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Comment Form CFASE2: Coalition For A Safe Environment 1 

Response to Comment CFASE2-1: 2 

The commenter does not provide any specifics regarding the Draft PEIR’s suggested 3 

failure “to include all port activities on tidelands and off tidelands port owned 4 

properties” (sic). The Draft PEIR does describe all Port activities and plans relevant 5 

to the master planning process, and the comment does not provide any information to 6 

the contrary. Accordingly, no further response is required under CEQA 7 

(PRC Section 21091(d); CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a)). Please note that 8 

LAHD-owned lands outside the coastal zone are not included in the PMPU except as 9 

that information might support activities within the coastal zone. The CCA stipulates 10 

that ports prepare and adopt master plans (PMPs) for the land and water areas within 11 

their boundaries that lie within the coastal zone.  12 

Response to Comment CFASE2-2: 13 

The commenter does not provide any specifics regarding the Draft PEIR’s suggested 14 

failure “to assess all port and tenant environmental impacts.” The Draft PEIR does 15 

describe all impacts relevant to the master planning process, and the comment does 16 

not provide any information to the contrary. Accordingly, no further response is 17 

required under CEQA (PRC Section 21091(d); CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a)). 18 

Response to Comment CFASE2-3: 19 

The commenter does not provide any specifics regarding the Draft PEIR’s suggested 20 

failure “to mitigate all port and tenant environmental impacts.” The Draft PEIR does 21 

provide mitigation for all significant impacts, as required by CEQA, and the 22 

comment does not provide any information to the contrary. Accordingly, no further 23 

response is s required under CEQA (PRC Section 21091(d); CEQA Guidelines 24 

Section 15204(a)).  25 

Response to Comment CFASE2-4: 26 

The Draft PEIR includes an appropriately thorough evaluation of potential health 27 

risks that is consistent with CEQA. The Draft PEIR also contains a comprehensive 28 

assessment of other health-related impacts of the proposed Program in various other 29 

resource chapters that collectively with the health risk evaluation is appropriate for a 30 

programmatic document under CEQA. There is no requirement under CEQA that a 31 

lead agency include a Health Impact Assessment (HIA) or conduct every study 32 

requested by commenters. The LAHD has established, funded, and participated in an 33 

extensive amount of community programs, financial assistance trust funds, and 34 

outreach of the type often sought by commenters or the literature as part of the 35 

process or outcomes of HIAs.  36 

Response to Comment CFASE2-5: 37 

The commenter does not provide any specifics regarding the Draft PEIR’s suggested 38 

failure “to include public requested tidelands and non-tidelands uses.” Without 39 

knowing which uses the commenter is referring to, it is not possible to provide 40 

further response. Notwithstanding, the comment is noted and is hereby part of the 41 
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Final PEIR, and is therefore before the decision-makers for their consideration prior 1 

to taking any action on the PMPU.  2 

Response to Comment CFASE2-6: 3 

CEQA provides that environmental analysis should emphasize feasible mitigation 4 

measures (PRC Section 21003(c). An agency may, however, reject mitigation 5 

measures or project alternatives if it finds them to be “infeasible” (PRC Section (a)(3); 6 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15091(c)(3)). A “feasible” action is one defined as capable 7 

of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, 8 

taking into account economic, environmental, social, and technological factors (PRC 9 

Section 21061.1; CEQA Guidelines Section 15364). Consideration of feasibility of 10 

mitigation measures may also be based on practicality (No Slo Transit, Inc. v. City of 11 

Long Beach (1987) 197 Cal.App.3d 241, 257).  12 

The commenter appears to be referring to MM AQ-17 and MM AQ-18, both of 13 

which focus on the adoption and implementation of new alternative technologies as 14 

they become commercially available and are determined by the LAHD to be feasible. 15 

The commenter is correct that the mitigation measures do not contain absolute 16 

requirements to implement every new technology that is approved by a regulatory 17 

agency or “validated by third party engineering companies and/or laboratories or 18 

experts.” However, the mitigation measures in the Draft PEIR are appropriate under 19 

CEQA because they reflect the considerations of reasonable time, economic and 20 

technological factors, and practicality described above. Based on the variety of 21 

activities and land uses in the Port, a rigid requirement to adopt every new 22 

technology would be inappropriate because it would not take into account the fact 23 

that different technologies are appropriate for different applications. Instead, the 24 

mitigation measures represent a commitment by the LAHD to incorporate new 25 

technologies into Port operations when and where they are determined to be feasible. 26 

Furthermore, a PEIR is not the appropriate forum for such specificity; instead, 27 

project-specific mitigation measures would require the application of technologies 28 

appropriate to each project. 29 

The commenter’s suggestion that tenants and the LAHD be required to implement 30 

technologies that are “acknowledged” by regulatory agencies or “validated” by 31 

(unspecified) third parties is inappropriate because it does not take into account the 32 

fact that acknowledgement by an agency or validation by an engineering company 33 

does not constitute proof of feasibility in the circumstances of Port operations.  34 

Response to Comment CFASE2-7: 35 

The commenter appears to be addressing two different issues: development of 36 

additional wetlands inside the Port; and establishment of some type of cultural center 37 

related to past habitation of San Pedro Bay by Native Americans. With regard to the 38 

first issue, the LAHD is not aware of any proposals to establish wetlands on the site 39 

of the Consolidated Slip. That body of water is currently a navigational waterway 40 

devoted to cargo, maritime support activities, recreational boating, and stormwater 41 

conveyance, and would continue to support such uses in the future under the PMPU. 42 

However, the open space designation proposed areas in the vicinity of the 43 

Consolidated Slip under the PMPU would be consistent with any future proposal for 44 
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wetlands enhancement. Thus, the PMPU designations would not preclude the concept 1 

of wetlands. 2 

Although no wetlands are planned for the Consolidated Slip, please note that the 3 

proposed PMPU includes possible wetlands expansion nearby, in the Anchorage 4 

Road/Wilmington Marinas areas. The PMPU (Section 5.3.2) and PEIR 5 

(Section 2.5.3.3, Planning Area 2) specifically cite the Anchorage Road Soil Storage 6 

Site (ARSSS) Concept Plan as part of the planning framework for Planning Area 2. 7 

This plan as set forth in the Wilmington Marinas/ARSSS Preferred Conceptual Plan 8 

(LAHD 2011) was developed through a process of public participation and included 9 

several wetlands expansion alternatives. Note also that the proposed PMPU 10 

designates the Anchorage Road site as open space, which would allow a wetlands 11 

project to be implemented. Accordingly, the commenter is incorrect in stating that the 12 

PEIR “fails to include public requests for the expansion and development of wetlands 13 

restorations.” 14 

With regard to a Native American cultural center, the LAHD is unaware of any 15 

proposal to that effect, and the commenter does not provide any justification for 16 

locating such a facility within the Port. Furthermore, the presence or absence of a 17 

cultural center in the PMPU is not a CEQA issue, and no further response is required 18 

under CEQA (PRC Section 21091(d); CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a)).  19 

Response to Comment CFASE2-8: 20 

Remediation of contaminated soils and sediments in and around the Consolidated 21 

Slip is not an appropriate topic for the PEIR (or the PMPU) because such an activity 22 

is not a proposed appealable/fill project, and thus its consideration would be 23 

speculative. A PEIR does not need to resolve existing environmental problems that 24 

would not be made worse by the project. (Watsonville Pilots Ass’n v. City of 25 

Watsonville (2010) 183 Cal.App.4th 1059, 1094 [“The FEIR was not required to 26 

resolve [the existing] overdraft problem, a feat that was far beyond its scope”]). “A 27 

change which is speculative or unlikely to occur is not reasonably foreseeable” 28 

(CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(d)(3)). “There is no requirement that an EIR 29 

analyze speculative impacts.” (Friends of Eel River v. Sonoma County Water 30 

Agency (2003) 108 Cal.App.4th 859, 876.) “An EIR should not discuss impacts 31 

which do not result in part from the project evaluated in the EIR” (CEQA Guidelines 32 

Section 15130(a)(1)).  33 
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Comment Form EXXON2: ExxonMobil Pipeline Company 1 

Response to Comment EXXON2-1: 2 

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

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

information provided in response to this comment. 5 

Response to Comment EXXON2-2: 6 

This comment notes that rezoning the area north of the TIWRP from liquid bulk to 7 

container would result in unnecessary environmental impacts due to deconstruction 8 

of existing liquid bulk tanks and construction of new liquid bulk tanks. Please see 9 

Response to Comment EXXON1-2. 10 

Response to Comment EXXON2-3: 11 

Please see Response to Comment EXXON1-2. 12 

Response to Comment EXXON2-4: 13 

This comment addresses the PMPU and does not raise issues that require a response 14 

under CEQA. Please refer to Final PEIR Appendix A, Port Master Plan, for 15 

information provided in response to this comment.  16 
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Comment Form PSL2: Project Street Legal 1 

Response to Comment PSL2-1: 2 

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

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

information provided in response to this comment.  5 

  



Los Angeles Harbor Department 2.0 Response to Comments 

Port of Los Angeles Master Plan Update 2-502 

Final Program Environmental Impact Report 

 

This Page Intentionally Left Blank. 



Los Angeles Harbor Department 2.0 Response to Comments 

Port of Los Angeles Master Plan Update 2-503 

Final Program Environmental Impact Report 

  



Los Angeles Harbor Department 2.0 Response to Comments 

Port of Los Angeles Master Plan Update 2-504 

Final Program Environmental Impact Report 

  



Los Angeles Harbor Department 2.0 Response to Comments 

Port of Los Angeles Master Plan Update 2-505 

Final Program Environmental Impact Report 

  



Los Angeles Harbor Department 2.0 Response to Comments 

Port of Los Angeles Master Plan Update 2-506 

Final Program Environmental Impact Report 

  



Los Angeles Harbor Department 2.0 Response to Comments 

Port of Los Angeles Master Plan Update 2-507 

Final Program Environmental Impact Report 

  



Los Angeles Harbor Department 2.0 Response to Comments 

Port of Los Angeles Master Plan Update 2-508 

Final Program Environmental Impact Report 

  



Los Angeles Harbor Department 2.0 Response to Comments 

Port of Los Angeles Master Plan Update 2-509 

Final Program Environmental Impact Report 

  



Los Angeles Harbor Department 2.0 Response to Comments 

Port of Los Angeles Master Plan Update 2-510 

Final Program Environmental Impact Report 

  



Los Angeles Harbor Department 2.0 Response to Comments 

Port of Los Angeles Master Plan Update 2-511 

Final Program Environmental Impact Report 

  



Los Angeles Harbor Department 2.0 Response to Comments 

Port of Los Angeles Master Plan Update 2-512 

Final Program Environmental Impact Report 

  



Los Angeles Harbor Department 2.0 Response to Comments 

Port of Los Angeles Master Plan Update 2-513 

Final Program Environmental Impact Report 

  



Los Angeles Harbor Department 2.0 Response to Comments 

Port of Los Angeles Master Plan Update 2-514 

Final Program Environmental Impact Report 

  



Los Angeles Harbor Department 2.0 Response to Comments 

Port of Los Angeles Master Plan Update 2-515 

Final Program Environmental Impact Report 

  



Los Angeles Harbor Department 2.0 Response to Comments 

Port of Los Angeles Master Plan Update 2-516 

Final Program Environmental Impact Report 

  



Los Angeles Harbor Department 2.0 Response to Comments 

Port of Los Angeles Master Plan Update 2-517 

Final Program Environmental Impact Report 

  



Los Angeles Harbor Department 2.0 Response to Comments 

Port of Los Angeles Master Plan Update 2-518 

Final Program Environmental Impact Report 

Insert PEIR Public Transcripts (PT1) 

 

  



Los Angeles Harbor Department 2.0 Response to Comments 

Port of Los Angeles Master Plan Update 2-519 

Final Program Environmental Impact Report 

 

  



Los Angeles Harbor Department 2.0 Response to Comments 

Port of Los Angeles Master Plan Update 2-520 

Final Program Environmental Impact Report 

  



Los Angeles Harbor Department 2.0 Response to Comments 

Port of Los Angeles Master Plan Update 2-521 

Final Program Environmental Impact Report 

  



Los Angeles Harbor Department 2.0 Response to Comments 

Port of Los Angeles Master Plan Update 2-522 

Final Program Environmental Impact Report 

  



Los Angeles Harbor Department 2.0 Response to Comments 

Port of Los Angeles Master Plan Update 2-523 

Final Program Environmental Impact Report 

  



Los Angeles Harbor Department 2.0 Response to Comments 

Port of Los Angeles Master Plan Update 2-524 

Final Program Environmental Impact Report 

  



Los Angeles Harbor Department 2.0 Response to Comments 

Port of Los Angeles Master Plan Update 2-525 

Final Program Environmental Impact Report 

  



Los Angeles Harbor Department 2.0 Response to Comments 

Port of Los Angeles Master Plan Update 2-526 

Final Program Environmental Impact Report 

  



Los Angeles Harbor Department 2.0 Response to Comments 

Port of Los Angeles Master Plan Update 2-527 

Final Program Environmental Impact Report 

  



Los Angeles Harbor Department 2.0 Response to Comments 

Port of Los Angeles Master Plan Update 2-528 

Final Program Environmental Impact Report 

  



Los Angeles Harbor Department 2.0 Response to Comments 

Port of Los Angeles Master Plan Update 2-529 

Final Program Environmental Impact Report 

  



Los Angeles Harbor Department 2.0 Response to Comments 

Port of Los Angeles Master Plan Update 2-530 

Final Program Environmental Impact Report 

  



Los Angeles Harbor Department 2.0 Response to Comments 

Port of Los Angeles Master Plan Update 2-531 

Final Program Environmental Impact Report 

  



Los Angeles Harbor Department 2.0 Response to Comments 

Port of Los Angeles Master Plan Update 2-532 

Final Program Environmental Impact Report 

  



Los Angeles Harbor Department 2.0 Response to Comments 

Port of Los Angeles Master Plan Update 2-533 

Final Program Environmental Impact Report 

  



Los Angeles Harbor Department 2.0 Response to Comments 

Port of Los Angeles Master Plan Update 2-534 

Final Program Environmental Impact Report 

  



Los Angeles Harbor Department 2.0 Response to Comments 

Port of Los Angeles Master Plan Update 2-535 

Final Program Environmental Impact Report 

  



Los Angeles Harbor Department 2.0 Response to Comments 

Port of Los Angeles Master Plan Update 2-536 

Final Program Environmental Impact Report 

  



Los Angeles Harbor Department 2.0 Response to Comments 

Port of Los Angeles Master Plan Update 2-537 

Final Program Environmental Impact Report 

  



Los Angeles Harbor Department 2.0 Response to Comments 

Port of Los Angeles Master Plan Update 2-538 

Final Program Environmental Impact Report 

  



Los Angeles Harbor Department 2.0 Response to Comments 

Port of Los Angeles Master Plan Update 2-539 

Final Program Environmental Impact Report 

  



Los Angeles Harbor Department 2.0 Response to Comments 

Port of Los Angeles Master Plan Update 2-540 

Final Program Environmental Impact Report 

  



Los Angeles Harbor Department 2.0 Response to Comments 

Port of Los Angeles Master Plan Update 2-541 

Final Program Environmental Impact Report 

  



Los Angeles Harbor Department 2.0 Response to Comments 

Port of Los Angeles Master Plan Update 2-542 

Final Program Environmental Impact Report 

  



Los Angeles Harbor Department 2.0 Response to Comments 

Port of Los Angeles Master Plan Update 2-543 

Final Program Environmental Impact Report 

  



Los Angeles Harbor Department 2.0 Response to Comments 

Port of Los Angeles Master Plan Update 2-544 

Final Program Environmental Impact Report 

  



Los Angeles Harbor Department 2.0 Response to Comments 

Port of Los Angeles Master Plan Update 2-545 

Final Program Environmental Impact Report 

  



Los Angeles Harbor Department 2.0 Response to Comments 

Port of Los Angeles Master Plan Update 2-546 

Final Program Environmental Impact Report 

 



Los Angeles Harbor Department 2.0 Response to Comments 

Port of Los Angeles Master Plan Update 2-547 

Final Program Environmental Impact Report 

  



Los Angeles Harbor Department 2.0 Response to Comments 

Port of Los Angeles Master Plan Update 2-548 

Final Program Environmental Impact Report 

  



Los Angeles Harbor Department 2.0 Response to Comments 

Port of Los Angeles Master Plan Update 2-549 

Final Program Environmental Impact Report 

  



Los Angeles Harbor Department 2.0 Response to Comments 

Port of Los Angeles Master Plan Update 2-550 

Final Program Environmental Impact Report 

 

This Page Intentionally Left Blank. 



Los Angeles Harbor Department 2.0 Response to Comments 

Port of Los Angeles Master Plan Update 2-551 

Final Program Environmental Impact Report 

Draft PEIR Public Hearing Transcripts 1 

Response to Comment PT1-1: 2 

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

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

information provided in response to this comment. 5 

Response to Comment PT1-2: 6 

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

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

information provided in response to this comment. 9 

Response to Comment PT1-3: 10 

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

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

information provided in response to this comment. 13 

Response to Comment PT1-4: 14 

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

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

information provided in response to this comment. 17 

Response to Comment PT1-5: 18 

This comment addresses the PMPU and does not raise issues that require a response 19 

under CEQA. Please refer to Final PEIR Appendix A, Port Master Plan, for 20 

information provided in response to this comment. 21 

Response to Comment PT1-6: 22 

This comment states that the PEIR is deficient because it only addresses tide land 23 

properties. Article 3 of Chapter 8 of the CCA stipulates that ports shall prepare and 24 

adopt master plans (PMPs) for the land and water areas within their boundaries that 25 

lie within the coastal zone. The PMPU focuses on that portion of the Port that is 26 

within the coastal zone (i.e., the Port’s coastal zone boundary), as required under the 27 

CCA. Port land outside the coastal zone is not subject to CDPs and, therefore, is not 28 

evaluated in the PEIR. The Draft PEIR does describe all Port activities and plans 29 

relevant to the master planning process, and the comment does not provide any 30 

information to the contrary. Accordingly, no further response is required under 31 

CEQA (PRC Section 21091(d); CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a)).  32 

Response to Comment PT1-7: 33 

This comment states that the PEIR does not evaluate all environmental impacts 34 

associated with the proposed Program; specifically, traffic congestion and air 35 

emissions are underestimated. 36 
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In contrast to the comment, the LAHD contends that the Draft PEIR does describe all 1 

impacts relevant to the master planning process. In particular, as part of the analysis 2 

and consistent with City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation guidelines, a 3 

queuing analysis (where the length of the queue of vehicles at an intersection is 4 

analyzed) is not included. This is because the CEQA analysis is conducted at a 5 

planning-level and is intended to indicate locations with potentially significant 6 

impacts based on inadequate capacity. If an impact is identified, a more specific 7 

design-level analysis would occur as part of assessments of mitigation measures that 8 

would evaluate the queuing and other design issues at the location. Notwithstanding, 9 

overall intersection delay (which includes the time stopped at an intersection) is 10 

included in the analysis, although significance is not determined by delay. 11 

For the capacity analysis, which is a basis for determining significance of traffic 12 

impacts, a PCE is used to account for the larger size, slower acceleration, and slower 13 

turning speed of trucks, so that the number of vehicles in the analysis is shown as 14 

PCEs, not the number of trucks or autos. The comment is incorrect that all 15 

subsequent analyses (such as the air quality analysis) are inaccurate given that the 16 

truck volumes and speeds are included in the analysis and accounts for the numbers 17 

of trucks and speed reductions due to overall congestion. Furthermore, the air quality 18 

hot-spot analysis considers the intersections with the highest level of delay and 19 

represents the most conservative scenario for the PMPU area. Therefore, the PEIR 20 

does provide an accurate and thorough assessment of potential impacts associated 21 

with the proposed Program.  22 

Response to Comment PT1-8: 23 

This comment states that the PEIR uses an outdated health risk assessment (HRA) 24 

approach in lieu of a health impact assessment approach to evaluate public health 25 

impacts.  26 

The Draft PEIR does not present either a HRA or a HIA to evaluate public health 27 

risks from the proposed Program. However, pursuant with CEQA requirements, the 28 

PEIR appropriately analyzes the health impacts of the proposed Program by 29 

considering those changes to the physical environment that would result from 30 

implementation of the Program. Therefore, the requested additional analysis of an 31 

HIA is not required. Furthermore, there is no requirement under CEQA that a lead 32 

agency include a HIA or conduct every study requested by commenters.  33 

Response to Comment PT1-9: 34 

This comment addresses the PMPU and supports alternative land uses at the Port. 35 

The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final PEIR, and is therefore before 36 

the decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the PMPU. 37 

The comment is general and does not reference any specific section of the Draft 38 

PEIR; therefore, no further response is required under CEQA (PRC Section 21091(d); 39 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a)). 40 

Response to Comment PT1-10: 41 

This comment recommends that the PMPU and PEIR assess alternative land uses. 42 
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The PMPU addresses the proposed Program purpose and objectives, identified in 1 

Section 2.4 of the Draft PEIR, and incorporates all elements required under CCA 2 

Chapter 8, Article 3 (Section 30711[a] and [b]), including permitted uses, design and 3 

location of land use areas, estimates of development effects on environmental 4 

resources, and anticipated projects listed as appealable. Two of the proposed Program 5 

objectives are to: promote the orderly, long-term development and growth of the Port 6 

by establishing functional areas for Port facilities and operations; and allow the Port to 7 

adapt to changing technology, cargo trends, regulations, and competition from other 8 

U.S. and foreign ports. Regardless, the PMPU also includes a number of land uses 9 

(Table 2.5-3 in the Draft PEIR), such as visitor-serving commercial, open space, 10 

recreational boating, and institutional, that support diverse uses of Port property and 11 

resources.  12 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 requires that an EIR describe a range of 13 

reasonable alternatives to a proposed project, or to the location of the project, that 14 

could feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the proposed project while 15 

avoiding or substantially decreasing any significant environmental impacts. A PEIR 16 

need not consider every conceivable alternative to the proposed Program. Rather, it 17 

must consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster 18 

informed decision making and public participation. The Draft PEIR presents a 19 

reasonable range of alternatives, pursuant to CEQA, that are consistent with LAHD’s 20 

legal mandates under the Port of Los Angeles Tidelands Trust (Los Angeles City 21 

Charter, Article VI, Section 601), its leasing policy (LAHD 2006), and the CCA 22 

(20 PRC 30700 et seq.). The selection, development, and evaluation of alternatives 23 

analyzed in the Draft PEIR are in accordance with CCA policies that identify the 24 

coastal zone as a distinct and valuable natural resource. The Port is one of only five 25 

locations in the state identified in the CCA for the purposes of international maritime 26 

commerce (PRC Sections 30700 and 30701). LAHD’s mandates identify the Port and 27 

its facilities as a primary economic/coastal resource of the state and an essential 28 

element of the national maritime industry for promotion of commerce, navigation, 29 

fisheries, environmental preservation, and public recreation. 30 

Response to Comment PT1-11: 31 

This comment asserts that statements in the PEIR noting the Pier 500 Landfill Project 32 

is not included because sufficient project information is unavailable are inaccurate. 33 

The LAHD disagrees with this assertion. At this time, the LAHD does not anticipate 34 

that a Pier 500 Project would be initiated within the next 5 years. A project-specific 35 

CEQA document would be prepared for a Pier 500 Project when sufficient project 36 

details become available. The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final PEIR, 37 

and is therefore before the decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any 38 

action on the PMPU.  39 

Response to Comment PT1-12: 40 

This comment addresses the PMPU and does not raise issues that require a response 41 

under CEQA. Please refer to Final PEIR Appendix A, Port Master Plan, for 42 

information provided in response to this comment.  43 
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Response to Comment PT1-13: 1 

This comment addresses the PMPU and does not raise issues that require a response 2 

under CEQA. Please refer to Final PEIR Appendix A, Port Master Plan, for 3 

information provided in response to this comment.  4 

Response to Comment PT1-14: 5 

This comment addresses the PMPU and does not raise issues that require a response 6 

under CEQA. Please refer to Final PEIR Appendix A, Port Master Plan, for 7 

information provided in response to this comment.  8 

Response to Comment PT1-15: 9 

This comment addresses the PMPU and does not raise issues that require a response 10 

under CEQA. Please refer to Final PEIR Appendix A, Port Master Plan, for 11 

information provided in response to this comment.  12 

Response to Comment PT1-16: 13 

This comment addresses the PMPU and does not raise issues that require a response 14 

under CEQA. Please refer to Final PEIR Appendix A, Port Master Plan, for 15 

information provided in response to this comment.  16 

Response to Comment PT1-17: 17 

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

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

information provided in response to this comment.  20 

Response to Comment PT1-18: 21 

This comment addresses the PMPU and does not raise issues that require a response 22 

under CEQA. Please refer to Final PEIR Appendix A, Port Master Plan, for 23 

information provided in response to this comment.  24 

Response to Comment PT1-19: 25 

This comment addresses the PMPU and does not raise issues that require a response 26 

under CEQA. Please refer to Final PEIR Appendix A, Port Master Plan, for 27 

information provided in response to this comment.  28 

Response to Comment PT1-20: 29 

Please see Response to Comment LAC-1. 30 

Response to Comment PT1-21: 31 

This comment addresses the PMPU and does not raise issues that require a response 32 

under CEQA. Please refer to Final PEIR Appendix A, Port Master Plan, for 33 

information provided in response to this comment.  34 
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Response to Comment PT1-22: 1 

Please see Response to Comment LAC-3. 2 

Response to Comment PT1-23: 3 

Please see responses to Comments LAC-8 and LAC-12. 4 

Response to Comment PT1-24: 5 

Please see Response to Comment LAC-5. 6 

Response to Comment PT1-25: 7 

Please see Response to Comment NTHP-2. 8 

Response to Comment PT1-26: 9 

Please see responses to Comments LAC-1 through LAC-3. 10 

Response to Comment PT1-27: 11 

Please see Response to Comment LAC-6. 12 

Response to Comment PT1-28: 13 

Please see Response to Comment NTHP-6.  14 

Response to Comment PT1-29: 15 

This comment addresses the PMPU and does not raise issues that require a response 16 

under CEQA. Please refer to Final PEIR Appendix A, Port Master Plan, for 17 

information provided in response to this comment.  18 

Response to Comment PT1-30: 19 

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

under CEQA. Please refer to Final PEIR Appendix A, Port Master Plan, for 21 

information provided in response to this comment.  22 

Response to Comment PT1-31: 23 

As noted in responses to Comments LAC-1, the LAHD’s recently adopted Built 24 

Environment Historic, Architectural, and Cultural Resource Policy describes the 25 

Port’s commitment to protect and preserve historical resources. 26 

Response to Comment PT1-32: 27 

The commenter’s recommendation regarding mitigation measures that provide for 28 

“…additional interpretation, education, funding, and incentives for tenants who are 29 

interested in locating in historic buildings…” is noted and hereby part of the Final 30 
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PEIR, and is therefore before the decision-makers for their consideration prior to 1 

taking any action on the PMPU.  2 

Response to Comment PT1-33: 3 

This comment addresses the PMPU and does not raise issues that require a response 4 

under CEQA. Please refer to Final PEIR Appendix A, Port Master Plan, for 5 

information provided in response to this comment.  6 

Response to Comment PT1-34: 7 

This comment addresses the PMPU and does not raise issues that require a response 8 

under CEQA. Please refer to Final PEIR Appendix A, Port Master Plan, for 9 

information provided in response to this comment.  10 

Response to Comment PT1-35: 11 

This comment addresses the PMPU and does not raise issues that require a response 12 

under CEQA. Please refer to Final PEIR Appendix A, Port Master Plan, for 13 

information provided in response to this comment.  14 

Response to Comment PT1-36: 15 

This comment addresses the PMPU and does not raise issues that require a response 16 

under CEQA. Please refer to Final PEIR Appendix A, Port Master Plan, for 17 

information provided in response to this comment.  18 

Response to Comment PT1-37: 19 

Please see Response to Comment NTHP-6. 20 

Response to Comment PT1-38: 21 

This comment addresses the PMPU and does not raise issues that require a response 22 

under CEQA. Please refer to Final PEIR Appendix A, Port Master Plan, for 23 

information provided in response to this comment.   24 

Response to Comment PT1-39: 25 

This comment addresses the PEIR and expresses concerns that development on 26 

Cannery Street would reduce infiltration of rainfall and impact water quality in Fish 27 

Harbor. Impacts from construction and operation of the proposed appealable/fill 28 

projects and land uses on water quality in the Port are addressed in Draft PEIR 29 

Section 3.14, Water Quality, Sediments, and Oceanography. In general, stormwater 30 

runoff from construction sites is governed by a construction stormwater pollution 31 

prevention plan (SWPPP), and runoff from developed sites are governed by a 32 

discharge permit issued by the Regional Water Quality Control Board. In most areas 33 

of the Port, housekeeping best management practices (BMPs) are the principal means 34 

of preventing or minimizing discharges of contaminated stormwater. Contained and 35 

covered storage, regular sweeping, appropriate waste management, storage, and 36 

handling procedures (e.g., spill and drip prevention, oily rag and solvent storage, use 37 
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of containment structures for toxic chemicals, lubricants and solvents, fertilizers, and 1 

paint and cleaning wastes), and personnel training are key measures for preventing 2 

contaminated runoff. Implementing appropriate BMPs and compliance with the 3 

requirements of the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 4 

Stormwater Program, City of Los Angeles Municipal Code, and all other applicable 5 

federal, state, and local regulations prior to project approval would be required for all 6 

new appealable/fill projects. Compliance with applicable plans and permits would 7 

result in less than significant impacts from stormwater runoff to water quality.  8 

In general, groundwater in the harbor area is impacted by saltwater intrusion 9 

(salinity) and is, therefore, unsuitable for use as drinking water, as discussed in Draft 10 

PEIR Section 3.6, Groundwater and Soils. Surface recharge of groundwater likely is 11 

negligible and does not support beneficial uses of groundwater. Operations of the 12 

proposed appealable/fill projects are not expected to extract groundwater and, 13 

therefore, would have no effect on existing groundwater supplies. Consequently, the 14 

proposed appealable/fill projects would not substantially deplete groundwater 15 

supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge. As discussed in Draft 16 

PEIR Section 3.3, Biological Resources, upland areas of the Port are highly disturbed 17 

and represent poor habitat for native vegetation. Therefore, impacts from altering the 18 

permeability of sites are generally considered less than significant. Nevertheless, 19 

impacts to water quality, surface water infiltration, and vegetation habitat from 20 

individual projects would be evaluated in project-specific CEQA documents when 21 

appropriate levels of detail regarding the projects become available. 22 

This comment also addresses the PMPU and supports preservation of historic 23 

resources related to the Japanese community that lived on Terminal Island. The 24 

comment is general and does not reference a specific section of the Draft PEIR or 25 

raise issues under CEQA requiring a response; therefore no further response is 26 

required (PRC Section 21091(d); CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a)). The comment 27 

is noted and is hereby part of the Final PEIR, and is therefore before the decision-28 

makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the PMPU.  29 

Response to Comment PT1-40: 30 

This comment addresses the PMPU and does not raise issues that require a response 31 

under CEQA. Please refer to Final PEIR Appendix A, Port Master Plan, for 32 

information provided in response to this comment.  33 

Response to Comment PT1-41: 34 

This comment addresses the PMPU and does not raise issues that require a response 35 

under CEQA. Please refer to Final PEIR Appendix A, Port Master Plan, for 36 

information provided in response to this comment.  37 

Response to Comment PT1-42: 38 

This comment addresses the PMPU and does not raise issues that require a response 39 

under CEQA. Please refer to Final PEIR Appendix A, Port Master Plan, for 40 

information provided in response to this comment.  41 
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Response to Comment PT1-43: 1 

This comment addresses the PMPU and restrictions of public access to the West 2 

Basin in association with the China Shipping Container Terminal Project. Impacts 3 

from the China Shipping Container Terminal Project on land uses were evaluated in 4 

the Berths 97-109 (China Shipping) Container Terminal Project Final EIS/EIR 5 

(LAHD and USACE 2008). The China Shipping Container Terminal Project EIR/EIS 6 

concluded that the proposed project would be consistent with the site zoning, PMP, 7 

community plans, and other land use plans, and would not affect the existing land 8 

uses or divide or isolate existing communities. The China Shipping Container 9 

Terminal Project EIR/EIS also concluded that the proposed project would not result 10 

in significant impacts resulting from substantial losses of recreational, educational, or 11 

visitor-oriented resources. The recent Port San Pedro Waterfront, Wilmington 12 

Waterfront, and City Dock/Marine Research Center projects have improved public 13 

access to waterfront areas of the Port that do not conflict with industrial activities of 14 

commercial terminal operations.  15 

The comment is general and does not reference a specific section of the Draft PEIR 16 

or raise issues that require a response under CEQA; therefore no further response is 17 

required (PRC Section 21091(d); CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a)). The comment 18 

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

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

Response to Comment PT1-44: 21 

This comment addresses the PMPU and the relationship between the China Shipping, 22 

Yang Ming, and TraPac terminals and the adjacent residential communities. Similar 23 

to the Response to Comment PT-43, impacts from the China Shipping, Yang Ming, 24 

and TraPac terminal projects on existing land uses have been evaluated in the 25 

respective project-specific CEQA documents. Cumulative impacts from other present 26 

and reasonably foreseeable future projects on residential communities, related to 27 

traffic, noise, air quality, and other project elements, are also evaluated in these 28 

CEQA documents.  29 

The comment is general and does not reference a specific section of the Draft PEIR 30 

or raise issues that require a response under CEQA; therefore no further response is 31 

required (PRC Section 21091(d); CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a)). The comment 32 

is noted and is hereby part of the Final PEIR, and is therefore before the decision-33 

makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the PMPU.  34 
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Note: Prior text from the transcript is not included since it does not pertain to the PMPU Board 

Hearing.  
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Draft PMPU Public Hearing Transcripts 1 

Response to Comment PT2-1: 2 

This comment addresses introductory material and does not raise issues that require a 3 

response under CEQA. Responses to specific CEQA issues raised by subsequent 4 

comments are provided below.  5 

Response to Comment PT2-2: 6 

This comment addresses introductory material and does not raise issues that require a 7 

response under CEQA. Responses to specific CEQA issues raised by subsequent 8 

comments are provided below.  9 

Response to Comment PT2-3: 10 

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

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

information provided in response to this comment. 13 

Response to Comment PT2-4: 14 

The LAHD disagrees with the comment that the PEIR omits historical or cultural 15 

resources and does not evaluate the impacts of land use classifications identified in 16 

the PMPU. The Draft PEIR identifies listed cultural and archaeological resources, 17 

based on a cultural resource site record and literature search performed on 18 

July 27, 2012 (Morlet et al. 2012). The records search was conducted at the SCCIC at 19 

California State University, Fullerton, which maintains the CHRIS database for 20 

Orange, Los Angeles, and Ventura counties and keeps a record of all reported 21 

cultural resource studies and findings. Please see Response to Comment LAC-6 for 22 

additional information regarding historical and cultural resources within the PMPU 23 

area.  24 

The PEIR acknowledges the current state of knowledge regarding cultural resources 25 

in the Port by imposing mitigation measures that require cultural resources 26 

evaluations when proposed appealable/fill projects are initiated (MM CR-1), and sets 27 

forth procedures for protecting previously unknown resources discovered during 28 

construction (MM CR-2). The PEIR acknowledges that future projects under the 29 

PMPU could encounter currently unrecorded or unsurveyed historic resources, and 30 

finds that such an occurrence would represent a potentially significant impact (refer 31 

to Draft PEIR Section 3.4.4.3, Impacts and Mitigation [Impact CR-2]). Once a 32 

proposed project site is identified, the LAHD will not approve any development until 33 

the site has been surveyed pursuant to the Built Environment Historic, Architectural, 34 

and Cultural Resource Policy, and any historical resources identified during the 35 

survey will be subject to the provisions of this policy. Furthermore, in accordance 36 

with MM CR-3, if a historic resource is present, the LAHD will determine the need 37 

to implement measures , including but not limited to: 1) preconstruction and 38 

construction monitoring activities by a preservation architect meeting the Secretary 39 

of the Interior’s Professional Qualifications Standards; 2) HABS/HAER 40 

documentation; 3) establishing an environmentally sensitive area with barriers to 41 

ensure the protection of specific built resources; and/or 4) implementation of 42 
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additional protective measures (e.g., in-situ preservation, adaptive reuse, and 1 

relocation). Therefore, implementation of MM CR-3 would ensure potential impacts 2 

on previously unevaluated historical resources associated with future construction of 3 

proposed appealable/fill projects and land use changes would be less than significant. 4 

Further, the land use designations in the PMPU do not conflict with the goal of 5 

protecting historic resources, and the PEIR correctly concludes that, at the 6 

programmatic level appropriate for this analysis, the proposed PMPU would not have 7 

significant adverse impacts on such resources. Accordingly, the PEIR’s evaluation of 8 

potential impacts of implementing the PMPU is accurate and complies with CEQA. 9 

Response to Comment PT2-5: 10 

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

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

information provided in response to this comment. 13 

Response to Comment PT2-6: 14 

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

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

information provided in response to this comment. 17 

Response to Comment PT2-7: 18 

This comment addresses the PMPU and does not raise issues that require a response 19 

under CEQA. Please refer to Final PEIR Appendix A, Port Master Plan, for 20 

information provided in response to this comment. 21 

Response to Comment PT2-8: 22 

This comment addresses the PMPU and does not raise issues that require a response 23 

under CEQA. Please refer to Final PEIR Appendix A, Port Master Plan, for 24 

information provided in response to this comment. 25 

Response to Comment PT2-9: 26 

This comment addresses the PMPU and does not raise issues that require a response 27 

under CEQA. Please refer to Final PEIR Appendix A, Port Master Plan, for 28 

information provided in response to this comment. 29 

Response to Comment PT2-10: 30 

This comment addresses the PMPU and does not raise issues that require a response 31 

under CEQA. Please refer to Final PEIR Appendix A, Port Master Plan, for 32 

information provided in response to this comment. 33 

Response to Comment PT2-11: 34 

This comment addresses the PMPU and does not raise issues that require a response 35 

under CEQA. Please refer to Final PEIR Appendix A, Port Master Plan, for 36 

information provided in response to this comment. 37 
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Response to Comment PT2-12: 1 

This comment addresses the PMPU and does not raise issues that require a response 2 

under CEQA. Please refer to Final PEIR Appendix A, Port Master Plan, for 3 

information provided in response to this comment. 4 

Response to Comment PT2-13: 5 

This comment addresses the PMPU and does not raise issues that require a response 6 

under CEQA. Please refer to Final PEIR Appendix A, Port Master Plan, for 7 

information provided in response to this comment. The existing SA Recycling 8 

facility is proximal to the East Basin marinas, where recreational vessels are berthed. 9 

Relocating SA Recycling to an adjacent berth would not be expected to alter existing 10 

conditions with respect to the potential for interferences with recreational boating in 11 

the vicinity of the East Basin marinas.  12 

Response to Comment PT2-14: 13 

This comment addresses the PMPU and does not raise issues that require a response 14 

under CEQA. Please refer to Final PEIR Appendix A, Port Master Plan, for 15 

information provided in response to this comment. 16 

Response to Comment PT2-15: 17 

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

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

information provided in response to this comment. 20 

Response to Comment PT2-16: 21 

This comment addresses the PMPU and does not raise issues that require a response 22 

under CEQA. Please refer to Final PEIR Appendix A, Port Master Plan, for 23 

information provided in response to this comment. 24 

Response to Comment PT2-17: 25 

This comment provides background and introductory material. Please see responses 26 

to Comments PT2-19, PT2-20, and PT2-21.  27 

Response to Comment PT2-18: 28 

This comment addresses the PMPU and does not raise issues that require a response 29 

under CEQA. Please refer to Final PEIR Appendix A, Port Master Plan, for 30 

information provided in response to this comment. 31 

Response to Comment PT2-19: 32 

The LAHD disagrees with the comment that the land use designations in the PMPU 33 

would make it harder to protect historical and cultural resources. The PMPU fully 34 

allows, and does not limit the ability of the LAHD to identify and protect, as 35 

appropriate, the historic resources within its jurisdiction. One of the PMPU’s goals is 36 
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the protection of historic resources (PMPU Section 3.2.5, Goals), and the PEIR 1 

describes the measures the LAHD will undertake to achieve that goal, including 2 

cultural resource surveys, construction safeguards, and an array of preservation 3 

measures to be applied on a project-specific basis (Draft PEIR Section 3.4.4.3, 4 

Impacts and Mitigation).  5 

Furthermore, the PEIR acknowledges that future projects under the PMPU could 6 

encounter currently unrecorded or unsurveyed historic resources, and finds that such 7 

an occurrence would represent a potentially significant impact (refer to Draft PEIR 8 

Section 3.4.4.3, Impacts and Mitigation [Impact CR-2]). Once a proposed project site 9 

is identified, the LAHD will not approve any development until the site has been 10 

surveyed pursuant to the recently adopted Built Environment Historic, Architectural, 11 

and Cultural Resource Policy, and any historical resources identified during the 12 

survey will be subject to the provisions of this policy. Furthermore, in accordance 13 

with MM CR-3, if a historic resource is present, the LAHD will determine the need 14 

to implement measures , including but not limited to: 1) preconstruction and 15 

construction monitoring activities by a preservation architect meeting the Secretary 16 

of the Interior’s Professional Qualifications Standards; 2) HABS/HAER 17 

documentation; 3) establishing an environmentally sensitive area with barriers to 18 

ensure the protection of specific built resources; and/or, 4) implementation of 19 

additional protective measures (e.g., in-situ preservation, adaptive reuse, and 20 

relocation). Therefore, implementation of MM CR-3 would ensure potential impacts 21 

on previously unevaluated historical resources associated with future construction of 22 

proposed appealable/fill projects and land use changes would be less than significant. 23 

Furthermore, the recently-adopted Built Environment Historic, Architectural, and 24 

Cultural Resource Policy provides an additional measure of protection to historic 25 

resources. Thus, the PMPU and associated policies contain the necessary procedures 26 

and guidelines to allow the LAHD to manage historic resources and to mitigate 27 

impacts to such resources in full compliance with CEQA and other applicable laws.  28 

Response to Comment PT2-20: 29 

Please see Response to Comment LAC-6. 30 

Response to Comment PT2-21: 31 

For reasons discussed in the Response to Comment PT2-4, the LAHD disagrees with 32 

this comment and believes that at the programmatic level appropriate for this analysis, 33 

the proposed PMPU would not have significant adverse impacts on such resources, as 34 

concluded by the PEIR.  35 

Response to Comment PT2-22: 36 

This comment addresses the PMPU and does not raise issues that require a response 37 

under CEQA. Please refer to Final PEIR Appendix A, Port Master Plan, for 38 

information provided in response to this comment. 39 
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Response to Comment PT2-23: 1 

This comment addresses the PMPU and does not raise issues that require a response 2 

under CEQA. Please refer to Final PEIR Appendix A, Port Master Plan, for 3 

information provided in response to this comment. 4 

Response to Comment PT2-24: 5 

This comment addresses the PMPU and does not raise issues that require a response 6 

under CEQA. Please refer to Final PEIR Appendix A, Port Master Plan, for 7 

information provided in response to this comment. 8 

Response to Comment PT2-25: 9 

This comment addresses the PMPU and does not raise issues that require a response 10 

under CEQA. Please refer to Final PEIR Appendix A, Port Master Plan, for 11 

information provided in response to this comment. 12 

Response to Comment PT2-26: 13 

This comment addresses the PMPU and does not raise issues that require a response 14 

under CEQA. Please refer to Final PEIR Appendix A, Port Master Plan, for 15 

information provided in response to this comment. 16 

Response to Comment PT2-27: 17 

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

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

information provided in response to this comment. 20 

Response to Comment PT2-28: 21 

This comment addresses the PMPU and does not raise issues that require a response 22 

under CEQA. Please refer to Final PEIR Appendix A, Port Master Plan, for 23 

information provided in response to this comment. 24 

Response to Comment PT2-29: 25 

This comment addresses the PMPU and does not raise issues that require a response 26 

under CEQA. Please refer to Final PEIR Appendix A, Port Master Plan, for 27 

information provided in response to this comment. 28 

Response to Comment PT2-30: 29 

This comment addresses the PMPU and does not raise issues that require a response 30 

under CEQA. Please refer to Final PEIR Appendix A, Port Master Plan, for 31 

information provided in response to this comment. 32 
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Response to Comment PT2-31: 1 

This comment addresses the PMPU and does not raise issues that require a response 2 

under CEQA. Please refer to Final PEIR Appendix A, Port Master Plan, for 3 

information provided in response to this comment. 4 

Response to Comment PT2-32: 5 

This comment addresses the PMPU and does not raise issues that require a response 6 

under CEQA. Please refer to Final PEIR Appendix A, Port Master Plan, for 7 

information provided in response to this comment. 8 

Response to Comment PT2-33: 9 

This comment addresses the PMPU and does not raise issues that require a response 10 

under CEQA. Please refer to Final PEIR Appendix A, Port Master Plan, for 11 

information provided in response to this comment. 12 
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