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Los Angeles Harbor Department 1.0 Introduction

1.5.3

LAHD would be responsible for determining the land use category for all projects.
Significant deviation from an allowable land use would require an amendment to the
PMPU; however, slight boundary modifications would not require an amendment.
Projects characterized by ancillary uses that are inconsistent with a site’s land use
designation would be permitted, but the predominant land use must be consistent with
its PMPU land use designation; determinations of consistency are the responsibility of
the LAHD. Temporary permits are not restricted by the land use designations but
applicants must seek approval by the LAHD before activities commence

(e.g., Temporary Entry and Access Permits, Filming Permits, etc.). Existing facilities
that are not consistent with the land use designation of the PMPU would be a
nonconforming use. General maintenance and facility repairs would still be allowed
under the PMPU, but proposals for expansions and increases in the intensity of use of
such facilities would not be allowed and would require a PMPU amendment.

An amendment would be required if a 1and use is proposed on a site that differs from
the PMPU land use plan. Amendments must be certified by the California Coastal
Commission (CCC). After an amendment is approved and certified by the CCC, the
land use plan would be updated and would supersede the previous version of the
PMPU land use plan.

Changes to Land Uses and Proposed
Appealable/Fill Projects within the PMPU
Planning Areas

The proposed Program includes revisions to allowable land uses and proposed
appealable/fill projects (Figures 1.5-3 and 1.5-4 and Table 1.5-4). As previously
discussed, the PEIR focuses on land use changes that would result in changes and/or
intensification of activities with the potential for impacting the physical environment,
as well as the proposed appealable/fill projects, as defined under CCA Section 30715.
Appealable projects include: liquefied natural gas and crude oil projects that could
have a significant impact on oil and gas supplies; wastewater treatment facilities
except those producing incidental amounts associated with Port activities; road or
highway projects that are not principally for internal circulation within the Port;
office and residential buildings not associated with Port administrative activities;
hotels, motels, and shopping facilities not associated with commercial goods for
water-oriented purposes; commercial fishing facilities; recreational small craft
marina related facilities; oil refineries; and, petrochemical production plants. The
proposed appealable/fill projects are in various planning stages and are anticipated to
be initiated or completed within the next 5 years. Future environmental documents
for the proposed appealable/fill projects would incorporate this PEIR by reference
and concentrate on the site-specific issues related to the appealable/fill project at the
appropriate phase of the planning process. Following the completion of project-
specific CEQA reviews for the proposed appealable/fill projects, the LAHD would
issue Coastal Development Permits (CDPs) for approved projects.

Other projects included in the PMPU that have been approved in a certified CEQA
document and/or are currently undefined (i.e., in the conceptual design stage) are
addressed in Draft PEIR Chapter 4.0, Cumulative Analysis, and listed in Table 1.5-5.

Revisions to allowable land uses and proposed appealable/fill projects for each of the
five proposed PMPU planning areas are described below.

Port of Los Angeles Master Plan Update 1-15
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2.2

Comments on the Draft Program EIR and
Draft PMPU

The public comment and response component of the CEQA process serves an
essential role. It allows the respective lead agencies to assess the impacts of a project,
and it provides the opportunity to amplify and better explain the analyses that the
lead agencies have undertaken to determine the potential environmental impacts of a
project. To that extent, responses to comments are intended to provide complete and
thorough explanations to commenting agencies and individuals, and to improve the

overall understanding of the proposed Program for the decision making bodies.

The Draft PEIR and Draft PMPU were released on February 21, 2013 for a 45-day

public review period ending on April 8, 2012. The LAHD received 28 comment
letters, 3 public hearing comment cards, and 77 oral comments on these documents
during the public review period. Table 2.2-1 presents a list of those agencies,
organizations, and individuals who commented on the Draft PEIR and Draft PMPU.

Table 2.2-1. Public Comments Received on the Draft Program EIR and Draft PMPU

Letter Code | Date | O}:gamzatzon/lndzvzdual | Page
L . .. SwteGovernment = ol S

NAHC 2/5/2013 Natlve American Heritage Commission 2-5
CSLC 4/8/2013 California State Lands Commission 2-11
DOT 4/10/2013 Cahforma Depa:rtment of Trans ortatlon (Caltrans) Dlstnct 7 2- 17
RPV1 4/2/2013 City of Rancho Palos Verdes 2-31
RPV2 4/8/2013 City of Rancho Palos Verdes 2-35
BOS 4/11/2013 Clty of Loﬁgeles Bureau of Samtatlon 241
4/5/2013 PortTechLA 2-47

4/7/2013 Project Street Legal 2-51

4/8/2013 Coalition for Clean Air 2-55

4/8/2013 Los Angeles Conservancy 2-67

4/8/2013 National Trust for Historic Preservation 2-85

4/8/2013 The Art Spot " 2-99

T3/25/2013

2-105

[ 2115 |

Patricia Ross

SG 3/29/2013 | Stanley Green 2-119
LF 4/3/2013 Lawrence Fafarman 2-123
PB 4/3/2013 Philip Belfer 2-127
JR 4/6/2013 Jay Ross 2-131
DE 4/5/2013 Donna Ethington 2-135
LA 4/6/2013 Linda Alexander 2-143
SC 4/6/2013 Sue Castillo 2-147
CE 4/7/2013 Christine Esprabens 2-151
DSS No Date Denise and Stephen Smith 2-155
FA No Date Frank B. Anderson 2-159
i o _ Businesses Lo
SAR 4/2/2013 SA Recycling 2-163
EXXONI1 4/4/2013 ExxonMobil Pipeline Company 2-173
GSNT 4/4/2013 Gresham Savage Nolan & Tilden 2-177
BH 4/8/2013 Brandt-Hawley Law Group 2-485

Port of Los Angeles Master Plan Update
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2.0 Response to Comments

Table 2.2-1. Public Comments Received on the Draft Program EIR and Draft PMPU

CFASEZ __ [3/13/2013 2489
EXXON2 3/13/2013 | ExxonMobil 2-495
PSL2 3/13/2013 | Project Street Legal 2-499
PT1 3/13/2013 Draft PEIR Public Transcripts 2-503
fPTz |4/4/2013 | Draft PMPU Public Transcript 2-559

2.3

2.3.1

Responses to Comments

In accordance with CEQA (Guidelines Section 15088), LAHD 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 PEIR. 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 Program is
provided. In each case, LAHD has expended a good faith effort, supported by
reasoned analysis, to respond to comments.

This section includes responses to the written and oral comments received during the
Draft PEIR public review period. This section also includes all the comments
received on the Draft PMPU. Information provided in the response to comments on
the Draft PMPU is included in Appendix A, Final PMPU, of this Final PEIR. Some
comments have prompted revisions to the text of the Draft PEIR, which are
referenced and included in Chapter 3.0, Modifications to the Draft Program EIR. A
copy of each comment letter is provided, with responses to each comment
immediately following.

Public Comments and Responses to
Comments

Final Program Environmental Impact Report
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[RANCHO [FALOS VERDES

CITY MANAGER'S OFFICE
ADMINSTRATION

CITYOF

VIA ELECTRONIC & U.8. MAIL

Port of Los Angeles

Planning & Economic Developmeant Division
425 8. Palos Verdes 5t

San Pedro, CA 80731

SUBJECT: City of Rancho Palos Verdes’ Comments on Draft Port Master Plan

To Whom It May Concern:

The City of Rancho Palos Verdes—located just west of the San Pedro community of the
City of Los Angeles-—appreciates the opportunity fo review the Port of Los Angeles’
Draft Port Master Plan. We have reviswed the Plan and offer the following comments:

1.

Section 5.0 of the Plan describes the five (5) planning areas of the Plan,
including the designation and acreage of land uses therein. We understand that
the Plan proposes to eliminate liquid bulk storage within Planning Area 1 (located
nearest to densely-populated areas in San Pedro and Rancho Palos Verdes) and
to designate at least one hundred sixty-six acres (166 ac.) within Planning
Areas 2 and 3 for fiquid bulk storage. The City of Rancho Palos Verdes is sup-
portive of any plan that would reduce the risk of exposing residents to the
hazards related to the storage and transport of liguid bulk cargoes. We further
suggest that the Port should make additional provisions in the Plan to facilitate
the relocation of liquid bulk storage facilities to the harbor area, including the
future 200-acre Pier 500 project within Planning Area 3 (i.e., Terminal Istand).

Section 8.0 of the Plan describes the Risk Management Plan (RMP) for the Port.
We understand that the stated intent of the RMP "is to assess the potential risks
of the storage and transfer of hazardous commodities occurring at liquid bulk
terminals within the Port.,” To this end, we offer the following observations:

a, Although apparently not mandated by the California Coastal Commission,
we believe that the RMP should also include a “good faith” effort to assess
the risks associated with the storage and handling of hazardous liquid bulk
cargoes on vessels, tanker trucks, rail tank cars and in pipelines, at least
within the areas covered by the Plan. To do so would demonstirate the

\|

A0 PRV THORME By 7 RARCHE My 17 pdn Bas-hgon S FAX 1381 843852

RPVI-1

RPVI-2
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Los Angeles Harbor Department 2.0 Response to Comments

Port of Los Angeles
2 April 2013
Page 2

A

RPV12 Port's willingness to provide more than the minimum, statutorily-required
protection and notification to “vulnerable resources.”

RPV1-3 b. We note that the RMP identifies “[residents] living in the area around the
Port {as] the largest and most vuinerable number of people exposed to
risks." 1t also specifically identifies certain critical Port infrastructure (i.e.,
the Vincent Thomas and Badger Avenue bridges) as ‘“vulnerable
resources.” The RMP discusses “hazard footprints” in terms of potential
adverse impacts upon these "vulnerable resources,” including radiant
heat, toxic and/or flammable vapor cloud, biast overpressure and flying
debris However, the RMP provides no specifics or details regarding the
location or exient of these “"hazard foolprinis” for either existing or
proposed liquid bulk facilities in the Port.

RPVI-4] 3, Section 9.0 of the Plan summarizes the Program Environmental impact Report
(PEIR) prepared for the Plan. The City of Rancho Palos Verdes will be
commenting separately on the Draft PEIR, on or before the end of the public
comment period on 8 April 2013,

Again, thank you very much for the opportunity to review and comment upon this
important project. If you have any questions or need additional information, please feel
free to contact me at (310) 544-5226 or via e-mail at kitfi@rpv.com

Sincerely,

A7

Kit Fox, aice
Senior Administrative Analyst

cc.  Mayor Susan Brooks and City Council
Carolyn Lehr, City Manager
Carolynn Petru, Deputy City Manager
Border issues file

MiHorder lssuesiLA Poart Master Plan Update\20130402_POLA_DraftPMPCommaents.docx
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Los Angeles Harbor Department 2.0 Response to Comments

Comment Letter RPV1: City of Rancho Palos Verdes

Response to Comment RPV1-1:

This comment addresses the PMPU and does not raise issues that require a response
under CEQA. Please refer to Final PEIR Appendix A, Final PMPU, for information
provided in response to this comment.

Response to Comment RPV1-2:

This comment addresses the PMPU and does not raise issues that require a response
under CEQA. Please refer to Final PEIR Appendix A, Final PMPU, for information
provided in response to this comment.

Response to Comment RPV1-3:

This comment addresses the PMPU and does not raise issues that require a response
under CEQA. Please refer to Final PEIR Appendix A, Final PMPU, for information
provided in response to this comment.

Response to Comment RPV1-4:

Thank you for your comment. Responses to the city’s comments on the Draft PEIR
are provided in responses to Comments RPV2-1 through RPV2-4. The comment is
noted and is hereby part of the Final PEIR, and is therefore before the decision-
makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the PMPU.

g P!
Final Program Environmental Impact Report
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Los Angeles Harbor Department 2.0 Response to Comments

[RANCHO PALOS VERDES
OFFICE OF THE CITY MANAGER

CITYOF

8 April 2013

VIA ELECTRONIC & U.S. MAIL

Christopher Cannon, Director of Environmental Management
Los Angeles Harbor Department

425 8. Palos Verdes St.

San Pedro, CA 90731

SUBJECT: City of Rancho Palos Verdes’ Comments on Draft Program Environ-
mental impact Report for the Port Master Plan Update

Dear Mr. Cannon:

The City of Rancho Palos Verdes appreciates the opportunity to review the draft | RPV2-1
Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) for the Port Master Plan Update (PMPU),
We have reviewed the PEIR and offer the following comments:

1. Section 3.7 of the PEIR discusses the hazards and hazardous materials impacts
of the PMPU. The two (2) relevant mitigation measures proposed in Section 3.7
are in response to “reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions
involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment’ (i.e., Impact
HAZ-2). However, the City of Rancho Palos Verdes respectfully suggests that
Section 3.7 of the PEIR requires additional analysis in the following issue areas:

a. The analysis of Impact HAZ-1 {i.e., relating to “[hazards] to the public or
the environmen{ through the rouline transport, use, or disposal of
hazardous materials") concludes that impacts will be less-than-significant
and that no miligation is warranted because these activities are already
"extensively regulated...to prevent releases and accidents, and ensure the
capability to respond in the event of an accident.” From our review of the
draft PMPU document, we understand that the California Coastal
Commission does not mandate the assessment of risks associated with
the storage and handling of hazardous liquid bulk cargoes on vessels,
tanker trucks, rail tank cars and in pipelines as a part of a port master
plan. However, we believe that the PEIR should include a "good faith”
effort to assess these risks as well. To do so would demonstrate the
Port's willingness to provide more than the minimum, statutorily-required
protection and notification to vulnerable resources and populations in the
vicinity of the Port.

30940 HANTHORNE B 7 RARGHO PaL0s VERDES, CA 90275-5381 7 (310) 544-5205 1 FAX {310} 544-5201
£-MAL CLERRERPVCOM F WWWFALLSVERDES COMIRPY
PRTED O REGYCAED FAPER

g
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Los Angeles Harbor Department

Christopher Cannon
8 April 2013
Page 2

RPV2-2 b. The analysis of Impact HAZ-2 (i.e., relating o "reasonably foreseeable
upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials
into the environment”) concludes that there are polentially-significant
impacts related to the risk of hazardous materials releases into the waters
of the Port, and suggests two (2) mitigation measures that would only
apply to “projects involving hazardous liquid bulk faciities with in-water
operations.” The PEIR briefly discusses the Port’s Risk Management Plan
{RMP) as the means by which conflicts between liquid bulk faciliies and
vuinerable resources and populations are to be resolved. From our review
of the draft PMPU document, we understand that this is fo be done
through the Port's assessment and identification of any overlapping
“hazard footprints” for liquid bulk facilifies and nearby vulnerable resources
andfor populations. However, neither the PEIR nor the PMPU provides
any spegcifics or details regarding the location or extent of these "hazard
footprints™ for either existing or proposed liquid bulk facilities in the Port,
As such, we respectiully suggest that the conclusion that such
environmental impacts are less-than-significant is not adequately
supported by evidence provided in the PEIR.

RPV2-31 2, Section 5.0 of the PEIR discusses the program altemnatives to the proposed
PMPU. The PEIR notes that, although many key components of the program
alternatives suggested by the Port Community Advisory Committee (PCAC) have
been included in the PMPU, the PCAC recommendations related to liquid bulk
storage facitities near the Wilmington community in the City of Los Angeles and
on Terminal Island were rejected, respectively, as:

« Not avoiding or reducing significant environmental impacts; and,
» Being physically and financially infeasible.

The City of Rancho Palos Verdes offers the following comments with respect to
the rejection of the PCAC alternative (S8ection 5.1.4.1) in the PEIR:

a. With respect to the PCAC recommendations regarding liquid bulk storage
near Wilmington, the PEIR {Page 5-4, Lines 32-38) again relies upon the
Port's RMP to ensure that there are no significant adverse impacts upon
“vuinerable resources.” However, as we noted in our Comment 1.b
above, we are concerned that the lack of details and specifics about the
*hazard footprints” of existing or proposed liquid bulk facilities in the Port
does not offer sufficient evidence to support this conclusion in the PEIR.

RPVI-4 b. With respect 1o the PCAC recommendations regarding the relocation of
liquid bulk storage to Terminal Island, the PEIR {Page 5-5, Lines 1-16)
asserts that there is a lack of available berthing capacity and that the cost
of such refocation would be economically infeasible. It is not clear if these

Port of Los Angeles Master Plan Update 2-36
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Los Angeles Harbor Department 2.0 Response to Comments

Christopher Cannon
8 April 2013
Page 3

¥ |8
conclusions took into account the possible fulure expansion and |RPVZ4
development of the “Pier 500" project on Terminal Island, as described in
the draft PMPU document. Would the berthing capacity for the relocation
of liquid bulk facilities still be inadequate on Terminal island with the
addition of Pier 5007 Would the relocation of such facilities to Pier 500
still be infeasible?

Again, thank you very much for the opportunity to review and comment upon this
important project. If you have any questions or need additional information, please feel
free to contact me at (310) 544-5226 or via e-mail at kitfi@rpv.com

Sincerely,

/4

Kit Fox, aice
Senior Administrative Analyst

¢c:  Mayor Susan Brooks and City Council
Carolyn Lehr, City Manager
Carolynn Petru, Deputy City Manager
Border Issues file

M\Border Issues\LA Port Master Plan Update\20130408_POLA_DrattPEIRComments.doex
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Los Angeles Harbor Department

Comment Letter RPV2: City of Rancho Palos Verdes

Response to Comment RPV2-1:

This comment addresses the PEIR and requests that Draft PEIR Section 3.7, Hazards
and Hazardous Materials, assess the risks to the public and environment (under
Impact HAZ-1) associated with storage and handling of liquid bulk cargoes on
vessels, tanker trucks, rail tank cars, and pipelines.

Draft PEIR Section 3.7.4.3, Impacts and Mitigation Measures, addresses the risks
under Impact HAZ-1 of routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials.
The Draft PEIR does not address risks to the public and environment associated with
vessel or pipeline transport of liquid bulk from future liquid bulk facilities because
specific project details are not available. The Draft PEIR concludes that operation of
the proposed appealable/fill projects and land use changes would present a less than
significant risk to the public in part because transportation, storage, and use of
hazardous materials are extensively regulated. These safety regulations that govern
the shipping, transport, storage, and handling of hazardous materials (i.e., United
States Coast Guard [USCG], City of Los Angeles Fire Department [LAFD], and
United States Department of Transportation [USDOT] regulations and requirements)
will limit the severity and frequency of potential releases of hazardous materials. The
LAHD’s Risk Management Plan (RMP) also contains rigorous policies to prevent or
minimize risks associated with operations of liquid bulk facilities in the Port.

Siting is another primary method of controlling risks, and the LAHD’s RMP
precludes the siting of new hazardous liquid bulk facilities and modifications to
existing facilities near vulnerable resources that could be impacted. The RMP also
precludes vulnerable resources from being sited near existing hazardous liquid bulk
facilities. Additionally, siting of new vulnerable resources proximal to existing or
approved facilities that handle hazardous liquid bulk cargoes is not permitted.
Improvements or modifications to existing hazardous liquid bulk facilities or
operations that would expand a hazard footprint, and therefore result in an overlap
with vulnerable resources, are not permitted. For security reasons the LAHD does not
provide maps with hazard footprints in CEQA documents or the PMPU.
Nevertheless, the LAHD believes that risks of routine handling of hazardous
materials are adequately addressed in the Draft PEIR, and no further changes are
warranted.

Response to Comment RPV2-2:

This comment addresses the PEIR and states that the less than significant conclusion
under Impact HAZ-2 (refer to Draft PEIR Section 3.7, Hazards and Hazardous
Materials) is not adequately supported because the PEIR and PMPU do not show
hazard footprints and their relationships to sensitive resources.

Draft PEIR Section 3.7.4.3, Impacts and Mitigation Measures, addresses the risks

- under Impact HAZ-2 of a release of hazardous materials to the environment through

reasonably foreseeable upset or accident conditions. As discussed in Response to
Comment RPV2-1, LAHD’s RMP prohibits the siting of hazardous liquid bulk
facilities near vulnerable resources that could be impacted. Compliance with existing
regulations and requirements would appropriately limit the risk to the public from an
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upset or accident involving hazardous materials associated with onshore operations
of the proposed appealable/fill projects and land use changes. The commenter
suggests that the PEIR should provide specifics or details regarding the location or
extent of hazard footprints for existing or proposed facilities. The determination of
hazard footprints for proposed facilities is not supported at the program level since
sufficient details regarding proposed liquid bulk facilities are not presently available.
Project specific environmental documentation would be required for future liquid
bulk facility developments. Hazardous footprint information for existing hazardous
liquid bulk facilities, as defined by the Port’s RMP, is not released to the general
public for security reasons. Currently, no hazard footprints overlap with vulnerable
resources outside and/or within the Port.

Response to Comment RPV2-3:

Please see Response to Comment RPV2-2. The LAHD believes that sufficient
evidence is provided to support rejection of the Port Community Advisory
Committee (PCAC) recommendations regarding the relocation of liquid bulk
facilities to Terminal Island.

Response to Comment RPV2-4:

Please see Response to Comment RPV2-2. Pier 500 is not a proposed project because
specific details are currently undefined (i.e., in the conceptual design stage). This
comment addresses the PMPU and does not raise issues that require a response under
CEQA. Please refer to Final PEIR Appendix A, Final PMPU, for information
provided in response to this comment.




Excerpts from FPEIR and Port Master Plan Update:
Response to City comments on on Port Master Plan Update



Designating land uses for properties outside the Coastal Zone in the PMP would be
inappropriate because they are not subject to the policies and procedures provided in
the Coastal Act.

The previous approvals for the China Shipping Terminal, TraPac Terminal Expansion,
and BNSF SCIG projects were consistent with the PMP. There are no properties to be
obtained as part of the PMP. Properties previously acquired by the Port met all legal
requirements.

'b. States that the berth numbers described in the text are not identified on the
maps.

Response: Maps with berth numbers can be found on the Port website
(http://www.portoflosangeles.org).

c. States that wetland or potential wetlands were not identified in the PMP.

Response: “Wetlands” was added to the definition of the Open Space land use
designation.

d. Asserts that the on-dock rail was not considered for the potential Pier 500
project.

Response: Pier 500 is not an approved project in the PMP. The current concept would
designate Container use for the landfill. The comment incorrectly states that on-dock rail
is not considered for Pier 500 since the definition of container use includes on-dock rail.

e. The comment requests a 90 day extension for public comment.

Response: The Draft PMP and Draft PEIR were released on February 21, 2013 and
public comment was accepted until April 8, 2013. The 45 comment day period was
consistent with both the Coastal Act and CEQA.

LOCAL GOVERNMENT

Kit Fox, City of Rancho Palos Verdes

a. Requests that the PMP facilitate the relocation of liquid bulk facilities to
Planning Area 3 (Terminal Island), including Pier 500.

Response: All current liquid bulk facilities are consistent with the Risk Management Plan
and therefore do not pose a risk.



b. Requests that the Port assess the risks associated with the movement of
liquid bulk commodities (vessels, trucks, rail cars, and pipelines).

Response: As discussed in the Risk Management Plan, risk assessments of
commodities either transiting on a vessel, tank truck, rail tank car or in a pipeline are not
addressed in the Risk Management Plan due to their transitory nature. For example,
tank cars transit into and out of a rail yard frequently carrying a variety of commodities.
Therefore, it is difficult to determine at any one time what commodities may be inside a
tank car and where that tank car might be located in the rail yard. The transitory nature
of these operations, including vessels moving within the Port, prevents accurate and
representative hazard footprints from being prepared.

c. Requests that the location or extent of hazard footprints generated by liquid
bulk facilities at the port under the Risk Management Plan be publically
disclosed. :

Response: Hazardous footprint calculations from existing hazardous liquid bulk facilities,
as defined by the Port's Risk Management Plan, are not released to the general public
due to security/safety reasons expressed by the U.S. Coast Guard. Nevertheless,
coastal permits on liquid bulk facilities before the Board of Harbor Commissioners are
required to include information on whether the proposed project conforms to the Risk
Management Plan. Presently, all existing liquid bulk facilities are consistent with the
Risk Management Plan.

BUSINESSES

Barna Szabo, SA Recycling

e Advocates for the PMP to allow for continued dry bulk operations at Berths
210-211, as well as for the possible addition of another wharf available for
loading bulk cargo and the construction of an elevated connecting roadway
between the two adjacent terminals.

Response: The text relative to the potential relocation of SA Recycling was revised to
include several options with regard to SA Recycling’'s existing facility. Under the new
text, the existing dry bulk facility may be allowed to remain in its current location and
potentially expand its operations, depending upon the operational scheme and acreage
requirements for the container terminal expansion, including the elevated connected
roadway. The land use plan for SA Recycling and Berths 206-209 are consistent with
the options identified in the text, including the elevated roadway, since Berths 210-211



