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Taleen Ananian, August 3, 2007
TA-1.

Your comment is noted and will be forwarded to the Board of Harbor Commissioners for
their consideration.

TA-2.

Your comment is appreciated and will be forwarded to the Board of Harbor Commissioners.

TA-3.

The comment is acknowledged and appreciated.
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Skip Baldwin A, July 31, 2007
SB(A)-1.

The Port acknowledges community concerns about impacts associated with truck use in
residential neighborhoods adjacent to the Port. However, this comment does not provide
specific facts to support the assumption that the Port has not effectively implemented
mitigation measures or established feasible monitoring plans for enforcement. According
to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(f)(5):
“Argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, or evidence that is
clearly inaccurate or erroneous, or evidence that is not credible, shall not constitute
substantial evidence.
Substantial evidence shall include facts, reasonable
assumptions predicated upon facts, and expert opinion supported by facts.”
Therefore, it is speculative to assume implementation of Mitigation Measure LU-2,
which requires enforcement of prohibition against truck traffic in Wilmington by the Port
Police, would not effectively reduce the Project’s contribution to existing violations of
unauthorized truck use in Wilmington. Therefore, no revisions to the Final EIS/EIR are
required.

SB(A)-2.

Please see response to comment SB(A)-1. The Draft EIS/EIR has appropriately identified
Mitigation Measure LU-2 as a feasible mechanism for reducing the Project’s contribution
to existing violations of unauthorized truck use in Wilmington pursuant to CEQA
Guidelines Section 15364, which states, “A mitigation measure is considered feasible if it
is capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of
time, taking into consideration economic, environmental, legal, social, and technological
factors.” Therefore, no revisions to the Final EIS/EIR are required.

SB(A)-3.

Please see response to comment SB(A)-1. Concerns related to existing violations of
truck traffic in Wilmington will be forwarded to the Board of Harbor Commissioners for
their consideration.
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Skip Baldwin B, September 11, 2007
SB(B)-1.

2-384
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Linda Bauer, August 8, 2007
LB-1.

The comment is acknowledged and appreciated.

LB-2.

The comment is noted and will be forwarded to the Board of Harbor Commissioners for their
consideration.

LB-3.

Your comment is appreciated and will be forwarded to the Board of Harbor Commissioners.
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Donald Compton, J.D., Undated
DC-1.

Thank you for your comment. As discussed in Chapters 2 and 3.2 of the Draft EIS/EIR, the
Port has developed a Clean Air Action Plan to reduce air emissions Port-wide. The proposed
Project implements all project-specific elements of the CAAP. As shown in Chapter 3.2,
emissions and health risk are reduced as compared to baseline levels as result of the proposed
Project.

DC-2.

The text cited in the comment also provides a qualitative statement that it is possible that the
impact of Project emissions in the Buffer area could exacerbate the health conditions of some
members of the community that are sensitive to air pollution, such as children. However, the
prediction for the future is positive, as levels of pollution from both Port facilities and Portrelated trucks that travel along Harry Bridges Boulevard will substantially diminish in
accordance with the approved Clean Air Action Plan. Current regulations and future rules
adopted by the CARB and USEPA also will further reduce air emissions and associated
cumulative air quality impacts in the Project region and Buffer area.

DC-3.

Comment acknowledged.

DC-4.

The Project air quality analysis determined that the mitigated Project would produce less than
significant health impacts (cancer, acute and chronic non-cancer health hazards) to users of the
Buffer area. However, due to emissions from Port operations as a whole and other area
roadways and industries, airborne cancer and non-cancer levels within the project region and the
Buffer area are cumulatively significant. The text cited in the comment also provides a
qualitative statement that it is possible that the impact of Project emissions in the Buffer area
could exacerbate the health conditions of some member of the community that are sensitive to
air pollution, such as children. However, the prediction for the future is positive, as levels of
pollution from both Port facilities and Port-related trucks that travel along Harry Bridges
Boulevard will substantially diminish in accordance with the approved Clean Air Action Plan.
Current regulations and future rules adopted by the CARB and USEPA also will further reduce
air emissions and associated cumulative air quality impacts in the project region and Buffer area.

DC-5.

Please see the response to comment DC-5.

DC-6.

The text cited in the comment on page 3.2-201 of the Draft EIS/EIR is correct. The Ports
Clean Trucks Program will replace the oldest trucks in the Port fleet and retrofit the remaining
newer ones to USEPA 2007 PM standards. The Clean Trucks Program proposes to complete
the conversion of the entire Port fleet by 2012, or five years in the future.

DC-7.

Please see the responses to comments DC-4 and DC-6.

DC-8.

Please see the response to comment DC-2.

DC-9.

Thank you for your comment. The Draft EIS/EIR does not claim that there will be no diesel
emissions from the container terminal operation. Please see Chapter 3.2 for information on
both criteria pollutant emissions and resultant health risk of the proposed Project.

DC-10.

Please see the response to comment DC-2.

DC-11.

Please see the responses to comments DC-2, DC-4, and DC-9.
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Olivia Cueva-Fernandez, September 24, 2007
OC-1.

Thank you for your comment. The Port appreciates the time and effort you have put into
addressing the proposed Project. However, the Port respectfully disagrees with your statement
on off-port impacts. The Draft EIS/EIR adequately analyzes the potential impacts of the
proposed Project on the surrounding Wilmington and San Pedro communities.

OC-2.

The proposed hours of construction operations for the Project are 7:00 AM to 5:00 PM on
weekdays and 8:00 AM to 5:00 PM on Saturday. The analysis indicated 75 inbound worker
trips and 15 truck trips during the AM peak hour and 75 outbound worker trips and 15 truck
trips during the PM peak hour. Most of the worker trips will use the I-110 Freeway, Alameda
Street, and Seaside/Ocean to access and leave the site. The number of project related trips on
Pacific Coast Highway (PCH) would be a small percentage of the estimated 75 worker trips
during the peak hours and would represent local contractors living in close proximity to PCH.
It is anticipated that very few or none of the truck and equipment trips will use PCH as they
would again be oriented to destinations along the freeway to the north. It is anticipated that no
equipment trips or worker trips will use Figueroa Street north of C Street to access the project
site. The comment incorrectly states that the Figueroa Street connection to I-110 is not
analyzed. Figueroa Street/“C” Street/I-110 Ramp interchange is, in fact, included in the
analysis. It should also be noted that the Port has a proposed improvement project for that
location that will eliminate the potential for any Port-related traffic to utilize Figueroa Street
north of “C” Street.
See response to comment NWSP-10 regarding trip distribution. The distribution identified in
the 2004 Port Origin-Destination Study indicates no or few project-related truck trips on
Figueroa or PCH.

OC-3.

The CEQA Baseline for the Project is equal to the conditions of the Berths 136-147 Terminal
at the time of the release of the CEQA Notice of Preparation, or October 19, 2003. CEQA
Guidelines section 15125, subdivision (a), provides:
“An EIR must include a description of the physical environmental conditions in the
vicinity of the project, as they exist at the time the notice of preparation is published, or if
no notice of preparation is published, at the time environmental analysis is commenced,
from both a local and regional perspective. This environmental setting will normally
constitute the baseline physical conditions by which a lead agency determines whether an
impact is significant.”
CEQA case law holds that, where facts in the record show that activities were occurring at a
project site prior to environmental review, it may be “misleading and illusory” to describe
baseline conditions as if those activities were not occurring. (See Fairview Neighbors v.
County of Ventura, 70 Cal.App.4th 238, 243 (1999) (upholding baseline for evaluation of
conditional use permit to expand existing mining operations as including levels of truck traffic
actually achieved under prior approvals)). Additionally CEQA provides for the environmental
baseline to include all uses that actually existed during the baseline period, regardless of
whether those activities are alleged to have exceeded prior approvals. See, e.g., Fat v. County
of Sacramento, 97 Cal.App.4th 1270, 1277-1281 (2002); Riverwatch v. County of San Diego,
76 Cal.App.4th 1428, 1451-1453 (1999).

OC-4.

See response to comment OC-2 regarding few or no project truck trips on PCH. The project
itself is expected to generate very few additional truck trips on PCH as most of the truck trips
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are oriented to rail intermodal yards and warehouse/distribution businesses located farther to
the north along I-110, I-710, and other regional routes. Also note that PCH is a State Route
(SR 1) and thus is owned, operated, and controlled by Caltrans. Neither the Port nor the
Cities of Long Beach or Los Angeles have the ability to control truck traffic on PCH or
prohibit traffic on PCH.
OC-5.

The intersection of Alameda Street and Anaheim Street is analyzed in the EIR traffic study.
The analysis indicated few project truck trips and no significant impacts on Anaheim or PCH.
As noted in response to comment OC-1, Figueroa Street/”C” Street/I-110 Ramp interchange
was assessed and improvements are proposed for that location.

OC-6.

The area referred to as the Harry Bridges buffer area would help to reduce the available access
routes into the area north of Harry Bridges Boulevard, thus further reducing the potential for
port-related traffic in the area north of the Project. North-South access routes (streets) to this
area from the area south of Harry Bridges Boulevard would be reduced. The East-West routes
are unaffected and available to local vehicular traffic. “C” Street will remain open for local
residential traffic flow but will be effectively buffered from port traffic. The buffer and related
street closures will effectively shield the area to the north from port-related auto traffic on
several streets, as it would be circuitous for such traffic to reach those routes after the closures.
Finally, any increase in traffic due to redistribution of traffic will be a result of the
redistribution of residential related trips and would be nominal given the current low volumes
of traffic on the streets to be closed. A study was completed for the Port regarding traffic
implications of the buffer and associated street closures. That study is entitled “Traffic
Circulation and Parking Assessment, Wilmington Waterfront Development Master Plan,
January 2006,” by Kaku Associates.

OC-7.

As discussed in Section 3.9, the proposed Project would result in a negative noise impact on
the Wilmington Marina area. However, although noise was not found to be significant, the
Port will add the following mitigation measure to the Project to further reduce noise from the
rail yard and provide additional landscaping in the Port:
Mitigation Measure NOI-2. A Landscape buffer along the northwest side of the proposed
Pier A Yard between the yard and Alameda Street and on the southeast side of the yard
between the facility and the marina area will be incorporated into the project scope. The
buffer will include mature trees and shrubs and shall be maintained for the life of the Project.
If noise monitoring indicates that there will be exceedences of the City noise ordinance at the
marinas in consolidated slip from operation of the relocated Pier A yard, a 6’-8’ wall along
the southeast side of the yard between the yard and the marinas will be constructed.

OC-8.

Regarding proof that air quality would not affect visitors to the Buffer area, the Project air
quality analysis determined that the mitigated Project would produce less than significant
health impacts (cancer, acute, and chronic non-cancer health hazards) to users of the Buffer
area. However, due to emissions from Port operations as a whole and other area roadways and
industries, airborne cancer and non-cancer levels within the project region and the Buffer area
are cumulatively significant. The Draft EIS/EIR on pages 3.2-200 and 3.2-201 provides a
qualitative statement that it is possible that the impact of Project emissions in the Buffer area
could exacerbate the health conditions of some member of the community that are sensitive to
air pollution, like children. However, the prediction for the future is positive, as levels of
pollution from both Port facilities and Port-related trucks that travel along Harry Bridges
Boulevard would substantially diminish in accordance with the approved Clean Air Action
Plan. Current regulations and future rules adopted by the CARB and USEPA also will further
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reduce air emissions and associated cumulative air quality impacts in the project region and
Buffer area.
OC-9.

Comment noted.

OC-10.

Comment noted.

2-402

Berths 136-147 Terminal Final EIS/EIR

RF-1

RF-2

RF-3

2.0 Responses to Comments

Ron Flisher, September 16, 2007
RF-1.

Thank you for your comment. Chapter 3.7 of the Draft EIS/EIR presents an analysis of the
potential safety concerns in regards to international commerce. There will be no increased risk
of terrorism as a result of the proposed Project.

RF-2.

Please see response to comment RF-1.

RF-3.

Please see response to comment RF-1.
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Arthur Hernandez, July 31, 2007
AH(A)-1.

The proposed Berth 136-147 Terminal project does not reduce or eliminate any lakes in the
area.

AH(A)-1.

The proposed Berth 136-147 Terminal project does not reduce public access to the
waterfront. Presently there is no public access to the West Basin at the Northwest Slip
because the surrounding area is being used for industrial purposes. The only waterway
connection in this area is through an underground storm culvert which connects the West
Basin with lower Machado Lake. The Community has access to the waterfront from
Bannings Landing. At this time Port is working on several projects to enhance public views
and access to the waterfront.
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Arthur Hernandez, August 8, 2007
AH(B)-1.

See responses to comments AH(A)-1 and AH(A)-2. The proposed Berth 136-147 Terminal
project does not reduce public access to the waterfront. The community has access to the
waterfront from Bannings Landing. At this time, the Port is working on several projects to
enhance public views and access to the waterfront. In regard to your comment that there
should be no filling of the West Waterway as part of the proposed Project, several other
alternatives have been evaluated co-equally in the EIS/EIR that did not require the additional
fill. These alternatives will be considered by both the USACE and Los Angeles Harbor
Commission before a decision is made. It is very possible that they could select an
alternative that does not require the 10-acre fill.

AH(B)-2.

The proposed Project includes an on-dock rail yard to be constructed where the Pier A rail
yard is presently located. The use of the on-dock rail yard would improve the efficiency of
handling and loading containers directly on rail; the facility could load and unload two trains
per day. PHL would continue its operations out of the relocated rail yard (see Section
2.4.2.4, Relocated Rail Facilities). There is no direct relationship between the proposed
Project and the Watson Yard, which would not handle containerized cargo from the Berths
136-147 project.

AH(B)-3.

The proposed Project would not eliminate the Pier A Rail Yard, but relocate it to near
Consolidated Slip. Your comment is appreciated and will be forward to the Board of Harbor
Commissioners.
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Arthur Hernandez, August 23, 2007
AH(C)-1.

Please see response to comment AH(B)-1. The existing connection between Machado Lake
and the West Basin of the Port is through an underground culvert that passes under the I-110
freeway and a number of surface streets. The proposed Berth 136-147 Terminal project
does not reduce public access to the waterfront. The Community has access to the
waterfront from Bannings Landing. At this time, the Port is working on several projects to
enhance public views and access to the waterfront.

AH(C)-2.

The comment is consistent with the analysis provided in the Berth 136-147 Container
Terminal Project EIS/EIR. Your comment is appreciated and will be forwarded to the Board
of Harbor Commissioners.

AH(C)-3.

Please see response to comment AH(A)-1. The proposed Berth 136-147 Terminal project
does not reduce or eliminate any lakes in the area. Construction of fill in the West Basin as
part of the Project would not effect these water bodies.

AH(C)-4.

Please see response to comment AH(B)-2. The proposed Project includes an on-dock rail
yard to be constructed where the Pier A rail yard is presently located. PHL would continue
its operations out of the relocated rail yard (see Section 2.4.2.4, Relocated Rail Facilities).
The Watson Yard is not associated with the proposed Project. Operational noise from the
proposed Project was found to be less than cumulatively considerable (see Draft EIS/EIR
Section 4.2.9.4).
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Tarry Kang, August 1, 2007
TK-1.

Your comment is appreciated and will be forwarded to the Board of Harbor Commissioners.

TK-2.

The comment is acknowledged and appreciated.

TK-3.

The comment is noted and will be forwarded to the Board of Harbor Commissioners for their
consideration.
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John Miller, M.D., FACEP, September 24, 2007
JM-1.

Thank you for your comments. Please see the responses to comments from the PCAC EIR
Subcommittee and the Northwest Neighborhood Council comment letters. The submitted
report has also become part of this Project’s record and will be submitted to the Board of
Harbor Commissioners for their consideration.

Berths 136-147 Terminal Final EIS/EIR

2-441

CM-1

CM-2

CM-2

CM-3

CM-4

CM-4

CM-5

2.0 Responses to Comments

Cecilia Ponce-Mora, July 31, 2007
CM-1.

This comment suggests that the Draft EIS/EIR fails to address numerous environmental
issues associated with the Port’s daily operations. The Draft EIS/EIR incorporates
programmatic, project-specific, and cumulative analyses for all environmental issue areas that
would potentially be impacted by the proposed Project, including those in the Project vicinity.
The Draft EIS/EIR has appropriately evaluated the Project’s environmental effects and
identified mitigation measures and reasonable alternatives to avoid significant environmental
impacts (CEQA Guidelines Sections 15121(a) and 15362). Therefore, no revisions to the
Final EIS/EIR are required.

CM-2.

The Port and USACE shares the concerns expressed in regard to adverse health effects in the area.
As part of the EIS/EIR, extensive health risk assessments were completed. Many of the air
quality and health risk mitigation measures provided in the EIS/EIR are to reduce fossil fuel usage
in the area for operating the Terminal and the transport of cargo to and from the Terminal.
It is the Port’s/USACE’s goal to apply mitigation to the source of emissions in order to
reduce health effects from proposed projects. The Draft EIS/EIR incorporates all feasible
mitigation measures (i.e., Mitigation Measures AQ-1 through AQ-18B) that reduce toxic air
pollution impacts from proposed construction and operational emission sources that are
capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time,
taking into consideration economic, environmental, legal, social, and technological factors
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15364).
The results of the health risk assessment (HRA) in the Draft EIS/EIR show that with
implementation of Mitigation Measures AQ-1 through AQ-24, the mitigated Project would
produce lower residential cancer risks in Wilmington relative to 2003 (see Draft EIS/EIR
Figure 3.2-2). Table 3.2-30 also shows that Sensitive, Student and Recreational health risk
would be reduced below 2003 levels by the proposed mitigation measures. Table 3.2-25 also
shows that the mitigated Project would produce significantly lower emissions compared to
existing terminal operations in 2003. The Final EIS/EIR has accelerated implementation of
some mitigation measures proposed in the Draft EIS/EIR and it has added Mitigation
Measure AQ-25, as discussed in more detail in response to comments SCAQMD-7 through
SCAQMD-24. These additional mitigations will further reduce mitigated Project impacts
compared to those identified in the Draft EIS/EIR. Implementation of the proposed Clean Air
Action Plan also will substantially reduce emissions due to Port operations within a few
years. In addition, on November 26, 2006, the Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach
approved the San Pedro Bay Clean Air Action Plan (CAAP) which will reduce Port
emissions by 45 percent over the next 5 years

CM-3.

The Port takes very seriously the region’s air quality and health effects on the community’s
surrounding the Port. The Port has shown over the past several years its commitment to
improving air quality and health effects by implementing programs to reduce emissions
including approval of the CAAP (see response to comment CM-2). Table 3.2-1 of the Draft
EIS/EIR includes information on the health effects of air pollutants.

CM-4.

Please see response to comments CM-2 and CM-3 above. The purpose of this environmental
document is to inform the public, including the Wilmington Community, of potential
environmental effects of the proposed project and to provide feasible mitigations.

CM-5.

Please see response to comment CM-3 above.
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Pat Nave, September 26, 2007
PN-1.

The Draft EIS/EIR has appropriately evaluated the Project’s environmental effects and
identified mitigation measures and reasonable alternatives to avoid significant environmental
impacts (CEQA Guidelines Sections 15121(a) and 15362). Draft EIS/EIR Figure 4-1 and Table
4-1 include an extensive list of 84 past, present, and future projects in the area, many of which
are west of Harbor Blvd. and along Interstate 110.

PN-2.

The Project meets the requirements of the San Pedro Bay Clean Air Action Plan. Mitigation
Measures AQ-1 through AQ-24 in the Draft EIS/EIR represent feasible means to reduce air
pollution impacts from proposed construction and operational emission sources. The Final
EIS/EIR has accelerated implementation of some mitigation measures proposed in the Draft
EIS/EIR, as discussed in more detail in response to comments SCAQMD-7 through SCAQMD24. The Project would comply with all applicable CAAP measures. The CAAP supersedes
those of the NNI process which was never approved by the Board of Harbor Commissioners.

PN-3.

Should the Board of Harbor Commissioners approve the project, mitigation measures would be
included as requirements in the tenants lease and in any construction specifications. In
addition, project approval would also require approval of a Mitigation Monitoring and
Reporting Program which would ensure implementation of proposed mitigation measures. All
measures used to calculate air quality reductions are quantifiable and verifiable and would
reduce emissions as provided.

PN-4.

Thank you for your comment. The following mitigation measures have been amended in the
Final EIS/EIR:
Mitigation Measure AQ-2: Fleet Modernization for On-Road Trucks. All on-road heavyduty diesel trucks with a gross vehicle weight rating (GVWR) of 33,000 pounds or greater used
on-site or to transport materials to and from the site during Phase 1 construction shall comply
with year 2007 USEPA on-road emission standards. During Phase 2 construction (post 2015),
all on-road heavy-duty diesel trucks with a gross vehicle weight rating (GVWR) of 33,000
pounds or greater used on-site or to transport materials to and from the site shall comply with
year 2010 USEPA on-road emission standards. Trucks hauling aggregate materials or debris
shall be fully covered while operating off Port property.
Mitigation Measure AQ-3: Fleet Modernization for Construction Equipment. All offroad diesel-powered construction equipment and generators greater than 25 hp, except derrick
barges and marine vessels, shall meet the cleanest off-road diesel emission levels available but
no greater than USEPA Tier 3 NOx emission standards. The Port could meet Tier 3 equivalent
PM emission limits through the use of new or repowered engines designed to meet USEPA Tier
2 PM standards and/or the use of CARB approved diesel particulate traps. For Phase II
construction (post-2015), equipment shall meet the Tier 4 emission standards. In addition,
construction equipment shall incorporate, where feasible, emissions savings technology such as
hybrid drives and specific fuel economy standards.
Additionally, the following construction mitigation measure has been added to the Final
EIS/EIR:
Mitigation Measure AQ-25: Special Precautions near Sensitive Sites: All construction
activities located within 1,000 feet of sensitive receptors (defined as schools,
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playgrounds, daycares, and hospitals), shall notify each of these sites in writing at least
30 days before construction activities begin.
The above mitigation measures, plus Mitigation Measures AQ-1, AQ-4, AQ-5, and AQ-18A in
the Final EIS/EIR represent all feasible means to reduce air pollution impacts from proposed
construction emission sources
PN-5.

The Project air quality analysis evaluates the difference between project operational emissions
in years 2007, 2015, 2025, and 2038 and the CEQA Baseline year of 2003. Implementation of
Mitigation Measures AQ-6 through AQ-12 would reduce average and peak daily Project
operational emissions to less than the CEQA Baseline daily emissions by year 2015.

PN-6

Please see responses to comments AQMD-4 and SCAQMD-8. Mitigation Measures AQ-17 and
AQ-18B provide a process to consider new or alternative emission control technologies in the
future. Approval of the Project is dependent upon an acceptable Mitigation Monitoring and
Reporting Program (MMRP) that identifies all feasible measures to reduce Project air quality
impacts. The Port and Project terminal operator would comply with the MMRP for the life of
the lease, or 30 years.
In addition, please see the response to comment SCAQMD-4.

PN-7.

One can infer from the Draft EIS/EIR that an increase in emissions from the Project could
damage property in some unquantifiable way. Implementation of the proposed mitigations
would reduce adverse effects from Project air emissions, including those associated with
property damage.

PN-8.

Please see response to comment NWSP-8.

PN-9.

Thank you for your comment. See responses to the PCAC-AQ letter for responses to this
comment letter.

PN-10.

Refer to response to comment CADOT-2 for a discussion of the CMP analysis prepared for the
project. See responses to comments OC-4 and NWSP-12 regarding trip distribution.
Distribution of Project traffic to surrounding roadways and freeways used the most
logical/reasonable trip distribution patterns and are based on the 2004 Port Origin-Destination
Study. The purpose of the traffic study is to assess the potential impacts of the Project based on
anticipated operating parameters, not to increase traffic diversion to alternative routes. No
changes to EIS/EIR are required.

PN-11.

The analysis used the adopted Port travel demand model that accounts for regional growth in
the area and it includes related project development since they are inherently built into the
regional socioeconomic (population, housing and employment) forecasts.
Regional
background (ambient) traffic growth was estimated using data from the Port Travel Demand
Model which covers all related proposed project traffic growth via the regional population and
employment forecasts. Background traffic growth occurs as a result of regional growth in
employment, population, schools and other activities. To determine the appropriate growth
rates, the growth in non-port trips was determined using data from the Southern California
Association of Governments (SCAG). SCAG forecast data for 2005, 2015, and 2030 were
compared to existing data. It should be noted that most of the related projects are covered by
the growth forecasts of the Port Travel Demand Model. Other projects that are not included in
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the SCAG Regional Travel Demand Forecasting Model were thus separately accounted for in
the local area model. All Ports of Long Beach and Los Angeles container and non-container
terminal traffic growth are included in the Port Travel Demand Model. Smaller related projects
such as many of those listed in the Ponte Vista development are fully accounted for by the
regional socioeconomic projections contained in the SCAG regional model and applied in the
Port travel demand model. No changes to the Draft EIS/EIR are required.
PN-12.

The Project is not anticipated to result in additional truck traffic to roadways west of the I-110
Freeway. As noted in the response to comment OC-4, most project related traffic is oriented to
rail intermodal yards and warehouse/distribution businesses located farther to the north along I110, I-710, and other regional routes (based on the 2004 comprehensive port truck driver
origin/destination survey). That survey identified the origin and destination of several thousand
port trucks over a several day period. Daily operations of the POLA Distribution Center and
the Trapac Terminal are independent of each other and have no reciprocal effect on each other.
Trips to and from the Los Angeles distribution Center will occur regardless of the proposed
Project, they will come from other container terminals and other businesses throughout the
region. Those trips are the result of the operation of the Distribution Center, not of the
proposed Project. Also, the City of Los Angeles prepared an EIR for the N. Gaffey
Distribution Center which assessed the reasonable maximum utilization of that permitted
facility. No other truck traffic is anticipated on Gaffey Street or other streets west of the project
site as the vast majority of all trips to the west will be on the freeway system. Therefore no
analysis or evaluation of impacts from Project truck traffic is required on the arterial or local
streets directly west of the Project site. Truck traffic would not increase on North Gaffey as a
result of the development of the proposed Project.

PN-13.

New onsite utility lines (water, wastewater, storm drains, and electrical lines) would be
constructed to serve the proposed container terminal operations; the relocation and/or extension
of some existing utility lines would also occur. These new utilities would tie into the existing
utility lines that currently serve the proposed Project site. Therefore, no new offsite utility lines,
crossbars, or poles would be required. The Port will be undergrounding power lines along the
Harry Bridges Corridor. It is a longer term goal of the Port to underground power lines around
the edge of the Port.

PN-14.

The visual conditions described in the comment are form the Baseline for the Aesthetics/Visual
Resources Impact Assessment and are not a result of the Project. Moreover, no significant
impacts were identified regarding any aspect of the Project, including the changes to the
existing gantry cranes. Therefore, no mitigation measures are required.

PN-15.

The juxtaposition of industrial land uses and residential areas in the Project vicinity is an
existing visual condition that is the Baseline for the Aesthetics/Visual Resources Impact
Assessment and not an effect attributable to the Project requiring mitigation in the form of
developing Knoll Hill as a “buffer area.” The Port has committed to developing Knoll Hill as an
open space/park and is working with the community on the planning for this. Significantly, an
element of the proposed project is the construction of a 30-acre buffer between the Berth 136147 Container Terminal and the Wilmington Community.
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RP-1

RP-2

2.0 Responses to Comments

Richard Pawlowski, August 4, 2007
RP-1.

During the public scoping meeting for the EIS/EIR, several Wilmington residents voiced
concern over deflated property values and blight in the Wilmington Community because it is
adjacent to the Port of Los Angeles industrial area. Much of the focus of the socioeconomic
chapter of the EIS/EIR (Chapter 7.0) was to determine the extent of the Port’s impact on the
Wilmington Community. Please see that chapter in the EIS/EIR.

RP-2.

The Los Angeles Board of Harbor Commissioners will consider all mitigation measures offered
by the public and those in the EIS/EIR before rendering a decision as to whether or not the
proposed Project proceeds and if it is to proceed, under what conditions.
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DRA-1

DRA-2

DRA-3

2.0 Responses to Comments

David Rattray, July 31, 2007
DRA-1.

The comment is noted and will be forwarded to the Board of Harbor Commissioners for their
consideration.

DRA-2.

Your comment is appreciated and will be forwarded to the Board of Harbor Commissioners.

DRA-3.

The comment is acknowledged and appreciated.
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DRE-1

DRE-2

2.0 Responses to Comments

Dan Reilly, Undated
DRE-1.

The comment is noted and will be forwarded to the Board of Harbor Commissioners for their
consideration.

DRE-2.

The comment is acknowledged and appreciated.
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AS-1

AS-2

AS-3

2.0 Responses to Comments

Alex San Andres, August 7, 2007
AS-1.

Your comment is noted and will be forwarded to the Board of Harbor Commissioners for their
consideration.

AS-2.

Your comment is appreciated and will be forwarded to the Board of Harbor Commissioners.

AS-3.

The comment is acknowledged and appreciated.
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Joseph Towers, August 10, 2007
JT-1.

As discussed in Draft EIS/EIR Section 1.5.6, CEQ Regulations 40 CFR 1505.3 requires that
“mitigation and other conditions established in the environmental impact statement or during its
review and committed as part of the decision shall be implemented by the lead agency or other
appropriate consenting agency.” While the USACE may identify and analyze impacts outside its
jurisdiction, the USACE limits the placement of special conditions in USACE permits (requirements
for mitigation) to areas within the USACE jurisdiction (i.e., areas directly subject to its permitting
authority under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, Section 10 of the River and Harbor Act, and
Section 103 of the Marine Protection, Research, and Sanctuaries Act). The USACE cannot constrain
operations outside its jurisdiction where, absent USACE permits for construction in waters of the
U.S., the federal government has no authority over operations that could otherwise occur. Therefore,
while there may be an increment of upland indirect and/or cumulative effects within the USACE
scope of review (i.e., traceable to the issuance of a permit), the USACE would not place special
conditions on those upland impacts because activities in the uplands are not within the USACE
jurisdiction, and some portion of those impacts would occur absent of a USACE permit.
The Port of Los Angeles however, does have jurisdictional control of ship emissions through leases.
Mitigation identified in this EIS/EIR to reduce ship emissions would be made conditions of the lease
to operate Berth 136-147.
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>>> kathleen dwgkaw <dwgkaw@hotmail.com> 9/26/2007 4:39:42 PM >>>
September 26, 2007
Dr. Spencer D. MacNeil, Commander
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Los Angeles District
P.O. Box 532711
Los Angeles, CA 90053-2325
Dr. Ralph G. Appy, Director of Environmental Management Port of Los Angeles
425 South Palos Verdes Street
San Pedro, CA 90731
ceqacomments@portla.org
Re: Berths 136-147 [TraPac] Container Terminal Project (Corps File Number 2003-01142-SDM)
Dear Dr. MacNeil and Dr. Appy:
Thank you for this opportunity to provide comments on the Berths 136-147 Container Terminal Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)/Environmental Impact Report (EIR) ("DEIS/DEIR"). Although I am a
signator on other comment letters, I would like to focus on the following points:
1. In reviewing the above-referenced EIS/EIR/DEIS/DEIR, it is clear to me that it does not conform with the
Port of Los Angeles' Clean Air Action Plan (CAAP). Most specifically, it does not require full compliance with 2%
low sulfur fuel in auxiliary engines in ships until 2015, whereas the CAAP clearly states that 100% compliance
will be required with new leases effective 2007. The feasibility of the use of this fuel in ships has already been
demonstrated by another Port of Los Angeles tenant, Maersk.

KW-1

It is particularly concerning that currently feasible mitigations would be phased in over long periods of time,
thus ensuring that old technology is used in the future. For instance, since 2% low sulfur fuel for auxiliary
engines in ships is feasible now, in 2015 the industry standard may be to use 1% low sulfur fuel in auxiliary
and main engines for ships. The lower standard required in this DEIR/DEIS acts as a permission slip for the
tenant to use outdated technology in the future. This is unacceptable, especially considering the amount of air
pollution the Port, and the industry it facilitates, is responsible for contributing to the environment.
2. I outlined an example above where the DEIR/DEIS does not comply with the CAAP; however, complying
with the CAAP does not guarantee compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). CEQA has
a higher standard than the CAAP, and is the law that sets the bar. The Port can not replace CEQA requirements
with CAAP requirements. In accordance with CEQA, all applicable and feasible mitigations should be
implemented to offset significant environmental impacts. This DEIR/DEIS does not make use of all of the
currently available and feasible mitigations.
3. It is unconscionable that the Port would put forward an EIR/EIS to its commission for approval that does not
mitigate air quality impacts to a level of insignificance. The California Air Resources Board (CARB) has
estimated that 5,400 deaths per year in California are attributable to air pollution. It is widely understood that
the Port is a major contributor to air pollution in this region and in the State. Therefore, the DEIR/DEIS should
cure its air quality mitigation deficiencies until a level of insignificance is attained. Port-wide mitigations should
be implemented if the use of all appropriate and feasible project-level mitigations still result in a level of
significance.
Additionally, it is becoming more-and-more clear that the shipping industry and the goods movement industry
is creating impacts around the globe. Agressive mitigations need to be put in place in order to address these
global impacts.

KW-2

KW-3

KW-4

KW-5

In closing, I do not believe that the mitigations outlined in the DEIR/DEIS are sufficient. It is irresponsible for
the Port to continue expanding its operations, and the operations of its tenants, if it can not do so without
causing additional harm to human health and additional significant negative impacts to the environment. The
Port has an obligation to evaluate its procedures and policies and reform its practices so that it does not
destroy the natural resources of the State, the Nation and the globe. These resources belong to the people,
and should not be squandered.
Sincerely,

Kathleen Woodfield
San Pedro Resident
505 South Bandini Street
San Pedro, Ca 90731

2.0 Responses to Comments

Kathleen Woodfield, September 26, 2007
KW-1. The Project would comply with all applicable CAAP measures. The Final EIS/EIR has
accelerated implementation of some mitigation measures proposed in the Draft EIS/EIR, as
discussed in more detail in response to comments SCAQMD-7 through SCAQMD-24. For
example, Mitigation Measure AQ-11 has been revised to increase the compliance rate of total
ship calls that use low-sulfur fuel (maximum sulfur content of 0.2%) in auxiliary engines, main
engines, and boilers within 40 nautical miles (nm) of Point Fermin (including hoteling for nonAMP ships) to a minimum of 20/30 percent in years 2009/2010. Additionally, by 2012, all
frequent caller ships (three or more calls a month) shall comply with this requirement. These
mitigations are very ambitious and in some cases will require dramatic changes to current
vehicular and vessel operations. As a result, time is needed to implement these new measures.
KW-2. Please see the response to comment KW-1. Mitigation Measures AQ-1 through AQ-25 represent
all feasible means to reduce air pollution impacts from proposed construction and operational
emission sources.
KW-3. Please see the responses to comments KW-1 and KW-2. The Final EIS/EIR complies with the
requirements of CEQA and NEPA. The Ports have begun implementation of the CAAP and this
process would substantially reduce future emissions from Ports operations.
KW-4. Comment acknowledged.
KW-5. Please see the responses to comments KW-1 through KW-4. Implementation of Mitigation
Measures AQ-6 through AQ-12 would reduce Project operational emissions to less than the
CEQA Baseline emissions by year 2015. Additionally, the results of the health risk assessment
in the Draft EIS/EIR show that the mitigated Project would produce lower cancer risks in the
Project region compared to the CEQA Baseline existing conditions of 2003, except for a very
small area in East Wilmington.
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TW-1

TW-2

TW-3

TW-4

TW-4

TW-5

TW-6

TW-7

TW-8

TW-9

TW-10

TW-11

TW-11

TW-12

TW-13

TW-14

TW-15

TW-16

TW-17

TW-18

TW-18

TW-19

TW-20

TW-20

TW-21

TW-22

TW-22

TW-23

TW-23

TW-24

TW-24

TW-25

TW-26

2.0 Responses to Comments

Dr. C. Thomas Williams, July 31, 2007
TW-1.

Your comment is noted and appreciated. Please see response to comment AS(A)-7. The Final
EIS/EIR has been revised to eliminate internal inconsistencies.

TW-2.

The Final EIS/EIR Executive Summary and Chapter 3.13 will be revised as appropriate to
ensure consistency between the findings and conclusions.

TW-3.

Chapter section titles and headings will be revised as needed to provide consistency.

TW-4.

This material is provided as appropriate backup for information presented in Chapter 3.13 and
does not add bulk to Volume 1 of the Draft EIS/EIR which contains the environmental analysis.

TW-5.

Please see response to comment TW-4.

TW-6.

Please see response to comment TW-4 regarding Appendix L. Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.13 is
already condensed and focused on the project area to the extent feasible. All of the potential
impacts of the project must be evaluated under CEQA and NEPA so the volume of the chapter
cannot be reduced while meeting those requirements. Therefore, no revisions to the Final
EIS/EIR are required. As noted, the EIS/EIR does include an executive summary which
highlights the content of the environmental analysis.

TW-7.

Please see response to comment TW-2.

TW-8.

Comment acknowledged. The comment does not focus on pertinent information in the
EIS/EIR. Hong Kong is a transshipment port that is capable of greater cargo throughput.

TW-9.

There is pressure on all existing and proposed new ports to grow and accept more container
cargo along the west coasts of Mexico, the United States, and Canada. The demand for goods
in the Los Angeles Basin continues to grow. Each port continues to plan on how to
accommodate their share of the increased growth. Regarding your comment that the Port
should include an alternative to accommodate the growth slated for the Port of Los Angeles in
Mexico, the Port has no jurisdiction beyond its boundaries to identify an alternative location to
accommodate cargo.

TW-10. See response to comment TW-9 above. In accordance with legal mandates, the Port includes a
variety of maritime uses (see Draft EIS/EIR Table 2-5). The channels have been designed for
safe transit, and Marine Transportation is discussed Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.11. The Port has
appropriate tariffs to minimize conflicts. The Draft EIS/EIR did evaluate the risk of collisions
and consequent impacts.
TW-11. Thank you for your comment and the suggested alternative. As described in Section 2.5 of the
Draft EIS/EIR, many alternatives were considered but most were not carried forward because
they did not meet enough of the project objectives. The analysis contained in the EIS/EIR is
based on realistic assumption for cargo moving through the Port of Los Angeles. The basis for
that analysis is provided in Draft EIS/EIR Section 1.2 and Appendix I. Therefore, no revisions
to the Final EIS/EIR are necessary.
Similar to the response to comment AS(B)-7, it is understood that the second part of the
comment is referring to effects from prop wash on redistribution of existing sediment
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contaminants. Sediment resuspension from prop wash can occur from any shipping activities
within the Port, not just those associated with the proposed Project. Ship movements can also
cause sediment resuspension. Resuspended sediments are expected to settle quickly to the
bottom, and associated contaminants are not expected to increase toxicity or bioavailability
because contaminants typically have a strong attachment to sediment particles. The effects of
sediment resuspension from dredging and construction are addressed in Section 3.13.4.
TW-12. This comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the EIS/EIR analysis. The
comment infers that the Port consider an alternative that would relocate the Project site western
harbor area. However, the comment does not specifically identify how the proposed alternative
would feasibly attain most of the basic project objectives or substantially lessen any of the
significant effects of the Project (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 and CEQ Regulations 40
CFR 1502.14). Additionally, as stated in CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a), an “EIR need
not consider every conceivable alternative to a project. Rather, it must consider a reasonable
range of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision making and public
participation.” As Draft EIS/EIR Section 2.5 includes a reasonable range of alternatives, no
revisions to the Final EIS/EIR are required.
TW-13. Please see response to comment AS(B)-9.
TW-14. The comment suggests that the Port consider adequate development of alternatives, including
more efficient terminal alternatives, West Basin/Main Channel maritime alternatives, and riskbased terminal alternatives to minimize impacts from collisions, spills, and other water related
activities. As stated in CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a), an “EIR need not consider every
conceivable alternative to a project. Rather, it must consider a reasonable range of potentially
feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision making and public participation.” As
Draft EIS/EIR Section 2.5 includes a reasonable range of alternatives, no revisions to the Final
EIS/EIR are required.
TW-15. Impacts from project activities, including dredging, as discussed in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.13,
are based to the extent possible on empirical data from previous monitoring activities in the
Port. In contrast, the source(s) of any discoloration of surface waters observable in satellite
images can be difficult to discern. Therefore, the information presented in the EIS/EIR is
considered appropriate for evaluating impacts to water quality from the proposed project and
alternatives. Therefore, no revisions to the Final EIS/EIR are required. The amount of
maintenance dredging being carried out at the Port is minor. However, the USACE is presently
completing the Channel Deepening Project which will deepen all the main channels in the
harbor to -53 ft. MLLW to provide access by the largest container vessels.
TW-16. Should the Board of Harbor Commissioners elect to approve the Project, all mitigation
measures would become incorporated into construction contracts and leases, as appropriate. In
addition, the Board will also approve a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program as
required by Section 21081.6 of the California Public Resources Code.
TW-17. Construction of the 10-acre fill is not considered a significant impact to water resources
because it is not expected to degrade water quality or inhibit circulation in the basin. The fill
represents a loss of open-water habitat; however, this is considered a biological resources issue
and not a water resources issue. Therefore, no revisions to the Final EIS/EIR are required.
TW-18. As discussed in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.13.4, stormwater runoff would be regulated by a
stormwater discharge permit that prevents releases of contaminants to the harbor. The permit
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also requires routine monitoring to confirm that the discharges meet specific water quality
limits. Therefore, no revisions to the Final EIS/EIR are required.
TW-19. The Final EIS/EIR will be revised consistent with this comment.
TW-20. The adaptive management program is included as another tool to ensure that dredging
operations comply with specific permit conditions. This program is not intended to mitigate
significant water quality impacts because dredging and other construction activities are not
expected to cause significant impacts to water resources. Therefore, no revisions to the Final
EIS/EIR are required.
TW-21. The project description includes standard measures to prevent, contain, and cleanup any spills,
including implementation of a spill prevention, containment, and cleanup (SPCC) plan. Given
these measures, combined with the low probability of a spill, impacts to water quality typically
would be considered less than significant. However, a spill directly to the harbor could result in
a visible film, which would violate water quality objectives in the Basin Plan, resulting in a
significant impact to water resources. In fact, biological resources in the harbor have improved
significantly since the 1970s (Draft EIS/EIR p. 3.3.2). A film or contained spill would not
necessarily result in significant impacts to biological resources. Therefore, no revisions to the
Final EIS/EIR are required.
TW-22. The Final EIS/EIR will be revised to clarify that these measures are intended as conditions for
approval as part of Port-wide efforts to maintain high water quality conditions, and not as
mitigation measures to reduce the level of significance associated with project-specific impacts
to water quality.
TW-23. The risks of hazardous materials spills are evaluated in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.7. Oil spill
prevention and response programs presently exist within the Port and would continue for the
proposed Project. Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.7.2 includes a good description of the spill response
and regulatory setting for the Port. Stormwater discharges are regulated by the Clean Water
Act, and any discharge associated with the project would be in accordance with an approved
stormwater pollution prevention plan (SWPPP). Therefore, no revisions to the Final EIS/EIR
are required.
TW-24. The Final EIS/EIR mitigation table will be revised as needed to ensure consistency with the
Executive Summary.
TW-25. Please see response to comment AS(A)-7. Your comment is noted and appreciated.
TW-26. Your comment is noted and will be forward to the Board of Harbor Commissioners for their
consideration. The Berth 136-147 Container Terminal EIS/EIR has been prepared in
accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act and the National Environmental
Policy Act and supporting guidance. The document contains a thorough analysis of
environmental effects of the proposed project, range of alternatives, and feasible mitigations.
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Sept 23, 2007

We have reviewed the June 2007 Draft EIS/EIR for the Berths 136-147 [TraPac] Container
Terminal Project (SCH # 2003104005). We have a number of concerns. We appreciate the
opportunity to submit comments on this DEIR.
Several things stand out in this large document. There are many useful features in this DEIR,
however the committee views it as fundamentally flawed.

PW(A)-1

We note with concern that despite the spending of millions of dollars of public money (the
Port’s funds are public money) , major errors in the had to be corrected within days of its
release. (“Errata: Executive Summary July 2, 2007). This does not inspire confidence on the part
of an apprehensive public.
As in previous POLA Environmental Impact Reports, there emerges a picture of a systematic,
programmatic effort to underestimate the impacts of the project. Of course with systematically
underestimated impacts, needed mitigation is minimized. As examples (discussed below) Ship
PW(A)-2
Calls and potential cargo through put appear to be seriously underestimated, while rail capacity
may be overstated leading to more than anticipated truck trips. Many off port impacts are simply
ignored.
( We request that a document previously prepared by and for our Subcommittee , “Review of
Previous Environmental Documents”, S. Genis, August 2004, on file at POLA, be made a part
of the Public Record on this matter.)

PW(A)-3

To be built, the project must be properly and completely analyzed in order for all negative
impacts to be understood and mitigated.. The present DEIR fails to do this.
The committee notes with alarm that the projected “residential cancer risk” in Wilmington from PW(A)-4
this project is larger than the “occupational cancer risk” . This ominous finding alone suggests
this is a very dangerous project for surrounding communities.

Notice of Preparation
The Notice of Preparation for the proposed project was initially circulated in 2003. However, a
“Special Notice” was then circulated in early 2006. The “Special Public Notice” was apparently
designed to supplement the Notice of Intent/Notice of Preparation (NOI/NOP) previously
circulated for an earlier project in October 2003. As described in 2003, the project would have
PW(A)-5
occupied Berths 136-147. Project elements included 62 acres of additional backlands for a total
of 238 acres or backlands, a 705 foot wharf, dredging, railroad grade separations at Neptune
Avenue and Avalon Boulevard, relocation of Harry Bridges Road, and construction of a sound
barrier along the relocated road. As described in the Special Notice, the project was later
expanded to include Berths 136-149, placement of 1.2 million cubic yards of fill, elimination of
10 acres of water at the Northwest Slip, an increase in total backlands to 251 acres, elimination
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of the proposed grade separations, and ramp improvements at Harry Bridges Road/John Gibson
Boulevard and the Harbor Freeway (I-110). The current project would provide 243 acres of
backlands and entail 800,000 cubic yards of fill.
We remain concerned that rather than issue a revised NOI/NOP, a “Special Notice” was issued
instead. Clearly the scope of the project has increased beyond that originally contemplated. The
2003 NOI/NOP clearly stated that “There would be no loss of waters of the United States.” The
currently proposed project would result in the loss of ten acres of waters of the United States in
addition to five acres included in the project area that will be examined in a separate
environmental document. That alone would clearly demand recirculation of all required notices.
The increase in backlands would be over twenty percent greater than originally proposed, with
total backlands five percent greater than originally proposed. A stated goal in the 2003
NOI/NOP was to increase cargo handling capacity. Ramping improvement at Harry Bridges and
I-110 were also new elements.
PW(A)-5

Any one of these changes on its own would have generated a need for additional environmental
documentation. Taken together, they demanded that a new NOI/NOP be circulated. It is clear to
the Subcommittee that, regardless of what it was called, the “Special Notice” must actually serve
as a re-circulated NOI/NOP. We think a new NOI/NOP should have been circulated.
In accordance with Section 15082 of the Guidelines for Implementation of the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), a Notice of Preparation must include a description of the
project and the probable environmental effects of the project. The “Special Notice” described
the project primarily in terms of contrast to the project proposed in October 2003, leaving some
elements in question. It also raised additional questions. As noted in the NOI/NOP for the
Berths 136-147 project published in the Federal Register on October 27, 2003 (Volume 68,
Number 207), 238 acres of backlands would have been provided. The 2006 notice referenced a
project with 244 acres of backlands. Was another, third notice, circulated for a project at the
Berths 136 et al location for a 244-acre project more closely resembling the currently proposed
project?
Lack of Comprehensive Planning

PW(A)-6

The Subcommittee continues to be concerned about the lack of comprehensive planning for both
the proposed project and the Port as a whole. In accordance with Section 15125(d) of the CEQA
Guidelines, an EIR must identify any inconsistencies between a proposed project and adopted
planning programs. This is important in order to assure that future on- and of-port infrastructure
will be adequate for future needs. However, local planning programs for the Port consist
primarily of bland platitudes and are so out of date as to be nonfunctional and non-existent.
Section 65302 of the Government Code requires that local agencies identify both land use type
and land use intensity in the land use element of a general plan, the function of which is fulfilled
by the Port of Los Angeles Community Plan, last comprehensively revised in 1982. In
accordance with Section 65302, the land use element must then be coordinated with other
general plan elements addressing such factors as circulation, safety, noise, housing, and open
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space. The local plans must be coordinated with regional plans such as the Regional
Transportation Improvement Plan and the Air Quality Management Plan.
Without some degree of certainty as to the magnitude of future uses, it is impossible to
coordinate future infrastructure with future needs. The failure of POLA to address growth in a
comprehensive manner has lead directly to our current critical problems in local and regional
circulation systems and harmful levels of air pollution.

PW(A)-6

The Subcommittee is aware that POLA has stated its intent to prepare a Port Master Plan.
However, little progress has been made to that end. We are concerned that by the time a new
Master Plan is prepared and adopted, it will be moot due to the numerous projects approved on a
piecemeal basis in the preceding years. It is the position of the Subcommittee that additional
projects should not be approved on a piecemeal basis, but only as part of a comprehensive plan
for the entire port.
Lack of Notification to Surrounding Communities?
Multiple phone calls made to the offices (Planning, Public Works, City Manager) of the City of
Rancho Palos Verdes in late July 2007 revealed they claimed that they had not received a copy
of the DIER Is it possible other surrounding communities or public agencies were not sent
copies of this DEIR or not properly notified? Is there a problem with lack of notification of
surrounding cities?

PW(A)-7

Cumulative Impacts
The Subcommittee/Working Group evaluated a sample of past EIRs and determined that there
exists in the port area an unmitigated backlog of cumulative impacts, especially with regard to
Air Quality, Traffic and off-port community impacts. Therefore, evaluation of cumulative
impacts and development of effective mitigation measures is a particular priority for the PCAC.
As stated in Section 15355(b) of the CEQA Guidelines:
The cumulative impact from several projects is the change in the environment
which results from the incremental impact of the project when added to other
closely related past, present, and reasonably foreseeable probable future projects.
Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant
projects taking place over a period of time.

PW(A)-8

Thus, if a past or present project is used as a baseline for environmental purposes, the impacts
from the past or present project must be included in assessment of cumulative impacts.
The Committee is concerned that small, incremental changes have occurred at Port facilities
without environmental analysis or mitigation resulting in unmitigated impacts on the surrounding
community. Unfortunately, the list of projects included for cumulative analysis purposes in the
DEIR appears to include only those major projects for which formal environmental

3

documentation has been or will be performed, even though POLA continues to process numerous
ADPs without preparation of a CEQA document.
Even in those cases where environmental documentation has been processed, often no
significant impact is found to occur. Analyses of cumulative impacts must include all projects,
whether or not an EIR or other formal environmental documentation was prepared.
The Committee recognizes that where an impact is negligible, a project would not be considered
to result in a significant cumulative impact. However, an impact which is less than significant
may be far from negligible.

PW(A)-8

It is not enough that impacts are minimized in an individual project. Even if the impacts of
individual projects have been mitigated to a level of insignificance, a significant cumulative
effect may still occur.
We are concerned that leases have been structured in a manner that allows for substantial
increases in activities absent any formal action by POLA which would trigger the requirement
for environmental documentation. This has ranged form increased hours of operation encouraged
through the Pier Pass program to increases in cruise line activity. We are disappointed that
POLA has chosen to abdicate responsibility and accountability in these cases.
We note that the baseline utilized for CEQA analyses in this EIS/EIR is 2003. POLA throughput
in 2003 was 7,178,940, increasing to 8,469,853.00 in 2006, an 18 percent increase. It is not clear
how or if this increase was included in analyses of cumulative impacts. Failure to include the 1.3
million TEU increase between 2003 and 2006 in analyses of cumulative impacts in the EIS/EIR
will increase the backlog of unmitigated impacts sustained by the community. Likewise,
increases in cruise activity must be included in analyses of cumulative impacts as well.
Off Port Impacts
The committee has heard consistent repeating patterns of complaints about impacts occurring
off port land that go far beyond issues of air quality and traffic congestion. It is clear that port
related activities have cumulatively resulted in blight in communities such as Wilmington. Yet
this DEIR is silent as to any analysis of how this project would contribute to blight or what needs
to be done to prevent and mitigate this.

PW(A)-9

As an example of an off Port impact that is damaging to a neighborhood, a committee member,
Mr Skip Baldwin brought to our attention documentation of a facility in Wilmington that
generates negative impacts on a neighborhood, and is off port land but conducts Port related
activity. It has been directly authorized by the Port of Los Angeles. The activities and thus the
negative impacts of this facility can be reasonably expected to be intensified by the project that is
envisioned in the DEIR.
This is the trucking container yard/warehousing operation at 1026 N. McFarland Ave,
Wilmington CA, operating under a Foreign Trade Zone, under agreement with the City of L.A. ,
Harbor Dept. We attach the documentation for this as “Attachment A” ( Includes map, Mr.
Baldwin’s letter, a copy of the agenda of Special Meeting of Los Angeles Board of Harbor
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Commissioners Sept 1 2004 to authorize this, and copies of 5 photographs showing piles of
containers directly across the street from peoples homes.)
This is an example of a negative impact related to Port activity that has occurred off Port land ,
but sanctioned explicitly by the Board of Harbor Commissioners. Of course, there is much other
similar activity occurring without explicit BOHC approval, but all this off Port land activity is a
result of the presence of the Port.
Large trucks over 6000 lb gross weight must use prohibited City streets in a residential area to
access this facility. (A fully loaded container may weigh up to 72,000 lbs.)
Ms. Lucy Mejia presented to the Committee photographs of a 40 foot shipping container being
unloaded on a city street in Wilmington on July 14, 2007 with Port police standing by. She stated
that the police did not insist on removing the truck nor did they take other actions despite the
illegal presence of a tractor trailer with a shipping container on a neighborhood street.. See
“Attachment B” copies of Ms. Mejia’s photos.
Mr. Art Goodwin from ACTA mentioned another problem facility at a recent PCAC meeting.
This is known as “Truckers Transit”
It is reasonable to assert that activities at these and other similar facilities located off port , but
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doing port related activities that contribute to blight, will be intensified by this project. We
request formal analysis within this EIR as what are the present sites in the City of Los Angeles of
this sort of off Port land Port related activity, the impacts of this activity and how the proposed
project will affect that activity. Wilmington has been especially negatively impacted by this off
Port land activity.
We request mitigation measures to reduce the impact of these off Port land activities that do
occur and will intensify as a result of Port operations at the proposed project.
We assert that off port impacts will worsen as a result of this project. These types of off port
impacts that cumulatively result in blight need further analysis and meaningful mitigation.
Mitigation Measure MM-2 states: “Truck Traffic Enforcement. Port Police shall increase
enforcement of prohibition against truck traffic within Wilmington.” In light of attachment A.,
Mitigation Measure MM LU-2 looks like an absurd example of “this time its going to be
different,we promise!” Especially since said neighborhood truck traffic was essentially
sanctioned by the Board of Harbor Commissioners.
Wilmington residents are demanding enforcement of existing laws now. This enforcement
should not be offered as some future “Mitigation Measure”.

PW(A)-10

Project Description
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We note that the text in the DEIR refers to extra lanes and unspecified modifications to the CStreet/I-110 Freeway on ramps. We were dismayed to not see these proposed modifications in
the project description or diagrams. Instead they appear as alleged “mitigations”. We assert that
any modifications to this freeway on-ramp should have been in the project description. This is
not a mitigation it is a project element. We wonder if this is an example of hidden project
elements or improper segmentation of this project?
Further, we note that since Interstate 110 seems to be a Federal Highway, any modification to an
on ramp would logically be a Federal Action. This should be subject to an approval /permit
process by some Federal agencies beyond the POLA’s and the Army Corps of Engineers
jurisdiction such as the D.O.T. or the Federal Highway Administration. The DEIR is silent on
this but should address this issue.
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The project description also fails to mention the addition of one new Eastbound lane on Harry
Bridges Blvd. This is found as a “mitigation measure”. This is a project element. It should have
been included in the project description. This is an inaccuracy in the project description. The
DEIR is silent as to when this lane would be added.
How does this extra lane affect traffic and noise impact assessments in this DEIR?
Referring to page 2-61 We note that this project does not “disconnect cargo growth from
emission increases” and is therefore not consistent with the San Pedro Bay Clean Air Action
Plan.
We assert that the City of Los Angeles needs a new General Plan before this project is attempted.
Our understanding is that the City of L.A. General Plan is out of date/’expired” as of 2002. The
City of Los Angeles General plan is an “applicable plan” in relation to this project.

Project Segmentation
As noted in the project description, placement of fill to create a five acre area integral to the
proposed project is being examined under a different environmental document currently in
process. We are concerned that analyses will minimize the full impact of the proposed project
by chopping what is essentially one project into several pieces to be analyzed separately.
PW(A)-11

Section 2.4.4.1 Phase I Projects Completed by 2015 states in part regarding Dredging at Berth
144-147 “Clean material would be considered for disposal at the Pier 400 disposal site or at an
EPA approved ocean disposal site...” The Committee wonders if disposal of dredging material at
the Pier 400 site actually represents improper segmentation of another project? Is this a “running
start” on another project to create more land near Pier 400? Is this the beginning of a “Pier 500”
or some such similar project as has been repeatedly rumored in the community to take the place
of the lost “Pier 400 Energy Island”?
We wonder if the Anchorage Road disposal site can handle all the material that is “unsuitable for
uncontrolled ocean disposal’? If not, where will it go and how will it get there?
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Project Operations
The project description indicates that throughput would reach its maximum in 2025, yet this does
not appear to reflect actual maximum capacity of the built out facility. The project description
indicates that throughput would be 1,747,500TEUs (twenty foot equivalents) in 2015 increasing
to 2,389,000 by 2025. This throughput forms the basis for numerous analyses in the EIS/EIR
including analyses of impacts on traffic, air quality, and noise. It is thus essential that the project
be implemented in a way that insures that the estimate of ultimate throughput will ultimately be
proven accurate.
While the Subcommittee had expressed concerns regarding the lack of information regarding
project operations under the project description in environmental documents, the EIR for Berth
206-209 was a great step forward in this regard, providing such basic operational information
such as anticipated use of rail and right up front work shifts. The Subcommittee is disappointed
that this EIS/EIR appears to be a step back. These factors are critical in assessing future impacts
and should be an inherent part of the approved project to be monitored and managed so that
increased impacts due to any changes may be addressed.
The project description contains no information as to how activity will be split. It is not until
well into the EIS/EIR, on page 23 of Section 3.10, that one finds that cargo will be split 80
percent day shift, 10 percent night shift, and 10 percent hoot shift in 2015; and 60 percent day
shift, 20 percent night shift, and 20 percent hoot shift in 2038. It is not clear if this includes any
weekend shifts. In any case, it would appear that the facility would not be operating at full
capacity full time. Even allowing down time for maintenance, it does not appear that maximum
capacity would be reached with the shift split outlined in the EIS/EIR.
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Does POLA intend to cap throughput at the projected 2025 level, even if demand exceeds the
projected amount? POLA has repeatedly prepared environmental documents for projects with
estimated throughputs that are repeatedly exceeded, leading to a backlog of unrecognized,
unanalyzed and unmitigated impacts on the surrounding community. How will POLA ensure
that throughput does not exceed EIS/EIR estimates? What steps will POLA take to ensure that
any additional impacts are fully mitigated?
The Subcommittee has already grappled with the issue of increased cargo throughput in what had
been considered the off hours. The Pier Pass program, for example, encourages greater activity
in evenings and at night. While this can reduce peak hour traffic congestion, extended hours of
operation also increase potential throughput and associated impacts. The increase in operations
occurred without any formal BOHC action which would constitute a project under CEQA and
was therefore not subject to environmental review.
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It is possible and, based on past performance, highly likely that TEUs projected in the EIS/EIR
would be exceeded. The EIS/EIR must examine actual maximum throughput that could
physically occur absent any further action by the Board of Harbor Commissioners.
Potential Underestimation of Actual Maximum Throughput
Total capacity of the facility is likely to be seriously underestimated. Given the above mentioned
projections to split the cargo throughput 80% on dayshift and 10% each on night and hoot shifts
in 2015 and 60% on dayshift with 20% each on night and hoot shifts by 2038, it would appear
that the facility would not be operating at anywhere near full capacity anywhere near fulltime.
Yet the DEIR is peppered with references that anticipate a future full bore 24hour day/7day
week/365 day year style of operation to meet projected demand at the port, such as “The
analysis showed that all terminals are expected to be operating at maximum capacity.” (from the
DEIR 2.1.2)
What might be the full capacity of this project ? Our analysis shows it would be possible to
have a throughput of up to 4,194,000 Annual TEUs in 2015 versus only 1,747,500
anticipated in the DEIR! Likewise, we estimate a possible 4,300,200 TUEs in 2025 to 2038
versus only 2,389,000 anticipated in the DEIR!
These throughputs would be 4.7 to 4.8 times larger than the CEQA baseline of 891,976
TEUs . They would be 2.4 to 1.8 times larger than anticipated in the DEIR for 2015 and
2025-38 respectively.
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How we got these numbers: The key is the underutilized night and hoot shifts.
For 2015: If we assume that the DEIR is correct and 80% of the total TEUs can be moved in one
of the three eight hour periods of the day (dayshift) , that would represent the real 8 hour
maximum potential throughput . It would mean that 1,398,000 TEU/year are moved on the day
shift. (0.80 X 1,747,500 Total DEIR Projected TEUs= 1,398,000 annual TEU moved on day
shift) We have two more underutilized shifts. If their through puts were maximized to match
day shift throughputs we would have 2 more shifts processing 1,398,000 TEU each per year.
Thus: 1,398,000 TEU/shift X 3 shifts = 4,194,000 TEU
For 2025-2038: If we assume DEIR is correct and 60% of the total TEUs can be moved in the
day shift, that would represent the real eight hour maximum throughput in that future era. It
would mean that this max 8 hour throughput would be 1,433,400. (Interestingly this is very close
to the max assumed annual 8 hour shift throughput noted for 2015.) (2,389,000 DEIR Projected
Annual TEUs for 2025 to 2038 X 0.60= 1,433,400 annual TEU moved on the day shift) Thus :
1,433,400 TEU/shiftX 3 shifts = 4,300,200TEU
Even if dayshift through put is underestimated in this DEIR, the other 2 shifts offer huge
potential for unanticipated and unmitigated increases in cargo volume. Even if the estimates
above are not reached, there is a very real potential for gross underestimation of
throughput, impacts and needed mitigation.
.
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The Subcommittee is thus concerned that actual operating conditions at the Trapac facility may
eventual evolve in a manner which results in unanticipated increased impacts to the surrounding
community. Staff has offered reassurances that all assumptions regarding project operations up
to thirty years in the future are reliable and that our concerns are unfounded. i.e. “This time it is
different.”
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However, past estimates of future throughput have consistently been exceeded. Indeed, the
May 1997 West Basin Transportation Improvements Program EIR then states that “Actual
increases have greatly exceeded forecasts,” when discussing the cargo increase forecast in the
2020 Plan (which was adopted in 1992-only 5 years earlier) which was based on extensive
studies of anticipated cargo demand. Even the most recent forecasts for the Phase I China
Shipping project were exceeded in only a few short years. History has way of repeating itself.
Throughput comparison vs other facilities also suggest throughput estimates may be low.
.The DEIS/DEIR states that annual throughput at the facility will be 2,389,000 by 2038, or 9,831
TEUs per acre. This is well below the 19,070 annual TEUs per acre currently achieved at Kwai
Tsing (Hong King) and 24,582 annual TEUs per acre achieved at Singapore. The China
Shipping DEIS/EIR indicates that each crane would move 25 to 40 TEU per hour, equating to
2,628,000 to 4,204,800 TEU per year, exceeding estimates in the pending DEIS/EIR
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We thus request that all operational assumptions regarding maximum cargo, number of ship
calls, gate calls, truck trips, rail calls, and so forth be stipulated in POLA’s contract with Trapac.
Any increase in activity levels above that analyzed in the DEIS/EIR and stipulated in the
contract would then be subject to further review. Due to staff’s high level of confidence in
operating forecasts utilized in the DEIS/EIR, this should not be a problem. As maintained by
staff, the activity levels forecast in the DEIS/EIR would never be exceeded, so including them in
the Trapac contract would merely reiterate a fact of life.
We further request that the DEIR analyze the full potential impact of running all 3 shifts at full
capacity. Analysis should describe needed mitigation.
Potential for Underestimation of Ship Calls
Ship calls are known to contribute approximately 55% of all port related air pollution. (From
POLA June 2004 Port-Wide Baseline Air Emissions Inventory -full text of this to be included in
these comments by reference)) . Underestimation of ship calls would thus significantly
PW(A)-15
underestimate the project’s impacts on air pollution.
In the DEIR ship calls are estimated to increase by only 25% from 2003 to 2015 but TEU
throughput is estimated to increase by 96% with number of containers per ship call will be 191%
of 2003’s numbers. How does this miraculous minimization of ship call numbers occur?
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This is all based on the assumptions that planned larger ships that can carry more cargo will be
built in the next 8 years and that these ships will frequently call at this facility. The ship size
assumptions may be wildly overoptimistic, leading to a large underestimation of ship call
numbers and a convenient underestimation of attendant ship call impacts.
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What happens if these ships aren’t built in the next 8 years, for whatever reason, say an
economic downturn? What happens if these big ships don’t call in the numbers assumed in the
DEIR? Won’t we have more ship calls if anticipated freight volume is achieved? The DEIR
should analyze this possibility and its attendant impacts. Does the present analysis contain the
implicit assumption the new large capacity ships-if they do get built- will somehow
preferentially call at this facility?
The 2015 estimated number of ship calls is estimated at 279 in one area of the document but 309
in another area of the document- an 11% discrepancy. Which is the real number?
We assert that projected ship call number estimates are most likely low and this allows
underestimation of potential impacts.
Potential Overestimation of Rail Capacity
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Rail capacity appears to be overestimated. This would lead to an underestimation of the number
of truck trips on our freeways that this facility will generate as well as an underestimation of the
total air pollution. (Rail transport being less polluting per ton-mile than trucks.)
For example one area of the document says the rail yard will handle 374,551 containers annually
whereas another area of the DEIR says max train capacity is 231,000 containers per year. (2
trains per day X 330 containers/train X 350 days per year=231,000). These contradictory
assertions are contained in the same paragraph (!) [lines 25-33 page ES-15] Somehow we are
missing 141,331 containers which would most likely have to leave the port by truck. This
would give 410 more truck trips per day. Also, this does not figure in the inbound truck trips
required to pickup these.
It appears that truck and train idling time estimates are unrealistically low, again minimizing
anticipated operational impacts and needed mitigations.
Community Impacts
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The Subcommittee is concerned that Wilmington will be further cut off from the water by the
proposed berm. We are insulted that the EIS/EIR analyses address visual impacts with the
cavalier attitude that views in the area have always been the degraded views of what is
essentially a massive, multi-story industrial park and are therefore not important.
We submit that POLA activities over the past couple of decades have led to a significant, adverse
impact on views from the surrounding community, as container freight has come to dominate
port activities. Cranes have multiplied like hormone-enhanced rabbits. Cranes have also
become larger and larger as have vessels. We note that while the proposed project would
eliminate one crane, the new cranes would increase from 50 gauge to 100 gauge. Moderately
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sized, picturesque cruise ships have been replaced by floating high- rises. Cargo vessels have
also dramatically increased in size, reaching Panamax and then Post Panamax proportions.
Container stacking has also degraded views, both on and off port lands. This has led to a
cumulative, significant, adverse impact that must not be dismissed.
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The Draft EIR/EIS claims (ES.5.2.3) that the Project will have no significant impacts under both
CEQA and NEPA in the area of Aesthetics and Visual Resources. The Subcommittee disagrees
with this assessment. We note that this project will have substantial negative aesthetic and visual
impacts and will further contribute to worsening of already severe cumulative impacts in this
regard.
Air Quality
The Subcommittee concurs with the comments submitted by the Air Quality Subcommittee of
the Port Community Advisory Committee.
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We request that a document titled “Health Effects of Diesel Exhaust Air Pollution” August 28,
2003,prepared by the Air Quality Subcommittee of the Port of Los Angeles Port Community
Advisory Committee (on file at POLA) be made a part of the public record on this matter.
Section 7 Socioeconomics and Environmental Quality
While it may be laudable to have included a section on the economics of this project, this section
is entirely devoted to the possible positive benefits of the project with no meaningful analysis of
the actual costs to society of this project. The issue of externalized costs that will be attributable
to this project is avoided entirely. As it stands now this section reads as if it were written by a
fervent advocate of the project. To achieve balance the socioeconomic costs-the downside- must
also be recognized and analyzed. Thus this section requires major revision. At present this
section is not informational, but merely conclusory through avoidance of inconvenient facts.
Dr. Jon Haveman , an economist, in a 2004 report for the Public Policy Institute of California
concluded that when all externalized costs are considered ports are not necessarily an economic
good. We request that this report titled “California’s Global Gateways’ be included in the public
record on this matter.
We also request inclusion, by reference, in the Public Record on this matter the following
additional documents pertinent to the issues of externalized costs and negative economic impacts
of goods movement as well as health, safety and infrastructure damage issues,
1. “Externalized Costs of Shipping” article by Paul Rosenberg, Random Lengths News
Sept 21-Oct. 4, 2007.
2. ‘Paying With Our Health, The Real Cost of Freight Transport in California” Pacific
Institute, Natural Resources Defense Council, 2006, ISBN: 1-893790-14-2
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3. “Sick of Soot, Reducing the Health Impacts of Diesel Pollution in California” D. Anair ,
P Monahan Union of Concerned Scientists , June 2004 www.ucusa.org
PW(A)-19

4. “Exhausted by Diesel” Gina Soloman, M.D. (lead author) Natural Resources Defense
Counci,l May 1998
These amply demonstrate that a significant economic downside exists.
Another way to look at this downside is to consider a few facts presented in this DEIR in
relation to what other public agencies have said about the costs of two project generated
pollutants alone: We calculate that in 2015, NOX and PM10 pollution will cost California
the deaths of 21 citizens that year at a monetary cost of $157.5 million!
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[ From table 3.2-22 we note that the project will generate 17,691 lb NOX and 1243 lb. PM10
average per day in 2015.. Annualized, these are 3229 tons NOX and 227 tons PM10
respectively. During the process that generated the No Net Increase Task Force Report, we
learned that CARB uses factors of 669 tons NOX per death and 227 tons PM10 . These
factors yield 2015 project NOX and PM10 related deaths of 4.8 and 16.2 –total 21 deaths.
We also learned that the US EPA values one such death at $6 million 2000 dollars and
$8million 2020 dollars. Thus the interpolated value on one such death in 2015 would be $7.5
million. 21 deaths X $7.5 million per death gives $157.5 million!]
Twenty one deaths due to operations of this project in one year!
How many deaths for the “lifetime” of this project? It would appear this will be several
hundred deaths of California citizens. We do not envy the task of those who will ultimately
approve this project, despite pretenses that alternatives have been meaningfully evaluated.
This of course is only one small piece of a much larger picture of massive externalized costs
that go completely unacknowledged in this DEIR. We wonder if the decision makers realized
the true costs involved, would they be willing to sacrifice the lives of their fellow citizens for
this project?
Additional Concerns
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The Subcommittee is continuing to review the EIS/EIR and looks forward to submitting more
comprehensive comments in the future. However, the EIS/EIR is a very large document, many
years in the making. We note that notice regarding release of the document was made just prior
to a holiday and many local residents are currently on vacation. The limited time available for
public review limits the ability of the Subcommittee and the general public to adequately
evaluate the document and the proposed project.
Port Staff has stated that they have met with small groups of “selected stakeholders” to review
this project and DEIR. We remain concerned that this is the antithesis of the open and public
process called for by CEQA.
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The Subcommittee has had extensive input from the public on this EIR and others regarding the
rather unique EIR process at work here in which the Port functions as the Developer, the Lead
Agency, Reviewing Agency and ultimately the Approving Agency (via the Board of Harbor
Commissioners) for its projects. We are concerned that there is a lack of meaningful outside
oversight in this process.

We are gravely concerned over the possible use of Overriding Considerations by the BOHC to
grant approval for this project.
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Despite all the convenient falsely low numbers, incorrect assumptions favoring the Port and
minimized or ignored impacts, especially off port impacts, at the end of the day the Board of
Harbor Commissioners will still most likely have to use a Statement of Overriding
Considerations to approve this massive expansion project. Such an action would seem to be in
direct conflict with stated purpose number 2 of this project “to comply with the Mayor’s goal for PW(A)-24
the Port to increase growth “while mitigating the impacts of that growth on the local
communities and the Los Angeles region.” (Italics ours)
Simply stated: Impacts that are unacknowledged and systematically underestimated will not be
mitigated.
Thank you,
Peter m. Warren
Melanie Jones
Roslyn Warren
Mollie Warren
619 West 38 street
San Pedro CA 90731

13

2.0 Responses to Comments

Peter Warren A, September 23, 2007
PW(A)-1.

Thank you for your comments. As noted, there was an error found in the Executive
Summary. The error was solely restricted to the Executive Summary and was not present in
the rest of the document. This error was caught within a day of the public review. As such,
an errata was distributed correcting the error. The comment period was also extended to a
total of 90 days to facilitate public review noting this error and the document’s size.

PW(A)-2.

As discussed in response to comment PCAC EIR-2, this document relied upon a number of
forecasting studies and industry communication to determine the physical capacity of the
wharf, backlands, gate, and on-dock rail facility. The EIS/EIR’s analysis is based upon the
physical capacity.
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Please see response to comments PCAC EIR-3. The document has been incorporated by
reference.

PW(A)-4.

Thank you for your comment. The Port and USACE respectfully disagree. The EIS/EIR
adequately analyzes potential environmental impacts and presents mitigation where
necessary.
In regards to health risk, comment noted. This higher residential risks are due to a longer
exposure duration evaluated for this receptor type compared to occupational receptors.
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Please see response to comment PCAC-5. As discussed in the March 7, 2006 Special
Notice, in the time between the October 2003 NOI/NOP and preparing the Draft EIS/EIR,
there were some project changes for the EIS/EIR. These changes came about in response to
community opposition to the project as proposed in the NOP/NOI. No new potentially
significant impacts were found as a result of the changes.
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There are no inconsistencies between the proposed Project and either the Port Master Plan or
the City’s General Plan. The Port Master Plan and the Port Element of the City’s General
Plan address general cargo land uses (container operations) as a permitted short and long
term preferred use in Master Planning Area 5, the Wilmington District of the Port master
Plan. Additionally, the proposed project is consistent with the Wilmington – Harbor City
Community Plan which seeks to coordinate Port related land use development with the
Wilmington community by providing adequate buffers and transitional uses between the
Wilmington community and the Port. The Harry Bridges Buffer Project addresses this issue.
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Please see response to comment PCAC-EIR-7. The City of Ranchos Palos Verdes is on the
Port’s standard mailing list and was sent a copy of the Draft EIS/EIR.

PW(A)-8.

Please see response to comment PCAC EIR-8. The EIS/EIR describes existing conditions in
2003 in accordance with CEQA requirements. The existing conditions capture the effects of
past projects to the extent feasible.

PW(A)-9.

Please see response to comment PCAC EIR-9.

PW(A)-10. Please see response to comment PCAC EIR-10.
PW(A)-11. Please see response to comment PCAC EIR-11.
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PW(A)-12. Please see response to comment PCAC EIR-12.
PW(A)-13. Please see response to comment PCAC EIR-13.
PW(A)-14. Please see response to comment PCAC EIR-14.
PW(A)-15. Please see response to comment PCAC EIR-15. The annual ship calls presented in Chapter 2
of the Draft EIS/EIR are derived with the use of a single average cargo capacity vessel for
each Project year. To better simulate the real world, the air quality analysis expanded these
data into a fleet of vessels with cargo capacities that are expected to frequent the Project
terminal in the future. The estimation of these adjusted ship visits roughly stayed within 10
percent of the average values developed by the Port.
PW(A)-16. Please see response to comment PCAC EIR-16.
PW(A)-17. Please see response to comment PCAC EIR-17.
PW(A)-18. Please see response to comment PCAC EIR-18.
PW(A)-19. Please see response to comment PCAC EIR-19.
PW(A)-20. Please see response to comment PCAC EIR-20.
PW(A)-21. Please see response to comment PCAC EIR-21.
PW(A)-22. Please see response to comment PCAC EIR-22.
PW(A)-23. Please see response to comment PCAC EIR-23.
PW(A)-24. Please see response to comment PCAC EIR-24.
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>>> "Peter M. Warren" <pmwarren@cox.net> 9/26/2007 7:09:30 AM >>>
Port of LA and Army Corps,
It has come to my attention that your press release on the TRAPAC DEIR, which is one of two primary notice
pages on the web site about the deadline for comments contains the wrong date. The Press Release, which
was published July 12 and never replaced, updated or superseded at the Port news site states that the EIR
deadline is August 20.
More importantly, this is not the only place that the deadline is improperly listed as August 20. Please see this
link:
http://www.portoflosangeles.org/environment_pn.htm
Public Notices
The following table lists the public notices issued by the Port of Los Angeles in accordance with the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and/or the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The table
also includes notices of any public meetings planned to take comments on the environmental documents.
Items listed in the table below show the project title, type of notice, and start and end dates of the public
review period. Click on a link in the table for more information and to access the full text of the document (if
available).
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You must have Adobe® Reader® in order to view these files.
Project Notice
Type Public Review
Period Starts Public Review Period Ends
Berths 136-147 [TraPac] Container Terminal DEIS/DEIR 06/29/07 08/20/07

As this is the primary page for environmental notices and is the official environment link from the page
directory on your home page, I believe this is an even more serious error.
I believe this error requires a reopening of the deadline and extending it at least through the end of November,
which is an equivalent time that the error has been on your website. This is the second clerical error with
regard to TRAPAC and it makes one wonder about the completeness, diligence and attention that the PORT is
paying to these environmental assessments.
Peter Warren
PCAC alternate
San Pedro
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Peter Warren B, September 26, 2007
PW(B)-1.

Thank you for bringing to our attention that the original comment period date was left on
our web page. When the Port decided to extend the public comment period to 90 days to
ensure broad stakeholder input, a new deadline of September 26, 2007 was posted on the
Port’s website home page. Consistent with CEQA Guidelines 15105(a) that states, “the
public review period for a draft EIR shall not be less than 30 days nor should it be longer
than 60 days except under unusual circumstances,” the extended 90 day comment period
allowed for more participation by stakeholders.

PW(B)-2.

Based on the steps the Port took to publicize this information (listed below) the Port will
not be extending the comment period.
The Port took the following steps to ensure adequate public notification of the extended
public comment period:
1. An announcement was made at the public meeting on July 31 that the comment period
had been extended.
2. An email was distributed to over 100 people (including agencies, community groups
and individuals) announcing the comment period was extended.
3. An email was sent to all PCAC members announcing the comment period was
extended.
4. A letter was sent to the State Clearinghouse announcing the new deadline.
5. The following statement was placed on the Port's homepage:
"The Port of Los Angeles and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers have prepared a joint
Draft Environmental Impact Statement/ Environmental Impact Report (DRAFT
EIS/EIR/DEIR) for the Berths 136-147 [TraPac] Container Terminal Project.
Written comments on the Draft EIS/EIR will be received until September 26, 2007
(deadline extended)."
6. Public Affairs released a press release with the new deadline.
7. The USACE posted the new deadline date on their website.
8. A newspaper article on the time extension appeared in the Daily Breeze on August 3.
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From: Andrea Hricko [mailto:ahricko@usc.edu]
Sent: Wednesday, September 26, 2007 12:04 AM
To: Andrea Hricko
Subject: Trapac URGENT: ERROR on POLA website re TraPac, limiting public
participation

Pls read below.

http://www.portoflosangeles.org/EIR/TraPac/eir_062907trapac.htm
_____
From: Andrea Hricko [mailto:ahricko@usc.edu]
Sent: Tuesday, September 25, 2007 11:44 PM
To: 'rappy@portla.org'; 'gknatz@portla.org'; 'Martinez, Adriano';
'ceqacommnets@portla.org'; 'spencer.d.macneil@ace.gov'
Cc: 'mchristensen@portla.org'; 'LinPerrella, Melissa'
Subject: URGENT: ERROR on POLA website re TraPac, limiting public
participation

Dear Dr. Knatz and Dr. Appy: I direct a Community Outreach program at USC
and, as part of my mission (in addition to disseminating the latest research
findings on the health impacts of air pollution), I analyze methods of
effective community outreach on environmental health matters. Thus, I
follow community outreach efforts of the Ports with some degree of
diligence.

In that regard, I think there is an extremely significant error on the Port
of LA website,
http://www.portoflosangeles.org/EIR/TraPac/eir_062907trapac.htm
which states, as viewed TONIGHT, September 25, 2007 (and has stated since
mid-AUGUST 2007), with regard to comments on the TraPac DEIR/EIS that:
"COMMENTS: Written comments on the Draft EIS/EIR were received until August
20, 2007 and sent to both of the following contacts:
Dr. Spencer D. MacNeil, Commander
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Los Angeles District
P.O. Box 532711
Los Angeles, CA 90053-2325
Dr. Ralph G. Appy, Director of Environmental Managment
Port of Los Angeles
425 South Palos Verdes Street
San Pedro, CA 90731
<mailto:ceqacomments@portla.org?subject=TraPac%20DEIS/DEIR%20Comments%20%28P

AH-1

OLA%20Website%20Referral%29> ceqacomments@portla.org"
The problem with the wording on the Port of L.A's official website, which
has been up for a full month, is that the POLA issued an extension for
comments on the TraPac EIR/EIS until September 26th, 2007.! Thus, anyone
looking at the Environment/CEQA notice section of the POLA website [the only
section of the website that I (and most likely others) personally check] was
informed ONLY that "COMMENTS WERE RECEIVED UNTIL August 20, 2007".
Without any debate, any question, any challenge, I am sure that the Port of
Los Angeles recognizes that this means that dozens of community residents
and others "not in the know" (whether industry, academia, environmental or
community groups/resident) were DENIED the opportunity to take advantage of
the 5-week extension by the Port so that they could submit comments.
I would argue that is this is totally unacceptable, perhaps even illegal
[but then again, I am not an attorney].

I urge the Port of Los Angeles to correct this serious error and to extend
the comment period on the TraPac DEIR/DEIS comments for at least 5 weeks (to
match the # of weeks in the error) and to POST THE EXTENSION ON THE PORT'S
WEBSITE IMMEDIATELY . so that those who thought the comment period ended on
August 20th.. still have a right to comment.

When a government agency is relying on the Internet for notifying residents,
community members, impacted residents, and others about an important legal
proceeding, I would argue that the agency has an obligation to notify the
public correctly.

In this case, the dates posted were completely wrong and prohibited
residents and others from commenting.

To summarize, in my opinon, the Port's notification error needs to be
correctly immediately, and the only way to do that is to extend the deadline
for 5 weeks and repost a notice that comments on the TRAPC EIR are still
being accepted until a certain date in the future.

Sincerely yours, Andrea Hricko, USC

2.0 Responses to Comments

Andrea Hricko, September 26, 2007
AH-1.

Please see response to comments PW(B)-1 and PW(B)-2. When the Port decided to extend the
public comment period to 90 days to ensure broad stakeholder input, a new deadline of
September 26, 2007 was posted on the Port’s website home page. Based on the steps the Port
took to publicize this information, the Port will not be extending the comment period.
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Wilmington Boat Owners Association, September 17, 2007
WBO-1.

The following responds to bullets 3-5 of this comment:
The Draft EIS/EIR estimates emissions for the operation of the existing and re-located Pier A
rail yard with the use of the following assumptions:
1. Locomotive activity data obtained from the POLA 2005 Emissions Inventory process.
2. Existing switcher and line haul locomotive activity levels obtained from PHL, as
presented in Appendix D2, Table D1.2-CB-47.
3. Future switcher and line haul locomotive activity levels obtained from PHL, as presented
in Appendix D2, Table D1.2-CB-48 (a 15 percent increase in activity between 2003 and
2006, and then steady thereafter).
4. Implementation of Clean Air Action Plan (CAAP) measure RL-1, or conversion of
existing PHL locomotive engines to Tier 2 standard engines.
5. Use of ultra-low sulfur diesel (ULSD) fuel (15 ppm sulfur) in switch engines beginning
in year 2007.
6. Gradual conversion of the line haul locomotive fleet to Tier 2 standards according to the
national average schedule assumed in the USEPA 1997 Locomotive Emission Standards
Final Rulemaking (USEPA 1997).
7. Line haul locomotives use of 500 ppm sulfur diesel beginning in 2008 and ULSD
beginning in 2012, as stated in the USEPA Non-Road Diesel Fuel Rule (USEPA 2004).
These emissions were included in the Draft EIS/EIR dispersion modeling analyses to
evaluate their ambient impacts in terms of criteria pollutants and health effects.

WBO-2.

PHL provides rail transportation, yard switching, maintenance, and dispatching services to
the San Pedro Bay Ports. PHL manages all rail dispatching and switching functions at the ondock rail yards at the two ports, including, scheduling and overseeing all train movements,
organizing railroad cars carrying containers of imported goods and switching them onto
various tracks to form unit trains, and breaking down unit trains arriving at the ports,
switching railroad cars onto various tracks and distributing them to nine marine terminals
where containers are loaded onto ships for export. In addition to switching and scheduling
services for the on-dock facilities, PHL also serves as a go-between for trains carrying
supplies from various parts of the United States to be delivered directly to Los Angeles- and
Long Beach-area businesses.
PHL currently operates with a base at Water Street Yard on Pier A in the Port. This base
serves as a classification yard, crew on duty point, and locomotive service facility. As part of
the proposed Project, the Port will move this base to Rear Berth 200. This base will occupy
the existing tracks at Rear Berth 200 with minimal expansion.
The noise analysis presented assumes such future activity at this location.
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WBO-3.

Please see response to comment WBO-2. The PHL yard at Rear Berth 200 would be located
in the footprint of existing like uses already present on the site. In addition, although noise
was not found to be significant, the Port will add the following mitigation measure to the
Project to further reduce noise from the rail yard and provide additional landscaping in the
Port:
Mitigation Measure NOI-2. A Landscape buffer along the northwest side of the
proposed Pier A Yard between the yard and Alameda Street and on the southeast side of
the yard between the facility and the marina area, will be incorporated into the project
scope. The buffer will include mature trees and shrubs and shall be maintained for the
life of the Project. If noise monitoring indicates that there will be exceedences of the City
noise ordinance at the marinas in consolidated slip from operation of the relocated Pier A
yard, a 6’-8’ wall along the southeast side of the yard between the yard and the marinas
will be constructed.

WBO-4.

At present there are no defined plans for recreational use.

WBO-5.

The movement of railroad trains through these intersections does necessitate the sounding of
the railroad train horns each time a train passes through the at-grade crossings. This currently
happens numerous times per day. The sound level of the train horns from the additional rail
trips is not expected to be different than the train horns that are currently sounded. The
question then is whether or not the addition of the two rail trips per day would cause a
substantial increase in noise on a daily average basis at the sensitive receiver locations.
Following the guidance in the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, the analysis concluded that
there would not be a measurable or noticeable change in the daily average noise levels.
Furthermore, because the noise from the proposed train horns would be no different than
existing train horns, there would be no change in intermittent maximum noise levels.

WBO-6.

Noise measurement Site LT-7 was selected to characterize noise levels at the yacht harbor.
The noise measurements were occasionally affected by maintenance activities at nearby boats
and the movement of carts along the wooden walkway below the noise monitor. It is likely
that noise levels would vary throughout the marina area, but this measurement location, based
on observations at the site, is considered to be a good location to characterize baseline
conditions.

WBO-7.

The following responds to bullets 3-5 of this comment:
Please see the responses to comments WBO-1 and WBO-2. Although not explicitly stated
in the Draft EIS/EIR, the mitigated Project scenarios include implementation of diesel
particulate traps (DPTs) on the PHL locomotives beginning in year 2015. These DPTs
will reduce diesel particulate matter (DPM) from these sources by 90 percent from
uncontrolled levels. This omission is stated in the Final EIS/EIR.
The impact of all mitigated project emissions, including those from the re-located Pier A
rail yard, would produce less than significant cancer risks to the public at any location in
the Project area, in comparison to the CEQA Baseline.
There are no plans in the future to use the re-located Pier A rail yard for container
operations.
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WBO-8.

The following responds to the last paragraph of this comment:
Please see Appendices D2 and D3 of the Final EIS/EIR. Emissions from Project trucks
and trains that would travel along Alameda Street were included in dispersion modeling
analyses to evaluate their ambient impacts in terms of criteria pollutants and health
effects.

WBO-9.

An existing auto terminal intervenes between Berths 200A through 200H and the relocated
rail yard, and it is assumed that the existing lighting within that terminal will remain
unchanged. Regarding the relocated rail yard, it is anticipated that new security lighting
would be installed around the perimeter using 40-foot-tall light poles spaced 120 – 150 feet
apart. The lamps would not be halogen floodlights, but would be 400 Watt high-pressure
sodium with full cut-off, which would prevent off-site light emissions. POLA engineering
will demonstrate that no increase in off-site illumination will occur by measuring offsite light
levels at strategic points prior to implementing the Project lighting plan and comparing the
illumination to lighting measured at the same points after the Project is completed.

WBO-10. Control of contaminants in runoff from the project backlands during operations is described
in Impact WQ-1e in the Draft EIS/EIR. Such runoff would meet all existing and projectspecific regulatory requirements before being discharged to the Harbor. Some of these
regulations include the Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (see Section 3.13.3.5 for
a description) and National Pollution Elimination Discharge System (NPDES) permits.
Therefore, no revisions to the Final EIS/EIR are required.
WBO-11. As described in Section 2-8 of the Draft EIS/EIR, the proposed PHL Yard is being sized for
the existing business level at the Pier A Rail Yard and is not being sized for an increase in
PHL’s business. PHL has provided an essentially flat box car forecast for the foreseeable
future.
WBO-12. Processing 4.5 trucks per minute through the proposed Berth 136-147 Terminal is not
expected to require the use of any special technology, equipment, or operational features that
has not already been placed in service at the existing terminal or other terminals throughout
the world.
WBO-13. Please see response to comment WBO-3.
WBO-14. Please see response to comment WBO-3.
WBO-15. Impacts of prior use of the ARSSS are not within the scope of this EIS/EIR. However, if the
ARSSS is used for disposal of contaminated sediments from the proposed Berths 136-147
project, transport of dust and associated pollutants from the site would be controlled in
accordance with SCAQMD Rule 403 as described in Impact AQ-5 of the Draft EIS/EIR. In
addition, in accordance with past meetings with the community, the Port will be making
changes to the handling of dredge material at the site including noticing, modifying routing of
trucks hauling the dredge material, and better separation through barriers of the community
from the haul route. Therefore, no revisions to the Final EIS/EIR are required.
WBO-16. Section 4.2.2 in the Draft EIS/EIR includes a qualitative analysis of Project cumulative
impacts. The Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach are in the process of performing a Ports-
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wide HRA and the results of this analysis can be used to more quantitatively estimate
cumulative impacts from Ports operations and individual projects.
WBO-17. Please see response to comment USEPA-16. For this project, Anchorage Road is the last
choice for disposal. The expected sequence of disposal is as follows: 1) if structurally
suitable, re-use as approved fill within the Port, 2) in-water disposal within the Harbor as
approved shallow water habitat or as storage at an approved site for use as future fill (if
structurally suitable), 3) placement at an acceptable/available site provided by another
member of the CSTF, 4) local beach replenishment if the material is an acceptable grain size
and compatible with receiver sites, and 5) ocean disposal at LA-2 or LA-3. Since there is
likely to be a portion of material at the Berths that is not acceptable for in-harbor aquatic
disposal or ocean disposal, this material would be placed in an available CDF or at the Port’s
upland disposal site at Anchorage Road.
At the request of the community, the Port is presently examining the long-term use of the
Anchorage Road site including evaluating alternative locations for upland disposal of dredge
materials. However, this site is an approved upland disposal site and therefore, dredge
materials may be placed at the site. In addition, the Port commissioned a study in 2006 to
evaluate any potential health risks from the dredge material at the Anchorage Road site
(Environmental Monitoring and Health Risk Assessment at the Port of Los Angeles
Anchorage Road Soil and Dredge Sediment Disposal Site, Wilmington CA, August 2006). All
pollutants detected were found to be below health risk standards. Therefore, the proposed
mitigation measures are not warranted.
The 2004 LA Regional Contaminated Sediments Task Force Long Term Management Study
presents future long term estimates of contaminated upland soil. The proposed Project
addresses placing marine sediment at Anchorage Road.
WBO-18. Thank you for your comment on issues the USACE should consider in completing the
Section 404(b)(1) analysis for this project. Although not required, a Draft Section 404(b)(1)
Alternatives Analysis was provided in the Draft EIS/EIR Appendix H. The Section 404(b)(1)
Guidelines (40 CFR 230) provide the substantive criteria by which proposed discharges of
dredged or fill material are evaluated to avoid and minimize impacts to waters of the United
States. The USACE also conducts a Public Interest Review that ensures discharges will
comply with the applicable requirements of other statutes and be in the public interest. The
EIS/EIR presents and analyzes a wide range of factors that will assist the USACE in
completing the 404(b)(1) analysis, Public Interest Review, and Record of Decision.
WBO-19. Thank you for your comment on issues the USACE should consider in completing the
Section 404(b)(1) Alternaitves Analysis for this Project. Although not required, a Draft
Section 404(b)(1) Alternatives Analysis was provided in the Draft EIS/EIR Appendix H. The
Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines (40 CFR 230) provide the substantive criteria by which
proposed discharges of dredged or fill material are evaluated to avoid and minimize impacts
to waters of the United States. The USACE also conducts a Public Interest Review that
ensures discharges will comply with the applicable requirements of other statutes and be in
the public interest. The EIS/EIR presents and analyzes a wide range of factors that will assist
the USACE in completing the 404(b)(1) analysis, Public Interest Review, and Record of
Decision.
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