area. Companies expected
that this feature might keep the workers tidy because, at any moment, they could be sharing the space
with visitors. At Star-Kist Plant No. 4, the entrance faced Fish Harbor, which provided access to the
property for workers, visitors, and fishermen alike.®

Lighting and ventilation mechanisms varied, with prewar and early postwar buildings relying on passive
systems; later postwar manufacturing plants or warehouses incorporated electric systems. Many light
industrial buildings have rhythmically spaced, periodic window bays. In many of the smaller-scale
postwar variants, these windows were commonly multi-light metal-frame units with an operable awning
or hopper window set within it to allow for ventilation. Often such natural lighting at exterior walls
alone would not be enough to disperse across the span of a large floor so top lighting would be used. In
instances where top lighting is natural, industrial buildings would commonly incorporate a “sawtooth”
roof. The long, repeating angled banks of windows contain north-facing glazing so as to allow light into
the space but not the penetrating sun that would occur with south-facing glazing. Sawtooth roofs are
typically supported by columns at their valleys but may also be supported by any variety of truss

58 Louise A. Mozingo, Pastoral Capitalism: A History of Suburban Corporate Landscapes (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press,
2011), 31, 38-41; Nina Rappaport, “Factory,” Encyclopedia of Twentieth-Century Architecture, Volume 1, A-F, R.
Stephen Sennott (ed.) (New York, NY: Fitzroy Dearborn, 2004), 434.

%9 James F. Munce, Industrial Architecture: An Analysis of International Building Practice (New York, NY: F.W. Dodge
Corporation, 1960), 39.
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systems that alleviate the need for columns.”® After 1952, only 15 percent of American factories and
manufacturing buildings of any type had natural top lighting, and artificial lighting became increasingly
desirable.” High demand for steel encouraged reinforced concrete construction during the 1950s.”2 The
design of industrial production buildings also took an abrupt turn away from maximization of natural
lighting and ventilation during World War Il as well as later in the postwar period. As Bradley explains,
“the new model was based on the utilization of artificial lighting, air-conditioning, and forced air

circulation to optimize working conditions in structures with few openings.””?

The idea of “process engineering” also played a role in the construction, design, and uses of light
industrial architecture. Within its vast spaces, a flow of materials, employees, and order of production
called “process engineering” were among the pre-planned elements of an industrial building, and mid-
century factory design dictated that machines, rather than human handling, should be used whenever
possible to transform raw materials into a finished product. Many factories and light industrial buildings
are parsed into three parts: process line, production area, and ancillary storage areas. In early factories
and light industrial buildings, the conveyor would connect the three separate portions in the most
efficient manner possible. Rollers, forklifts, and, for larger-scale buildings, gantries and other cranes
were also used to transport materials efficiently.”® Efficient movement of materials was also important
to the selection of the building’s location. The earliest industrial architecture was located near
waterways, and with the advent of the locomotive, the property type would be constructed near
railways and then, later, vehicular roads. This contextual relationship has remained consistent to the
present day. At Star-Kist Plant No. 4, to expedite the industrial process, fishermen delivered tuna at the
building’s south docks. The production process progressed through the building, northward, until
canned tuna was loaded onto trucks at the building’s northernmost end. Dependent on the sea, Star-Kist
Plant No. 4’s location at Fish Harbor was vital, but roadways to the property also provided for the
distribution of goods. Although railroad spur lines previously accessed Fish Harbor buildings, including
the former French Sardine Company’s facility, one does not appear to have been aligned for the
purposes of Star-Kist production or distribution. In the postwar era, trucking became a major industry.

70 Betsy Hunter Bradley, The Works: The Industrial Architecture of the United States (New York, NY: Oxford
University Press, 1999), 192.

71 Kenneth Reid, Industrial Buildings: The Architectural Record of a Decade (New York, NY: F.W. Dodge Corporation,
1951), 28-29; James F. Munce, Industrial Architecture: An Analysis of International Building Practice (New York, NY:
F.W. Dodge Corporation, 1960), 50.

72 Nina Rappaport, “Factory,” Encyclopedia of Twentieth-Century Architecture, Volume 1, A-F, R. Stephen Sennott
(ed.) (New York, NY: Fitzroy Dearborn, 2004), 434.

73 Betsy Hunter Bradley, The Works: The Industrial Architecture of the United States (New York, NY: Oxford
University Press, 1999), 4.

74 James F. Munce, Industrial Architecture: An Analysis of International Building Practice (New York, NY: F.W. Dodge
Corporation, 1960), 55.

DPR 523L (Rev. 1/1995)(Word 9/2013)




State of California © Natural Resources Agency Primary#
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION HRI #
Trinomial

CONTINUATION SHEET

Page _23 of _55 *Resource Name or # Star-Kist Plant No. 4
*Recorded by: Margaret Roderick *Date  12/21/2018 Update

Under NRHP/CRHR Criterion A/1, an eligible example of light industrial architecture would need to
demonstrate the character-defining features of its process engineering, which are a combination of
original, unaltered interior volumes, typically one to one and a half stories in height, coupled with
original equipment and its layout within interior spaces. Such a building under Criterion A/1 could be
eligible for the development of a significant industrial process, or product, provided the above-
mentioned integrity is retained. However, with a priority on efficiency and profit, light industrial
processes and products are constantly refined to maximize return on investment. Consequently, light
industrial properties are frequently altered to accommodate new product manufacturing processes or
updated technologies. Full or partial demolition is commonplace, resulting in industrial areas
characterized by buildings with widely varying dates of construction and reflecting quite different
industries and contexts. This trend is represented in Star-Kist Plant No. 4’s extant design. Each elevation
has undergone additions and alterations, including the construction of covered patios, which were later
enclosed; new warehouse structures; steam and canning-related infrastructure; and additional office
and employee space.

It is rare for a light industrial building as a property type to be NRHP/CRHR eligible under Criterion C/3,
distinct from its architectural style, such as Late Moderne or International Style Modern, among others.
For such a property to be eligible as a light industrial property type, the building would need to have a
high degree of historic integrity, which is rare. Necessary features may include a combination of intact
factory and reception portions, architectural details, and landscaping, in additional to intact interior
spaces and a majority of original, intact process engineering components. If a high degree of exterior
integrity alone is retained, a light industrial building may be NRHP or CRHR eligible under Criterion C/3 if
it is an rare example of the property type and therefore distinctive to a given locale or vicinity. A light
industrial building may also be historically significant under NRHP or CRHR Criterion C/3 if its design is
directly associated with a historically significant construction or process engineering development,
including early, if not verified first, examples of a historically significant construction or process
engineering development.

Moderne Architecture (1925-1959)

Moderne architecture is a broad category that includes various modernistic and modern subtypes that
evolved alongside and largely contrasted the sleeker and more austere modernism of the International
Style and proved popular between the 1920s and 1950s. It is represented in Star-Kist Plant No. 4.7®> Most
popular prior to World War Il, Moderne was eventually surpassed by the growing influence of the

75Arie van de Lemme, A Guide to Art Deco Style (New Jersey: Chartwell Books, Inc., 1986), 8.
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International style. The Moderne substyles evolved from Art Deco in the 1920s to Streamline Moderne
in the 1930s and 1940s to Late Moderne’s beginnings in the late 1930s through the 1950s.7°

Art Deco derives its name from Paris’s 1925 Exposition des Arts Decoratif.”’ The style took shape as a
means of enlivening simplified Classical forms with dynamic shapes, surfaces, and angles that expressed
the energy and movement of the Jazz Age.”® Art Deco, or “Zig-Zag,” buildings had vertical emphasis and
made use of bold, repetitive geometric forms and decorative motifs. Rather than presenting a flat plane,
facades often step backward and forward to create visual rhythm and feature vertical projections above
roof lines. The Streamline Moderne substyle, distinguished by its horizontal emphasis and an aesthetic
that suggested movement, evoked associations with aerodynamically designed transportation
technologies, such as automobiles, trains, airplanes, and ships.”® Curved elements and teardrop forms
are common to the style, but Streamline Moderne buildings always feature horizontal bands or ribbons
of steel-framed windows; some even include glass block or nautical portal windows to emphasize the
style’s association with aerodynamics and transportation. Although limited curvature survived in some
Late Moderne buildings, the style put greater emphasis on angularity, the use of stack-bond brick, and
bezels surround windows—a leading feature distinguishing this substyle.® Landscape features, such as
built-in planters, are also common in Late Moderne buildings.

Star-Kist Plant No. 4’s front office portion along Ways Street conforms to the Late Moderne substyle.
Originally a single story, the building featured an entrance pylon flanked by a wing on either side. The
pylon rose several feet above the adjacent roofline and was capped by a fluted cornice line. Each wing
featured stack-bond brick and smooth concrete. A brick sill and concrete bezel surround ribbon
windows. With the second-floor addition in 1980, the Late Moderne style of the building was replicated;
smooth stucco clads each wing wall, which is punctuated by a ribbon window configuration composed
of alternating windows and stack-bond brick panels surrounded by a bezel. Yet, this addition falls
outside the period of significance for the architectural style and alters key features of Plant No. 4’s
architectural style. For example, the second story now rises above the original entrance pylon, a key
element of Late Moderne architecture.

76 Stephen Sennott (ed.), “Art Deco,” Encyclopedia of Twentieth Century Architecture (Taylor and Frances, 2004),
69.

77 Arie van de Lemme, A Guide to Art Deco Style (New Jersey: Chartwell Books Inc., 1986), 8—11.

78Arie van de Lemme, A Guide to Art Deco Style (New Jersey: Chartwell Books Inc., 1986), 16-23.

7° David Gebhard and Harriette von Breton, L.A. in the Thirties, 1930-1941 (Peregrine Smith, Inc., 1975), 4; Stephen
Sennott (ed.), “Art Deco,” Encyclopedia of Twentieth Century Architecture (Taylor and Frances, 2004), 69.

80 Christopher A. Joseph & Associates, City of Riverside Modernism Context Statement (Historic Resources Division
of the City of Riverside, 2009), 13.
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Excellent examples of the style in Los Angeles include St. Vincent College of Nursing at 262 South Lake
Street and Fire Station No. 53 at 438 North Mesa Street. Additional excellent examples in the greater Los
Angeles metropolitan area include Solar Manufacturing at 4553 Seville Avenue in Vernon, Shrimpton
Manufacturing and Supply Company at 2700 South Eastern Avenue in Vernon, and Western Waxed
Paper Company at 2620 Commerce Way in Commerce. For example, Fire Station No. 53 in San Pedro
features an asymmetrical but balanced primary elevation, with a brick firehouse garage pylon, bezels
around doors and windows, and built-in brick planters, all organized in a thoughtful and artistic manner.

Under NRHP/CRHR Criterion C/3, an eligible example of Late Moderne architecture would need to
embody the distinctive features of its style, possess high artistic values, or represent the work of a
master architect. Distinctive features of the style would include artistic handling of volumes and
massing; variegated facades; geometric forms; an emphasized entrance, commonly through the
construction of a pylon rising well above the roofline; a ribbon of steel windows surrounded by a bezel;
and multiple cladding materials, such as the use of stack-bond brick and rock. In addition, built-in
planters, or other forms of landscaping, play a vital role in Late Moderne designs. Rote repetition of
shapes, forms, and materials in a Late Moderne design does not elevate it to NRHP or CRHR eligibility;
instead, a Late Moderne building would represent an artistic and thoughtful approach to design, often
evident in the work of a master architect.

Evaluation

Plant No. 4 was previously determined eligible for the NRHP or the CRHR and as an HCM under all
criteria but has been revaluated and determined ineligible for the NRHP or the CRHR or as an HCM.

This evaluation determined that although Plant No. 4 may have been important under NRHP/CRHR
Criterion A/1 and as an HCM for its association with events or a pattern of events significant to our
history, it lacks sufficient integrity to convey that significance. Since its completion in 1952, Plant No. 4
has undergone significant alterations, many of which have occurred within the past 45 years. Although
Star-Kist’s tuna canning operations remained active at the Plant until 1985, business had been in decline
for some time. Today, the Plant is clearly the product of light industry, but it lacks the ability to convey
its significant associations with either Star-Kist or the tuna industry. A detailed account of integrity
precedes the Plant’s NRHP, CRHR, and HCM evaluation.

Integrity

The seven aspects of integrity determine whether or not a property has the ability to convey its
significance: location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association. As detailed
below, Figures 2 and 3, below, provide visual evidence for the numerous additions to the Plant since
1952.
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Figure 4: Birds-eye view of Star-Kist Plant No. 4 in 1952, camera facing northeast. Los Angeles Times
(November 9, 1952), 147.

i b/

Figure: 5: Birds-eye view of Star-Kist Plant No. 4 in 2018, with green overlay denoting extant portions
of the 1952 building and red noting additions since 1952, camera facing northeast. Google and ICF,
2018.
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Location:

Plant No. 4 retains its original location on Terminal Island, bounded by Ways Street and the harbor to
the west, Bass Street to the north, Barracuda Street to the east (formerly also the harbor), and the
harbor to the south. Therefore, Plant No. 4 retains its integrity of location.

Design:

Plant No. 4’s many additions and alterations completed after its 1952 construction affect its integrity of
design. Plant No. 4 remains industrial in nature, with large, open warehouse spaces facilitating light
manufacturing. However, the plan, form, massing, and spatial relationships have been altered. Star-Kist
constructed additions along all elevations of the Plant, altering its plan and massing. In addition, massing
and the spatial relationships of the entrance no longer retain their 1952 appearance. Originally, an
entrance pylon rose well above two flanking one-story wings, but a second-story addition in 1980 raised
the wings’ height above that of the entrance pylon, destroying the primary (west) elevation’s Late
Moderne design. Other alterations also affect the Plant’s design. For example, a loading door at the
north corner of the primary elevation has been infilled. Small alterations accompanied by additions
severely affect the building’s integrity of design.

Setting:

Located at the Port of Los Angeles, Plant No. 4’s setting remains that of Terminal Island and Fish Harbor.
However, the Port has changed drastically since 1952. Containerization affected Port operations and
infrastructure. Originally located on a peninsula that was connected to Terminal Island to the north,
Star-Kist acquired an additional land mass to the east of Plant No. 4 circa 1970. After 1980,
approximately 7,400,000 square feet of land was added to the east of Star-Kist, an area that now serves
as a massive shipping container facility—a concept that was unheard of in 1952. The LAHD added
additional infill in front of Start-Kist for the construction of a surface parking lot after 1963. Although
trucks serviced Plant No. 4’s distribution of canned tuna, the Plant’s design lacked employee parking in
1952. Prior to the construction of the Vincent Thomas Bridge, Star-Kist employees traveled to work on
the Islander, a ferry. After the bridge’s construction and the ferry’s decommissioning, employees
required parking for their automobiles at Plant No. 4. The triangular parking lot further alters Plant No.
4’s setting through both additional land mass and the introduction of employee automobile activity in
the immediate vicinity. Furthermore, the decline of fishing and the tuna industry in San Pedro has also
altered the immediate setting. Fish Harbor once housed multiple fish-related industries, including
sardine and tuna canning. Once amply built up, today, many parcels are vacant, and others contain infill.
All railroad spurs have been removed, and fish canning companies no longer operate here. Because of
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these changes to Terminal Island and its Fish Harbor, Plant No. 4’s integrity of setting has been
somewhat compromised.

Materials:

Although Plant No. 4 has undergone many alterations, the Plant remains extant and has not experienced
wholesale removal of materials. Some materials have been lost through re-roofing or through changes
in the tuna canning process, but overall, the building’s concrete construction, stack-bond brick cladding
along its primary elevation, and original windows remain intact. However, the introduction of newer
construction materials obscure original materials. For example, new volumes appended to the
warehouse elevation at both the primary and rear elevations cover original concrete construction and
windows. Plant No. 4’s integrity of materials has been minimally compromised.

Workmanship:

Plant No. 4’s materials appear to have been factory and machine made. Tilt-up concrete slabs were used
for the building’s construction, brick veneer clads the primary elevation, and rolled-steel casement
windows provide interior lighting for both the primary elevation’s office as well as the warehouse
spaces. Several warehouse windows have been infilled as the building incurred additions. New
construction, often in the form of metal warehouse-type units, moderately obscure original construction
elements and workmanship. Plant No. 4’s integrity of workmanship has been minimally compromised.

Feeling:

Late Moderne and warehouse elements of Plant No. 4 provide some expression of aesthetic and historic
elements from 1952. Late Moderne architecture, popular in the post—-World War Il era, identifies the
plant through its stack-bond brick cladding and rolled-steel windows, which are arranged into a ribbon
and surrounded by a bezel. Likewise, portions of the original tilt-up concrete warehouse with large
rolled-steel windows punctuating the clerestory-level area of the walls evidence a post-World War |l
light industrial type of building. However, these features are obscured by many additions that utilize
metal warehouse-type buildings, which are incongruous with the 1952 construction of the Plant. Rather,
these metal warehouse-type buildings represent circa 1970 to present-day construction methods.
Although windows and natural light continued to play a role in early post—-World War Il industrial
construction, industrial construction soon came to rely on electricity and heating, ventilation, and air-
conditioning systems. The new additions typically lack fenestration. As such, Plant No. 4’s integrity of
feeling has been moderately compromised.

Association:
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Although Plant No. 4 appears to be a large light industrial complex with an attached office, the plant
conveys neither its association with Star-Kist nor the tuna canning industry. Star-Kist signage, once
located above the primary entrance and along the warehouse’s primary elevation, is no longer extant.
The interior no longer contains machinery for the tuna canning process. One altered tuna import dock
remains extant but does not evidence functional tuna use. Rather, the tuna import dock appears as
though it could import any number of materials or goods from ships into the building. The Plant lacks
physical features to convey integrity of association.

National Register of Historic Places and California Register of Historical Resources

NRHP/CRHR Criterion A/1: Association with events that have made a significant contribution to the
broad patterns of our history

As stated above, this evaluation determined that although Plant No. 4 appears to be eligible under
NRHP/CRHR Criterion A/1 or as an HCM for its association with events or pattern of events significant to
our history, the Plant is unable to convey that significance due to a lack of sufficient integrity.

Star-Kist, founded in 1917 as the French Sardine Company, established a major presence at Terminal
Island’s Fish Harbor and as a major supplier of canned tuna worldwide. Plant No. 4 facilitated the
company’s extensive growth, ensuring it would become the world’s largest tuna company. Fishing was a
major industry in Southern California, and Terminal Island was no exception. Indeed, POLA created Fish
Harbor, beginning in 1915, to unite the fishing industries and separate them from shipping.®! The
founder of Star-Kist, Martin Bogdanovich, is credited with enabling the canned tuna industry through
the advent of refrigeration onboard vessels.®? Thereafter, tuna could be caught and kept fresh in
guantities suitable for canning. Fish Harbor boomed. In its heyday, approximately 2,000 fishermen
served 18 canneries.®® Terminal Island, noted as “the greatest fishing port in the world,” led in canned
tuna production by 1946.2* For example, in 1954, approximately 65 percent of canned tuna consumed in

81 Hadley Meares, “San Pedro: Off the Coast of San Pedro, a Japanese Community Erased,” CurbedLA (March 30,
2018). Available: https://la.curbed.com/2018/3/30/17147942/san-pedro-history-terminal-island-internment.
Accessed: December 7, 2018.

82 James Phelan, “How to Put a 100-pound Tuna in a 7-ounce Can,” Independent Press Telegram (July 11, 1954), 4,
18.

8 James Phelan, “How to Put a 100-pound Tuna in a 7-ounce Can,” Independent Press Telegram (July 11, 1954), 4,
18; Tim Grobaty, “The Boom and Bust of Fish Harbor Canneries,” Long Beach Post (October 5, 2018). Available:
https://Ibpost.com/local-history/the-boom-and-bust-of-the-fish-harbor-canneries/. Accessed: December 7, 2018;
Louis Sahagun, “Commercial Fishing Industry Is a Waning Force in L.A. Harbor,” Los Angeles Times (June 3, 2001).
Available: http://articles.latimes.com/2001/jun/

03/local/me-6015. Accessed: December 7, 2018.

84 James Phelan, “How to Put a 100-pound Tuna in a 7-ounce Can,” Independent Press Telegram (July 11, 1954), 4,
18; Tim Grobaty, “The Boom and Bust of Fish Harbor Canneries,” Long Beach Post (October 5, 2018). Available:
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the United States was produced by Star-Kist and Van Camp Company (Chicken of the Sea), also of
Terminal Island.®> So important was the tuna industry in Los Angeles, the County of Los Angeles’s second
seal incorporated a tuna into its design in 1957.8¢ Although Star-Kist and its Plant No. 4 played a
significant role in the fishing and canned tuna industries, Plant No. 4 fails to depict or convey its
significance. Plant No. 4 no longer contains features or elements that represent either Star-Kist or the
canned tuna industry at large. Rather, Plant No. 4 could serve any light industrial purpose. Therefore,
Star-Kist Plant No. 4 is not eligible under NRHP/CRHR Criterion A/1.

NRHP/CRHR Criterion B/2: Association with the lives of persons significant in our past

The 2008 evaluation includes a context statement on Martin Bogdanovich, founder of the French
Sardine Company, which later became Star-Kist. Bogdanovich founded the company in 1917 and was
involved in its management until his passing in 1944. Bogdanovich’s son, Joseph, assumed control of the
company. Joseph remained part of the company until his retirement in 1998, although Star-Kist merged
with Heinz in 1963. Although Joseph would have been involved in decisions surrounding the company’s
building and expansion, the extent of his associations with Star-Kist Plant No. 4 is unclear. Research,
including multiple newspapers in the greater Los Angeles metropolitan area and obituaries, yielded little
information on Joseph and his career with Star-Kist. Moreover, although Joseph presided over this major
tuna canning company, he does not appear to have been significantly associated with Plant No. 4.
Therefore, Star-Kist Plant No. 4 is not eligible under NRHP/CRHR Criterion B/2.

NRHP/CRHR Criterion C/3: Embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of
construction that represents the work of a master; possesses high artistic values; or represents a
significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction

Plant No. 4 features an early post—World War Il light industrial manufacturing and warehouse fronted by
a Late Moderne-style office space. Both the warehouse and office space include characteristics of their
types and styles. For example, not only does Plant No. 4 include a front office, but the warehouse
portion contains some natural lighting. Its single-story tilt-up concrete design facilitated speedy
construction, and the warehouse space elicited flexible use of space. The office portion contains
multiple cladding materials in the form of smooth stucco and stack-bond brick; a bezel surrounds the

https://Ibpost.com/local-history/the-boom-and-bust-of-the-fish-harbor-canneries/. Accessed: December 7, 2018;
Louis Sahagun, “Commercial Fishing Industry Is a Waning Force in L.A. Harbor,” Los Angeles Times (June 3, 2001).
Available: http://articles.latimes.com/2001/jun/

03/local/me-6015. Accessed: December 7, 2018.

85 James Phelan, “How to Put a 100-pound Tuna in a 7-Ounce Can,” Independent Press Telegram (July 11, 1954), 4,
18.

86 Louis Sahagun, “Commercial Fishing Industry Is a Waning Force in L.A. Harbor,” Los Angeles Times (June 3, 2001).
Available: http://articles.latimes.com/2001/jun/03/local/me-6015. Accessed: December 7, 2018.
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ribbon windows. Although Plant No. 4 contains these characteristics, the Plant lacks integrity, quality of
design, and high artistic values sufficient for the NRHP or the CRHR. Better examples of a warehouse
would include original interior mezzanine levels for amenities such as lockers and lunchrooms,
mezzanine walkways, and ample natural lighting through a monitor-type roof, such as a sawtooth. In
addition, machinery associated with the tuna packing industry would elevate the light industrial nature
of Plant No. 4. Better examples of Late Moderne would include an asymmetrical and variegated but
balanced configuration, an entrance pylon rising above the roofline (originally a feature of Plant No 4’s
design, but has been overshadowed by a 1980 addition), built-in planters, and perhaps a third cladding
material such as wood or rock. The Plant lacks artistic features such as artistic approach to form and
massing, architectural embellishments, or landscaping. Moreover, Late Moderne architecture’s period of
significance concluded long before Plant No. 4’s 1980 addition. Rote repetition of shapes, forms, and
materials in an in-kind 1980 addition does not elevate Plant No. 4’s design to NRHP or CRHR eligibility;
instead, a Late Moderne building would represent an artistic and thoughtful approach to design, often
evident in the work of a master architect.

The Plant was originally designed by John K. Minasian, later responsible for the engineering aspects of
the Space Needle for the Seattle World’s Fair in 1962. In contrast, the engineering aspects of Plant No. 4
are commonplace (e.g., single-story, precast tilt-up concrete construction). Constructed of multiple
volumes, the Plant does not appear to have required innovative engineering design, and its engineering
aspects are akin to numerous other examples of tilt-up concrete construction in Los Angeles, albeit on a
large scale. Plant No. 4, although a large 200,000-square-foot facility, is not a significant example of
Minasian’s engineering prowess. Therefore, Star-Kist Plant No. 4 is not eligible under NRHP/CRHR
Criterion C/3.

NRHP/CRHR Criterion D/4: Potential to yield information important in prehistory or history

Constructed of tilt-up concrete, the one- and two-story Plant No. 4 is unlikely to yield important
information regarding building, construction, or engineering methods or technologies. Moreover,
constructed on a landfill built up at the time of construction, it is unlikely that the parcel will yield
contextual information regarding archaeological resources important in prehistory or history. Therefore,
Star-Kist Plant No. 4 is not eligible under NRHP/CRHR Criterion D/4.

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument
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Associated with important events in the main currents of national, state, or local history or exemplifies
significant contributions to broad patterns

As stated above, this evaluation determined that Plant No. 4 may have been important under this
criterion for its association with events or pattern of events significant to our history but it lacks
sufficient integrity to convey that significance.

Although Star-Kist and its Plant No. 4 played a significant role in the fishing and canned tuna industries
as detailed above, Plant No. 4 fails to evidence its significance. Plant No. 4 no longer contains features or
elements that represent either Star-Kist or the canned tuna industry at large. Rather, Plant No. 4 could
serve any light industrial purpose. Therefore, Star-Kist Plant No. 4 is not eligible under this HCM
criterion.

Associated with the lives of historic personages important to national, state, or local history

The 2008 evaluation includes a context statement on Martin Bogdanovich, founder of the French
Sardine Company, which later became Star-Kist. Bogdanovich founded the company in 1917 and was
involved in its management until his passing in 1944. Bogdanovich’s son, Joseph, assumed control of the
company. Research detailed above yielded little information on Joseph and his career with Star-Kist.
Moreover, although Joseph presided over this major tuna canning company, he does not appear to have
been significantly associated with Plant No. 4. Therefore, Star-Kist Plant No. 4 is not eligible under this
HCM criterion.

Embody the distinctive characteristics of a style, type, period, or method of construction; represent a
notable work of a master designer, builder, or architect whose genius influenced their age; or possess
high artistic values

As discussed above, Plant No. 4 features an early post—World War Il light industrial manufacturing and
warehouse fronted by a Late Moderne—style office space. Both the warehouse and office space include
characteristics of their types and styles. For the reasons mentioned above, Plant No. 4 lacks quality of
design and high artistic values for an HCM. Better examples of a warehouse would include original
mezzanine levels for amenities such as lockers and lunchrooms, mezzanine walkways, and ample natural
lighting through a monitor-type roof, such as a sawtooth. Machinery related to the tuna canning
industry would also elevate the Plant’s light industrial design. Better examples of Late Moderne, as
discussed in the context statement, would include an asymmetrical and variegated but balanced
configuration, an entrance pylon rising above the roofline (alterations have affected this original
element), built-in planters, and perhaps a third cladding material such as wood or rock. Plant No. 4 lacks
artistic features such as an artistic approach to form and massing, architectural embellishments, or
landscaping. Other local examples serve better examples of Late Moderne architecture.
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Plant No. 4, although a large 200,000-square-foot facility, is not a significant example of John K.
Minasian’s engineering prowess. Therefore, Star-Kist Plant No. 4 is not eligible under this HCM criterion.

Yields or has the potential to yield information important to the prehistory or history of the nation,
state, city, or community

Constructed of tilt-up concrete, the one- and two-story Plant No. 4 is unlikely to yield important
information regarding building, construction, or engineering methods or technologies. Moreover,
constructed on a landfill built up at the time of construction, it is unlikely that the parcel will yield
contextual information regarding archaeological resources important in prehistory or history. Therefore,
Star-Kist Plant No. 4 is not eligible under this HCM criterion.

NRHP/CRHR District and Historic Preservation Overlay Zone

A district must meet the same criteria requirements as individual resources for the NRHP, CRHR, or as an
HCM. Buildings, sites, and structures must contain related historical elements, aesthetic elements, or
development patterns, and a significant concentration of resources must be present. In addition, a
district must retain sufficient integrity to convey its significance.

NRHP/CRHR Criterion A/1 - District and HPOZ: Association with events that have made a significant
contribution to the broad patterns of our history

Like Plant No. 4’s inability to convey its significance under this criterion as an individual resource,
collectively, Plant No. 4, the Empty Can Warehouse, and the East Plant also fail to convey significance
under this criterion as a district. Although Star-Kist’s Plant No. 4 played a significant role in the fishing
and canned tuna industries, the Empty Can Warehouse and the East Plant did not play a significant role.
Instead, built in the 1970s, the buildings made, stored, and distributed cans and canned tuna rather than
produced it. Moreover, the Empty Can Warehouse and the East Plant most likely also facilitated Heinz’s
(acquired Start-Kist in 1963) pet food product line, for which Star-Kist is little known. Plant No. 4, the
Empty Can Warehouse, and the East Plant are not collectively identifiable as former Star-Kist facilities,
nor are they identifiable as related to one another. They do not bear physical Star-Kist-related signage or
instruments of the tuna canning process. Rather, the remaining Star-Kist facilities (Plant No. 4, Empty
Can Warehouse, and East Plant) could serve any light industrial purpose. Therefore, the extant Star-Kist
buildings are not eligible under NRHP/CRHR Criterion A/1 as a district or under the criterion as an HPOZ.

NRHP/CRHR Criterion B/2 — District and HPOZ: Association with the lives of persons significant in our
past

Martin Bogdanovich founded the French Sardine Company (later, Star-Kist) in 1917 and was involved
in its management until his passing in 1944. Bogdanovich’s son, Joseph, assumed control of the
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company. Joseph headed the company until its 1963 merger with Heinz. Although Joseph remained an
employee from 1963 until his retirement in 1998, the Empty Can Warehouse and the East Plant
represent a different phase of the company and its Terminal Island facilities under the direction of
Heinz. The three extant Star-Kist buildings do not appear to be united in association with the
productive life of a person significant to our local, state, or national history. Therefore, the extant
Star-Kist buildings are not eligible under NRHP/CRHR Criterion B/2 as a district or under the criterion
as an HPOZ.

NRHP/CRHR Criterion C/3 — District and HPOZ: Embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period,
or method of construction; represent the work of a master; possess high artistic values; or represent a
significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction

Plant No. 4 contains early postwar warehouse construction and Late Modern architectural features
along its primary elevation, while the Empty Can Warehouse and East Plant, constructed in and after
1970, feature a later postwar type of warehouse construction (metal-frame construction with metal
cladding, a lack of windows or skylights, and no architectural detailing). Together, the remaining Star-
Kist facilities represent two different types, periods, and construction methods. Moreover, together,
the buildings lack sufficient quality of design or high artistic values necessary for NRHP, CRHR, or
HPOZ district status.

John K. Minasian designed Plant No. 4, and Frank Politeo designed the 1970s facilities. Although
Minasian was later responsible for the engineering aspects of the Space Needle for the Seattle World’s
Fair in 1962, Plant No. 4 does not appear to be a significant example of his work or his engineering
abilities. Politeo erected numerous metal-frame warehouse buildings for Star-Kist in the 1970s and was
responsible for the Late Moderne second-story additions to Plant No. 4 completed in 1980. Politeo does
not appear to be a master architect, designer, or engineer. The metal-frame warehouses did not require
engineering ingenuity, and while the additions to Plant No. 4 were Late Moderne in kind, they do not
exhibit an understanding of the style. Rather, they depict a copy of Minasian’s earlier design. In short,
the extant Star-Kist facilities do not represent the master work of an architect or the work of a master
architect.

Together, Plant No. 4, the Empty Can Warehouse, and the East Plant do not represent a significant or
distinguishable architectural, engineering, or construction entity whose components may lack individual
distinction. As with Criterion A/1, above, there are no architecturally related aspects of the buildings
that link them together, or with Star-Kist, or with the tuna industry on Terminal Island. Therefore, the
extant Star-Kist buildings are not eligible under NRHP/CRHR Criterion C/3 as a district or under the
criterion as an HPOZ.
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NRHP/CRHR Criterion D/4 — District and HPOZ: Potential to yield information important in prehistory or
history

Constructed of tilt-up concrete, steel, and metal siding, the extant one- and two-story warehouse-type
Star-Kist facilities (Plant No. 4, Empty Can Warehouse, and East Plant) on Terminal Island collectively are
unlikely to yield important information regarding building, construction, or engineering methods or
technologies. Moreover, constructed on a landfill built up near the time of construction (circa 1950 and
circa 1970), it is unlikely that the buildings will yield information regarding archaeological resources
important in prehistory or history. Therefore, the extant Star-Kist buildings are not eligible under
NRHP/CRHR Criterion D/4 as a district or as an HPOZ.
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Photographs:

Photograph 1: Star-Kist Plant No. 4, primary (west) elevation, camera
facing northeast. ICF, 2018.

Photograph 2: Star-Kist Plant No. 4, primary (west) elevation showing
entrance, camera facing northeast. ICF, 2018.
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Photograph 3: Star-Kist Plant No. 4, primary (west) elevation, detail of
third volume from the north, entrance pylon, camera facing east. ICF,
2018.
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Photograph 4: Star-Kist Plant No. 4, primary (west) elevation, detail
of third volume from the north, detail of entrance, camera facing

east. ICF, 2018.
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Photograph 5: Star-Kist Plant No. 4, primary elevation, detail of third
volume from the north, north wing, camera facing east. ICF, 2018.

Photograph 6: Star-Kist Plant No. 4, primary (west) elevation, detail of
third building from the north, south wing, camera facing east. ICF,
2018.
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Photograph 7: Star-Kist Plant No. 4, primary (west) elevation, detail
of northern volume, camera facing northeast. ICF, 2018.

Photograph 8: Star-Kist Plant No. 4, primary (west) elevation, detail of
second volume from the north, camera facing east. ICF, 2018.
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Photograph 9: Star-Kist Plant No. 4, primary (west) elevation, detail of
fourth volume from the north, camera facing southeast. ICF, 2018.
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Photograph 10: Star-Kist Plant No. 4, primary (west) elevation, detail
of fifth volume from the north, camera facing northeast. ICF, 2018.

DPR 523L (Rev. 1/1995)(Word 9/2013)




St