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 Comments and Responses 

 ORGANIZATION OF THE COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 
This chapter of the Final Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR) contains all comments received on 
the Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) during the public review period, as well as responses 
to each of these comments. In accordance with California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines 
Section 15088, the City has evaluated the comments on environmental issues received from agencies and 
other interested parties and has prepared written responses to each comment pertinent to the adequacy of 
the environmental analyses contained in the Draft EIR. In specific compliance with CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15088(b), the written responses address the environmental issues raised. In addition, where 
appropriate, the basis for incorporating or not incorporating specific suggestions into the Proposed Project 
is provided. In each case, DCP has expended a good faith effort, supported by reasoned analysis, to 
respond to comments. Although some letters may raise legal or planning issues, these issues do not always 
constitute significant environmental issues. Therefore, the comment has been noted, but no response has 
been provided. Generally, the responses to comments provide explanation or amplification of information 
contained in the Draft EIR.  

In total, 15 comment letters regarding the Draft EIR were received from public agencies, organizations, 
and individuals. Table 9-1 (Comment Letters Received during the Draft EIR Public Review Period) 
provides a comprehensive list of comment letters in the order that they are presented in this section. 
 

Table 9-1 Comment Letters Received during the Draft EIR Public Review Period 

No. Commenter/Organization 
Letter 
Code Letter Date 

Page Where 
Comment 

Begins 

Page Where 
Response 

Begins 

AGENCIES 

1 Public Utilities Commission PUC October 12, 2012 9-6 9-7 

2 Native American Heritage Commission NAHC August 16, 2012 9-8 9-13 

3 Caltrans CALTRANS September 27, 2012 9-14 9-16 

4 City of Rancho Palos Verdes CRPV1 September 6, 2012 9-17 9-19 

5 City of Rancho Palos Verdes CRPV2 October 9, 2012 9-20 9-24 

6 South Coast Air Quality Management District SCAQMD October 9, 2012 9-28 9-32 

ORGANIZATIONS 

7 Los Angeles Conservancy LAC September 24, 2012 9-35 9-39 

8 Croatian American Club of San Pedro CACSP August 28, 2012 9-41 9-42 

9 Northwest San Pedro Neighborhood Council NSPNC1 October 8, 2012 9-43 9-71 

10 Northwest San Pedro Neighborhood Council NSPNC2 October 9, 2012 9-95 9-95 

11 Grand Vision Foundation GVF October 9, 2012 9-96 9-98 

12 Sierra Club SC October 9, 2012 9-99 9-101 
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Table 9-1 Comment Letters Received during the Draft EIR Public Review Period 

No. Commenter/Organization 
Letter 
Code Letter Date 

Page Where 
Comment 

Begins 

Page Where 
Response 

Begins 

INDIVIDUALS 

13 Gayle Williamson GAWI October 9, 2012 9-103 9-104 

14 Robert Kim Stevens RKST August 20, 2012 9-105 9-108 

15 Jerry Gaines JEGA October 8, 2012 9-109 9-110 

 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES ON THE DRAFT EIR 
This section contains the City’s responses to comments for each comment letter and a master response to 
global comments made on population data. Original comment letters, which have been bracketed to isolate 
the individual comments, are each followed by responses to the individual, bracketed comments within 
that letter. As noted above, and stated in CEQA Guidelines Sections 15088(a) and 15088(b), comments 
that raise significant environmental issues are provided with responses. Comments that are outside of the 
scope of CEQA review do not merit a response, but are included within this Final EIR and will be 
considered by the City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning and City Council prior to taking action 
on this Final EIR and the proposed project. In some cases, a response may refer the reader to a previous 
response, if that previous response substantively addressed the same issues. 

The City of Los Angeles welcomes all comments; however, opinions and expressions of opposition and 
support unrelated to physical environmental impacts are not specifically addressed in the Final EIR. The 
purpose of an EIR is to objectively present information regarding potential environmental impacts of a 
project. The purpose of accepting comments on a Draft EIR and subsequent publication of a Final EIR is 
for any errors to be identified and corrected. Opinions concerning issues not addressed by CEQA (such 
as socio-economic issues) and opinions regarding environmental issues already addressed in the EIR, as 
well as expressions of opposition or support for a project, are forwarded to the decision-makers for their 
consideration in taking action on a project, but such comments do not require detailed response in a CEQA 
document.  

9.2.1 Master Response #1 – Baseline Data 

Base Year Population 
Comments: Several comments were received stating concern that the San Pedro Community Plan Draft 
EIR utilized 2005 SCAG data for the Base Year, when more recent 2010 Census data should have been 
used. It is argued that the use of 2005 Base Year data results in a smaller “delta” than if 2010 Census data 
were used, which understates the impacts disclosed in the Draft EIR. The City has provided additional 
information in this Master Response #1 to clarify why the 2005 Base Year data used in the Draft EIR is 
(1) supported by substantial evidence and was adequate for purposes of establishing the appropriate 
baseline and determining foreseeable significant impacts in compliance with CEQA, and (2) why using the 
2010 Census data would not result in new or different significant impacts from those identified in the Draft 
EIR. 
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Introduction: The CEQA Guidelines require that an EIR include a description of the Base Year 
conditions against which project-related impacts are compared. Normally, the Base Year is the physical 
environmental condition that exists when the Notice of Preparation (NOP) is published. However, the 
CEQA Guidelines recognize that the date for establishing a Base Year cannot be rigid because 
environmental conditions may vary over time and it may be more appropriate for disclosing impacts to 
select an alternative baseline. Therefore, the use of a Base Year that differs from the date of the NOP is 
appropriate when doing so results in a more accurate environmental analysis. Conversely, there is no 
specific timeline established by the CEQA Guidelines that dictate how much time may pass before the 
established Base Year physical environmental conditions are no longer acceptable for use as the Base Year. 

Land use planning for the San Pedro Community Plan officially began in 2006. The NOP for the San 
Pedro Draft EIR was published in January 2008. Following the general rule in CEQA Guidelines Section 
15125, the Department of City Planning (DCP) identified the year 2005 as the Base Year physical 
environmental conditions against which project-related impacts are compared. Using the Southern 
California Associate of Governments (SCAG) 2004 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), 2005 Base Year 
estimates in the San Pedro Community Plan Draft EIR were estimated to be 82,112 persons and 29,911 
housing units. The Final EIR, including the Draft EIR and Appendix O (Methodology) indicates that the 
City relied on the best available data and reasonable assumptions to determine the 2005 Base Year 
conditions in the various impact areas.  

Notwithstanding the City’s legally and factually supported selection of the 2005 Base Year data, in an effort 
to respond to comments, the City is providing supplemental data and additional discussion on the more 
current data to demonstrate that the analysis in the Draft EIR is further validated. Baseline data is 
comprised of demographic data that is not static. Shifts in demographic data occur continually through the 
process of analyzing the project. A point in time must be selected to represent the existing conditions. The 
2010 Census data was released in April 2011 during the preparation of the Draft EIR. The 2010 Census 
showed that there were 5,461 fewer persons in the San Pedro Community Plan Area (CPA) in 2010 than 
were estimated for the 2005 Base Year (an approximately 6 percent decrease). It also showed an increase 
of 1,751 housing units than were estimated for the 2005 Base Year (an approximate 6 percent increase). 
Although there is a difference between the 2005 Base Year estimates and the 2010 Census data, the 
difference does not constitute a significant material change to the scope of the Proposed Project. As 
discussed in this Master Response #1 – Baseline Data, as well as in the Supplemental Analysis for Impact 
Areas Noted in the Draft EIR (Section 10.3), the difference does not change the impact conclusions 
presented in the Draft EIR. Therefore, the continued use of the 2005 Base Year data is appropriate and 
reasonable for the EIR. (For more information on the City’s methodology for establishing baseline related 
to demographics, refer to Appendix O (Methodology)).  

Base Year Conditions. The State of California requires that cities plan for changes that can affect 
population, housing demand and employment. If growth is anticipated, each city must accommodate a 
share of the region’s projected growth. The regional growth projections are developed by the City of Los 
Angeles in concert with the SCAG, the Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) for the six-county 
region. SCAG is mandated by Federal and State governments to prepare the Regional Transportation Plan 
(RTP), a long-range regional transportation plan that addresses regional growth based on an analysis of 
past and future regional trends. Using the RTP, the Proposed Project is developed to accommodate a small 
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share of Citywide projected growth within Framework Element identified regional and commercial centers. 
The Proposed Project assumes growth over the 20-year life of the plan, and could accommodate 
approximately 83,354 persons and 34,731 housing units.  

As mentioned above, the 2010 Census showed that there were 5,461 fewer persons in the San Pedro 
Community Plan Area (CPA) in 2010 than were estimated for the 2005 Base Year (an approximate 6 
percent decrease). It was also showed that there were 1,751 more housing units than were estimated for 
the 2005 Base Year (an approximate 5.9 percent increase). Since development activity in the CPA between 
2008 and 2010 was minimal, factors such as increases in the vacancy rate due to the Great Recession could 
account for the difference, still other factors warrant consideration. For example, following the release of 
the 2010 Census, a Congressional Report found that there had been an undercount predominately of Blacks 
and Hispanics nationwide.1 

While the 2010 Census indicates a slight decline in population, recent estimates for 2015 show stabilization, 
if not a slight increase in both population and housing. DCP’s 2015 Growth & Infrastructure Report 
estimates that population and housing within the San Pedro CPA has increased by an additional 1,996 
persons (an approximate 2.6 percent increase) and 169 housing units (an approximate 0.5 percent increase) 
since 2010, bringing the totals within the CPA to 78,647 persons and 31,831 units as of 2015. These figures 
are shown in Table 9-2 Population and Housing below. The stabilization of the San Pedro’s demographics 
means that continued use of 2005 Base Year data is still reasonable. This is further supported in the 
Supplemental Analysis, which shows use of 2010 Census data yields substantially similar conclusions to 
the Draft EIR.  

Table 9-2 Population and Housing 
 Population # of Housing Units 

2005 SCAG Estimate (Base Year) 82,112 29,911 

2010 Census 76,651 31,662 

2015 Estimatea 78,647 31,831 

2030 Proposed Plan (the Project) 83,354 34,731 

a. 2015 population and housing estimates come from the Department of City Planning’s 
2015 Growth and Infrastructure Report. 

The population and housing capacity of the San Pedro CPA that was evaluated for the Draft EIR is based 
on assumptions about the level of development that can be expected to occur during the 20 year planning 
horizon of the Proposed Project. Shifts in demographics as shown in the 2010 Census are a part of the 
general economy’s cyclical growths and dips, and are expected over the 20-year life of the Proposed Project. 
As described more fully in Final EIR Appendix O (Methodology), the reasonable expected growth of 
population and housing in the San Pedro CPA, as evaluated in the Draft EIR, does not explicitly mean 
that the CPA would be developed to planned levels if demand for the land uses does not exist. The analysis 
of impacts using projected reasonable expected growth is a disclosure of potential development levels that 
could exist at the forecasted end-state based on the land uses and policy changes proposed under the San 
Pedro Community Plan. 

                                                 
1 The 2010 Decennial Census: Background and Issues Report for Congress, Congressional Research Service, October 
18, 2012 (see Appendix P for additional data and supporting exhibits). 
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Analysis of 2010 Census Data for the San Pedro CPA. It is important to note that while an EIR must 
include a description of the Base Year conditions against which project-related impacts are compared, the 
“delta,” or difference between the Base Year 2005 conditions and the future 2030 build-out conditions of 
the Proposed Project is generally assessed in terms of dwelling units or a threshold other than population. 
Changes in population factor into portions of the analysis for 6 of the 16 impact areas which include (1) 
Air Quality, (2) Greenhouse Gas Emissions, (3) Noise, (4) Population, Housing and Employment, (5) 
Public Services and (6) Transportation. Additionally, as described in the Draft EIR, for the majority of the 
impact areas, the “delta” is not used to determine whether the implementation of the Proposed Project, 
which has a 20-year planning horizon, would result in significant environmental impacts. Rather, the 
determination of significance of impacts is based primarily on the end-state conditions, or in this case, 
whether future conditions under the Proposed Project’s 2030 capacity would exceed established thresholds 
of significance, as described in the Draft EIR. Supplemental analysis of the other environmental topics 
evaluated in the Draft EIR with respect to the 2005 Base Year conditions are presented in Supplemental 
Analysis for Impact Areas Noted in the Draft EIR (Section 10.3). The supplemental analysis concludes 
that the impact determinations presented in the Draft EIR would not change if the Base Year was moved 
to a more recent date for the purposes of an evaluation of the environmental impacts caused by the 
implementation of the Proposed Project through the year 2030.  

Using the Draft EIR 2005 baseline of 82,112 persons and the Proposed Plan capacity of 83,354 persons, 
the Proposed Project would represent a “delta” of approximately 2%. Using the 2010 Census population 
of 76,651 persons as the baseline would change the “delta” to approximately 9%. However, impact areas 
that utilized a “delta” between 2005 Base Year population and 2030 build-out population were determined 
to be significant and unavoidable. These impact areas include: air quality, greenhouse gas emissions, noise, 
and traffic. Use of 2010 Census population would not result in greater impacts, as all impact areas using a 
“delta” based on 2005 Base Year population data were conservatively analyzed and determined to be 
significant and unavoidable. Use of the 2010 Census data would show a similar impact since the slight 
decrease in population does not change whether or not impact threshold has been exceeded. In this case, 
incremental widening of this “delta” would not result in a determination more severe than significant and 
unavoidable, as the delta is not substantial and may reflect variations in data collection methods, Census 
undercounts, or recession related vacancy rates. Once that threshold has been exceeded, the impact is 
determined significant and unavoidable. The Draft EIR analysis and use of 2005 Base Year population data 
yields the same impacts as the substantially similar 2010 Census data, and therefore still serves as an 
appropriate and reasonable Base Year.  



9-6 

CHAPTER 9 Comments and Responses 
SECTION 9.2 Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR 

San Pedro Community Plan EIR 
State Clearinghouse No. 2008021004 

City of LA EIR No. ENV-2009-1558-EIR 
CPC No. CPC-2009-1557-CPU,  

CPC No. CPC-2009-1557-CPU-M1 

Final EIR
April 2017

9.2.2 Public Utilities Commission (PUC), October 12, 2012 

Comments by PUC 
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Responses to PUC 
Response to Comment PUC-1 
This comment contains introductory material summarizing the responsibilities of the California Public 
Utilities Commission over the safety of highway-rail crossings in California. No further response is 
required. 

Response to Comment PUC-2 
This comment recommends that the San Pedro Community Plan include language regarding safety for 
future development adjacent to or near the shared railroad/light-rail right-of-way, and at-grade highway-
rail crossings, and suggests potential mitigation measures related to that request. The City’s adopted 
Mobility Plan 2035 addresses the safety of all road users at railroad crossings as a general policy that is a 
guide for decision-makers when reviewing development projects. Specifically, Policy 1.5 is to “reduce 
conflicts and improving safety at railroad crossings through design, planning, and operation.” These 
comments are not on the adequacy of the EIR and no further response is required. These comments will 
be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking action on the Proposed Plan.  

Response to Comment PUC-3 
This comment contains closing material and no further response is required.  
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9.2.3 Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC), August 
16, 2012 

Comments by NAHC 
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Responses to NAHC 
Response to Comment NAHC-1 
This letter summarizes various statutes governing the protection and preservation of Native American 
cultural resources, including recommendations by the Native American Heritage Commission, and its 
request for consultation with Native American tribes as appropriate. These comments are not on the 
adequacy of the EIR and no further response is required. Throughout the EIR process the NAHC was 
advised and copied on all documents. For additional information about the Sacred Lands File and SCCIC 
Records search see Section 4.4 of the DEIR. No further response is required. 
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9.2.4 State of California Department of Transportation 
(CALTRANS), September 27, 2012 

Comments by CALTRANS 

 



9-15 

CHAPTER 9 Comments and Responses 
SECTION 9.2 Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR 

San Pedro Community Plan EIR 
State Clearinghouse No. 2008021004 

City of LA EIR No. ENV-2009-1558-EIR 
CPC No. CPC-2009-1557-CPU,  
CPC No. CPC-2009-1557-CPU-M1 

Final EIR 
April 2017 

 



9-16 

CHAPTER 9 Comments and Responses 
SECTION 9.2 Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR 

San Pedro Community Plan EIR 
State Clearinghouse No. 2008021004 

City of LA EIR No. ENV-2009-1558-EIR 
CPC No. CPC-2009-1557-CPU,  

CPC No. CPC-2009-1557-CPU-M1 

Final EIR
April 2017

Responses to CALTRANS 
Response to Comment CALTRANS-1 
This comment contains introductory material and summarizes the location and highway characteristics of 
the plan area. No further response is required. 

Response to Comment CALTRANS-2 
This comment acknowledges that the Proposed Plan will potentially cause significant impacts to the state 
highway system. Please refer to Draft EIR Section 4.13-32 for a detailed analysis of the potential 
transportation impacts to the Congestion Management Program (CMP) arterial roadway intersections. “In 
this study, the CMP analysis is refined as allowed under Section D.3 of the 2010 CMP for Los Angeles 
County to be more suited to the goals of the TIMP for the San Pedro CPA. Because mitigation of freeway 
impact is beyond the scope of the San Pedro Community Plan TIMP, freeway segment analysis is not 
conducted under this study. Freeway segment analysis may be conducted as a separate analysis outside of 
the San Pedro Community Plan TIMP and Community Plan Program effort. The refined travel demand 
model can readily provide this level of information.” 

Response to Comment CALTRANS-3 
This comment states agreement with the proposed transportation improvements and mitigation measures 
as outlined in the EIR. No further response is required. 

Response to Comment CALTRANS-4 
This comment encourages the use of a micro-simulation model for analysis and identifies traffic analysis 
methodologies that may be accepted. The comment further encouraged consultation with Caltrans staff to 
confirm the data and methods to be used for analyzing state facilities. Please refer to Draft EIR Section 
4.13 for a detailed analysis of the transportation analysis which used a focused traffic demand model and 
criteria developed by Los Angeles Department of Transportation for all Community Plan projects in the 
City of Los Angeles. The Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) regional model, 
developed in consultation with Caltrans, was the starting point for development of the San Pedro travel 
demand model. The model was refined to better reflect current and future conditions within the San Pedro 
Community Plan Area. No further response is required. 

Response to Comment CALTRANS-5 
This comment describes the available Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies developed by 
Caltrans for the benefit of local agencies in preparing traffic impact studies. This comment is not on the 
adequacy of the EIR. No further response is required. 

Response to Comment CALTRANS-6 
This comment contains closing information. No further response is required. 
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9.2.5 City of Rancho Palos Verdes (CRPV1), September 6, 2012 

Comments by CRPV1 
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Responses to CRPV1 
Response to Comment CRPV1-1 
This comment requests an extension of the review period for the EIR. The comment period was extended 
to October 9, 2012. 

Response to Comment CRPV1-2 
This comment contains closing information. No further response is required.  
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9.2.6 City of Rancho Palos Verdes (CRPV2), October 9, 2012 

Comments by CRPV2 
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Responses to CRPV2 
Response to Comment CRPV2-1 
This comment contains introductory material. No further response is required.  

Response to Comment CRPV2-2 
The comment references specific subareas: Subarea 10 and Subarea 260. The comment related to Subarea 
10 questions how the land use designation change from Light Industrial to Heavy Industrial will affect the 
future operations and expansion of the existing Rancho LPG (Liquid Petroleum Gas) facility located in a 
portion of this subarea. Since the Draft EIR was published, Subarea 10 was revised and became Subareas 
5 and 10, which no longer recommend the land use designation change from Light Industrial to Heavy 
Industrial. Additionally, the existing zoning regulations pertaining to this facility address expansion and 
modification, and are retained for this parcel. Any specific project-related impacts would be analyzed under 
subsequent project-specific CEQA review for all discretionary projects under the Community Plan. Refer 
to Response to Comment NSPNC1-53. The comment related to Subarea 260 questions whether the 
impacts of the proposed land use designation change from Neighborhood Commercial to Community 
Commercial have been adequately addressed. Based on community input, the Department of City Planning 
removed this subarea; therefore, no changes to the existing land use designation and zoning are proposed. 
Therefore, no further response is required. 

Response to Comment CRPV2-3 
The commenter states that the EIR does not specifically describe transport of hazardous materials by rail. 
It is acknowledged that transport of hazardous materials through the plan area may occur by rail. However, 
as noted in the EIR on pages 4.7-11 through 4.7-15, numerous federal, state, and local agencies regulate 
transport of hazardous materials by all travel modes. Further, policy 1.1.4 of the Safety Element of the Los 
Angeles General Plan is to “Protect the public and workers from the release of hazardous materials and 
protect City water supplies and resources from contamination resulting from accidental release or intrusion 
resulting from a disaster event, including protection of the environment and public from potential health 
and safety hazards associated with program implementation.” Policy 2.1.2 states, “Develop and implement 
procedures to protect the environment and public, including animal control and care, to the greatest extent 
feasible within the resources available, from potential health and safety hazards associated with hazard 
mitigation and disaster recovery efforts.” 

In light of the 2015 decision by the California Supreme Court in CBIA v. BAAQMD, (2015) 62 Cal.4th 
369, the effects of exposure on new residents of a project from the existing environment are not CEQA 
impacts, absent a finding the project is exacerbating the existing environmental conditions. (See also CBIA 
v. BAAQMD, (2016) 2 Cal. App. 5th 1067.) For purposes of CEQA, it is not appropriate or necessary to 
analyze the effects of exposure of new residents of a project to existing adverse conditions such as noise, 
traffic, air quality, or hazardous materials (see also Ballona Wetlands Land Trust v. City of Los Angeles, (2011) 
201 Cal.App.4th 455, where the Second Court of Appeal reiterated established precedent that an “EIR is 
to identify the significant effects of a project on the environment, not the significant effects of the 
environment on the project”). Ballona Wetlands highlighted the difference between a “project’s exacerbation 
of environmental hazards [and] the effects on users of the project and structures in the project of 
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preexisting environmental hazard” and holds that “to the extent that such questions may encompass the 
latter effects, the questions do not relate to environmental impacts under CEQA and cannot support an 
argument that the effects of the environment on the project must be analyzed in an EIR.” Therefore, it is 
not necessary to analyze the existing condition of rail transport with respect to how it may affect residents 
of the plan area. The Proposed Plan does not include expansion of any existing rail activities. Therefore, 
an analysis of the risk of upset from rail transport of hazardous materials is not required in the EIR. In any 
event, all applicable federal, state, and local regulations would apply to transport of hazardous materials by 
any mode of travel, and the Proposed Plan would not increase or alter these activities. 

However, in the interests of full disclosure, text has been added to the EIR to identify the existence of rail 
transport of hazardous materials through the plan area. See Chapter 10 Additions and Corrections. The 
analysis of transportation of hazardous materials as a result of implementation of the Proposed Plan 
remains unchanged. 

Response to Comment CRPV2-4 
The commenter states that the DEIR fails to acknowledge the presence of the nearby Rancho LPG facility 
in the CPA. Please refer to Response to Comment CRPV2-3. The Proposed Plan does not increase, expand 
or alter any existing refinery activities in the CPA or nearby, therefore no further comment is required. 

Response to Comment CRPV2-5 
The commenter requests the reassessment of environmental impact regarding the existing use, storage and 
transportation of hazardous materials and accident conditions. Refer to Response to Comment CRPV2-3 
and CRPV2-4.  

Response to Comment CRPV2-6 
The commenter states that the location of Crestwood Street Elementary School is depicted incorrectly on 
Figure 4.7-2. The comment is noted. 

Response to Comment CRPV2-7 
The commenter states that Rancho Palos Verdes residents would be disproportionately affected by reduced 
LOS, in particular for segments along Western Avenue and 25th Street. The transportation analysis reflects 
a conservative analysis. Since the release of the Draft EIR, factors that may contribute to decreased LOS 
along Western Avenue and 25th Street have been revised and impacts to these streets are anticipated to be 
less than disclosed in the Draft EIR.  

Land uses assumed for Ponte Vista consisted of 1,395 multifamily units and 10,000 square feet of 
commercial space. It should be noted that the Draft EIR for the Ponte Vista project was recirculated and 
a substantial reduction from the number of dwelling units was assumed in the analysis. At the time the City 
Planning Department reviewed a previous development project proposal for the Project Site in 2008, 
Department staff recommended that a Specific Plan should be established to develop the site at a Low 
Medium I Residential density, which would allow densities of 9-18 dwelling units per acre. Under such a 
Specific Plan, approximately 775 to 886 units could be built at the site if it were to be developed to the 
maximum allowable density of 18 units per net acre. For purposes of evaluating this alternative, a site plan 
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containing 830 units (in a combination of single- and multi-family product types) was prepared. When the 
City Planning Commission considered the previous project proposal for the Project Site, it advised the 
Applicant to evaluate this Staff Recommendation as a project alternative in a new or recirculated EIR. 
Since the time of preparation of the DEIR, the Ponte Vista project size has been reduced. The project was 
approved in 2014 with up to 400 units. This coupled with the removal of SA 260 reduces the overall impact 
to Western Avenue. 

The comment also references proposed Subarea 260, located at the intersection of 25th Street and Western 
Avenue. Based upon community input, the Department of City Planning has further analyzed the 
recommendations for this subarea and has recommended no change to the existing land use designation 
and zoning. In order to perform a conservative analysis, it was assumed that an eastbound travel lane would 
be eliminated on 25th Street to accommodate a bicycle lane. Since the DEIR was published, LADOT staff 
assessed potential traffic and safety related to the proposed bicycle lane and determined that the traffic 
volumes on 25th Street did not create congestion to negatively impact LOS. Therefore, DOT restriped the 
roadway to create the new bike lane for safety reasons.  

Response to Comment CRPV2-8 
The commenter states that Mitigation Measure 4.13-1 is inadequate and should be augmented by additional 
mitigation measures and modifications to the proposed plan. Upon further review, Mitigation Measure 
4.13-1 has been removed because under existing regulations development review procedures for 
discretionary projects are already required to take into account applicable Community Plan Mobility 
policies, and development projects that require dedication and improvements per Section 12.37 of the 
LAMC are now required to comply with the street designations of the San Pedro Community Plan. 
Furthermore, since the proposed San Pedro Community Plan is a policy-level document, there is 
insufficient information about future development projects to propose specific mitigation measures at the 
project level different than what is already required under existing regulations. Please also refer to Mobility 
Plan 2035 and Section 4.13 of the Draft EIR and its discussion about the proposed Transportation 
Improvement and Mitigation Plan which encourages alternative modes of transportation and other 
mitigation strategies to reduce some of the projected vehicle trips generated in San Pedro. Nevertheless, 
the Draft EIR concluded impacts to transportation would be significant and unavoidable as some aspects 
of the TIMP are subject to future funding availability and legislative approval. 

Response to Comment CRPV2-9 
The commenter requests that the Proposed Plan consider an alternative to the Proposed Plan that would 
reduce the proposed density/intensity of development within Subarea 260. Refer to Response to Comment 
CRPV2-2. 

Response to Comment CRPV2-10 
Please see Response to Comment CRPV2-7 concerning the potential need for elimination of the travel 
lane on 25th Street to accommodate a future bike lane. As stated above, LADOT has completed the bike 
lane since the DEIR was published so no further comment is required. 
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Response to Comment CRPV2-11 
This comment provides closing information and no further response is required.  
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9.2.7 South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD), 
October 9, 2012 

Comments by SCAQMD 

 



9-29 

CHAPTER 9 Comments and Responses 
SECTION 9.2 Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR 

San Pedro Community Plan EIR 
State Clearinghouse No. 2008021004 

City of LA EIR No. ENV-2009-1558-EIR 
CPC No. CPC-2009-1557-CPU,  
CPC No. CPC-2009-1557-CPU-M1 

Final EIR 
April 2017 

 



9-30 

CHAPTER 9 Comments and Responses 
SECTION 9.2 Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR 

San Pedro Community Plan EIR 
State Clearinghouse No. 2008021004 

City of LA EIR No. ENV-2009-1558-EIR 
CPC No. CPC-2009-1557-CPU,  

CPC No. CPC-2009-1557-CPU-M1 

Final EIR
April 2017

 



9-31 

CHAPTER 9 Comments and Responses 
SECTION 9.2 Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR 

San Pedro Community Plan EIR 
State Clearinghouse No. 2008021004 

City of LA EIR No. ENV-2009-1558-EIR 
CPC No. CPC-2009-1557-CPU,  
CPC No. CPC-2009-1557-CPU-M1 

Final EIR 
April 2017 

 



9-32 

CHAPTER 9 Comments and Responses 
SECTION 9.2 Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR 

San Pedro Community Plan EIR 
State Clearinghouse No. 2008021004 

City of LA EIR No. ENV-2009-1558-EIR 
CPC No. CPC-2009-1557-CPU,  

CPC No. CPC-2009-1557-CPU-M1 

Final EIR
April 2017

 

Responses to SCAQMD 
Response to Comment SCAQMD-1 
This comment contains introductory material and no further response is required. 

Response to Comment SCAQMD-2 
The commenter recommends the City, as the lead agency, avoid the placement of new sensitive land use 
or the intensification of existing sensitive land uses that are significantly impacted by the port. However, 
in light of the 2015 decision by the California Supreme Court in CBIA v. BAAQMD, (2015) 62 Cal.4th 
369, the effects of exposure on new residents of a project from the existing environment are not CEQA 
impacts, absent a finding the project is exacerbating the existing environmental conditions (see also CBIA 
v. BAAQMD, (2016) 2 Cal. App. 5th 1067). Here, there has been no evidence that the Proposed Project is 
exacerbating the existing environmental conditions. For purposes of CEQA, it is not appropriate or 
necessary to analyze the effects of exposure of new residents of a project to existing adverse conditions 
such as noise, traffic, air quality, or hazardous materials (see also Ballona Wetlands Land Trust v. City of Los 
Angeles, (2011) 201 Cal.App.4th 455, where the Second Court of Appeal reiterated established precedent 
that an “EIR is to identify the significant effects of a project on the environment, not the significant effects 
of the environment on the project”). Ballona Wetlands highlighted the difference between a “project’s 
exacerbation of environmental hazards [and] the effects on users of the project and structures in the project 
of preexisting environmental hazard” and holds that “to the extent that such questions may encompass 
the latter effects, the questions do not relate to environmental impacts under CEQA and cannot support 
an argument that the effects of the environment on the project must be analyzed in an EIR.” Therefore, it 
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is not necessary or appropriate to analyze the existing conditions of Port operations with respect to how 
they may affect residents (present or future) of the plan area. Therefore, no further response is required. 

Response to Comment SCAQMD-3 
Written responses to these comments will be provided to the SCAQMD pursuant to the CEQA 
Guidelines. The remainder of this comment contains closing material and no further response is required. 

Response to Comment SCAQMD-4 
The commenter reiterates concerns regarding potential future health risks to residential neighborhoods 
from the San Pedro Community Plan resulting from port-related activity. The comment suggests that 
additional mitigation be provided to require the maximum possible buffer between new residential land 
uses and the port area, or consider other alternatives that would concentrate residential land uses further 
inland away from the port. Please see Response to Comment SCAQMD-2. 

Response to Comment SCAQMD-5 
The comment states that, given that the proposed project has been determined to have significant 
operational-related air quality impacts, additional mitigation measures are recommended. The mitigation 
measures that the SCAQMD recommends include maximizing electric car infrastructure; encouraging 
incentives for public transportation and ridesharing programs; the use of alternative fuel commercial 
vehicles; maximizing solar energy on new construction; requiring the use of electric lawnmowers and other 
outdoor maintenance equipment; and requiring the use of low VOC cleaning products at commercial 
developments. Some of the suggested mitigation measures have been incorporated as a part of the updated 
MM4.2-1 and MM4.6-1. Certain suggested mitigations were determined to already be incentivized through 
other agency regulations. For example, the Department of Water and Power offers rebates and incentives 
for commercial customers that install electric vehicle charging stations, and also offers a Solar Incentive 
Program for residential and non-residential participants. Some suggested mitigation measures were not 
incorporated because they present feasibility concerns and require future study by the City. At the same 
time, the San Pedro Community Plan contains policies that encourage the implementation of most of the 
recommended emission reduction measures identified in this comment. For example, Policy LU1.7 (also 
Policy LU5.10, Policy LU14.6, and Policy LU16.5) provides that developments should be sustainable and 
incorporate green building design, systems, and materials to the greatest extent feasible, which would 
include the use of solar panels in new development. Policy M12.3 encourages new commercial and retail 
developments to provide prioritized parking for shared vehicles, electric vehicles and vehicles using 
alternative fuels, while Policy M12.4 requires that new construction to include vehicle access to properly 
wired outdoor receptacles to accommodate zero emission vehicles (ZEVs) and/or plug-in electric hybrids 
(PHEV). While the Transportation Improvement and Mitigation Program (TIMP) for the San Pedro 
Community Plan shows that VMT will increase as a result of area growth, growth projections and shifts in 
land use within the San Pedro CPA in conjunction with the anticipated increases in vehicle efficiencies in 
the future result in a reduction in criteria pollutant emissions from vehicles. 
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Response to Comment SCAQMD-6 
The comment states that, given that the proposed project has been determined to have significant 
construction-related air quality impacts, the comment recommends the use of certain mitigation measures 
for 2010 or newer diesel trucks for material delivery and import/export of soil. Vehicles involved in new 
construction implemented under the San Pedro CPIO would be required to meet the rules for mobile 
source review established by the California ARB as noted in MM4.2-1. This would include the use of 
retrofit engines (e.g. engine catalysts) in diesel-fueled construction equipment. This comment has been 
addressed and no further response is required. 

Response to Comment SCAQMD-7 
The comment states that, given that the proposed project has been determined to have significant 
construction-related air quality impacts, additional mitigation measures are recommended. Suggested 
mitigation measures concerning requiring construction equipment on site to meet the EPA-Certified Tier 3 
emission standards were not incorporated. These regulatory standards are part of the California ARB and 
SCAQMD measures to reduce criteria pollutant emissions (refer to pages 4.2-12 of the DEIR) and already 
are required for the project. As such, our analysis assumes that individual project contractors would comply 
with all California ARB and SCAQMD off-road construction equipment requirements, including the 
phasing in of appropriate emissions standards and submitting the appropriate BACT documentation to 
California ARB and SCAQMD prior to mobilization for individual projects. This comment has been 
addressed and no further response is required. 

Response to Comment SCAQMD-8 
This comment contains informational material and no further response is required. 
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9.2.8 Los Angeles Conservancy (LAC), September 24, 2012 

Comments by LAC 
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Responses to LAC 
Response to Comment LAC-1 
This comment contains introductory material and no further response is required. 

Response to Comment LAC-2 
This comment contains summary information concerning the Conservancy and requests additional 
evaluation of the plan’s potential adverse impacts (to historic resources), as well as policy consistency 
between the City’s community plan updates. Please refer to Section 4.4 of the Draft EIR for the historical 
resources impact analysis. Comment is noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their 
consideration prior to taking action on the Proposed Plan. 

Response to Comment LAC-3 
This comment summarizes the history of San Pedro and no further response is required. 

Response to Comment LAC-4 
This comment states that the EIR fails to include potential impacts on designated historic resources. Please 
refer to Section 4.4 of the Draft EIR for the historical resources impact analysis. The SurveyLA process is 
described, and the EIR states that future discretionary projects identified that could adversely affect 
potentially eligible historic resources will be subject to further project-level CEQA evaluation. As noted 
on DEIR pages 4.4-23 through 4.4-24: 

The Proposed Plan contains goals, objectives, policies, and programs aimed at enhancing 
neighborhoods by upgrading the quality of development, improving neighborhood transitions, 
streetscapes, restricting incompatible uses, increasing housing opportunities, and encouraging a 
pedestrian environment. Several Proposed Plan policies directly and indirectly relate to the 
preservation of cultural resources, and more specifically historic age, built environment resources. 
Policies related to protecting the existing scale, architectural composition, and context of San Pedro 
neighborhoods indirectly apply to historical resources by ensuring continuity in areas which may 
include such resources. Additional policies directly relate to the preservation of historic resources in 
San Pedro, including the protection and preservation of historic neighborhoods, such as Old San 
Pedro/Downtown, the Vinegar Hill HPOZ, and other distinctive neighborhoods. The Proposed 
Plan also contains policies aimed at supporting the general preservation of San Pedro’s historically 
significant resources. These policies, which promote, enhance, and attempt to preserve cultural 
resources, are consistent with existing local guidelines and regulations as outlined in the City of Los 
Angeles General Plan Framework, the San Pedro Specific Plan, and the LAMC. 

Historical resources individually designated as Historic-Cultural Monuments (HCMs) and collectively 
designated as HPOZs are subject to existing City ordinances, the Cultural Heritage Ordinance, and the 
HPOZ Ordinance, respectively. The analysis contained in the EIR pertains to designated historic resources 
corresponding to the threshold of significance in the CEQA guidelines, which is identified on page 4.4-25 
of the EIR.  

The commenter notes that the Draft EIR fails to include the preliminary survey of the San Pedro area 
undertaken by the City’s SurveyLA efforts. These surveys identify and evaluate properties according to 
standardized criteria for listing in the National Register, California Register, and for local designation as 



9-40 

CHAPTER 9 Comments and Responses 
SECTION 9.2 Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR 

San Pedro Community Plan EIR 
State Clearinghouse No. 2008021004 

City of LA EIR No. ENV-2009-1558-EIR 
CPC No. CPC-2009-1557-CPU,  

CPC No. CPC-2009-1557-CPU-M1 

Final EIR
April 2017

HCM and HPOZs. However, no actual designation results directly from survey activity. Designation by 
the City of Los Angeles and nominations to the California Register or National Register are separate 
processes that include property owner notification and public hearings. The survey will not result in 
properties being listed in the National Register, California Register, or designation as HCM, all which 
require more in-depth research, an application process, and discretionary action.  

Approximately 16,081 parcels in the San Pedro CPA were surveyed by SurveyLA. Properties in existing 
historic districts and already historically designated properties were not surveyed. The Historic Resources 
Survey Report prepared for the San Pedro Area was published in July of 2012. The survey identified a large 
number of intact single-family residences dating from the period prior to San Pedro’s annexation to the 
City of Los Angeles in 1909 as well as numerous examples of intact multi-family residences. However, no 
residential districts were identified. The survey also identified numerous intact examples of commercial 
properties, constructed between the 1920s and the 1950s, primarily serving residential neighborhoods. As 
with residential districts, no historic commercial districts were identified. For a complete list of identified 
properties, refer to the Historic Resources Survey Report San Pedro Community Plan Area, which can be found on 
the City of Los Angeles Office of Historic Resources’ website (http://www.preservation.lacity.org). 

Response to Comment LAC-5 
All discretionary projects in the CPA will be required to undergo a project-specific, individual CEQA 
review to identify all impacts and feasible mitigation measures.  

Response to Comment LAC-6 
All discretionary projects in the CPA will be required to undergo a project-specific, individual CEQA 
review to identify all impacts and feasible mitigation measures. If any individual project could adversely 
affect a historic resource, appropriate mitigation would be implemented on a project-by-project basis.  

The commenter is correct in that implementation of a TFAR is useful in protecting historic resources. This 
is a proposed program of the plan with respect to historic resources.  

Response to Comment LAC-7 
This comment requests that a consistent approach across the plan areas and establishing a set of baseline 
policies toward historic and cultural resources be implemented. Each community plan area is unique and 
contains tailored policies for respective historic and cultural resources. These policies are consistent at a 
citywide level and allow for more detailed expression of specialized resources that reflect cultural and 
historic themes of each community. In general, this comment relates to the approaches taken in developing 
the Proposed Project and is not directed towards the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. Although a 
response is not required, this comment will be forwarded to decision makers for their consideration. 

Response to Comment LAC-8 
This comment contains closing information and no further response is required. 
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9.2.9 Croatian American Club of San Pedro (CACSP), August 28, 
2012 

Comments by CACSP 
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Responses to CACSP 
Response to Comment CACSP-1 
This comment contains introductory and summary material and no further response is required. 

Response to Comment CACSP-2 
The commenter requests text changes be made to the Community Plan language concerning the former 
Yugoslavia. As noted, this change was made to the proposed Community Plan language and no further 
response is required. 

Response to Comment CACSP-3 
The commenter requests text changes be made to the Community Plan language in the discussion of 
industry. As noted, this change was made to the proposed Community Plan language and no further 
response is required. 

Response to Comment CACSP-4 
This comment contains closing information and no further response is required. 
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9.2.10 Northwest San Pedro Neighborhood Council (NSPNC1) 
October 8, 2012 

Comments by NSPNC1 
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Responses to NSPNC1 
Response to Comment NSPNC1-1 
This comment contains introductory material and no further response is required. 

Response to Comment NSPNC1-2  
The commenter states that the use of 2005 demographic data results in fewer potential impacts than if the 
2010 Census data are used, and that therefore the impacts on traffic, services, utilities, schools, air quality, 
and noise are substantially understated. Refer to Master Response #1 – Baseline Data and Supplemental 
Analysis for Impact Areas Noted in the Draft EIR (Section 10.3).  

Response to Comment NSPNC1-3 
The comment states that the Proposed Plan does not identify potential locations for needed libraries, parks, 
and schools. The proposed San Pedro Community Plan allocates land for a range of uses that is needed 
over the life of the plan, including land that is zoned for public facilities and open space, such as libraries, 
schools, and open space. The DEIR determined that construction of a new library, school, or park would 
not have a significant impact on the environment. It is reasonably expected that such facilities, if necessary, 
would occur where allowed under the designated land use. The CPA is an urbanized area and new facilities 
would not involve expansion of urban sphere beyond current boundaries and thus there would be no need 
for new or expanded infrastructure. Generally, development of facilities in the CPA would be expected to 
have impacts consistent with the analysis in this EIR or potentially eligible for an infill exemption.  

Response to Comment NSPNC1-4 
The comment states that the traffic impact analysis does not take into account density bonuses available 
as a matter of right to owners of multi-family property. The Proposed Plan represents the reasonable 
expected development potential (including density bonuses) that could occur under the plan during its 
lifetime. The sub-areas identified in the land use plan utilize an average estimated density for the sub-area, 
which was analyzed in the traffic analysis, as well as in the EIR. The methodology used to estimate capacity 
for each land use designation is based on a mid-point of development potential, and is further discussed 
in Final EIR Appendix O (Methodology). This assumes that on average, development is neither going to 
occur at the greatest densities permitted by the zone nor the lowest densities permitted. The utilization of 
the density bonus provision represents a low percentage of requested entitlements in the city since its 
inception. The methodology accounts for the use of density bonus that could occur in each sub-area. All 
analysis in the EIR considered potential development in the identified sub-areas. 

Response to Comment NSPNC1-5 
The commenter states that the City should complete an infrastructure needs assessment and add it as an 
addendum to this analysis. Infrastructure in the San Pedro CPA is not separate from the City as a whole. 
The analysis in the EIR of impacts on plan area infrastructure was based on existing conditions, including 
infrastructure capacities. Please refer to Sections 12, 13, and 14 of the DEIR for further analysis. The City 
takes an integrated approach to addressing growing service demand. For example, programs such as 
LADWP’s 2010 Urban Water Management Plan (including the recently released 2015 Urban Water 
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Management Plan) and the City’s Integrated Resource Plan (IRP) call for water and energy efficiency as 
well as innovative strategies for water conservation and waste management. In addition, Demand Side 
Management (DSM), involving conservation policies and programs to reduce per-capita usage, increases 
the capacity of existing systems. The Draft EIR analyzes the overall environmental aspects of the proposed 
San Pedro Community Plan at a community level. As individual projects on individual sites are proposed, 
the existing conditions at those particular sites will be determined and any impacts will be addressed. 
Service and utility planning is generally based on long-term population forecasts provided by SCAG, which 
the service and utility providers use to project long-term demand, combined with localized upgrades in 
response to individual projects as needed. 

Response to Comment NSPNC1-6 
The commenter states that DEIR fails to adequately analyze impacts caused by port expansion. Please see 
the preferred alternative from the San Pedro Waterfront Project EIR, as well as others, such as the USS 
Iowa EIR and the Port of Los Angeles Master Plan EIR, which were included as part of the existing 
conditions, and includes consideration of traffic mitigation measures. For example, the proposed land uses 
from the San Pedro Waterfront Redevelopment Project and roadway improvements that were identified 
as mitigation measures for that project were included in the EIR analysis. Please refer to the San Pedro 
Community Plan Transportation Improvement Mitigation Program (TIMP). In addition, other anticipated 
development was included as part of the existing conditions. 

Response to Comment NSPNC1-7 
The commenter states that DEIR fails to include all of San Pedro as the subject of its impact analysis. 
However, please refer to the San Pedro Community Plan (TIMP) for cumulative projects in the adjacent 
plan areas that were known at the time of issuance of the Draft EIR were considered in the cumulative 
impact analyses for all issue areas in the EIR. This includes Ponte Vista and the other identified areas. This 
comment requests a changes to the boundaries of the San Pedro Community Plan area. Although a 
response is not required, this comment will be forwarded to decision makers for their consideration. 

Response to Comment NSPNC1-8 
The commenter suggests a policy recommendation that would limit discretionary approvals to a pro rata 
portion of available infrastructure capacity. Although this comment is not about the adequacy of the EIR, 
this comment will be forwarded to decision makers for their consideration. 

Response to Comment NSPNC1-9 
This comment contains general information on the format of the specific comments that follow and no 
further response is required. 

Response to Comment NSPNC1-10 
This comment requests text revisions to correct information concerning First Street. Such a change would 
not alter the significance conclusions contained in the EIR. Comment is noted. 
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Response to Comment NSPNC1-11 
This comment requests text revisions to correct information concerning location of single-family 
residential. Such a change would not alter the significance conclusions contained in the EIR. Comment is 
noted. 

Response to Comment NSPNC1-12 
This comment requests text revisions to correct information concerning the location of Peck Park and 
correcting nomenclature regarding military housing. Such changes would not alter the significance 
conclusions contained in the EIR. Comment is noted. 

Response to Comment NSPNC1-13 
This comment requests text revisions to add additional information about berths. Such changes would not 
alter the significance conclusions contained in the EIR. Comment is noted. 

Response to Comment NSPNC1-14 
This comment requests text revisions to add additional information about Ponte Vista. Such changes would 
not alter the significance conclusions contained in the EIR. The Ponte Vista project was included in the 
cumulative impact analysis. Comment is noted. See Response to Comment CRPV2-7. 

Response to Comment NSPNC1-15 
Refer to the Master Response #1 – Baseline Data. Table 2-1 (Population, Housing, and Employment for 
San Pedro) in the Proposed Community Plan text shows the growth in population and housing in the San 
Pedro Community Plan area. Meanwhile, the proposed Ponte Vista project is located outside of the San 
Pedro Community Plan Area but was included in the cumulative impact analysis. See Table 4-1 of the Draft 
EIR. 

Response to Comment NSPNC1-16 
Refer to the Master Response #1 – Baseline Data. For informational purposes only, Table 3-1 (Community 
Plan Capacity Comparison in 2030) of the Draft EIR compares the current and Proposed Plan capacity to 
the SCAG 2030 projections. The baseline year of 2005 is not shown in this table, since its purpose is to 
compare estimated plan capacity with the SCAG projection for 2030. This section of the EIR discusses 
how these capacities are designed to accommodate the 2030 SCAG projections. Table 2-1 (Population, 
Housing, and Employment for San Pedro) in the Proposed Community Plan text shows the baseline year 
data (2005) compared to the SCAG 2030 projection and the Proposed Plan capacity.  

Response to Comment NSPNC1-17 
This comment requests that 2035 SCAG data be used rather than 2030 SCAG data. The commenter does 
not provide evidence for why 2035 SCAG data should be used instead of 2030 SCAG data. The 2012-2035 
SCAG RTP, from which 2035 SCAG data would be derived from, has been reviewed to determine if there 
are any substantial differences in policy and/or growth trends associated with the socioeconomic data as 
compared to the 2004 SCAG RTP. Based on this review it has been determined that the minor refinements 
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in policy and associated updates to socioeconomic data would not substantially affect the analysis or 
conclusions in this EIR. 

Response to Comment NSPNC1-18 
This comment requests that Table 4-1 (Cumulative Projects) be updated. The cumulative projects list was 
formulated as of the date of issuance of the NOP, which forms the baseline for the EIR analysis pursuant 
to CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(a). There have been no significant new proposed projects since the 
list was last revised, which includes Port related projects. Constant updating of a cumulative projects list 
throughout the preparation period of an EIR would be an ongoing task, as it could affect analyses that 
have already been prepared and require constant revision.  

Response to Comment NSPNC1-19 
This comment contains information clarifying the description of shopping areas in San Pedro and no 
further response is required. Comment is noted. 

Response to Comment NSPNC1-20 
This comment requests text revisions that would not alter the significance conclusions in the EIR. 
Comment is noted. 

Response to Comment NSPNC1-21 
This comment requests text revisions that would not alter the significance conclusions in the EIR. 
Comment is noted. 

Response to Comment NSPNC1-22 
This comment requests text revisions that would not alter the significance conclusions in the EIR. 
Comment is noted. 

Response to Comment NSPNC1-23 
This comment requests text revisions that would not alter the significance conclusions in the EIR. 
Comment is noted. 

Response to Comment NSPNC1-24 
This comment requests text revisions that would not alter the significance conclusions in the EIR. 
Comment is noted. 

Response to Comment NSPNC1-25 
This comment requests text revisions that would not alter the significance conclusions in the EIR. 
Comment is noted. See comment NSPNC1-93. 
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Response to Comment NSPNC1-26 
This comment requests text revisions that would not alter the significance conclusions in the EIR. 
Comment is noted. 

Response to Comment NSPNC1-27 
This comment is a statement about the Port of LA and does not address the adequacy of the EIR. No 
further response is required.  

Response to Comment NSPNC1-28 
This comment requests additional language and policies to be included in the Community Plan. This 
comment is not in reference to the adequacy of the EIR but will be forwarded to the decision-makers for 
consideration prior to taking action on the Proposed Plan. No further response is required. 

Response to Comment NSPNC1-29 
This comment discusses the proposed increase in building heights along Western Avenue at 25th Street and 
indicates that the significant impact on surrounding views could and should be avoided by not adopting 
the proposed change. The comment refers to proposed Subarea 260, located around the intersection of 
25th Street and Western Avenue. Based upon community input, the Department of City Planning has 
further analyzed the recommendations for this subarea and has recommended no change to the existing 
land use designation and zoning. Therefore, no further response is required. 

Response to Comment NSPNC1-30 
The comment states that the Port of Los Angeles is excluded from the CPA and the pollution that it 
produces is therefore omitted from the DEIR. Further the commenter is unclear if all of the potential 
development at the port and the associated increase in traffic was accounted for in the Air Quality analysis. 

The Port of Los Angeles is not part of the San Pedro New Community Plan area and therefore the specific 
emissions associated with the Port of Los Angeles, with respect to criteria pollutants, is not included as a 
separate analysis in this DEIR. Please refer to Section 4.2 of the Draft EIR for the air impact analysis. 
However, because the Port of Los Angeles is an existing source of criteria air pollutants, the emissions 
from the Port are accounted for in the regional ambient air quality data described in the DEIR. Emissions 
from toxic air contaminants generated by the Port of Los Angeles will be mitigated by the Port of Los 
Angeles to the greatest extent feasible under existing and future environmental mitigations and planned 
improvements.  

Cumulative levels of traffic within and surrounding the San Pedro New Community Plan Area were taken 
from the traffic analysis. The traffic analysis takes into account all past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 
future projects when it determines future traffic conditions. Therefore, cumulative air quality impacts with 
respect to traffic represent the future traffic that is anticipated from the growth of the Port of Los Angeles, 
for all Port development projects that are either under construction, have applied for permits, or are 
reasonably foreseeable projects. 
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Response to Comment NSPNC1-31 
The comment states that the Port of Los Angeles has monitoring stations in the vicinity of the Port and 
that the monitoring data from the Port should be used in the addition to or instead of the data from the 
Long Beach monitoring station. 

The analysis focuses on the potential of the project to impact the region’s attainment of state and federal 
ambient air quality standards. Therefore the ambient air quality used to determine potential impacts should 
be based on regional levels. Measurements of ambient concentrations of the criteria pollutants are used by 
the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) and the California Air Resources Board 
(ARB) to assess and classify the air quality of each air basin, county, or, in some cases, a specific urbanized 
area such as the SCAQMD’s source receptor areas (SRAs) in which thirty-six monitoring stations operate 
to monitor the various concentrations of air pollutants in the region. These stations are located such that 
they obtain average area emission levels and are not influenced directly by one large source such as the 
Port of Los Angeles. 

The monitoring stations within the Port of Los Angeles’ sphere of operational influence will report 
emissions concentrations that are heavily influenced by the port activities and therefore do not represent a 
regional level of emissions as needed for the analysis. Therefore, the DEIR adequately and correctly used 
the SCAQMD’s monitoring station located in the Long Beach Area. 

Regardless, for informational purposes, the following air quality data for the last three years as collected 
from the Port of Los Angeles has been included under the Local Air Quality section of the DEIR and is 
appended to Table 4.2-2 (Summary of Ambient Air Quality in the Proposed Plan Vicinity). The inclusion 
of this data does not alter any of the analysis or significance conclusions. 

The Port of Los Angeles began an air quality monitoring program in 2005 to estimate ambient levels of 
diesel particulate matter in the project vicinity due to Port operation. The monitoring program collects 
emissions levels for carbon monoxide, nitrogen dioxide, sulfur dioxide, ozone, and particulate matter (PM10 
and PM2.5). Table 4.2-2a (Port of Los Angeles Air Quality Monitoring Data [San Pedro Monitoring 
Community]) represents the 3-year average concentrations of each criteria pollutant over the respective 
averaging period as compared to the state and federal ambient air quality standards. 
 

Table 4.2-2a Port of Los Angeles Air Quality Monitoring Data 
(San Pedro Monitoring Community) 

Pollutant Averaging time 2009a 2010a 2011a Exceed Standard 

Ozone (O3) 

NAAQS: -0.075 ppm 8-hour 0.062b No 

CAAQS: -0.090 ppm 1-hour 0.081 0.080 0.075 No 

CAAQS: -0.070 ppm 8-hour 0.061 0.064 0.066 No 

Carbon Monoxide (CO) 

NAAQS: 35 ppm 

CAAQS: 20 ppm 
1-hour 2.7 2.4 2.9 No 

NAAQS/CAAQS: 9.0 ppm 8-hour 1.4 2.1 2.1 No 
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Table 4.2-2a Port of Los Angeles Air Quality Monitoring Data 
(San Pedro Monitoring Community) 

Pollutant Averaging time 2009a 2010a 2011a Exceed Standard 

Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2) 

NAAQS: 0.100 ppm 1-hour 0.085b No 

NAAQS: 0.053 ppm Annual 0.020 0.020 0.017 No 

CAAQS:0.180 ppm 1-hour 0.082 0.200 0.073 No 

CAAQS: 0.030 ppm Annual 0.020 0.018 0.017 No 

Suspended Particulates (PM10) 

NAAQ:150 mg/m3 

CAAQS:50 mg/m3 
24-hour NR 48.9c 71.1c 

NAAQS: No 

CAAQS: Yes 

CAAQS:20 mg/m3 Annual 24.0c 21.5c 29.3c Yes 

Suspended Particulates (PM2.5) 

NAAQS:35 mg/m3 24-hour 16.8b No 

NAAQS:15 mg/m3 

CAAQS:35 mg/m3 
Annual 8.6 7.1 6.8 No 

Sulfur Dioxide (SO2) 

NAAQS:0.075 ppm 1-hour 0.031b No 

NAAQS:0.500 ppm 3-hour NR 0.031 0.045 No 

CAAQS:0.250 ppm 1-hour 0.030 0.031 0.089 No 

CAAQS:0.040 ppm 24-hour 0.010 0.008 0.012 No 

SOURCE: Port of Los Angeles, Air Quality Monitoring Program at the Port of Los Angeles Summary Data Collected During the Fifth 
Year, May 2009–April 2010 (September 2010); Port of Los Angeles, Air Quality Monitoring Program at the Port of Los 
Angeles Year Six Data Summary, May 2010–April 2011 (July 2011); Port of Los Angeles, Air Quality Monitoring Program at 
the Port of Los Angeles Year Seven Data Summary, May 2011–April 2012 (July 2012). 

NR = data not reported for this pollutant at this averaging time 
a. Monitoring data is collected from May to April of the following year. 
b. Monitoring data averaged over the 3-year period. 
c. Monitoring data not available for San Pedro Monitoring Station. Data reported for either the Wilmington Community Station or 

the Coastal Boundary Station, whichever is the higher concentration. 

 

Response to Comment NSPNC1-32 
The comment states that the DEIR needs to include the Rancho Holdings and Phillips 66 oil refineries in 
the air quality discussion of the San Pedro Community Plan because of their impacts on air quality. 

As discussed in detail in Response to Comment NSPNC1-30, the setting for the Air Quality analysis is the 
South Coast Air Basin. Along with the Port of Los Angeles, these facilities are existing sources of pollutants 
and therefore their emissions are represented by the regional air quality monitoring data reported in the 
Regional Air Quality section of the DEIR. As they are not part of the San Pedro Community Plan area’s 
development, their direct individual impacts are not reported in the DEIR. Their impacts on new sensitive 
receptors are addressed in the DEIR and in Response to Comment SCAQMD-4. 
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Response to Comment NSPNC1-33 
Refer to the Master Response #1 – Baseline Data and Supplemental Analysis for Impact Areas Noted in 
the Draft EIR (Section 10.3). The increase in population from the Highlands and Ponte Vista projects were 
accounted for in the cumulative analysis. 

Response to Comment NSPNC1-34 
The comment states that the increased activities being implemented at the Port of Los Angeles and along 
the San Pedro Harbor, in addition to residential growth in the San Pedro Community Plan Area, will 
increase traffic and the amount of CO2 emissions and therefore the proposed mitigations are inadequate. 

While the increase in traffic from new activities within the Port of Los Angeles and the San Pedro Harbor 
area will increase traffic, the DEIR is not responsible for reducing or offsetting the emissions from these 
activities. The DEIR is only responsible for reducing emissions from the direct and indirect sources added 
due to implementation of the Proposed Plan. See updated Mitigation Measures 4.2-1 and 4.6-1. Please also 
refer to Section 4.6 (Greenhouse Gas Emissions) of the Draft EIR that details the anticipated emissions 
from these uses. Because no feasible mitigation measures were identified that would reduce any potential 
impacts to less-than-significant, the document maintains a conclusion of a significant and unavoidable 
impact. 

Response to Comment NSPNC1-35 
This comment is a statement regarding the economic constraints of many San Pedro residents in affording 
to purchase solar panels, and does not address the adequacy of the EIR. No further response is required. 

Response to Comment NSPNC1-36 
This comment requests a change in the stats to 2010 Census Data. Refer to the Master Response #1 – 
Baseline Data and Supplemental Analysis for Impact Areas Noted in the Draft EIR (Section 10.3). 

Response to Comment NSPNC1-37 
The Comment states that the I-110/SR-47 interchange is being widened and questions if the increased 
usage was included in the analysis. 

The air quality analysis’ traffic information was taken from the project specific traffic study completed by 
Iteris (Proposed San Pedro Community Plan Transportation Improvement Mitigation Program. September 
7, 2011). The Traffic study takes into account information on transportation and circulation improvements 
included in the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). I-110/SR-47 interchange improvements were 
included in the RTP and therefore are accounted for in the air quality and climate change analysis. 

Response to Comment NSPNC1-38 
This comment requests addition of a policy concerning alternative energy. This comment is on the 
Community Plan and not the EIR and no further response is required. The comment is noted and will be 
forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking action on the Proposed Plan. 
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Response to Comment NSPNC1-39 
The comment states that the proposed mitigations are inadequate and need to be strengthened. Refer to 
Response to Comment NSPNC1-34. 

Response to Comment NSPNC1-40 
This comment requests the adoption of a policy to survey locations for the Palos Verdes Blue butterfly 
and its food source plants. Please refer to Response to Comment SC-4. 

Response to Comment NSPNC1-41 
This comment requests text revisions that would not alter the significance conclusions in the EIR. 
Comment is noted. 

Response to Comment NSPNC1-42 
This comment requests the adoption of a policy to study all of San Pedro’s monuments, places and 
buildings of significance. This comment will be forwarded to decision makers for their consideration. 

Response to Comment NSPNC1-43 
The comment states that a mitigation measure should be added to characterize and quantify the methane 
emissions and emission rates in the identified zones. 

The City of Los Angeles has conducted a detailed study of the methane levels throughout the City which 
has enabled them to identify the methane zones as detailed in Figure 4.7-1 of the DEIR. These methane 
and methane buffer zones identify areas of known methane deposits or potential methane deposits 
however the extent of the methane concentrations is not depicted in the maps. Los Angeles Municipal 
Code Section 91.7101 – 91.7109 describe the City’s regulations regarding methane seepage. These 
regulations cover requirements for development within these zones which include testing the site for 
methane concentrations and determining the level of mitigation required based on the levels of methane 
present at the given development site. Therefore, compliance with the current regulatory requirements of 
the City of Los Angeles will fulfill the comment’s quantification requests. 

Response to Comment NSPNC1-44 
The comment suggests that the City study the potential use of methane within the existing methane zones 
as alternate energy sources and as additional proposed mitigation measures to help meet the City’s 
reduction in greenhouse gas emissions under AB 32. This comment will be forwarded to decision makers 
for their consideration.  

Response to Comment NSPNC1-45 
The comment states that the DEIR does not consider, and therefore does not address the potential health 
impacts or catastrophic loss due to problems developing in the methane zones. And an educational 
outreach should be done to help the community understand the potential impact of methane. 
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As discussed in the DEIR, methane is not toxic in limited quantities however is flammable and in higher 
concentrations can become explosive. However, the City of Los Angeles has implemented mitigation 
measures and standards for development within methane zones. These standards have been implemented 
to provide for a safe environment for the residents and commercial occupants within these zones and to 
prevent methane-related incidences. Therefore, it is reasonable to assume that with the implementation of 
the appropriate measures as outlined in City Ordinance 175790 and 180619, that the potential risk to 
human health and the potential for loss will be mitigated. 

Response to Comment NSPNC1-46 
This comment requests text revisions that would not alter the significance conclusions in the EIR. 
Comment is noted. 

Response to Comment NSPNC1-47 
This comment requests revisions about the level of emergency response personnel in the CPA. Emergency 
preparedness and response is discussed on pages 4.7-10 through 4.7-11 of the EIR. Please see Impact 4.7-
6 (emergency response plans or evacuation plans). 

Response to Comment NSPNC1-48 
This comment requests revisions about evacuation routes in the CPA. Emergency preparedness and 
response is discussed on pages 4.7-10 through 4.7-11 of the EIR. Comment is noted. 

Response to Comment NSPNC1-49 
This comment requests further revisions about evacuation routes in the CPA. Emergency preparedness 
and response is discussed on pages 4.7-10 through 4.7-11 of the EIR. Please see Impact 4.7-6 (emergency 
response plans or evacuation plans).This comment contains information and does not comment on the 
adequacy of the EIR. No further response is required. 

Response to Comment NSPNC1-50 
This comment requests further revisions about evacuation routes in the CPA. Emergency preparedness 
and response is discussed on pages 4.7-10 through 4.7-11 of the EIR. Please see Impact 4.7-6 (emergency 
response plans or evacuation plans).This comment contains information and does not comment on the 
adequacy of the EIR. No further response is required. 

Response to Comment NSPNC1-51 
This comment requests further revisions about evacuation routes in the CPA. Emergency preparedness 
and response is discussed on pages 4.7-10 through 4.7-11 of the EIR. Please see Impact 4.7-6 (emergency 
response plans or evacuation plans). This comment contains information and does not comment on the 
adequacy of the EIR. No further response is required. 
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Response to Comment NSPNC1-52 
This comment requests addition of policies concerning emergency response. This comment is on the 
Community Plan and not the EIR and no further response is required. The comment is noted and will be 
forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking action on the Proposed Plan. 

Response to Comment NSPNC1-53  
This comment requests changing the land use designation of Subarea 10 from Heavy Industrial to Light 
Industrial. A program has been included in the San Pedro Community Plan to study Subareas 5 and 10 in 
the North Gaffey Street Industrial District. (Since the Draft EIR was published, Subarea 10 was revised 
and became Subareas 5 and 10, which recommend land use designations of Light Industrial and Heavy 
Industrial, respectively.) This program addresses the threshold for expansion of existing uses and linking 
future changes to upgrades for safety, with limitations on increased storage capacity in collaboration with 
LAFD and LADBS. In addition, the Community Plan retains the existing [Q] Conditions (Ordinance 
166272), which restricts new and the expansion of heavy industrial uses. 

Response to Comment NSPNC1-54 
This comment refers to a site that was previously included in Subarea 200. A correction has been made to 
the land use matrix. Therefore, no further response is needed. The comment also refers to proposed 
Subarea 260, located around the intersection of 25th Street and Western Avenue. Based upon community 
input, the Department of City Planning has further analyzed the recommendations for this subarea and 
has recommended no change to the existing land use designation and zoning. Therefore, no further 
response is required. 

Response to Comment NSPNC1-55 
This comment requests text revisions that would not alter the significance conclusions in the EIR. 
Comment is noted. 

Response to Comment NSPNC1-56 
This comment requests text revisions that would not alter the significance conclusions in the EIR. 
Comment is noted. 

Response to Comment NSPNC1-57 
This comment requests text revisions that would not alter the significance conclusions in the EIR. 
Comment is noted. 

Response to Comment NSPNC1-58 
This comment request an update to include the 2010 census data. Refer to the Master Response #1 – 
Baseline Data and Supplemental Analysis for Impact Areas Noted in the Draft EIR (Section 10.3). 



9-82 

CHAPTER 9 Comments and Responses 
SECTION 9.2 Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR 

San Pedro Community Plan EIR 
State Clearinghouse No. 2008021004 

City of LA EIR No. ENV-2009-1558-EIR 
CPC No. CPC-2009-1557-CPU,  

CPC No. CPC-2009-1557-CPU-M1 

Final EIR
April 2017

Response to Comment NSPNC1-59 
This comment requests text revisions regarding the 2010 census data that would not alter the significance 
conclusions in the EIR. Refer to the Master Response #1 – Baseline Data and Supplemental Analysis for 
Impact Areas Noted in the Draft EIR (Section 10.3). 

Response to Comment NSPNC1-60 
This comment requests text revisions regarding the 2010 census data that would not alter the significance 
conclusions in the EIR. Refer to the Master Response #1 – Baseline Data and Supplemental Analysis for 
Impact Areas Noted in the Draft EIR (Section 10.3). 

Response to Comment NSPNC1-61 
This comment requests text revisions regarding the 2010 census data that would not alter the significance 
conclusions in the EIR. Refer to the Master Response #1 – Baseline Data and Supplemental Analysis for 
Impact Areas Noted in the Draft EIR (Section 10.3). The 2010 Census showed an increase of 1,751 housing 
units than were estimated for the 2005 Base Year (an approximate 6 percent increase). As described in the 
Supplemental Analysis for Impact Areas Noted in the Draft EIR (Section 10.3), this difference does not 
constitute a significant material change to the scope of the Proposed Project. 

Response to Comment NSPNC1-62 
The comment states that the addition of 5,767 new jobs to the existing 13,307 jobs represents a 44% 
increase in local employment that is not justified, and requests that the analysis use a more realistic figure. 
The projected jobs are based on the reasonable expected development capacity that could occur under the 
plan during its lifetime. These jobs represent the potential jobs for each employment-generating land use 
based on a mid-point of square footage for development, thus the number could be higher or lower.  

Response to Comment NSPNC1-63 
This comment requests the use of updated SCAG estimates and 2010 census data that would not alter the 
significance conclusions in the EIR. Refer to the Master Response #1 – Baseline Data and Supplemental 
Analysis for Impact Areas Noted in the Draft EIR (Section 10.3). 

Response to Comment NSPNC1-64 
The commenter’s statement is incorrect. Fire Department’s website (http://www.lafd.org/about/special-
operations/hazmat) notes that Fire Station 48 (Port of Los Angeles) currently has a “flex” HAZMAT 
Squad. It is important to note that the Los Angeles Fire Department (LAFD) conducts annual budgeting 
meetings to determine appropriate staffing levels, which is outside the purview of this EIR. 

Response to Comment NSPNC1-65 
This comment requests text revisions regarding response times from all land-based stations. As discussed 
in Section 4.12 of the Draft EIR, the provision of new fire stations varies more as a function of not only 
the geographic distribution of physical structures but access to trucks, ambulances, and other equipment 
as well as the location of the CPA than population increases. It is important to note that the LAFD 
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conducts annual budgeting meetings to determine appropriate staffing levels, which is outside the purview 
of this EIR. 

Response to Comment NSPNC1-66 
This comment requests addition of a policy to restore the staffing for the LAFD HAZMAT unit in San 
Pedro. See Response to Comment NSPNC1-64. This comment is on the Community Plan and not the 
EIR and no further response is required. The comment is noted and will be forwarded to the decision-
makers for their consideration prior to taking action on the Proposed Plan. 

Response to Comment NSPNC1-67 
This comment requests text revisions regarding the 2010 census data that would not alter the significance 
conclusions in the EIR. Refer to the Master Response #1 – Baseline Data and Supplemental Analysis for 
Impact Areas Noted in the Draft EIR (Section 10.3). As discussed in the Draft EIR, the crime rate and 
type of crime, which represents the number of crimes reported, affects the “needs” projection for staff 
and equipment for the Los Angeles Police Department (LAPD). The provision of new police stations 
varies more as a function of the crime rate than population increases.  

Response to Comment NSPNC1-68 
This comment requests addition of a policy concerning police staffing. This comment is on the Community 
Plan and not the EIR and no further response is required. The comment is noted and will be forwarded to 
the decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking action on the Proposed Plan. 

Response to Comment NSPNC1-69 
This comment requests text revisions that would not alter the significance conclusions in the EIR. 
Comment is noted. 

Response to Comment NSPNC1-70 
This comment requests text revisions that would not alter the significance conclusions in the EIR. 
Comment is noted. 

Response to Comment NSPNC1-71 
This comment requests text revisions that would not alter the significance conclusions in the EIR. 
Comment is noted. 

Response to Comment NSPNC1-72 
This comment requests text revisions that would not alter the significance conclusions in the EIR. 
Comment is noted. 

Response to Comment NSPNC1-73 
This comment requests text revisions that would not alter the significance conclusions in the EIR. 
Comment is noted. 
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Response to Comment NSPNC1-74 
This comment requests text revisions that would not alter the significance conclusions in the EIR. 
Comment is noted. 

Response to Comment NSPNC1-75 
This comment requests text revisions about Ponte Vista that would not alter the significance conclusions 
in the EIR. The Ponte Vista project was included in the cumulative impact analysis in the EIR. Refer to 
Response to Comment CRPV2-7. Comment is noted. 

Response to Comment NSPNC1-76 
This comment requests text revisions about elementary schools that would not alter the significance 
conclusions in the EIR. Refer to the Master Response #1 – Baseline Data and Supplemental Analysis for 
Impact Areas Noted in the Draft EIR (Section 10.3). Generally, development of schools in the CPA would 
be expected to have impacts consistent with those analyzed in this EIR or potentially be eligible for an 
infill exemption. Impacts related to future school sites would be speculative at this time. Further, all new 
development associated with the Proposed Project would be subject to California Government Code 
Section 65995 and SB 50 that require payment of school impact fees. This is considered full mitigation 
under CEQA and is deemed to provide full and complete mitigation of school facilities impacts.  

Response to Comment NSPNC1-77 
This comment requests text revisions about high school students that would not alter the significance 
conclusions in the EIR. All new development associated with the Proposed Project would be subject to 
California Government Code Section 65995 and SB 50 that require payment of school impact fees. This 
is considered full mitigation under CEQA and is deemed to provide full and complete mitigation of school 
facilities impacts. The impact is comprehensively analyzed in the EIR and no further mitigation is required. 

Response to Comment NSPNC1-78 
This comment requests text revisions about the payment of school impact fees that would not alter the 
significance conclusions in the EIR. Payment of school impact fees is considered full mitigation under 
CEQA (refer to California Government Code Section 65995). The impact is comprehensively analyzed in 
the EIR and no further mitigation is required. 

Response to Comment NSPNC1-79 
This comment requests text revisions about libraries that would not alter the significance conclusions in 
the EIR. Comment is noted and will be forwarded to decision makers for their consideration.  

Response to Comment NSPNC1-80 
This comment requests that changes in assumptions occur regarding the new for future library space. In 
the EIR, it is assumed that if new facilities are determined to be necessary at some point in the future, such 
facilities would occur where allowed under the designated land use. The environmental impacts of the 
construction and operation of new facilities, as an allowed land use, have been evaluated throughout this 
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EIR. Specifically, the EIR analyzes anticipated effects of citywide growth related to air quality, noise, traffic, 
utilities, and other environmental impact areas. In addition, should new facilities be needed, such facilities 
will most likely be located on parcels that are infill opportunities on lots that are between 0.5 and 1 acre in 
size. The CPA is an urbanized areas and new facilities would not involve expansion of the urban sphere 
beyond current boundaries and thus there would be no need for new or expanded infrastructure. Generally, 
development of libraries in the CPA would be expected to have impacts consistent with those analyzed 
and identified in this EIR or potentially be eligible for an infill exemption. Any significant impacts related 
to a specific future library site would be speculative at this time. Therefore, impacts related to the 
construction of a new library would be less than significant. 

Response to Comment NSPNC1-81 
This comment requests addition of a policy concerning library services. This comment is on the 
Community Plan and not the EIR and no further response is required. The comment is noted and will be 
forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking action on the Proposed Plan. 

Response to Comment NSPNC1-82 
The comment states that a site for a new or expanded library should be provided. The San Pedro 
Community Plan Update EIR addresses impacts at a community level, not at a site-specific level. As 
individual discretionary projects on individual sites are proposed, impacts will be specifically assessed and 
mitigated through the discretionary review process, as appropriate. The proposed San Pedro Community 
Plan allocates land for a range of uses that is needed over the life of the plan, including land that is zoned 
for public facilities such as libraries. The DEIR determined that construction of a new library, if necessary, 
would not have a significant impact on the environment. It is reasonably expected that such facilities would 
occur where allowed under the designated land use. The CPA is an urbanized area and new facilities would 
not involve expansion of urban sphere beyond current boundaries and thus there would be no need for 
new or expanded infrastructure. Generally, development of facilities in the CPA would be expected to have 
impacts consistent with those analysis in this EIR or potentially be eligible for an infill exemption. 

Response to Comment NSPNC1-83 
This comment requests text revisions about regional parks that would not alter the significance conclusions 
in the EIR. Comment is noted. 

Response to Comment NSPNC1-84 
This comment requests text revisions about the role of the port in providing recreation and open space 
that would not alter the significance conclusions in the EIR. Comment is noted. 

Response to Comment NSPNC1-85 
This comment requests text revisions about certain park facilities that would not alter the significance 
conclusions in the EIR. Comment is noted. 
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Response to Comment NSPNC1-86 
This comment requests text revisions about public park facilities that would not alter the significance 
conclusions in the EIR. Comment is noted. 

Response to Comment NSPNC1-87 
This comment requests text revisions to policies concerning recreation services. This comment is on the 
Community Plan and not the EIR and no further response is required. The comment is noted and will be 
forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking action on the Proposed Plan. 

Response to Comment NSPNC1-88 
This comment states that inaccurate data was used as it relates to the traffic study. Refer to the Master 
Response #1 – Baseline Data and Supplemental Analysis for Impact Areas Noted in the Draft EIR (Section 
10.3). 

Response to Comment NSPNC1-89 
This comment states that inaccurate data was used as it relates to the traffic study. Refer to the Master 
Response #1 – Baseline Data and Supplemental Analysis for Impact Areas Noted in the Draft EIR (Section 
10.3). Also refer to Response to Comment CALTRANS-4 for a discussion of the traffic impact analysis 
methodology. 

Response to Comment NSPNC1-90 
This comment states that inaccurate data was used as it relates to an inaccurate number of residents and 
the traffic study. Refer to the Master Response #1 – Baseline Data and Supplemental Analysis for Impact 
Areas Noted in the Draft EIR (Section 10.3). Also refer to Response to Comment CALTRANS-4 for a 
discussion of the traffic impact analysis methodology. 

Response to Comment NSPNC1-91 
This comment requests revisions to policies concerning transportation corridors. This comment is on the 
Community Plan and not the EIR and no further response is required. The comment is noted and will be 
forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking action on the Proposed Plan. 

Response to Comment NSPNC1-92 
This comment states that is unclear if Ponte Vista future development was included in the traffic impacts. 
As set forth in Section 4.13 of the Draft EIR, the Ponte Vista development estimates were included in the 
travel demand model that was used for 2030 projections, and consisted of 1,395 multifamily housing units 
and 10,000 square feet of commercial uses. It should be noted that the Ponte Vista project was recently 
analyzed at a substantial reduction in dwelling units from the assumptions for the traffic analysis. Refer to 
Response to Comment CRPV2-7. 
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Response to Comment NSPNC1-93 
This comment states traffic pattern data excludes the impact of the slide area on Paseo del Mar. For 
purposes of the traffic impact analysis in this Draft EIR, the Paseo del Mar landslide is anticipated to be a 
temporary condition. It is expected that appropriate repairs/realignment will occur in the foreseeable future 
that will reconnect this route.  

Response to Comment NSPNC1-94 
This comment states that it is unclear if anticipated traffic impacts from future port development have 
been included. Ports of LA and Long Beach projections as well as the San Pedro Waterfront projects were 
included in the travel demand model used for the 2030 analysis. See response to comment NSPNC1-6. 

Response to Comment NSPNC1-95 
This comment requests that the recommendations of feasible traffic mitigation measures from the Western 
Avenue Task Force be added. As background, the City of Rancho Palos Verdes, City of Los Angeles 
Department of Transportation, and Caltrans District 7 (Los Angeles) formed the Western Avenue Task 
Force to study feasible traffic mitigation measures on Western Avenue. The study recommended traffic 
signal improvements as well as Intersection Geometric Improvements on Western Avenue from 25th Street 
to Palos Verdes Dr. North. Various elements of this study were incorporated in the mitigation measures 
of the traffic analysis. Please refer to Appendix G (Transportation Improvement Mitigation Program).  

Response to Comment NSPNC1-96 
This comment requests that an infrastructure capacity study be conducted. However, LADOT's guidelines 
call for a V/C analysis for Community Plan updates. LADOT’s Traffic Study Policies and Procedures state 
land use development should use the Transportation Research Board, Circular 212 Critical Movement 
Analysis (CMA) Planning Method should be used to analyze traffic operating conditions at study 
intersection(s). CMA is a method that determines the volume to capacity (V/C) ratio on a critical lane basis 
and Level of Service (LOS) associated with each V/C ratio at a signalized intersection. The Transportation 
Improvement Mitigation Program (TIMP) was completed according to these guidelines. 

Response to Comment NSPNC1-97 
This comment requests text revisions about street and parking that would not alter the significance 
conclusions in the EIR. Comment is noted and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their 
consideration. 

Response to Comment NSPNC1-98 
This comment requests text revisions that would not alter the significance conclusions in the EIR. 
Comment is noted and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. 

Response to Comment NSPNC1-99 
The comment states that the traffic analysis should have included daily traffic counts of Western Avenue 
as serves as the only state highway in the CPA. This comment further states that the traffic management 
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systems are not coordinated between the City and the County to Los Angeles. As set forth in Section 4.13 
of the DEIR (traffic analysis) and the Transportation Improvement Mitigation Program (TIMP) located 
in Appendix G, the EIR’s analysis did look at the capacity and traffic volume on Western Avenue within 
the CPA boundaries. The PM peak hour volumes were used for analysis, since trips are generally highest 
in the PM peak period when retail, entertainment, and tourist trips overlap with commute trips.  

Response to Comment NSPNC1-100 
This comment requests text revisions that would not alter the significance conclusions in the EIR. 
Comment is noted. 

Response to Comment NSPNC1-101 
The comment recommends changing the street designation of Centre Street from 1st Street to 7th Street 
to a Collector Street. The recommended change has been incorporated as a street modification and does 
not alter the significance conclusions in the EIR. Centre Street has been proposed for designation as a 
Collector Street.  

Response to Comment NSPNC1-102 
This comment requests text revisions about neighborhood councils that would not alter the significance 
conclusions in the EIR. Comment is noted. 

Response to Comment NSPNC1-103 
This comment requests deletion to a number of references in Table 4.13-4 to transit oriented districts. 
Comment is noted. Text has been revised to eliminate the references to transit-oriented districts.  

Table 4.13-4 Analysis of Potential Conflicts with the SCAG Growth Visioning 
Goal/Policy Analysis of Potential Conflicts 

GV P1.1 Encourage 
transportation investments and 
land use decisions that are 
mutually supportive. 

The Proposed Plan encourage the development of land uses and densities that maximize ridership 
and support public investment in transit facilities by involve growth away from existing residential 
neighborhoods towards transit-oriented districts and mixed-use corridors in commercial centers 
commercial corridors and the regional center. The policies are intended to create a well-connected 
network that supports a mix of land uses, encourages transit use, walking or bicycling, conserves 
energy resources, and reduces greenhouse gas emissions and air pollution. The Proposed Plan does 
not conflict with this policy. 

GV P1.2 Locate new housing near 
existing jobs and new jobs near 
existing housing 

The Proposed Plan encourages the development towards transit-oriented districts and mixed-use 
corridors in commercial centers commercial corridors and the regional center. The growth of the 
Proposed Plan is intended to enable residents and workers to meet their needs within the Proposed 
Plan area and provides important opportunities for employment, commercial, residential, mixed-use 
and activity centers. The Proposed Plan does not conflict with this policy. 

GV P1.3 Encourage transit-
oriented development. 

The Proposed Plan links land use to transportation by developing within transit-oriented districts and 
mixed-use corridors in commercial centers commercial corridors and the regional center that would 
maximize ridership of existing transit systems. The Proposed Plan encourage the development of a 
diverse integrated, multi-modal transportation system that provides mobility options for the community, 
and maximizes the use of this system through the placement of land uses in close proximity to transit 
and provides safe connections. The Proposed Plan does not conflict with this policy. 
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Table 4.13-4 Analysis of Potential Conflicts with the SCAG Growth Visioning 
Goal/Policy Analysis of Potential Conflicts 

GV P2.1 Promote infill 
development and redevelopment 
to revitalize existing communities. 

An objective of the Proposed Plan is to provide for the Downtown San Pedro area’s transition from its 
predominately low-intensity and fragmented development pattern into an attractive and desirable 
transit and pedestrian-oriented urban community. The Proposed Plan encourages the development of 
land uses and densities that maximize ridership and support public investment in transit facilities by 
involve growth away from existing residential neighborhoods transit-oriented districts and mixed-use 
corridors in commercial centers commercial corridors and the regional center. The Proposed Plan 
does not conflict with this policy. 

GV P2.4 Support the preservation 
of stable, single-family 
neighborhoods 

The Proposed Plan involves growth away from existing residential neighborhoods transit-oriented 
districts and mixed-use corridors in commercial centers commercial corridors and the regional center. 
The Proposed Plan aims to preserve and enhance the positive characteristics of existing land uses. 
The Proposed Plan does not conflict with this policy. 

GV P4.2 Focus development in 
urban centers and existing cities. 

Growth and development under the Proposed Plan would direct growth away from existing residential 
neighborhoods towards transit-oriented districts and mixed-use corridors in commercial centers 
commercial corridors and the regional center. The Proposed Plan adds policies and regulations that 
continue the emphasis on development of the downtown Downtown San Pedro as San Pedro’s 
regional center with increased residential and commercial activity. The Proposed Plan does not conflict 
with this policy. 

Response to Comment NSPNC1-104 
This comment requests text revisions to include the impact of the landslide area on Paseo del Mar. The 
Paseo Del Mar landslide area is a temporary condition. It is anticipated that the roadways and bike paths 
will be rerouted or restored as appropriate throughout the life of the Community Plan. Therefore, no 
specific analysis is required. Also see comment NSPNC1-93. 

Response to Comment NSPNC1-105 
This comment requests text revisions that would not alter the significance conclusions in the EIR. 
Comment is noted. ATSAC is complete and as such, furthers the implementation of the TIMP measures. 

Response to Comment NSPNC1-106 
This comment requests revisions to transportation-related policies in the Community Plan. This comment 
is on the Community Plan and not the EIR and no further response is required. The comment is noted 
and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking action on the Proposed 
Plan. 

Response to Comment NSPNC1-107 
This comment requests changes to Figure 4.13.1. The figure shows roadways (generally collector and 
above) within the Plan area, and not all roadways outside the Plan area are shown. They can be seen in 
other graphics in the TIMP document. Comment is noted. 

Response to Comment NSPNC1-108 
This section describes existing transit service providers. This comment requests text revisions that would 
not alter the significance conclusions in the EIR. Comment is noted. 
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Response to Comment NSPNC1-109 
This section describes existing bicycle facilities within the Plan area. This comment requests a policy change 
to rely less on bicycle use to mitigate traffic. The comment is noted and will be forwarded to the decision-
makers for their consideration prior to taking action on the Proposed Plan. 

Response to Comment NSPNC1-110 
This comment requests text revisions regarding the LA County Congestion Management Program that 
would not alter the significance conclusions in the EIR. Comment is noted. 

Response to Comment NSPNC1-111 
This comment requests the inclusion of Saturday peak traffic on Western and Gaffey in the DEIR’s 
transportation impact analysis. LADOT guidelines call for a weekday analysis; weekend peak hour traffic 
analysis is not required. However, the comment is noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for 
their consideration prior to taking action on the Proposed Plan. 

Response to Comment NSPNC1-112 
The comment requests additional information about freeway analysis included in the transportation impact 
analysis. Please refer to the TIMP page 75. The CMP analysis is refined as allowed under Appendix D of 
the 2010 Congestion Management Program for Los Angeles County to be more suited to the goals of the 
TIMP for the San Pedro Community Plan. Because mitigation of freeway impact is beyond the scope of 
the proposed Community Plan TIMP, freeway segment analysis was not conducted under this study. 

Response to Comment NSPNC1-113 
The comment states that the conversion of 5th Street from Harbor Blvd. to Pacific Avenue lacks detail and 
may not coordinate with idea for the Red Car. Any implementation of changes to 5th, 6th and 7th Streets 
will require further study and approval by LADOT. The changes to 5th, 6th, and 7th Streets were analyzed 
with express purpose of potentially accommodating a transit option. Red Car implementation would be 
analyzed separately. 

Response to Comment NSPNC1-114 
Commenter is correct. The following text has been edited to correctly reflect the description of 5th Street. 

■ Conversion of 5th Street from Harbor Boulevard to Pacific Avenue from four lanes an existing two 
lane Secondary Arterial into a one lane one-way westbound Secondary Arterial with angled parking. 

■ The revision would not alter the significance conclusions in the EIR. 

Response to Comment NSPNC1-115 
The comment states that closing 6th Street should be considered. See Response to Comment NSPNC1-
113. 
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Response to Comment NSPNC1-116 
The comment states that traffic congestion will increase with or without the TIMP. The comment is not 
on the adequacy of the EIR, therefore no further response is required.  

Response to Comment NSPNC1-117 
The comment asks a question about the transportation impact analysis. The TIMP as provided in Appendix 
G analyzed roadway links, not intersections. The analysis looks at area wide changes in traffic operations, 
not specific intersections. 

Response to Comment NSPNC1-118 
The comment states that traffic capacity and congestion will increase with or without the TIMP. No further 
response is required.  

Response to Comment NSPNC1-119 
The comment pertains to requested revisions in the Bicycle Plan and General Plan and is not a comment 
on the adequacy of the EIR. The comment is noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their 
consideration prior to taking action on the Proposed Plan. 

Response to Comment NSPNC1-120 
The comment asks a question about freeway impact analysis related to future goods movement. Ports of 
LA and Long Beach projections were included in the travel demand model, and as a result, the effects of 
goods movement have been captured. 

Response to Comment NSPNC1-121 
The comment presents questions about the DEIR’s transportation impact analysis, including the use of 
2010 Census Data. See Master Response #1 – Baseline Data and Supplemental Analysis for Impact Areas 
Noted in the Draft EIR (Section 10.3). Roadway links, not intersections, were analyzed. Use of 2010 data 
for existing conditions may or may not show additional roadway links at LOS E or F. Due to the economic 
conditions, there has been little change in traffic volumes between 2005 and 2010. Use of 2010 data would 
make no difference in the 2030 analyses, since 2030 data is based upon future land uses and traffic volumes 
analysis is based on housing units.  

Response to Comment NSPNC1-122 
This comment requests text revisions that would not alter the significance conclusions in the EIR. 
Comment is noted. 

Response to Comment NSPNC1-123 
This comment requests text revisions that would not alter the significance conclusions in the EIR. 
Comment is noted.  
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Response to Comment NSPNC1-124 
This comment requests text additions and/or revisions such as introducing waste-to-energy projects that 
use biomass stock or solid waste to generate electricity. These text additions would not alter the less-than-
significant conclusions in the EIR. Comment is noted. 

Response to Comment NSPNC1-125 
The comment expresses concern about LADWP’s electricity service and policies to control demand on 
days or hours of unusually high demand and are not comments on the EIR. The comments are noted and 
will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking action on the Proposed 
Plan. 

Response to Comment NSPNC1-126 
The comment expresses concern about the water impact analysis. Please refer to Section 4.14 of the Draft 
EIR. Water supplies, in any given year are indeed "expected to be adequate," even though droughts are 
unpredictable, and the current water supply situation may extend into the future. However, all water 
suppliers including DWR, MWD and LADWP are intimately aware of water supply situation and the 
probability of supply shortfalls; as a result, various models are used to forecast supply and demand in 
average, dry and multiple dry years. From that point, plans, policies and projects to reduce demand and 
bolster supplies have been or will be implemented. The significant and unavoidable impact statement 
acknowledges that uncertainty exists in the level of development that may occur as a result of the Proposed 
Plan and vulnerability of water supplies in any given year. CEQA is about disclosure and presents all aspects 
of available water supply planning information. However, this analysis takes a conservative approach to 
water supply planning and determined that water supplies while “expected to be adequate” are not 
completely guaranteed in all years and in all quantities. MWD continues to work to improve local supply 
reliability and as shown in the DEIR, based on information from MWD and LADWP water supplies are 
reliable in all modeled years.  

Response to Comment NSPNC1-127 
This comment questions the data in the DEIR’s population impact analysis. Refer to the Master Response 
#1 – Baseline Data and Supplemental Analysis for Impact Areas Noted in the Draft EIR (Final Section 
10.3). Cumulative projects in the adjacent plan areas that were known at the time of issuance of the Draft 
EIR were considered in the cumulative impact analyses for all issue areas in the EIR. This includes Ponte 
Vista and the other identified areas. The Proposed Plan estimates the population and housing unit capacity 
to accommodate the SCAG 2030 forecast. The Proposed Plan shows a very modest increase over the 
current plan (Table 3-1 [Community Plan Capacity Comparisons in 2030], page 3-9 Draft EIR). The 
Proposed Plan estimates the housing unit capacity for each type of land use that allows housing units. The 
population that could be accommodated by these housing units is estimated by using the average number 
of persons per household as provided by SCAG. Nationally, demographic trends indicate a smaller 
household size. For 2030, this number was estimated to be 2.40, which is less than 2.75 persons per 
household estimated in 2005. This results in fewer new units being anticipated in 2030 than in 2005. 
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Response to Comment NSPNC1-128 
This comment questions the data in the DEIR’s population impact analysis. Refer to Master Response #1 
– Baseline Data and Supplemental Analysis for Impact Areas Noted in the Draft EIR (Final Section 10.3). 
If additional residents were to move into the CPA, additional demand would be placed on water resources. 
It is acknowledged in the EIR that California, and indeed the Western U.S., are facing increasing shortages 
in water resources. Infrastructure in the San Pedro CPA is not separate from the City as a whole. The City 
takes an integrated approach to addressing growing service demand. Programs such as LADWP’s Urban 
Water Management Plan and the City’s Integrated Resource Plan (IRP) call for water and energy efficiency 
as well as innovative strategies for water conservation and waste management. The EIR analyzes impacts 
to public services and infrastructure that are expected over the life of the Proposed Plan. The final EIR 
includes a Mitigation Monitoring Plan that identifies which agencies and city departments are responsible 
for implementing the proposed mitigation measures. The Draft EIR analyzes the overall environmental 
aspects of the proposed San Pedro Community Plan at a community level. As individual projects on 
individual sites are proposed, the existing conditions at those particular sites will be determined and any 
impacts will be addressed. 

Response to Comment NSPNC1-129 
The comments questions the assumptions made as part of the water supply analysis in Section 4.14 of the 
Draft EIR. CEQA is about disclosure and presents all aspects of available water supply planning 
information. However, this analysis takes a conservative approach to water supply planning and determined 
that water supplies, while “expected to be adequate,” are not completely guaranteed in all years and in all 
quantities. MWD continues to work to improve local supply reliability and, as shown in the DEIR, based 
on information from MWD and LADWP water supplies are reliable in all modeled years.  

Response to Comment NSPNC1-130 
The comments questions the assumptions made as part of the water supply analysis in Section 4.14 of the 
Draft EIR. CEQA is about disclosure and presents all aspects of available water supply planning 
information. The Water Conservation Act of 2009 requires a 20 percent reduction in water use by each 
person residing in California to meet statewide demand under various supply scenarios. Residents of Los 
Angeles are not under any greater water conservation strain than other residents in Southern California. 
Comment is noted.  

Response to Comment NSPNC1-131 
The commenter discusses the need for greater conservation and recycling measures in MWD and 
LADWP’s water supply planning studies and reports and are not comments on the EIR. The comments 
are noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking action on 
the Proposed Plan. 

Response to Comment NSPNC1-132 
The comment questions the use of 2005 population estimates as related to the proposed alternatives in the 
Draft EIR. Refer to Master Response #1 – Baseline Data and Supplemental Analysis for Impact Areas 
Noted in the Draft EIR (Final Section 10.3). The alternatives analyzed were carefully considered by the 
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City prior to their inclusion in the EIR. The impacts of the land use changes in the San Pedro Community 
Plan area were analyzed in the Land Use section of the EIR, as well as in other technical sections of the 
document. The comment regarding the appropriate places within the San Pedro CPA to take on additional 
population are noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking 
action on the Proposed Plan. 

Response to Comment NSPNC1-133 
The remainder of this comment letter requests changes and explanations in the Community Plan and are 
not comments on the EIR. The comments are noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for 
their consideration prior to taking action on the Proposed Plan. 
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9.2.11 Northwest San Pedro Neighborhood Council (NSPNC2) 
October 9, 2012 

Comments by NSPNC2 

 

Responses to NSPNC2 
Response to Comment NSPNC2-1 
This comment states that the Adaptive Traffic Control System is operational in San Pedro, referring to 
enhancements to the Automated Traffic Surveillance and Control System (ATSAC). No further response 
is required. 
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9.2.12 Grand Vision Foundation (GVF), October 9, 2012 

Comments by GVF 
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Responses to GVF 
Response to Comment GVF-1 
This comment expresses opposition to the closure of 6th Street between Harbor Boulevard and Pacific 
Avenue to vehicular traffic. The Proposed Plan does not require the closure of 6th Street. Instead, it 
includes policies providing greater pedestrian amenities in order to make Downtown San Pedro more 
pedestrian friendly and walkable, but would not prohibit vehicular access. 6th Street will still be accessible 
to vehicular traffic. Policy LU9.1 provides for development of 6th Street between Harbor Boulevard and 
Pacific Avenue into a pedestrian priority street, with sidewalk dining, pedestrian-oriented commercial uses, 
improved streetscape and landscape amenities, public art spaces and water features. Policy LU9.3 maintains 
public parking lots so that pedestrians can easily access restaurants and other entertainment uses. These 
comments are on the Community Plan and not on the adequacy of the EIR. Therefore, no further 
comment is required. 

Response to Comment GVF-2 
This comment states that the Warner Grand Theater will be negatively impacted by the closure of 6th Street. 
Refer to Response to Comment GVF-1. Emergency access will be maintained at all times per the 
provisions of the Los Angeles Municipal Code. Compliance with ADA standards and all other state, local, 
and federal regulations pertaining to access will be maintained.  

Response to Comment GVF-3 
This comment raises a question about whether the Los Angeles Fire Department Office of Public Safety 
was contacted. Refer to Responses to Comments GVF-1 and GVF-2. 

Response to Comment GVF-4 
This comment expresses opinion and no further response is required. Economic considerations are not a 
CEQA issue. However, the comment will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration 
prior to taking action on the Proposed Plan. 

Response to Comment GVF-5 
This comment states that closure of the 400 block of 6th Street will be negative for the community and 
requests that this option be removed from the Community Plan. However, this comment is about the 
Community Plan and not about the adequacy of the EIR. Refer to Responses to Comments GVF-1 and 
GVF-2. No further response is required. 
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9.2.13 The Sierra Club (SC), October 9, 2012 

Comments by SC 
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Responses to SC 
Response to Comment SC-1 
The comment states that the DEIR should ensure that all portable equipment greater than 50 horsepower 
possess either an SCAQMD Permit to Operate pursuant to Rule(s) 203/2100, or a Registration Certificate 
from ARB’s Portable Equipment Registration Program pursuant to 13 CCR §2450-2465. 

The permit requirements are, as stated in the comment, part of existing regulatory requirements for 
operating this type of equipment within California. Although not specifically stated in the DEIR, it is 
assumed that construction contractors will comply with all existing state and local regulatory requirements 
for the operation of equipment onsite during construction activities. Further, the SCAQMD and/or ARB 
have the responsibility of ensuring equipment operated within the state comply with their applicable laws 
and regulations. 

Response to Comment SC-2 
The comment states that the DEIR should ensure that all diesel-fired equipment should use Ultra Low 
Sulfur Diesel with a sulfur content of less than 15 parts per million (ppm) in accordance with 13 CCR 
§2281. 

13 CCR §2281 requires the sale of diesel fuel with sulfur content greater than 15 ppm begin to be phased 
out such that by the end of 2006 no sale of diesel fuel with greater than 15 ppm would be allowed within 
California. Considering that construction is to take place within California, it is anticipated that the 
construction vehicles would also be fueled within California. As there is no opportunity for construction 
contractors to purchase fuel that would exceed 15 ppm sulfur the requirement for the contractor to have 
the fuel tested would be redundant as the fuel should be certified at the refineries prior to being shipped 
to the local distributors. 

Response to Comment SC-3 
The comment states that the DEIR should require that all medium-sized and large construction project 
employ an on-site meteorological station operated by staff or by a certified outside contractor for 
generation of localized (project-specific) weather data for use in accordance with SCAQMD Rule 403 and 
that the projects should comply with all the requirements of Rule 403. 

The requirement that construction activities comply with Rule 403 is a regulatory requirement of all as 
construction projects located within the SCAQMD and therefore it is anticipated that the project 
construction contractors will adhere to state, regional, and local regulatory requirements. Text in the DEIR 
has been revised to include this assumption as detailed in Response to Comment SC-1 above. 

SCAQMD Rule 403 does not require the implementation of an onsite meteorological station nor is it 
practical or economical to require. Further, Rule 403 does not mandate onsite wind or pollutant 
monitoring. Rule 403 was instituted to control fugitive dust emissions as a result of onsite activities. Rule 
403 does requires specific control measures be implemented based on the size of the site that all large 
construction sites (sites that are 50 acre sites or more of disturbed surface area; or daily earth-moving 
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operations of 5000 cubic yards or more on three days in any year) employ a dust control supervisor to 
ensure compliance with Rule 403. 

Response to Comment SC-4 
The comment requests that surveys be performed for the Palos Verdes Blue butterfly food source plans in 
the community plan area. As noted on page 4.3-32 of the EIR, any discretionary projects proposed under 
the CPA and implementing ordinances would be subject to environmental review under CEQA. As part 
of the environmental review process, surveys for sensitive plant or animal species as required by federal, 
state, and local regulations would be undertaken when suitable habitat for such species is present to 
minimize potential adverse impacts to these species. In addition, existing GPF and Conservation Element 
policies would also help avoid and minimize potential adverse impacts to sensitive species. Conservation 
Element policies related to Endangered Species (Policies 1, 2, and 3) and Habitats (Policies 3 and 4) call 
for the evaluation, avoidance, and protection of impacts to sensitive plant and wildlife species. GPF 
Policy 6.1.5 provides for an on-site evaluation of sites located outside of targeted growth areas for the 
identification of sensitive species, with specific emphasis on the evaluation of areas identified on the 
Biological Resource Maps contained in the Framework Element’s Technical Background Report and 
Environmental Impact Report. 

Response to Comment SC-5 
The comment suggests that a full characterization and quantification of methane emissions be conducted 
for the Methane Zones identified within the project area. The study should then determine the feasibility 
of using the methane for other purposes such as for co-generation or combustion to produce energy. 
Details on methane zones, including the characterization of the methane fields and potential uses are 
detailed in Responses to Comments NSPNC1-43, NSPNC1-44, and NSPNC1-45. 
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9.2.14 Gayle Williamson (GAWI), October 9, 2012 

Comments by GAWI 
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Responses to GAWI 
Response to Comment GAWI-1 
This comment contains introductory material and no further response is required. 

Response to Comment GAWI-2 
This comment requests that consideration of the San Pedro commercial District as a locally eligible historic 
resource should be included in the Community Plan and include a transit hub. This comment is not about 
the adequacy of the EIR, but will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration prior to 
taking action on the project. No further response is required. 

Response to Comment GAWI-3 
This comment requests that the Community Plan include a recommendation to implement the National 
Trust for Historic Preservation’s Main Street program. This comment is not about the adequacy of the 
EIR, but will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking action on the 
Proposed Plan. No further response is required. 

Response to Comment GAWI-4 
This comment requests text revisions in the TIMP that would not alter the significance conclusions in the 
EIR. Comment is noted. 
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9.2.15 Robert Kim Stevens (RKST), August 20, 2012 

Comments by RKST 

 



9-106 

CHAPTER 9 Comments and Responses 
SECTION 9.2 Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR 

San Pedro Community Plan EIR 
State Clearinghouse No. 2008021004 

City of LA EIR No. ENV-2009-1558-EIR 
CPC No. CPC-2009-1557-CPU,  

CPC No. CPC-2009-1557-CPU-M1 

Final EIR
April 2017

 



9-107 

CHAPTER 9 Comments and Responses 
SECTION 9.2 Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR 

San Pedro Community Plan EIR 
State Clearinghouse No. 2008021004 

City of LA EIR No. ENV-2009-1558-EIR 
CPC No. CPC-2009-1557-CPU,  
CPC No. CPC-2009-1557-CPU-M1 

Final EIR 
April 2017 

 



9-108 

CHAPTER 9 Comments and Responses 
SECTION 9.2 Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR 

San Pedro Community Plan EIR 
State Clearinghouse No. 2008021004 

City of LA EIR No. ENV-2009-1558-EIR 
CPC No. CPC-2009-1557-CPU,  

CPC No. CPC-2009-1557-CPU-M1 

Final EIR
April 2017

Responses to RKST 
Response to Comment RKST-1 
This comment contains introductory material. No further response is required. 

Response to Comment RKST-2 
This comment contains anecdotal information and suggestions concerning the need for revitalization of 
the area between the cruise port and downtown. This comment is not about the adequacy of the EIR, but 
will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking action on the Proposed 
Plan. No further response is required. 

Response to Comment RKST-3 
This comment contains closing information and no further response is required. 
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9.2.16 Jerry Gaines (JEGA), October 8, 2012 

Comments by JEGA 
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Responses to JEGA 
Response to Comment JEGA-1 
This comment contains introductory material. No further response is required. 

Response to Comment JEGA-2 
This comment contains opinion and no further response is required. 

Response to Comment JEGA-3 
This comment contains opinion and no further response is required. 

Response to Comment JEGA-4 
This comment requests that the draft maps on traffic circulation should show the interruption in 
connectivity along Paseo del Mar due to the landslide. As it is unknown what the future condition of the 
Paseo del Mar landslide area will be, this is considered a temporary condition. The map changes requested 
would not change the significance conclusions contained in the EIR. Comment is noted. 

Response to Comment JEGA-5 
This comment expresses opinion and no further response is required. 

Response to Comment JEGA-6 
This comment expresses opinion about the use of population data and transportation impacts. Refer to 
Master Response #1 – Baseline Data and Supplemental Analysis for Impact Areas Noted in the Draft EIR 
(Section 10.3). 

Response to Comment JEGA-7 
This comment contains closing information and no further response is required. 
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