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This Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) has been prepared by the City of Long Beach 1 
(COLB), acting by and through the Board of Harbor Commissioners (BHC) (Port of Long Beach 2 
[POLB or Port]), relating to the potential environmental impacts associated with implementation 3 
of the proposed Pier B On-Dock Rail Support Facility Project (hereinafter “Project,” “proposed 4 
Project,” or “12th Street Alternative”). This Final EIR fulfills the requirements of the California 5 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (California Public Resources Codes [PRC] 21000 et seq.) 6 
and CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations [CCR] 15000 et seq.).  7 

This Final EIR contains two chapters that are added to the Draft EIR: 8 

• Chapter 10 (Modifications to the Draft EIR) presents corrections, updates, and 9 
clarifications to the Draft EIR. Text changes to the Draft EIR have been organized by Draft 10 
EIR chapters and sections. Modifications to the Draft EIR have been made to correct, 11 
update, and clarify information in the Draft EIR based on public and agency comments 12 
received during the public review period. Many of the revisions to the Draft EIR are related 13 
to refinements of the 12th and 10th Street alternatives based on public comments received 14 
and further engineering analysis.  15 

• Chapter 11 (Responses to Comments) describes the public review process for the Draft 16 
EIR undertaken pursuant to CEQA, and it includes comments received on the Draft EIR 17 
and responses to those comments. This chapter is organized as follows: 18 

− Section 11.1 (page 11-1) Master Responses (responses to common comments) 19 

− Section 11.2.3.1 (page 11-16) Responses to Comments from Government Agencies 20 

− Section 11.2.3.10 (page 11-64) Responses to Comments from Community Groups 21 

− Section 11.2.3.17 (page 11-107) Responses to Comments from Industry and 22 
Businesses 23 

− Section 11.2.3.38 (page 11-236) Responses to Comments from Individuals 24 

− Section 11.2.4 (page 11-260) Responses to Testimony Received at Public Meetings 25 

− Section 11.2.5 (page 11-310) Responses to Comments on Speaker Cards 26 

The revisions presented in this Final EIR were reviewed to determine whether recirculation of 27 
the Draft EIR was necessary in accordance with CEQA Guidelines and Statutes. The 28 
modifications would not result in any new significant environmental impacts or a substantial 29 
increase in the severity of an existing environmental effect. The changes are consistent with 30 
the findings contained in Chapter 3 (Environmental Setting and Project Impacts) of the Draft 31 
EIR. There would be no new or increased significant effects on the environment due to the 32 
proposed refinements to the proposed Project and alternatives; no new alternatives have been 33 
identified that would reduce significant effects of the proposed Project. Therefore, recirculation 34 
of the Draft EIR is not warranted.  35 
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CHAPTER 10 1 
MODIFICATIONS TO THE DRAFT EIR 2 

This chapter identifies certain engineering refinements to the proposed Project and the 3 
alternatives that have occurred since release of the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) 4 
for the proposed On-Dock Rail Support Facility. This chapter also identifies modifications to 5 
the Draft EIR, including corrections and revisions to text, revised and new tables, and revised 6 
figures. 7 

10.1 DESIGN MODIFICATIONS AFFECTING THE PROJECT DESCRIPTION 8 

Four alternatives were evaluated in the Draft EIR (December 2016): 9 

• The 12th Street Alternative (proposed Project); 10 

• The 10th Street Alternative; 11 

• The 9th Street Alternative; and 12 

• The No Project Alternative.  13 

Based on public comments received following release of the Draft EIR, the Port refined the 14 
boundaries of the 12th Street Alternative (proposed Project) and the 10th Street Alternative to 15 
reduce the number of property acquisitions that would be required for the proposed Project or 16 
the 10th Street Alternative if either is approved and implemented. As shown in Table 10-A, 17 
design modifications have resulted in a reduction in the number of potential acquisitions that 18 
would be required for the proposed Project and the 10th Street Alternative. 19 

TABLE 10-A 
CHANGES TO POTENTIAL PROPERTY ACQUISITIONS FROM DESIGN MODIFICATIONS 

Description 
Proposed Project  

(12th Street Alternative) 
10th Street 
Alternative 

9th Street 
Alternative 

Original Number of “Properties” (Draft EIR) 94 70 56 
Original Number of Legal Parcels 208 179 145 
Number of Parcels after Design 
Modifications (Final EIR)1 184 148 111 

Reduction in Number of Parcels 24 31 34 
1 Design modifications by the POLB resulted in refinement of Project boundaries and reduction of the number 

of legal parcels within the footprint for each alternative. 

In addition, the West Yard Layover and Fueling Area proposed in the Draft EIR has been 20 
eliminated in the 12th Street Alternative (proposed Project), 10th Street Alternative, and 9th 21 
Street Alternative. As a result of these changes, the proposed Project has been reduced in 22 
size by approximately 11 acres and the 10th Street Alternative has been reduced by 23 
approximately 7 acres. Comparisons of the revised boundaries for the proposed Project and 24 
for the 10th Street Alternative, to the boundaries shown in the Draft EIR in December 2016, 25 
are provided on Figures 10.1-1 and 10.1-2, below. 26 
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 1 

Figure 10.1-1 2 
Pier B On-Dock Rail Support Facility, 12th Street Alternative (Proposed Project) with Refinements  3 
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 1 

Figure 10.1-2 2 
Pier B On-Dock Rail Support Facility, 10th Street Alternative with Refinements 3 
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The revisions presented in this Final EIR were reviewed to determine whether recirculation of 1 
the Draft EIR was necessary in accordance with the State CEQA [California Environmental 2 
Quality Act] Guidelines and Statutes. The modifications would not result in any new significant 3 
environmental impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of an existing environmental 4 
effect. The changes are consistent with the findings contained in Chapter 3 (Environmental 5 
Setting and Project Impacts) of the Draft EIR. No new alternatives have been identified that 6 
would reduce significant effects of the proposed Project. The air quality and health impacts of 7 
the proposed modifications were re-evaluated, and would not result in any change to the 8 
impact findings in the Draft EIR (the analysis is described in response to South Coast Air 9 
Quality Management District comment AQMD-5 in Chapter 11). Therefore, recirculation of the 10 
Draft EIR is not warranted, consistent with Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 21092.1 11 
and CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5.  12 

10.2 CHANGES TO THE DRAFT EIR 13 

This chapter identifies modifications to the Draft EIR for the proposed On-Dock Rail Support 14 
Facility at the Port of Long Beach. Text changes to the Draft EIR, as organized by the Draft 15 
EIR chapters and sections, have been made to correct, update, and clarify information in the 16 
Draft EIR, based on comments received and further engineering analysis. Many of the 17 
revisions to the Draft EIR are related to refinement of the proposed Project and 10th Street 18 
Alternative boundaries. Revisions have also been made to reflect changes in the proposed 19 
Project since release of the Draft EIR in December 2016.  20 

As provided in Section 15088(d) of State CEQA Guidelines, responses to comments may take 21 
the form of a revision to a Draft EIR; the modifications presented in this chapter collectively 22 
represent revisions to the Draft EIR. The modifications, corrections, and updates affect the 23 
following chapters of the Draft EIR: 24 

• Executive Summary 25 

• Chapter 1 – Introduction and Project Description 26 

• Chapter 2 – Related Projects and Relationship to Local and Regional Plans 27 

• Chapter 3 – Environmental Setting and Project Impacts (Sections 3.1 through 3.14) 28 

• Chapter 4 – Alternatives Comparison 29 

• Chapter 8 – List of Preparers and Contributors 30 

• Chapter 9 – References 31 

The numbering format from the Draft EIR is used herein. Only those sections that have 32 
revisions, corrections, or clarifications are included.  33 

The following changes to the content of the Draft EIR are incorporated into the Final EIR for 34 
the Pier B On-Dock Rail Support Facility. 35 
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10.2.1 Changes to the Draft EIR Executive Summary 1 

TABLE 10-1 
REVISIONS AND CORRECTIONS TO EXECUTIVE SUMMARY OF THE DRAFT EIR 

Draft EIR 
Section 

Draft EIR 
Page Line Description 

ES.3 ES-4 1 Figure ES-1 is revised to correct street names (Anaheim Street and 7th 
Street). Revised Figure ES-1 is provided on page 10-23 of this chapter. 

ES.10 ES-43 and 
ES-44 -- 

Table ES.10-1, in the Aesthetics and Visual Resources category, is 
revised to delete VIS-1, VIS-4, VIS-5, and VIS-6. Impacts VIS-2 and 
VIS-3 are changed to VIS-1 and VIS-2, respectively, to correctly align 
with VIS-1 and VIS-2 in Section 3.13.2.3. These changes address an 
error in this table. 

10.2.2 Changes to Draft EIR Chapter 1 – Introduction and Project Description 2 

TABLE 10-2 
REVISIONS AND CORRECTIONS TO CHAPTER 1 OF THE DRAFT EIR 

Draft EIR 
Section 

Draft EIR 
Page Line Description 

1.2.6 1-5 27 “(see Figure 1.6-3)” is changed to “(see Figure 1.5-3)”. This was an error 
in the text of the Draft EIR. 

1.3.1 1-7 29 “(see Figure 1.6-1)” is changed to “(see Figure 1.5-1)”. This was an error 
in the text of the Draft EIR. 

1.7.2 1-18 32 “(Figure 1.6-2)” is changed to “(Figure 1.5-2)”. This was an error in the 
text of the Draft EIR.  

1.7.2 1-20 - Figure 1.7-2 is revised to correct street names (Anaheim Street and 
7th Street). This revised figure is provided on page 10-23 of this chapter. 

1.7.2 1-21 - 
Figure 1.7-3 is revised to reflect the refinement of the Project boundaries 
for the proposed Project (12th Street Alternative). This revised figure is 
provided on page 10-24 of this chapter. 

1.8.1 1-23 25-26 “(see Section 1.6.2)” is changed to “(see Section 1.6)”. This was an error 
in the text of the Draft EIR. 

1.8.1 1-24 - 

Table 1.8-1 is revised to show the acreage for the 12th and 10th Street 
alternatives as follows: 
For the 12th Street Alternative “182 acres” is revised to “171 acres”. 
For the 10th Street Alternative “162 acres” is revised to “155 acres”. 
These acreages were revised to reflect the refinement of the boundaries 
of the 12th and 10th Street alternatives. 

1.8.2 1-27 - 

Figure 1.8-1 is revised to remove the West Yard Layover and Fueling 
Area. The West Yard Layover and Fueling Area proposed in the Draft EIR 
has been eliminated from the 12th Street Alternative. This revised figure is 
provided on page 10-25 of this chapter. 

1.8.2 1-30 - 
Figure 1.8-3 is deleted because the individual depictions of roadway 
network changes for each alternative appear in larger size as Figures 
3.5-5, 3.5-6, and 3.5-7 of the Draft EIR. 
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TABLE 10-2 (CONT’D) 
REVISIONS AND CORRECTIONS TO CHAPTER 1 OF THE DRAFT EIR 

Draft EIR 
Section 

Draft EIR 
Page Line Description 

1.8.2 1-31 11 -12 

The text in the paragraph entitled Potential Property Acquisition has been 
revised to reflect the updated number of legal parcels affected by the 
Project. The Draft EIR intermixed use of the term “property” and “parcel,” 
generally referring to property as contiguous legal parcels under common 
ownership or common tenancy. As a result, the number of legal parcels 
affected by the Project was not clear. For example, a business may be 
operating at a particular location that involves five legal parcels, but the 
business was identified as occupying one “property” instead of five legal 
“parcels.” The engineering refinements to the Project provide more clarity 
on which legal parcels may be affected by the Project; therefore, the text 
is being revised to be more precise. In each case, the number of legal 
parcels is greater than the number of “properties” noted in the Draft EIR, 
so this modification will result in the appearance of more property being 
affected by the Project. However, no property has been added to the 
Project; rather, the Project affects less acreage, but the change in 
terminology is being made to provide additional information to the public 
and the decision-makers. To illustrate the change, Table 10-A (page 
10-1) has been provided to show the “properties” identified in the Draft 
EIR compared to the legal parcels in the Final EIR. 
The text “could potentially affect 94 properties (parcels) within the Project 
area. Thirty-six (36) of these properties are privately owned.” is revised to:  
“could potentially affect 184 parcels of land within the Project area. Thirty-
nine (39) of these parcels are privately owned.” 
This text has been revised as a result of the reduction of the boundaries 
of the proposed Project. This is further discussed in Section 3.6.4 
(Potential Property Acquisitions). 

1.8.2 1-33 - 

Figure 1.8-5 has been revised to update information in Phase 3 as 
follows: The Construction Activity Item 10 under Phase 3 “Construct west 
yard locomotive layover/fueling area” is revised to “West Yard Track 
Work”. This revision was made to reflect removal of the West Yard 
Layover and Fueling Area from the proposed Project (12th Street 
Alternative). 

1.8.2 1-36 - 
Figure 1.8-8 has been revised to remove the West Yard Layover and 
Fueling Area from the proposed Project (12th Street Alternative). This 
revised figure is provided on page 10-27 of this chapter. 

1.8.3 1-41 - 

Figure 1.8-9 is revised to remove the West Yard Layover and Fueling 
Area. The West Yard Layover and Fueling Area proposed in the Draft EIR 
has been eliminated for the 10th Street Alternative. This revised figure is 
provided on page 10-29 of this chapter. 

1.8.3 1-43 2 - 3 

The text “would be similar, bet fewer in number, to those described under 
the proposed Project.” is revised to:  
“could potentially affect 148 parcels of land within the Project area. 
Twenty-six (26) of these parcels are privately owned.” 
This text has been revised as a result of the reduction of the boundaries 
of the 10th Street Alternative.  

1.8.4 1-44 - 

Figure 1.8-10 has been revised to correct information in Phase 3 as 
follows: The Construction Activity Item 8 under Phase 3 “Construct West 
Yard Layover and Fueling Area” is revised to “West Yard Track Work.” 
This revision was made to reflect removal of the West Yard Layover and 
Fueling Area from the 10th Street Alternative. 
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TABLE 10-2 (CONT’D) 
REVISIONS AND CORRECTIONS TO CHAPTER 1 OF THE DRAFT EIR 

Draft EIR 
Section 

Draft EIR 
Page Line Description 

1.8.4 1-45 - 

Figure 1.8-11 has been revised to remove the West Yard Layover and 
Fueling Area. The West Yard Layover and Fueling Area proposed in the 
Draft EIR has been eliminated for the 9th Street Alternative. This revised 
figure is provided on page 10-31 of this chapter. 

1.8.4 1-47 20 - 21 

The text “would be similar, but fewer in number, to those described under 
the proposed Project.” is revised to:  
“could potentially affect 111 parcels of land within the Project area. 
Twenty-seven (27) of these parcels are privately owned.” 
This text has been revised to correct the number of potential property 
acquisitions that could occur under the 9th Street Alternative. 

10.2.3 Changes to Draft EIR Chapter 2 – Related Projects and Relationship to Local 1 
and Regional Plans 2 

TABLE 10-3 
REVISIONS AND CORRECTIONS TO CHAPTER 2 OF THE DRAFT EIR 

Draft EIR 
Section 

Draft EIR 
Page Line Description 

2.1.2 2-3 - 

The following project is added to Table 2.1-1 as a new Number 5: 
Project Title: Southern California Edison (SCE) Transmission Tower 
Replacement 
Project Description: Replacement of transmission lines and towers to 
provide vertical clearance for large ships in Cerritos Channel; 
underground utilities in proximity to the towers would be removed, 
modified, or abandoned. 
Project Timeframe: Final EIR certified. 
Relevant Potential Cumulative Environmental Factors: Air Quality, 
Biological Resources, Noise, Transportation, and Traffic. 
All other projects are renumbered. 

2.1.2 2-9 - 
Figure 2.1-1 has been revised to show the new Number 5 project, all 
other projects are renumbered for a total of 38 projects (instead of 37). 
This revised figure is provided on page 10-33 of this chapter. 

10.2.4 Changes to Draft EIR Chapter 3 (Sections 3.1 through 3.14) 3 

TABLE 10-4 
REVISIONS AND CORRECTIONS TO CHAPTER 3 OF THE DRAFT EIR 

Draft EIR 
Section 

Draft EIR 
Page Line Description 

Section 3.1 Geology, Soils, and Seismic Conditions 

3.1.1.2 3.1-5 7 “Los angeles County” is changed to “Los Angeles County” to correct this 
error in the text of the Draft EIR. 

3.1.2.3 3.1-13 21 “+10 to +25 feet” is changed to “+7.8 feet” to correct this error in the text 
of the Draft EIR. 
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TABLE 10-4 (CONT’D) 
REVISIONS AND CORRECTIONS TO CHAPTER 3 OF THE DRAFT EIR 

Draft EIR 
Section 

Draft EIR 
Page Line Description 

Section 3.2 Air Quality and Health Risk 

3.2.1.3 3.2-5 19 “POLB, 2012” is changed to “POLB, 2012a” to correct this error in the text 
of the Draft EIR. 

3.2.3.4 3.2-31 - 

Additional air quality analyses were conducted pursuant to the request of 
the AQMD, and the Port used that opportunity to evaluate the air quality 
impacts of the proposed Project (12th Street Alternative) with its reduced 
footprint and removal of the West Yard Layover and Fueling Area. While 
none of the significance findings from the additional analyses have 
changed from the findings in the Draft EIR, these additional tables can be 
viewed in the Response to Comment AQMD-5 in Chapter 11. 

3.2.3.4 3.2-58 - 

Table 3.2-24 has been revised in response to Comment CARB-10, and is 
provided on page 10-14 of this chapter. Table 3.2-24 was revised to add 
columns of information that had been in the Appendix, and to insert a 
footnote that had been inadvertently omitted. 

3.2.3.6 3.2-86 5 “Table 3.2-424” is changed to “Table 3.2-42” to correct this error in the 
text of the Draft EIR. 

3.2.3.7 3.2-109 - 

Table 3.2-58 has been revised in response to Comment CARB-10, and is 
provided on page 10-15 of this chapter. The Table was changed to add 
columns of information that had been in the Appendix, and to insert a 
footnote that had been inadvertently omitted. 

Section 3.3 Hydrology and Water Quality 

3.3.1.3 3.3-9 1 Figure 3.3-3 is revised to show refinement of the Project footprint. This 
revised figure is provided on page 10-35 of this chapter. 

Section 3.5 Ground Transportation 

3.5.2.4 3.5-35 - 
Figure 3.5-6 is revised to reflect refinements to the Project footprint for the 
10th Street Alternative. This figure is provided on page 10-36 of this 
chapter. 

3.5.2.1 3.5-42 15 Section heading 3.5.2.1 is changed to 3.5.2.6 to correct this error in the 
text of the Draft EIR. 

Section 3.6 Land Use 

3.6.1.3 3.6-2 1 
Figure 3.6-1 is revised to reflect refinement of the Project boundaries (12th 
Street Alternative). This revised figure is provided on page 10-37 of this 
chapter. 

3.6.4.1 3.6-17 41 

The language on page 3.6-17 starting on Line 41 through page 3.6-18 
Line 3 which states, “of the 94 properties identified as potentially affected 
by property acquisitions to implement the proposed Project, 58 are in 
public ownership. The remaining 36 parcels are in various forms of private 
or institutional ownership (the number of businesses that could be 
affected is substantially less than 36, as one business often occupies 
more than one parcel). Of the 58 publicly owned parcels, the COLB or 
POLB is the full or part owner of 49.” is hereby replaced with:  
“The proposed Project could potentially affect 184 parcels of land within 
the Project area. Thirty-nine (39) of these parcels are privately owned.” 
This text has been revised as a result of the reduction of the boundaries 
of the proposed Project.  
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TABLE 10-4 (CONT’D) 
REVISIONS AND CORRECTIONS TO CHAPTER 3 OF THE DRAFT EIR 

Draft EIR 
Section 

Draft EIR 
Page Line Description 

Section 3.6 Land Use (Cont’d) 

3.6.4.1 3.6-18 -- 

Table 3.6-1 has been revised to reflect the number of parcels (instead of 
sites) for the proposed Project (12th Street Alternative). These numbers 
have been revised due to reduction of the footprint of the proposed 
Project (12th Street Alternative). Revised Table 3.6-1 is provided on page 
10-16 of this chapter. 

3.6.4.1 3.6-19 -- 
Figure 3.6-5 has been revised to depict parcels (instead of properties) for 
the proposed Project (12th Street Alternative); this revised figure is 
provided on page 10-39 of this chapter. 

3.6.4.2 3.6-22 12 

The language on page 3.6-22 starting on Line 12 through Line 16  
which states “could potentially affect 70 properties within the proposed 
Project area (Figure 3.6-6). Twenty-six (26) of those 70 properties are 
privately owned (Table 3.6-2).” is hereby replaced with:  
“could potentially affect 148 parcels of land within the Project area (Figure 
3.6-6). Twenty-seven (27) of these 148 parcels are privately owned 
(Table 3.6-2).” 

3.6.4.2 3.6-22 -- 

Table 3.6-2 has been revised to reflect the number of parcels (instead of 
sites) for the 10th Street Alternative. These numbers have been revised 
due to reduction of the footprint of the 10th Street Alternative. Revised 
Table 3.6-2 is provided on page 10-17 of this chapter. 

3.6.4.2 3.6-23 -- 
Figure 3.6-6 has been revised to depict parcels (instead of properties) for 
the proposed Project (10th Street Alternative); this revised figure is 
provided on page 10-41 of this chapter. 

3.6.4.3 3.6-25 10 - 12 

The language on page 3.6-25 starting on Line 10 through Line 12 which 
states, “would potentially affect 56 properties within the proposed Project 
area (Figure 3.6-7). Eighteen (18) of those 56 parcels are privately owned 
(Table 3.6-3).” is hereby revised to:  
“could potentially affect 111 parcels of land within the Project area. 
Twenty-seven (27) of these parcels are privately owned.” 
This text has been revised to depict the number of parcels potentially 
affected by the 9th Street Alternative. 

3.6.4.3 3.6-25 -- 

Table 3.6-3 has been revised to reflect the number of parcels (instead of 
sites) for the 9th Street Alternative. These numbers have been revised due 
to reduction of the footprint of the 9th Street Alternative. Revised Table 
3.6-3 is provided on page 10-18 of this chapter. 

3.6.4.3 3.6-27  
Figure 3.6-7 has been revised to reflect the number of parcels (instead of 
properties) for the 9th Street Alternative. Revised Figure 3.6-7 is provided 
on page 10-43 of this chapter. 

Section 3.7 Public Services and Safety 

3.7.1.2 3.7-2 - Figure 3.7-1 is revised to depict refinement of the Project footprint; this 
revised figure is provided on page 10-45 of this chapter. 

Section 3.8 Noise 

3.8.1.4 3.8-7 - Figure 3.8-3 is revised to depict refinement of the Project footprint; this 
revised figure is provided on page 10-46 of this chapter. 
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Draft EIR 
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Section 3.9 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

3.9.1.2 3.9-3 - Figure 3.9-1 is revised to depict refinement of the Project footprint; this 
revised figure is provided on page 10-47 of this chapter. 

3.9.1.2 3.9-5 21 

As requested by DTSC, the following text is hereby added to the end of 
this paragraph: “Table 3.9-1 provides a list of 37 potentially contaminated 
sites within the footprint of the proposed Project. These sites are already 
remediated or currently being remediated or overseen by regulatory 
agencies. Of the 37 sites in the Project footprint, 33 are closed (remediation 
is complete). Of the four open sites, two have ongoing activities related to 
various phases of investigation/remediation including site assessment 
and interim remedial action, one site is under evaluation by EPA, and one is 
a historical waste discharge requirements (WDR) site.” 

3.9.1.2 3.9-6 -- New Table 3.9-1 is added to the end of this chapter, as requested by 
DTSC; this table is provided on page 10-18 of this chapter. 

3.9.2.3 3.9-15 1 Figure 3.9-2 is revised to depict refinement of the Project footprint; this 
revised figure is provided on page 10-48 of this chapter. 

Section 3.10 Population and Housing 

3.10.4.2 3.10-9 and 
3.10-10 1 

Figures 3.10-2 and 3.10-3 are revised to depict refinement of the Project 
footprint. These revised figures are provided on pages 10-49 and 10-50 of 
this chapter. 

10.2.5 Changes to Draft EIR Chapter 4 – Alternatives Comparison 1 

TABLE 10-5 
REVISIONS AND CORRECTIONS TO CHAPTER 4 OF THE DRAFT EIR 

Draft EIR 
Section 

Draft EIR 
Page Line Description 

4.1 4-2 -- 

On Table 4.1-1, the total area of the proposed Project (12th Street Alternative) 
is changed from “182” aces to “171” acres. This update reflects the 
refinement of the Project boundaries for the proposed Project (12th Street 
Alternative). 

4.1 4-2 -- 
On Table 4.1-1, the total area of the 10th Street Alternative is changed from 
“162” aces to “155” acres. This update reflects the refinement of the Project 
boundaries for the 10th Street Alternative. 

4.5 4-3 27 The heading “Environmentally Preferred Alternative” is changed to 
“Environmentally Superior Alternative”. This was an error in the Draft EIR. 

4.5 4-4 7 “Environmentally Preferred Alternative” is changed to “Environmentally 
Superior Alternative”. This was an error in the Draft EIR. 

4.5 4-4 14 “Environmentally Preferred Alternative” is changed to “Environmentally 
Superior Alternative”. This was an error in the Draft EIR. 
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10.2.6 Changes to Draft EIR Chapter 8 – List of Preparers and Contributors 1 

TABLE 10-6 
REVISIONS AND CORRECTIONS TO CHAPTER 8 OF THE DRAFT EIR 

Draft EIR 
Section 

Draft EIR 
Page Line Description 

8.1 8-1 -- 

The following are added: 
• David R. Albers – Deputy City Attorney, Harbor Division 
• Hayden Beckman – Environmental Specialist Assistant 
• Sunny Zia, P.E. – Senior Engineer 

8.4.2 8-2 -- 

The following are added: 
• Dan Conaty – QA/QC and Technical Advisor 
• Tony K. Hui – Land Use, GIS 
• Sowmya Venkatasubraman – Hazardous Materials and Hazardous Waste 

10.2.7 Changes to Draft EIR Chapter 9 – References 2 

TABLE 10-7 
REVISIONS AND CORRECTIONS TO CHAPTER 9 OF THE DRAFT EIR 

Draft EIR 
Section 

Draft EIR 
Page Line Description 

9 9-2 1 “Caltrans. 2016” is revised to “Caltrans. 2016a”. 

9 9-2 4 

The following new references are added: 
• Caltrans. 2016b. High Desert Corridor Project. Final Environmental Impact 

Report/ Environmental Impact Statement and Section 4(f) (De Minimis 
Findings). Available online: http://www.dot.ca.gov/d7/env-docs/docs/hdc/ 
HDC%20FED--Vol%201--062016_FINAL.pdf. Volume 1 of 3. June. 

• Caltrans and Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
(Metro). 2017. I-710 Corridor Project Recirculated Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement and Section 4(f) Evaluation. July. 

9 9-4 7 

The following new reference is added: 
CARB. 2016c. Technology Assessment of Freight Locomotives. Available at 
Technology Assessment of Freight Locomotives. November. Online: 
https://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/tech/techreport/final_rail_tech_assessment_1
1282016.pdf. Accessed November 2017. 

9 9-6 5 

The following new references are added: 
• COLB. 2011a. Waste Management Plan Information and Instruction 

Sheet. Information Bulletin BU-033. Department of Development Services 
Building and Safety Bureau. November 16, 2011. 

• COLB. 2011b. Pipeline License HD-7832 dated November 16, 2011 
between the City of Long Beach Board of Harbor Commissioners and 
Chemoil Corporation. Pursuant to Ordinance No. HD-2111 adopted by 
BHC on October 11, 2011. First Amendment to Pipeline License HD-7832 
as approved on April 25, 2013. 

9 9-6 17 

The following new reference is added: 
COLB. 2017. City of Long Beach General Plan. Land Use Element. Online: at 
http://www.lbds.info/civica/filebank/ blobdload.asp?BlobID=5484. 185 pages. 
Draft. February. 

http://www.lbds.info/civica/filebank/%20blobdload.asp?BlobID=5484
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9 9-6 26 

The following new reference is added: 
DOGGR. 2017. Well Review Program, Introduction and Application. 
Resources Agency of California, Department of Conservation, Division of Oil, 
Gas, and Geothermal Resources. http://maps.conservation.ca.gov/doggr/. 
Accessed October 17, 2017. 

9 9-6 26 

The following new reference is added: 
DoN/COLB. 1998. Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)/ 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Disposal and Reuse of Long 
Beach Complex, Long Beach, California. Department of the Navy and City of 
Long Beach. SCH 97071071. April. 

9 9-7 22 

The following new reference is added: 
EPA. 2017. Revisions to the Guideline on Air Quality Models: Enhancements 
to the AERMOD Dispersion Modeling System and Incorporation of 
Approaches to Address Ozone and Fine Particulate Matter. 40 CFR Part 51. 
January 17. Available at https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/ 
2017/01/17/2016-31747/revisions-to-the-guideline-on-air-quality-models-
enhancements-to-the-aermod-dispersion-modeling. 

9 9-7 26 

The following new references are added: 
• FRA. 2012. U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Railroad 

Administration. Guidance on the Quiet Zone Creation Process. 
Available at: https://www.fra.dot.gov/eLib/details/L03055. 

• ____________. 2017. Hazardous Materials Transportation. Available at: 
https://www.fra.dot.gov/Page/P0151. 

9 9-9 40 

The following new reference is added: 
Metro. 2015. High Desert Corridor. Rail Component Fact Sheet. Los Angeles 
County Metropolitan Transportation Authority. Available at 
media.metro.net/projects_studies/hdc/ images/factsheet_hdc_hsr_ 
2015-08.pdf. Summer 2015. 

9 9-10 4 The following new reference is added: 
Moser, A.P. 2001. Buried Pipe Design. Second Edition. McGraw-Hill. 

9 9-12 3 “POLB. 2012” is revised to “POLB. 2012a”. 

9 9-12 5 

The following new reference is added: 
POLB. 2012b. Port of Long Beach Wharf Design Criteria. POLB WDC 
Version 3.0. Available at http://www.polb.com/civica/filebank/ 
blobdload.asp?BlobID=9481. February 29. 

9 9-12 22 
The following new reference is added: 
POLB. 2016d. Fireboat Station Number 20 Final Mitigated Negative 
Declaration. SCH 2016041048. July. 

9 9-13 17 
The following reference is deleted: 
Starcrest Consulting Group. 2012. Personal communication with Archana 
Agrawal. May 25. 

9 9-14 9 

The following new reference is added: 
SCAQMD. 2017. Final 2016 Air Quality Management Plan. Adopted March 3, 
2017. Online: http://www.aqmd.gov/home/library/clean-air-plans/air-quality-
mgt-plan/final-2016-aqmp. Accessed in November 2017. 

http://www.polb.com/civica/filebank/blobdload.asp?BlobID=9481
http://www.polb.com/civica/filebank/blobdload.asp?BlobID=9481
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/library/clean-air-plans/air-quality-mgt-plan/final-2016-aqmp
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/library/clean-air-plans/air-quality-mgt-plan/final-2016-aqmp
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Draft EIR 
Section 

Draft EIR 
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9 9-14 11 

The following new reference is added: 
Seed, H.B. and D.P. Carter. 1988. Liquefaction Potential of Sand Deposits 
under Low Levels of Excitation. Earthquake Engineering Research Center, 
University of California, Berkeley. 329 pages. August. 

9 9-14 22 
The following reference is added: 
Starcrest Consulting Group. 2012. Personal communication with Archana 
Agrawal. May 25. 

10.3 NEW AND REVISED TABLES 1 

The new and revised tables described above are included in this section. These tables are 2 
added to the Draft EIR for the proposed On-Dock Rail Support Facility. 3 

TABLE 10-8 
NEW AND REVISED TABLES 

Table 

Draft 
EIR 

Page 

Draft 
EIR 

Section Reason for Revision or Addition 

See Revised 
Table on 

Page 

3.2-24 3.2-58 3.2.3.4 This table was revised in response to Comment CARB-10 to 
provide additional information. 10-14 

3.2-58 3.2-109 3.2.3.7 This table was revised in response to Comment CARB-10 to 
provide additional information. 10-15 

3.6-1 3.6-18 3.6.4.1 
This table was revised to update the number of parcels of land 
within the refined boundaries of the proposed Project (12th 
Street Alternative) 

10-16 

3.6-2 3.6-18 3.6.4.2 This table was revised to update the number of parcels of land 
within the refined boundaries of the 10th Street Alternative 10-17 

3.6-3 3.6-18 3.6.4.3 
This table was revised to update the number of parcels of land 
within the number of parcels for boundaries of the 9th Street 
Alternative. 

10-18 

3.9-1 3.9-3 3.9.1.2 This new table was prepared in response to Comment DTSC-
4 to identify past and current sites of potential contamination, 10-18 
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REVISED TABLE 3.2-24 
MAXIMUM HEALTH IMPACTS ESTIMATED FOR CONSTRUCTION AND OPERATION OF THE  

PROPOSED PROJECT WITH MITIGATION 

Health 
Category 

Receptor 
Type 

Project 
Absolute 3,5 

CEQA 
Baseline 4,5 

Project 
Increment 2,5 

Significance 
Threshold 1 Significant? 

Individual 
Cancer 
Risk 

Residential 30.3 × 10-6 21.6 × 10-6 8.7 × 10-6 
10 × 10-6 

No 
Occupational 12.0 × 10-6 2.9 × 10-6 9.1 × 10-6 No 
Sensitive 15.2 × 10-6 13.4 × 10-6 1.8 × 10-6 No 

Chronic 
Hazard 
Index 

Residential 0.01 0.008 0.002 
1.0 

No 
Occupational 0.06 0.02 0.04 No 
Sensitive 0.02 0.01 0.008 No 

8-Hour 
Chronic 
Hazard 
Index 

Residential 0.03 0.02 0.007 

1.0 

No 
Occupational 0.2 0.06 0.1 No 

Sensitive 0.06 0.03 0.03 No 

Acute 
Hazard 
Index 

Residential 0.08 0.01 0.07 
1.0 

No 
Occupational 0.1 0.01 0.1 No 
Sensitive 0.1 0.01 0.1 No 

Population Cancer Burden   0.27 0.5 No 

Notes: 
1.  The significance thresholds apply only to the Project Increment. 
2.  The Project Increment equals the Project Absolute minus the CEQA Baseline.  
3.  The Project Absolute represents the predicted health impacts from construction and operation of the 

proposed Project prior to subtracting the CEQA Baseline.  
4.  The CEQA Baseline value represents the predicted health impacts from CEQA Baseline operation. 
5.  The values shown for the Project Absolute, CEQA Baseline, and Project Increment all correspond to the 

maximum Project Increment receptor location. 
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REVISED TABLE 3.2-58 
MAXIMUM HEALTH IMPACTS ESTIMATED FOR OPERATION OF THE NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE  

Health 
Category 

Receptor 
Type 

No Project 
Absolute 3 

CEQA 
Baseline 4 

No Project 
Increment 2,5 

Significance 
Threshold 1 Significant? 

Individual 
Cancer 
Risk 

Residential 16.9 × 10-6 21.6 × 10-6 -4.7 × 10-6 
10 × 10-6 

No 
Occupational 2.8 × 10-6 3.6 × 10-6 -0.8 × 10-6 No 
Sensitive 9.1 × 10-6 13.4 × 10-6 -4.3 × 10-6 No 

Chronic 
Hazard 
Index 

Residential 0.005 0.008 -0.002 
1.0 

No 
Occupational 0.02 0.04 -0.02 No 
Sensitive 0.006 0.01 -0.004 No 

8-Hour 
Chronic 
Hazard 
Index 

Residential 0.02 0.02 -0.007 

1.0 

No 
Occupational 0.06 0.1 -0.06 No 

Sensitive 0.02 0.03 -0.01 No 

Acute 
Hazard 
Index 

Residential 0.007 0.01 -0.005 
1.0 

No 
Occupational 0.02 0.03 -0.01 No 
Sensitive 0.006 0.01 -0.005 No 

Population Cancer Burden   0.0 0.5 No 

Notes: 
1. The significance thresholds apply only to the No Project Increment. 
2. The No Project Increment equals the No Project Absolute minus the CEQA Baseline.  
3. The No Project Absolute represents the predicted health impacts from operation of the No Project Alternative 

prior to subtracting the CEQA Baseline.  
4. The CEQA Baseline value represents the predicted health impacts from CEQA Baseline operation. 
5. A negative value for the No Project Increment denotes a health risk reduction relative to the CEQA Baseline 

at all modeled receptors. The negative increment would approach a maximum value of zero as one moves 
farther away from the Project site. To provide a more meaningful result than zero far from the Project site, 
each negative No Project Increment shown in the table corresponds to the receptor location of the maximum 
No Project Absolute value. 
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REVISED TABLE 3.6-1 
POTENTIAL PROPERTY ACQUISITIONS FOR THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

Ownership 
Number of 
Parcels1,2 

Number of 
Potential Parcel 

Acquisitions Existing Uses 

Ports and 
COLB 139 0 

Railroad tracks, vacant properties, clean energy facilities, 
railroad yards, utility ROWs, equipment storage, auto storage, 
manufacturing, container or chassis storage, boat repair, 
bobtail lots, sandblasting, oil production, petrochemical 
storage, small commercial, auto sales, oil pipelines, 
meteorological station, paper and metal shop, miscellaneous 
storage, warehouse, industrial, metal fabricators, packing and 
rubber uses, restaurant, and sport fishing 

COLA 3 0 Railroad tracks, vacant sites 
LACFCD 2 0 Pump station 

Private 40 39 

Vacant sites, auto wrecking, sandblasting, rubbish services, 
chassis/container storage, refinery, ship or boat repair, metal 
fabrication, bobtail lots, auto parts, reefer storage, trucking 
businesses, body shops, logistics, paper and metal shops, 
petroleum pipelines, transport, packing and rubber, and 
miscellaneous storage 

Total 184 39  
1 This column identifies the number of parcels within the boundaries of the proposed Project (12th Street 

Alternative). The number of parcels is based on information from the Los Angeles County Office of the 
Assessor Property Assessment Information System available at http://maps.assessor.lacounty.gov/ 
GVH_2_2/Index.html?configBase=http://maps.assessor.lacounty.gov/Geocortex/Essentials/REST/sites/ 
PAIS/viewers/PAIS_hv/virtualdirectory/Resources/Config/Default 

2 The Draft EIR intermixed use of the terms “property” and “parcel.” To address this discrepancy, only parcel 
totals are tabulated for the Final EIR. Also, the revised numbers in this table reflect the modified boundaries 
for this alternative. 

The Draft EIR reported the number of “sites” on Table 3.6-1; “sites” reflected properties or 1 
parcels that may have been under common ownership, or groupings of businesses. The use 2 
of “parcels” in the Revised Table 3.6-1 above is provided in the interest of identifying parcels 3 
using publicly available information. Please refer to Table 10-A on page 10-1 for a comparison 4 
of the original number of sites or properties to the number of parcels associated with the 5 
refined proposed Project (12th Street Alternative). 6 
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REVISED TABLE 3.6-2 
POTENTIAL PROPERTY ACQUISITIONS FOR THE 10TH STREET ALTERNATIVE 

Ownership 
Number of 
Parcels1,2 

Number of 
Potential Parcel 

Acquisitions Existing Uses 

Ports and 
COLB 116 0 

Railroad tracks, vacant properties, railroad yards, utility 
ROWs, cogeneration facilities, equipment storage, auto 
storage, manufacturing, container or chassis storage, boat 
repair, bobtail lots, sandblasting, oil production, small 
commercial, auto sales, oil pipelines, miscellaneous storage, 
warehouse, industrial, packing and rubber uses, restaurant, 
and sport fishing 

COLA 3 0 Railroad tracks, vacant sites 
LACFCD 2 0 Pump station 

Private 27 26 

Vacant sites, auto wrecking, sandblasting, rubbish services, 
chassis/container storage, refinery, ship or boat repair, metal 
fabrication, bobtail lots, auto parts, trucking businesses, body 
shops, logistics, petroleum pipelines, and miscellaneous 
storage 

Total 148 26  
1  This column identifies the number of parcels within the boundaries of the 10th Street Alternative. The number 

of parcels is based on information from the Los Angeles County Office of the Assessor Property Assessment 
Information System available at http://maps.assessor.lacounty.gov/GVH_2_2/Index.html?configBase= 
http://maps.assessor.lacounty.gov/Geocortex/Essentials/REST/sites/PAIS/viewers/PAIS_hv/virtualdirectory
/Resources/Config/Default. 

2  The Draft EIR intermixed use of the terms “property” and “parcel.” To address this discrepancy, only parcel 
totals are tabulated for the Final EIR. Also, the revised numbers in this table reflect the modified boundaries 
for this alternative. 

The Draft EIR reported the number of “sites” on Table 3.6-2; “sites” reflected properties or 1 
parcels that may have been under common ownership, or groupings of businesses. The use 2 
of “parcels” in the Revised Table 3.6-2 above is provided in the interest of identifying parcels 3 
using publicly available information. Please refer to Table 10-A on page 10-1 for a comparison 4 
of the original number of sites or properties to the number of parcels associated with the 5 
refined 10th Street Alternative. 6 

http://maps.assessor.lacounty.gov/Geocortex/Essentials/REST/sites/PAIS/viewers/PAIS_hv/virtualdirectory/Resources/Config/Default
http://maps.assessor.lacounty.gov/Geocortex/Essentials/REST/sites/PAIS/viewers/PAIS_hv/virtualdirectory/Resources/Config/Default
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REVISED TABLE 3.6-3 
POTENTIAL PROJECT ACQUISITIONS FOR THE 9TH STREET ALTERNATIVE 

Ownership Number of 
Parcels1, 2 

Number of 
Potential Parcel  

Acquisitions 
Existing Uses 

Ports and 
COLB 79 0 

Railroad tracks, vacant properties, railroad yards, utility 
ROWs, cogeneration facilities, equipment storage, auto 
storage, manufacturing, container or chassis storage, oil 
equipment storage, petrochemical storage, boat repair, 
bobtail lots, sandblasting, oil production, small 
commercial, auto sales, oil pipelines, miscellaneous 
storage, warehouse, and other industrial activities 

COLA 3 0 Railroad tracks, vacant sites 

LACFCD 2 0 Pump station 

Private 27 26 

Vacant sites, auto wrecking, sandblasting, rubbish 
services, chassis/container storage, refinery, ship or boat 
repair, metal fabrication, bobtail lots, auto parts, trucking 
businesses, body shops, logistics, petroleum pipelines, 
and miscellaneous storage 

Total 111 26  
1 The number of parcels is based on information from the Los Angeles County Office of the Assessor Property 

Assessment Information System available at http://maps.assessor.lacounty.gov/GVH_2_2/Index.html? 
configBase=http://maps.assessor.lacounty.gov/Geocortex/Essentials/REST/sites/PAIS/viewers/PAIS_hv/vir
tualdirectory/Resources/Config/Default. 

 2 The Draft EIR intermixed use of the terms “property” and “parcel.” To address this discrepancy, only parcel 
totals are tabulated for the Final EIR. Also, the revised numbers in this table reflect the modified boundaries 
for this alternative. 

The Draft EIR reported the number of “sites” on Table 3.6-3; “sites” reflected properties or 1 
parcels that may have been under common ownership, or groupings of businesses. The use 2 
of “parcels” in the Revised Table 3.6-3 above is provided in the interest of identifying parcels 3 
using publicly available information. Please refer to Table 10-A on page 10-1 for a comparison 4 
of the original number of sites or properties to the number of parcels associated with the 5 
9th Street Alternative. 6 

NEW TABLE 3.9-1 
POTENTIALLY CONTAMINATED SITES IN THE FOOTPRINT OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

No. Site Name and Address Status Type of Project Overseeing Agency 

1 Chico's Auto Wrecking 
914/926 N Farragut Avenue 
Wilmington, CA 90744 

NFA (Closed) – No 
Action Required as 
of 4/24/2009 

Evaluation  Los Angeles RWQCB 
(Region 4) 

2 ACTA Parcel LBX-878 
Anaheim Street 
Wilmington, CA 90744 

Open – Site 
assessment as of 
8/25/2005 

Cleanup Program 
Site 

Los Angeles RWQCB 
(Region 4) 

3 McDonough Property 
1018 North McDonough Avenue 
Wilmington, CA 90744 

EPA as of 
6/30/1999 

Evaluation  EPA 
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NEW TABLE 3.9-1 (CONT’D.) 
POTENTIALLY CONTAMINATED SITES IN THE FOOTPRINT OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

No. Site Name and Address Status Type of Project Overseeing Agency 

4 Proctor & Gamble Mfg. Co. 
1601 7th Street W. 
Long Beach, CA 90813 

Completed – Case 
closed as of 
11/19/1996 

LUST Cleanup 
Site 

Los Angeles RWQCB 
(Region 4) 

5 Russell Truck Company  
1430 11th Street W. 
Long Beach, CA 90813 

Completed – Case 
closed as of 
9/13/1996 

LUST Cleanup 
Site 

Los Angeles RWQCB 
(Region 4) 

6 Port of Long Beach 
1540 W 9th Street 
Long Beach, CA 

Completed – Case 
closed as of 
3/17/2008 

LUST Cleanup 
Site 

Los Angeles RWQCB 
(Region 4) 

7 Trans Harbor 
1130 Santa Fe Avenue 
Long Beach, CA 90813 

Completed – Case 
closed as of 
3/30/1989 

LUST Cleanup 
Site 

Los Angeles RWQCB 
(Region 4) 

8 Long Beach Iron Works Inc. 
2100 Anaheim Street W. 
Long Beach, CA 90813 

Completed – Case 
closed as of 
11/6/1987 

LUST Cleanup 
Site 

Los Angeles RWQCB 
(Region 4) 

9 ACTA Parcel LBX-846 
Foote Avenue  
Wilmington, CA 

Completed – Case 
closed as of 
2/18/2005 

Cleanup Program 
Site 

Los Angeles RWQCB 
(Region 4) 

10 ACTA South - Parcel MY-834 
1025, 1027 and 1033 N Cushing 
Avenue Wilmington, CA 90744 

Completed – Case 
closed as of 
3/26/2004 

Cleanup Program 
Site 

Los Angeles RWQCB 
(Region 4) 

11 Alameda Corridor South End 
Parcel LBX-830 
N/NE Corner of McDonough and 
Southern Avenue 
Wilmington, CA 90744 

Completed – Case 
closed as of 
8/20/2003 

Cleanup Program 
Site 

Los Angeles RWQCB 
(Region 4) 

12 ACTA South - Parcel LBX-826 
1001 McDonough 
Wilmington, CA 90744 

Completed – Case 
closed as of 
1/13/2003 

Cleanup Program 
Site 

Los Angeles RWQCB 
(Region 4) 

13 ACTA South - Parcel SE-383 & 
SE-496 
Northeast Corner of E. Grand Street 
Wilmington, CA 90744 

Completed – Case 
closed as of 
5/14/2003 

Cleanup Program 
Site 

Los Angeles RWQCB 
(Region 4) 

14 ACTA South - Parcel SE-382 
Northeast Corner of E. Grand Street 
Wilmington, CA 90744 

Completed – Case 
closed as of 
5/15/2003 

Cleanup Program 
Site 

Los Angeles RWQCB 
(Region 4) 

15 ACTA Parcel LBX-848 
1017 Foote Avenue 
Wilmington, CA 

Completed – Case 
closed as of 
8/20/2004 

Cleanup Program 
Site 

Los Angeles RWQCB 
(Region 4) 

16 ACTA South - Parcel LBX837 
1017 Foote Avenue 
Wilmington, CA 90744 

Completed – Case 
closed as of 
9/13/2003 

Cleanup Program 
Site 

Los Angeles RWQCB 
(Region 4) 

17 ACTA South - Parcel MY-836 
1015 North Cushing Avenue 
Wilmington, CA 90744 

Completed – Case 
closed as of 
2/3/2003 

Cleanup Program 
Site 

Los Angeles RWQCB 
(Region 4) 

18 ACTA South - Parcel MY-835 
1015 Cushing Avenue 
Wilmington, CA 90744 

Completed – Case 
closed as of 
1/24/2003 

Cleanup Program 
Site 

Los Angeles RWQCB 
(Region 4) 
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NEW TABLE 3.9-1 (CONT’D.) 
POTENTIALLY CONTAMINATED SITES IN THE FOOTPRINT OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

No. Site Name and Address Status Type of Project Overseeing Agency 

19 ACTA Parcel LBX-880 
Southern Pacific Drive  
Wilmington, CA 

Completed – Case 
closed as of 
6/25/2004 

Cleanup Program 
Site  

Los Angeles RWQCB 
(Region 4) 

20 ACTA Parcel MY-1518 
934 N. Farragut Avenue 
Wilmington, CA 

Completed – Case 
closed as of 
3/15/2005 

Cleanup Program 
Site 

Los Angeles RWQCB 
(Region 4) 

21 ACTA Parcel MY-869 
938 Farragut Avenue N 
Wilmington, CA 90744 

Completed – Case 
closed as of 
2/24/2003 

Cleanup Program 
Site  

Los Angeles RWQCB 
(Region 4) 

22 Long Beach Leads Extension 
Parcels LBX/MY-851 & LBX/SE-
853 
914 Farragut Avenue N 
Wilmington, CA 90744 

Historical – WDR 
as of 10/19/2011 
(WDR terminated 
10/1/2014) 

WDR Site  Los Angeles RWQCB 
(Region 4) 

23 ACTA Parcel MY-1502 
1037 North Foote Avenue 
Wilmington, CA 

Completed – Case 
closed as of 
2/29/2008 

Cleanup Program 
Site  

Los Angeles RWQCB 
(Region 4) 

24 ACTA South – Parcel MY-1504  
1041 Foote Avenue North  
Wilmington, CA 90744 

Completed – Case 
closed as of 
2/24/2003 

Cleanup Program 
Site  

Los Angeles RWQCB 
(Region 4) 

25 ACTA Parcel MY-1506 
1029 Foote Avenue  
Wilmington, CA 

Completed – Case 
closed as of 
12/2/2004 

Cleanup Program 
Site  

Los Angeles RWQCB 
(Region 4) 

26 ACTA Parcel MY-1507 
1021 Foote Avenue  
Wilmington, CA 

Completed – Case 
closed as of 
12/2/2004 

Cleanup Program 
Site  

Los Angeles RWQCB 
(Region 4) 

27 ACTA South – Parcel MY-1508 
1020 Foote Avenue North  
Wilmington, CA 90744 

Completed – Case 
closed as of 
2/24/2003 

Cleanup Program 
Site  

Los Angeles RWQCB 
(Region 4) 

28 ACTA South – Parcel MY-832 
1037 Cushing Avenue  
Wilmington, CA 90744 

Completed – Case 
closed as of 
1/24/2003 

Cleanup Program 
Site  

Los Angeles RWQCB 
(Region 4) 

29 ACTA South – Parcel MY-832 
1041 Cushing Avenue  
Wilmington, CA 90744 

Completed – Case 
closed as of 
1/24/2003 

Cleanup Program 
Site  

Los Angeles RWQCB 
(Region 4) 

30 ACTA Parcel MY-1501 
1040-1044 Cushing Avenue 
Wilmington, VA 

Completed – Case 
closed as of 
1/5/2005 

Cleanup Program 
Site  

Los Angeles RWQCB 
(Region 4) 

31 Alameda Corridor South End 
Parcel LBX-830 
N/NE Corner of McDonough & 
Southern Avenue  
Wilmington, CA 90744 

Completed – Case 
closed as of 
8/20/2003 

Cleanup Program 
Site 

Los Angeles RWQCB 
(Region 4) 

32 ACTA South – Parcel LBX-829 
1020 McDonough  
Wilmington, CA 90744 

Completed – Case 
closed as of 
1/23/2003 

Cleanup Program 
Site  

Los Angeles RWQCB 
(Region 4) 
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NEW TABLE 3.9-1 (CONT’D.) 
POTENTIALLY CONTAMINATED SITES IN THE FOOTPRINT OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

No. Site Name and Address Status Type of Project Overseeing Agency 

33 ACTA South – Parcel LBX-828 
1022 McDonough 
Wilmington, CA 90744 

Completed – Case 
closed as of 
1/23/2003 

Cleanup Program 
Site  

Los Angeles RWQCB 
(Region 4) 

34 ACTA South – Parcel LBX-827 
1026 McDonough 
Wilmington, CA 90744 

Completed – Case 
closed as of 
1/23/2003 

Cleanup Program 
Site  

Los Angeles RWQCB 
(Region 4) 

35 ACTA South – Parcel LBX-825 
1027 McDonough 
Wilmington, CA 90744 

Open – 
Assessment & 
Interim Remedial 
Action as of 
7/15/2014 

Cleanup Program 
Site  

Los Angeles RWQCB 
(Region 4) 

36 ACTA South – Parcel SE/LBX-820 
1027 McDonough Avenue 
Wilmington, CA 90744 

Completed – Case 
closed as of 
1/8/2003 

Cleanup Program 
Site  

Los Angeles RWQCB 
(Region 4) 

37 ACTA South – Parcel SE-823 
Grand Street & McDonough 
Avenue 
Wilmington, CA 90744 

Completed – Case 
closed as of 
1/10/2003 

Cleanup Program 
Site  

Los Angeles RWQCB 
(Region 4) 

DTSC Chatsworth  Department of Toxic Substances Control, Chatsworth Regional Office 
Los Angeles RWQCB California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region 
LUST Leaking Underground Storage Tank 
MGP manufactured gas plant 
EPA United States Environmental Protection Agency 

10.4 REVISED FIGURES 1 

The following revised figures are added to the Draft EIR for the proposed On-Dock Rail 2 
Support Facility:  3 

TABLE 10-9 
REVISED FIGURES 

Figure 

Found on 
Draft EIR 

Page 

Draft 
EIR 

Section Reason for Revision or Addition 

See Revised 
Figure on 

Page 

ES-1 ES-4 ES.3 This figure was revised to correct street names (Anaheim 
Street and 7th Street) 10-23 

1.7-2 1-20 1.7.2 This figure was revised to correct street names (Anaheim 
Street and 7th Street). 10-23 

1.7-3 1-21 1.7.2 This figure was revised to depict refinement of boundaries of 
the proposed Project (12th Street Alternative). 10-24 

1.8-1 1-27 1.8.2 
This figure was revised to remove the West Yard Layover and 
Fueling Area for the proposed Project (12th Street 
Alternative). 

10-25 

1.8-8 1-36 1.8.2 This figure was revised to correct information in Phase 3 of 
construction of the proposed Project (12th Street Alternative). 10-27 
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TABLE 10-9 (CONT’D.) 
REVISED FIGURES 

Figure 

Found on 
Draft EIR 

Page 

Draft 
EIR 

Section Reason for Revision or Addition 

See Revised 
Figure on 

Page 

1.8-9 1-41 1.8.3 This figure was revised to remove the West Yard Layover and 
Fueling Area for the 10th Street Alternative. 10-29 

1.8-11 1-45 1.8.4 This figure was revised to remove the West Yard Layover and 
Fueling Area for the 9th Street Alternative. 10-31 

2.1-1 2-9 2.1.2 
This figure was revised to show the new Number 5 project, 
all other projects were renumbered for a total of 38 projects 
(instead of 37). 

10-33 

3.3-3 3.3-9 3.3.1.3 This figure was revised to depict refinement of the Project 
footprint for the proposed Project (12th Street Alternative). 10-35 

3.5-6 3.5-35 3.5.2.4 This figure was revised to depict refinement of the Project 
footprint for the proposed Project (10th Street Alternative). 10-36 

3.6-1 3.6-2 3.6.1.3 This figure was revised to depict refinement of the Project 
footprint for the proposed Project (12th Street Alternative). 10-37 

3.6-5 3.6-19 3.6.4.1 
This figure was revised to depict refinement of the boundaries 
of the proposed Project (12th Street Alternative) using a 
background showing parcels. 

10-39 

3.6-6 3.6-23 3.6.4.2 
This figure was revised to depict refinement of the boundaries 
of the 10th Street Alternative using a background showing 
parcels. 

10-41 

3.6-7 3.6-27 3.6.4.3 
This figure was revised to depict refinement of the boundaries 
of the 9th Street Alternative using a background showing 
parcels. 

10-43 

3.7-1 3.7-2 3.7.1.2 This figure was revised to depict refinement of the proposed 
Project boundaries. 10-45 

3.8-3 3.8-7 3.8.1.4 This figure was revised to depict refinement of the proposed 
Project boundaries. 10-46 

3.9-1 3.9-3 3.9.1.2 This figure was revised to depict refinement of the proposed 
Project boundaries. 10-47 

3.9-2 3.9-15 3.9.2.3 This figure was revised to depict refinement of the proposed 
Project boundaries. 10-48 

3.10-2 3.10-9 3.10.4.2 This figure was revised to depict refinement of the proposed 
Project boundaries. 10-49 

3.10-3 3.10-10 3.10.4.2 This figure was revised to depict refinement of the proposed 
Project boundaries. 10-50 
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Revised Figure ES-1 and Revised Figure 1.7-2 2 
Project Vicinity Map 3 
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 1 

Revised Figure 1.7-3 2 
Pier B On-Dock Rail Support Facility Project Location Map with Approximate Project Boundaries 3 
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 1 

Revised Figure 1.8-1 2 
Pier B On-Dock Rail Support Facility, 12th Street Alternative (Proposed Project) 3 
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Revised Figure 1.8-8 2 
Estimated Phase 3 Construction for the Pier B On-Dock Rail Support Facility,12th Street Alternative (Proposed Project) 3 
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Revised Figure 1.8-9 2 
Pier B On-Dock Rail Support Facility, 10th Street Alternative 3 
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Revised Figure 1.8-11 2 
Pier B On-Dock Rail Support Facility, 9th Street Alternative 3 
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 1 

Source: Parsons 2 

Revised Figure 2.1-1 3 
Map of Related Projects  4 



Chapter 10 
Modifications to the Draft EIR  Port of Long Beach 

January 2018 10-34 Pier B On-Dock Rail Support Facility Project 

This page intentionally left blank. 1 



 Chapter 10 
Port of Long Beach Modifications to the Draft EIR 

Pier B On-Dock Rail Support Facility Project 10-35 January 2018 

 1 

Revised Figure 3.3-3 2 
Project Area Floodplains 3 
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 1 

Revised Figure 3.5-6 2 
Roadway Network Changes (10th Street Alternative) 3 
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Revised Figure 3.6-1 2 
The Proposed Project’s Relationship to City of Long Beach and City of Los Angeles Boundaries  3 
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Revised Figure 3.6-5 2 
Potential Acquisitions for the Proposed Project (12th Street Alternative) 3 
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Revised Figure 3.6-6 2 
Potential Acquisitions for the Proposed Project (10th Street Alternative)  3 
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Revised Figure 3.6-7 2 
Potential Acquisitions for the Proposed Project (9th Street Alternative)   3 
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Revised Figure 3.7-1 2 
Location of Public Services for the Pier B On-Dock Rail Support Facility Project 3 
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Revised Figure 3.8-3 2 
Noise Measurements/Receptor Location 3 
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Source: modified from DYA, 2011; DOGGR, 2017  2 

Revised Figure 3.9-1 3 
Oil Production Facilities within the Pier B On-Dock Rail Support Facility Project Site 4 
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Source: modified from DYA, 2011  2 

Revised Figure 3.9-2 3 
Hazardous Materials or Waste Facilities in the Vicinity of the Pier B On-Dock Rail Support Facility Project Site 4 
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Source: ESRI, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, i-cubed, USDA, USGS, AEX, Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP, swisstopo, 2 
and the GIS user Community.  3 

Revised Figure 3.10-2 4 
Distribution of Minority Population in the Proposed Project Area of Influence  5 
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 1 

Source: ESRI, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, i-cubed, USDA, USGS, AEX, Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP, swisstopo,  2 
and the GIS user Community.  3 

Revised Figure 3.10-3 4 
Distribution of Low-Income Population in the Proposed Project Area of Influence 5 
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CHAPTER 11 1 
RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 2 

This section provides responses to comments received on the Draft Environmental Impact 3 
Report (EIR) for the Pier B On-Dock Rail Support Facility, which was released to the public 4 
on December 16, 2016. Responses to letters and e-mail messages received and oral 5 
testimony at public and hearings are included in this section. 6 

11.1 PUBLIC COMMENT PROCESS 7 

Following the December 16, 2016, release of the Draft EIR, the Port held three public hearings 8 
to provide the public with an opportunity to comment on and present evidence relating to the 9 
proposed Project and the Draft EIR. The public meetings for the Draft Pier B On-Dock Support 10 
Facility Project were held on the following dates at the locations indicated: 11 

• January 11, 2017, at Silverado Park, 1545 W. 31st Street, Long Beach 12 

• January 18, 2017, at Port of Long Beach Administration Offices, 4801 Airport Plaza Drive, 13 
Long Beach 14 

• February 15, 2017, at Tepechi Birrireria Restaurant, 1430 Santa Fe Avenue, Long Beach 15 

The Draft EIR for the proposed Project was also made available for review at several locations 16 
accessible to the general public, including the Port’s website at www.polb.com/ceqa, the Port 17 
of Long Beach Interim Administration Offices, Long Beach City Clerk Office, Long Beach Main 18 
Library, San Pedro Regional Branch Library, and Wilmington Branch Library. 19 

11.2 COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR 20 

11.2.1 Written Comments 21 

The public review period for the Draft EIR concluded on March 13, 2017. The Port of Long 22 
Beach (POLB) received written comment letters or e-mail messages from 48 governmental 23 
agencies, organizations, and members of the public. In addition, a petition circulated by the 24 
Westside Project Area Council was submitted during the public comment period.  25 

Table 11.2-1 presents a list of the State Government, Regional Agencies, Local Agencies, 26 
Community Groups, Industry and Business Groups, and Individuals who submitted written 27 
comments. Each commenter is assigned a letter code based on the name of the commenter 28 
or affiliation (e.g., California Air Resources Board is given the letter code “CARB”). An 29 
abbreviation for the business name is used if the business is represented by a law firm. The 30 
individual comments are annotated in the margin of each letter using the commenter’s code 31 
and consecutive numbering (e.g., CARB-1, CARB-2).  32 

http://www.polb.com/ceqa
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TABLE 11.2-1  
WRITTEN COMMENTS RECEIVED  

ON THE PIER B ON-DOCK RAIL SUPPORT FACILITY DRAFT EIR 

No. Individual/Organization Comment Codes Date 

State Government 
1 California Air Resources Board CARB-1 to CARB-16 3/13/2017 
2 California Department of Toxic Substances Control DTSC-1 to DTSC-5 2/14/2017 
3 California Department of Transportation CADOT-1 and CADOT-2 2/14/2017 
4 California Transportation Commission CATC-1 to CATC-3 2/7/2017 

Regional Government 
5 South Coast Air Quality Management District AQMD-1 to AQMD-10 3/13/2017 

Local Government 
6 City of Inglewood COI-1 3/6/2017 
7 Los Angeles Department of Water & Power LADWP-1 and LADWP -2 1/25/2017 
8 Los Angeles County Public Works LACPW-1 and LACPW-2 1/25/2017 
9 Long Beach Board of Health and Human Services LBBHHS-1 to LBBHHS-3  1/25/2017 

Community Groups 

10 Church of the Good Shepherd, Arcadia, CA CGS-1 12/22/2017 

11 Citizens Coalition for a Safe Community CCSC-1 to CCSC-41 3/13/17 
12 Gabrieleno Band of Mission Indians - Kizh Nation GBMI-1 to GBMI-4 (undated) 
13 Natural Resources Defense Council NRDC-1 and NRDC-2 1/2/2017 
14 Sierra Club, Angeles Chapter SCAC-1 to SCAC-11 3/13/2017 
15 Sierra Club, Long Beach Area Group SCLB-1 to SCLB-3 1/18/2017 
16 Wilmington Neighborhood Council WNC-1 and WNC-2 3/13/2017 

Industry and Business Groups 

17 Allied Packing and Rubber, Inc. APR-1 to APR-10 
1/20/2017 
2/14/2017 
3/13/2017 

18 Berns Bros., Inc. BBI-1 to BBI-3 3/13/2017 
19 Berth 55 Landing of Long Beach, Inc. B55-1 to B55-5 3/13/2017 
20 Chemoil Terminals Corporation CTC-1 to CTC-7 2/8/2017 
21 Golden Star Restaurants GSR-1 to GCR-7 3/13/2017 
22 Harbor Trucking Association HTA-1 3/13/2017 
23 HJ Baker HJB-1 to HJB-3 3/7/2017 
24 LAN Logistics, Inc. LLI-1 to LLI -30 3/13/2017 
25 Magnolia Industrial Group, Inc. MIG-1 to MIG-9 3/13/2017 
26 Marisa Foods MF-1 to MF-7 3/13/2017 
27 Pacific Maritime Shipping Association PMSA-1  3/13/2017 
28 Phillips Steel Company PSC-1 to PSC-11 3/3/2017 
29 Southern California Edison SCE-1 to SCE-4 3/13/2017 
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TABLE 11.2-1 (CONT’D)  
WRITTEN COMMENTS RECEIVED  

ON THE PIER B ON-DOCK RAIL SUPPORT FACILITY DRAFT EIR 

No. Individual/Organization Comment Codes Date 

30 Spun Products, MLZ, Inc. SP-1 to SP-5 3/10/2017 
31 SRM Corporation SRM-1 to SRM-9 3/13/2017 
32 Superior Electrical Advertising SEA-1 to SEA-21 2/28/2017 
33 Teamsters Local Union No. 848 T848-1 2/14/2017 
34 Tesoro SoCal Pipeline Company, LLC  TSPC-1 to TSPC-9 3/13/2017 
35 Trans Harbor, Inc., Trans Harbor Investments, Inc.  TH-1 and TH-2 2/1/2017 
36 Westside Project Area Council WPAC-1 to WPAC-15 2/14/2017 
37 Wilmington Chamber of Commerce  WCC-1 to WCC-12 3/13/2017 

Individuals 
38 Wilson Trust WT-1 to WT-11 3/13/2017 
39 Lynette Ferenczy LF-1 to LF-6 2/13/2017 
40 Thomas Gillilan TG-1 1/9/2017 
41 Kat Janowicz KJ-1 1/18/2017 
42 David Kelly DK-1 1/30/2017 
43 Mike Laquatra ML-1 to ML-4 2/13/2017 
44 Russ McCurdy RM-1 and RM-2 2/13/2017 
45 Colleen McDonald CM-1 to CM-6 3/13/2017 
46 Robert Rodine RR-1 and RR-2 1/12/2017 
47 Staci Schwartz SS-1 1/4/2017 
48 Adam Wolven AW-1 to AW-4 3/13/2017 

11.2.2 Master Responses to Key Topics Identified in Comments Received  1 

The following section provides responses to issues that were frequently brought up in the 2 
comments on the Draft EIR. To avoid redundancies and repetitions, comprehensive 3 
responses to these most frequently raised issues are presented in this section as Master 4 
Responses. The Master Responses address the following key topics identified in the 5 
comments received on the Draft EIR: 6 

• Property Acquisition, Compensation, and Relocation 7 

• Electrification of Alameda Corridor and Zero Emission Locomotives 8 

• Noise and Vibration Associated with Trains 9 

• California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Notification 10 

• Community Grants Program (CGP) 11 

• Street Closures, Access to Downtown Long Beach, and Public Services Access 12 
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Master Response – Property Acquisition, Compensation, and Relocation 1 

The CEQA EIR process is only the initial step in the planning process. Final Project design 2 
and construction, or “moving of dirt” for the Project would not occur unless and until the Final 3 
EIR is certified, the Project is approved by the Board of Harbor Commissioners (BHC), and all 4 
of the other necessary steps to acquire the necessary property area are taken. Preparation 5 
and approval of relocation plans and the property acquisition process would be conducted in 6 
accordance with all applicable statutes and regulations, including California property 7 
acquisition laws and requirements. 8 

The Port cannot even begin to consider whether or not it wishes to undertake property 9 
acquisitions for the Project until it clears these preliminary hurdles: (1) the Port completes the 10 
CEQA environmental review process by certifying the Final EIR for the Project; (2) the Port 11 
approves the Project (including selection of one of the alternatives under consideration) and 12 
the other necessary steps required prior considering whether to acquire property; and (3) the 13 
Port has funding available to purchase property for the Project. In cases involving publicly 14 
owned properties, the Port also would need to enter into interagency cooperation agreements. 15 
These actions are described in Section 3.6 of the Draft EIR. 16 

Only after the three preliminary steps described above have been completed would the Port 17 
begin the processes necessary to consider whether or not to move forward to acquire property 18 
for the Project. If property is proposed for acquisition, the owner would receive a written notice 19 
of the acquiring agency’s interest. The acquiring agency would hire a professional appraiser 20 
to determine the property’s value. The owner would be given an opportunity to accompany 21 
the appraiser on his or her inspection and advise the appraiser of property fixtures or other 22 
features the owner believes are important to determining a fair value. The appraiser would 23 
deliver a written appraisal report to the acquiring agency. The value expressed would be the 24 
“fair market value.” If less than the entire property is being considered for acquisition, the 25 
appraiser would determine not only the value of what is being sought, but also any damage 26 
to the remainder of the property from the “severance” of the “part taken.”  27 

Once the appraisal is completed, the acquiring agency would provide the owner with a written 28 
offer to purchase for the full amount of the appraisal. The offer would include a summary of 29 
the pertinent data relied on by the appraiser to determine value, including the value date, 30 
description of the property taken and any remainder, improvements included, and the 31 
comparable sales, income and expense presumptions, and capitalization rates, etc. the 32 
appraiser used to prepare the report. If the owner disagrees with the appraisal and wishes to 33 
hire a different appraiser, the owner can do so, and may apply to the acquiring agency for 34 
reimbursement of its cost, up to $5,000. 35 

The Port would make every reasonable effort to acquire the property by negotiated purchase. 36 
It would review any appraisal or other information the owners present and would negotiate in 37 
good faith to reach a fair price, based on the market and indications of value from the 38 
appraisal(s). Most acquisitions for public projects occur by agreed negotiated sale.  39 

Qualifying displaced businesses would also receive relocation assistance in accordance with 40 
applicable relocation regulations. This could include help in finding a relocation site, 41 
reimbursement for moving expenses, and reimbursements for other transition costs. 42 

Only if negotiations fail would the Port consider using eminent domain to acquire the property 43 
within its jurisdiction. To do so, the BHC would first formally authorize the action through a 44 
“resolution of necessity.” This type of resolution may only be adopted after a duly noticed 45 
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public hearing and after findings have been made that the public interest requires the project, 1 
the project is planned in a manner to create the greatest public good and least private injury, 2 
and the property is necessary for the project. The owner would receive written notice of the 3 
hearing and have an opportunity to be heard. 4 

If the resolution passes by a vote of at least two-thirds of the members of the governing body, 5 
the Port, as an acquiring agency, could file an eminent domain lawsuit in superior court to 6 
acquire the property. It would name as parties all record owners of the property, including 7 
lienholders. The court would determine whether the acquiring agency has the right to acquire 8 
the property and, if so, determine its value (called “just compensation”). The owner would be 9 
entitled to a jury determination of just compensation. If the acquiring agency is entitled to 10 
acquire the property by eminent domain, title to the property would pass by court order after 11 
the “just compensation” is paid.  12 

For those affected properties owned by the Port and leased to tenants, the individual terms and 13 
conditions of each tenant’s agreement with the Port would govern. Discussion and negotiation 14 
between the affected businesses and the Port would take place long before any scheduled 15 
construction of the proposed Project, with sufficient lead time for the affected business to plan 16 
for relocation or other arrangements to minimize adverse economic effects. This process 17 
typically occurs during the final design phase, when more detailed engineering is available.  18 

Property relocation plans would be developed on an individual parcel basis to address 19 
potential displacement issues, or identify potential relocation resources and describe 20 
relocations planning procedures. Due to the extent of time required for planning and 21 
engineering studies, development of construction plans, right-of-way (ROW) mapping, or 22 
decisions regarding possible acquisitions of privately held interests, it is difficult to predict 23 
future availability of relocation sites, if businesses will relocate into existing structures, or if 24 
relocations will require new construction. The Port would work closely with its individual 25 
tenants in advance of scheduled construction in accordance with Title 25, California Code of 26 
Regulations (CCR) Section 6038, or any federal counterpart regulation as necessary. 27 

Should it be ultimately determined that is necessary to acquire private property or property 28 
interests, private property owners would be compensated in accordance with applicable State 29 
or federal eminent domain and relocation laws and regulations. Under such laws, property 30 
owners of acquired property would be compensated at fair market value for their property, 31 
based on its highest and best use.  32 

Master Response – Electrification of Alameda Corridor and Zero Emission Locomotives 33 

A number of comments expressed views that electrification of the Alameda Corridor should 34 
be considered in the EIR and that electric or zero emission locomotives should be used as 35 
mitigation for the Pier B On-Dock Rail Support Facility Project.  36 

Electrification of the Alameda Corridor is outside the scope of the proposed Project. The 37 
application of zero emission technologies to rail locomotive operations within and beyond Port 38 
boundaries is extremely complex. Zero emission technologies for rail operations face 39 
implementation challenges due to the need for additional infrastructure and limitations to the 40 
Port’s authority as it pertains to rail operations, specifically line haul rail operations. Federal 41 
law specifically precludes government agencies such as the State and the Port from imposing 42 
requirements that interfere with private rail operations (see, e.g., 49 United States Code 43 
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[U.S.C.] § 10101 et seq.). Moreover, the Alameda Corridor Use and Operating Agreement 1 
specifically prohibits the Ports from unilaterally mandating rail electrification. Specifically, in 2 
Section 2.2(c), the Agreement provides “Neither POLA [Port of Los Angeles], POLB, nor 3 
ACTA [Alameda Corridor Transportation Authority] will require the Railroads to operate 4 
Through Trains powered by electric locomotives on the Rail Corridor unless the Railroads 5 
voluntarily agree thereto, provided however, if electrification is otherwise required, such 6 
requirements shall not be a basis on which any party may terminate this Agreement, but if 7 
legally permissible, a Railroad may satisfy the requirement to use electric powered 8 
locomotives by using locomotives powered by an alternative energy source acceptable to the 9 
appropriate government entities” (page 15). As a result, any steps towards electrification in 10 
the future would have to be jointly agreed upon by the railroads. To date, the railroads have 11 
not agreed to electrification. The Port does not have the authority to implement emission 12 
control measures on line haul engines operated by Burlington Northern Santa Fe (BNSF) and 13 
Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR), which are separate entities not under control of the Port. 14 
Furthermore, electrification of the rail system or use of zero emission locomotives would need 15 
to be implemented on a larger scale, rather than in connection with a single rail yard, such as 16 
the Pier B On-Dock Rail Support Facility.  17 

Under CEQA, an EIR must describe feasible mitigation measures that could minimize the 18 
project’s significant impacts. Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(a)(1), an EIR need not 19 
identify and discuss or analyze in detail mitigation measures that are infeasible. According to 20 
the CEQA Guidelines Section 15364, “feasible” means “capable of being accomplished in a 21 
successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, 22 
environmental, legal, social, and technological factors.” 23 

While zero emissions technologies are promising, no zero emission switching locomotives 24 
have yet been proven to be feasible in port operations nor have yet been fully commercialized. 25 
The California Air Resources Board (CARB) prepared Technology Assessment: Freight 26 
Locomotives (CARB, 2016c), which considered potential advanced locomotive technologies 27 
that could, at some point, operate on the existing rail network with emissions below the current 28 
national Tier 4 emission levels. The Technology Assessment outlined the numerous 29 
technological, costs, legal, and logistical constraints that render zero emission rail operations 30 
infeasible. As previously mentioned, electrification of the rail system or use of zero emission 31 
locomotives would need to be implemented on a larger scale. In the Technical Assessment, 32 
CARB acknowledges several significant challenges associated with freight electrification, 33 
which includes capital costs upwards of $50 million or more per route-mile, further indicating 34 
that with up to 500 miles of total major rail route in and around the South Coast Air Basin 35 
(SCAB), the total capital costs could be up to $25 billion or more. In addition, CARB also found 36 
that a basin-specific rail electrification system has the potential to create delays in operations. 37 
As an example, CARB states that an all-electric operation in the SCAB would need to change 38 
locomotives at an exchange point to connect to the North America diesel-electric freight rail 39 
system for the remainder of the trip. Another significant challenge is the need to build a 40 
substantial electricity-generating system. According to CARB, UPRR and BNSF generate up 41 
to 400,000 locomotive megawatt-hours (MWh) or more of electricity in the SCAB. By 2050, 42 
up to one million MWh would be needed by UPRR and BNSF to operate in the SCAB. A 43 
significant level of electric power infrastructure would be needed to meet the electricity 44 
demands of heavy hauling freight rail operations in the SCAB and in the rest of California. 45 

Therefore, based on the assessment, CARB recommended dual paths for locomotive 46 
technology deployment. One path would be to seek significant criteria and toxic pollutant 47 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/BNSF_Railway
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reductions beyond Tier 4 in the near to mid-term with after-treatment technologies, augmented 1 
with on-board batteries. The second path would be to develop zero-emission track mile or 2 
zero-emission locomotive technologies needed in the mid- to long-term (2025 -2050). As 3 
such, it is considered infeasible to require that zero emission locomotives be used as 4 
mitigation for the proposed Project. 5 

The current Pacific Harbor Line (PHL) operating agreement is set to expire at the end of 2024. 6 
If the proposed Project is approved, the Port would negotiate with the short-haul switching 7 
operator to incorporate into subsequent operating agreements requirements to participate in 8 
demonstration of and/or implement a new technology if one is determined to be feasible in 9 
terms of cost, and technical and operational feasibility.  10 

PHL, which provides short-haul rail transportation services for the POLB and the POLA, will 11 
primarily operate the proposed Pier B On-Dock Rail Support Facility. PHL has been a partner 12 
with the Ports in demonstrating several technologies, including liquefied natural gas (LNG)-13 
powered and hybrid-electric locomotives. PHL has been recognized as one of the cleanest 14 
locomotive fleets in North America as a result of converting its fleet to clean diesel locomotives 15 
that achieve “Tier 3-plus” ultra-low emission standards. The Tier 3-plus engines emit 85 16 
percent less diesel particulate matter (DPM) and 38 percent less nitrogen oxides (NOX) 17 
emissions compared to the Tier 2 locomotive engines they replaced. To upgrade the 18 
locomotives, the Port extended PHL’s operating agreement term for PHL to commit to use the 19 
ultra-low emission locomotives in the San Pedro Bay Ports (SPBP) through 2024. In March 20 
2017, PHL began a demonstration of a locomotive developed by Progress Rail that is 21 
expected to meet United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Tier 4 emission 22 
standards.  23 

Through the Ports’ Technology Advancement Program (TAP), PHL is partnering with VeRail 24 
Technologies (VeRail) in the development and demonstration of a locomotive that combines 25 
near-zero emission engines with on-board high-capacity storage for compressed natural gas 26 
(CNG) and backup diesel-fueled generator sets (gen-sets) that would only be used for peak 27 
power needs and as a safety backup. The VeRail near-zero emissions locomotive would be 28 
the first locomotive to meet the CARB Tier 4-plus and near-zero emission levels for switcher 29 
locomotives. The CARB Tier 4-plus standards achieve a 70-percent reduction below current 30 
EPA switcher locomotive engine standards for NOX and particulate matter (PM). The VeRail 31 
locomotive will be required to conduct extensive emissions testing, as well as validation and 32 
durability testing to ensure the locomotive’s design. The locomotive will be demonstrated in 33 
PHL’s day-to-day operations for a period of 1 year to further validate its in-use performance, 34 
durability, and reliability.  35 

Recently, VeRail began exploring the design of utilizing batteries instead of the diesel 36 
generator-sets that would allow the locomotive to operate in full zero-emissions. Based on 37 
VeRail’s estimates, the batteries could power the switching locomotive in zero emissions 38 
mode for more than 8 hours before requiring a recharge. Should the batteries last for less 39 
than a full shift, the locomotive could operate as a fully functional near-zero natural gas 40 
locomotive. 41 

As a special condition of the proposed Project, the Port would conduct a periodic technology 42 
review every 5 years following the project approval date. New air quality technological 43 
advancements are subject to consideration by the Port on the basis of operational feasibility, 44 
technical feasibility, and cost effectiveness/financial feasibility. 45 
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Master Response – Noise and Vibration Associated with Trains 1 

A number of comments were received concerning train horns (or whistles) and rail yard 2 
operational noise. The noise and vibration analyses in the Draft EIR were performed consistent 3 
with industry standards and in accordance with CEQA requirements. The area of influence 4 
evaluated for the noise analysis included areas adjacent to the Project boundaries in both the 5 
City of Long Beach (COLB) and the City of Los Angeles (COLA), as well as the Alameda 6 
Corridor, focusing on sensitive receptors that might be affected by noise from the proposed 7 
Project (e.g., nearby residential units or schools). Section 3.8.2.2 of the Draft EIR describes 8 
the methods used to assess noise and vibration from the proposed Project. Vibration impacts 9 
were analyzed based on assessment procedures stated in the Federal Transit Administration 10 
(FTA) Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment Guidelines (FTA, 2006) rather than the COLB 11 
criteria because the FTA criteria are more stringent and specific to rail projects such as the 12 
Pier B On-Dock Rail Support Facility Project. Based on the analysis, no vibration impacts 13 
associated with construction or operation of the proposed Project have been identified.  14 

The Draft EIR findings indicate that there are no significant noise or vibration impacts 15 
associated with construction or operation of the proposed Project.  16 

Sources of noise would include construction activities, increased train transport of cargo, and 17 
proposed changes in vehicular traffic on local streets in the vicinity of the Project. With the 18 
closing of the 9th Street at-grade crossing as part of the Project, there would be no at-grade 19 
crossings at the Pier B On-Dock Rail Support Facility. Major operational noise sources 20 
associated with the proposed Project would include train movements within the rail yard (i.e., 21 
low-speed light engine locomotive moves, wheel/rail noise from container car sets, coupler 22 
engaging/de-coupling), vehicular traffic traveling on adjacent streets, and additional trains 23 
from the proposed Project after they leave the Pier B Rail Yard. 24 

As a safety measure, the sounding of locomotive horns is mandated by the Federal Railroad 25 
Administration (FRA) in advance of all public highway-rail crossings and when railroad 26 
workers are within the rail ROW for construction and maintenance activities. As part of the 27 
proposed Project, the 9th Street at-grade crossing would be closed to accommodate 28 
expansion of the rail yard at the eastern edge of the Project.  29 

Therefore, the locomotive horn sounding that currently occurs at the 9th Street at-grade 30 
crossing would be eliminated with the Project. Trains leaving the Pier B Rail Yard destined for 31 
the Alameda Corridor travel on tracks that do not have intervening at-grade crossings. 32 
Therefore, no horn soundings at such crossings would occur from the yard to the Alameda 33 
Corridor. As a further safety measure, federal regulations also require the locomotive 34 
engineers to sound the horn to warn railroad maintenance employees or contractors working 35 
on the tracks of an approaching train or locomotive. If a railroad or individual engineer fails to 36 
sound the locomotive horn, they are potentially subject to enforcement action by the FRA.  37 

Master Response – CEQA Notification 38 

Several comments were received concerning a perceived lack of notification and an 39 
unreasonably short public review period.  40 

Section 15105 of State CEQA Guidelines requires that the review period for a Draft EIR 41 
submitted to the State Clearinghouse shall not be less than 45 days; the POLB exceeded this 42 
requirement by initially establishing a 60-day public review period. The Notice of Completion, 43 



Chapter 11 
Port of Long Beach Responses to Comments 
 

Pier B On-Dock Rail Support Facility Project 11-9 January 2018 

Availability, Comment Period, and Public Meeting for the Pier B On-Dock Rail Support Facility 1 
Project Draft EIR/Application Summary Report was released to the public on December 16, 2 
2016, with a 60-day public review period originally scheduled to end on February 13, 2017. 3 
The Draft EIR for the proposed Project was made available for public review at various 4 
libraries in the Cities of Long Beach, San Pedro, and Wilmington and is available in electronic 5 
format on the Port’s website at www.polb.com/ceqa. 6 

On January 26, 2017, after learning that certain persons did not receive the initial notice, the 7 
Port released an Amended Notice of Completion, Availability, Comment Period, and Public 8 
Meeting for the Pier B On-Dock Rail Support Facility Project Draft EIR/Application Summary 9 
Report. The POLB further exceeded the requirement by subsequently extending this review 10 
to 90 days; the public review period ended on March 13, 2017. The notices were also 11 
published in the local newspaper, The Press-Telegram, on December 15, 2016, and January 12 
8, January 27, and February 12, 2017. The Port held three public meetings to gather public 13 
comment on the Draft EIR on January 11, January 18, and February 15, 2017. 14 

Master Response – Community Grants Program 15 

Several commenters indicated that mitigation grant funding for air quality and global climate 16 
change impacts is, in their opinion, insufficient. 17 

The Draft EIR evaluated the proposed Pier B On-Dock Rail Support Facility Project’s 18 
cumulative impacts, as well as its contribution to impacts on air quality; and has included all 19 
feasible environmental control measures to reduce air quality impacts. Although the Port 20 
makes every effort to lessen the impact of cumulative air pollution and greenhouse gas (GHG) 21 
emissions, not all impacts can be addressed with onsite mitigation measures alone. The Port 22 
acknowledges that the Project has cumulative air quality and GHG emissions impacts; 23 
therefore, the Port has included measures to provide funding for projects that will help to 24 
reduce air quality impacts to vulnerable groups within the vicinity of the Port and reduce GHG 25 
emissions that contribute to global climate change. 26 

In 2009, the Port launched its original Mitigation Grants Program to address the cumulative 27 
air and health impacts arising from new development projects, such as the Middle Harbor 28 
Redevelopment Project and the Gerald Desmond Bridge Replacement Project. Since 29 
establishing the program in 2009, the two projects just listed have allocated $17.4 million to 30 
the program and have funded nearly 120 community-based mitigation projects such as air 31 
filters, new windows and doors, asthma education programs, energy-efficiency projects, and 32 
tree planting. Additional development projects have contributed more than $788,000 towards 33 
the mitigation programs.  34 

In March 2017, the Long Beach BHC approved the updated CGP that allocated an initial $46.4 35 
million funding amount for a CGP implementation period covering the next 12 to 15 years. 36 
Three specific programs: Community Health, Facility Improvements, and Community 37 
Infrastructure, each with their own set of detailed guidelines, provide the framework for project 38 
investments. The CGP is intended to provide long-term funding for community-based 39 
mitigation projects that alleviate or reduce impacts from port-related activities. Additional 40 
funding will be provided from Port development projects that result in significant adverse 41 
impacts. Projects with adverse impacts are required to mitigate those impacts, and may be 42 
required to contribute funding in accordance with the methodologies and formulas identified 43 
in POLB’s CGP and Investment Plan (POLB, 2016b).  44 
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The Port has established criteria for eligible projects and programs and the types of 1 
organizations and facilities that can apply, in accordance with the public trust doctrine and 2 
guidance from the California State Lands Commission. While the entire COLB is eligible for 3 
grant funding, there are two geographic zones: a “Priority Zone” and an “Eligibility Zone.” The 4 
Port developed a priority funding zone to direct CGP investments to the areas most affected 5 
by Port-related operations. The Eligibility Zone is the area in which significant Port impacts 6 
have been identified, and at minimum, mitigation projects must take place within. The Priority 7 
Zone is a subset of the Eligibility Zone, and experiences the highest community impact from 8 
Port-related operations. The Port intends to invest a majority of mitigation dollars in the Priority 9 
Zone; as such, projects in this zone will receive the highest consideration during the evaluation 10 
process. Both zones also include parts of Wilmington, Carson, Compton, and Paramount. A 11 
Community Grants Advisory Committee appointed by the Mayor of Long Beach assists select 12 
projects for funding. Before any grant funding is awarded, however, the Port must conduct a 13 
thorough staff review of all applications and present them to the BHC for approval. 14 

The Pier B On-Dock Rail Support Facility Project would contribute funds to the CGP as 15 
mitigation for cumulative impacts associated with air quality and GHG emissions. Funding will 16 
be prioritized to mitigation projects that benefit sensitive populations, which include children, 17 
pregnant women, the elderly, the chronically ill, and those with respiratory or other 18 
cardiopulmonary conditions.  19 

To determine the funding level associated with significant air quality impacts, the Port used 20 
the methodology for Air Quality and Health Risk described in the CGP and Investment Plan, 21 
in which the Port identified a regional metric that assigns costs to NOX and particulate matter 22 
emissions based on tons per year. South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD), 23 
in its Rule 301, uses this metric. Additionally, when developing cost-effectiveness calculations 24 
or offsite mitigation programs, many air quality agencies give higher weight to particulate 25 
matter emissions due to that pollutant’s link to health risks. In the State’s Carl Moyer Air Quality 26 
Standards Attainment Program, particulate matter is weighted 20 times the nitrogen dioxide 27 
(NO2) level. Combining these two approaches, the Port developed the following formula to 28 
calculate a one-time mitigation amount for criteria pollutants and health risk: 29 

(Project NOX emissions x $825.56/ton) + 20 x (Project emissions of particulate matter 30 
under 10 microns [PM10] x $1,094.31/ton) = Mitigation Amount 31 

For the proposed Project, the total calculated amount of the Port’s contribution for criteria 32 
pollutant and health risk is $149,757. 33 

For GHG emissions, the Port based its calculation formula on SCAQMD’s Rule 2702, which 34 
instituted a GHG program for development projects seeking offsite mitigation or for companies 35 
seeking to voluntarily reduce their carbon footprint. SCAQMD uses these dollars to fund 36 
mitigation projects that reduce or avoid GHG emissions. Rule 2702 established the 37 
participation fee for GHG mitigation at $15 per metric ton carbon dioxide equivalent (MT 38 
CO2e). The following formula is used to calculate a one-time mitigation amount for GHG 39 
emissions: 40 

Project CO2e emissions x $15 per metric ton = GHG Emissions Mitigation 41 
Funding Amount 42 

For the proposed Project, the total calculated amount of the Port’s contribution for GHG 43 
emissions is approximately $1.4 million. 44 
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Although it is not known which projects would be ultimately proposed and selected for funding, 1 
the level of proposed funding would provide a means to help reduce cumulative impacts 2 
associated with the proposed Project for sensitive individuals through the support of 3 
community health programs, facility improvements, and community infrastructure programs. 4 

Master Response – Street Closures, Access to Downtown Long Beach, and Public 5 
Services Access 6 

Street Closures. The Draft EIR provided a discussion of roadway network changes. Streets 7 
that would be partially or permanently closed as a result of the proposed Project and 8 
alternatives are depicted in Figures 3.5-5, 3.5-6, and 3.5-7 (see also Tables 3.5-9, 3.5-14, and 9 
3.5-16). Also refer to Figure 1.8-8, which depicts a new street that would parallel the proposed 10 
Project on the north (a realigned 12th Street) and provide new connections for Santa Fe 11 
Avenue, Canal Avenue, Harbor Avenue, and Fashion Avenue. The No Project Alternative 12 
would not require closing of any existing streets (Figure 3.5-8). 13 

Information presented in the Draft EIR reflects a level of design corresponding to preliminary 14 
engineering. This is deemed sufficient for purposes of understanding the differences among 15 
alternatives and for properly assessing their environmental impacts. During final design, the 16 
Port would work with adjacent property owners and businesses to provide adequate access 17 
for individual businesses. The level of description presented in the Draft EIR permits a 18 
reasonable comparative assessment of the merits and impacts needing to be considered by 19 
the BHC in its deliberations in deciding whether and how to proceed with the proposed Project.  20 

The following roadway closures are anticipated in the COLB as a result of the 12th Street 21 
Alternative: 22 

9th Street 23 

The Project would result in permanent closure south of 9th Street south of Anaheim Street to 24 
Pico Avenue/Pier B Street. Conceptual design depicts the southern leg of the 9th Street/ 25 
Anaheim Street intersection remaining intact and being connected to a realigned 12th Street. 26 
Closure of 9th Street would also include elimination of the 9th Street at-grade railroad crossing 27 
just north of the intersection of 9th Street/Pier B Street/Pico Avenue, as well as closure of the 28 
ramp from 9th Street to the Shoemaker Bridge. The goal of the State of California is to remove 29 
at-grade crossings due to safety concerns.  30 

10th Street 31 

The Project would result in closure of the entirety of 10th Street from 9th Street to Pico Avenue/ 32 
Pier B Street, including closure of the ramp from the Shoemaker Bridge to 10th Street. 33 

11th Street 34 

The Project would result in closure of 11th Street between Canal Avenue and Harbor Avenue. 35 
However, the conceptual design depicts 11th Street merging into Harbor Avenue such that 36 
access along 11th Street would be maintained between Harbor and Fashion avenues. 37 

12th Street 38 

The Project would result in reconfiguration of 12th Street adjacent to the proposed Project from 39 
Jackson Avenue to Canal Avenue. The section of 12th Street between Canal Avenue and 40 
Harbor Avenue is used as a container storage yard and is not functioning as a connecting 41 
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roadway. From Jackson Avenue to Canal Avenue, 12th Street is comprised of two roadways 1 
(12th Street North and 12th Street South) separated by a median used for parking. Preliminary 2 
design plans would allow the properties that abut 12th Street North between Jackson Avenue 3 
and Canal Avenue to have continued access to 12th Street North on the back side of their 4 
properties. 12th Street South between Jackson Avenue and Canal Avenue would be closed to 5 
traffic and become part of the proposed Project.12th Street North and South would remain 6 
open from Harbor Avenue to east of Fashion Avenue where it meets the freeway access road. 7 

W. Edison Avenue 8 

The Project would result in closure of a portion of W. Edison Avenue located between 9th Street 9 
to the north and its southern terminus at the existing railroad tracks north of Pier B Street, 10 
approximately 205 linear feet of roadway. In 2012, this roadway was closed to through traffic, 11 
and access is allowed only for emergency vehicles (no public access). The existing emergency 12 
access at this location would be removed (there is no public access at this location). 13 

Jackson Avenue 14 

The Project would result in closure of Jackson Avenue from its southern terminus to 12th Street. 15 
Conceptual design depicts a new t-intersection of Jackson Avenue at a realigned 12th Street. 16 

Santa Fe Avenue 17 

The Project would result in closure of Santa Fe Avenue from south of 12th Street to its southern 18 
terminus. Conceptual design depicts a new t-intersection of Santa Fe Avenue at a realigned 19 
12th Street. 20 

Canal Avenue 21 

The Project would result in closure of Canal Avenue from south of 12th Street to its southern 22 
terminus. Conceptual design depicts a new t-intersection of Canal Avenue at a realigned 12th 23 
Street. 24 

Caspian Avenue 25 

The Project would result in closure of Caspian Avenue between 10th and 11th Streets. 26 

Harbor Avenue 27 

The Project would result in closure of Harbor Avenue from south of 12th Street to its southern 28 
terminus at 10th Street. Conceptual design depicts a new t-intersection of Harbor Avenue at a 29 
realigned 12th Street. A road knuckle would be provided at the terminus of Harbor Avenue at 30 
11th Street. 31 

Fashion Avenue  32 

The Project would result in closure of Fashion Avenue from south of 12th Street to its southern 33 
terminus. Conceptual design depicts a new t-intersection of Fashion Avenue at a realigned 34 
12th Street. A cul-de-sac would be provided at the terminus of Fashion Avenue at 10th Street. 35 

Shoemaker Bridge Ramps (9th and 10th Streets). The Shoemaker ramps would be removed 36 
as part of the proposed Project, realigned as part of the 10th Street Alternative, and unchanged 37 
for the 9th Street Alternative and No Project Alternative. The Shoemaker ramps include (1) an 38 
on-ramp to southbound Shoemaker Bridge at 9th Street in the North Harbor District that 39 
provides access to downtown Long Beach; and (2) an off-ramp from northbound Shoemaker 40 
Bridge at 10th Street, which feeds into 9th Street in the North Harbor District. 41 
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It is possible that the Shoemaker ramps would be removed by the California Department of 1 
Transportation (Caltrans) as part of Interstate (I)-710 Corridor Project improvements, or by 2 
the COLB as part of the replacement of Shoemaker Bridge. The Shoemaker Bridge 3 
Replacement Project has been identified as an Early Action Project that could occur prior to 4 
approval of the I-710 Corridor Project. Either of these projects could occur in advance of the 5 
proposed improvements to the Pier B Rail Yard.  6 

Removal of the Shoemaker ramps at 9th and 10th Streets, associated with the 12th Street 7 
Alternative only, would eliminate an access point between downtown Long Beach and the 8 
North Harbor District. All analyzed intersections currently operate at Level of Service (LOS) D 9 
or better. Removal of the ramps would not result in significant impacts at the analyzed 10 
intersections or on the analyzed roadway segments. The model estimates that, in 2035, the 11 
total daily traffic volumes on the two ramps will be 8,606, including 3,457 on the 9th Street 12 
ramp and 5,149 on the 10th Street ramp. Based on time-of-day travel patterns, approximately 13 
10 percent of the total daily volume occurs during the PM peak period, which results in 14 
approximately 346 trips per day on the 9th Street ramp and 515 trips per day on the 10th Street 15 
ramp that would be shifted to alternative routes under the Project condition. Based on 16 
origin/destination patterns, removal of the ramps would result in up to 0.1 to 0.3 mile of 17 
additional travel distance for persons traveling from the Port to downtown Long Beach. 18 
According to traffic modeling conducted for this Project and real-time traffic conditions 19 
obtained from Google Maps, removal of the ramps would result in up to 4 minutes  of additional 20 
travel time (see Table 11.2-2). 21 

TABLE 11.2-2.  
TRAVEL TIME DIFFERENCE (WEEKDAY)  

FROM BERTH 55 TO LONG BEACH CITY HALL, IN MINUTES 

Travel 
Time Route 

A.M. P.M. 

7:00 7:30 8:00 11:30 12:00 12:30 1:00 4:30 5:00 5:30 6:00 

Minimum 

Shoemaker/Broadway 
(2.3 miles; current 
route) 

5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 

Pico/Ocean 
(1.8 miles; project 
condition) 

5 5 5 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 5 

Difference 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

Maximum 

Shoemaker/Broadway 
(2.3 miles; current 
route) 

8 9 9 10 12 12 10 10 10 9 9 

Pico/Ocean 
(1.8 miles; project 
condition) 

10 12 12 12 14 14 12 12 14 12 12 

Difference 2 3 3 2 2 2 2 2 4 3 3 
Note: Travel times shown in the table reflect the typical number of minutes (minimum and maximum) based on 
a number of different sources, including real-time traveler information collected and utilized by Google. These 
data reflect current roadway closures and construction zones on June 6, 2017. Real-time data come from smart 
phones when drivers enable “My Location” on Google Maps. Smart phones collect the real-time travel speeds, 
relay that data to Google, and Google uses that data to predict travel times. 

Source: Google Maps, June 6, 2017. 22 
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Access to Downtown Long Beach. The proposed Project would result in closure of the 9th 1 
and 10th Streets ramps to the Shoemaker Bridge connecting to downtown Long Beach. The 2 
9th Street and 10th Street Alternatives would not require closure of the 9th and 10th Streets 3 
ramps. However, both the I-710 Corridor Project Draft EIR/Environmental Impact Statement 4 
(EIS) (Caltrans, 2017) and the proposed improvements to the Shoemaker Bridge could result 5 
in closure of these ramps.  6 

The traffic impact analysis indicates that, with the Project, access between downtown Long 7 
Beach and the Westside would be maintained via the existing transportation system which 8 
provides sufficient interconnections such that no single roadway has an overwhelming volume 9 
of traffic. Levels of service along the existing routes were analyzed. The Project would not 10 
result in significant impacts to traffic access or operations.  11 

Access to the Port of Long Beach. The proposed Project would result in portions of roads 12 
being permanently closed, as shown in Figure 3.5-5 of the Draft EIR. The proposed Project 13 
would result in permanent closure of portions of 9th, 10th, 11th, and 12th streets and W. Edison, 14 
Jackson, Santa Fe, Canal, Caspian, Harbor, and Fashion avenues. Access to the POLB from 15 
Anaheim Street would continue to be available on the west via Anaheim Street to Pier B Street 16 
and via I-710 on the east. 17 

Public Services Access. None of the Project alternatives would result in a significant impact 18 
to emergency response times due to the presence of emergency responders located north, 19 
south, east, and west of the existing Pier B Rail Yard. As shown in Figure 3.7-1 of the Draft 20 
EIR, one COLA, four Port-based, and three COLB fire stations are near the Project site. The 21 
Port-based fire departments also operate fire boats capable of extinguishing landside fires 22 
from the water. Similar to the joint agency fire response capabilities, the POLB’s Harbor Patrol 23 
based out of the Joint Command and Control Center (JCCC) at 1249 Pier F Avenue is 24 
supported by the COLB’s West and South Police Department Divisions, as well as Los 25 
Angeles and federal partner agencies. The JCCC houses representatives from all partner 26 
agencies, including police, fire, and federal agencies, allowing for a quick and uniform 27 
response to emergencies within the Port. 28 

The Port is planning to relocate Fireboat Station 20 from its interim location at Berth D-34 to 29 
a permanent location. This relocation would reduce travel time to its service area and 30 
contribute to improved emergency response times. During construction and operation, the 31 
Pier B On-Dock Rail Support Facility would experience emergency response times within 8 32 
minutes, which reflects the response time to 80 percent of all responses for the year 2014 33 
(Fireboat Station Number 20. Port of Long Beach. Final Mitigated Negative Declaration. State 34 
Clearinghouse (SCH) # 2016041048. July [POLB, 2016d]). 35 

The Port would develop a Transportation Management Plan (TMP) as a Special Condition 36 
(please see Section 6.3.3.1 of the Draft EIR). The TMP would include a number of parameters 37 
to minimize construction impacts on the community, such as hours when construction can 38 
occur, allowable timeframes for temporary closures, construction traffic routes, and 39 
requirements for maintaining access to businesses. The Port would work directly with 40 
emergency responders and businesses to identify and incorporate measures into the TMP 41 
that minimize impacts on business operations to the extent possible. Furthermore, the TMP 42 
would require construction contractors to coordinate with public service providers (schools, 43 
parks, the Multi-Service Center [MSC], and emergency service providers) during construction 44 
of all roadway modifications to establish alternative access. The TMP would be developed 45 
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with input from all public service providers affected by the proposed Project, and response 1 
routes during construction would be identified by the Port. 2 

11.2.3 Responses to Written Comments 3 

This section provides responses to comments contained in the 48 comment letters or e-mail 4 
messages on the Draft EIR (as listed in Table 11.2-1). Each comment letter or e-mail message 5 
has been reprinted herein, and is followed by responses to bracketed comments using the 6 
commenter’s codes and comment number shown on the letter.  7 
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11.2.3.1 California Air Resources Board (CARB) 1 

 2 
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 1 
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 1 

 2 
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Responses to California Air Resources Board 1 

Response to Comment CARB-1: The Port of Long Beach thanks you for your review of the 2 
Draft EIR. The comment summarizes the need and objectives of the proposed Pier B On-3 
Dock Rail Support Facility. No further response is necessary. 4 

Response to Comment CARB-2: The Port acknowledges that California’s 2016 Sustainable 5 
Freight Action Plan (State Plan) supports the increase of on-dock rail and agrees that the 6 
proposed Project would improve efficiencies and the Port’s competitiveness. The location of 7 
the proposed Project within the industrialized portion of the Port also would help to reduce its 8 
impacts on the communities affected by rail operations. The Port agrees that the San Pedro 9 
Bay Ports 2017 Clean Air Action Plan (CAAP) Discussion Draft shares many of the objectives 10 
of the State Plan. Regarding the suggestion that the mitigation relating to locomotives be 11 
strengthened, feasible mitigation has been applied in all instances in which it is available and 12 
effective. The Port is not aware of additional feasible mitigation measures that would further 13 
reduce emissions from locomotives. Please see Master Response – Electrification of Alameda 14 
Corridor and Zero Emission Locomotives. 15 

Response to Comment CARB-3: The commenter references the San Pedro Bay Ports 2010 16 
CAAP Update that included Measure RL3 for New and Redeveloped Near-Dock Rail Yards 17 
located on Port properties. As the title of the CAAP measure indicates, Measure RL3 states 18 
that in concert with the San Pedro Bay Ports’ regulatory agency partners and in concert with 19 
CARB’s stated goals, the Ports will support achievement of the goal of accelerating the natural 20 
turnover of the line-haul locomotive fleet, resulting in a statewide fleet comprised of at least 21 
95 percent Tier 4 line-haul locomotive engines, implement idling restrictions, use of ultra low 22 
sulfur diesel (ULSD) or alternative fuels, use of clean cargo-handling equipment and heavy-23 
duty trucks, and evaluation of new cleaner technologies. The commenter incorrectly identifies 24 
switcher locomotives as part of Measure RL3. Furthermore, Measure RL3 was not intended 25 
to apply to on-dock rail support facilities such as the proposed Project. 26 

It would be infeasible for the Port to require that the Class 1 line-haul locomotive operators 27 
meet the 95 percent goal of Tier 4 locomotives at the proposed Pier B On-Dock Rail Support 28 
Facility due to the principle of federal pre-emption. The California Supreme Court recently 29 
confirmed this in Friends of the Eel River v. North Coast Railroad Authority (2017) 3 Cal.5th 30 
677. In addition, the 1998 and 2005 Railroad Agreements between CARB, BNSF, and UPRR 31 
indicate that the railroads “…are federally regulated and that aspects of state and local 32 
authority to regulate railroads are pre-empted.” As a result, the parties entered into mutual 33 
agreements to achieve emissions reductions by locomotives: Memorandum of Mutual 34 
Understandings and Agreements (CARB, 1998); and ARB/Railyard Statewide Agreement 35 
(CARB, 2005b). The Class 1 line-haul operators operate a nationwide fleet of thousands of 36 
locomotives, most of them dedicated to a long-haul, interstate network.  37 

In addition, it would be infeasible to require the Class 1 railroads to geographically redistribute 38 
their locomotives to provide a higher percentage of Tier 4 locomotives for a single project’s 39 
rail yard. Locomotives stay connected to hundreds of trains going to and from California to 40 
many different destinations throughout of the United States. This operating procedure requires 41 
that many hundreds, if not thousands, of locomotives enter and leave California each day. For 42 
a national rail carrier to switch out locomotives going into a specific yard would require 43 
additional large switching yards, be prohibitively expensive for both the railroad and its 44 
customers, and disrupt the national transportation system. The suggested measure would 45 
need to be implemented nationally rather than in connection with the operation of a single on-46 
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dock rail support facility. In addition, see Master Response – Electrification of Alameda 1 
Corridor and Zero Emission Locomotives. 2 

Response to Comment CARB-4: The comment provides a description of the proposed 3 
Project. As to the location, the comment states that the “proposed Project site is located 4 
primarily in the City of Long Beach within the Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach and a 5 
portion within the Wilmington-Harbor City Community Plan area in the City of Los Angeles.” 6 
To clarify, the proposed Project is not actually located in the POLA, rather the portion of the 7 
proposed Project that extends into the Wilmington-Harbor City Community Plan area is in the 8 
Los Angeles Harbor District (see Figure 1.7-2 of the Final EIR). The comment is correct that 9 
the closest sensitive receptor is the Long Beach MSC located at 1301 W. 12th Street in Long 10 
Beach. 11 

Response to Comment CARB-5: Feasible mitigation has been applied in all instances in 12 
which it is available and effective. The Port is not aware of any additional feasible mitigation 13 
measures. 14 

Response to Comment CARB-6: This comment is a general introduction to three mitigation 15 
measures that are detailed in Comments CARB-7, CARB-8, and CARB-9. Please see 16 
responses to those comments. 17 

Response to Comment CARB-7: The commenter recommends that the Port add a mitigation 18 
measure designed to ensure that line-haul locomotives servicing Pier B meet Tier 4 emission 19 
standards prior to the start of the proposed Project operations. As indicated in the response 20 
to Comment CARB-3, it would be infeasible to require Class 1 line-haul locomotives to meet 21 
Tier 4 standards due to issues associated with federal pre-emption. Please see response to 22 
Comment CARB-3 for additional information.  23 

The commenter also recommends that the Port require or incentivize PHL to use Tier 4 or 24 
even lower-emitting technologies in its own fleet, such as hybrid-electric switch locomotives 25 
with all electric capability, or electric rail car movers where operationally feasible, and provides 26 
reference to CARB’s Technology Assessment: Freight Locomotives (“Technology 27 
Assessment”) (Reference: Technology Assessment: Freight Locomotives. CARB. November 28 
2016). The Technology Assessment for freight locomotives considers potential advanced 29 
locomotive technologies that could operate on the existing rail network. The assessment 30 
identified potential technologies that could achieve emission levels that are significantly lower 31 
than the Tier 4 standards in the future, such as: after-treatment controls; after-treatment 32 
controls augmented with on-board batteries; fuel-cell powered locomotives; battery-powered 33 
locomotives or battery tender car; and fully electric locomotive charged by an overhead 34 
catenary system. As acknowledged by the Technology Assessment, while several of the 35 
technologies evaluated have been shown to be feasible from a technological standpoint, they 36 
would still require full-scale demonstrations before the technologies can be fully 37 
commercialized.  38 

PHL, which would be the primary operator of the proposed Pier B On-Dock Rail Support 39 
Facility, has been recognized as having one of the cleanest locomotive fleets in North America 40 
as a result of converting its fleet to clean diesel locomotives that achieve “Tier 3-plus” ultra-41 
low emission standards. In March 2017, PHL began a demonstration of a locomotive 42 
developed by Progress Rail that is expected to meet EPA Tier 4 emission standards.  43 

Through the Ports’ Technology Advancement Program, PHL is partnering with VeRail in the 44 
development and demonstration of a locomotive that combines near-zero emission engines 45 
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with on-board high-capacity storage for CNG and backup diesel-fueled generator sets (gen-1 
sets) that would only be used for peak power needs and as a safety backup. The VeRail near-2 
zero emissions locomotive would be the first locomotive to meet the CARB Tier 4-plus and 3 
near-zero emission levels for switcher locomotives. The CARB Tier 4-plus standards achieve 4 
a 70-percent reduction below current EPA switcher locomotive engine standards for NOX and 5 
PM. The VeRail locomotive will be required to conduct extensive emissions testing, as well as 6 
validation and durability testing to ensure the locomotive’s function. The locomotive will be 7 
demonstrated in PHL’s day-to-day operations for a period of 1 year to further validate its in-8 
use performance, durability, and reliability.  9 

Recently, VeRail began exploring a design using batteries, instead of the diesel generator-10 
sets, that would allow a locomotive to operate in full zero-emissions. Based on VeRail’s 11 
estimates, the batteries could power the switching locomotive in zero emissions mode for 12 
more than 8 hours before requiring a recharge. Should the batteries last for less than a full 13 
shift, the locomotive could operate as a fully functional near-zero natural gas locomotive.  14 

The comment suggests that the Port could use its new contract with PHL and PHL’s contracts 15 
with BNSF and UPRR to implement a Tier 4 requirement The Port is allowed to install new 16 
rail infrastructure in the Port under the existing operating agreement with PHL. Under the 17 
existing operating agreement, the Port would coordinate with PHL to keep it informed about 18 
the proposed Project so that it could incorporate the new infrastructure into its operations once 19 
it was completed. Development of new infrastructure does not trigger renegotiation of the 20 
existing operating agreement, which will remain in effect until December 31, 2024. Therefore, 21 
no new requirements for Tier 4 locomotives can be negotiated into a new agreement prior to 22 
successful testing of Tier 4 locomotives and the beginning of 2025. Furthermore, through 23 
PHL’s agreements with UPRR and BNSF, PHL acts as a subcontractor for the Class I rail 24 
lines, conducting operations on their behalf in the Port. Under that relationship, PHL is not 25 
able to impose Tier 4 requirements on UPRR or BNSF through their contracts. 26 

As a special condition of the Project, the Port would conduct a review of new air quality 27 
technological advancements every 5 years following the Project approval date. Technologies 28 
would be evaluated based on operational feasibility, technical feasibility, cost effectiveness, 29 
and financial feasibility for application in the Pier B On-Dock Rail Support Facility. If a 30 
technology was determined to be feasible in terms of financial, technical, and operational 31 
capability, the Port would work with PHL to implement such technologies. 32 

Response to Comment CARB-8: CARB recommends that POLB require refrigerated rail 33 
cars dwelling in the Pier B Rail Yard be equipped with hydrogen-powered fuel cells rather than 34 
fossil-fuel-powered refrigeration units. The refrigerated rail cars used at POLB travel 35 
throughout California and nationally, and they are supported by a national network of suppliers 36 
and maintenance personnel and facilities. Implementing a new refrigeration technology solely 37 
at POLB would be infeasible.  38 

The comment cites a demonstration project at Port of Honolulu that uses fuel cells. That 39 
demonstration is described on pages III-19 to III-21 of the referenced assessment. That 40 
demonstration involved using cells on a captive fleet of barges that transport containers to the 41 
islands in Hawaii. The assessment states that the units “may find a role as powerpacks for 42 
cluster of refrigerated containers on intermodal railcars” (page III-21). However, the 43 
assessment goes on to state that the company that will design and build the prototype “has 44 
expressed some uncertainty about the potential commercial deployment of powerpacks, but 45 
believe they will produce 10 to 20 in the next 5 years and maybe more if other ports see the 46 
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value. At these relatively small production numbers, the cost reductions due to economies of 1 
scale may be fairly small.” The assessment notes that “[a]t this time, the capital costs of [fuel 2 
cells] for refrigerated transport are somewhat uncertain” (page III-22). The “Economics” 3 
portion of the assessment notes that the cost of the fuel cells is as much as 100 percent 4 
greater than diesel engine units (page III-22). The conclusion in the assessment describes 5 
the “Key Performance Parameter Issues and Deployment Challenges” as follows: “As 6 
mentioned previously, private fleets that return to base each day and install H2 fueling 7 
infrastructure at their home base would be good candidates for the short- to mid-term. Until 8 
publicly accessible H2 fueling infrastructure that is configured for Class 8 semi-trailers is 9 
installed along major transportation corridors, long-haul applications may not be viable” (page 10 
III-28). As explained above, the refrigerated rail cars that would use the proposed Project are 11 
not a private fleet that returns to a home base each day. Rather, they are dispatched 12 
throughout the nation.  13 

Given that “[m]itigation measures must be fully enforceable through permit conditions, 14 
agreements, or other legally binding instruments,” it is not possible to adopt the recommended 15 
measure at this time. Moreover, since the Port would conduct a periodic technology review 16 
every 5 years following the adoption date, the Port would have the opportunity to reassess 17 
the feasibility of this technology when it is further developed. 18 

Response to Comment CARB-9: The proposed locomotive facilities cannot practically be 19 
relocated farther south. The northern locomotive facility would be between East I Street and 20 
Anaheim Street. This area is commercial/industrial in nature. The proposed west locomotive 21 
layover refueling station has been removed from the 12th Street Alternative and the 10th Street 22 
Alternative. Compressed air would be supplied by in-ground air compressors, which are 23 
proposed in three locations; one near Pier D Street; one near the Terminal Island Freeway; 24 
and one near the proposed administrative office. All three locations are generally located in 25 
the southern portion of the Project area.  26 

There are two types of air systems used in the Port—portable and in-ground. For the proposed 27 
Project, train airbrake testing would be performed using compressed air supplied by in-ground 28 
air compressors. Compared to portable air compressors, it is generally preferable to use in-29 
ground air brake systems powered by an enclosed air compressor and electricity for train 30 
airbrake testing and inspections because of the safety and efficiencies that this type of system 31 
provides (Reference: Port of Long Beach Air Compressor Systems. STV Incorporated/ 32 
Patterson & Associates, Inc. August 2005). This operation does not require moving a portable 33 
air compressor typically powered by an independent, power-constrained internal combustion 34 
engine on a trailer or mounted on a highway truck. The use of the in-ground air compression 35 
system thereby reduces the impacts to nearby communities as it eliminates the need for 36 
combustion engines and the emissions associated with the mobile unit used to transport the 37 
compressor and the emissions from the engines to power the air compressor itself. 38 

Response to Comment CARB-10: The comment requests clarification of the impacts 39 
presented in Tables 3.2-24 and 3.2-58, as well as the associated footnotes in the tables. The 40 
health risk assessment (HRA) results tables in Impact AQ-6 of Section 3.2 present only the 41 
Project increments, which are used to determine significance. Additional details, including 42 
results for the “Project Absolute” and “CEQA Baseline,” are provided in Tables A3-6 through 43 
A3-12 of Appendix A3. The reference to Footnote 1 was inadvertently left off the column title 44 
“Project Increment” for Table 3.2-24. In addition, the footnote reference has been added to 45 
Table 3.2-58, on the heading “No Project Increment.” To allow the reader to compare the 46 
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Project increment with the CEQA baseline and the proposed Project without having to refer 1 
to Appendix A, revised Table 3.2-24 and revised Table 3.2-58 are included in Chapter 3 of 2 
this Final EIR. 3 

Response to Comment CARB-11: In the Draft EIR, locomotives in motion were modeled in 4 
AERMOD as volume sources. AERMOD does not have a plume rise algorithm for volume 5 
sources like it does for point sources. This means that when AERMOD applies the 6 
atmospheric conditions to the volume source emissions to predict their downwind dispersion, 7 
AERMOD assumes the emission plumes have zero upward momentum and neutral 8 
buoyancy. Therefore, because locomotives release their exhaust with upward momentum and 9 
thermal buoyancy, it was necessary to manually adjust the volume source release heights to 10 
equal the final plume heights instead of the locomotive exhaust stack heights. This same 11 
approach was also done by CARB in the Roseville Railyard Study (October 14, 2004), and 12 
the final plume heights used in the Draft EIR were derived from that study. As discussed in 13 
the first paragraph of Appendix A, page A2-7 of the Draft EIR, CARB accounted for the 14 
differences in atmospheric stability between daytime and nighttime to calculate different 15 
daytime and nighttime locomotive final plume heights. As a result, different AERMOD volume 16 
source heights were used in the Draft EIR for daytime versus nighttime. Without this 17 
adjustment, the pollutant concentrations predicted by AERMOD for locomotives would have 18 
been overstated because the modeled exhaust plumes would have been too low. 19 

Response to Comment CARB-12: The HRA used high end (95th percentile) exposure 20 
parameters for all exposure pathways, which is a more conservative approach than the 21 
derived method. The contributions from all analyzed exposure pathways were included in the 22 
risk assessment results presented in the Draft EIR. For example, the individual cancer risk at 23 
the maximum residential receptor for the proposed Project without mitigation (Appendix A, 24 
Table A3-6, “Project Absolute”) is comprised of the following contributions: inhalation 99.992 25 
percent; soil ingestion 0.0007 percent; dermal adsorption 0.00004 percent; mother’s milk 26 
ingestion 0.000001 percent; and homegrown produce ingestion 0.007 percent. 27 

Response to Comment CARB-13: The following rationale was used for the derivation of the 28 
exposure parameters for cancer risk in Appendix A, Table A3-4, for sensitive receptors: (1) 29 
Elder care receptors conservatively assumed an exposure frequency of 24 hours per day, 365 30 
days per year because of potential mobility issues that could prevent time away. A 31 
conservative 95th percentile residential breathing rate was assumed. The exposure duration 32 
of 30 years represents the time of residency for 90 to 95 percent of Californians at a single 33 
location and should provide adequate public health protection against individual risk (Office 34 
of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment [OEHHA], 2015). A start age of ≥16 was used 35 
for elder care. (2) Hospital receptors assumed an exposure frequency of 24 hours per day, 36 
365 days per year because of potential mobility issues that could prevent time away. A 37 
conservative 95th percentile residential breathing rate was assumed. The exposure duration 38 
of 9 years is a central tendency value for a resident as indicated in Air Toxics Hot Spots 39 
Program Risk Assessment Guidelines. Guidance Manual for Preparation of Health Risk 40 
Assessments prepared by OEHHA in February 2015 (OEHHA, 2015). This exposure duration 41 
was used in the analysis as a conservative exposure duration for a hospital patient. A 42 
conservative start age of 3rd trimester was used for hospital receptors. (3) Grade school 43 
receptors used the default occupational exposure frequency of 8 hours per day (as suggested 44 
by OEHHA [2015]), 250 days per year as a reasonable assumption. Similar to occupational 45 
receptors, a 95th percentile moderate intensity 8-hour breathing rate was assumed. The 46 
exposure duration of 12 years covers grades 1-12. A start age of 6 (1st grade) was used. (4) 47 
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Child-care receptors used the default occupational exposure frequency of 8 hours per day, 1 
250 days per year as a reasonable assumption. Similar to occupational receptors, a 95th 2 
percentile moderate intensity 8-hour breathing rate was assumed. The exposure duration of 3 
6 years is suggested by OEHHA (2015) and covers ages zero through 5. A start age of zero 4 
(newborn) was used for child care. (5) Recreational receptors used a reasonable worst-case 5 
exposure frequency of 2 hours per day, 250 days per year. Similar to occupational receptors, 6 
a 95th percentile moderate intensity 8-hour breathing rate was assumed, scaled to 2 hours per 7 
day by a factor of 2/8 (applied to the Hotspots Analysis and Reporting Program [HARP] 2 8 
cancer risk results). The exposure duration of 30 years represents the time of residency for 9 
90 to 95 percent of Californians at a single location and should provide adequate public health 10 
protection against individual risk (OEHHA, 2015). A conservative start age of zero was used 11 
for recreation. 12 

Response to Comment CARB-14: For occupational exposures, no adjustments were made 13 
to the ground-level concentrations in the HRA because the proposed on-dock rail facility would 14 
operate 24 hours per day, 7 days per week. For residential exposures, a “Fraction of Time at 15 
Home” (FAH) factor of 0.73 was used for the age group ≥16, as recommended by OEHHA 16 
(2015). An FAH of 1 was used for ages <16 because of the potential for a school to be within 17 
the 1-in-a-million cancer risk isopleth. For recreational exposures, the cancer risk results 18 
produced by HARP2 were multiplied by 2/8 to scale the breathing rate from 8 to 2 hours per 19 
day. 20 

Response to Comment CARB-15: The comment references page 3.2-80 of the Draft EIR 21 
and the PM mortality and morbidity discussion. However, no such discussion appears on that 22 
page. The Port assumes that the commenter meant to reference page 3.2-60. The 2010 23 
CARB report, Estimate of Premature Deaths Associated with Fine Particle Pollution (PM2.5) 24 
in California Using a U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Methodology, is referenced on 25 
Draft EIR page 3.2-60, in the same paragraph that references the 2008 CARB report 26 
mentioned in the comment. Also see reference CARB 2010c on page 9-3 of the Draft EIR 27 
references chapter. The EPA methodology used in the 2010 CARB report is largely consistent 28 
with past studies that estimate a 6 to 13 percent increased risk of premature death per 10 29 
microgram per cubic meter (μg/m3) long-term exposure of particulate matter less than 2.5 30 
microns in diameter (PM2.5). This is comparable to the 2008 CARB report that assumes a 10 31 
percent increased risk of premature death per 10 μg/m3 long-term exposure of PM2.5. 32 

Response to Comment CARB-16: Thank you for your comment. CARB will be provided with 33 
a copy of the Final EIR. 34 
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11.2.3.2 California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) 1 

 2 
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Responses to California Department of Toxic Substances Control 1 

Response to Comment DTSC-1: Thank you for your review of the Draft EIR. The comment 2 
summarizes the proposed Project for the Pier B On-Dock Rail Support Facility. No further 3 
response is necessary. 4 

Response to Comment DTSC-2: As discussed in Section 3.9 of the Draft EIR, a National 5 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit from the Regional Water Quality 6 
Control Board (RWQCB) would be required for discharge of wastewater to a storm drain and 7 
has identified this permit requirement in Table 1.10-1; this information is also referenced in 8 
Draft EIR Section 3.3 (Hydrology and Water Quality). 9 

Response to Comment DTSC-3: This comment references several statements in Section 10 
3.9 (Hazards and Hazardous Materials) in the Draft EIR. No further response is necessary.  11 

Response to Comment DTSC-4: Based on a review of Department of Toxic Substances 12 
Control (DTSC) and RWQCB databases, the Project footprint for the 12th Street Alternative 13 
includes 37 potentially contaminated sites that are either closed, under investigation, or under 14 
active remediation. As requested, a list of these 37 sites has been added to Section 3.9.1.2 15 
of the Final EIR (see new Table 3.9-1). Of the 37 sites in the Project footprint, 33 are closed 16 
(remediation is complete). Of the four open sites, two have ongoing activities related to various 17 
phases of investigation/remediation including site assessment and interim remedial action, 18 
one site is under evaluation by EPA, and one is a historical waste discharge requirements 19 
(WDR) site. Table 11.2-3 provides information on the four open and potentially contaminated 20 
sites in the proposed Project area being remediated or subject to oversight by regulatory 21 
agencies. No construction would occur on the subject site unless and until the sites were 22 
acquired for the Project. No decision has been made regarding such acquisitions. If the Port 23 
determines in the future that it does wish to pursue acquisition of one or more of the properties, 24 
POLB would. coordinate with landowners of properties under investigation or active 25 
remediation as part of the due diligence associated with the acquisition process. This would 26 
ensure that construction of the proposed Project would not adversely affect the public or the 27 
environment, or interfere with ongoing remediation and investigation at known contaminated 28 
areas. 29 

TABLE 11.2-3 
OPEN CONTAMINATED SITES IN THE PROPOSED PROJECT AREA 

 Site Name Address Status Project 
Type 

Overseeing 
Agency 

1 ACTA Parcel 
LBX-878 

Anaheim Street 
Wilmington, CA 90744 

Open – Site 
assessment as of 
8/25/2005 

Cleanup 
Program 
Site 

Los Angeles 
RWQCB 
(Region 4) 

2 McDonough 
Property 

1018 N. McDonough Avenue  
Wilmington, CA 90744 

EPA as of 
6/30/1999 

Evaluation  EPA 

3 Long Beach 
Leads Extension 
Parcels LBX/MY-
851 and LBX/SE-
853 

914 Farragut Ave N, Wilmington, 
CA 90744 

Historical – WDR 
as of 10/29/2011 
(WDR terminated 
10/1/2014) 

WDR Site Los Angeles 
RWQCB 
(Region 4) 
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TABLE 11.2-3 (CONT’D) 
OPEN CONTAMINATED SITES IN THE PROPOSED PROJECT AREA 

 Site Name Address Status Project 
Type 

Overseeing 
Agency 

4 ACTA South – 
Parcel LBX-825 

1027 McDonough Ave,  
Wilmington CA 90744 

Open – 
Assessment & 
Interim Remedial 
Action as of 
7/15/2014 

Cleanup 
Program 
Site 

Los Angeles 
RWQCB 
(Region 4) 

Source: DTSC Envirostor and State Water Resources Control Board GeoTracker databases, December 11, 1 
2017. 2 

Response to Comment DTSC-5: Thank you for your comment concerning the possibility of 3 
encountering soil and/or groundwater contamination during construction. As discussed in 4 
Draft EIR Section 6.3.5, a Special Condition would be imposed on contractors working on the 5 
proposed Project to address encountering of contamination. Section 6.3.5 details the 6 
procedures for stopping work in the affected area, sampling, and testing so that proper 7 
storage, discharge, or disposal can be accomplished. Regulatory oversight would be sought 8 
from the DTSC. 9 
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11.2.3.3 California Department of Transportation (CADOT) 1 

 2 
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Responses to California Department of Transportation 1 

Response to Comment CADOT-1: Thank you for your comment. The comment summarizes 2 
the overall Project proposed for the Pier B On-Dock Rail Support Facility. However, this 3 
comment also indicates that comments are based on “the information received in the Mitigated 4 
Negative Declaration.” To clarify, the document prepared for the proposed Project is a Draft 5 
EIR and not a Mitigated Negative Declaration. 6 

Response to Comment CADOT-2: The comment summarizes the 12th Street, 10th Street, 7 
and 9th Street alternatives presented in the Draft EIR as they each relate to the Shoemaker 8 
Bridge ramps. Caltrans recommends the 9th Street Alternative because, in its opinion, “it has 9 
the least impacts on traffic flows and public safety in the vicinity compared to the 12th Street 10 
and 10th Street Alternatives.” It should be noted that, as is shown in Tables 3.5-13, 3.5-15, 11 
and 3.5-17 of Draft EIR Section 3.5 (Ground Transportation), significant impacts were not 12 
identified for any of the three build alternatives at the 18 street intersections, 2 I-710 freeway 13 
segments, and 4 Pacific Coast Highway segments analyzed, as compared with the CEQA 14 
baseline. As to public safety, the 12th Street, 10th Street, and 9th Street alternatives would 15 
result in removal of the at-grade rail crossing at 9th Street and Pico Avenue; this public safety 16 
improvement would be the same for each alternative. 17 

Your recommendation is noted and is hereby made part of the Final EIR; therefore, it is before 18 
the decision makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the proposed Project.  19 
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11.2.3.4 California Transportation Commission (CATC) 1 

 2 
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 1 

Responses to California Transportation Commission 2 

Response to Comment CATC-1: Thank you for your review of the Draft EIR and comments; 3 
This comment summarizes the proposed Project for the Pier B On-Dock Rail Support Facility 4 
and is noted. No further response is necessary. 5 

Response to Comment CATC-2: Upon completion of the environmental review process, as 6 
a Responsible Agency, the Port will notify the California Transportation Commission.  7 

Response to Comment CATC-3: The proposed Project (and each of its alternatives) is 8 
consistent with the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). As requested by the commenter, 9 
upon completion of the CEQA process, the Port of Long Beach will provide written 10 
confirmation to the California Transportation Commission that the selected alternative 11 
identified in the final environmental document (pending approval by the Long Beach BHC) is 12 
consistent with the project programmed by the Commission in the appropriate RTP.  13 



Chapter 11 
Responses to Comments Port of Long Beach 
 

January 2018 11-36 Pier B On-Dock Rail Support Facility Project 

11.2.3.5 South Coast Air Quality Management District (AQMD) 1 

 2 



Chapter 11 
Port of Long Beach Responses to Comments 
 

Pier B On-Dock Rail Support Facility Project 11-37 January 2018 

 1 



Chapter 11 
Responses to Comments Port of Long Beach 
 

January 2018 11-38 Pier B On-Dock Rail Support Facility Project 

 1 



Chapter 11 
Port of Long Beach Responses to Comments 
 

Pier B On-Dock Rail Support Facility Project 11-39 January 2018 

 1 



Chapter 11 
Responses to Comments Port of Long Beach 
 

January 2018 11-40 Pier B On-Dock Rail Support Facility Project 

 1 



Chapter 11 
Port of Long Beach Responses to Comments 
 

Pier B On-Dock Rail Support Facility Project 11-41 January 2018 

Responses to South Coast Air Quality Management District 1 

Response to Comment AQMD-1: Thank you for your review of the Draft EIR and your 2 
comments. The comment described the proposed Project for the Pier B On-Dock Rail Support 3 
Facility and is noted. No further response is necessary. 4 

Response to Comment AQMD-2: The comment’s statement on the impacts associated with 5 
the proposed Project is correct, except that the overlapping construction and operational 6 
emissions of volatile organic compounds (VOC) during Phase 3 would be less than significant 7 
with mitigation. As documented on page 3.2-35 of the Draft EIR, the Port uses the construction 8 
significance threshold for emissions that occur during the construction period. As noted on 9 
page 3.2-35, if the operational thresholds are used, the VOC emissions under certain 10 
scenarios would be significant. Regarding the concern that proposed Project impacts may be 11 
understated, please see the responses to Comments AQMD-4 through AQMD-9 for individual 12 
technical issues. 13 

Response to Comment AQMD-3: Please see responses to Comments AQMD-4 through 14 
AQMD-9 for individual technical issues to which this comment refers. 15 

Response to Comment AQMD-4: The baseline used in the Draft EIR is appropriate under 16 
CEQA. As discussed in Section 3.2.3 (Impacts and Mitigation Measures) of the Draft EIR, the 17 
CEQA baseline is a fixed point, year 2012, in this study. Since 2012, the line haul locomotive 18 
fleet has gradually become cleaner due to the normal retirement of older, higher emissions 19 
locomotives and their replacement with newer, cleaner locomotives. To account for the 20 
reduction in the emission factors since 2012, the baseline emissions were calculated using 21 
2012 activity levels and 2014 emission factors. This adjustment to the baseline emissions is 22 
conservative because it results in lower baseline emissions, which in turn results in higher 23 
incremental emissions for the proposed Project and alternatives. Moreover, analysis of 24 
emissions based on a future condition (“floating”) baseline was included in the Draft EIR for 25 
informational purposes. Specifically, as discussed in Section 3.2.3.4, Operational Impact 26 
AQ-3, on pages 3.2-47 through 3.2-48, although not required by CEQA nor used to evaluate 27 
the significance of Project-related impacts, a comparison of future proposed Project emissions 28 
to the future No Project Alternative emissions in common analysis years is shown in Table 29 
3.2-20 for informational purposes. Because the No Project Alternative assumes no growth at 30 
the Pier B Rail Yard (the existing rail yard was already operating at capacity), it is equivalent 31 
to a future baseline. The effects of existing regulations on future emissions factors are 32 
incorporated into No Project Alternative emissions, just as they are the proposed Project 33 
emissions. As a result, the No Project Alternative is equivalent to a floating baseline. 34 
Therefore, the emissions shown in Table 3.2-20 show how the proposed Project would 35 
compare to a future-conditions (floating) baseline instead of an existing-conditions baseline. 36 
Additionally, as explained on page 3.2-55 of the Draft EIR, the cancer risk impacts in Impact 37 
AQ-6 were evaluated relative to a future baseline because the cancer risk exposure periods 38 
for baseline (up to 70 years) do not fit within the baseline year. 39 

Response to Comment AQMD-5: The volume source exclusion zone is defined as the 40 
distance within (2.15 × σy + 1 meter) from the center of each modeled volume source, where 41 
σy is known as the lateral dispersion coefficient (EPA, Transportation Conformity Guidance for 42 
Quantitative Hot-spot Analyses in PM2.5 and PM10 Nonattainment and Maintenance Areas. 43 
Appendix J. EPA-420-B-15-084. November 2015). AERMOD will calculate a zero 44 
concentration from a volume source at a receptor that is located within the exclusion zone for 45 
that source because the dispersion algorithm is invalid at very close source-receptor 46 
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distances. Point sources, which were used to model idling locomotives in the Draft EIR, do 1 
not have exclusion zones and therefore produce valid results at all receptors. As shown in 2 
Table A2-2 of Appendix A2, the σy values for the volume sources modeled in the Draft EIR 3 
ranged from 2.5 to 55.8 meters, depending on the source, which means that the exclusion 4 
zones ranged from about 6 to 121 meters from each volume source. Because some of the rail 5 
lines on the Project site would lie relatively close to the site boundary, many of the modeled 6 
receptors located along the site boundary were within the exclusion zones of several of the 7 
nearly six thousand modeled volume sources in the Draft EIR analysis. Receptors located 8 
outside all volume source exclusion zones, which are generally those away from the site 9 
boundary, modeled roadways, and modeled rail lines, are not affected by the exclusion zones. 10 

As recommended by the commenter, to determine the effect of the volume source exclusion 11 
zones on pollutant concentrations modeled in the Draft EIR, the Port updated the model runs 12 
for the proposed Project for operational criteria pollutant concentrations and health risk values. 13 
These model runs were selected for updating because they had less-than-significant impacts 14 
that were closest to the thresholds in the Draft EIR. The updated AERMOD runs had reduced 15 
volume source sizes and reduced volume source spacing along rail lines and roadways to 16 
eliminate exclusion zones in all areas where maximum impacts could potentially occur. The 17 
selected sizes and spacing of the updated volume sources depended on their distance to the 18 
nearest receptors; however, most updated volume sources were between 3 and 6 meters 19 
wide, resulting in σy values of 1.4 to 2.8 meters. Sources with emissions that are spread out 20 
over large areas, such as TRUs in the Pier B storage yard and certain construction zones, 21 
were modeled as area sources, which have no exclusion zones. The release heights, vertical 22 
dispersion coefficients, and stack release parameters (temperature, exit velocity, and 23 
diameter) listed in Table A2-2 of Appendix A2 of the Draft EIR remained unchanged in the 24 
updated AERMOD runs.  25 

The updated AERMOD runs also accounted for the refined site boundary and elimination of 26 
the west yard layover tracks and fueling facility associated with the proposed Project, as 27 
discussed in the Final EIR. The refined site boundary would tend to increase maximum 28 
pollutant concentrations by having site boundary receptors closer to the on-site sources. The 29 
elimination of the west yard layover tracks and fueling facility would tend to reduce maximum 30 
pollutant concentrations by reducing on-site locomotive idling and refueling emissions. Other 31 
refinements in the updated modeling include:  32 

• The current versions of AERMOD (v. 16216r) and HARP2 (v. 17052) were used. Based 33 
on a review of the model changes since the Draft EIR analysis, no appreciable effects on 34 
modeled pollutant concentrations or health risk values are expected from this update 35 
(EPA, Support Center for Regulatory Atmospheric Modeling [SCRAM], AERMOD 36 
Modeling System, Test Cases, https://www.epa.gov/scram/air-quality-dispersion-37 
modeling-preferred-and-recommended-models#aermod, website accessed 4/26/17;  38 
and CARB, Air Dispersion Modeling and Risk Tool [ADMRT], 39 
https://www.arb.ca.gov/toxics/harp/ admrt.htm, website accessed 3/20/17). 40 

• The paved road dust emission factors for automobiles and trucks (originally shown in 41 
Table A1.2-37 of Appendix A1 of the Draft EIR) were updated using California-specific 42 
and, where available, Los Angeles County-specific roadway silt loading data from the 43 
CARB Emission Inventory Chapter 7.9 (November 2016) instead of the very conservative 44 
national factors from EPA AP-42 Section 13.2.1 (January 2011). The updated paved road 45 
dust emission factors are lower than those used in the Draft EIR. 46 
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• The NO2 and carbon monoxide (CO) background concentrations (originally shown in 1 
Table A2-3 of Appendix A2 of the Draft EIR) were updated using Superblock Station 2 
monitoring data from 2014-2016 instead of 2013-2015. The updated background 3 
concentrations are generally lower than those in the Draft EIR. 4 

Tables 11.2-4 and 11.2-5 show the paved road dust emission factors and background 5 
concentrations, respectively, used in the updated AERMOD analysis for the proposed Project. 6 

TABLE 11.2-4 
UPDATED PAVED ROAD DUST EMISSION FACTORS 

CARB 
Roadway 
Category 

(sL) 
Silt 

Loading 
(g/m2) 

PM10  
Particle Size 

Multiplier 
(g/mi) 

PM2.5 
Particle Size 

Multiplier 
(g/mi) 

Average 
Vehicle 
Weight 
(tons) 

Uncontrolled 
PM10 

Emission 
Factor  
(g/mi) 

Uncontrolled 
PM2.5 

Emission 
Factor  
(g/mi) 

Onsite Trucks 0.135 1.00 0.15 25.0 4.310 0.647 

Onsite Autos 0.135 1.00 0.15 2.4 0.395 0.059 

Local 0.135 1.00 0.15 2.4 0.395 0.059 

Collector 0.013 1.00 0.15 2.4 0.047 0.007 

Major 0.013 1.00 0.15 2.4 0.047 0.007 

Freeway 0.015 1.00 0.15 2.4 0.053 0.008 

Notes: 
1. Source: CARB Emission Inventory Chapter 7.9: Miscellaneous Process Methodology. Entrained Road 

Travel, Paved Road Dust. https://www.arb.ca.gov/ei/areasrc/fullpdf/full7-9_2016.pdf. November 2016. 
2. Emission factors exclude engine exhaust, tire wear, and brake wear. 
3. The equation is: Emission Factor = (Particle Size Multiplier) x (sL)^0.91 x (Vehicle Weight) ^1.02 
4. The silt loading value of 0.135 gram per square meter (g/m2) for local roadways was assumed to be 

representative of onsite conditions because of the relatively low number of onsite truck and automobile trips. 
5. The average vehicle weight for onsite trucks is based on a modern tanker truck that holds 9,000 gallons of 

diesel fuel (approximately 31.7 tons of fuel) and has a Gross Vehicle Weight Rating (GVWR) of 80,000 
pounds (40 tons) (GVWR includes the weight of cargo). Therefore, a loaded fuel truck would weigh 40 tons 
and an empty fuel truck would weigh 8.3 tons. The average weight is therefore assumed to be approximately 
25 tons. Trucks and autos would generally take different routes onsite. 

6. This table updates Table A1.2-37 of Appendix A1 of the Draft EIR. 
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TABLE 11.2-5 
UPDATED NO2 AND CO BACKGROUND CONCENTRATIONS 

Pollutant Averaging Period 

Monitored Concentration (ppm) a Background Concentration c 

2014 2015 2016 (ppm) (µg/m3) d 

NO2 

1-Hour State 0.116 0.096 0.115 0.116 219 

1-Hour Federal b n/a n/a 0.088 0.088 166 

Annual 0.027 0.022 0.022 0.027 50.9 

CO 
1-Hour 3.2 3.4 3.2 3.4 3,903 

8-Hour 2.5 2.7 2.5 2.7 3,099 

Notes: 
a  Each reported value represents the highest recorded concentration during the year unless otherwise noted. 
b  The 2016 1-hour federal NO2 concentration represents the 3-year average (2014-2016) of the 98th percentile 

of the annual distribution of daily maximum 1-hour average concentrations. Because the 2016 value is a 
3-year average, the individual year concentrations in 2014 and 2015 are not shown. 

c  The background concentration for all pollutants except the 1-hour federal NO2 concentration is the maximum 
of the concentrations for the 3 reported years. 

d  The concentration in micrograms per cubic meter (µg/m3) is calculated as follows: µg/m3 = parts per million 
(ppm) x MW / 0.0244. The molecular weights (MW) are 28.01 for CO and 46.0055 for NO2. 

e  Source: Air Quality Monitoring Program at the Port of Long Beach. Annual Summary Reports. Calendar Years 
2014, 2015, and 2016. San Pedro Bay Ports Clean Air Action Plan - Air Monitoring - Reports. 
http://caap.airsis.com/Reports.aspx. Website accessed 8/27/2015, 8/9/2016, and 8/23/2017. 

f  This table updates Table A2-3 of Appendix A2 of the Draft EIR. 

Table 11.2-6 shows the updated maximum NO2 and CO concentrations associated with 1 
operation of the proposed Project without mitigation. This table updates the results shown in 2 
Table 3.2-21 of the Draft EIR. None of the significance findings in the updated table has 3 
changed from the Draft EIR. The five significant impacts are exceedance of the 1-hour 4 
(federal) NO2 standard in 2020, 2025, and 2035; and exceedance of the annual NO2 standard 5 
in 2020 and 2025. All three of the significant 1-hour NO2 concentrations are higher than in the 6 
Draft EIR at the maximum receptor locations, while the two significant annual NO2 7 
concentrations are less than or equal to the Draft EIR. 8 

Figures 11.2-1, 11.2-2, and 11.2-3 show the updated areas where operation of the unmitigated 9 
proposed Project would exceed the 1-hour (federal) NO2 significance threshold in 2020, 2025, 10 
and 2035, respectively. These three figures update the results shown in Figures A2-32, A2-33, 11 
and A2-34 of Appendix A2 of the Draft EIR. In each case, the updated area of significant 12 
impact is smaller than in the Draft EIR. The updated figures also show that the maximum 13 
receptor locations are on vacant land along the proposed Project southern boundary, north of 14 
Anaheim Way and east of the Terminal Island Freeway. By comparison, the maximum 15 
receptor locations in the Draft EIR are on occupied commercial/industrial land, along the 16 
proposed Project southern boundary, near McDonough Avenue, as seen in Figure A2-31 of 17 
Appendix A2 of the Draft EIR. Therefore, because the updated areas of significant 1-hour 18 
(federal) NO2 impact are smaller than in the Draft EIR, and the updated maximum receptor 19 
locations have moved from occupied to vacant land, the Port’s air quality expert for the 20 
proposed Project has concluded that the updated 1-hour (federal) NO2 significant impacts are 21 
not substantially greater than in the Draft EIR. 22 
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TABLE 11.2-6 
UPDATED MAXIMUM POLLUTANT CONCENTRATIONS OF NO2 AND CO  

DURING OPERATION OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT WITHOUT MITIGATION 

Pollutant Averaging 
Time 

Project 
Increment 

(µg/m3) 

Background 
Concentration 

(µg/m3) 

Total 
Concentration 

(µg/m3) 

Significance 
Threshold 

(µg/m3) 
Significant? 

Year 2020 

NO2 
1-Hour (state) 80 219 299 339 No 

1-Hour (federal) 73 166 239 188 Yes 
Annual 10.1 50.9 61.0 57 Yes 

CO 
1-Hour 90 3,903 3,993 23,000 No 
8-Hour 54 3,099 3,153 10,000 No 

Year 2025 

NO2 
1-Hour (state) 64 219 283 339 No 

1-Hour (federal) 62 166 228 188 Yes 
Annual 6.8 50.9 57.7 57 Yes 

CO 
1-Hour 91 3,903 3,994 23,000 No 
8-Hour 59 3,099 3,158 10,000 No 

Year 2035 

NO2 
1-Hour (state) 64 219 283 339 No 

1-Hour (federal) 59 166 225 188 Yes 
Annual 5.9 50.9 56.8 57 No 

CO 
1-Hour 122 3,903 4,025 23,000 No 
8-Hour 78 3,099 3,177 10,000 No 

Notes:  
1. For NO2 and CO, the significance thresholds apply to the total concentration.  
2. The Project increment equals the model-predicted change in ambient concentration associated with 

proposed Project operational emission sources relative to CEQA baseline emission sources. The 
background concentration represents the highest monitored concentration at the Superblock monitoring 
station over the last 3 years (2014-2016) of available data. The total concentration equals the Project 
increment plus background concentration. 

3. This table presents the highest modeled Project increments. The increments at all other modeled receptors 
would be less than the displayed values. 

4. The state 1-hour NO2 concentration is the highest modeled concentration. The federal 1-hour NO2 
concentration is the 98th percentile of the daily maximum 1-hour concentrations. 

5. Exceedances of the significance thresholds are shown in bold. 
6. This table updates Table 3.2-21 of the Draft EIR. 

Figures 11.2-4 and 11.2-5 show the updated areas where operation of the unmitigated proposed 1 
Project would exceed the annual NO2 significance threshold in 2020 and 2025, respectively. 2 
These two figures update the results shown in Figures A2-35 and A2-36 of Appendix A2 of 3 
the Draft EIR. In each case, the updated area of significant impact is smaller than in the Draft 4 
EIR. Therefore, because the updated areas of significant annual NO2 impact are smaller than 5 
in the Draft EIR, and the updated impacts at the maximum receptors are less than or equal to 6 
the Draft EIR, the Port’s air quality expert for this proposed Project has concluded that the 7 
updated annual NO2 significant impacts are not substantially greater than in the Draft EIR. 8 
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 1 
Figure 11.2-1 2 
Updated Area of Exceedance of the 1-Hour Federal NO2 Threshold during Operation in 3 
2020 – Proposed Project without Mitigation 4 
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 1 
Figure 11.2-2 2 
Updated Area of Exceedance of the 1-Hour Federal NO2 Threshold during Operation in 3 
2025 – Proposed Project without Mitigation 4 
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 1 
Figure 11.2-3 2 
Updated Area of Exceedance of the 1-Hour Federal NO2 Threshold during Operation in 3 
2035 – Proposed Project without Mitigation 4 
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 1 
Figure 11.2-4 2 
Updated Area of Exceedance of the Annual NO2 Threshold during Operation in 2020 – 3 
Proposed Project without Mitigation 4 
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 1 
Figure 11.2-5 2 
Updated Area of Exceedance of the Annual NO2 Threshold during Operation in 2025 – 3 
Proposed Project without Mitigation 4 
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Table 11.2-7 shows the updated maximum PM10 and PM2.5 concentrations associated with 1 
operation of the proposed Project without mitigation. This table updates the results shown in 2 
Table 3.2-22 of the Draft EIR. None of the significance findings in the table has changed from 3 
the Draft EIR. All significance findings remain less than significant. 4 

TABLE 11.2-7 
UPDATED MAXIMUM POLLUTANT CONCENTRATIONS OF PM10 AND PM2.5 

DURING OPERATION OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT WITHOUT MITIGATION 

Pollutant Averaging Time Project Increment 
(µg/m3) 

Significance 
Threshold  

(µg/m3) 
Significant? 

Year 2020 

PM10 
24-Hour 0.5 2.5 No 

Annual 0.3 1.0 No 

PM2.5 24-Hour 0.3 2.5 No 

Year 2025 

PM10 
24-Hour 0.9 2.5 No 

Annual 0.5 1.0 No 

PM2.5 24-Hour 0.3 2.5 No 

Year 2035 

PM10 
24-Hour 0.9 2.5 No 

Annual 0.4 1.0 No 

PM2.5 24-Hour 0.3 2.5 No 

Notes:  
1. For PM10 and PM2.5, the significance thresholds apply to the Project increment. 
2. The Project increment equals the model-predicted change in ambient concentration associated with 

proposed Project operational emission sources relative to CEQA baseline emission sources. 
3. This table presents the highest modeled Project increments. The increments at all other modeled receptors 

would be less than the displayed values. 
4. This table updates Table 3.2-22 of the Draft EIR. 

Table 11.2-8 shows the updated maximum health impacts associated with construction and 5 
operation of the proposed Project without mitigation. This table updates the results shown in 6 
Table 3.2-23 of the Draft EIR. None of the significance findings in the table has changed from 7 
the Draft EIR. The two significant impacts are individual cancer risk at residential and sensitive 8 
receptors. In both cases, the updated significant individual cancer risks are less than in the 9 
Draft EIR. Therefore, the Port’s air quality expert for this proposed Project has concluded that 10 
the updated significant health impacts are not substantially greater than in the Draft EIR. 11 
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TABLE 11.2-8 
UPDATED MAXIMUM HEALTH IMPACTS ESTIMATED FOR CONSTRUCTION AND 

OPERATION OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT WITHOUT MITIGATION 

Health Category Receptor Type Project Increment 
Significance 
Threshold Significant? 

Individual  
Cancer Risk 

Residential 16.1 × 10-6 

10 × 10-6 

Yes 

Occupational 9.2 × 10-6 No 

Sensitive 12.0 × 10-6 Yes 

Chronic 
Hazard Index 

Residential 0.007 

1.0 

No 

Occupational 0.2 No 

Sensitive 0.01 No 

8-Hour Chronic 
Hazard Index 

Residential 0.02 

1.0 

No 

Occupational 0.6 No 

Sensitive 0.03 No 

Acute 
Hazard Index 

Residential 0.09 

1.0 

No 

Occupational 0.6 No 

Sensitive 0.08 No 

Notes:  
1. The Project Increment equals the proposed Project minus the CEQA baseline. 
2. Exceedances of the significance thresholds are shown in bold. 
3. This table updates Table 3.2-23 of the Draft EIR. 

Table 11.2-9 shows the updated maximum health impacts associated with construction and 1 
operation of the proposed Project with mitigation. This table updates the results shown in 2 
Table 3.2-24 of the Draft EIR. None of the significance findings in the table has changed from 3 
the Draft EIR. All significance findings remain less than significant after mitigation. 4 
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TABLE 11.2-9 
UPDATED MAXIMUM HEALTH IMPACTS ESTIMATED FOR CONSTRUCTION AND 

OPERATION OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT WITH MITIGATION 

Health Category Receptor Type Project Increment 
Significance 
Threshold Significant? 

Individual  
Cancer Risk 

Residential 6.7 × 10-6 

10 × 10-6 

No 

Occupational 7.8 × 10-6 No 

Sensitive 1.3 × 10-6 No 

Chronic 
Hazard Index 

Residential 0.001 

1.0 

No 

Occupational 0.04 No 

Sensitive 0.002 No 

8-Hour Chronic 
Hazard Index 

Residential 0.004 

1.0 

No 

Occupational 0.1 No 

Sensitive 0.007 No 

Acute 
Hazard Index 

Residential 0.09 

1.0 

No 

Occupational 0.4 No 

Sensitive 0.1 No 

Notes:  
1. The Project Increment equals the proposed Project minus the CEQA baseline. 
2. This table updates Table 3.2-24 of the Draft EIR. 

Based on the updated criteria pollutant modeling and HRA results presented and discussed 1 
here, the Port’s air quality expert for the proposed Project has concluded that the elimination 2 
of volume source exclusions zones is not expected to change the significance findings or 3 
substantially increase the significant impacts in the Draft EIR for any project alternative. 4 

Response to Comment AQMD-6: Please see response to Comment CARB-11. Volume 5 
sources do not have a plume rise algorithm, so manual adjustments were made to the volume 6 
source heights to account for plume rise.  7 

Response to Comment AQMD-7: The meteorological data used in the air dispersion 8 
modeling analyses were recorded from September 2006 through August 2007, the first 9 
complete 12-month period recorded at all six of the site-specific monitoring stations operated 10 
by the Ports of Long Beach and Los Angeles. ENVIRON evaluated the climatological 11 
representativeness of the data collected during September 2006 to August of 2007 in 12 
comparison to more recent data collected during years 2009 to 2012. ENVIRON evaluated 13 
the completeness of the average wind speed data by quarter and visually examined the wind 14 
pattern based on wind roses. The evaluation showed that the average wind speed and wind 15 
pattern of the original data period is very similar to that of the 2009 to 2012 data period across 16 
the ports’ meteorological stations. Therefore, ENVIRON concluded that the original data 17 
period is representative (ENVIRON, transmittal from Min Hou, May 28, 2013). 18 

Additionally, the use of 1 year of meteorological data is consistent with EPA guidelines, which 19 
state that “at least 1 year of site-specific” data are required (USEPA, Revisions to the 20 



Chapter 11 
Responses to Comments Port of Long Beach 
 

January 2018 11-54 Pier B On-Dock Rail Support Facility Project 

Guideline on Air Quality Models: Enhancements to the AERMOD Dispersion Modeling System 1 
and Incorporation of Approaches to Address Ozone and Fine Particulate Matter. 40 CFR 2 
[Code of Federal Regulations] Part 51. January 17, 2017).  3 

The Project air dispersion modeling analyses in the Draft EIR were performed with the most 4 
recent version of AERMOD at the time of the analysis (version 15181, released June 30, 5 
2015), but the meteorological data used in the analyses were processed with AERMET 6 
version 12345 (released December 11, 2012). At the time of the analysis, EPA had updated 7 
AERMET three times since version 12345: (1) version 13350 (released December 16, 2013); 8 
(2) version 14134 (released May 14, 2014); and (3) version 15181 (released June 30, 2015). 9 
Since the time of the analysis, AERMET version 16216 (the current version, released August 10 
3, 2016) has also been released. Because updated versions of AERMET usually do not have 11 
any appreciable effect on Port-related AERMOD results, the Port typically re-processes its 12 
meteorological data with the latest AERMET version only when warranted. The following 13 
paragraphs provide a justification for the use of AERMET 12345 on the meteorological data. 14 

As part of its ongoing documentation of AERMOD and AERMET, EPA performs sensitivity 15 
analyses that compare model updates to past model versions to enable users to understand 16 
the effects of new model updates. Sensitivity analyses that directly compare AERMET 17 
versions 12345 and 15181 are not available; however, analyses are available showing that 18 
there are not significant differences between consecutive versions of AERMET. For example, 19 
the use of AERMOD version 13350 to simulate the same source types as those in the Project 20 
analyses (volume or point sources in flat terrain) with AERMET versions 12345 and 13350 21 
resulted in differences in impacts of no greater than 0.5 percent and in some cases no 22 
differences at all between these two versions of AERMET (EPA Support Center for Regulatory 23 
Atmospheric Modeling [SCRAM] website http://www.epa.gov/ttn/scram/dispersion_prefrec. 24 
htm#aermod).  25 

Additional analyses from the EPA SCRAM site also show that use of AERMOD version 14134 26 
to simulate the same source types with AERMET versions 13350 and 14134 resulted in no 27 
differences in impacts. Furthermore, the use of AERMOD version 15181 to simulate the same 28 
source types with AERMET versions 14134 and 15181 resulted in no differences in impacts. 29 

These analyses show that since impacts from (1) AERMET version 12345 are nearly equal to 30 
version 13350, (2) AERMET version 13350 are equal to version 14134, and (3) AERMET 31 
version 14134 are equal to version 15181, then (4) AERMET version 12345 are nearly equal 32 
to 15181. Therefore, use of AERMET version 15181 instead of version 12345 in the Project 33 
dispersion modeling analyses would not produce a substantial difference in impacts compared 34 
to those presented in the Draft EIR. 35 

The Superblock monitoring station was the preferred site for meteorological data for the Draft 36 
EIR because it is part of the Port’s site-specific monitoring network and is located just 0.1 mile 37 
north of the existing Pier B Rail Yard. The Port appreciates the offer to use AERMOD-ready 38 
meteorological data processed by SCAQMD. However, because these data were collected 39 
several miles from the Port area, they are not as representative of conditions within the Project 40 
region as the Port’s data. 41 

Response to Comment AQMD-8: The SCAQMD reviewed and approved the meteorological 42 
data set selection and AERMET processing methodology for the 2006–2007 meteorological 43 
data that were used in the Draft EIR. The review and approval took place in 2007 during 44 
development of the Bay-Wide Regional Human Health Risk Assessment, which was part of 45 

http://www.epa.gov/ttn/scram/dispersion_prefrec.htm#aermod
http://www.epa.gov/ttn/scram/dispersion_prefrec.htm#aermod
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the technical analysis supporting the San Pedro Bay CAAP. The protocol that was reviewed 1 
and approved by the SCAQMD is titled “Protocol Bay-Wide Regional Human Health Risk 2 
Assessment for Diesel Exhaust Particulate Matter (DPM)” (December 14, 2009) and is located 3 
in Appendix B3 of the CAAP 2010 Update.  4 

The 2006–2007 meteorological data from the Superblock station (and other Port Complex 5 
stations) were first processed in 2008 in accordance with the SCAQMD-approved modeling 6 
protocol, except that necessary updates to the methodology were made as recommended by 7 
the 2008 EPA AERMOD Implementation Guide. These necessary updates focused on 8 
methodology used to determine surface characteristics (i.e., Bowen ratio, Albedo, and Surface 9 
Roughness). A more recent AERMOD Implementation Guide was published in March 2009, 10 
but no changes were made to the meteorological data processing procedure. The 11 
meteorological data were then used in multiple Port EIRs prepared by the Ports of Long Beach 12 
and Los Angeles. The processed AERMOD-ready datasets were also sent to SCAQMD in 13 
April 2010. In 2013, the 2006–2007 data were reprocessed using the most recent EPA 14 
AERMET version 12345 and AERSURFACE version 13016. Month-to-season allocation and 15 
the land use sector were defined following the Bay-wide health risk assessment modeling 16 
protocol. The precipitation condition (i.e., wet, dry, or average) used to estimate Bowen Ratio 17 
was determined in comparison to the 30-year historical data at representative stations as 18 
dictated by the Bay-wide health risk assessment modeling protocol. 19 

Response to Comment AQMD-9: Neither CARB nor SCAQMD has established a CEQA 20 
significance threshold for PM2.5-related mortality and morbidity. Furthermore, neither CARB 21 
nor SCAQMD has established a PM2.5 ambient concentration threshold above which mortality 22 
and morbidity should be quantified in a project-level CEQA document. In its response to the 23 
Notice of Preparation (NOP) of the Draft EIR, SCAQMD did not reference any requirement for 24 
conducting a mortality and morbidity analysis for the proposed Project nor provide any 25 
suggestion as to how such an analysis would be undertaken (CARB did not respond to the 26 
NOP). Moreover, CARB’s 2008 and 2010 documents addressing mortality and morbidity, 27 
which estimate premature deaths associated with PM2.5, do not provide any guidance as to 28 
whether or when such an analysis should be prepared for a project-level CEQA assessment 29 
where incremental PM2.5 concentrations and the affected population are on much smaller 30 
scales than the regional and statewide impacts quantified by CARB. Therefore, in the absence 31 
of such guidance, the Port developed its own approach to addressing mortality and morbidity, 32 
described in detail in Section 3.2.3 of the Draft EIR, Impact AQ-6, and summarized below.  33 

Mortality and morbidity studies examining health effects of exposure to fine particulate matter 34 
have been used by EPA and CARB to set the National Ambient Air Quality Standards 35 
(NAAQS) and California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS), respectively, and by 36 
SCAQMD to set the CEQA significant concentration thresholds for particulate matter. For this 37 
reason, a comparison of the Project’s modeled PM2.5 concentrations to SCAQMD’s CEQA 38 
significance threshold for PM2.5, which is more stringent than the NAAQS and CAAQS, 39 
implicitly accounts for mortality and morbidity effects on sensitive receptors. Therefore, the 40 
Port’s position is that a maximum modeled PM2.5 concentration less than SCAQMD’s 41 
threshold is considered sufficiently low such that mortality and morbidity effects in the 42 
surrounding population would not be significant; hence, a quantification of mortality and 43 
morbidity would not be warranted. 44 

Therefore, to determine whether quantification of mortality and morbidity was necessary for 45 
the proposed Project, the Port compared the ambient PM2.5 impacts predicted for proposed 46 
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Project operation to the 2.5 µg/m3 24-hour threshold set by SCAQMD. Table 3.2-22 of the 1 
Draft EIR indicates that the maximum PM2.5 concentration increment of 0.4 µg/m3 during 2 
proposed Project operation, occurring in 2020 and 2025, would be only 17 percent of the 3 
SCAQMD threshold of 2.5 µg/m3. (The updated PM2.5 concentration increments for the 4 
proposed Project in Table 11.2-7 of response to Comment AQMD-5 are even lower; 0.3 µg/m3 5 
in all 3 analysis years). Moreover, Figure A2-31 in Appendix A of the Draft EIR shows that the 6 
locations of the maximum modeled PM2.5 concentrations are nearly 0.5 mile from the closest 7 
residential receptor. Because the Project-related PM2.5 concentrations would be so low at the 8 
nearest residential or sensitive receptor, mortality and morbidity effects would be less than 9 
significant, and quantification of mortality and morbidity is not warranted for this Project.  10 

Response to Comment AQMD-10: The comment recommends that the POLB re-examine 11 
potential new emission control technologies every 2 years rather than every 5 years under 12 
Mitigation Measure AQ-3. The POLB believes that the 5-year review cycle is sufficient, is 13 
consistent with the timeline for technology review cycles for other port-related projects and 14 
leases, and that no substantial additional air quality benefit would be obtained by adopting a 15 
shorter review cycle. Given the typical timeline for development, demonstration, and 16 
deployment of new technologies, which can take a decade or more, the 5-year review cycle 17 
will provide adequate time to identify and discuss opportunities for demonstration and 18 
implementation of emerging technologies. Further, as evidenced by PHL’s history in working 19 
with the Port on technology demonstrations through the Port’s TAP or independently, and as 20 
discussed in CARB-7, it is anticipated that PHL will continue to partner with the Port to 21 
evaluate and demonstrate promising technologies as they become available. 22 

The comment also recommends incorporating into the mitigation measure a reference to 23 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15162 (a)(3)(C). This section of the Guidelines would not apply to 24 
the approved Pier B On-Dock Rail Support Facility Project, however, unless and until a 25 
subsequent discretionary approval is required because it is subject to CEQA Guidelines 26 
Section 15162(c), which reads: 27 

(c) Once a project has been approved, the lead agency's role in project approval is 28 
completed, unless further discretionary approval on that project is required. 29 
Information appearing after an approval does not require reopening of that approval. 30 
If after the project is approved, any of the conditions described in subdivision (a) 31 
occurs, a subsequent EIR or negative declaration shall only be prepared by the public 32 
agency which grants the next discretionary approval for the project, if any. In this 33 
situation, no other responsible agency shall grant an approval for the project until the 34 
subsequent EIR has been certified or subsequent negative declaration adopted. 35 

The referenced subsection (Section 15162 (a)(3)(C)) is not intended to trigger the requirement 36 
of a subsequent EIR in the context described in the comment. Instead, it would apply if the 37 
Port was considering a future discretionary approval relating to the Project, and at that time, 38 
a mitigation measure previously rejected by the Port as infeasible has, with the passage of 39 
time, become feasible. In such a circumstance, the now feasible mitigation measure may be 40 
considered “new information” that would cause a subsequent environmental review. 41 

Moreover, CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines do not need to be referenced in mitigation 42 
measures. To the extent that they apply to the actions of the Port, they must be followed 43 
whether or not they are specifically referenced. 44 
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11.2.3.6 City of Inglewood (COI) 1 

 2 

Response to City of Inglewood 3 

Response to Comment COI-1: The Port of Long Beach thanks you for your review of the 4 
Draft EIR and will retain your agency on the Project mailing list so that you will continue to be 5 
notified of the CEQA process for this Project. 6 
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11.2.3.7 Los Angeles Department of Water & Power (LADWP) 1 

 2 
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 1 

Responses to Los Angeles Department of Water & Power 2 

Response to Comment LADWP-1: The Port of Long Beach thanks you for your review of 3 
the Draft EIR. As is noted in Section 3.3.2.3 of the Draft EIR, contaminated groundwater could 4 
be encountered during construction. Depending on the characterization of the groundwater at 5 
the time of construction, conditions may or may not be amenable to treatment sufficient to 6 
permit reuse. Reuse would be considered if conditions permit and in accordance with COLB 7 
requirements. Should groundwater removal be required within areas of the COLA affected by 8 
the proposed Project, applicable requirements in COLA Ordinance No. 184248 would be 9 
followed. 10 

Response to Comment LADWP-2: Please see response to Comment LADWP-1 above.  11 
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11.2.3.8 Los Angeles County Public Works (LACPW) 1 

 2 

Responses to Los Angeles County Public Works 3 

Response to Comment LACPW-1: The Port of Long Beach thanks you for your review of 4 
the Draft EIR. Coordination with the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works 5 
(LACDPW) has been ongoing during the preliminary engineering phase of Project 6 
development; this will continue as the Project moves into the final design phase.  7 

Response to Comment LACPW-2: The Port of Long Beach acknowledges Assembly Bill 8 
(AB) 530 (February 2015), which establishes the Lower Los Angeles River Working Group. 9 
Port staff, along with COLB staff participate in the Working Group. In addition, the Gateway 10 
Cities Council of Governments (GCCOG) is an identified member of that working group, of 11 
which the COLB is a member. Participation via the GCCOG will, therefore, be pursued. 12 
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11.2.3.9 Long Beach Board of Health and Human Services (LBBHHS) 1 

 2 
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 1 

Responses to Long Beach Board of Health and Human Services 2 

Response to Comment LBBHHS-1: Thank you for your review of the Draft EIR and 3 
information on the Long Beach MSC. The MSC was identified and considered a sensitive 4 
receptor in the detailed air quality and noise analyses. Please see Draft EIR Sections 3.2 and 5 
3.8 for the results of those analyses. Please also see responses to Comments LBBHHS-2 6 
and LBBHHS-3 below. 7 

Response to Comment LBBHHS-2: The MSC was evaluated as a sensitive receptor in the 8 
health risk assessment of the Draft EIR (Table 3.2-4, Receptor No. 63-65). Table 3.2-24 9 
presents the maximum individual cancer risk increments, chronic and acute hazard index 10 
increments, and population cancer burden associated with construction and operation of the 11 
proposed Project with mitigation measures. The individual cancer risk, chronic and acute 12 
hazard indices, and population cancer burden are all below the respective significance 13 
thresholds. Please see the response to Comment PSC-7 for a complete discussion of the 14 
proposed Project’s specific air quality impacts on the MSC. 15 

The MSC operates 5 days per week, between the hours of 8:30 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. (2:00 p.m. 16 
on Thursdays). Daily use of the facility by staff and clientele is limited by hours of operation 17 
and visitation patterns, as people arrive and leave the site as necessary. There are no 18 
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overnight or long-term occupants of the facility and no child-care services or outdoor 1 
recreation programming provided, reducing the rate of sensitive receptors onsite.  2 

This comment requests that implementation of additional mitigation measures to protect the 3 
clients and staff of the MSC be funded outside of the proposed Project’s mitigation dollars to 4 
be allocated to the CGP. The CGP is a voluntary effort established by the Port in 2016 5 
allocating $46.4 million in funding aimed at mitigating the impacts of goods movement over 6 
12-15 years in three specific programs: community health, facility improvements, and 7 
community infrastructure. Eligible applicants for funding include government agencies, 8 
nonprofit organizations providing health services, licensed health providers, and facilities 9 
serving the sensitive populations defined by the Port. A CGP Advisory Committee appointed 10 
by the mayor of Long Beach helps select project for funding. Before any grants are awarded, 11 
the Port conducts a thorough staff review and recommended applications go to the BHC for 12 
final review. 13 

As a result of a recent CGP application process, in October 2017, the Port awarded the MSC 14 
its full funding request of $104,498 for the installation of 100 air filters over 5 years; 15 
modification of the existing heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC) system; and 16 
installation of new HVAC systems. The funding awarded to the MSC is sourced from the initial 17 
$46.4 million fund set aside for the CGP, which does not include the $1.5 million the Port 18 
would contribute to address cumulative GHG impacts and air quality impacts associated with 19 
operation of the proposed project, The MSC will continue to be eligible for funding awards in 20 
future years for qualifying CGP projects. Please see Master Response – Community Grants 21 
Program.  22 

Response to Comment LBBHHS-3: Please see responses to Comments CARB-3 and 23 
CARB-7, and Master Response – Electrification of Alameda Corridor and Zero Emission 24 
Locomotives. 25 



Chapter 11 
Responses to Comments Port of Long Beach 
 

January 2018 11-64 Pier B On-Dock Rail Support Facility Project 

11.2.3.10 Church of the Good Shepherd, Arcadia, CA (CGS) 1 

 2 

Response to Church of the Good Shepherd, Arcadia, CA 3 

Response to Comment CGS-1: Thank you for your comment. With respect to the property 4 
owned by Church of the Good Shepherd, Arcadia, CA located at 1664 West 9th Street and its 5 
location to relative to the proposed Project, it has been identified to be within the footprint of 6 
the proposed Project and its alternatives, which were analyzed in the EIR. The environmental 7 
review process is a preliminary part of the planning process that must be completed before 8 
the proposed Project or an alternative can be considered for approval by the BHC. Following 9 
certification of the EIR, any preparation, decision, or approval of relocation plans, or property 10 
acquisitions would be conducted in accordance with all applicable statutes and regulations. 11 
Please see Master Response – Property Acquisitions, Compensation, and Relocation. 12 
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11.2.3.11 Citizens Coalition for a Safe Community (CCSC) 1 

 2 
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Responses to Citizens Coalition for a Safe Community 1 

Response to Comment CCSC-1: The Port of Long Beach thanks you for your review of the 2 
Draft EIR and your comments concerning the proposed Project. 3 

Response to Comment CCSC-2: As part of the CEQA process, the Port is hereby providing 4 
additional information and clarifications in responses to comments received on the Draft EIR. 5 
The Draft EIR was prepared in conformance with CEQA and State CEQA Guidelines. The 6 
Final EIR does not contain any new or revised information that would trigger a requirement 7 
for recirculation of the document. The Port continues to be committed to its ongoing 8 
community outreach for this proposed Project to ensure that public concerns are addressed. 9 

Response to Comment CCSC-3: Analyses in the Draft EIR were conducted using best 10 
available information. Because this comment does not identify the specific instances where a 11 
term is unclear, it is not possible to provide a specific response. The terms “feasible” and 12 
“feasibility” as used in the Draft EIR and the Final EIR are intended to mean capable of being 13 
accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period, taking into account 14 
economic, environmental, legal, social, and technological factors. This is how the term is 15 
defined by CEQA Guideline 15364. 16 

Regarding the other three words referenced in the comment, dictionary definitions are 17 
assumed to apply to their use in the EIR. “Financial” is intended to mean “relating to finance.” 18 
“Economics” is intended to mean “the branch of knowledge concerned with the production, 19 
consumption, and transfer of wealth.” “Employment” is intended to mean “the condition of 20 
having paid work.” 21 

Response to Comment CCSC-4: The commenter states that no assessment is provided as 22 
to the potential reduction in port or transport jobs within the Ports, near the Port, or to/from the 23 
“Inland Ports” as a result of the proposed Project. Presumably, the commenter is referring to 24 
truck drivers that transport containers from Port terminals to off-dock rail yards. As an initial 25 
matter, those drivers are not dispatched to or from the existing Pier B Rail Yard. The expansion 26 
of that facility would not directly involve the termination of any truck drivers. With the expansion 27 
of the Pier B on-dock rail support facility, it is possible that fewer drayage trucks would be 28 
dispatched to the terminals to be served by the expanded facility. How specific containers are 29 
transported is within the discretion of the terminal operators and, as explained in the 30 
Introduction of the Draft EIR, is largely a function of the container’s destination. It would be 31 
speculative to assume that any truck driver positions would be eliminated. Moreover, from a 32 
CEQA perspective, environmental issues arise from an increase in jobs and the environmental 33 
impacts caused by the associated increase in population. If the number of jobs is reduced, 34 
that is purely an economic issue, which is beyond the scope of CEQA. 35 

Insofar as the direct employment associated with the proposed Project is concerned, minimal 36 
increases for the three build alternatives are projected, ranging from 5 to 10 permanent onsite 37 
jobs. 38 

Response to Comment CCSC-5: Measure M is focused on the improvement of commuter 39 
transportation, not the transportation of freight. The Los Angeles County Traffic Improvement 40 
Plan, Measure M, was approved by voters in November 2016 to impose retail transactions 41 
and use tax to improve traffic flow and safety; repair potholes and sidewalks; repave local 42 
streets; earthquake-retrofit bridges; synchronize signals; make public transportation more 43 
accessible, convenient, and affordable for seniors, students, and the disabled; expand rail, 44 
subway, and bus systems; improve job, school, and airport connections; and create jobs.  45 
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The Palmdale – High Desert Corridor (HDC) project is a separate project with no connection 1 
to the proposed Pier B On-Dock Rail Support Facility Project or any other projects associated 2 
with the Port. The HDC project focus is also on commuter transportation, including 3 
construction of a multimodal link that would connect Antelope Valley in Los Angeles County 4 
with Victor Valley in San Bernardino County, integrating four components into one project: (1) 5 
a freeway/expressway connecting State Route (SR)-14 and United States (US) Route 395, 6 
I-15, and SR-18; (2) a high-speed rail connection between the Palmdale Transportation 7 
Center (PTC) and the proposed XpressWest Station in Victorville; (3) a grade-separated 8 
bikeway; and (4) a green energy production/transmission facility (Metro, 2015; available at 9 
media.metro.net/projects_studies/hdc/images/factsheet_hdc_hsr_2015-08.pdf). The EIR 10 
certified in June 2016 (Caltrans, 2016; available at http://www.dot.ca.gov/d7/env-11 
docs/docs/hdc/HDC%20FED--Vol%201--062016_FINAL.pdf) does not identify the 12 
development of an inland logistics container facility or the transport of freight from the Port 13 
through the Palmdale HDC. 14 

Response to Comment CCSC-6: As discussed in Section 1.2.2 of the Draft EIR, the Tioga 15 
forecast (2009) was the source of projected container cargo utilized in the development of 16 
various analyses in the EIR. The Tioga and Mercator reports are public record, which were 17 
and are available for inspection upon request.  18 

The commenter claims that the 2009 Tioga Report (San Pedro Bay Container Forecast 19 
Update, prepared for Ports of Long Beach and Los Angeles available at 20 
http://www.portoflosangeles.org/pdf/SPB_Container_Forecast_Update_073109.pdf) and the 21 
2016 Mercator Report (San Pedro Bay Long-term Unconstrained Cargo Forecast prepared 22 
by Mercator International Limited Liability Corporation [LLC] and Oxford Economics for the 23 
Port of Long Beach and the Port of Los Angeles, Contract No. HD-8429, Final Report, 24 
February 2016) “are significantly deficient regarding the total container movement (Loaded 25 
Import, Loaded Export, and Empties).” Included as background information, both the Tioga 26 
and Mercator forecasts include projections of loaded-in, loaded-out, and empty container 27 
flows for SPBP over a substantial number of years. The comment does not identify any 28 
specific deficiencies in the Draft EIR. The comment does not raise any specific environmental 29 
concerns. To the extent specific issues are raised in the commenter’s later comments, those 30 
issues will be addressed in those later comments.  31 

Response to Comment CCSC-7: The commenter asserts that references are made to 32 
electrification and zero emissions locomotives without assessment of such for both the Colton 33 
(including Alameda Corridor East) and Palmdale railroad corridors (“Alameda Corridor North”) 34 
and the Alameda Central Corridor. The benefits and impacts of electrification and major ROW 35 
improvements must be analyzed for both direct and indirect-secondary impact, at least 36 
throughout the existing Alameda Corridor.  37 

The corridors identified by the commenter are outside the scope of the proposed Project, and 38 
conversion of the locomotive fleet to electricity is not an element of the proposed Project; 39 
therefore, no analysis need be performed. Furthermore, electrification of the Alameda Corridor 40 
would require the collaboration of several entities, including the POLB, POLA, ACTA, and the 41 
Class 1 rail lines. Please see Master Response – Electrification of Alameda Corridor and Zero 42 
Emission Locomotives. 43 

Response to Comment CCSC-8: The commenter’s claims regarding the “assessment of the 44 
proposed Project, including the Mercator report, and it’s (sic) many connections to L.A. [Los 45 
Angeles] County and LA/Inland Empire (San Bernardino and Riverside counties) regions” are 46 
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addressed more thoroughly in the responses to comments that follow. As part of the CEQA 1 
process, the Port is hereby providing additional information and clarifications in responses to 2 
comments received on the Draft EIR. Please see response to Comment CCSC-2. 3 

Response to Comment CCSC-9: Please see response to Comment CCSC-3. 4 

Response to Comment CCSC-10: Insofar as direct employment associated with the 5 
proposed Project is concerned, minimal increases for the three build alternatives are 6 
projected, ranging from 5 to 10 permanent onsite jobs. Regarding the references for potential 7 
job losses, please see response to Comment CCSC-4. 8 

Response to Comment CCSC-11: The 2016 Mercator report is cited in the Draft EIR in 9 
accordance with CEQA Guidelines. As stated in CEQA Guidelines Section 15148: The 10 
preparation of EIRs is dependent upon information from many sources, including engineering 11 
project reports and many scientific documents relating to environmental features. These 12 
documents should be cited but not included in the EIR.  13 

The report is a public record and was and is available for inspection upon request. The 14 
referenced Mercator document was provided to the commenter via e-mail on January 17, 15 
2017 (e-mail correspondence from Allyson Teramoto to Dr. Tom Williams). 16 

Response to Comment CCSC-12: The use of higher throughput levels in the Draft EIR from 17 
the 2009 forecast update (Tioga, 2009) reflects a conservative analysis of impacts from 18 
operation of the proposed Project. Because global trade conditions vary over time, the Port 19 
periodically conducts cargo forecasts for both the near term and longer time horizon to inform 20 
the Port’s planning process. As described in Section 1.2.2 of the Draft EIR, at the time the 21 
Draft EIR analysis was performed for the proposed Project, only the 2009 cargo forecast was 22 
available. It forecasted higher cargo throughput levels than the subsequent cargo forecast 23 
prepared by Mercator International in 2016, and both are graphically displayed in the Draft 24 
EIR. However, it should be noted that continued growth in cargo throughput is expected over 25 
time, with smaller variations occurring in shorter periods, with consistent growth expectations 26 
occurring over the longer time frame. 27 

The commenter claims that no clear definition of “containers,” “cargo,” or “reflects” is provided, 28 
but does not raise any substantive environmental concerns. The definition of the term 29 
“container” is provided in Appendix F, Glossary of Terms. The terms “cargo” and “reflects” are 30 
everyday terms that require no definition in the Draft EIR. Although not required for the 31 
environmental analysis nor required under CEQA, dictionary definitions for the following 32 
commonly used terms are provided:  33 

• cargo: the goods or merchandise conveyed in a ship, airplane, or vehicle 34 

• reflects: to have bearing or influence  35 

The commenter also requests that definitions clearly separate the total, loaded, 36 
unloaded/empty containers from cargo and freight passing through the POLB but does not 37 
explain how this information would inform the environmental analysis. When responding to 38 
comments, lead agencies need only respond to significant environmental issues and do not 39 
need to provide all information requested by reviewers, as long as a good faith effort at full 40 
disclosure is made in the EIR.  41 

The Draft EIR adequately utilizes the cargo throughput forecast from the 2009 Tioga Report. 42 
The discussion in the Draft EIR regarding the Tioga report implications and comparison of 43 
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Mercator/Tioga/Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) effects is a means 1 
of informing the public of the use of the more conservative approach to analyzing the potential 2 
impacts associated with the proposed Project. As stated in CEQA Guidelines Section 15144, 3 
Forecasting: “Drafting an EIR…necessarily involves some degree of forecasting. While 4 
foreseeing the unforeseeable is not possible, an agency must use its best efforts to find out 5 
and disclose all that it reasonably can.” This is precisely what the Port has done. No 6 
supplemental Draft EIR is required. 7 

Response to Comment CCSC-13: The commenter specifically identifies item (e) under 8 
Chapter 8, Section 30708, which is to “encourage rail service in port areas and multi-company 9 
use of facilities”; however, the comment does not raise any specific environmental concerns.  10 

The comment requests definition of certain terms. Definitions for the terms “intermodal” and 11 
“on-dock/off-dock rail (yards)” are provided in Appendix F, Glossary of Terms. Definitions for 12 
the following commonly used dictionary terms identified in the referenced section (Section 13 
6-2/1) are provided:  14 

• encourage: to spur on; to give help or patronage 15 

• cargo: the goods or merchandise conveyed in a ship, airplane, or vehicle 16 

• goods: (Economic Goods) a commodity or service that is useful to man but that must be 17 
paid for 18 

• port: a harbor town or city where ships may take on or discharge cargo 19 

• dock: a place (such as a wharf or platform) for the loading or unloading of materials 20 

• berth: the place where a ship lies when at anchor or at a wharf 21 

• efficiency: effective operation as measured by a comparison of production with cost (as in 22 
energy, time, and money) 23 

• overall: in view of all the circumstances or conditions; non-overall: not in view of all the 24 
circumstances or conditions 25 

• optimize: to make as perfect, effective, or functional as possible 26 

• equally: in an equal or uniform manner; benefitted: something that produces good or 27 
helpful results or effects or that promotes well-being 28 

The term “terminal” refers to a marine facility located at the Port where cargo containers are 29 
transported between different transport vehicles for onward transportation. The cargo may be 30 
transported between container ships and land vehicles (e.g., trains or trucks). 31 

The commenter also requests efficiency/optimization/beneficiary calculations and 32 
comparisons of each berth/terminal and port but does not raise any specific environmental 33 
concerns. Therefore, no additional calculations are warranted. Consistent with the focus on 34 
environmental issues in CEQA Guidelines Section 15088, CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a) 35 
provides in relevant part: 36 

In reviewing draft EIRs, persons and public agencies should focus on the sufficiency 37 
of the document in identifying and analyzing the possible impacts on the environment 38 
and ways in which the significant effects of the project might be avoided or mitigated. 39 
CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every test or perform all research, 40 
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study, and experimentation recommended or demanded by commenters. When 1 
responding to comments, lead agencies need only respond to significant 2 
environmental issues and do not need to provide all information requested by 3 
reviewers, as long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is made in the EIR.  4 

Response to Comment CCSC-14: The commenter reiterates the Port Master Plan (PMP) 5 
goals that the proposed Pier B On-Dock Rail Support Facility would support, as identified in 6 
the Application Summary Report (ASR) (Section 6) of the Draft EIR. The commenter also 7 
requests that bulk cargo and container rail and on-dock operations be separated. However, 8 
the commenter does not cite any specific environmental concerns related to this information.  9 

Bulk cargo is typically handled directly on the marine terminal by transfer to either truck or rail, 10 
depending on whether the material is destined nationally, regionally, or locally. Bulk cargo and 11 
non-intermodal cargo that may be transported to the Pier B Rail Yard via on-dock rail would 12 
be handled there in the same manner as containerized cargo. It is, therefore, not necessary 13 
to distinguish the two forms of cargo for purposes of understanding rail yard operations, nor 14 
is a separate assessment required, as requested by the commenter. Regarding the requested 15 
definitions, please see responses to Comments CCSC-12 and CCSC-13. 16 

Section 6 of the Draft EIR constitutes an ASR and proposed staff recommendations prepared 17 
specifically in accordance with the certified PMP, as amended, and the California Coastal Act 18 
(CCA). The ASR is intended to demonstrate that the proposed Project is in conformance with 19 
the stated goals and policies of the PMP and the CCA. The Project objectives, as required by 20 
CEQA, are separate from the goals of the PMP and CCA, and they are discussed in Section 21 
1.2 of the Draft EIR. There is no requirement that they be identical to the goals and policies 22 
of the PMP and CCA. Therefore, revisions of the goals to be same/consistent with/distinct 23 
from the Project objectives, and explanations of why they are not listed as Project objectives 24 
in Section 6, ASR, are not warranted.  25 

The commenter claims that the EIR should provide clarification about rail operations for 53Us 26 
versus 40Us and loaded versus unloaded/empty containers. Section 1.2 of the EIR provides 27 
a detailed explanation of rail operations. Assuming the commenter’s use of the terms “53Us” 28 
and “40Us” is in reference to 53-foot containers and 40-foot containers, Section 1.2.3 of the 29 
EIR provides an adequate description of the standard container sizes used today, which are 30 
20, 40, or 45 feet long; 8, 8.5, or 9.5 feet high, and 8.5 feet wide. The 20-foot by 8.5-foot by 31 
8.5-foot container is the basis for the twenty-foot equivalent Unit (TEU), which is the standard 32 
measure of containerized cargo volumes for loaded, unloaded, and empty containers used 33 
throughout the Draft EIR. The description of the proposed Project explains that the expanded 34 
facility would provide storage areas for both full and empty containers. 35 

Response to Comment CCSC-15: This commenter requests an appendix with comparisons 36 
of the forecasts and isolated container, bulk, and other “goods.” The 2007 Tioga and 2016 37 
Mercator reports are in the public record, and were and are available for inspection upon 38 
request. The referenced Mercator document was provided to the commenter via e-mail on 39 
January 17, 2017 (e-mail correspondence from Allyson Teramoto to Dr. Tom Williams). A 40 
discussion of the long-term cargo forecasts is provided in Chapter 1 of the Draft EIR, starting 41 
on page 1-1. The 2009 and 2016 forecasts are compared in Figure 1.2-1 in Chapter 1. The 42 
comment does not identify any specific environmental concerns. Please see responses to 43 
Comments CCSC-6 and CCSC-11. 44 
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Response to Comment CCSC-16: The comment expresses a concern that the Draft EIR 1 
does not include a map of known earthquake faults, and that the potential impacts of seismic 2 
events are not addressed in the Draft EIR. Seismic issues are addressed in Section 3.1 3 
(Geology). Figure 3.1-1 illustrates the general locations of earthquake faults within the region, 4 
and Figure 3.1-2 shows local fault traces relative to the Project footprint. The Cabrillo fault is 5 
discussed on page 3.1-6; it is approximately 5 miles southwest of the Project site. Impact 6 
GEO-5 on page 3.1-11 specifically addresses the potential effects on the Project from ground 7 
shaking resulting from an earthquake on a local fault. 8 

Separately, the comment requests that sea level be expressed as mean sea level (MSL) 9 
rather than as mean low low water (MLLW) or mean high high water (MHHW). The latter terms 10 
are normally used when specifically discussing the tidal cycle, height of the tide, or precise 11 
sea levels, whereas MSL is normally used when discussing elevation in general relative to 12 
sea level. In the context of Port facilities and operations, situated as they are generally 10 or 13 
more feet above sea level and being affected by the tidal cycle, use of MLLW and MHHW is 14 
appropriate. The proposed Project is +10 to +25 feet MLLW as stated in Section 3.1 of the 15 
Draft EIR on page 3.1-13. No change to the text is necessary. 16 

Response to Comment CCSC-17: Definitions for the following commonly used terms 17 
“goods,” “cargo,” “containers,” “on-/near-/off-dock,” and “in-/near-port” are provided in 18 
responses to Comments CCSC-12 and CCSC-13. “Freight” is defined to be goods that are 19 
carried by ships, trains, trucks, or airplanes. 20 

With respect to the commenter’s request for clear quantification of port, rail, and highway 21 
capacities within local (zero to 10 miles) and regional (10 to 100 miles) contexts, the 22 
commenter is referred to Section 1.2.2 of the Draft EIR, which discusses the long-term cargo 23 
forecast for the Port; this section includes a figure that shows cargo throughput projections to 24 
2030 when the Port is expected to reach capacity based on the 2009 cargo forecast (Tioga, 25 
2009). For rail capacities, the commenter is directed to Appendix C of the Draft EIR, Section 26 
3.0, and Table 3.10, which provide a detailed analysis of rail traffic volumes. In the Draft EIR, 27 
highway capacity is measured in terms of LOS, which is discussed in Section 3.5 of the Draft 28 
EIR. 29 

The commenter refers to the Tioga 2006 and SCAG 2012 analyses use of 2000 census data 30 
for economic development in the region, while the 2016 SCAG and Mercator 2016 analyses 31 
use the 2010 census and “Calif.Dpt.ofFin” 2015 projections. The commenter is correct in 32 
identifying the census data used in the respective analysis. This does not provide a comment 33 
related to the environmental analysis; therefore, no further response is necessary. The 34 
comment states that “use of 2012 also reflect early traffic recovery after the Great Recession 35 
and thereby is probably not typical of a full development mode and uses say in 2014 or 2016.” 36 
Traffic conditions during these later years were heavily influenced by construction projects 37 
and do not reflect normal traffic conditions. In 2014 to 2016, major construction projects were 38 
underway at the Port, including the Middle Harbor Redevelopment Project and the Gerald 39 
Desmond Bridge Replacement Project. Therefore, 2014 or 2016 would not represent “typical 40 
full development mode” as indicated in the comment.  41 

A comparison of the “California Freight Plan and SCAG-2012+2016, Tioga, and Mercator 42 
forecasts’ is not warranted under CEQA. The commenter has not identified any purpose of 43 
that comparison or how it would relate to the content of the EIR. Consistent with the focus on 44 
environmental issues in CEQA Guidelines Section 15088, CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a) 45 
provides in relevant part: 46 
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In reviewing draft EIRs, persons and public agencies should focus on the sufficiency 1 
of the document in identifying and analyzing the possible impacts on the environment 2 
and ways in which the significant effects of the project might be avoided or 3 
mitigated…CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every test or perform 4 
all research, study, and experimentation recommended or demanded by 5 
commenters. When responding to comments, lead agencies need only respond to 6 
significant environmental issues and do not need to provide all information requested 7 
by reviewers, as long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is made in the EIR.  8 

Response to Comment CCSC-18: As described in Draft EIR Section 1.5, and as shown in 9 
Figure 1.5-3, containerized cargo that is to be transported out of the region via rail is 10 
transported from the Port either directly by means of on-dock rail to the Alameda Corridor or 11 
by truck to the downtown off-dock yards for transfer onto rail. The Class I railroads then enter 12 
their separate main line tracks, all of which lead eastward from the downtown yards, not to 13 
the north. Passenger service using the proposed HDC, if and when that were to occur, would 14 
operate independently from freight traffic and is not relevant to the improvements proposed 15 
at the Pier B Rail Yard. All train traffic operating on the Class I main lines east of Los Angeles, 16 
including existing and approved future passenger service, has been included in the analysis 17 
of rail-related impacts presented in Draft EIR Section 3.5.  18 

Response to Comment CCSC-19: The comment appears to be a restatement of text from 19 
the Draft EIR; no question or comment about the text is apparent, and no response is 20 
necessary. 21 

Response to Comment CCSC-20: While this Draft EIR is not a National Environmental 22 
Policy Act (NEPA) document, the Project Need and Objectives are included in Sections 1.5 23 
and 1.6 to more clearly describe why the Project is being proposed. Please refer to Section 24 
1.6 for a detailed description of the purposes of this Project. 25 

Response to Comment CCSC-21: Terms used in Section 1 and throughout the Draft EIR 26 
have been defined in the Glossary (Appendix F) or they are commonly understood. The 27 
commenter has not provided any basis that would require recirculation of the EIR. 28 

Response to Comment CCSC-22: Project objectives are clearly stated in Draft EIR Section 29 
1.6. There is no requirement within CEQA that the objectives must cover or relate to a 30 
particular geographic area outside of the Project area. The objectives referenced by the 31 
commenter, while being focused on operations within the Port, have implications for both 32 
efficiencies and impacts at the local and regional scales. These consequences are discussed 33 
in the various impact sections as they are relevant to those topics. The commenter’s request 34 
for a comparison of objectives to various types of cargo and to differing geographic influences 35 
is unclear and does not raise any environmental issue associated with the Draft EIR. Please 36 
also see response to Comment CCSC-14 above. 37 

Response to Comment CCSC-23: The section referred to by the commenter (Chapter 1, 38 
Section 1.7.1) describes the proposed Project’s setting and location from a regional context 39 
as part of the Project Description. Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15124, “The description of 40 
the project shall contain…information but should not supply extensive detail beyond that 41 
needed for evaluation and review of the environmental impact.” Therefore, to expand and 42 
quantify for the Pacific Coast of North America, to include the container port at Lázaro 43 
Cárdenas, Mexico – 2,000 miles from the proposed Project, as requested by the commenter, 44 
is beyond what is needed for the evaluation and review of the environmental impacts 45 
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associated with the proposed Project, and is not warranted. As discussed in Section 1.7.1, 1 
the POLB is located in the COLB in southern Los Angeles County (Figure 1.7-1). Figure 1.7-2 
2 shows the location on a regional map, while Figure 1.7-3 shows the proposed Project 3 
location and boundaries on an aerial map. The information provided in the Project Description 4 
is consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15124.  5 

The comment requests that the Port “define and quantify” various terms. Regarding “busiest,” 6 
the Draft EIR did quantify what was being referred to, namely the Port’s ranking relating to 7 
U.S. ports and California ports. Information regarding throughput was provided. If the 8 
commenter would like further information regarding cargo information at the Port, it can be 9 
found online on the Port’s website at www.polb.com/economics/stats/default.asp. Cargo 10 
information available at this link includes the latest monthly TEU, Yearly TEU, TEU Year-to-11 
Date, and an archive of monthly totals since 1995 for import, export, and empty containers. 12 
The website also provides a 5-year comparison of cargo volume, value, and container units; 13 
a report of year-to-date tonnage figures, with statistics on inbound cargo, outbound cargo, 14 
containers, general cargo, petroleum/liquid bulk and dry bulk; and the latest annual financial 15 
statement. 16 

It is unclear what additional information the commenter is requesting or how the information 17 
relates to the environmental impacts of the proposed Project. The comment states “Change 18 
from trade to containers.” It is not clear to what the comment is referring. If it is referring to the 19 
statement on page 1-18 of the Draft EIR that the Port is a leading gateway for trade between 20 
the U.S. and Asia, the requested change is not necessary. The request to “include empties” 21 
is unclear. The Draft EIR did include references to empty containers.  22 

Finally, the comment requests that the Port “provide and compare POLB 2010 to Tioga and 23 
Mercator for post 2015.” It is unclear what comparison is being requested. Cargo information 24 
for POLB for the year 2010 can be found in Figure 1.2-1 of the Draft EIR (page 1-2). The Tioga 25 
and Mercator cargo forecasts referenced above are public documents, and are available upon 26 
request. The comment fails to indicate how any such comparison would affect or relate to the 27 
environmental impacts analyzed in the Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is required. 28 

Response to Comment CCSC-24: The comment requests that the Port provide an appendix 29 
of “all relevant boundaries within the Project’s site area local, and regional extant.” Other than 30 
the reference to the Project boundaries, it is not clear what the commenter is requesting. 31 
Relevant boundaries of the proposed Project are shown in Figure 1.7-3 of the Draft EIR (page 32 
1-21). This information need not be included as an appendix because it is contained in 33 
Chapter 1. No further response to this comment is required or possible. 34 

Response to Comment CCSC-25: The preliminary design/plans for railroad structures 35 
associated with the proposed Project and alternatives evaluated in the Draft EIR are provided 36 
in Figures 1.8-1, 1.8-9, 1.8-11, and 1.8-13. The elevation of the Project site ranges from +10 37 
to +25 feet MLLW, as stated in Section 3.1 of the Draft EIR on page 3.1-13.  38 

Response to Comment CCSC-26: Neo bulk, as defined in the Glossary (Appendix F) 39 
comprises goods that are prepackaged; counted as they are; loaded and unloaded, not stored 40 
in containers; and transferred as units at the Port. Examples of neo bulk are cars, lumber, and 41 
steel. This form of cargo is relevant to the proposed Project because some trains are handled 42 
at the Pier B Rail Yard that are made up of cars carrying non-containerized cargo. The term 43 
“other bulk” referred to in the comment is not used in the Draft EIR. The last portion of the 44 
comment states: “Define and demonstrate relevance to railroad to/from bulk and other types 45 
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of cargo compared to container and any overlap/co-use of railroad system.” It is not clear what 1 
the commenter is requesting or how the request relates to the environmental analysis 2 
contained in the Draft EIR. No further response is required or possible. 3 

Response to Comment CCSC-27: Figure 1.7-1 depicts the Project location relative to Los 4 
Angeles County. It is unclear what the comment is requesting. To the extent that it is 5 
requesting that all rail lines be shown, due to the scale of this figure, it is not possible to depict 6 
railroad lines. Not all railroad lines in Los Angeles County are relevant to the proposed Project 7 
(see response to Comment CCSC-18). For further information, Figure 2-1 of Appendix C 8 
(page C-13) depicts additional railroad lines in the southern California region. 9 

Response to Comment CCSC-28: The Port and its vicinity are depicted in Figures 1.5-2 and 10 
1.7-2. Figure 1.7-3 shows the Project boundary and the immediate surroundings. Figure 3.6-4 11 
portrays the Harbor District and its 10 subdivisions. The border between the cities of Los 12 
Angeles and Long Beach is shown in several of these figures.  13 

There are many facilities served by rail located throughout the Port, many of which are used 14 
for containerized cargo. Figure 1.5-2 provides a view of the Port-related rail lines serving the 15 
SPBP. Smaller spurs and local service lines are numerous, but they are not shown because 16 
they are not relevant to the proposed Project.  17 

Response to Comment CCSC-29: The comment simply repeats and adds highlighting to the 18 
quotations from the CEQA Guideline 15126.6 that were referenced on page 1-22 of the Draft 19 
EIR. No comment is made regarding that section. No response is needed. 20 

Response to Comment CCSC-30: The comment is simply quoting language from page 1-22 21 
of the Draft EIR without making any comments regarding that language. No response is 22 
necessary. However, the Port has identified and examined a range of reasonable alternatives 23 
in the Draft EIR; the reasoning for selecting these alternatives is provided in Section 4.3. As 24 
stated in Section 4.3, the Environmentally Preferred Alternative is the No Project Alternative. 25 
Among the “build” alternatives, the 12th Street Alternative is deemed to be the Environmentally 26 
Superior Alternative. 27 

Response to Comment CCSC-31: The Project site does not include any berths, docks, piers, 28 
or terminals. Information on the berths, docks, terminals, and piers is not relevant to the rail 29 
operations at Pier B for purposes of this Draft EIR. The proposed Project is concerned with 30 
the Pier B Rail Yard and does not include any physical changes or improvements to any 31 
berths, docks, terminals, and piers.  32 

Response to Comment CCSC-32: Comments are raised about specific aspects of the 33 
secondary evaluation of alternatives noted in the Draft EIR. The following are responses: 34 

“Not tonnage or $-value” – TEU are typically used to measure the volume of cargo; 35 
tonnage is not a relevant measure because it would vary from container to container. 36 
Monetary value is similarly not relevant because it would vary from container to container 37 
and because cost information is proprietary. 38 

“No parameters – cars/yr, $ profit/yr” – Rail operations are described and evaluated either 39 
in terms of trains or containers handled. The terms “cars/yr” and “$ profit/yr” as referenced 40 
in the comment are not relevant. 41 
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In the comment, several evaluation factors are emphasized in bold and underlined text, such 1 
as “affect local traffic, runoff and storm drain facilities, and existing utilities.” These factors are 2 
evaluated in the respective sections of the Draft EIR. 3 

The comment references the complexity of the construction staging, but it does not ask a 4 
question or make a comment; therefore, no response can be provided. This portion of the 5 
comment goes on to ask for the relative cost to construct the alternatives. Project construction 6 
cost is not an evaluation factor required by CEQA.  7 

The terms “vicinity, existing utilities, owned/leased, acquired, staging and costs/relative costs” 8 
are used as those terms are commonly understood. 9 

Another portion of the comment states “container volume as TEU – projections does not 10 
provide any value as compared to 40 ft or 53 ft units, etc.” The relative value of cargo, whether 11 
carried in 40-foot or 53-foot-long containers is not relevant to the Project evaluation, nor is 12 
monetary value a consideration requiring evaluation under CEQA.  13 

The comment stating “these following considerations are in fact used as project objectives, 14 
etc.” appears to be referencing the evaluation factors listed on page 1-23. Those factors were 15 
used as part of the engineering analysis that was conducted to reduce a broad range of 16 
alternatives to the three proposed build alternatives that are evaluated in the Draft EIR.  17 

Response to Comment CCSC-33: The Port’s current on-dock rail terminals lack sufficient 18 
train staging areas to be operated to their full utilization. Figure 1.3-1 of the Draft EIR shows 19 
how each Project alternative would increase the Port’s rail capacity. The 12th Street Alternative 20 
(proposed Project), as an example, would improve the Port’s capacity to 4,700,000 TEU 21 
moved by rail in 2035, versus 2,700,000 TEU by rail under the No Project Alternative. Expert 22 
Port rail engineers and planners at HDR Engineering estimated that up to 17 trains per day 23 
(Draft EIR page 1-39) could depart the rail support facility at the proposed Project’s maximum 24 
physical capacity (Draft EIR page 1-39). This professional judgment of maximum potential 25 
train throughput, based on the proposed physical improvements to occur under the Project, 26 
was deemed to be a reasonable basis for impact analysis. 27 

Response to Comment CCSC-34: Definitions for the terms listed in the comment are either 28 
provided in the Glossary, defined in the text, or the terms are used for their common meaning. 29 

Existing conditions are described in Draft EIR Section 1.3.3. Quantities are provided (e.g., 2 30 
mainline tracks; 10 internal tracks ranging in length from 1,100 to 3,000 feet; 7 trains per day 31 
processed; trains averaging 8,000 feet in length). These quantities and measures are 32 
generally understandable. Comparisons to berths, gantries, and the like are not relevant. Draft 33 
EIR Section 1.2.7 (page 1-5) and Section 5.3.2 provide a discussion of cargo “dwell” time and 34 
why certain cargo is handled at near-dock or off-dock intermodal yards. As stated in Section 35 
5.3.3 of the Draft EIR, the proposed Project would increase the ability of the rail system to 36 
support operation of the on-dock intermodal facilities, which would help prevent bottlenecks 37 
on on-dock rail systems and in the overall SPBP rail network. As stated on page 1-9 of the 38 
Draft EIR, the two mainline tracks must remain as free as possible for “through train” 39 
movement because impairment of that function can have significant adverse effects on overall 40 
Port cargo-handling capability. 41 

The comment references the proposed need for a “spatial graphical model of all container 42 
logistic flows through the Port and beyond within a 100-mile radius” for the Port Plan and all 43 
logistics projects. It does not appear that this is a comment on the Draft EIR. To the extent it 44 
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is a comment on the Draft EIR, such a model is not required to properly evaluate the 1 
alternatives under consideration. The Port routinely commissions and updates its rail analysis; 2 
it does understand the importance of logistical systems through 2040. It is not necessary to 3 
include such analysis in the Draft EIR. Nonetheless, the Port included an extensive description 4 
of the container movement process in the Introduction of the Draft EIR at pages 1-1 through 5 
1-5.  6 

Response to Comment CCSC-35: Insofar as the description of operations within the yard is 7 
concerned, “trains per day” refers to the number of fully assembled trains leaving the yard 8 
each day, on average. As stated on page 1-9 of the Draft EIR, it is estimated that seven trains 9 
per day are released to the external rail network from the existing Pier B Rail Yard; page 1-40 10 
states that approximately five locomotive refueling tanker trucks would arrive and depart each 11 
day. Trains can be assembled in varying lengths and quantities of containers or cars 12 
containing bulk cargo; therefore, a direct translation to “units” (as the commenter has 13 
interpreted them) is not available. Please also see response to Comment CCSC-34 regarding 14 
“logistical system models.”  15 

Response to Comment CCSC-36: It would theoretically be possible to construct new fill in 16 
the Harbor upon which to shift existing marine terminal space, thereby providing space for a 17 
new rail yard in the vacated or partially vacated terminal. However, creating new fill would give 18 
rise to two significant issues. The first would be that the magnitude of new fill required (i.e., 19 
up to 180 acres of finished surface area) would result in substantial water-side impacts, which 20 
would be far in excess of the impacts associated with expanding an existing rail yard. Second, 21 
entirely new connections to lead tracks connecting to the Alameda Corridor would be needed, 22 
with attendant additional impacts and feasibility issues involved. Additionally, expanding the 23 
on-dock terminals will not achieve many of the Project goals, such as additional arrival and 24 
departure tracks for 10,000-foot trains and expansion of mainline capacity through Pier B and 25 
to/from Piers E/G/J. Simply expanding the track inside the terminals would not provide the 26 
systemic improvements the proposed Project would deliver. 27 

Response to Comment CCSC-37: The assumptions, constraints, and design criteria were 28 
not used as Project objectives; rather, these are pertinent factors relevant to the identification 29 
and development of reasonable alternatives. The Project’s objectives are the six elements 30 
defined in Section 1.6 of the Draft EIR. 31 

Response to Comment CCSC-38: As is noted in Draft EIR Section 3.9.2.2, a variety of 32 
background source material was used in the hazardous materials analysis. Included among 33 
these sources was historical aerial photography, shown in Figure 3.9-1, which depicts active 34 
production, injection, or abandoned wells in the Project area. The investigation conducted for 35 
the Draft EIR included a review of records and agency information about past contamination. 36 
Please refer to Section 6.3.5 for a discussion of procedures that would be followed in the 37 
event of inadvertent discovery of contaminated soils. Please also see responses to Comments 38 
DTSC-4 and DTSC-5. Therefore, the Hazardous Materials section of the Draft EIR is not 39 
incomplete. 40 

Response to Comment CCSC-39: As referenced in Draft EIR Section 3.12.1.4, a 41 
comprehensive review of available survey information pertaining to archaeological, 42 
paleontological, and historical resources was conducted. Included among these sources was 43 
historical aerial photography (pages 3.12-4 through 3.12-8 of the Draft EIR). In addition, Native 44 
American consultation was conducted. Finally, a comprehensive survey of the Project site and 45 
vicinity was conducted by a qualified cultural resources specialist. Both the survey of potential 46 
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resources and their evaluation for potential impacts followed generally accepted procedures 1 
and protocols. Therefore, the Cultural Resources section of the Draft EIR is not inadequate. 2 

Response to Comment CCSC-40: Please see response to Comment CCSC-39. In addition, 3 
the Port of Long Beach included a Special Condition for inadvertent discovery of cultural 4 
materials (see Section 6.3.6). This Special Condition would be implemented by the selected 5 
contractor(s) responsible for Project construction. The information noted in this section of the 6 
Draft EIR is intended to inform the public that, although significant impacts for the factors 7 
addressed in Section 6.3 have not been found, procedures would be in place to address 8 
issues that cannot be known until construction occurs. These Special Conditions, therefore, 9 
provide an additional level of protection above and beyond what the analysis has yielded. 10 

Information sufficient for review and comment by the public is provided in Draft EIR Section 11 
3.12. 12 

Response to Comment CCSC-41: The commenter states that “ideal” criteria/parameters 13 
were not included in the Project objectives, such as having a transfer yard between the 14 
Alameda Corridor and Pier B. As described in the CEQA Guidelines, the Project objectives 15 
help the lead agency develop a reasonable range of alternatives to evaluate in the EIR (CEQA 16 
Guidelines Section 15124). The proposed Project objectives are not intended to be limited to 17 
a specific location for a rail yard, as suggested by the commenter, for a transfer facility 18 
between the Alameda Corridor and Pier B. To maximize the use of on-dock rail, the objectives 19 
of the proposed Project are outlined in Section 1.6 of the Draft EIR.  20 

Although not required for purposes of the environmental analysis nor required under CEQA, 21 
definitions for the following the commonly used terms “suitable,” “ideal,” “effective,” and 22 
“identification” as found in the Merriam-Webster Dictionary are provided below. The definition 23 
of “on-dock” is available in Appendix F of the Draft EIR (Glossary of Terms).  24 

• suitable: adaptable to a use or purpose 25 

• ideal: exactly right for a particular purpose, situation, or person 26 

• effective: producing a decided, decisive, or desired effect 27 

• identification: the action of identifying someone or something or the fact of being identified 28 

Measure M is Los Angeles County’s plan to improve public transportation and ease traffic 29 
congestion. The Measure does not address freight transport. The Palmdale HDC has no 30 
connection to the proposed Pier B On-Dock Rail Support Facility Project or any other projects 31 
associated with Port operations. The HDC is a highway-passenger rail corridor alone and 32 
does not include the development of an inland logistics container facility. 33 
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11.2.3.12 Gabrieleno Band of Mission Indians – Kizh Nation (GBMI) 1 

 2 
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Responses to Gabrieleno Band of Mission Indians – Kizh Nation 1 

Response to Comment GB-1: The Port of Long Beach thanks you for your review of the 2 
Draft EIR and your comments concerning monitoring during ground disturbance. The Port has 3 
determined that site conditions do not warrant the need for archaeological monitoring during 4 
construction. This is because the site is alluvium overlain by imported fill and has been 5 
substantially altered by industrial activities (page 3.1-3 of the Draft EIR). As stated on page 6 
3.12-16 of the Draft EIR, Project construction has a low likelihood of encountering 7 
archaeological resources at this site. Furthermore, the proposed Project would implement the 8 
Special Condition described in Draft EIR Section 6.3.7.1 for inadvertent discovery of 9 
archaeological materials. 10 

Response to Comment GB-2: This comment is not a comment on the Draft EIR, but rather 11 
reflects the commenter’s opinion about the practices of the Native American Heritage 12 
Commission (NAHC). The NOP for the Draft EIR for the proposed Project was submitted to 13 
the NAHC on August 20, 2009, to initiate consultation with culturally affiliated tribal groups in 14 
the Project area. In a letter dated August 28, 2009, the NAHC indicated a search of the Sacred 15 
Lands File did not indicate the presence of Native American cultural resources within the 16 
Project area of influence. Notification letters were sent to culturally affiliated tribal groups in 17 
August 2009; one letter was received on August 27, 2009, from John Tommy Rosas of the 18 
Tongva Ancestral Territorial Tribal Nation (no response was received from this tribe in 19 
2016/2017). In December 2016, the POLB obtained an updated list of tribes culturally affiliated 20 
to the Project area from the NAHC and provided notification of the Project to these tribes, 21 
including the Gabrieleno Band of Mission Indians – Kizh Nation. To date, no tribal cultural 22 
information concerning the Project area has been received from any tribal groups. 23 

Response to Comment GB-3: The POLB thanks you for your comment and appreciates this 24 
information on the two referenced projects. The Port shares the concern for protection of 25 
cultural resources, and includes a Special Condition for inadvertent discovery of 26 
archaeological materials or human remains for all its construction projects. In this instance, 27 
the Port does not anticipate that construction activities would encounter tribal resources 28 
because the site is comprised of imported fill. Additionally, this Project would implement the 29 
Special Condition described in Section 6.3.7.1 for inadvertent discovery of archaeological 30 
materials. The Pier B Rail Yard site has a low probability of encountering archaeological 31 
resources due to its history and physical condition. This particular condition is different from 32 
the two referenced projects, one of which was in an area of known cultural activity (Olvera 33 
Street). 34 

Response to Comment GB-4: AB 52 (Gatto; Native Americans: California Environmental 35 
Quality Act) applies to projects that have a NOP or a Notice of Negative Declaration Filed or 36 
Mitigated Negative Declaration on or after July 1, 2015. The NOP for the proposed Pier B On-37 
Dock Rail Support Facility was posted by the State Clearinghouse on August 24, 2009. Even 38 
though AB 52 does not apply to the proposed Project for this reason, the Port undertook 39 
outreach to Native American groups. The Port obtained the appropriate list of tribes culturally 40 
affiliated to the Project area from the NAHC, provided notification to these tribes including the 41 
Gabrieleno Band of Mission Indians – Kizh Nation, and has not received any consultation 42 
requests from other Tribes that claim affiliation to the Project area. The intent of AB 52 is to 43 
ensure that local and tribal governments, public agencies, and project proponents have 44 
information available early in the CEQA environmental review process for purposes of 45 
identifying and addressing potential adverse impacts to tribal cultural resources and to reduce 46 
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the potential for delay and conflicts in the environmental review process. The Port followed a 1 
process comparable to the process required by AB 52 for outreach to Native American groups 2 
with cultural affiliation to the Project area by providing notification of the proposed Project to 3 
five tribal groups identified by the NAHC; no tribal cultural information was received. As stated 4 
in responses to Comments GBMI-1 and GBMI-3, the Port does not anticipate that construction 5 
activities would encounter tribal resources because the site is comprised of imported fill. 6 
Additionally, this Project would implement the Special Condition described in Section 6.3.7.1 7 
for inadvertent discovery of archaeological materials. For these reasons, the Port has 8 
determined that site conditions do not warrant the need for archaeological monitoring at this 9 
time. 10 
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11.2.3.13 Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC) 1 

 2 

Responses to Natural Resources Defense Council 3 

Response to Comment NRDC-1: Thank you for your review of the Draft EIR. While the 4 
proposed Pier B On-Dock Rail Support Facility is primarily intended to directly support the on-5 
dock rail yards at the POLB marine terminals, improvements to the facility would also improve 6 
overall shipping efficiencies at the POLB and the POLA. Pier B can efficiently move cargo 7 
within San Pedro Bay, which benefits both the POLA and POLB and eases rail congestion. 8 
However, Pier B does not ordinarily handle containers from POLA terminals. PHL, the 9 
switching rail line that serves the two Ports, would be the primary operator of the Pier B On-10 
Dock Rail Facility. On occasion, PHL could move train segments containing containers from 11 
the POLA to assemble into complete trains at the Pier B On-Dock Rail Facility. 12 

Response to Comment NRDC-2: The cumulative impact analysis in the Draft EIR was 13 
prepared with the assumption that the Southern California International Gateway (SCIG) 14 
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project (estimated 16 additional trains per day) could occur at some time in the future; that 1 
project was identified as a related project, as shown in Table 2.1-1 of the Draft EIR; however, 2 
it is not possible to accurately predict if or when that project would be constructed or 3 
operational given the ongoing litigation involving that project. The proposed Intermodal 4 
Container Transfer Facility (ICTF) expansion (13 additional trains per day) and China Shipping 5 
development at Berths 97 – 109 of POLA (approximately 3 additional trains per week) were 6 
also included as related projects. Improvements at the China Shipping terminal are included 7 
in assumptions about terminal future throughput. The cumulative impact analysis presented 8 
in the Draft EIR did not assume that businesses would shift their operations from POLA to 9 
POLB. 10 
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11.2.3.14 Sierra Club, Angeles Chapter (SCAC) 1 

 2 



Chapter 11 
Responses to Comments Port of Long Beach 
 

January 2018 11-96 Pier B On-Dock Rail Support Facility Project 

 1 



Chapter 11 
Port of Long Beach Responses to Comments 
 

Pier B On-Dock Rail Support Facility Project 11-97 January 2018 

 1 



Chapter 11 
Responses to Comments Port of Long Beach 
 

January 2018 11-98 Pier B On-Dock Rail Support Facility Project 

Responses to Sierra Club, Angeles Chapter 1 

Response to Comment SCAC-1: The Port of Long Beach appreciates your review of the 2 
Draft EIR and notes the information provided regarding Dr. Stewart. Regarding the general 3 
comment in the last paragraph of the comment letter, please see the responses to the specific 4 
comments below. However, the comments do not establish the need to recirculate the EIR. 5 

Response to Comment SCAC-2: Regarding the portion of the comment relating to air quality, 6 
as stated in Section 3.2 (Air Quality, page 3.2-5 of the Draft EIR), the Port would implement 7 
five mitigation measures to address construction emissions that exceed SCAQMD thresholds. 8 
With implementation of mitigation measures, impacts to CO and NOX would remain significant 9 
during all construction phases for the 12th Street Alternative; the federal 1-hour standard for 10 
NO2 would be exceeded, and this would also be a significant impact. Similarly, operational air 11 
quality impacts from CO and NOX, and the federal 1-hour standard for NO2 would be exceeded 12 
with implementation of regulatory and CAAP measures to reduce air pollutant emissions. 13 
Feasible mitigation has been applied in all instances in which it is available and effective. 14 
Despite an exhaustive investigation of potential mitigation, the Port is not aware of additional 15 
feasible mitigation measures.  16 

With regard to noise, the temporary increase in noise from construction activities would not 17 
exceed applicable COLB or COLA noise criteria; therefore, it is not considered to be a 18 
significant impact. Operation of any of the Project alternatives would not require horn 19 
soundings beyond the perimeter of the yard as trains either arrive from or depart to the 20 
Alameda Corridor. Operations on the Alameda Corridor would not require horn soundings 21 
because the corridor is completely grade separated. Grade crossings occur on the regional 22 
rail network to the east beyond the downtown Class I rail yards; horn soundings would occur 23 
there in accordance with safety requirements. On some occasions, horns would be sounded 24 
within the yard for safety reasons. Elimination of the at-grade rail crossing at 9th Street and 25 
Pier B Street would eliminate horn soundings at that location. Noise from the operation of 26 
additional trains from the Pier B Rail Yard would not exceed applicable noise criteria defined 27 
on pages 3.8-15 and 3.8-16 of the Draft EIR. The comment has not identified any particular 28 
issue with the noise analysis in the Draft EIR. 29 

Response to Comment SCAC-3: The comment requests “a complete end to all train warning 30 
sounds audible (>45 dBA [A-weighted decibels]) beyond 100 feet of the train tracks.” This 31 
request is infeasible because locomotive horns are safety devices required by federal law to 32 
produce a sound level of 96 to 110 dBA at 100 feet forward of the locomotive in its direction 33 
of travel (CFR, Title 49, Subtitle B, Chapter II, Part 229, §229.129). 34 

At present, five to seven trains per day arrive from and leave Pier B. This level of train traffic 35 
equates to approximately one train every 3.5 to 5 hours, on average. Assuming trains were 36 
evenly spaced over the 24-hour day, that would result in an average of two trains between the 37 
hours of 10:00 pm and 6:00 am. Given the high level of industrial and shipping activity in the 38 
harbor vicinity and the presence of at-grade rail crossings outside of the harbor complex, some 39 
or all of the horn noise cited by the commenter could come from sources other than the Pier B 40 
Rail Yard. 41 

Trains are federally required for reasons of safety to sound their horns (a) at at-grade 42 
crossings, and (b) to warn personnel working on adjacent tracks when train movements occur. 43 
At present, trains leaving the Pier B Rail Yard traverse no at-grade crossings as they enter 44 
the Alameda Corridor; once trains leave the yard destined for the Alameda Corridor, there are 45 
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no grade crossings encountered. Therefore, there is no need for sounding horns once trains 1 
leave the yard (unless there is a need to signal to rail yard workers). The sounding of train 2 
horns to warn workers in the yard may occur, on an infrequent basis, but the noise from those 3 
horn soundings would be limited to the vicinity of the yard area. It is possible that the 4 
commenter is referring to horn noise from other railroad lines in the surrounding area that are 5 
not part of the proposed Project analyzed in the Draft EIR. 6 

Response to Comment SCAC-4: While train horns may be audible due to their distinctive 7 
nature, they are typically of relatively short duration. Analysis in the Draft EIR indicates that 8 
operational noise sources directly associated with the proposed Project, including train horns, 9 
would not generate average or maximum noise levels that would be perceptible above 10 
ambient conditions. Hence, noise levels would comply with the City’s standards. It is possible 11 
that the commenter is referring to horn noise from other railroad lines in the surrounding area 12 
that are not part of the proposed Project analyzed in the Draft EIR. 13 

Train activity occurring within the Pier B Rail Yard could result in intermittent train horn 14 
sounding for railroad personnel safety purposes. As is also noted above, there are no at-grade 15 
crossings between the yard and the Alameda Corridor. It is possible that local train 16 
movements occurring elsewhere in the harbor vicinity could involve grade crossings in various 17 
locations that would require the sounding of horns, but those train movements would not result 18 
from nor be associated with Pier B activity. 19 

The comment states that the FTA noise impact criteria were not applied. This is incorrect. 20 
These criteria were incorporated into significance criteria NOISE-6. The FTA criteria, as 21 
shown in Figure 3.8-5, were applied in the evaluation of noise impacts for the proposed Project 22 
(see Section 3.8.2.1). As discussed on page 3.8-26, this noise criterion was applied to 23 
operation of trains along the Alameda Corridor. The increase in train activity from the proposed 24 
Project was found to result in an increase in noise of less than 1 decibel (dB) (Leq and Ldn). As 25 
discussed on page 3.8-26 of the Draft EIR, this increase in noise exposure is only one 26 
component of the overall ambient noise environment. The less than 1-dB increase in noise 27 
would result in a No Impact level of noise exposure in accordance with the chart in Figure 28 
3.8-5. FTA criteria were applied for analysis of potential operational noise impacts along the 29 
Alameda Corridor as trains travel across various cities. The FTA criteria (Figure 3.8-5) for the 30 
residential category would not apply to the proposed Project because there are no residential 31 
properties in the vicinity of the Project.  32 

Response to Comment SCAC-5: As quoted in the comment and noted on page 3.8-11 of 33 
the Draft EIR, the Alameda Corridor is northwest of the Pier B Rail Yard, and there are no at-34 
grade crossings between the yard and the Corridor that would require trains to routinely sound 35 
their horns. See response to Comment SCAC-3, which addresses this issue. 36 

Current noise levels in the Alameda Corridor area are shown in Draft EIR Table 3.8-1 for Sites 37 
No. N29 and N32, which represent baseline noise along the Alameda Corridor. The comment 38 
correctly notes that the proposed Project is projected to increase the number of trains by 10 39 
trains per day. There would be no increase in train horn soundings associated with trains 40 
containing multiple locomotives as horns are only sounded for at-grade crossings. The 41 
additional trains generated by the proposed Project would not traverse any at-grade crossings 42 
because trains either arrive at Pier B from or depart from Pier B to the Alameda Corridor, and 43 
there are no at-grade crossings within the Alameda Corridor. 44 
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For purposes of potential noise impacts affecting sensitive uses near the proposed Project, 1 
however, more stringent and locally applicable significance criteria were applied (see criteria 2 
NOISE-3, NOISE-4, NOISE- 5, and NOISE-7). These criteria were used to evaluate potential 3 
noise impacts on the sensitive receptors identified in Draft EIR Table 3.8-1. As shown in Draft 4 
EIR Table 3.8-9, noise levels associated with activity in the rail yard are not projected to 5 
exceed the impact significance criteria at any of the identified sensitive receptors. 6 

Response to Comment SCAC-6: Appendix D (Noise) includes ambient noise measurement 7 
data that encompasses all noise sources in the area, including horn noise. Train horn noise 8 
associated with soundings within the yard was included in the ambient measurements. The 9 
ambient sound level, including horn noise, was used as a baseline, so noise from train horns 10 
is reflected in the projections of future yard-related noise affecting the project area. As stated 11 
in response to comment SEA-17, “in yard” activities, including horn soundings, were captured 12 
on the noise meters used for collecting the ambient noise levels. The methodology employed 13 
factored up ambient levels to reflect the proportionate increase in train activity within the yard.  14 

Response to Comment SCAC-7: Train horns are included in the overall noise levels 15 
analyzed in the Draft EIR based on recognized standards and thresholds. These standards 16 
are developed by public agencies based on available data and evidence regarding the impacts 17 
of noise on humans. It is not feasible to guarantee that no train horns will be used anywhere 18 
in the West Long Beach area because locomotive horns are safety devices required by federal 19 
law to produce a sound level of 96 to 110 dBA at 100 feet forward of the locomotive in its 20 
direction of travel (CFR, Title 49, Subtitle B, Chapter II, Part 229, §229.129). The Port believes 21 
the analysis of noise impacts is sufficient to justify a less-than-significant impact finding; 22 
therefore, reissuance of the EIR would not be necessary.  23 

Health impacts resulting from noise exposure would not require exposure of very high noise 24 
levels over significant periods. Because the Draft EIR documents a finding of less-than-25 
significant impact in accordance with local regulations, such extreme exposure would not 26 
occur; therefore, health effects also would not occur.  27 

Response to Comment SCAC-8: The comment includes a request that “all train horns must 28 
be forever silenced in all trains from the Port of Long Beach, including any trains related to 29 
the Intermodal Container Transfer Facility (ICTF).” This request extends beyond the impacts 30 
of this Project. Trains are normally required to sound their horns at at-grade crossings of public 31 
highways for safety purposes; trains also test their horns periodically. These activities are not 32 
under the jurisdiction of the POLB. The FRA is the agency that has jurisdiction over train horn 33 
usage. The FRA has a procedure for creating a Quiet Zone entitled Guidance on the Quiet 34 
Zone Creation Process (FRA, 2012). The West Long Beach community could follow this 35 
procedure to establish a Quiet Zone. Creation of a Quiet Zone is a separate process that is 36 
not proposed as part of the proposed Project. If such a Quiet Zone was established, this would 37 
address both Project and non-project train noise near Pier B; trains would no longer routinely 38 
sound their horns at at-grade road crossings. Even in a Quiet Zone, however, trains still would 39 
sound their horns as needed to warn workers on adjacent tracks. 40 

Response to Comment SCAC-9: Please see the following responses to comments from 41 
CARB regarding mitigation measure feasibility: CARB-7 (locomotives), CARB-8 (refrigerated 42 
containers), and CARB-9 (locomotive refueling and brake testing).  43 

Response to Comment SCAC-10: Please see response to Comment CCSC-7 and Master 44 
Response – Electrification of Alameda Corridor and Zero Emissions Locomotives. The 45 
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comment suggests that the proposed Project would add an “initial” 10 trains per day and 1 
suggests that by 2040 it would add 24 trains per day. This is incorrect. At buildout, the 2 
proposed Project would add an estimated 10 additional trains per day. 3 

Response to Comment SCAC-11: The commenter notes that, due in part to sea level rise, 4 
the Project site could occasionally be flooded in the future. The elevation of the Project site is 5 
+7.8 feet above MLLW, while MSL is +0.83 feet above MLLW; therefore, the risk of flooding 6 
would be minimal. Compared to year 2000 levels, sea level rise projections for the POLB 7 
region include: 0.13 to 0.98 feet by 2030; 0.39 to 2.0 feet by 2050; and 1.38 to 5.48 feet by 8 
2100 (refer to Section 3.14 of the Draft EIR). Although it is possible that future sea level rise 9 
could contribute to equipment damage and temporary closure at the Project site, this effect 10 
would not constitute a significant impact on the environment, as defined under CEQA. 11 
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11.2.3.15 Sierra Club, Long Beach Area Group (SCLB) 1 

 2 

Responses to Sierra Club, Long Beach Area Group 3 

Response to Comment SCLB-1: The Port of Long Beach thanks you for your review of the 4 
Draft EIR. 5 

Local residents, local workers, and visitors would experience some delays due to short- and 6 
long-term street closures under each of the alternatives as depicted in Figure 3.5-5 and Table 7 
3.5-9 for the 12th Street Alternative (also see Figure 3.5-6 and Table 3.5-14 for the 10th Street 8 
Alternative, and Figure 3.5-7 and Table 3.5-16 for the 9th Street Alternative). Access to Anaheim 9 
Street for local businesses would continue to be provided after completion of the proposed 10 
Project. It is understood that idling vehicles contribute to air pollutants. The emissions from 11 
idling vehicles were considered and are included in the evaluation of air pollutants.  12 

Please see Master Response – Street Closures, Access to Downtown Long Beach and Public 13 
Services Access. 14 

Response to Comment SCLB-2: The Port has already imposed all feasible measures for 15 
construction and operation of the proposed Project. The comment does not suggest any 16 
specific additional mitigation other than referencing zero emission trains. As explained in 17 
Master Response – Electrification of Alameda Corridor and Zero Emission Locomotives, 18 
imposing a requirement for zero emission trains would not be feasible. As discussed in Section 19 
3.2, starting on page 3.2-35, the Port has imposed several mitigation measures that would 20 
reduce emissions associated with Project construction, including use of on-road heavy-duty 21 
construction trucks that meet EPA 2010 emission standards and the use of Tier 4 off-road 22 
construction equipment.  23 

Please see the following responses to comments from CARB regarding operational mitigation 24 
measure feasibility: CARB-7 (locomotives), CARB-8 (refrigerated containers), and CARB-9 25 
(locomotive refueling and brake testing).  26 

Response to Comment SCLB-3: Please see Master Response – Electrification of Alameda 27 
Corridor and Zero Emission Locomotives.  28 
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11.2.3.16 Wilmington Neighborhood Council (WNC) 1 

 2 
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 1 
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Responses to Wilmington Neighborhood Council 1 

Response to Comment WNC-1: The Port of Long Beach thanks you for your comment and 2 
review of the Draft EIR. The proposed Project includes railroad improvements within the 3 
community of Wilmington in an area that is entirely within an industrial zone where no schools 4 
or libraries are located. The proposed Project, if approved, would not “expand this project by 5 
42 tracks” as stated in your letter. To clarify, the 12th Street Alternative (proposed Project) 6 
would result in the existing railroad of 12 tracks expanding by 31 new tracks within the Pier B 7 
Rail Yard (not in Wilmington) and 5 new arrival/departure tracks. On the Wilmington side of 8 
the proposed Project, the rail line would be expanded by one track. For the 10th Street 9 
Alternative, the existing railroad would be expanded by 19 new tracks within the Pier B Rail 10 
Yard (not in Wilmington) and 3 new arrival/departure tracks within the POLB. 11 

Response to Comment WNC-2: The Port acknowledges your opposition to the proposed 12 
Project. Since receipt of comments on the Draft EIR, the POLB engineers have continued 13 
preliminary design efforts to refine and reduce the scope of the proposed Project in the 14 
Wilmington area. (See Chapter 1 of the Final EIR for additional details). Regarding the 15 
numbered points in the petition, the Port responds as follows: 16 

1. The Draft EIR found that increased noise associated with the proposed Project would not 17 
exceed applicable noise standards; therefore, it would not constitute a significant impact 18 
(see Section 3.8 of the Draft EIR). 19 

2. The proposed Project would remove the existing at-grade rail crossing at 9th Street, which 20 
is in the COLB. Trains that pass through the proposed Project would not travel through 21 
any at-grade rail crossings between the on-dock rail support facility and the Alameda 22 
Corridor. There are no at-grade railroad crossings located in Wilmington associated with 23 
the Project. For this reason, the proposed Project would not contribute to increased 24 
gridlock in this community. 25 

3. Rail cars associated with the proposed Project would couple and decouple inside the Pier 26 
B on-dock rail support facility, not in Wilmington. There are no at-grade rail crossings in 27 
Wilmington that would be traversed by trains arriving and departing the proposed Project 28 
site. There are other rail yards operated by Class I railroads that could potentially couple 29 
and decouple rail cars in Wilmington; however, these rail cars are not within the control of 30 
the proposed Project. The proposed Project would provide 5 new arrival/departure tracks 31 
and 31 new storage tracks within the rail yard. These improvements would significantly 32 
improve train building efficiencies and reduce train building activities that are currently 33 
occurring within the system in locations that were not originally designed or intended to be 34 
used for staging, breaking down, and building trains. 35 

4. The traffic analysis conducted for the Draft EIR did not identify any significant impacts 36 
associated with construction or operation of the proposed Project (see Chapter 3.5 of the 37 
Draft EIR for details). 38 

5. The long-term health effects associated with the proposed Project and other past, present, 39 
and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the geographic vicinity of the Project have 40 
been addressed in Section 3.2.4.  41 

6. The proposed Project would not result in any change in access to and from Wilmington. 42 
Because the proposed Project is in an industrial area, access to residences would not be 43 
affected. No changes to Anaheim Street would occur; this street would continue to provide 44 
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access to businesses in the Wilmington area. In addition, as explained in detail in Chapter 1 
1 of the Final EIR, POLB engineers have proposed refinements to the 12th Street 2 
Alternative and the 10th Street Alternative that would reduce the scope of the proposed 3 
Project in the Wilmington area.  4 

7. The petition references reduction in property values. It should be noted that environmental 5 
impacts required to be analyzed under CEQA do not typically include economic impacts 6 
such as changes in property values or social impacts. CEQA Guidelines Section 15131(a) 7 
states that “economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects 8 
on the environment.” Moreover, since receipt of the comments on the Draft EIR, Port 9 
engineers have proposed refinements to the 12th and 10th Street alternatives that would 10 
reduce the scope of the proposed Project in the Wilmington area. As it relates to the 11 
Wilmington area, the basic operations of the proposed Pier B On-Dock Rail Support 12 
Facility would be substantially similar to the existing facility; therefore, it is not expected 13 
that property values would be adversely affected by the proposed Project.  14 
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11.2.3.17 Allied Packing and Rubber, Inc. (APR) 1 

 2 
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 1 

Responses to Allied Packing and Rubber, Inc. 2 

Response to Comment APR-1: The Port of Long Beach thanks you for your comment and 3 
review of the Draft EIR. The Allied Packing and Rubber building is located at 1335 W. 11th 4 
Street. As discussed in Chapter 10 of the Final EIR, since release of the Draft EIR, the Port 5 
has continued the preliminary engineering design for the proposed Project and alternatives, 6 
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and has refined the boundaries of each of the alternatives. Allied Packing and Rubber is not 1 
within the footprint of the proposed Project or any of the alternatives. Allied Packing and 2 
Rubber would be approximately 50 feet north of the north yard perimeter road for the12th 3 
Street Alternative, approximately 150 feet north of the north yard perimeter road for the 10th 4 
Street Alternative, and approximately 670 feet north of the north yard perimeter road for the 5 
9th Street Alternative. Under each of the alternatives, Allied Packing and Rubber would 6 
continue to have access via 11th Street, Fashion Avenue, and Harbor Avenue. Fashion 7 
Avenue and Harbor Avenue would be closed south of Allied Packing and Rubber’s connection 8 
to 11th Street. 9 

The following summarizes the access to and from the Allied Packing and Rubber site for each 10 
alternative: 11 

 Under the 12th Street Alternative, Allied Packing and Rubber would continue to have 12 
access via 11th Street, Fashion Avenue, and Harbor Avenue. This alternative would 13 
eliminate 9th Street and 10th Street, so the direct connection to Pico Avenue would be 14 
removed. Allied Packing and Rubber’s customers coming from the Pico Avenue area 15 
would use the I-710 and Anaheim Street to reach Allied Packing and Rubber. This change 16 
would add approximately 1 minute of travel time for a typical trip between the Allied 17 
Packing and Rubber site and businesses along Pico Avenue. For example, a trip that now 18 
takes approximately 3 minutes would take approximately 4 minutes using I-710. A non-19 
freeway alternative route to the Port (Pico Avenue) is available via Anaheim Street going 20 
west to Farragut Avenue, Anaheim Way, and Pier B Street. Travel time would vary 21 
depending on traffic conditions. 22 

 The10th Street Alternative would result in no change to 11th Street between Harbor and 23 
Fashion avenues, and both Harbor and Fashion Avenues would continue to provide 24 
access to the north. With the elimination of 9th and 10th streets, there would be no direct 25 
connection to Pico Avenue (the same non-freeway alternative route would be available). 26 
Access and travel time to and from the Pico Avenue area would be the same as for the 27 
12th Street Alternative. 28 

 The 9th Street Alternative would result in no change to 11th Street between Fashion and 29 
Canal avenues. This alternative would allow travel along West 9th and West 10th streets, 30 
but neither of these roads would connect to Pico Avenue. Access and travel time to Pico 31 
Avenue businesses would be via I-710 (the same non-freeway alternative route would be 32 
available). 33 

Under each potential scenario, significant impacts to access would not occur. 34 

Response to Comment APR-2: Allied Packing and Rubber’s opposition to the proposed 35 
Project is noted for the record. However, there is no reason to believe that approval of the 36 
proposed Project or any of its alternatives would affect Allied Packing and Rubber’s operations 37 
or its clients’ ability to get to and from the business. As described above, it may add 38 
approximately one minute of travel time for a customer coming from the Pico Avenue area. 39 

Allied Packing and Rubber, 1335 W. 11th Street, is physically located on 11th Street, which 40 
would be closed west of Harbor Avenue. The commenter’s business currently has access to 41 
the front of the building via 11th Street; access to the rear of the building is available along the 42 
alley south of the buildings along 12th Street. The commenter’s business would continue to 43 
access Harbor Avenue (north) via its intersection with 11th Street. Harbor Avenue would be 44 
closed to the south of 11th Street. The commenter would also have access to Fashion Avenue. 45 
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Thus, access to Anaheim Street would continue to be available via Harbor Avenue and 1 
Fashion Avenue. 2 

If the proposed Project or one of its alternatives is approved, and if the decision is made to 3 
acquire property, all appropriate steps would be followed, including the preparation of 4 
relocation plans. This would not apply to the commenter’s business, because it is outside of 5 
the Project footprint under all scenarios. No relocation plans have been prepared at this time. 6 
Please see Master Response – Property Acquisition, Compensation, and Relocation. 7 

Response to Comment APR-3: The Port thanks you for your additional comments and 8 
review of the Draft EIR. As described in response to Comment APR-1, Allied Packing and 9 
Rubber is not within the footprint of the proposed Project or any of its alternatives. Based on 10 
preliminary engineering design, a perimeter fence for the 12th Street Alternative would be 11 
constructed from just south of the intersection of 11th Street and Harbor Avenue to 10th Avenue 12 
just west of Fashion Avenue.  13 

Response to Comment APR-4: The areas to the east and west of Allied Packing and Rubber 14 
are not within the footprint of the proposed Project or any of its alternatives. As part of the final 15 
engineering design process, adding greenspace where it would not increase the amount of 16 
property acquisition, or negatively impact traffic circulation or vehicular access, would be 17 
evaluated.  18 

Response to Comment APR-5: Three alternatives to the proposed Project were evaluated 19 
in the Draft EIR to provide a range of reasonable ways to meet Project needs and objectives. 20 
CEQA requires that a lead agency study a reasonable range of alternatives as part of the EIR 21 
process. All of the alternatives will be presented for consideration by the BHC. 22 

Response to Comment APR-6: For the reasons stated in response to Comment APR-1, it is 23 
not anticipated that the commenter’s business would be required to close or relocate. For a 24 
general description as to how the procedures would work for other properties that may be 25 
within the Project footprint, see Master Response – Property Acquisition, Compensation, and 26 
Relocation. 27 

Response to Comment APR-7: If the proposed Project is approved and all the necessary 28 
steps are taken, construction would occur to the south of 11th Street. If one of the alternatives 29 
is approved, the construction would be farther to the south. No construction activities would 30 
occur until certification of the Final EIR by the BHC, Project approval, final design, preparation 31 
and approval of relocation plans, and completion of the property acquisition process in 32 
accordance with applicable laws and regulations. Property owners and operators near the 33 
Project site would be notified when construction would begin. 34 

Response to Comment APR-8: Regardless of which alternative is selected and approved, 35 
the proposed Project would not result in torn up roads that would make it impossible for Allied 36 
Packing and Rubber to conduct business.  37 

The property at 1335 W. 11th Street, is approximately 820 feet from the nearest, existing 38 
railroad track at the Pier B Rail Yard. The property would be approximately 50 feet north of 39 
the rail yard access road and approximately 142 feet north of the nearest railroad tracks for 40 
the 12th Street Alternative. If the 10th Street Alternative is approved and constructed, the 41 
property would be approximately 150 feet north of the rail yard access road and approximately 42 
230 feet north of the nearest tracks.  43 
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Changes to the roadways surrounding Allied Packing and Rubber were described in the 1 
response to Comment APR-1.  2 

Roadways would not be left in a ‘torn-up’ condition. No changes are proposed for West 11th 3 
Street between Fashion Avenue and Harbor Street; the West 10th Street intersection with 4 
Fashion Avenue would be changed into a cul-de-sac that would be adjacent to the proposed 5 
rail yard access road. Access to the Allied Packing and Rubber property would not be affected. 6 
For these reasons, the Port does not believe these physical changes would be incompatible 7 
to continued business activities at Allied Packing and Rubber. 8 

Please see Master Response –Street Closures, Access to Downtown Long Beach, and Public 9 
Services Access.  10 

Response to Comment APR-9: Bidding opportunities with the Port for this Project would be 11 
open to all qualified vendors and suppliers. Prospective bidders can visit the Port’s Online 12 
Procurement System (PlanetBids [PB System]), which allows interested suppliers, 13 
contractors, and service providers to register online to receive automated e-mail notifications 14 
of solicitations for goods and services pertinent to their business. The Port’s PB System can 15 
be accessed online at the following link: polb.com/economics/contractors/default.asp. 16 

Response to Comment APR-10: Air pollutant emissions and health effects were evaluated 17 
in Section 3.2.3.4 of the Draft EIR for the 12th Street Alternative (Proposed Project). With 18 
implementation of mitigation measures to reduce construction and operational emissions of 19 
toxic air contaminants, the individual cancer risk of each alternative would be less than 20 
significant.  21 

This comment pertains to air pollution levels at the commenter’s business location that would 22 
occur during proposed Project construction, due to the proximity of the business to the Project 23 
site. The two closest receptor points to this business that were evaluated by the dispersion 24 
model for the EIR are located about 20 feet north and 25 feet south of the business. Table 25 
11.2-10, below, shows the highest modeled criteria pollutant and health risk impacts at these 26 
two receptor points associated with the mitigated proposed Project. The table shows that the 27 
peak 1-hour NO2 concentrations would exceed both the state and federal thresholds during 28 
Project construction. All other criteria pollutant and health risk impacts during construction and 29 
operation would be less than the thresholds at this location. This result is consistent with the 30 
conclusions and information contained in the Draft EIR, as well as the analysis of the proposed 31 
Project with the refined boundary presented in response to Comment AQMD-5. 32 

The peak 1-hour NO2 impacts of 364 µg/m3 (state) and 266 µg/m3 (federal) would occur during 33 
Phase 3 of construction. Emissions from Project construction would contribute only about 30 34 
percent to these impacts; the background concentration would contribute the remaining 70 35 
percent. Moreover, these predicted concentrations are conservative, and would occur very 36 
infrequently, if at all, because the analysis assumes all construction equipment would operate 37 
simultaneously during worst-case meteorological conditions (i.e., low wind speed, optimum 38 
wind direction, and very stable atmosphere), concurrent with the highest observed 39 
background concentrations measured at the Superblock monitoring station over a 3-year 40 
period. Most of the 1-hour NO2 concentrations during Project construction would be much 41 
lower than the peak values, as evidenced by the much lower annual average NO2 42 
concentration, which is an average of all 1-hour concentrations during the worst-case year. 43 
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TABLE 11.2-10  
MODELED AIR POLLUTANT IMPACTS NEAR 1335 W. 11TH STREET  

(MITIGATED PROPOSED PROJECT) 

Description Modeled Impact 1 Significance Threshold Significant? 

Criteria Pollutants During Construction 2 

NO2 

1-Hour (state) 364 339 Yes 

1-Hour (federal) 266 188 Yes 

Annual 56.7 57.0 No 

CO 
1-Hour 4,276 23,000 No 

8-Hour 3,403 10,000 No 

PM10 
24-Hour 3.1 10.4 No 

Annual 0.3 1.0 No 

PM2.5 24-Hour 1.2 10.4 No 

Criteria Pollutants During Operation 3 

NO2 

1-Hour (state) 238 339 No 

1-Hour (federal) 181 188 No 

Annual 54.0 57.0 No 

CO 
1-Hour 3,956 23,000 No 

8-Hour 3,130 10,000 No 

PM10 
24-Hour <0 5 2.5 No 

Annual <0 1.0 No 

PM2.5 24-Hour <0 2.5 No 

Health Risks (Construction + Operation) 4 

Individual Cancer Risk 2.6 × 10-6 10 × 10-6 No 

Chronic Hazard Index 0.007 1.0 No 

8-Hour Chronic Hazard Index 0.02 1.0 No 

Acute Hazard Index 0.2 1.0 No 

Notes: 
1  NO2 and CO impacts are the modeled project increment plus observed background. All other impacts are 

the modeled project increment. 
2  The highest impacts from all three phases of construction are shown. 
3  The highest impacts from all three operational analysis years (2020, 2025, 2035) are shown. 
4  Health risk values reflect occupational exposure assumptions and include emissions from both construction 

and operation. 
5  A PM10 or PM2.5 impact <0 means the concentration would decrease relative to the CEQA baseline (existing) 

conditions. 



Chapter 11 
Responses to Comments Port of Long Beach 
 

January 2018 11-114 Pier B On-Dock Rail Support Facility Project 

11.2.3.18 Berns Bros., Inc. (BBI) 1 

 2 
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 1 

Responses to Berns Bros., Inc. 2 

Response to Comment BBI-1: The Port of Long Beach thanks you for your comment and 3 
review of the Draft EIR. The Berns Bros.’ property at 1700 W. Anaheim Street is not within the 4 
footprint of the proposed Project or any of its alternatives. Vehicular access to the property 5 
from W. 12th Street and W. Anaheim Street would remain. While the property appears to have 6 
no driveway connecting to Jackson Avenue or Santa Fe Avenue, those streets adjacent to the 7 
property would remain open. The Port does not anticipate that the business operated at that 8 
site would be significantly affected by construction or operation of the proposed Project or its 9 
alternatives. Berns Bros.’ opposition to the proposed Project is noted for the record. 10 

Response to Comment BBI-2: The comment does not provide any specific comments on 11 
the Draft EIR, but rather asserts general objections to the Draft EIR. Those general objections 12 
are identified below, along with cross references to the sections in the Draft EIR where those 13 
issues are fully addressed. 14 

 Heath impacts were addressed in Impact AQ-6 of Draft EIR Section 3.2. With mitigation, 15 
the cancer and non-cancer impacts associated with construction and operation of the 16 
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proposed Project would be less than significant at all off-site business, residential, and 1 
sensitive locations. 2 

 Certain significant adverse air quality impacts are projected for the proposed Project. 3 
Those impacts have been fully analyzed in the Draft EIR. Please see Draft EIR Section 4 
3.2 for a discussion of all aspects concerning air quality impacts. The commenter has not 5 
identified any specific issues or errors in the analysis. 6 

 Safety, as it concerns vehicle/train conflicts, would be improved by elimination of the at-7 
grade crossing at 9th Street. No other safety issues associated with the proposed Project 8 
have been identified. Please also see Draft EIR Sections 3.5 and 3.7. 9 

 Accessibility impacts were evaluated as part of the traffic evaluation. See Draft EIR 10 
Section 3.5 and the traffic analysis in Appendix B at pages B-43 through B-65. Access to 11 
the Berns Bros. property would continue to be from 12th Street to Anaheim Street. No 12 
alterations of either street adjacent to the property are proposed as part of the proposed 13 
Project or any of the alternatives. Please also see Master Response – Street Closures, 14 
Access to Downtown Long Beach, and Public Services Access.  15 

 Regarding the reference to “proposed changes/improvements to existing building 16 
structures,”, it should be noted that no alteration to the building structures on the Berns 17 
Bros. property are proposed. 18 

 Regarding subsidence, please see responses to Comments SEA-20 and WPAC-4. See 19 
also Draft EIR Section 3.1.1.2 (page 3.1-7) and Section 3.1.2.3 (page 3.1-11) for 20 
discussion of seismically induced liquefaction. 21 

 Further investigation and disclosure, within the context of CEQA requirements, are not 22 
required. The Draft EIR has provided an evaluation of the proposed Project’s potential 23 
impacts to environmental resources in accordance with standard CEQA criteria.  24 

Response to Comment BBI-3: Berns Bros.’ opposition to and comments on the proposed 25 
Project are acknowledged for the record. The Port will continue to notify you of Project 26 
updates, including notification of any further actions. You have been added to the Project 27 
mailing list. 28 
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11.2.3.19 Berth 55 Landing of Long Beach, Inc. (B55) 1 

 2 
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Responses to Berth 55 Landing of Long Beach, Inc. 1 

Response to Comment B55-1: The Port of Long Beach thanks you for your comments and 2 
review of the Draft EIR. Berth 55 Landing of Long Beach, Inc.’s (Berth 55) opposition to the 3 
proposed Project is noted.  4 

The proposed Project’s preliminary design would result in temporary disturbances in the 5 
vicinity of Berth 55 businesses due to the realignment of Pico Avenue to the west of its current 6 
alignment. No buildings on Berth 55 would be affected, nor would there be any effect on the 7 
waterside of Channel No. 3. Pico Avenue would be reconstructed as essentially a new road 8 
with no change of accessibility to Berth 55 businesses, other than potential temporary 9 
inconveniences associated with the construction process.  10 

To maintain access and minimize impacts to Berth 55 during construction, the Port would 11 
develop a TMP. The TMP sets construction hours, allowable timeframes for temporary 12 
closures, and requirements for maintaining access to businesses. The Port would work 13 
directly with Berth 55 and other tenants and businesses and, to the extent possible, 14 
incorporate measures into the TMP that minimize impacts on business operations. Access to 15 
the Berth 55 businesses would be maintained while construction is underway. Because final 16 
engineering has not begun, precise details concerning the construction schedule are not yet 17 
available. If the proposed Project or one of its alternatives is approved, the Port would 18 
coordinate with its tenants to ensure that construction information is provided in advance.  19 

Response to Comment B55-2: Leasing of the Berth 55 site began in 1976. Since 1976, there 20 
have been several revisions and amendments to the lease; the current lease is a holdover 21 
from 2009 and is on a month-to-month basis. The lease area is comprised of four (4) parcels 22 
of land approximately 4 acres in total. In an amendment to the lease, entered into on January 23 
22, 2002, two of the four parcels are identified for vehicle parking use (Parcel 1 and Parcel 3) 24 
(First Amendment to Amended and Restated Lease, COLB and Samuel Maehara and 25 
Rebecca Maehara, HD 5314A 2002). The potential realignment of Pico Avenue associated 26 
with the proposed Project would require restriping and reconfiguring Berth 55’s leased parking 27 
lot area. Presently, the parking area serving the Berth 55 businesses is striped with a total of 28 
192 parking stalls. Based on Long Beach Municipal Code Section 21.41.216 requirements, 29 
119 parking spaces are required for the combined sport fishing, retail, and restaurant uses. 30 
The preliminary design indicates that, if the proposed Project is approved and implemented, 31 
it would eliminate up to 53 parking spaces, resulting in 139 remaining spaces. During final 32 
design, more precise engineering would occur to determine actual proposed Project limits. 33 
Driveway access to and from Berth 55 businesses would be maintained to accommodate safe 34 
entry and exit to and from the site. If the proposed Project or one of its alternatives is approved, 35 
the Port would work closely with its tenants to minimize design and construction impacts.  36 

Regarding the statement that “Pico is a busy street and we do not see a reduction of that 37 
traffic,” per Master Response – Street Closures, Access to Downtown Long Beach, and Public 38 
Services Access, Pico Avenue serves as a temporary bypass to the Gerald Desmond Bridge 39 
ramps that have traditionally provided the primary connection between I-710 and Terminal 40 
Island. Traffic volumes will likely return to traditional levels following completion of the bridge 41 
replacement in 2019. In addition, the traffic impact analysis for the proposed Project indicates 42 
a reduction of an estimated 5,325 trips per day on Pico Avenue with the Project versus without 43 
the Project in 2035.  44 
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Response to Comment B55-3: The Draft EIR addresses the potential traffic, noise, air 1 
quality, and public health and safety impacts of the proposed Project, and it identifies 2 
appropriate measures to mitigate potentially significant impacts of the proposed Project, 3 
where feasible. The comment has not identified any inadequacies in this analysis. Berth 55 4 
Landing is located on Pico Avenue, along the “Pico Corridor,” which serves as a vital 5 
connection between the current Pier B Rail Yard and the Port’s marine terminals and 6 
associated on-dock rail facilities via rail and roadway links. Both the proposed Project and 555 7 
Pico Avenue are located within the General Industrial (IG) district, which is considered the 8 
City's "industrial sanctuary" district. According to the City’s zoning code, this district is “where 9 
a wide range of industries that may not be desirable in other districts may locate. The 10 
emphasis is on traditionally heavy industrial and manufacturing uses.” The uses permitted 11 
within this district can reasonably expect to generate, and be subject to, higher noise and 12 
vibration levels than properties elsewhere in the City.  13 

As noted above, Berth 55 businesses are located in a General Industrial District, and the 14 
individual parcels are also zoned for industrial use (i.e., “Port-Related Industrial” [IP]) as 15 
classified by the COLB. The IP zone is characterized predominantly by maritime industry and 16 
marine resources. While the IP zone may also include water-oriented commercial and 17 
recreational facilities, uses in this district are primarily Port-related (COLB Municipal Code, 18 
Title 21, Chapter 21.33.020 [D]). As such, businesses at Berth 55 are continuously exposed 19 
to Port-related activities that include ongoing noise and vibration from trains transporting cargo 20 
on the existing railroad tracks east of Pico Avenue, as well as drayage truck and vehicular 21 
traffic along Pico Avenue.  22 

The four existing rail tracks located along the Pico Corridor currently provide the necessary 23 
length to enable short sections to couple or decouple with other sections to form longer or 24 
shorter rail trains. The proposed Project would allow necessary trackage within the Pier B Rail 25 
Yard for rail cars to couple and decouple, reducing the necessity of coupling and decoupling 26 
along the Pico Corridor. The coupling and decoupling of rail cars and noise from these 27 
activities would not intensify along the Pico Corridor with implementation of the proposed 28 
Project, since those activities are expected to occur primarily within the rail yard. Project 29 
improvements would improve train-building efficiencies within the Pier B Rail Yard and reduce 30 
train-building activities that are occurring elsewhere within the system in locations that are not 31 
originally designed or intended for storage, breaking down, and building of trains. The addition 32 
of four tracks along the Pico Corridor would provide for arrival/departure tracks that would 33 
serve as connections to the on-dock rail yards on Piers D through J at the Port. Railroad tracks 34 
would be approximately 50 feet closer to the Berth 55 buildings than currently located as a 35 
result of the 12th Street Alternative; tracks would be approximately 20 feet closer to the 36 
buildings as a result of the 10th and 9th Street alternatives. As evaluated in Section 3.8.2.3 of 37 
the Draft EIR, Project-related noise and vibration impacts would not be considered significant.  38 

Response to Comment B55-4: The proposed Project and its alternatives would not require 39 
relocation of the business activities at the Berth 55 Landing. In 2012, the Port proposed 40 
placing a fire boat station and security facility at Berth 55 Landing’s location. In response to 41 
concerns expressed by the community regarding the need to displace the Berth 55 Landing 42 
businesses, a siting study was conducted by the Port to identify a suitable alternative location 43 
to Berth 55. An alternative location was identified at the Port’s Pier D, Berths D-51 and D-52. 44 
With an alternative location selected, this allowed Berth 55 Fish Market and Seafood Deli, 45 
Queen’s Wharf Restaurants, Long Beach Sportfishing, and charter boats to remain at their 46 
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current location at Berth 55. In July 2016, the Port completed and approved an environmental 1 
analysis of a new Fire Boat Station at Pier D in accordance with CEQA. 2 

Pico Avenue currently serves as a bypass during replacement of the Gerald Desmond Bridge. 3 
The new bridge construction requires temporary removal of key connectors between Terminal 4 
Island, I-710, and Ocean Boulevard (downtown Long Beach). The traffic volumes on Pico 5 
Avenue are projected to return to preconstruction levels upon completion of the new bridge in 6 
2019. An objective of the proposed Project is to promote a mode shift, from containers shipped 7 
by trucks to near-dock and/or off-dock facilities to containers shipped by rail from the on-dock 8 
and supporting rail yards. Implementation of the proposed Project is expected to reduce the 9 
number of trucks from the terminal served by the Pier B Rail Yard passing by Berth 55 10 
businesses compared to the future No Project Alternative. Construction activities related to 11 
the proposed Project would be staged and planned to minimize impacts on Port tenants and 12 
avoid conflicts with other construction activities, such as those related to the bridge. 13 

Response to Comment B55-5: The Draft EIR is not required to describe any economic 14 
impacts of the proposed Project unless they are likely to result in adverse physical impact. 15 
Rather, the Draft EIR was required to identify potential environmental impacts to determine if 16 
these would be significant and require mitigation.  17 

Berth 55 Landing of Long Beach, Inc.’s opposition to the proposed Project is noted for the 18 
record and will be transmitted to the decision-makers. 19 
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11.2.3.20 Chemoil Terminals Corporation (CTC) 1 

 2 



Chapter 11 
Port of Long Beach Responses to Comments 
 

Pier B On-Dock Rail Support Facility Project 11-123 January 2018 

 1 



Chapter 11 
Responses to Comments Port of Long Beach 
 

January 2018 11-124 Pier B On-Dock Rail Support Facility Project 

Responses to Chemoil Terminals Corporation 1 

Response to Comment CTC-1: The Port of Long Beach thanks you for your comments and 2 
review of the Draft EIR. Chemoil Terminals Corporation’s (Chemoil) opposition to the 3 
proposed Project is noted and will be transmitted to the decision-makers.  4 

It should also be noted that Chemoil, in its current Pipeline License with the COLB adopted 5 
by the BHC on October 10, 2011, has agreed as the “Licensee,” to “at its cost, [shall] alter the 6 
Pipeline Facilities and change the location thereof whenever and as often as the City deems 7 
it convenient or necessary, including without limitation, on account of any construction 8 
authorized, permitted, or contemplated by City or its tenants, assignees, or licensees, 9 
(including without limitation in connection with City’s Middle Harbor Redevelopment Project). 10 
Neither Licensee or any other person shall be entitled to any monies, damages or fee 11 
adjustment as a result of any such alterations or change of location of Pipeline Facilities or 12 
any circumstance arising therefrom or related thereto” (Pipeline License, COLB Ordinance 13 
HD-2111, 2011).  14 

The comment states that the proposed Project would not enhance, and would instead 15 
negatively impact, the commenter’s operation. The comment states that one of the objectives 16 
of the proposed Project is “to enhance utilities.” This is not among the Project objectives listed 17 
in Section 1.6 on page 1-17 of the Draft EIR. The comment has not identified any 18 
environmental issue or concern, or any error in the environmental analysis of the Draft EIR. 19 

The Port has identified the replacement or relocation of utilities, which are not limited to 20 
pipelines, as necessary to accommodate the proposed Pier B On-Dock Rail Support Facility 21 
Project.  22 

Because final engineering has not been completed, details concerning how the proposed 23 
Project would be constructed, including the construction schedule, are not available. If the 24 
proposed Project is approved, during final engineering, the Port would work closely with 25 
Chemoil to develop a utility relocation plan that meets all applicable regulations and is 26 
compliant with Chemoil’s Pipeline License. 27 

Response to Comment CTC-2: The comment does not relate to an environmental effect of 28 
the proposed Project and does not identify any specific issue with the Draft EIR. Thus, CEQA 29 
requires no response to the comment. Nonetheless, the Port responds to the comment as 30 
follows. While final engineering design has yet to be completed, it is anticipated that Chemoil’s 31 
pipelines would need to be relocated in association with the proposed Project or one of its 32 
alternatives. To convey oil between Chemoil’s Pier F facility, World Oil at Pier C, and the 33 
refineries located in the area, it is anticipated that the following would be necessary: 34 

 Relocation of 12-inch and 20-inch pipelines from Pier F to Pier C on Pico Avenue (12th, 35 
10th, and 9th Street alternatives) 36 

 Relocation of an 8-inch pipeline from Pier D Street to Pier C on Pico Avenue that is leased 37 
to Paramount (12th, 10th, and 9th Street alternatives) 38 

 Relocation of a 10-inch pipeline from Pier C to a Tesoro Vault in the Toyota Logistics 39 
Services Facility on Pier B via 9th Street (12th, 10th, and 9th Street alternatives). 40 

 Relocation of a 10-inch pipeline from 9th Street and Canal Street (12th, 10th, and 9th Street 41 
alternatives). 42 

 A 20-inch pipeline from Pier C to Anaheim and Santa Fe streets would be protected in-43 
place (12th, 10th, and 9th Street alternatives). 44 



Chapter 11 
Port of Long Beach Responses to Comments 
 

Pier B On-Dock Rail Support Facility Project 11-125 January 2018 

Relocation of all utilities, including those owned and operated by Chemoil, would be conducted 1 
in a manner such that unacceptable service interruptions would not occur. If the proposed 2 
Project or one of its alternatives is approved, close consultation would be conducted with all 3 
utility owners and operators to determine the optimal timing for switchover from existing lines 4 
to the new lines to be provided in the designated utility corridors within the yard. If the 5 
proposed Project or one of the alternatives is approved, details of these procedures would be 6 
specified as final engineering occurs. It should also be noted that ongoing dialogue with utility 7 
providers has been underway during the entire preliminary engineering and planning process, 8 
including information exchanges regarding the status of preliminary engineering activities and 9 
identification/specification of utility location. If the proposed Project or one of its alternatives is 10 
approved, this process would continue onward as final design proceeds. 11 

The comment letter received from Teamsters Local Union 848 has been included separately 12 
herein. To the extent specific issues are raised in the letter from Teamsters Local Union 848, 13 
those issues will be addressed in those later comments.  14 

Response to Comment CTC-3: The comment relates to issues of economics rather than 15 
environmental impacts, and is beyond the scope of CEQA (Section 15131 of the CEQA 16 
Guidelines). Please see response to Comment CTC-1. 17 

Response to Comment CTC-4: The objection of Ms. Olga Remizova to increased locomotive 18 
activities in the COLB is noted for the record and will be transmitted to the decision-makers. 19 
Because the location of Ms. Remizova’s residence is not provided, no further specific 20 
response is possible. The impact of the additional trains on area residents has been assessed 21 
in the Draft EIR. This includes the impacts of train emissions and train noise. In addition, the 22 
potential for the additional trains to block traffic at grade crossings has been assessed. As 23 
discussed in the Draft EIR, the proposed Project would eliminate one at-grade train crossing, 24 
thus eliminating delays at that location (9th Street and Pico Avenue). 25 

Response to Comment CTC-5: The elimination of the at-grade railroad crossing on 9th Street 26 
at Pier B Street/Pico Avenue near the I-710 freeway ramps is needed for the proposed Project. 27 
This closure has been contemplated by the Port and the City for several years in accordance 28 
with policies of the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) and FRA. It has been the 29 
mission of CPUC and FRA “to reduce hazards associated with at-grade crossings by reducing 30 
the number of at-grade crossings on freight or passenger railroad mainlines in California” 31 
(CPUC General Order No. 75-D available at http://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/published/ 32 
GENERAL_ORDER/60157.htm). The 9th Street crossing experiences high train volumes that 33 
cross at slow speeds, resulting in frequent delays to vehicular traffic. The 2012 traffic counts 34 
for the morning (AM) Peak Hour totaled 576 vehicles. Elimination of this crossing would 35 
remove the risk of auto/train collisions at this location.  36 

In addition to the railroad crossing elimination, the proposed Project would also improve the 37 
geometry of the Pier B Street alignment. The improvements would reduce grade differences 38 
and curvature, resulting in site distance improvements. These improvements are planned for 39 
each of the alternatives associated with the proposed Project. 40 

Response to Comment CTC-6: The proposed Project would result in an overall reduction of 41 
an estimated 158,000 miles of truck travel daily, or 11,000 fewer truck trips compared to the 42 
future No Project Alternative.  43 

Response to Comment CTC-7: This comment reiterates the opposition of Chemoil, the Long 44 
Beach Resident (presumably, Ms. Olga Remizova), and Teamsters Local Union 848 to the 45 
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proposed Project. The opposition is noted for the record and will be transmitted to the 1 
decision-makers. The Teamsters Local Union No. 848 comment letter dated February 14, 2 
2017, is included and addressed separately herein. To the extent specific issues are raised in 3 
the letter from Teamsters Local Union 848, those issues will be addressed in those later 4 
comments. 5 
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11.2.3.21 Golden Star Restaurants (GSR) 1 

 2 
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Responses to Golden Star Restaurants 1 

Response to Comment GSR-1: The Port of Long Beach thanks you for your comments and 2 
review of the Draft EIR. It should be noted that the commenter’s location at 1560 West Pacific 3 
Coast Highway is more than 0.5 mile north of the Pier B Rail Yard, as measured from the 4 
north perimeter of the 12th Street Alternative. There would be no diminution of access to the 5 
commenter’s business location for customers or employees as a result of construction or 6 
operation of the proposed Project.  7 

Response to Comment GSR-2: The proposed Project’s air quality impacts have been fully 8 
assessed in Section 3.2 of the Draft EIR. The comment states that the proposed Project does 9 
not meet the “standards” of SCAQMD. Presumably, what the comment is referring to are 10 
SCAQMD’s thresholds of significance which, in certain cases, are exceeded, resulting in an 11 
impact being identified as significant. It is important to differentiate between thresholds of 12 
significance and SCAQMD regulations. The proposed Project would be fully compliant with all 13 
of SCAQMD’s applicable regulations. It is also important to note that the fundamental purpose 14 
of the proposed Project is to allow for a greater number of containers to be transported to their 15 
destinations in a cleaner method in terms of air quality. To be conservative, the air quality 16 
analysis does not take credit for reductions in drayage truck trips and their associated 17 
emissions resulting from the proposed Project. Specifically, the proposed Project would allow 18 
more containers to be transported by rail rather than by more-polluting drayage trucks. This 19 
replacement of truck trips with on-dock rail transport is one of the primary objectives of the 20 
proposed Project, and supports the COLB goal of improving citywide freight-related 21 
infrastructure, especially on-dock rail facilities. According to the City’s Mobility Element, three 22 
truck trips are typically required for each container loaded onto a train: one from point of 23 
dispatch to the container location, a second to the intermodal rail yard, and a third return trip 24 
to the point of dispatch. Each train loaded on-dock at the POLB, because it would typically 25 
carry 250 containers, is therefore estimated to replace up to 750 truck trips on local streets 26 
and freeways. For every ton-mile, trains are almost four times more fuel efficient than trucks. 27 
A typical truck today emits roughly three times more NOX and particulates than a locomotive 28 
per ton-mile (City of Long Beach General Plan. Mobility Element. Department of Development 29 
Services and Department of Public Works. October 2013). 30 

Response to Comment GSR-3: Please see response to Comment GSR-2. Again, it is 31 
important to differentiate between thresholds of significance and regulations. The purpose of 32 
thresholds of significance is to assist in defining which environmental impacts are significant 33 
and which are less than significant. Therefore, the comment’s reference to the proposed 34 
Project being an “exception” is not an accurate description. 35 

Because the proposed Project exceeds certain of SCAQMD’s air quality thresholds of 36 
significance, the BHC would be required to make findings of fact and a statement of overriding 37 
considerations pursuant to CEQA Guideline 15093 to approve the proposed Project or one of 38 
its alternatives. This comment, along with all other comments, will be provided to the BHC for 39 
their consideration on the matter. 40 

Regarding health impacts of the proposed Project’s air emissions on the commenter’s 41 
employees of the referenced restaurant, predicted impacts specific to this location were 42 
extracted from the Draft EIR analysis, and are summarized here. The closest receptor point 43 
to this business that was evaluated by the dispersion model for the Draft EIR is located 44 
approximately 180 feet east of the business. Table 11.2-11 shows the highest modeled criteria 45 
pollutant and health risk impacts at this receptor point associated with the mitigated proposed 46 
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Project. The table shows that the peak federal 1-hour NO2 concentration would exceed the 1 
threshold during Project construction. All other criteria pollutant and health risk impacts during 2 
construction and operation would be less than the thresholds at this location. 3 

TABLE 11.2-11 
MODELED AIR POLLUTANT IMPACTS NEAR GOLDEN STAR RESTAURANT NO. 1 

(MITIGATED PROPOSED PROJECT) 

Description Modeled Impact 1 Significance Threshold Significant? 

Criteria Pollutants during Construction 2 

NO2 

1-Hour (state) 285 339 No 

1-Hour (federal) 199 188 Yes 

Annual 52.4 57.0 No 

CO 
1-Hour 4,017 23,000 No 

8-Hour 3,175 10,000 No 

PM10 
24-Hour 0.3 10.4 No 

Annual 0.01 1.0 No 

PM2.5 24-Hour 0.1 10.4 No 

Criteria Pollutants during Operation 3 

NO2 

1-Hour (state) 265 339 No 

1-Hour (federal) 180 188 No 

Annual 52 57.0 No 

CO 
1-Hour 3,970 23,000 No 

8-Hour 3,151 10,000 No 

PM10 
24-Hour 0.004 2.5 No 

Annual 0.002 1.0 No 

PM2.5 24-Hour 0.002 2.5 No 

Health Risks (Construction + Operation) 4 

Individual Cancer Risk 0.4 × 10-6 10 × 10-6 No 

Chronic Hazard Index 0.0006 1.0 No 

8-Hour Chronic Hazard Index 0.002 1.0 No 

Acute Hazard Index 0.02 1.0 No 

Notes: 
1  NO2 and CO impacts are the modeled project increment plus observed background. All other impacts are 

the modeled project increment. 
2  The highest impacts from all three phases of construction are shown. 
3  The highest impacts from all three operational analysis years (2020, 2025, 2035) are shown. 
4  Health risk values reflect occupational exposure assumptions and include emissions from both construction 

and operation. 

The peak federal 1-hour NO2 impact of 199 µg/m3 would occur during Phase 3 of construction. 4 
Emissions from Project construction would contribute only about 12 percent to this impact; the 5 
background concentration would contribute the remaining 88 percent. Moreover, this 6 
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predicted concentration is conservative and would occur very infrequently, if at all, because 1 
the analysis assumes all construction equipment would operate simultaneously during worst-2 
case meteorological conditions (i.e., low wind speed, optimum wind direction, and very stable 3 
atmosphere), concurrent with the highest observed background concentration measured at 4 
the Superblock monitoring station over a 3-year period. Most of the 1-hour NO2 concentrations 5 
during Project construction would be much lower than the peak value, as evidenced by the 6 
much lower annual average NO2 concentration, which is an average of all 1-hour 7 
concentrations during the worst-case year. 8 

Furthermore, the proposed Project may produce operational criteria pollutant and health 9 
impacts that are less than the values presented in the Draft and Final EIR by replacing many 10 
future drayage truck trips from the terminals served by the Pier B Rail Yard with rail transport. 11 
The potential air quality benefit associated with fewer drayage truck trips was not quantified 12 
in this EIR (although the impact of the additional rail transport was quantified). Please see 13 
response to Comment GSR-2 for a more thorough discussion of this potential air quality 14 
benefit. 15 

Response to Comment GSR-4: The Port welcomes all input into its planning process and, to 16 
date, has held three public hearings for this proposed Project. There has been no intention to 17 
disregard Westside businesses. Information about this proposed Project has been available 18 
on the Port website since December 2016, and notices regarding this process were mailed to 19 
the owners of properties and businesses that could potentially be impacted by the proposed 20 
Project. 21 

Response to Comment GSR-5: The proposed Project or any of the build alternatives under 22 
consideration would alter access to the Port from the Westside area. Major portions of the 23 
subregional transportation grid north of Pier B would remain unaffected by the proposed 24 
Project. As shown in Table 11.2-2 on page 11-13, maximum travel times between the Port 25 
and Downtown Long Beach would increase by up to 4 additional minutes (at 5:00 p.m.) with 26 
implementation of the proposed Project. This increase is not considered to be significant and 27 
would not be expected to substantially deter customers seeking particular businesses, goods, 28 
or services in the Project area. Circulation patterns would be altered by the proposed Project, 29 
but adequate access to all portions of the community would be maintained. 30 

The proposed Project would also reduce a portion of heavy truck traffic into and out of the 31 
Port that would otherwise occur, due to the ability to directly transport containers in cuts of 32 
cars from the marine terminals to the Pier B Yard. This effect of the proposed Project should 33 
reduce congestion on local streets, improving access and reducing travel times. Without the 34 
proposed Project, truck traffic is expected to increase, resulting in more vehicle traffic on local 35 
streets as motorists attempt to circumvent congestion on local segments of I-710. Thus, the 36 
proposed Project would have an indirect beneficial effect on local traffic circulation. 37 

The comment’s unsupported speculation about potential effects of the proposed Project on 38 
property values, sales, and income as a result of reduced motor vehicle access is not 39 
supported by objective evidence nor reasoned argument. Moreover, such economic issues 40 
are beyond the scope of CEQA. However, it is also possible that the Pier B On-Dock Rail 41 
Support Facility Project, along with other infrastructure projects underway at the Port to 42 
upgrade, modernize, and increase productivity, would attract more Port-related businesses to 43 
the Westside area. This would, in turn, raise property values and increase the customer base 44 
for retail services in the area.  45 
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Please see Master Response – Street Closures, Access to Downtown Long Beach, and Public 1 
Services Access. 2 

Response to Comment GSR-6: The impact analyses in the Draft EIR do not ignore the issue 3 
of emergency response; this topic is addressed in Section 3.7 of the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR 4 
observed that the proposed Project could have a slight beneficial effect by eliminating at-grade 5 
crossings at 9th Street; this would reduce delays due to road blockages by trains. The Draft 6 
EIR also noted that the proposed Project is expected to replace certain heavy truck traffic 7 
created by drayage trucks with rail transport. The Draft EIR concluded that the effects of the 8 
proposed Project on emergency services response times were less than significant and 9 
response times would remain within acceptable parameters. This issue is further addressed 10 
in Master Response – Street Closures, Access to Downtown Long Beach, and Public Services 11 
Access. 12 

Response to Comment GSR-7: The Port will continue to approach subsequent planning 13 
efforts of the proposed Project in such a way as to be as communicative as possible. The Port 14 
also stresses that this proposed Project is still very much in the planning stage and has not 15 
yet been considered by the BHC. Golden Star Restaurant No. 1’s opposition to the proposed 16 
Project is noted for the record, and the comments will be presented to the decision-makers 17 
for consideration. 18 
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11.2.3.22 Harbor Trucking Association (HTA) 1 

 2 

Response to Harbor Trucking Association 3 

Response to Comment HTA-1: The Port of Long Beach thanks you for your comment and 4 
review of the Draft EIR. Please see Draft EIR Section 3.6.4, beginning on page 3.6-27, and 5 
Master Response – Property Acquisition, Compensation, and Relocation. 6 
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11.2.3.23 HJ Baker (HJB) 1 

 2 
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Responses to HJ Baker 1 

Response to Comment HJB-1: The Port of Long Beach thanks you for your comment and 2 
review of the Draft EIR. The Port acknowledges the role your company has played in the 3 
community with regard to the local refineries. Along with ongoing engineering design to ensure 4 
adequate access and mobility, the Port is coordinating with the COLA to identify ways to avoid 5 
disruptions and inconveniences. As part of this effort, the Port has refined the Project 6 
boundaries. Please see Master Response – Property Acquisitions, Compensation, and 7 
Relocation. 8 

The H.J. Baker property (APN 7428-022-903), 1001 Schley Avenue, in the COLA is now well 9 
outside the Project footprint. Acquisition of the property would not be required for the 12th, 10 
10th, or 9th Street alternatives. Figure 3.6-5 has been revised in the Final EIR, page 10-39, to 11 
show that this property is not within the footprint for the 12th Street Alternative (proposed 12 
Project). 13 

Response to Comment HJB-2: Please see response to Comment HJB-1. 14 

Response to Comment HJB-3: Please see response to Comment HJB-1. 15 
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11.2.3.24 LAN Logistics, Inc. (LLI) 1 

 2 
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 1 

Responses to LAN Logistics, Inc. 2 

Response to Comment LLI-1: The Port of Long Beach thanks you for your comment and 3 
review of the Draft EIR. The Port of Long Beach released the Notice of Completion, 4 
Availability, Comment Period, and Public Meeting for the Pier B On-Dock Rail Support Facility 5 
Project Draft EIR/Application Summary Report on December 16, 2016, establishing a 60-day 6 
review period, which exceeds the required 45-day public review period for a Draft EIR 7 
according to Section 15105 of the State CEQA Guidelines. During a public hearing held on 8 
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January 18, 2017, for the Pier B On-Dock Rail Support Facility Draft EIR, Mr. Kevin 1 
Donaldson, representing LAN Logistics, provided oral comments, stating that LAN Logistics 2 
had only heard about the proposed Project and associated meeting through a press release. 3 
To ensure that all stakeholders received direct notice, the Port released an Amended Notice 4 
of Completion, Availability, Comment Period, and Public Meeting for the proposed Project. 5 
The notice was sent to the attention of Mr. John Donaldson at LAN Logistics and delivered by 6 
United Parcel Service (UPS) on January 27, 2017. As a result of the amended Notice of 7 
Completion, Availability, Comment Period, and Public Meeting for the proposed Project, the 8 
Port further extended the comment period, providing a total of 90 days for public review. The 9 
comment period ended on March 13, 2017. Notices relating to release of the Draft EIR were 10 
also published in the local newspaper, the Press-Telegram on December 15, 2016; and 11 
January 8, 27, and February 12, 2017. Please see Master Response – CEQA Notification. 12 

Response to Comment LLI-2: Section 3.6.4 of the Draft EIR provided a detailed discussion 13 
on potential property acquisitions that may be required if the proposed Project or one of its 14 
alternatives is approved. As stated in Section 3.6.4.1, the proposed Project is in the planning 15 
process. No final construction plans, ROW mapping, or decisions regarding possible 16 
acquisitions of any privately held interests in properties have been made. No commitment to 17 
acquire any property interest can be made without compliance with a series of procedural 18 
steps called for under the California Eminent Domain Law (California Code of Civil Procedure 19 
Secs. 1230.010 et seq.) and applicable relocation statutes and resolutions (CCR Secs. 6000 20 
et seq.), among other requirements.  21 

The Port is conducting outreach to the property owners and business tenants in and around 22 
the proposed Project location. As the planning process for the proposed Project progresses, 23 
and if the proposed Project or one of its alternatives is approved, the Port would work with 24 
these stakeholders to ensure that concerns are addressed in accordance with applicable 25 
regulations. 26 

Response to Comment LLI-3: The commenter lists a series of questions in portions of the 27 
comment on page 1 of the letter; however, it is not clear as to whether the commenter has 28 
listed the questions to represent what was already included in the EIR process or if the 29 
commenter is asking these questions as they relate to the Draft EIR for the proposed Project. 30 
Nonetheless, the Port is providing responses as follows. 31 

As discussed in the Draft EIR, Section 1.8.2, the railroad track work for the proposed Project 32 
would begin just west of the Dominguez Channel at the junction of the Long Beach Lead track 33 
with the Alameda Corridor (shown in Figure 1.8-1). The number of tracks for each Project 34 
alternative is listed in Table 1.8-1 of the Draft EIR. For the proposed 12th Street Alternative, 35 
there would be 48 tracks. For the 10th Street Alternative, there would be 34 tracks. There 36 
would be 21 tracks under the 9th Street Alternative. 37 

The commenter asks where the associated operating stations would be located. There would 38 
be no “stations” associated with the proposed Project. All yard activity would occur in the open 39 
yard areas. 40 

PHL would continue to manage activities within the yard, as it does at present. 41 

Section 3.13 of the Draft EIR discusses the existing visual environment and changes resulting 42 
from implementation of the proposed Project or one of its alternatives. As discussed on page 43 
3.13-1 of the Draft EIR, one of the fundamentals of aesthetic analysis is the evaluation of 44 
visual resources among visual landscape character, including background views. In the 45 
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context of the background, the skyline can be important as a visual element because objects 1 
above this point are highlighted against the typically blue background. The Draft EIR did not 2 
identify any significant aesthetic or visual impacts associated with the proposed Project. 3 

Marine life would not be affected by the proposed Project, because no work within the harbor 4 
waters would be necessary.  5 

As noted in Master Response – Property Acquisition, Compensation, and Relocation, final 6 
design activities have not begun. Once final design begins, subsequent to approval of a 7 
Project by the BHC, more precise information would become known regarding many of the 8 
questions articulated in the comment. 9 

For responses to questions about potential property acquisitions, please see Master 10 
Response – Property Acquisition, Compensation, and Relocation. Please note that it would 11 
be premature for the commenter to have been contacted regarding the information contained 12 
in the second set of bulleted items on page 2 of the comment letter at this time for the reasons 13 
stated in the referenced Master Response. 14 

Response to Comment LLI-4: The comment relates to issues of economics rather than 15 
environmental impacts, and is beyond the scope of CEQA (Section 15131 of the CEQA 16 
Guidelines). Nonetheless, the Port responds as follows. Please see response to Comment 17 
LLI-2. Please also see Master Response – Property Acquisitions, Compensation, and 18 
Relocation. 19 

Response to Comment LLI-5: The comment relates to issues of economics rather than 20 
environmental impacts, and is beyond the scope of CEQA. (Section 15131 of the CEQA 21 
Guidelines). Nonetheless, the Port responds as follows. The CEQA EIR process is only the 22 
initial step in the planning process. Final Project design (including the final list of properties 23 
affected) would not occur until after certification of the Final EIR and approval of the Project 24 
by the BHC. The purpose of an EIR is to determine potential environmental effects associated 25 
with a proposed project. The EIR preparation does not preclude property owners from 26 
conducting business or selling property. Furthermore, economic issues, such as property 27 
values, are not a consideration required to be evaluated under CEQA.  28 

Response to Comment LLI-6: Please see response to Comment LLI-5 above. 29 

Response to Comment LLI-7: CEQA mandates a minimum of 45 days for public review of a 30 
Draft EIR for a project of regional significance; the Port exceeded this requirement by initially 31 
establishing a 60-day public review period (ending on February 13, 2017). The Port extended 32 
this review to 90 days (ending on March 13, 2017). It also held three public hearings during 33 
this period. Stakeholder concerns are addressed by means of responses to individual 34 
comments raised during the comment period. Stakeholders may submit additional comments 35 
prior to certification of the Final EIR. Please see Master Response – CEQA Notification. 36 

It is important to note that no property acquisitions or relocations would occur until after 37 
certification of the Final EIR, and only if certain other legally required steps have been 38 
completed. Please see Master Response – Property Acquisitions, Compensation, and 39 
Relocation. 40 

Response to Comment LLI-8: Please see Master Response – Property Acquisition, 41 
Compensation, and Relocation. The Port recognizes the many factors associated with 42 
relocation of businesses. For those businesses that may be subject to acquisition, each such 43 
business would be consulted regarding their individual requirements, regarding a broad range 44 
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of factors and considerations. Adequate time would be provided for business planning, 1 
relocation site selection, equipment and supply moving, customer notification, and such other 2 
factors as may be important to the individual affected business. These considerations would 3 
apply to businesses on privately owned parcels and POLB tenants within the Project footprint. 4 

Response to Comment LLI-9: The Port recognizes that construction activities would result 5 
in temporary jobs if the proposed Project or one of its alternatives is approved. The Port would 6 
work with affected property owners and Port tenants to ensure relocation or compensation in 7 
accordance with California Eminent Domain Law (California Code of Civil Procedure Secs. 8 
1230.010 et seq.) and applicable relocation statutes and resolutions (CCR Secs. 6000 et 9 
seq.), among other requirements. For those businesses who are successfully relocated, there 10 
should be no adverse effect on associated permanent employment, assuming the affected 11 
business chooses to continue operation as it has prior to the relocation. A suitable relocation 12 
site would be provided consistent with the business plan of the affected business. 13 

Response to Comment LLI-10: The comment does not relate to the content of the Draft EIR 14 
or raise an environmental issue. Nonetheless, the Port responds as follows. The Port concurs 15 
with the commenter that ancillary support services will grow over time commensurate with the 16 
growth in general cargo. The attributes noted in the comment concerning private businesses 17 
will likely contribute to the ongoing allocation of land uses within the general Harbor District to 18 
those businesses.  19 

Response to Comment LLI-11: Please see Master Response – Property Acquisition, 20 
Compensation, and Relocation. If the proposed Project or one of its alternatives is approved, 21 
the Port would work with affected property owners and Port tenants to ensure compliance with 22 
California Eminent Domain Law (California Code of Civil Procedure Secs. 1230.010 et seq.) 23 
and applicable relocation statutes and resolutions (CCR Secs. 6000 et seq.), among other 24 
requirements.  25 

Response to Comment LLI-12: Please see Master Response – Property Acquisition, 26 
Compensation, and Relocation. 27 

Response to Comment LLI-13: Please see Master Response – Property Acquisition, 28 
Compensation, and Relocation. 29 

Response to Comment LLI-14: Please see Master Response – Property Acquisitions, 30 
Compensation, and Relocation. 31 

Response to Comment LLI-15: Please see Master Response – Property Acquisitions, 32 
Compensation, and Relocation. 33 

Response to Comment LLI-16: Please see Master Response – Property Acquisitions, 34 
Compensation, and Relocation. 35 

Response to Comment LLI-17: Please see Master Response – Property Acquisitions, 36 
Compensation, and Relocation. 37 

Response to Comment LLI-18: The Port agrees with the commenter that projections of 38 
future cargo volumes are subject to change as the result of changes in socioeconomic and 39 
political conditions. As stated in CEQA Guidelines Section 15144 Forecasting: Drafting an EIR 40 
necessarily involves some degree of forecasting. While foreseeing the unforeseeable is not 41 
possible, an agency must use its best efforts to find out and disclose all that it reasonably can.  42 
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Because global trade conditions vary over time, the Port periodically conducts cargo forecasts 1 
for both the near term and longer time horizon to inform the Port’s planning process. As 2 
described in Section 1.2.2 in the Draft EIR, at the time the Draft EIR analysis was performed 3 
for the proposed Project, the 2009 cargo forecast was used, which forecasted higher cargo 4 
throughput levels than the subsequent cargo forecast prepared in 2016. It is too early to 5 
predict the impact of the United States’ withdrawal from the Trans-Pacific Partnership (TPP). 6 

Response to Comment LLI-19: With respect to the comment about inconsistencies with train 7 
capacities, in Section ES.2 (Project Need and Objectives), it is stated “Approximately 40 8 
percent of waterborne container cargo destined for the U.S. flow through the two ports. The 9 
most efficient means of moving that cargo to its ultimate destination is to transfer containers 10 
directly to rail, assemble trains carrying an average of 250 containers each, and dispatch 11 
those trains to their respective Class 1 railroad main lines as quickly as possible.”  12 

Transporting a container by means of truck chassis typically involves three trips: one trip from 13 
the truck dispatch location to pick up the container, a second trip to the destination, and a third 14 
trip back to the point of dispatch. Therefore, 250 containers on a train would translate to 750 15 
truck trips. The commenter refers to presentations held on March 3, 2017; however, it does 16 
not identify who provided the presentations or where the presentations were held. The Port is 17 
not aware of any presentations specific to the proposed Project on March 3, 2017, nor of any 18 
references to “in excess of 1000 tucks [sic],” as it relates to the elimination of container trucks 19 
from the road. The Draft EIR and presentations provided in the public hearings and in 20 
materials related to the proposed Project consistently cite the 750 container trucks 21 
comparison. Please also see response to Comment GSR-2. 22 

Response to Comment LLI-20: The Port recognizes that vacancy rates are low. The Draft 23 
EIR, as an environmental review document prepared according to CEQA, does not include 24 
nor require a commitment to develop properties for relocation because all displacements are 25 
considered potential only. It would be premature to make such commitments at this juncture. 26 
After the Final EIR is certified, if the proposed Project or one of its alternatives is approved, 27 
the Port would work with affected property owners and its tenants to assist with relocation at 28 
that time. Because this timeframe cannot be predicted, the vacancy rate and availability of 29 
suitable relocation space would be assessed at that time. Please also see response to 30 
Comment LLI-8 and Master Response – Property Acquisition, Compensation, and Relocation. 31 

Response to Comment LLI-21: The comment states that the proposed Project “does not 32 
meet the requirements of the [SCAQMD].” It is unclear to what “requirements” the commenter 33 
is referring. The proposed Project, if approved, would comply with all applicable SCAQMD 34 
requirements. To the extent that the commenter is referring to SCAQMD’s thresholds of 35 
significance, it is important to note that those are simply the suggested thresholds against 36 
which air quality impacts are to be assessed for significance. With regard to the potential 37 
health effects of the proposed Project, please see Section 3.2 of the Draft EIR, particularly 38 
pages 3.2-53 through 3.2-63. Please see response to Comment GSR-2 for a discussion of 39 
the potential for the proposed Project to replace many future drayage truck trips from the 40 
terminal served by the Pier B Rail Yard. 41 

Response to Comment LLI-22: Please see Master Response – Community Grants Program. 42 

Response to Comment LLI-23: The CGP provides funding opportunities for community 43 
programs and capital projects aimed at mitigating effects of projects located in the COLB, 44 
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including those with cumulative environmental impacts that potentially affect neighboring 1 
cities. Please see Master Response – Community Grants Program. 2 

Response to Comment LLI-24: The noise and vibration analysis in the Draft EIR was 3 
performed consistent with industry standards and in accordance with CEQA requirements. 4 
The Draft EIR findings indicate that there are no significant noise or vibration impacts 5 
associated with construction and operation of the proposed Project. For a response to the 6 
comment about liquefaction, please see response to Comment SEA-20. Please also see 7 
Master Response – Noise and Vibration Associated with Trains. 8 

Response to Comment LLI-25: The issue of train horn noise is addressed in the Draft EIR 9 
in Section 3.8.1.3 (page 3.8-6), Section 3.8.1.5 (pages 3.8-9 and 3.8-11), and Section 3.8.2.2 10 
(page 3.8-20). Train horn noise is also addressed in response to Comments SCAC-3 and 11 
SCAC-8. Rail car coupling noise was included in the evaluation of rail yard noise on page 12 
3.8-24 of the Draft EIR. Please also see Master Response – Noise and Vibration Associated 13 
with Trains. 14 

Response to Comment LLI-26: In the Draft EIR, Section 3.7 (Public Services and Safety) 15 
evaluated the potential impacts of the proposed Project on emergency service response times 16 
and service levels, and determined that proposed Project impacts would be less than 17 
significant. As explained in Section 3.7, there would still be access between the West Side of 18 
Long Beach and the downtown area via Anaheim Street and Pacific Coast Highway. The 19 
comment does not directly dispute the information, analyses, or conclusions in Section 3.7. 20 
Please also see Master Response – Street Closures, Access to Downtown Long Beach, and 21 
Public Services Access. 22 

Regarding emergency evacuations, the COLB maintains an emergency evacuation plan that 23 
is updated regularly. Collaboration with and review of the proposed Project by both the Fire 24 
and Police Departments has been ongoing, and would continue through Project approval, final 25 
design, construction, and implementation. 26 

Response to Comment LLI-27: With regard to the conclusion that the Draft EIR did not 27 
adequately address the items listed in the prior comments, please see responses to 28 
Comments LLI-1 through LLI-26. Please also see Master Response – Property Acquisition, 29 
Compensation, and Relocation. The Port recognizes the importance of private property and 30 
businesses in our community. The CEQA evaluation is the first step in the Project planning 31 
process; and it is envisioned that this process will continue to evolve. The concerns raised by 32 
this comment are not issues that are necessarily addressed in the CEQA document, rather 33 
these are part of the procedural steps that would occur if the proposed Project is approved 34 
and final engineering is completed. It the proposed Project is approved, the Port is committed 35 
to working with affected property owners and Port tenants to ensure relocation or 36 
compensation in accordance with California Eminent Domain Law (California Code of Civil 37 
Procedure Secs. 1230.010 et seq.) and applicable relocation statutes and resolutions (CCR 38 
Secs. 6000 et seq.), among other requirements.  39 

Response to Comment LLI-28: With regard to the portion of the comment relating to parties 40 
being unaware of the proposed Project, please see Master Response – CEQA Notification 41 
and response to Comment LLI-1. The comment is otherwise noted and will be presented to 42 
the decision-makers for their consideration. 43 
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Response to Comment LLI-29: The Port thanks you for your review of the Draft EIR and 1 
your comments concerning LAN Logistics and LAN Warehouse, Inc. Responses to the 2 
attached letter are shown in responses to Comments LLI-1 through LLI-28. 3 

Response to Comment LLI-30: Please see Master Response – CEQA Notification and 4 
response to Comment LLI-1. The Port appreciates your comment concerning notification. The 5 
e-mail notification of December 15, 2016, was the first notification that the public received on 6 
issuance of the Draft EIR. The Port will continue to provide notification to affected property 7 
owners and its tenants throughout the course of Project planning and will add your office to 8 
the notification list. 9 
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11.2.3.25 Magnolia Industrial Group, Inc. (MIG) 1 

 2 
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 1 

Responses to Magnolia Industrial Group, Inc. 2 

Response to Comment MIG-1: The Port of Long Beach thanks you for your review of the 3 
Draft EIR. Your comments will be taken into consideration as the BHC evaluates its decisions 4 
regarding the proposed Project. 5 

Response to Comment MIG-2: The comment states that the proposed Project “does not 6 
meet the requirements of the [SCAQMD].” It is unclear what “requirements” the commenter is 7 
referring. The proposed Project, if approved, would need to comply with all applicable 8 
SCAQMD requirements. To the extent that the commenter is referring to SCAQMD’s 9 
thresholds of significance, it is important to note that those are simply the suggested 10 
thresholds against which impacts are to be assessed for significance. With regard to potential 11 
health effects of the proposed Project, please see Section 3.2 of the Draft EIR, particularly 12 
pages 3.2-53 through 3.2-63. The potential impact on the students, teachers, and staff at area 13 
schools was considered.  14 
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Specifically, schools were modeled for potential health risks under both occupational and 1 
student exposure assumptions (teachers and staff are included in the “occupational” receptor 2 
category, and students are included along with other receptor types in the “sensitive” receptor 3 
category). Draft EIR Table 3.2-24 shows that all modeled receptors, including area schools, 4 
would have less than significant cancer and non-cancer health impacts during construction 5 
and operation of the mitigated proposed Project. 6 

Impacts from criteria pollutant concentrations associated with the proposed Project are 7 
described on pages 3.2-40 through 3.2-45 of the Draft EIR for the construction period, and 8 
pages 3.2-49 through 3.2-52 of the Draft EIR for the operational period. Response to 9 
Comment AQMD-5 evaluates the operational period for the proposed Project with the refined 10 
boundary, as described in Section 10.1 of the Final EIR. The mitigated proposed Project would 11 
produce significant NO2 concentrations in certain areas near the Project site during both the 12 
construction and operational periods. The geographical extent of significant NO2 impacts 13 
during the operational period of the proposed Project with the refined boundary is shown in 14 
Figures 2.2-1 through 2.2-5 in response to Comment AQMD-5. These NO2 exceedance areas 15 
during proposed Project operation would not extend over any modeled school; the closest 16 
school is Edison Elementary School, located approximately 1,200 feet southeast of the 17 
nearest exceedance area. A discussion of the types of health effects that may be associated 18 
with NOX and NO2 exposure is provided on pages 3.2-48 and 3.2-49 of the Draft EIR. 19 

Furthermore, the proposed Project may produce operational criteria pollutant and health 20 
impacts that are less than the values presented in the Draft and Final EIR by replacing many 21 
future drayage truck trips from the terminals served by the Pier B Rail Yard with rail transport. 22 
The potential air quality benefit associated with fewer drayage truck trips was not quantified 23 
in this EIR (although the impact of the additional rail transport was quantified). Please see 24 
response to Comment GSR-2 for a more thorough discussion of this potential air quality 25 
benefit. 26 

Response to Comment MIG-3: The comment expresses an opinion that the level of funding 27 
of community grants as air quality and GHG mitigation measures is inadequate to address the 28 
extent of the environmental impacts. Please see Master Response – Community Grants 29 
Program. 30 

Response to Comment MIG-4: The comment expresses a concern that the proposed 31 
Project’s effects on the local ground transportation network would restrict access to the Port 32 
and to the COLB from West Long Beach. The commenter is not correct regarding the streets 33 
that would be closed off. As shown in Figure 3.5-5 of the Draft EIR, access would continue to 34 
be available from along the entirety of Anaheim Street; portions of the southerly segments of 35 
Jackson, Santa Fe, Canal, and Harbor avenues would be permanently closed, while 9th Street 36 
would be closed south of Anaheim to its terminus at I-710. Access to the Port and COLB 37 
(Downtown Long Beach) from West Long Beach would continue to be available via Anaheim 38 
Street to I-710 south to the Port. Access to Downtown Long Beach from West Long Beach 39 
would continue to be available via Pacific Coast Highway as well. 40 

The traffic analysis addressed the potential for traffic congestion as a result of the changes to 41 
the roadway system proposed as part of the proposed Project and determined that the impacts 42 
would be less than significant. The comment did not identify any deficiencies in the traffic 43 
impact analysis prepared for the proposed Project. Please also see Master Response – Street 44 
Closures, Access to Downtown Long Beach, and Public Services Access. 45 
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Response to Comment MIG-5: Please see response to Comment LLI-26 and Master 1 
Response – Street Closures, Access to Downtown Long Beach, and Public Services Access. 2 

Response to Comment MIG-6: The commenter indicates that police from the Long Beach 3 
West Division located at 1835 Santa Fe Avenue can easily get to the main Long Beach Police 4 
Department Headquarters in 5 to 7 minutes and that if the proposed Project is approved, it 5 
would take 20 to 30 minutes, depending on traffic. The main Long Beach Police Department 6 
(also South Patrol Division), is located at 400 West Broadway in Downtown Long Beach, 7 
approximately 2.5 miles southwest of the West Division Station; currently this route is 8 
estimated to take 5 minutes, subject to traffic conditions. It is anticipated that if the proposed 9 
Project is approved and implemented, the time needed to drive from the West Division to the 10 
main Police Department would increase by approximately 5 minutes via West Anaheim Street 11 
or Pacific Coast Highway. However, as discussed in Section 3.7 of the Draft EIR, a portion of 12 
the proposed Project’s area of influence is served by the West and South Patrol Divisions. 13 
Police from these stations would directly serve the population near the proposed Project.  14 

Section 3.7 of the Draft EIR addresses the potential impacts to public services that would 15 
result from construction and operation of the proposed Project and its alternatives. Emergency 16 
services include law enforcement and fire protection. Section 3.7.2.1 of the Draft EIR (page 17 
3.7-7) defines the significance criteria for public services (police and fire protection) in terms 18 
of whether the proposed Project would result in the need to add, expand, modify, or relocate 19 
existing public facilities (i.e., police and fire) to maintain acceptable service ratios, response 20 
times, or other performance objectives, and the construction of which could cause significant 21 
impacts. For purposes of CEQA, emergency response times, in and of themselves, are not 22 
considered an environmental issue. Because the Pier B Rail Yard is not a public facility, 23 
proposed improvements to the rail yard would not result in any need for additional police and 24 
fire services, nor would it burden existing staff levels. The proposed Project would not result 25 
in significant impacts on emergency services. 26 

Response to Comment MIG-7: Economic issues are not a consideration that must be 27 
evaluated under CEQA (CEQA Guidelines Section 15131). Please also see response to 28 
Comment WPAC-9.  29 

Response to Comment MIG-8: This comment expresses the commenter’s views regarding 30 
the potential economic effects of the proposed Project. This view will be considered by the 31 
decision-makers when they consider approval of the proposed Project. However, as is noted 32 
in response to Comment MIG-7 above, economic issues are not required to be evaluated 33 
under CEQA. Please also see response to Comment WPAC-9. 34 

Response to Comment MIG-9: Please see responses to Comments MIG-1 through MIG-8 35 
and WPAC-9. 36 
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11.2.3.26 Marisa Foods (MF) 1 

 2 
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 1 

Responses to Marisa Foods 2 

Response to Comment MF-1: The Port of Long Beach thanks you for your review of the 3 
Draft EIR and your comments. Air pollution is evaluated in Section 3.2 of the Draft EIR, while 4 
noise and vibration are evaluated in Section 3.8. Noise impacts from the proposed Project 5 
were found to be less than significant (see Table ES.10-1). Mitigation measures for impacts 6 
to air quality would reduce some pollutant concentrations but not below applicable thresholds 7 
of significance, and there is no additional mitigation available or feasible. As is noted in 8 
response to Comment MIG-7, economic issues are not required to be evaluated under CEQA 9 
unless they have corresponding adverse environmental impacts. 10 

Response to Comment MF-2: This comment asks how the Port would address the costs of 11 
the increased risk of pulmonary disease for residents and employees, risks that are the direct 12 
result of this Project. Presumably the commenter is referring to the proposed Project’s 13 
significant NOX emissions and NO2 concentrations identified in Tables 3.2-19 and 3.2-21, 14 
respectively, of the Draft EIR. The geographical extent of significant NO2 concentrations 15 
during the operational period is shown in Figures A2-32 through A2-36 in Appendix A2. The 16 
impacts of the proposed Project with its refined boundary, as described in Section 10.1 of the 17 
Final EIR, are presented in response to Comment AQMD-5 with no change in the Draft EIR’s 18 
significance findings. A discussion of the types of health effects (including pulmonary effects) 19 
that may be associated with NOX and NO2 exposure is provided on pages 3.2-48 and 3.2-49.  20 
While the statistical risk of pulmonary disease might be increased by the proposed Project, 21 
the actual link between local air pollutant concentrations and specific cases of pulmonary 22 
disease is difficult to identify, as is the contribution to the overall risk of other, non-Project-23 
related factors. As stated on page 3.2-48 of the Draft EIR, the Port is not aware of any scientific 24 
models that are designed to statistically correlate mass emissions of NOX and project-specific 25 
health impacts. 26 

Moreover, the proposed Project may produce operational criteria pollutant and health impacts 27 
that are less than the values presented in the Draft and Final EIR by replacing many future 28 
drayage truck trips from the terminal served by the Pier B Rail Yard with rail transport. The 29 
potential air quality benefit associated with fewer drayage truck trips was conservatively not 30 
quantified in this EIR (although the impact of the additional rail transport was quantified). 31 
Please see response to Comment GSR-2 for a more thorough discussion of this potential air 32 
quality benefit. 33 
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Response to Comment MF-3: As is noted in Section 3.8 of the Draft EIR, construction and 1 
operational vibration have been analyzed and found not to result in a significant impact in 2 
accordance with FTA criteria and City standards. Please see Section 3.8.2.3 (NOISE-2 and 3 
NOISE-8) of the Draft EIR for further information. 4 

The comment states that vibration is already a problem in the Project area, but it does not 5 
identify the sources, timing, or duration of the vibration. Existing vibration on the West side 6 
could not possibly be associated with train activity at the Pier B Rail Yard because of the 7 
substantial distance (i.e., approximately 0.25 mile) that exists between the yard and West 8 
side. Instead, this vibration would most likely be associated with heavy trucks travelling on the 9 
very poorly maintained streets in the area. The vibration impact is assessed entirely based on 10 
train operations related to the proposed Project because the criteria is based on expected 11 
vibration levels generated by the Project itself (and does not consider the background level of 12 
vibration). The existing vibration is not relevant to assessment of operational vibration impacts. 13 
Evaluation of vibration impacts is based solely on whether the vibration source will exceed 14 
FTA human annoyance or building damage criteria. Per the analysis in the Draft EIR, these 15 
vibration criteria are not expected to be exceeded; therefore, neither human annoyance nor 16 
building damage vibration impacts relating to train operations are anticipated. 17 

The comment expresses a concern that vibration from trains could endanger existing 18 
structures; this concern is addressed in detail in response to Comment SEA-20. As noted in 19 
that response, vibration from train movement expected at a distance of 25 feet would be less 20 
than that of a vibratory compactor/roller. Marisa Foods (1401 Santa Fe Avenue) is 21 
approximately 1,300 feet from the existing Pier B Rail Yard; this business would be 22 
approximately 735 feet from the proposed Project. Only a substantially higher peak stress 23 
level, such as that associated with an earthquake, would have a noticeable effect on soil-24 
transmitted vibration. Finally, the comment expresses an opinion that the Draft EIR does not 25 
adequately address noise pollution, but it does not provide specific information on what 26 
aspects of the noise analysis presented in Section 3.8 of the Draft EIR are deemed to be 27 
inadequate. The general nature of the comment makes a specific response difficult to 28 
formulate. Responses to Comments SCAC-3, SCAC-8, LLI-24, and LLI-25 all address specific 29 
noise issues associated with the proposed Project. Please also see Master Response – Noise 30 
and Vibration Associated with Trains. 31 

Response to Comment MF-4: Changeovers of utilities from various locations within the 32 
proposed Project footprint to the proposed utility corridors within the improved Pier B Rail Yard 33 
would occur in a planned manner, with service transfers occurring in as short of a period as 34 
is practicable. The Port would coordinate closely with SCE and other domestic utility providers 35 
to avoid interruptions to local service. While it is not known if any utilities would be affected 36 
that currently serve the vicinity of Marisa Foods, given that the business location is several 37 
blocks to the north of the proposed Project, the likelihood of a utility interruption would be low. 38 
However, the concern is noted and attention will be paid to the business vicinity as utility 39 
planning continues.  40 

Response to Comment MF-5: The comment expresses a concern that Westside businesses 41 
would be affected by possible loss of access to Downtown Long Beach and the Port. The 42 
traffic analysis addressed the potential for traffic congestion as a result of the changes to the 43 
roadway system proposed as part of the proposed Project, and determined that the impacts 44 
would be less than significant. The proposed Project and alternatives would not affect the 45 
existing access from West Long Beach to Downtown Long Beach available along Anaheim 46 
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Street, Pacific Coast Highway, and I-710. Access from Westside businesses to the Port would 1 
continue to be available on the east via Anaheim Street to I-710 to Pico Avenue; access from 2 
the west would be via Anaheim Street, Farragut Street, Anaheim Way, and Pier B Street. 3 
Please see Master Response – Street Closures, Access to Downtown Long Beach, and Public 4 
Services Access. 5 

Response to Comment MF-6: This is not a comment on the Draft EIR. Economic issues 6 
such as those mentioned are beyond the scope of CEQA. Please also see responses to 7 
Comments MIG-7, MIG-8, and WPAC-9. Please also see Master Response – Property 8 
Acquisition, Compensation, and Relocation. 9 

Response to Comment MF-7: While economic and social effects of the proposed Project 10 
are generally beyond the scope of the CEQA process, the Port is committed to preventing and 11 
minimizing community impacts to the extent feasible.  12 

Marisa Foods’ opposition to the proposed Project is noted. The comment is hereby part of the 13 
Final EIR; therefore, it is before the decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any 14 
action on the proposed Project. 15 
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11.2.3.27 Pacific Maritime Shipping Association (PMSA) 1 

 2 

Response to Pacific Maritime Shipping Association 3 

Response to Comment PMSA-1: The Port of Long Beach thanks you for your review of the 4 
Draft EIR and your comments in support of the proposed Project. 5 
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11.2.3.28 Phillips Steel Company (PSC) 1 

 2 
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Responses to Phillips Steel Company 1 

Response to Comment PSC-1: The Port of Long Beach thanks you for your review of the 2 
Draft EIR and your comments concerning your client’s business. The three Phillips Steel 3 
Company locations along Anaheim Street are located outside of the Project footprint for the 4 
12th Street Alternative (proposed Project) as well as for the other alternatives. Based on the 5 
information presented in the Draft EIR and its supporting analysis, the Port does not believe 6 
any of these three sites would be directly impacted by the proposed Project nor would 7 
relocation be necessary. 8 

Response to Comment PSC-2: The Draft EIR has been prepared in accordance with 9 
applicable CEQA statutes and guidelines, and evaluates the required environmental 10 
resources. The Project location and site are accurately described and depicted in Chapter 1 11 
of the Draft EIR. However, as the comment notes, certain streets were inadvertently 12 
mislabeled in general vicinity maps depicted in Figures ES-1 and 1.7-2. These labeling errors 13 
have been corrected in the Final EIR. The more detailed maps showing the footprint of the 14 
proposed Project did not include these errors (e.g., Draft EIR Figure 1.8-1 on page 1-27). 15 

The comment generally states that critical information regarding what the proposed Project 16 
would do and how the rail system would operate were omitted; however, the comment does 17 
not identify what information was omitted. Chapter 1 of the Draft EIR included a thorough 18 
discussion of the proposed Project operation and provided an extensive background on rail 19 
operations within the Port so that readers would understand the technical aspects of the 20 
operation. The existing operations were extensively described, and the proposed changes to 21 
the existing rail yard were described in text, on diagrams, and in comparison charts. Impacts 22 
of the proposed Project were evaluated using generally accepted standard methodology and 23 
criteria to identify those impacts that were considered significant. While the comment states 24 
that environmental impacts were understated or ignored, the comment does not specifically 25 
identify any such impacts. Therefore, it is not possible to respond further. The Draft EIR is 26 
adequate; therefore, revision and recirculation of the Draft EIR are not required as the 27 
commenter requests.  28 

Response to Comment PSC-3: Access from Phillips Steel Company to downtown Long 29 
Beach would continue to be available via Anaheim Street to I-710 to West Shoreline Drive; an 30 
alternate route would be via Anaheim Street over the Los Angeles River and south on 31 
Magnolia Avenue. The alternate route may result in an increase in travel time subject to traffic 32 
conditions.  33 

Access from the Phillips Steel Company to the POLB would also continue to be available via 34 
Anaheim Street and I-710. The comment indicates that Phillips’ average time to customers at 35 
the Port is approximately 10 to 12 minutes (non-freeway); it would be expected that use of the 36 
I-710 route would require a similar or possibly shorter amount of time after the Shoemaker 37 
ramps have been removed, subject to traffic conditions.  38 

A change in route is not a significant impact in and of itself. These are public roads, not private 39 
roads, and being able to utilize the shortest route between two places is not something that is 40 
guaranteed.  41 

Please see Master Response – Street Closures, Access to Downtown Long Beach, and Public 42 
Services Access. 43 
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Response to Comment PSC-4: The Port recognizes the concerns of other entities in the 1 
Westside business community; responses to those concerns are included in this document in 2 
response to the comment letters from other Westside businesses. Access to business 3 
locations and from those locations to customers would not be impaired, and would likely be 4 
improved, given elimination of the at-grade rail crossing at 9th Street and the ability to handle 5 
long trains within the improved rail yard configuration. The comment includes generalized 6 
observations about air, noise, and traffic impacts based on the proximity of certain businesses 7 
and operations, such as the MSC, to the proposed Project. The comment does not identify 8 
any specific issue with or error in the analysis in the Draft EIR. Because of the general nature 9 
of the comment, it is not possible to provide a meaningful response to the comment. The 10 
responses to the Superior Electrical comment letter referenced in this comment are set forth 11 
below at SEA-1 to SEA-21. The commenter’s opinions regarding the impacts are noted and 12 
will be provided to the decision-makers. 13 

Response to Comment PSC-5: This comment concerns potential property condemnations 14 
and relocations that could affect area businesses. As explained in response to Comment 15 
PSC-1, the commenter’s client’s properties are outside of the Project footprint. Please see 16 
Master Response – Property Acquisition, Compensation, and Relocation. 17 

Response to Comment PSC-6: The comment states that employees and customers of 18 
nearby businesses would be subject to air pollution that the Port acknowledges is significant 19 
and cannot be mitigated, with resulting health hazards like cancer and heart disease. The Port 20 
would implement mitigation measures but, even with application of available mitigation 21 
measures, certain air quality impacts would remain significant and unavoidable. 22 

With regard to the potential health effects of the proposed Project from toxic air contaminants, 23 
please see Section 3.2 of the Draft EIR, particularly pages 3.2-53 through 3.2-63. Draft EIR 24 
Table 3.2-24 shows that all modeled receptors in the Project area would have less than 25 
significant cancer and non-cancer health impacts during construction and operation of the 26 
mitigated proposed Project. Impacts from criteria pollutant concentrations associated with the 27 
proposed Project are described on pages 3.2-40 through 3.2-45 for the construction period, 28 
and pages 3.2-49 through 3.2-52 for the operational period. The mitigated proposed Project 29 
would produce significant NO2 concentrations in certain areas near the Project site during 30 
both the construction and operational periods. The impacts of the proposed Project with its 31 
refined boundary, as described in Section 10.1 of the Final EIR, are presented in response to 32 
Comment AQMD-5 with no change in the Draft EIR’s significance findings. The geographical 33 
extent of significant NO2 impacts during the operational period of the proposed Project with 34 
the refined boundary is shown in Figures 2.2-1 through 2.2-5 in response to Comment 35 
AQMD-5. A discussion of the types of health effects that may be associated with NOX and 36 
NO2 exposure is provided on pages 3.2-48 and 3.2-49. 37 

The predicted air quality impacts specific to the Phillips Steel Company’s business locations 38 
were extracted from the Draft EIR analysis, and are summarized here. The closest receptor 39 
points to this business that were evaluated by the dispersion model for the Draft EIR are 40 
located directly on the 1368 W. Anaheim Street location, and at the southwest and southeast 41 
corners of the 1545 W. Anaheim Street location.  42 

Table 11.2-12 shows the highest modeled criteria pollutant and health risk impacts at 1368 43 
W. Anaheim Street associated with the mitigated proposed Project. The table shows that the 44 
peak state and federal 1-hour NO2 concentrations would exceed the thresholds during Project 45 
construction. All other criteria pollutant and health risk impacts during construction and 46 
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operation would be less than the thresholds at this location. The peak state and federal 1-1 
hour NO2 impacts of 349 µg/m3 and 262 µg/m3, respectively, would occur during Phase 3 of 2 
construction. Emissions from Project construction would contribute only about 26 and 33 3 
percent, respectively, to these impacts; the background concentration would contribute the 4 
remaining 74 and 67 percent.  5 

TABLE 11.2-12 
MODELED AIR POLLUTANT IMPACTS NEAR PHILLIPS STEEL -  
1368 W. ANAHEIM STREET (MITIGATED PROPOSED PROJECT) 

Description Modeled Impact 1 Significance Threshold Significant? 

Criteria Pollutants during Construction 2 

NO2 

1-Hour (state) 349 339 Yes 

1-Hour (federal) 262 188 Yes 

Annual 55.3 57.0 No 

CO 
1-Hour 4,204 23,000 No 

8-Hour 3,339 10,000 No 

PM10 
24-Hour 2.6 10.4 No 

Annual 0.2 1.0 No 

PM2.5 24-Hour 1.0 10.4 No 

Criteria Pollutants during Operation 3 

NO2 

1-Hour (state) 269 339 No 

1-Hour (federal) 185 188 No 

Annual 53.8 57.0 No 

CO 
1-Hour 3,995 23,000 No 

8-Hour 3,165 10,000 No 

PM10 
24-Hour <0 5 2.5 No 

Annual <0 1.0 No 

PM2.5 24-Hour <0 2.5 No 

Health Risks (Construction + Operation) 4 

Individual Cancer Risk 1.7 × 10-6 10 × 10-6 No 

Chronic Hazard Index 0.007 1.0 No 

8-Hour Chronic Hazard Index 0.02 1.0 No 

Acute Hazard Index 0.1 1.0 No 

Notes: 
1  NO2 and CO impacts are the modeled project increment plus observed background. All other impacts are 

the modeled project increment. 
2  The highest impacts from all three phases of construction are shown. 
3  The highest impacts from all three operational analysis years (2020, 2025, 2035) are shown. 
4  Health risk values reflect occupational exposure assumptions and include emissions from both construction 

and operation. 
5  A PM10 or PM2.5 impact <0 means the concentration would decrease relative to the CEQA baseline (existing) 

conditions. 
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Table 11.2-13 shows the highest modeled criteria pollutant and health risk impacts at 1545 1 
W. Anaheim Street associated with the mitigated proposed Project. The table shows that the 2 
peak federal 1-hour NO2 concentration would exceed the threshold during Project 3 
construction. All other criteria pollutant and health risk impacts during construction and 4 
operation would be less than the thresholds at this location. The peak federal 1-hour NO2 5 
impact of 247 µg/m3 would occur during Phase 3 of construction. Emissions from Project 6 
construction would contribute only about 29 percent to this impact; the background 7 
concentration would contribute the remaining 71 percent. 8 

TABLE 11.2-13 
MODELED AIR POLLUTANT IMPACTS NEAR PHILLIPS STEEL –  
1545 W. ANAHEIM STREET (MITIGATED PROPOSED PROJECT) 

Description Modeled Impact 1 Significance Threshold Significant? 

Criteria Pollutants during Construction 2 

NO2 
1-Hour (state) 333 339 No 
1-Hour (federal) 247 188 Yes 
Annual 54.5 57.0 No 

CO 
1-Hour 4,138 23,000 No 
8-Hour 3,265 10,000 No 

PM10 
24-Hour 1.4 10.4 No 
Annual 0.1 1.0 No 

PM2.5 24-Hour 0.6 10.4 No 

Criteria Pollutants during Operation 3 

NO2 

1-Hour (state) 273 339 No 

1-Hour (federal) 188 188 No 

Annual 53.8 57.0 No 

CO 
1-Hour 3,997 23,000 No 

8-Hour 3,166 10,000 No 

PM10 
24-Hour 0.06 2.5 No 

Annual 0.002 1.0 No 

PM2.5 24-Hour 0.03 2.5 No 

Health Risks (Construction + Operation) 4 

Individual Cancer Risk 1.7 × 10-6 10 × 10-6 No 

Chronic Hazard Index 0.004 1.0 No 

8-Hour Chronic Hazard Index 0.01 1.0 No 

Acute Hazard Index 0.07 1.0 No 

Notes: 
1  NO2 and CO impacts are the modeled project increment plus observed background. All other impacts are 

the modeled project increment. 
2  The highest impacts from all three phases of construction are shown. 
3  The highest impacts from all three operational analysis years (2020, 2025, 2035) are shown. 
4  Health risk values reflect occupational exposure assumptions and include emissions from both construction 

and operation. 
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Moreover, these peak 1-hour predicted air pollutant concentrations are conservative and 1 
would occur very infrequently, if at all, because the analysis assumes all construction 2 
equipment would operate simultaneously during worst-case meteorological conditions (i.e., low 3 
wind speed, optimum wind direction, and very stable atmosphere), concurrent with the highest 4 
observed background concentration measured at the Superblock monitoring station over a 3-5 
year period. Most of the 1-hour NO2 concentrations during Project construction would be much 6 
lower than the peak values, as evidenced by the much lower annual average NO2 7 
concentration, which is an average of all 1-hour concentrations during the worst-case year. 8 

Furthermore, the proposed Project may produce operational criteria pollutant and health 9 
impacts that are less than the values presented in the Draft and Final EIR by replacing many 10 
future drayage truck trips from the terminal served by the Pier B Rail Yard with rail transport. 11 
The potential air quality benefit associated with fewer drayage truck trips was not quantified 12 
in this EIR (although the impact of the additional rail transport was quantified). Please see 13 
response to Comment GSR-2 for a more thorough discussion of this potential air quality 14 
benefit. Because the proposed Project is still in preliminary planning stages and has not been 15 
approved, the Draft EIR does not include a relocation plan or a compensation plan for 16 
businesses. It would be premature to have prepared such plans at this juncture. This was 17 
addressed in Section 3.6.4 of the Draft EIR. Please see Master Response – Property 18 
Acquisition, Compensation, and Relocation.  19 

With regard to the comment’s reference to its Footnote 4 concerning possible decreases in 20 
property values related to this proposed Project, the Port has not made any offers to purchase 21 
property in the Pier B Rail Yard area. The Port fully understands the procedures and 22 
requirements described in Section 3.6.4 of the Draft EIR. As discussed in Section 3.6.4.1, if 23 
the proposed Project is approved, once all required prerequisites are completed, the Port would 24 
attempt to enter into voluntary sales by entering into purchase and sale transactions to acquire 25 
private properties at fair market value. However, this process cannot occur until the Final EIR 26 
has been certified and the proposed Project approved by the BHC. In addition, the Port would 27 
have to complete all required property acquisition steps before this could occur. 28 

Response to Comment PSC-7: The first paragraph of the comment repeats information 29 
contained in the Draft EIR regarding the MSC and its relationship to the proposed Project. 30 
The MSC facility is not within the proposed Project footprint, and is approximately 1,200 feet 31 
from the existing Pier B Rail Yard. The EIR analysis, including the air quality analysis, took 32 
this distance into account in assessing the impacts. The MSC site was specifically identified 33 
as the closest sensitive receptor location.  34 

The proposed Project boundary would be approximately 475 feet from the MSC. The nearest 35 
train track within the proposed Project site would be a mainline track, located approximately 36 
570 feet from the MSC.  37 

The predicted air quality impacts specific to the MSC’s location were extracted from the Draft 38 
EIR and Final EIR analyses, and are summarized here. The dispersion model evaluated 39 
receptor points directly on the MSC.  40 

Table 11.2-14 shows the highest modeled criteria pollutant and health risk impacts at the MSC 41 
associated with the mitigated proposed Project. The table shows that the peak state and 42 
federal 1-hour NO2 concentrations would exceed the thresholds during Project construction. 43 
All other criteria pollutant and health risk impacts during construction and operation would be 44 
less than the thresholds at this location. The peak state and federal 1-hour NO2 impacts of 354 45 
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µg/m3 and 261 µg/m3, respectively, would occur during Phase 3 of construction. Emissions 1 
from Project construction would contribute only about 27 and 33 percent, respectively, to these 2 
impacts; the background concentration would contribute the remaining 73 and 67 percent.  3 

TABLE 11.2-14 
MODELED AIR POLLUTANT IMPACTS NEAR THE MULTI-SERVICE CENTER 

(MITIGATED PROPOSED PROJECT) 

Description Modeled Impact 1 Significance Threshold Significant? 

Criteria Pollutants during Construction 2 

NO2 
1-Hour (state) 354 339 Yes 
1-Hour (federal) 261 188 Yes 
Annual 54.9 57.0 No 

CO 
1-Hour 4,191 23,000 No 
8-Hour 3,322 10,000 No 

PM10 
24-Hour 2.5 10.4 No 
Annual 0.2 1.0 No 

PM2.5 24-Hour 0.9 10.4 No 

Criteria Pollutants during Operation 3 

NO2 

1-Hour (state) 269 339 No 

1-Hour (federal) 184 188 No 

Annual 53.6 57.0 No 

CO 
1-Hour 3,984 23,000 No 

8-Hour 3,160 10,000 No 

PM10 
24-Hour 0.1 2.5 No 

Annual 0.02 1.0 No 

PM2.5 24-Hour 0.01 2.5 No 

Health Risks (Construction + Operation) 4 

Individual Cancer Risk, Occupational 1.3 × 10-6 10 × 10-6 No 

Individual Cancer Risk, Child Care 1.3 × 10-6 10 × 10-6 No 

Chronic Hazard Index 0.002 1.0 No 

8-Hour Chronic Hazard Index 0.007 1.0 No 

Acute Hazard Index 0.1 1.0 No 

Notes: 
1  NO2 and CO impacts are the modeled project increment plus observed background. All other impacts are 

the modeled project increment. 
2  The highest impacts from all three phases of construction are shown. 
3  The highest impacts from all three operational analysis years (2020, 2025, 2035) are shown. 
4  Health risk values reflect occupational exposure assumptions and include emissions from both construction 

and operation. 
5  The Multi-Service Center was modeled in the HRA with occupational and child care exposure assumptions. 

Occupational exposure assumptions are 250 days/year, 8 hours/day, for 25 years. Child care exposure 
assumptions are 250 days/year, 8 hours/day, for 6 years (child age 0-5). Age sensitivity factors of x10 were 
applied for child age 0<2, and x3 for age 2-5. 
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These predicted peak 1-hour concentrations during construction are conservative and would 1 
occur very infrequently, if at all, because the analysis assumes all construction equipment 2 
would operate simultaneously during worst-case meteorological conditions (i.e., low wind 3 
speed, optimum wind direction, and very stable atmosphere), concurrent with the highest 4 
observed background concentration measured at the Superblock monitoring station over a 3-5 
year period. Most of the 1-hour NO2 concentrations during Project construction would be much 6 
lower than the peak values, as evidenced by the much lower annual average NO2 7 
concentration, which is an average of all 1-hour concentrations during the worst-case year. 8 

Furthermore, the proposed Project may produce operational criteria pollutant and health 9 
impacts that are less than the values presented in the Draft and Final EIR by replacing many 10 
future drayage truck trips from terminals served by the Pier B Rail Yard with rail transport. The 11 
potential air quality benefit associated with fewer drayage truck trips was not quantified in this 12 
EIR (although the impact of the additional rail transport was quantified). Please see response 13 
to Comment GSR-2 for a more thorough discussion of this potential air quality benefit. The 14 
replacement of truck trips with rail transport would be particularly beneficial to the MSC given 15 
its close proximity to the I-710 freeway. The MSC was also evaluated as a sensitive receptor 16 
in the noise assessment in the EIR (Table 3.8-9), which indicates that the predicted noise 17 
levels associated with operation of the proposed Project are below the limits established by 18 
the Long Beach Municipal Code, posing no significant impacts. The comment does not 19 
provide any information suggesting that there was an error in how these assessments were 20 
completed. The Draft EIR and its technical studies were prepared pursuant to recommended 21 
protocols. The MSC includes an outdoor area (i.e., picnic benches, shade structure in a grassy 22 
area) at the rear of the building; this outdoor area is adjacent to the off-ramp of I-710. The 23 
MSC provides services for the homeless, including outreach, intake and assessment, referrals 24 
to shelters, and other social service programs. The MSC is not a residential facility; it is open 25 
from 8:30 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. and no one lives there. Services at the center include showers, 26 
laundry, mail, medical clinic, employment assistance, case management, and shelter and 27 
housing placement assistance (City of Long Beach 2013 – 2021 Housing Element, prepared 28 
by Long Beach Development Services, adopted January 7, 2014; COLB, 2014).  29 

The entire Long Beach Harbor District is located within the Industrial District (Port-Related 30 
Industrial [IP]), as classified by the COLB. The IP zone is characterized predominantly by 31 
maritime industry and marine resources (COLB Municipal Code, Title 21, Chapter 21.33.02 32 
[D]) and is identified in the Port Master Plan as used predominantly for Port-related and 33 
ancillary Port uses and facilities. As part of the Naval Station Long Beach Disposal and Reuse 34 
planning process, a portion of land at the former Naval Station was proposed to be transferred 35 
to the COLB for subsequent use as a multi-service homeless service center as a result of the 36 
military base closure process (Site 6-A, FEIS/FEIR, Naval Station Long Beach Disposal and 37 
Reuse [POLB, 1998]). However, to accommodate Port development on Terminal Island, the 38 
Port moved the location of the non-residential homeless service center from the former Naval 39 
Station Long Beach by purchasing an alternative location in the North Harbor (Port Planning 40 
District 1) where the MSC is currently located. The Port also committed $700,000 in funding 41 
to renovate the property for homeless services. This alternative location in the North Harbor, 42 
within the IP zone, allowed the service center to better serve its clients by centrally locating 43 
the facility near public transportation services. Port Planning District 1 was originally only 44 
permitted for port-related uses; in 1997, the Port amended its Port Master Plan to include non-45 
Port uses for a 3-acre homeless service center as a permitted use. The MSC is an allowable 46 
use within the COLB IP zone and operates under a Conditional Use Permit (CUP9612-17 47 
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Homeless Processing Center – Alpha Project). Therefore, when the MSC was moved to its 1 
current location in the North Harbor, it was known that it would be located in an industrial area. 2 

The distance from the MSC to downtown Long Beach is the same via West Anaheim Street 3 
to Long Beach Boulevard as it is using 12th Street/Harbor Avenue/11th Street/Canal Avenue/9th 4 
Street/Shoreline Drive; both routes are 2.3 miles. Using Anaheim Street would add 1 minute 5 
to the travel time compared to the 9th Street route, subject to traffic conditions. If the proposed 6 
Project or one of its alternatives is approved, the 9th Street route would be eliminated due to 7 
road closures associated with the proposed Project and all other build alternatives. 8 

Response to Comment PSC-8: The comment and the accompanying Exhibit 5 depict street 9 
and ramp closures that would occur as a result of the proposed Project. While the travel routes 10 
from Phillips Steel Company to the Port, as shown in Exhibit 5, would no longer be available 11 
if the proposed Project is approved due to permanent road closures, access to the Port from 12 
Anaheim Street would continue to be available via I-710 on the east and on the west via 13 
Anaheim Street to Farragut Avenue and Anaheim Way to Pier B Street. Depending on the 14 
time of day, travel times using I-710 would be expected to increase by approximately 2 15 
minutes, subject to traffic conditions. These alternate routes are not depicted in Exhibit 5. 16 
Please see Master Response – Street Closures, Access to Downtown Long Beach, and Public 17 
Services Access. 18 

Response to Comment PSC-9: While the travel routes from Phillips Steel Company and 19 
other businesses on the Westside to the Port would no longer be available due to permanent 20 
road closures, access to the Port from alternate routes using I-710 would not be expected to 21 
double travel times. The Traffic Impact Analysis Report, provided in Appendix B of the Draft 22 
EIR, found that traffic impacts would not be considered significant. Alternate routes would add 23 
less than 0.5 mile to the travel distance from Anaheim Street to the Port and could result in 24 
an increase of approximately 3 minutes to travel time. Based on roadway capacity and LOS 25 
that would result, the impact to traffic would not be considered significant. Please see Master 26 
Response – Street Closures, Access to Downtown Long Beach, and Public Services Access. 27 

Response to Comment PSC-10: The comment contends that travel times for police and 28 
emergency services to and from the Westside would be similarly affected, that direct access 29 
across the Shoemaker ramp to the Port would be lost, and that emergency vehicles traveling 30 
back to hospitals would be similarly delayed. Emergency responders are located near the Pier 31 
B Rail Yard, on all sides and include the JCCC at 1249 Pier F Avenue supported by City and 32 
federal partner agencies to provide quick and uniform response to emergencies at the Port 33 
(see Figure 3.7-1 of the Draft EIR). Hospitals located in Long Beach, Wilmington, and San 34 
Pedro would continue to be accessible from the Port via the Seaside Freeway and I-710. 35 
Please see Master Response – Street Closures, Access to Downtown Long Beach, and Public 36 
Services Access. 37 

Response to Comment PSC-11: The comment summarizes the earlier comments in the 38 
letter, which are responded to above. 39 

Phillips Steel Company’s opposition to the proposed Project is noted. The comment is hereby 40 
part of the Final EIR; therefore, it is before the decision-makers for their consideration prior to 41 
taking any action on the proposed Project. 42 
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11.2.3.29 Southern California Edison (SCE) 1 

 2 
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 1 

Responses to Southern California Edison 2 

Response to Comment SCE-1: The Port of Long Beach thanks you for your review of the 3 
Draft EIR and your comments concerning utility corridors. Recognizing that there are many 4 
utilities in the footprint of the proposed Project and its build alternatives, and further 5 
understanding that there is a long history of utility installation within the port complex, utilities 6 
have been a prime consideration for the proposed Project, in terms of implementation 7 
logistics, construction cost, and administrative agreements. Accordingly, the Port has been 8 
engaged in an ongoing coordination with the many utility owners and providers likely to be 9 
involved if the proposed Project moves forward. This ongoing coordination process has been 10 
underway since the proposed Project was first conceived, in 2007. Periodic and special 11 
purpose meetings and information exchanges have occurred on a frequent basis since then, 12 
and such coordination would continue if the proposed Project is approved until all utilities have 13 
been successfully relocated to their new permanent locations. The Port has met with SCE 14 
transmission, distribution, and telecommunications teams on multiple occasions regarding 15 
how relocation of SCE’s existing lines would be best managed, including the development of 16 
cost estimates for their relocation. As part of this estimate, the Port has authorized SCE to 17 
perform preliminary engineering.  18 

Regarding the accounting of impacts associated with utility relocation in general, preliminary 19 
construction schedules have been developed, for purposes of the EIR, for each of the 20 
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alternatives under consideration (see Final EIR Figures 1.8-6, 1.8-13 and 1.8-16); for each 1 
alternative, construction steps 3 and 4 in construction Phase 1 specifically address utility 2 
relocation. 3 

Furthermore, impacts associated with utility relocation are specifically addressed in the Draft 4 
EIR Section 3.11. A total of 750 known utility lines, owned by 70 companies, are 5 
acknowledged (see Section 3.11.1.2), including providers of electricity (Southern California 6 
Edison [SCE]), and LA Department of Water and Power [LADWP]), natural gas (Long Beach 7 
Gas and Oil), water (Long Beach Water Department [LBWD] and LADWP), sewer (LBWD and 8 
Los Angeles Bureau of Sanitation [LABOS]), storm water (Los Angeles County Flood Control 9 
[LACFCD]), telephone (Frontier Communications), and oil (30 different owners). Also in that 10 
EIR section (see Draft EIR Section 3.11.2.1), impact significance criteria are stated that 11 
address utility impacts per CEQA guidance. Following that section, other sections of the Draft 12 
EIR (i.e., 3.11.2.3, 3.11.2.4 and 3.11.2.5) address the impacts. 13 

In addition to the above, each of the other relevant impact sections which could have impacts 14 
associated with Project construction (which includes utility relocation as noted above) address 15 
those impacts. Most pertinent of these would include Air Quality and Health Risk (Section 3.2), 16 
Hydrology and Water Quality (Section 3.3), Ground Transportation (Section 3.5), Public 17 
Services and Safety (Section 3.7), and Noise (Section 3.8). 18 

By way of example, the air quality impacts associated with utilities demolition and relocation 19 
were accounted for and quantified in the Draft EIR. These tasks are reflected in Tables A1.1-2 20 
(Phases 1C and 1D), A1.1-4 (Phase 3D), A1.1-5, and A1.1-7 of Appendix A1. 21 

The noise, ground transportation, cultural resources, and biological resources impacts of 22 
Project construction were likewise addressed extensively in the Draft EIR. Specifically, the 23 
utility relocations are included in Project construction impacts. 24 

Response to Comment SCE-2: The comment notifies the Port that construction, 25 
modification, or relocation of electricity transmission lines or other electrical facilities that 26 
operate at or above 50 kilovolts may be subject to CPUC General Order 131-D. This was 27 
noted in Table 1.10-1 on page 1-57 of the Draft EIR. Please see response to comment SCE-1, 28 
above. 29 

The Port understands that CPUC will independently determine whether the level of 30 
environmental analysis of electrical facilities in the Draft EIR is sufficient to satisfy the 31 
requirements of General Order 131-D and that CPUC may determine that supplemental 32 
environmental review is required prior to approval of the SCE transmission line portion of the 33 
proposed Project. 34 

The environmental effects of the utilities relocation were quantified and included in the Draft 35 
EIR air quality analysis (Chapter 3.2), as indicated in response to Comment SCE-1.  36 

Response to Comment SCE-3: The Port recognizes the requirement for overhead power 37 
line design, construction, and maintenance to comply with CPUC General Order 95. If the 38 
proposed Project or one of its alternatives is approved, the Port would ensure that the 39 
landscaping is designed and installed so that it would not conflict with existing or future 40 
transmissions lines. The Port has included utility relocations in its description of the Project, 41 
and believes the level of environmental analysis for this element of the Project is 42 
commensurate with the degree of potential environmental concerns raised by those 43 
relocations. 44 
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Response to Comment SCE-4: There would be no overhead catenary wires installed as part 1 
of the proposed Project or any of its alternatives. Diesel-powered locomotives, either from the 2 
Class I railroads or PHL, would operate within the Pier B Rail Yard. Regarding the last 3 
sentence of the comment, it is not clear whether that was intended to apply to a situation 4 
involving the installation of catenary wires or whether that was a broader request. The Port 5 
recognizes the right of SCE to have access to its facilities and structures for maintenance and 6 
repair purposes and would coordinate with SCE as necessary to provide such access during 7 
construction and operation of the proposed Project if it (or one of its alternatives) is approved. 8 
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11.2.3.30 Spun Products, MLZ, Inc. (SP) 1 

 2 
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Responses to Spun Products, MLZ, Inc. 1 

Response to Comment SP-1: The Port of Long Beach thanks you for your review of the Draft 2 
EIR, for the information concerning your business, and for your long-term tenure in the Harbor 3 
area. The comment is general and does not reference any specific section of the Draft EIR; 4 
therefore, no further response is necessary. 5 

Response to Comment SP-2: The comment does not relate to an environmental issue or to 6 
the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR; therefore, it requires no formal response. The 7 
comment is hereby part of the Final EIR; therefore, it is before the decision-makers for their 8 
consideration prior to taking any action on the proposed Project. Please see Master 9 
Response – Property Acquisition, Compensation, and Relocation. 10 

Response to Comment SP-3: The comment does not relate to an environmental issue or to 11 
the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR; therefore, it requires no formal response. The 12 
comment is hereby part of the Final EIR; therefore, it is before the decision-makers for their 13 
consideration prior to taking any action on the proposed Project. Please see Master 14 
Response – Property Acquisition, Compensation, and Relocation for a detailed description 15 
regarding the property acquisition and relocation processes that would be followed if the 16 
proposed Project or one of its alternatives is selected. 17 

Response to Comment SP-4: Please see response to Comment SP-3 and Master 18 
Response – Property Acquisition, Compensation, and Relocation. 19 

Response to Comment SP-5: If the Final EIR is certified and the proposed Project or one of 20 
its alternatives (other than the No Project Alternative) is approved by the BHC, additional 21 
detailed engineering would proceed. At that time, the Port would begin contacting affected 22 
businesses and property owners regarding the acquisition and relocation steps that would be 23 
followed. Please also see Master Response – Property Acquisition, Compensation, and 24 
Relocation. 25 
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11.2.3.31 SRM Corporation (SRM) 1 

 2 
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 1 

Responses to SRM Corporation 2 

Response to Comment SRM-1: The Port of Long Beach thanks you for your review of the 3 
Draft EIR and comments. As indicated in the comment, SRM Corporation (SRM) currently 4 
operates under sublease with the COLB.  5 

Based on the information presented in the Draft EIR, its supporting analysis, and Project 6 
engineering, significant adverse impacts are not expected to occur for any of the businesses 7 
noted in your comment letter (i.e., Queen’s Wharf, Berth 55 Seafoods, Long Beach Sport 8 
Fishing) as a result of the proposed Project or any of its alternatives. Business relocations 9 
would not be necessary. The potential realignment of Pico Avenue associated with the 10 
proposed Project would require restriping and reconfiguration of SRM’s subleased parking lot 11 
area. Presently, the parking area serving SRM businesses is striped with a total of 192 parking 12 
stalls. Based on Long Beach Municipal Code Section 21.41.216 requirements, 119 parking 13 
spaces are required for the combined sport fishing, retail, and restaurant uses. The preliminary 14 
design indicates that the proposed Project would eliminate up to 53 parking spaces, leaving 15 
139 remaining spaces. During final design, more precise engineering would occur to 16 
determine actual Project limits. Driveway access to and from SRM businesses would be 17 
maintained to accommodate safe entry and exit to and from the site. The Port would work 18 
closely with its tenants to minimize design and construction impacts.  19 

No buildings would be affected, nor would there be any effect on the waterside of Channel 20 
No. 3. Pico Avenue would be reconstructed with no change of accessibility to the SRM 21 
businesses other than the temporary disruption associated with the construction process 22 
itself. Access to the SRM businesses would be maintained while construction is underway. 23 
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Because final engineering has not begun, precise details concerning the construction 1 
schedule are not available. If the proposed Project or one of its alternatives is approved, the 2 
Port would coordinate with its tenants regarding the parking lot. 3 

Response to Comment SRM-2: The comment contends that the proposed Project may 4 
negatively affect the health of SRM’s 130 employees and also result in the loss of 130 jobs. 5 
The air quality analysis for the proposed Project is contained in Section 3.2 of the Draft EIR 6 
and in Appendix A.  7 

With regard to the health impacts of the proposed Project’s air emissions on the SRM facilities 8 
at Queens Wharf, predicted impacts specific to this location were extracted from the Draft EIR 9 
and Final EIR analyses, and are summarized here. The closest receptor point to the Queens 10 
Wharf facilities that was evaluated by the dispersion model for the EIR is located about 85 11 
feet east of Berth 55 Seafoods, on the eastern edge of Pico Avenue. This receptor is a very 12 
conservative representation of Queens Wharf because it is much closer to the proposed 13 
Project site than the Queens Wharf facilities.  14 

Table 11.2-15 shows the highest modeled criteria pollutant and health risk impacts at this 15 
receptor point associated with the mitigated proposed Project. The table shows that the peak 16 
federal 1-hour NO2 concentration would exceed the threshold during both Project construction 17 
and operation. All other criteria pollutant and health risk impacts during construction and 18 
operation would be less than the thresholds at this location. 19 

The peak federal 1-hour NO2 impact of 227 µg/m3 during construction would occur during 20 
Phases 1 and 2. Emissions from Project construction would contribute only about 22 percent 21 
to this impact; the background concentration would contribute the remaining 78 percent. The 22 
peak federal 1-hour NO2 impact of 190 µg/m3 during operation would occur only for the 2020 23 
analysis year; the impact would become less than significant due to cleaner locomotives in 24 
2025 and 2035. Emissions from Project operation would contribute only about 13 percent to 25 
the 2020 impact; the background concentration would contribute the remaining 87 percent. 26 
The geographical extent of significant NO2 concentrations during the operational period of the 27 
proposed Project with the refined boundary (as described in Section 10.1 of the Final EIR) is 28 
shown in Figures 2.2-1 through 2.2-5 in response to Comment AQMD-5. A discussion of the 29 
types of health effects that may be associated with NOX and NO2 exposure is provided on 30 
pages 3.2-48 and 3.2-49 of the Draft EIR. 31 

The predicted 1-hour NO2 concentrations in Table 11.2-15 are conservative, and would occur 32 
very infrequently, if at all, because they assume worst-case meteorological conditions (i.e., 33 
low wind speed, optimum wind direction, and very stable atmosphere) concurrent with the 34 
highest observed background concentration measured at the Superblock monitoring station 35 
over a 3-year period. The construction concentration further assumes all construction 36 
equipment would operate simultaneously during these worst-case conditions. Most of the 1-37 
hour NO2 concentrations during Project construction and operation would be much lower than 38 
the peak values, as evidenced by the much lower annual average NO2 concentrations, which 39 
are averages of all 1-hour concentrations during the worst-case year. 40 

Furthermore, the proposed Project may produce operational criteria pollutant and health 41 
impacts that are less than the values presented in the EIR and Table 11.2-15 by replacing 42 
many future drayage truck trips from terminals served by the Pier B Rail Yard with rail 43 
transport. The potential air quality benefit associated with fewer drayage truck trips was 44 
conservatively not quantified in this EIR (although the impact of the additional rail transport 45 
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was quantified). Please see response to Comment GSR-2 for a more thorough discussion of 1 
this potential air quality benefit. 2 

TABLE 11.2-15 
MODELED AIR POLLUTANT IMPACTS NEAR QUEENS WHARF  

(MITIGATED PROPOSED PROJECT) 

Description Modeled Impact 1 Significance Threshold Significant? 

Criteria Pollutants during Construction 2 

NO2 

1-Hour (state) 313 339 No 

1-Hour (federal) 227 188 Yes 

Annual 55.5 57.0 No 

CO 
1-Hour 4,110 23,000 No 

8-Hour 3,271 10,000 No 

PM10 
24-Hour 1.9 10.4 No 

Annual 0.2 1.0 No 

PM2.5 24-Hour 0.6 10.4 No 

Criteria Pollutants during Operation 3 

NO2 

1-Hour (state) 246 339 No 

1-Hour (federal) 190 188 Yes 

Annual 55.1 57.0 No 

CO 
1-Hour 3,929 23,000 No 

8-Hour 3,113 10,000 No 

PM10 
24-Hour 0.06 2.5 No 

Annual 0.03 1.0 No 

PM2.5 24-Hour 0.05 2.5 No 

Health Risks (Construction + Operation) 4 

Individual Cancer Risk 2.6 × 10-6 10 × 10-6 No 

Chronic Hazard Index 0.003 1.0 No 

8-Hour Chronic Hazard Index 0.01 1.0 No 

Acute Hazard Index 0.05 1.0 No 

Notes: 
1  NO2 and CO impacts are the modeled project increment plus observed background. All other impacts are 

the modeled project increment. 
2  The highest impacts from all three phases of construction are shown. 
3  The highest impacts from all three operational analysis years (2020, 2025, 2035) are shown. 
4  Health risk values reflect occupational exposure assumptions and include emissions from both construction 

and operation. 

Regarding the referenced potential for loss of jobs, that is an economic issue rather than an 3 
environmental issue, and thus no response is required. Nonetheless, it is not anticipated that 4 
businesses at this location would close or relocate as a result of the proposed Project or any 5 
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of its alternatives. Therefore, there would be no loss of jobs at Berth 55 businesses associated 1 
with the proposed Project. 2 

Response to Comment SRM-3: Please see response to Comments B55-2 and SRM-1. 3 

Response to Comment SRM-4: The proposed Project’s preliminary design would result in 4 
temporary disturbances near the SRM businesses due to the realignment of Pico Avenue to 5 
the west of its current alignment. Pico Avenue would be reconstructed as essentially a new 6 
road with no change of accessibility to Berth 55 businesses, other than the potential temporary 7 
inconveniences associated with the construction process.  8 

To maintain access and minimize impacts to SRM businesses during construction, the Port 9 
would develop a TMP. The TMP would establish construction hours, allowable timeframes for 10 
temporary closures, and requirements for maintaining access to businesses. The Port would 11 
work directly with SRM businesses and, to the extent possible, incorporate measures into the 12 
TMP that minimize impacts on business operations. Access to the SRM businesses would be 13 
maintained while construction is underway. Because final engineering has not begun, precise 14 
details concerning the construction schedule are not yet available. If the proposed Project or 15 
one of its alternatives is approved, the POLB would coordinate with its tenants to ensure that 16 
construction information is provided in advance.  17 

Response to Comment SRM-5: The commenter notes that public access to Berth 55 would 18 
be permanently limited as a result of road closures associated with the proposed Project. 19 
Berth 55 is located at 555 Pico Avenue, between Pier C and Pier D streets. Other than the 20 
proposed realignment of Pico Avenue, access roads near Berth 55 would not be changed 21 
under any of the Project alternatives. However, the roadway system to the north of Berth 55 22 
would be modified under the 12th, 10th, and 9th Street alternatives, requiring potentially longer 23 
travel times and distances to reach Berth 55 if approaching from the north. The following 24 
summarizes current and potential future conditions for accessing Berth 55: 25 

 Access to Berth 55 from the North – Current Conditions. Under current conditions, 26 
travelers from the vicinity of Anaheim Street and Harbor Avenue could use Fashion 27 
Boulevard to West 9th Street to Pico Avenue. Depending on traffic conditions, this would 28 
be an approximately 3-minute trip by car, which requires travel over an at-grade rail 29 
crossing at 9th Street and Pier B Street. 30 

 Access to Berth 55 from the North – Proposed Project. Under the proposed Project 31 
and alternatives (where streets would be removed to expand the Pier B Rail Yard), 32 
travelers from north of the Port could head east on Anaheim Street and take I-710 south 33 
to Pico Avenue. This route would add 0.5 mile to the travel distance but could take less 34 
time depending on traffic conditions and avoidance of the rail crossing.  35 

 Access to Berth 55 from Downtown Long Beach – Current Conditions. From greater 36 
Downtown Long Beach, access to 555 Pico is via West 3rd Street and West Shoreline 37 
Drive, through to 9th Street and then Pico Avenue. Travel times for this 2-mile trip are in 38 
the 3- to 7-minute range, depending on traffic conditions. An alternate route would be via 39 
West 3rd Street, to Queens Way, West Ocean Boulevard to Pico Avenue. This alternative 40 
routing could be 1 minute shorter at a distance of 1.7 miles. 41 

 Access to Berth 55 from the South. Access from the Ports areas would be mostly 42 
unaffected because 555 Pico is south of the Project area where roads would be shortened 43 
or eliminated. 44 
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Please see Master Response – Street Closures, Access to Downtown Long Beach, and Public 1 
Services Access. 2 

Response to Comment SRM-6: The commenter states that road closures would also make 3 
access for emergency services that much more difficult. Emergency responders are located 4 
on all sides, and in proximity, of the Pier B Rail Yard, and include the JCCC at 1249 Pier F 5 
Avenue supported by City and federal partner agencies to provide quick and uniform response 6 
to emergencies at the Port (see Figure 3.7-1 of the Draft EIR). Access by emergency 7 
responders would utilize Anaheim Street and I-710, which may offer more direct travel to area 8 
hospitals located in Long Beach, Wilmington, and San Pedro. Changes in emergency 9 
response time are not, in and of themselves, environmental issues. Please see Master 10 
Response – Street Closures, Access to Downtown Long Beach, and Public Services Access. 11 

Response to Comment SRM-7: The realignment of Pico Avenue would not result in any 12 
blocking of ingress and egress of Berth 55 businesses. Construction staging and laydown 13 
would not be placed in the Berth 55 parking lot; thus, a lack of parking during construction 14 
would not occur. As stated in Section 6.3.3.1 of the Draft EIR, the Port requires that the 15 
contractor develop and implement a TMP for construction activities along Pico Avenue; this 16 
plan would include, but not be limited to, advance coordination with SRM and other tenants 17 
at Berth 55, public notification, and signage. Parking during operation of the proposed rail yard 18 
would be adequate (as stated in response to Comment SRM-3). The proposed Project and 19 
alternatives would permanently remove portions of certain streets adjacent to the rail yard, 20 
but alternative travel routes would continue to be available (as discussed in response to 21 
Comment SRM-5). There is no reason to expect that public access to Berth 55 would be 22 
inhibited or that businesses at Queen’s Wharf would not be able to operate during the 23 
construction and operational periods. 24 

Response to Comment SRM-8: The proposed Project’s air quality impacts have been fully 25 
assessed in Section 3.2 of the Draft EIR and in Appendix A to the Draft EIR. The comment 26 
does not identify any flaws in the analysis. The analysis took into account the distances 27 
between the operations and sensitive receptors. Railroad tracks would be approximately 50 28 
feet closer to SRM business buildings than currently located as a result of the 12th Street 29 
Alternative; tracks would be approximately 20 feet closer to the buildings as a result of the 30 
10th and 9th Street alternatives. Response to Comment SRM-2 presents the location-specific 31 
air quality impacts that could be expected at Queens Wharf as a result of the proposed Project, 32 
including the four additional tracks. These changes would not result in any impacts to air 33 
quality or noise that would be considered significant. 34 

The comment states that the proposed Project does not meet the “requirements” of SCAQMD. 35 
Presumably, what the comment is referring to are SCAQMD’s thresholds of significance 36 
which, in certain cases, are exceeded, resulting in some impacts being identified as 37 
significant. It is important to differentiate between thresholds of significance and SCAQMD 38 
regulations. The proposed Project would fully comply with all of SCAQMD’s applicable 39 
regulations. It is also important to note that the fundamental purpose of the proposed Project 40 
is to allow for a greater number of containers to be transported to their destinations in a cleaner 41 
method in terms of air quality. Please see response to Comment GSR-2. The Draft EIR also 42 
addresses the potential noise, vibration, air quality, and public health and safety impacts of 43 
the proposed Project, and it identifies appropriate measures to mitigate potentially significant 44 
impacts of the proposed Project. The comment does not indicate any error in the methodology 45 
or its application. Furthermore, under CEQA, a lead agency can still approve a project by 46 
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making a statement of overriding considerations that acknowledges the benefits of the 1 
proposed Project (CEQA Guidelines 15093). The BHC will consider the Findings of Fact and 2 
Statement of Overriding Considerations which, if adopted by the BHC, will serve as the legal 3 
basis for approval of the Project.  4 

Both the proposed Project and 555 Pico Avenue are located within the General Industrial (IG) 5 
district, which is considered the City's "industrial sanctuary" district (Long Beach Municipal 6 
Code, Title 21 – Zoning, Chapter 21.33 – Industrial Districts. 21.33.020 Districts established; 7 
Ord. C-7360 § 3, 1995). According to the City’s zoning code, this district is “where a wide 8 
range of industries that may not be desirable in other districts may locate. The emphasis is on 9 
traditionally heavy industrial and manufacturing uses.” The uses permitted within this district 10 
can reasonably expect to generate, and be subject to, higher noise and vibration levels than 11 
properties elsewhere in the City. 555 Pico Avenue is already subject to ambient noise and 12 
vibration from sources similar to those generated or affected by the proposed Project, 13 
including existing rail operations to the north, east, and south, as well as traffic on Pico 14 
Avenue, I-710, and nearby ramps. These conditions are already present at the location and 15 
are accepted by patrons. 16 

Response to Comment SRM-9: SRM Corporation’s opposition to the proposed Project is 17 
noted for the record. The comment is hereby part of the Final EIR; therefore, it is before the 18 
decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the proposed Project. 19 
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11.2.3.32 Superior Electrical Advertising (SEA) 1 

 2 
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Responses to Superior Electrical Advertising 1 

Response to Comment SEA-1: The Port of Long Beach thanks you for your review of the 2 
Draft EIR, the information concerning your business, your employees, and your long-term 3 
tenure in the harbor area.  4 

The comment contends that the adverse effects of the proposed Project are so substantial as 5 
to cause Superior Electrical to relocate. The proposed Project is intended to upgrade existing 6 
rail operations on Pier B, improving the efficiency of its operations and decreasing dwell times 7 
while minimizing adverse effects. Superior Electrical’s facilities are currently located 8 
approximately 500 feet from the existing Pier B Rail Yard. If the proposed Project is approved 9 
and built, Superior Electrical’s facilities still would be separated from the Pier B Rail Yard 10 
operations by a portion of 12th Street, a limited parking area, the new Pier B Rail Yard’s 11 
perimeter road, a new perimeter fence, and the Pier B Rail Yard access road. It is estimated 12 
that the separation between the business and the yard operations would be approximately 13 
125 feet. 14 

The proposed Project would not cause the Superior Electrical facility to close or relocate. It 15 
would not be necessary to acquire the property at 1700 W. Anaheim Street for any of the 16 
alternatives. Superior Electrical’s access to 12th Street along its southern property boundary 17 
would continue to be available. Superior Electrical’s access gate to Jackson Avenue, leading 18 
to Anaheim Street, would not be affected. No changes to Superior Electrical’s perimeter along 19 
Santa Fe Avenue would be required.  20 

It is important to remember that this portion of the Port is zoned as a General Industrial (IG) 21 
district. According to the City’s zoning code, this district is “where a wide range of industries 22 
that may not be desirable in other districts may locate. The emphasis is on traditionally heavy 23 
industrial and manufacturing uses.” The uses permitted within this district can reasonably 24 
expect to generate, and be subject to, higher noise and vibration levels than properties 25 
elsewhere in the City.  26 

Thus, the Pier B Rail Yard is an existing use in an appropriately zoned area. From a land use 27 
standpoint, it is important to note that the proposed Project is consistent with the PMP and 28 
with the COLA General Plan’s Wilmington-Harbor City Community Plan goals and objectives. 29 
Moreover, the nature of the proposed Project is such that it cannot be moved to a different 30 
location. 31 

The Draft EIR has analyzed the potential environmental impacts of the proposed Project and 32 
generally determined these to be non-significant; only air quality and global climate change 33 
impacts were determined to be significantly adverse. 34 

To the extent specific issues are raised in the commenter’s later comments, those issues will 35 
be addressed later. 36 

Response to Comment SEA-2: The comment claims that the Draft EIR fails to adequately 37 
analyze the impacts of the proposed Project on surrounding properties. The four areas of 38 
environmental concern identified in the comment (i.e., noise, vibration, air quality, and 39 
transportation/circulation) have all been thoroughly evaluated in the Draft EIR. Of these four 40 
areas of environmental concern, only air quality impacts have been determined to be 41 
significant. Neither the analysis presented in the Draft EIR nor the information provided by 42 
Superior Electrical have demonstrated how increased levels of air pollutants would render it 43 
unable to operate at its current location. 44 
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From a land use perspective, operation of a rail yard is consistent with the industrial land use 1 
designation. The Pier B Rail Yard currently operates in its existing location with surrounding 2 
businesses; continued rail yard operations would not result in negative effects that would 3 
cause businesses to shut down.  4 

Response to Comment SEA-3: The comment indicates that the Draft EIR does not provide 5 
adequate project features or mitigation measures to minimize the severe impacts to supporting 6 
businesses and operations. The proposed Project was evaluated in the Draft EIR, and this 7 
evaluation found that impacts would be less than significant except for air pollutant emissions 8 
for which feasible mitigation measures are currently not available for some pollutants. 9 

Response to Comment SEA-4: If the proposed Project or one of its alternatives is approved, 10 
there is no need for the Port to acquire the property on which Superior Electrical conducts its 11 
operation because the property is outside the Project footprint. Moreover, an EIR is not the 12 
appropriate document to evaluate or propose a compensation plan or a relocation plan. 13 
Please see Master Response – Property Acquisition, Compensation, and Relocation. 14 

Response to Comment SEA-5: The preparation of relocation plans is premature at this point 15 
in time because the EIR has not been certified and the BHC has not determined whether they 16 
wish to proceed with the proposed Project or one of the alternatives, including the No Project 17 
Alternative. The details regarding relocation are not within the scope of the CEQA analysis, 18 
and would be addressed in accordance with all applicable regulations at the appropriate time. 19 
Please see Master Response – Property Acquisition, Compensation, and Relocation.  20 

Response to Comment SEA-6: The comment states that Superior Electrical would be unable 21 
to operate at the site due to the significant noise, vibration, air quality, and transportation/ 22 
circulation impacts that would result from the proposed Project. 23 

Continued operation at the Superior Electrical site would not be prevented by construction or 24 
operation of the proposed Project. The Draft EIR did not identify any significant impacts to 25 
noise, vibration, or transportation/circulation. Mitigation measures for air quality impacts have 26 
been identified to reduce emissions to the extent possible.  27 

Noise. As discussed in Section 3.8.2 of the Draft EIR, noise generated by the proposed 28 
Project and its alternatives would not exceed COLB ambient noise limits for the nearest 29 
sensitive receptors. Superior Electrical is located in an industrial land use area and subject to 30 
the allowable noise level for industrial land uses, which is 65 dBA any time. However, as 31 
allowed by the Long Beach Municipal Code and as described in the Draft EIR on page 3.8-13), 32 
if the existing ambient noise level already exceeds this noise limit, the LBMC permits the 33 
allowable level to be increased in 5 dB increments (until the ambient level is encompassed). 34 
The nearest sensitive receptor to the Project is the MSC, which is north of the proposed 35 
Project boundaries. At that location, ambient noise was measured at 64 dBA (see Table 36 
3.8-11). The Superior Electric property is several blocks distant, but assuming that ambient 37 
noise at the Superior Electric location would be equivalent to that at the MSC (i.e., 64 dBA), a 38 
significant impact would nonetheless not result, because the projected Project plus ambient 39 
noise level from yard noise, at the Superior Electric site, would also be 64 dBA (see Table 40 
3.8-11), which is less than the allowable 65 dBA, at any time, for an industrial use. Moreover, 41 
taking into account the attenuation produced by the intervening distance, the resultant noise 42 
level would likely be even lower than as estimated in the above discussion. 43 

Vibration. As discussed on page 3.8-27 of the Draft EIR under the NOISE-8 impact 44 
evaluation, a vibration impact would occur when the distances from the centerline of tracks to 45 
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the point where exceedances of the 80 vibration decibels (VdB) Category 2 (residential) and 1 
83 VdB Category 3 (institutional) limits would be 50 and 25 feet, respectively. The distance 2 
from the centerline of the nearest tracks to the edge of the Superior Electrical property is 3 
approximately 94 feet (12th Street Alternative). Therefore, because this property is nearly 70 4 
feet from the source of vibration, its resultant vibration level would be considerably below the 5 
FTA acceptability limit of 83 VdB. For this reason, operation of the expanded rail yard under 6 
the 12th Street Alternative would not result in operational groundborne vibration that would 7 
exceed the FTA acceptability limit. Similarly, for the 10th Street Alternative, the distance from 8 
the centerline of tracks to the Superior Electrical property would be approximately 104 feet; 9 
groundborne vibration would not exceed the FTA acceptability limit. Train activity would be 10 
infrequent events, and would not be expected to interfere with conducting business within the 11 
harbor industrial zone. 12 

Air Quality. With regard to the air quality impacts of the proposed Project’s air emissions on 13 
Superior Electrical, predicted impacts specific to this location were extracted from the Draft 14 
EIR analysis and are summarized here. The closest receptor points to Superior Electrical that 15 
were evaluated by the dispersion model for the EIR are located on the Superior Electrical site. 16 
Table 11.2-16 shows the highest modeled criteria pollutant and health risk impacts at Superior 17 
Electrical associated with the mitigated proposed Project. The table shows that the peak state 18 
1-hour NO2 concentration would exceed the threshold during Project construction, and the 19 
peak federal 1-hour NO2 concentration would exceed the threshold during both Project 20 
construction and operation. All other criteria pollutant and health risk impacts during 21 
construction and operation would be less than the thresholds at this location. 22 

The peak state and federal 1-hour NO2 impacts of 343 µg/m3 and 248 µg/m3, respectively, 23 
during construction would occur during Phase 3. Emissions from Project construction would 24 
contribute only about 24 and 29 percent to the state and federal impacts, respectively; the 25 
background concentration would contribute the remaining 76 and 71 percent. The peak 26 
federal 1-hour NO2 impact of 196 µg/m3 during operation would occur in the 2020 analysis 27 
year; the impact would gradually decrease to 191 µg/m3 by 2035. Emissions from Project 28 
operation would contribute only about 10 percent to the 2020 impact; the background 29 
concentration would contribute the remaining 90 percent. The geographical extent of 30 
significant NO2 concentrations during the operational period of the proposed Project with the 31 
refined boundary (as described in Section 10.1 of the Final EIR) is shown in Figures 11.2-1 32 
through 11.2-5 in response to Comment AQMD-5. A discussion of the types of health effects 33 
that may be associated with NOX and NO2 exposure is provided on pages 3.2-48 and 3.2-49 34 
of the Draft EIR. 35 

The predicted 1-hour NO2 concentrations in Table 11.2-16 are conservative and would occur 36 
very infrequently, if at all, because they assume worst-case meteorological conditions (i.e., 37 
low wind speed, optimum wind direction, and very stable atmosphere) concurrent with the 38 
highest observed background concentration measured at the Superblock monitoring station 39 
over a 3-year period. The construction concentrations further assume all construction 40 
equipment would operate simultaneously during these worst-case conditions. Most of the 41 
1-hour NO2 concentrations during Project construction and operation would be much lower 42 
than the peak values, as evidenced by the much lower annual average NO2 concentrations, 43 
which are averages of all 1-hour concentrations during the worst-case year. 44 
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TABLE 11.2-16 
MODELED AIR POLLUTANT IMPACTS NEAR SUPERIOR ELECTRICAL 

ADVERTISING (MITIGATED PROPOSED PROJECT) 

Description Modeled Impact 1 Significance Threshold Significant? 

Criteria Pollutants during Construction 2 

NO2 

1-Hour (state) 343 339 Yes 

1-Hour (federal) 248 188 Yes 

Annual 55.3 57.0 No 

CO 
1-Hour 4,160 23,000 No 

8-Hour 3,277 10,000 No 

PM10 
24-Hour 1.5 10.4 No 

Annual 0.1 1.0 No 

PM2.5 24-Hour 0.6 10.4 No 

Criteria Pollutants during Operation 3 

NO2 

1-Hour (state) 281 339 No 

1-Hour (federal) 196 188 Yes 

Annual 55.0 57.0 No 

CO 
1-Hour 3,994 23,000 No 

8-Hour 3,167 10,000 No 

PM10 
24-Hour 0.04 2.5 No 

Annual 0.0002 1.0 No 

PM2.5 24-Hour 0.04 2.5 No 

Health Risks (Construction + Operation) 4 

Individual Cancer Risk 2.5 × 10-6 10 × 10-6 No 

Chronic Hazard Index 0.005 1.0 No 

8-Hour Chronic Hazard Index 0.01 1.0 No 

Acute Hazard Index 0.08 1.0 No 

Notes: 
1  NO2 and CO impacts are the modeled project increment plus observed background. All other impacts are 

the modeled project increment. 
2  The highest impacts from all three phases of construction are shown. 
3  The highest impacts from all three operational analysis years (2020, 2025, 2035) are shown. 
4  Health risk values reflect occupational exposure assumptions and include emissions from both construction 

and operation. 

Furthermore, the proposed Project could produce operational criteria pollutant and health 1 
impacts that are less than the values presented in the EIR and Table 11.2-16 by replacing 2 
many future drayage truck trips from the terminal served by the Pier B Rail Yard with rail 3 
transport. The potential air quality benefit associated with fewer drayage truck trips was 4 
conservatively not quantified in this EIR (although the impact of the additional rail transport 5 
was quantified). Please see response to Comment GSR-2 for a more thorough discussion of 6 
this potential air quality benefit. 7 
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With regard to air quality mitigation, please see response to Comment SEA-11. 1 

Transportation/Circulation. Access to the local street network via Jackson Avenue would 2 
be maintained, thereby permitting deliveries of raw materials and transport of finished 3 
products from the site as at present. As mentioned in response to Comment SEA-1, 4 
acquisition of the property at 1700 W. Anaheim Street would not be required for any of the 5 
alternatives. Superior Electrical’s access onto 12th Street along its southern property boundary 6 
and on its other three sides of the property would continue to be available. Superior Electrical’s 7 
access gate to Jackson Avenue, leading to Anaheim Street, would not be affected. No 8 
changes to Superior Electrical’s perimeter along Santa Fe Avenue would be required. 12th 9 
Street would be left in place to allow continued ingress and egress. A proposed perimeter 10 
road around the rail yard would be constructed south of 12th Street connecting to Jackson and 11 
Santa Fe avenues. On-street parking would continue to be available along the south side of 12 
12th Street. Access to the Superior Electrical property would not change. For these reasons, 13 
the physical changes associated with the proposed Project would not be incompatible to 14 
continued business activities at Superior Electrical. The proposed perimeter road to be 15 
provided would be a benefit to the flow of traffic. Please also see Master Response – Street 16 
Closures, Access to Downtown Long Beach, and Public Services Access. 17 

Response to Comment SEA-7: The comment claims that the Project description is 18 
inadequate and, specifically, that it does not identify the exact location of the proposed Project.  19 

The comment identifies a mislabeling of two streets on Figure ES-1 and finds this to be a 20 
“significant defect” in the Draft EIR. One of the purposes of releasing the Draft EIR for public 21 
review is to identify errors and deficiencies so that the Final EIR is sufficiently accurate and 22 
complete to fully inform the decision-makers. Because the Project location is accurately 23 
depicted in other figures in the document and described within Chapter 1, the mislabeling of 24 
Figure ES-1 is not a “significant defect.” Figure ES-1 and Figure 1.7-2 have been revised in 25 
the Final EIR.  26 

Regarding the remainder of the comment, it must be noted that a project description need not 27 
supply details beyond those needed for evaluation and review of the environmental impacts 28 
of a project (CEQA Guideline 15124). Moreover, it need not include information not specified 29 
in CEQA Guideline 15124. Regarding location, the EIR complies completely with the 30 
Guideline by including both the regional map and the more detailed map. (see Figures 1.7-1 31 
and 1.8-1). The Port disagrees with the commenter regarding the level of detail on these 32 
maps. These detailed maps are augmented by detailed textual descriptions of the location 33 
(pages 1-18 and 1-24). 34 

The comment does not identify any omission of the Project description information specified 35 
in CEQA Guideline 15124. The description of the proposed Project is more than adequate.  36 

With regard to accessibility to 12th Street: 37 

 Under the original proposed Project (12th Street Alternative), 10th Street Alternative, and 38 
9th Street Alternative, 12th Street would continue to be accessible from Jackson and Santa 39 
Fe avenues.  40 

 Under the 12th Street Alternative, as refined, a new perimeter road (open to the public) for 41 
the rail yard would connect Jackson and Santa Fe avenues. Superior Electrical’s access 42 
to 12th Street would be maintained. 12th Street would connect to Santa Fe Avenue; 43 
however, 12th Street would no longer connect to Jackson Avenue.  44 
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 Under the 10th Street Alternative, as refined, the northern side of 12th Street would be 1 
accessible from Jackson and Santa Fe avenues. The perimeter road would displace a 2 
portion of the south side of 12th Street. 3 

 Under the 9th Street Alternative, there would be no changes to 12th Street; Jackson and 4 
Santa Fe avenues would terminate at 9th Street.  5 

Response to Comment SEA-8: The commenter contends that the level of detail about 6 
proposed Project operations in the Project Description is insufficient. CEQA Guideline 15124 7 
requires only a “general description of the project’s technical, economic, and environmental 8 
characteristics, considering the principal engineering proposals, if any, and supporting public 9 
service facilities.” The description in the Draft EIR more than met this requirement. The 10 
proposed Project is intended to enhance an existing facility and existing operations, so it 11 
reasonably focuses on how the existing facilities and operations would be enhanced and how 12 
that would improve throughput and reduce dwell time. In other words, the proposed Project is 13 
not the Pier B rail operations, per se, but consists of the changes in Pier B rail operations.  14 

The 58-page Project description describes Pier B rail facilities and operations in sufficient 15 
detail to support the environmental impact analysis. Section 1.3.3 discusses the use of the 16 
various tracks in the rail yard and states “several of the yard tracks are dedicated to either 17 
automobile rail car storage or for other activity …” (page 1-9). Section 1.8.2 includes a detailed 18 
description of the Project elements, which correspond to features shown on Figure 1.8-1. 19 
Operations of those elements are described in detail on pages 1-39 and 1-40. The relevant 20 
operations are described again, in detail, within the various environmental assessments in 21 
Chapter 3. 22 

The commenter asks about the occurrence of various rail yard activities, including assembly, 23 
disassembly, coupling and uncoupling, refueling, and maintenance. The proposed Project 24 
would result in a reconfigured Pier B on-dock rail support facility that will include, but is not 25 
limited to, the following rail activities and capabilities (see page ES-5): 26 

 Receive, depart, and stage inbound and outbound intermodal trains 27 
 Rail car storage and classification facilities 28 
 A departing train assembly area 29 
 An inspection and departure brake test performance area 30 
 Staging tracks for non-intermodal cars traveling to and from non-container terminals 31 
 Approximately five tanker truck locomotive refueling vehicles (loaded with fuel offsite) to 32 

service onsite locomotives (see Figure 1.8-1 on page 1-27) 33 
 Approximately five rail and rail car repair vehicles operating within the facility 34 
 Passenger van support vehicles to pick up and drop off train crews within the facility 35 
 Vehicle operations, including vehicles arriving and departing for refueling operations, rail 36 

and rail car repair, and daily rail yard administrative staff individual passenger vehicles, 37 
and locomotive operation personnel vehicles 38 

The commenter states that the Project description identifies proposed “repairing tracks on 39 
dedicated tracks,” and requests identification of said dedicated tracks. It is presumed that the 40 
commenter intended to inquire about repairing rail cars on dedicated tracks. Trackage for rail 41 
car repair activities are located within the existing rail yard, but currently do not provide 42 
sufficient space for repairing cars, to allow other tracks to remain clear. As such, the Draft EIR 43 
identifies, on page 1-39 of the Introduction and Project Description, Lines 35-37, “Repairing 44 
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cars on dedicated tracks within the Pier B Rail Yard allows the tracks to remain clear for 1 
incoming and outgoing cargo.” The proposed Project would include one track that would 2 
provide a track line predominantly designed for repair of cars on an as-needed basis. This 3 
track would be located approximately 125 feet from Superior Electrical Advertising’s back 4 
entrance on 12th Street. As repairing loaded rail cars is more difficult and generally avoided, 5 
most rail car repair activities occur at locations offsite, in the on-dock rail yards at the marine 6 
terminals, once the cars have been unloaded. Within the proposed Pier B On-Dock Rail 7 
Support Facility, if rail car repair must occur, repair could feasibly take place upon track(s) 8 
located adjacent to aisle ways that allow equipment vehicles to assist the rail car repair 9 
activities. The arrival and departure tracks for trains entering and leaving the Pier B Rail Yard, 10 
functioning as the primary ingress and egress, would be located near (i.e., northernmost 11 
proposed Project boundary) Anaheim Street (Figure 1.8-1, page 1-27).  12 

If the BHC ultimately approves the proposed Project or one if its alternatives, Engineering 13 
design prior to construction would determine the final use of future rail tracks, dedicated or 14 
otherwise. Other onsite rail activities, as described above and in the EIR, would take place on 15 
tracks located within the boundaries of the proposed Pier B Rail Yard.  16 

Response to Comment SEA-9: The comment states that more Project details are provided 17 
in the various impact analyses than in Chapter 1 (Project Description). The comment does not 18 
provide any examples of this. However, as pointed out in response to Comment SEA-8, CEQA 19 
Guideline 15124 requires only a “general description of the project’s technical, economic, and 20 
environmental characteristics, considering the principal engineering proposals, if any and 21 
supporting public service facilities.” The Project description is consistent throughout the Draft 22 
EIR in that its basic characteristics are the same, with variations only pertaining to the size of 23 
the footprint, operational capacity, and alterations to the local street network. Each of these 24 
variables is consistently evaluated across all impact factors. To the extent that certain details 25 
require analysis for certain associated impacts (e.g., locomotives for purposes of air quality 26 
analysis or internal rail yard operations for purposes of noise analysis), those factors and 27 
descriptors are evaluated across the range of alternatives in those specific analyses. 28 

The purpose of describing a project is to allow a proper assessment of its environmental 29 
impacts. The fact that additional descriptions may be provided in the context of explaining an 30 
impact is by no means a violation of CEQA. To the contrary, it is totally appropriate to describe 31 
Project operations in the context of a particular impact analysis.  32 

Response to Comment SEA-10: The comment contends that the Project description 33 
misleads readers in the way it describes 94 properties on page 1-31 of the Draft EIR. The 34 
commenter quotes the section out of context and attempts to suggest that the Draft EIR was 35 
suggesting that only the 94 properties within the Project footprint would be affected by the 36 
proposed Project. That is not what the Draft EIR states. The partially quoted language comes 37 
from a description of construction impacts, and it is specifically under the heading “Potential 38 
Property Acquisition.” Read in context, the language is clearly describing the properties that 39 
might be affected by acquisition. It never suggested that these properties were the limit of the 40 
environmental impacts of the proposed Project. The Project description is not misleading. 41 

Response to Comment SEA-11: The comment contends that the Draft EIR should include 42 
additional mitigation measures. The comment references the need for additional measures to 43 
address operational NOX emissions. The comment does not identify any such additional 44 
measures, but it appears to assume that additional feasible mitigation measures for NOX are 45 
available but are not being included. As explained in the Draft EIR on page 3.2-47, there are 46 
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no additional feasible mitigation measures available at this time. For example, in responses 1 
to Comments CARB-7 and CARB-8, the Port explained why certain suggested additional 2 
measures were not feasible. It is possible that new measures would be developed over time. 3 
For this reason, the Port has imposed a Special Condition in Section 6.3.2, which imposes a 4 
mandatory technology review every 5 years. Please also see Master Response –5 
Electrification of Alameda Corridor and Zero Emission Locomotives. 6 

Response to Comment SEA-12: The Shoemaker Bridge (West Shoreline Drive) is located 7 
at the southern end of I-710, and is bisected by the Los Angeles River. Shoreline Drive and 8 
West Anaheim Street provide direct access from the proposed Project area to Downtown Long 9 
Beach and would continue to do so. Without the ramps, the Shoemaker Bridge (West 10 
Shoreline Drive) would continue to be accessible via I-710 south from the east, which will 11 
provide access to Downtown Long Beach. 12 

The comment indicates that it is unclear what the proposed Project’s relationship is with the 13 
Shoemaker Bridge. The Shoemaker ramps include: (1) an on-ramp to southbound Shoemaker 14 
Bridge at 9th Street in the North Harbor District that provides access to downtown Long Beach; 15 
and (2) an off-ramp from northbound Shoemaker Bridge at 10th Street, which feeds into 9th 16 
Street in the North Harbor District. The proposed Project (12th Street Alternative) would 17 
remove the Shoemaker Ramps on the westerly end of the Shoemaker Bridge. Under the 10th 18 
Street Alternative the ramps would be reconfigured to maintain a connection between 19 
Anaheim Street and Downtown Long Beach via Harbor Avenue. In the 9th Street Alternative 20 
and No Project Alternative, the Shoemaker Ramps would remain unchanged.  21 

In April 2016, the COLB issued a NOP for a separate project to replace the Shoemaker Bridge 22 
(West Shoreline Drive). The Shoemaker Bridge Replacement Project is an Early Action 23 
Project of the Interstate I-710 Corridor Improvement Project. Three alternatives are being 24 
evaluated as part of the Shoemaker Bridge Replacement Project. In addition to the No Build 25 
Alternative (Alternative 1), Alternatives 2 and 3 will replace the existing Shoemaker Bridge 26 
over the Los Angeles River with a new bridge located just south of the existing bridge. Both 27 
Alternatives will include the evaluation of design options for a roundabout or a “Y” intersection 28 
at the easterly end of the bridge. The primary difference between Alternative 2 and 3 is that 29 
Alternative 2 provides for the re-purposing of the existing bridge for non-motorized 30 
transportation and recreational use and Alternative 3 includes removal of the existing bridge. 31 

While emergency response times are not environmental concerns, as explained in the Draft 32 
EIR, the proposed Project would improve emergency response in some locations by 33 
eliminating the at-grade crossing at Pier B/9th Street (page 3.7-10). The traffic analysis 34 
contained in Chapter 3.5 of the Draft EIR took into account the roadway modifications of the 35 
proposed Project, including elimination of the Shoemaker Bridge ramps, and concluded that 36 
the rerouted traffic would not cause any significant traffic impacts (depending on traffic 37 
conditions, travel time could increase by up to 4 minutes by not using the 9th Street ramps to 38 
access West Shoreline Drive). The roadways at issue are publicly owned. The comment 39 
relating to increased travel time relates to convenience and does not give rise to a CEQA 40 
issue. The driving public does not have any vested right in being able to utilize the shortest 41 
route between two locations. The street network in place with the proposed Project would 42 
maintain access to all destinations in either the downtown area or port vicinity. Substantial 43 
inconvenience due to additional driving time is not expected. Please see Master Response – 44 
Street Closures, Access to Downtown Long Beach, and Public Services Access. 45 
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Response to Comment SEA-13: The commenter contends that the proposed Project 1 
introduces a land use that is incompatible with existing land use. The proposed Project is 2 
intended to upgrade existing rail operations on Pier B, improving the efficiency of its operations 3 
and decreasing dwell times while minimizing adverse environmental effects. Thus, the 4 
proposed Project is an existing use in an appropriately zoned area. The Project is consistent 5 
with the Port Master Plan and with the COLA General Plan’s Wilmington-Harbor City 6 
Community Plan goals and objectives. The nature of the Project is such that it cannot be 7 
moved to a more appropriate location (see Draft EIR Section 1.9.1). The EIR has presented 8 
the potential environmental impacts of the Project, and, after considerable analysis, 9 
determined these to be less than significant; the only exception being air quality impacts which 10 
were determined to be significantly adverse. 11 

None of the impacts evaluated in the Draft EIR were determined to be of sufficient significance 12 
that they would be inconsistent with similar effects currently being experienced by adjacent 13 
properties and businesses. The entire area surrounding the Project area is classified as the 14 
IG (General Industrial) district by the COLB (Municipal Code; Section 21.33.020). This zoning 15 
designation applies to all properties in the area bounded by the Harbor District to the south, 16 
Pacific Coast Highway to the north, the COLA to the west, and the vicinity of the Los Angeles 17 
River to the east. Within the IG district, “a wide range of industries may locate, such industries 18 
that may not be desirable in other districts. The emphasis is on traditionally heavy industrial 19 
and manufacturing uses. The IG district is intended to promote an industrial sanctuary where 20 
land is preserved for industry and manufacturing and where existing industries are protected 21 
from non-industrial users that may object to the operating characteristics of industry.” It is, 22 
therefore, presumed that by locating a business within the IG district, such business is 23 
cognizant and accepting of the similar uses, operations, conditions and circumstances 24 
associated with general industrial operations, those being potentially adjacent, nearby, or 25 
otherwise occurring within the district. 26 

The Port understands that the Superior Electrical Advertising is a manufacturing business that 27 
operates within industrial land use and General Industrial (IG) zoning. Please see response 28 
to Comment SEA-1 for physical features that would be constructed between Superior 29 
Electrical’s 12th Street perimeter and the Pier B Rail Yard as part of the proposed Project or 30 
alternatives. Surrounding businesses are also industrial in nature. Based on the 31 
environmental analyses for the proposed Project, these industrial land uses would not 32 
experience significant negative impacts associated with land use compatibility. 33 

Response to Comment SEA-14: The comment claims that the proposed Project would cut 34 
off access to Superior Electrical’s primary entrance on 12th Street. This is not the case; 35 
accessibility to 12th Street would be maintained from the Superior Electrical property’s 36 
driveway onto 12th Street. On-street parallel parking would be provided along the perimeter 37 
road. A rail yard fence would separate the perimeter road from an interior rail yard access 38 
road. 39 

Response to Comment SEA-15: The comment claims that the land use impact analysis in 40 
the Draft EIR only addresses properties within the footprint of the proposed Project. This is 41 
not the case, as explained in response to Comment SEA-11 and other prior comments. The 42 
Draft EIR identifies the specific properties within its footprint that would be displaced by the 43 
proposed Project if it were approved and implemented. However, the environmental analysis 44 
in the Draft EIR studies the impacts of the proposed Project and its alternatives on the entire 45 
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area, including the properties closest to the footprint of the proposed Project (see Figures 1 
3.6-5 through 3.6-7).  2 

As stated in Section 3.6.4.1, the proposed Project is in the planning process. No final 3 
construction plans, ROW mapping, or decisions regarding possible acquisitions of any 4 
privately held interests in properties have been made. The Port has identified properties that 5 
might be subject to acquisition. However, no commitment to acquire any property interest can 6 
be made without compliance with a series of procedural steps called for under the California 7 
Eminent Domain Law (California Code of Civil Procedure Secs. 1230.010 et seq.) and 8 
applicable relocation statutes and resolutions (CCR Secs. 6000 et seq.), among other 9 
requirements.  10 

Proposed land uses that would be near Superior Electrical are all industrial in nature. Based 11 
on preliminary engineering design, the proposed rail yard south of Superior Electrical would 12 
include roadway improvements (i.e., a perimeter road) to connect Jackson and Santa Fe 13 
avenues; rail yard perimeter fencing; and an interior access road. Neighboring properties and 14 
businesses adjacent to the Project footprint are within the IP (Port Industrial) land use district, 15 
as established by the COLB. As such, these land uses would not be incompatible with each 16 
other because both Superior Electrical and the railyard are industrial land uses. The proposed 17 
Project is still in the planning stage, and no decisions have been made.  18 

Response to Comment SEA-16: As explained above, the proposed Project would not 19 
significantly impact the environment at Superior Electrical. The comment suggests that the 20 
Port should implement mitigation to include acquisition of properties immediately adjacent to 21 
the proposed Project. Given that the proposed Project would not have a significant impact on 22 
the commenter’s business, the suggested mitigation is not appropriate. In addition, the 23 
suggested mitigation is legally infeasible. It would be improper for the Port to commit to 24 
acquiring property without first having gone through all of the legally required steps. 25 
Furthermore, California law only permits acquisition through eminent domain of property that 26 
is actually necessary for a public project. 27 

The comment also suggests that mitigation should be required for noise impacts. The Draft 28 
EIR found that changes in ambient noise levels, including at receptor location M1 near 29 
Superior Electrical, would be less than significant; for this reason, mitigation is not required. 30 

Response to Comment SEA-17: The comment characterizes the results of the noise impact 31 
analysis as “unreasonable and questionable” and states that “noise levels for the Project will 32 
be below the baseline ambient noise levels … seems unlikely,” but does not note any specific 33 
flaws in the noise analysis, giving rise to those comments. The commenter states that “noise 34 
level predictions seem very low.” These perceptions, because they are not informed by 35 
technically based information, can only be responded to by reference to the technical noise 36 
analysis presented in Section 3.8 of the Draft EIR.  37 

The commenter further states that “without an adequate description of the proposed rail 38 
operations, noise estimates are unreliable.” The commenter does not reference any particular 39 
project description information in the EIR that it considers to be inadequate and, therefore, a 40 
direct response to that assertion cannot be provided. The Draft EIR presents detailed 41 
descriptions of how the existing and improved rail yard would operate and how those 42 
operations would vary among the alternatives under consideration (see Draft EIR Sections 43 
1.3.3 and 1.8).  44 
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The commenter asks, “what methodology was used to predict the Project’s noise impacts?” 1 
The operational noise analysis was conducted pursuant to established FRA and FTA 2 
guidelines and procedures. Operational noise was projected for each of the proposed Project 3 
alternatives, by taking the results of existing ambient readings in the yard and expanding them 4 
to reflect the proportional increased level of operations associated with each of the Project 5 
alternatives. In capturing the in-yard existing in-yard baseline noise, the various activities 6 
occurring within the yard (e.g., trains moving on tracks, coupling and de-coupling, locomotive 7 
engine noise, safety-related horn soundings, and other typical yard sounds) were also 8 
captured on the noise meters used to measure ambient noise. 9 

The reasoning for the finding of less than significant noise impacts is based on technical 10 
analysis, founded on actual field noise measurements, following generally accepted prediction 11 
methodology as established by the two federal agencies (FRA and FTA) having authority over 12 
that subject. 13 

Response to Comment SEA-18: As a point of clarification, the warning devices on modern 14 
locomotives such as those discussed in the Draft EIR are referred to as horns rather than 15 
whistles. As such, the term horn is use for all discussion of such devices. The comment states 16 
incorrectly that the number of train horns would “be increased exponentially” with the proposed 17 
Project. That is not the case. The use of train horns would increase in proportion to the 18 
increase in the number of trains leaving Pier B, as train horns are a safety feature. The 19 
comment claims that train whistles are not even addressed in the Draft EIR; train horns are 20 
discussed in Sections 3.8.1.3, 3.8.1.5, and 3.8.2.2. Finally, the comment is focused on noise 21 
effects at an existing industrial building within the COLB, which is not a noise-sensitive 22 
receptor for the purposes of CEQA analysis. Both the proposed Project and the Superior 23 
Electrical Advertising building are contained within the General Industrial (IG) district, which 24 
is considered the City's "industrial sanctuary" district. According to the City’s zoning code, this 25 
district is “where a wide range of industries that may not be desirable in other districts may 26 
locate. The emphasis is on traditionally heavy industrial and manufacturing uses.” The uses 27 
permitted within this district can reasonably expect to generate, and to be subject to, higher 28 
noise levels than properties elsewhere in the city. 29 

Response to Comment SEA-19: The comment claims that the potential vibration impacts of 30 
the proposed Project are not adequately analyzed. Potential ground-borne vibration impacts 31 
from proposed Project construction and operation are discussed under Impact NOISE-2 (Draft 32 
EIR pages 3.8-21 through 3.8-23) and Impact NOISE-8 (Draft EIR pages 3.8-27 and 3.8-28), 33 
respectively. The analysis was conducted following FRA and FTA guidelines and procedures. 34 
The analysis of construction-generated vibration indicates that building damage could 35 
potentially occur at distances of 26 feet or less from construction activity (with the highest 36 
vibration-generating construction equipment used); the Superior Electrical Advertising 37 
building would be approximately 85 feet from the nearest railroad track (under the 12th Street 38 
Alternative, as refined). That is the nearest construction activity (under the 12th Street 39 
Alternative, as refined).  40 

The analysis of operational ground-borne vibration levels focuses on human annoyance, in 41 
accordance with FTA criteria (see Draft EIR Table 3.8-2). Three categories of land use are 42 
identified for consideration of such impacts. None of those categories include industrial uses; 43 
therefore, human annoyance vibration impact criteria, as per FTA guidance, do not apply.  44 

Response to Comment SEA-20: The proposed Project site is in an area mapped by the 45 
State of California as a potential earthquake liquefaction zone (California Division of Mines 46 
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and Geology, 1999, Seismic Hazard Zones). The Draft EIR accordingly addresses the 1 
potential for earthquake-induced liquefaction, as well as other seismic hazards, in Draft EIR 2 
Section 3.1.2.3 (page 3.1-10).  3 

Energy released during an earthquake is orders of magnitude greater than the energy 4 
released by train and construction vibrations. Earthquake shaking is attenuated over several 5 
miles from the rupturing fault, while train or construction vibrations is attenuated within a few 6 
feet of the source. Thus, the intensity of shaking during an earthquake is very similar from one 7 
end of Long Beach to the other end. However, the train or construction vibration will be much 8 
more intense at the source than 25 to 150 feet away.  9 

The estimates for vibration due to train passages, as discussed in NOISE-8 on pages 3.8-27 10 
and 3.8-33 of the Draft EIR, are approximately 83 VdB at a distance of 25 feet from the track 11 
centerline. For comparison, one can convert into VdB the earthquake spectral response 12 
curves for the Operating Level Earthquake and Design Earthquakes at frequencies of 10 and 13 
33 hertz (Hz) (Port of Long Beach Wharf Design Criteria, 2012). These values are expected 14 
to bracket the probable frequencies of soil resonance, train vibration, and construction 15 
vibration, as shown in Table 11.2-117 below. Clearly, within 25 feet of the train or vibration 16 
source, the vibration levels are already substantially lower than the vibrations expected under 17 
the buildings during an earthquake. 18 

TABLE 11.2-17 
COMPARISON OF EARTHQUAKE AND  

PROJECT-RELATED GROUND-SHAKING INTENSITIES 

Vibration Source 

Approximate Velocity Level (VdB) 

Earthquake Intensity 
Peak Particle 

Velocity @ 10 Hz @ 33 Hz 

Operating Level Earthquake 112 102 NA 
Design Earthquakes 121 109 NA 
Train @ 25 feet NA NA 83 
Vibratory Compactor/Roller @ 25 feet NA NA 94 
NA not applicable 

Source: Port of Long Beach, Port of Long Beach Wharf Design Criteria, Version 3.0, February 29, 2012. 19 

Liquefaction and vibration-induced settlements generally require strong shear waves to pass 20 
through deeper soils. Earthquake vibrations generally include large components of 21 
compression and shear waves because the shaking source is deep within the bedrock and 22 
transmitted to the soils through the bedrock movements. Studies have shown that trains and 23 
most construction vibration sources generate primarily surface waves (mainly Rayleigh 24 
waves), while only a small portion of the energy is transmitted as compression and shear 25 
waves that move through the soil mass. Evaluations by Seed and Carter (1988) show multiple 26 
lines of evidence from field observations, laboratory testing, and theoretical analysis that, 27 
when railroad tracks are laid on level ground, train vibrations are insufficient to cause 28 
liquefaction in loose sand deposits that are known to be liquefiable in earthquakes. A freight 29 
locomotive will cause the highest vibration levels associated with a freight train, and there will 30 
be approximately 100 cycles associated with the locomotives of a freight train at a given 31 
location (Seed, H.B. and D.P. Carter, Liquefaction Potential of Sand Deposits under Low 32 
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Levels of Excitation, Earthquake Engineering Research Center, University of California, 1 
Berkeley, August 1988). The remaining freight cars will produce many more cycles but at a 2 
lower energy level. The increases in pore pressure that cause liquefaction and settlement due 3 
to vibrations require many more cycles at low stresses than the number of cycles required at 4 
high stresses (Seed and Carter, 1988). Once a train has passed by, the pore pressures will 5 
dissipate and the soil deposit will repeat the process again when the next train passes. 6 
Because the weight, length, and speed of freight trains tends to be similar when averaged 7 
over time, the first few trains that operate at a location will cause most of the potential impacts, 8 
such as liquefaction and settlement. Once the soils have densified, their resistance to further 9 
liquefaction and settlement has increased, but the stresses applied with each train passage 10 
does not change significantly. Because freight trains have been operating at Pier B since the 11 
1950s, it is estimated that 100,000 or more trains have already traveled through this corridor. 12 
The potential impacts of these trains will have occurred decades ago, and the potential for 13 
liquefaction and settlement caused by train vibrations is now very low under normal loadings. 14 
The addition of 10 trains per day will not change the magnitude of the stress levels to which 15 
these soils are subjected. Only a substantially higher peak stress, such as an earthquake, 16 
would change this condition. For this reason, no mitigation is necessary to address potential 17 
liquefaction. 18 

Response to Comment SEA-21: Superior Electrical’s opposition to the proposed Project is 19 
noted for the record and is hereby part of the Final EIR; therefore, it is before the decision-20 
makers for their consideration prior to taking an action on the proposed Project. 21 
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11.2.3.33 Teamsters Local Union No. 848 (T848) 1 

 2 
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Response to Teamsters Local Union No. 848 1 

Response to Comment T848-1: The Port of Long Beach thanks you for your comment. 2 
Teamsters Local Union No. 848’s opposition to the proposed Project is noted for the record 3 
and is hereby part of the Final EIR; therefore, it is before the decision-makers for their 4 
consideration prior to taking any action on the proposed Project. Regarding Chemoil’s 5 
pipelines, please see responses to Comments CTC-1 and CTC-2.  6 

Among the objectives of the Pier B On-Dock Rail On-Dock Rail Support Facility, as described 7 
in Section 1.6 (page 1-17) of the Draft EIR, are support in the transition to a more efficient, 8 
more economically competitive and less polluting freight transport system as envisioned in 9 
the California Sustainable Freight Action Plan; and promoting a mode shift from containers 10 
shipped by truck to near-dock and/or off-dock facilities to containers shipped by rail from the 11 
on-dock and supporting rail yards. The proposed Project would be able to accommodate 12 
longer trains up to 10,000 feet long; placing more containers onto trains at the Port would 13 
reduce container moves by individual trucks, thereby reducing air emissions.  14 

In addition, the Harbor Trucking Association (HTA), which represents two-thirds of the drayage 15 
moves in California’s international cargo seaports, has expressed its general support for 16 
capital improvement projects that create terminal and cargo handling facilities, including the 17 
Pier B On-Dock Rail Support Facility Project. HTA’s letter and responses to comments are 18 
also included herein. 19 
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11.2.3.34 Tesoro SoCal Pipeline Company, LLC (TSPC) 1 

 2 
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 1 

Responses to Tesoro SoCal Pipeline Company, LLC 2 

Response to Comment TSPC-1: The Port of Long Beach thanks you for your review of the 3 
Draft EIR. The Port appreciates Tesoro SoCal Pipeline Company, LLC’s (TSPC) input 4 
regarding utility aspects of the proposed Project, as well as managing the relationship 5 
between proposed Project construction activities and Tesoro operations. The Port 6 
acknowledges that there are several TSPC pipelines that would need to be relocated to 7 
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accommodate the proposed Pier B On-Dock Rail Support Facility Project. The various 1 
pipelines that would be affected by the proposed Project, based on their location, are 2 
governed by agreements with different parties. Specific to TSPC’s agreements with the COLB, 3 
TSPC would be responsible, at its cost, to alter pipeline facilities and change the location 4 
thereof whenever and as often as the City deems it convenient or necessary. For those 5 
pipelines in areas that are subject to agreements with other parties, in addition to close 6 
coordination with TSPC, the Port would ensure that there is coordination with the respective 7 
owners and operators regarding relocation of the respective pipelines to accommodate the 8 
proposed Pier B On-Dock Rail Support Facility Project. Details about the relocation of 9 
pipelines would be specified as final engineering occurs. It should also be noted that ongoing 10 
dialogue between the Port and pipeline companies has been underway during the entire 11 
preliminary engineering and planning process, including information regarding the status of 12 
preliminary engineering activities and identification/specification of utility location. This 13 
process would continue onward as final design proceeds.  14 

Response to Comment TSPC-2: The commenter expresses concern that the EIR does not 15 
adequately account for the environmental impact of the demolition, movement, and 16 
reconstruction of existing utility lines and equipment.  17 

A full scope of utility relocation has not been determined at this stage of proposed Project 18 
development, because the EIR is a planning document not intended for construction 19 
purposes. Furthermore, CEQA does not require feasibility studies or the analysis of costs as 20 
these represent economic issues, which are generally beyond the scope of a CEQA 21 
evaluation. 22 

Each phase of construction, as described in Section 1.8.2, outlines the steps of the removal 23 
and relocation of utilities throughout the Project area. Section 3.11.1.2 of the Draft EIR 24 
discloses that there are approximately 750 utility lines owned or operated by approximately 25 
70 companies beneath the Pier B Rail Yard and surrounding the North Harbor area. The Draft 26 
EIR also identifies numerous active and abandoned oil lines and wells within the Project area, 27 
approximately 400 large and small oil pipelines traverse the Project site, and there are more 28 
than 30 different owners and operators of these lines. On page 3.11-6, discussion of Impact 29 
UTIL-1 of the proposed Project concludes that new replacement infrastructure would be 30 
constructed and installed in conformance with current design standards, including utility 31 
provider requirements, and COLB and COLA code requirements. As such, impacts from the 32 
replacement of utility lines would be less than significant, and mitigation measures are not 33 
required. 34 

The air quality impacts associated with utilities demolition and relocation were accounted for 35 
and quantified in the Draft EIR. For example, these tasks are seen in Tables A1.1-2 (Phases 36 
1C and 1D), A1.1-4 (Phase 3D), A1.1-5, and A1.1-7 of Appendix A1. 37 

Final Project design and construction plans, including the relocation of utilities, would not 38 
occur until after certification of the Final EIR and approval of the proposed Project or one of 39 
its alternatives by the BHC. Engineering design prior to phased construction will determine 40 
the final scope of utility line relocations, including the demolition, movement, and relocation of 41 
existing utility lines and equipment. 42 

Response to Comment TSPC-3: The commenter contends that there is very little analysis 43 
or information provided to support the EIR’s conclusion that the impacts of construction 44 
activities for relocation of hundreds of utility lines would be less than significant. The Draft EIR 45 
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identifies on page 1-26 that construction of the proposed Project would result in utility lines 1 
that are either newly constructed or relocated from yard expansion areas into subsurface utility 2 
corridors that run between areas of rail tracks to provide ease of access for future repair and 3 
maintenance. Most of the existing oil lines within the Project footprint would also be removed 4 
or relocated; however, a full scope of utility relocation has not been determined at this stage 5 
of Project development, as the EIR is a planning document and not intended for construction. 6 
Please refer to responses to Comments TSPC-2 and TSPC-6. 7 

Response to Comment TSPC-4: The possibility of encountering soil or groundwater 8 
contamination during construction is discussed in Section 6.3.5 on page 6-6 of the Draft EIR. 9 
A Special Condition would be imposed on contractors working on the proposed Project to 10 
address encountering of contamination. Section 6.3.5 also details the procedures for stopping 11 
work in the affected area, sampling and testing so that proper storage, discharge, or disposal 12 
is completed. The responsibility for costs of any remediation of contaminated soil encountered 13 
during construction, including utility relocations, would be determined on a case-by-case 14 
basis. Cost burden of remediation activities is an economic issue, which is generally beyond 15 
the scope of the CEQA evaluation. In certain cases, the Port may elect to handle excavation, 16 
stockpiling, soil characterization, and soil management itself, with cost sharing among the 17 
responsible parties, where applicable. All contaminated soil encountered would be handled in 18 
accordance with the law and Port policy. 19 

Response to Comment TSPC-5: The EIR is not intended to provide site characterization for 20 
construction purposes. Final Project design and construction plans, including the relocation of 21 
utilities for the proposed Project, would not occur until after certification of the EIR and 22 
approval of the proposed Project or one of its alternatives by the BHC.  23 

Upon Project approval, the Port and affected utilities would conduct a more extensive site 24 
investigation. In many cases, pipeline owners would be responsible for their own utility line 25 
relocations and would be expected to perform all necessary investigations to their own 26 
standard of care and in compliance with the law. 27 

Response to Comment TSPC-6: The commenter asserts that the Draft EIR does not 28 
disclose or discuss potential offsite impacts, including construction activities required outside 29 
of the Project site to reconnect utility lines that would be relocated by the proposed Project.  30 

Response to Comment TSPC-7: The commenter expresses concern that an approach to 31 
relocate in phases by TSPC and other tenants might require the demolition, movement, and 32 
reconstruction of lines and equipment as many as three times to complete the proposed 33 
Project, and that the Draft EIR does not account for cost burden and environmental impact of 34 
multiple phases of demolition, movement, or reconstruction.  35 

The Port of Long Beach anticipates that utilities would be relocated just one time for the 36 
proposed Project. The Port would coordinate with the utility owners to ensure that multiple 37 
moves are not required. 38 

Response to Comment TSPC-8: The commenter requests the Port to evaluate an alternative 39 
that includes abandoning-in-place/protecting all existing lines. An alternative that considers 40 
the abandoning-in-place/protecting in-place all existing lines would not feasibly attain most of 41 
the basic objectives of the proposed Project, as identified in Section 1.6 of the Draft EIR. 42 
Abandoned pipelines pose a risk of degradation over time, creating pathways for potential 43 
contaminants. They also create obstacles for future development and difficulty maintaining 44 
records and contact points with the responsible utility owner as ownership can change over 45 
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time. The Port would consider each pipeline relocation proposed and evaluate abandoning-1 
in-place only in specific cases where removal of the line would significantly affect Port 2 
operations, such as closing a main line railroad track. 3 

Response to Comment TSPC-9: This comment raises a concern regarding the reduction in 4 
the number of exit roads as a result of the expansion of the existing Pier B Rail Yard, and 5 
indicates that the EIR does not adequately account for the increased risk from rail accidents 6 
presented by the reduction in exit routes. As discussed in Section 3.7 (Public Services and 7 
Safety) of the Draft EIR (pages 3.7-9 and 3.7-10), construction of the proposed Project would 8 
result in less-than-significant impacts to public services and safety, and it is not expected to 9 
significantly degrade emergency response times or services levels. Standard security 10 
measures would be implemented during construction to minimize the burden on police, fire, 11 
and other security agency staff levels, including development of a TMP as a Special Condition 12 
(please see Section 6.3.3.1 of the Draft EIR). The TMP would establish several parameters 13 
to minimize construction impacts on the community, including provisions such as allowable 14 
construction hours, allowable timeframes for temporary closures, construction traffic routes, 15 
and requirements for maintaining access to businesses. If the proposed Project or one of its 16 
alternative is approved, the Port would continue to work directly with emergency response 17 
agencies serving the Harbor District, as well as local businesses, to identify and incorporate 18 
measures into the TMP that minimize impacts on business operations to the extent possible. 19 
The Fire and Police Departments have not identified impacts associated with construction or 20 
operation of the proposed Project.  21 

Following construction, operation of the proposed Project could have a beneficial effect on 22 
motorist and rail safety because the existing 9th Street at-grade crossing at Pier B Street and 23 
9th Street would be eliminated. With closure of the Pier B Street/9th Street crossing, access 24 
between Anaheim Street and Pier B Street, including the areas north and south of these 25 
streets, could result in improvements to emergency response times. Furthermore, elimination 26 
of the Pier B Street/9th Street grade crossing would reduce the chance of delays to emergency 27 
vehicles caused by train blockage of the crossing. All public service locations would continue 28 
to be accessible during operation of the proposed Project. 29 
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11.2.3.35 Trans Harbor, Inc., Trans Harbor Investments, Inc. (TH) 1 

 2 

Responses to Trans Harbor, Inc., Trans Harbor Investments, Inc. 3 

Response to Comment TH-1: The Port of Long Beach thanks you for your notification of 4 
your correct mailing addresses.  5 

Response to Comment TH-2: The Port appreciates the cooperation of Trans Harbor. With 6 
respect to the properties referenced by the commenter and their locations to relative to the 7 
proposed Project, it has been identified to be within the footprint of the proposed Project and/or 8 
its alternatives analyzed in the EIR. The environmental review process is a preliminary part of 9 
the planning process which must be completed before the proposed Project, or an alternative 10 
can be considered for approval by the BHC. Following certification of the EIR, any preparation, 11 
decision, and approval of relocation plans, and/or property acquisitions would be conducted 12 
in accordance with all applicable statutes and regulations. Please also see Master 13 
Response – Property Acquisition, Compensation, and Relocation. 14 
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11.2.3.36 Westside Project Area Council (WPAC) 1 

 2 
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 1 
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 1 

Responses to Westside Project Area Council 2 

Response to Comment WPAC-1: The Port of Long Beach thanks you for your review of the 3 
Draft EIR. The Westside Project Area Council’s opposition to the proposed Project is noted 4 
for the record. The comment is hereby part of the Final EIR; therefore, it is before the decision-5 
makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the proposed Project. 6 

Response to Comment WPAC-2: The proposed Project’s air quality impacts have been fully 7 
assessed in Section 3.2 of the Draft EIR. This analysis included a health risk assessment. 8 
The comment does not identify any error or flaw in the analysis. The comment states that the 9 
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proposed Project does not meet the “requirements” of SCAQMD. Presumably, what the 1 
comment is referring to are SCAQMD’s thresholds of significance, which in certain cases, are 2 
exceeded, resulting in impacts being identified as significant. It is important to differentiate 3 
between thresholds of significance and SCAQMD regulations. The proposed Project would 4 
be fully compliant with all of SCAQMD’s applicable regulations. It is also important to note that 5 
the fundamental purpose of the proposed Project is to allow for a greater number of containers 6 
to be transported to their destinations in a cleaner method in terms of air quality. Please see 7 
response to Comment GSR-2 for a discussion of the potential for the proposed Project to 8 
prevent many future drayage from the terminal served by the Pier B Rail Yard truck trips, the 9 
beneficial effects of which were not quantified in the air quality analysis.  10 

Response to Comment WPAC-3: The comment expresses a concern that train noise 11 
associated with the proposed Project, in particular the noise from coupling cars, from train 12 
wheels, and from train horns, could result in serious hearing loss for employees of nearby 13 
businesses that work outside. Train noise is addressed in Section 3.8 of the Draft EIR. The 14 
comment does not identify any flaw or error in the analysis or the methodology used in the 15 
analysis. The noise analysis in the Draft EIR determined that increased noise from the 16 
proposed Project would be a less-than-significant impact. There is no evidence to indicate 17 
that future ambient noise levels with implementation of the proposed Project would approach 18 
a level that would result in hearing loss for local workers. Please also see Master Response 19 
– Noise and Vibration Associated with Trains. Additionally, train noise is addressed in 20 
responses to Comments SCAC-3, SCAC-8, and LLI-25.  21 

Response to Comment WPAC-4: Vibration impacts were assessed to determine if train 22 
operations would generate vibration that could result in building damage by exceeding FTA 23 
acceptability limits. This evaluation was based on the potential for vibration from the entire rail 24 
yard at the distance from the centerline of the train tracks where the acceptability limits are 25 
exceeded.  26 

The comment states that the EIR did not address how the weight of trains with two-high 27 
containers would affect pipelines and how vibration from these heavy loads would affect 28 
foundations and structures in the Westside Industrial Area. The predicted vibration for freight 29 
train pass-bys was based on actual measurements conducted by the FTA/FRA on a variety 30 
of sample freight trains of varying loads and lengths. A sufficient number of sample trains were 31 
measured to represent vibration at various distances generated by freight trains in general. 32 
The criteria take into account vibration caused by all train pass-bys including double-stacked 33 
loads. 34 

Relocated pipelines would be designed, constructed, operated, and maintained to modern 35 
standards and in accordance with all applicable regulations. Pipelines are generally designed 36 
to modern standards that can withstand numerous surface loads, especially concentrated 37 
loads such as truck tires, by burying them in the ground deep enough to distribute those loads 38 
down to acceptable levels (Moser, A.P. Buried Pipe Design, Second Edition, McGraw Hill, 39 
2001). Furthermore, the American Railway Engineering and Maintenance of Way Association 40 
(AREMA) has adopted standards for protecting railroads and pipelines where they cross each 41 
other. These standards vary by utility type, but they typically include encasement within a 42 
carrier pipe and minimum depth requirements. 43 

Pipelines have been found to be very resistant to earthquake shaking, which occurs at much 44 
higher stresses than construction or train vibrations (Federal Emergency Management 45 
Agency, Earthquake Resistant Construction of Gas and Liquid Fuel Pipeline Systems Serving, 46 
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or Regulated by, the Federal Government, FEMA 233. July 1992), as discussed in response 1 
to Comment SEA-20. It is customary to compact backfills around pipes using vibratory 2 
compaction equipment, so the pipes likely have been exposed to vibration from construction 3 
equipment at levels much higher than would be induced by trains farther away. The most 4 
common causes of pipeline failure are pipeline bends, elbows, and other eccentricities that 5 
have been subjected to large ground movements caused by earthquakes, where the ground 6 
movements can be measured in feet.  7 

The foundations and structures of existing buildings are not expected to be subjected to new, 8 
larger vibration loads by the proposed Project, as discussed in Section 3.8 of the Draft EIR 9 
and in response to Comment SEA-20. 10 

Response to Comment WPAC-5: The Port of Long Beach would evaluate applications for 11 
mitigation grants from qualified applicants based on the air quality impacts of the proposed 12 
Pier B On-Dock Rail Support Facility Project and in accordance with the Port of Long Beach 13 
Mitigation Grants Program. Please see Master Response – Community Grants Program. 14 

Response to Comment WPAC-6: The comment expresses a concern that closure of roads 15 
associated with the proposed Project would cause access to POLB and Downtown Long 16 
Beach from West Long Beach to be difficult and time consuming. Access to the Port would 17 
continue to be available via I-710 on the east and on the west via Anaheim Street to Pier B 18 
Street. Depending on the level of traffic, the travel time for alternate routes would be minimally 19 
affected by the closures. The traffic impact analysis indicates that, with the proposed Project, 20 
access between Downtown Long Beach and the Westside would be maintained via a 21 
redundant transportation system. Levels of service along the redundant routes indicate that 22 
the proposed Project or alternatives would not result in significant impacts to traffic access or 23 
operations.  24 

Please also see Master Response – Street Closures, Access to Downtown Long Beach, and 25 
Public Services Access. 26 

Response to Comment WPAC-7: The comment expresses a concern that closure of roads 27 
associated with the proposed Project would have a negative impact on access to the area by 28 
emergency services. Emergency vehicles would continue to access the Port using emergency 29 
responders located on all sides of the Port, including fire boats operated by the Ports. As 30 
shown in Figure 3.7-1 of the Draft EIR, one COLA, four Port-based, and three COLB fire 31 
stations are near the proposed Project. Similar to the joint agency fire response capabilities, 32 
the Port of Long Beach’s Harbor Patrol based out of the JCCC at 1249 Pier F Avenue is 33 
supported by both the COLB’s West and South Police Department Divisions, as well as Los 34 
Angeles and federal partner agencies. The JCCC houses representatives from all partner 35 
agencies, including police, fire, and federal agencies, allowing for a quick and uniform 36 
response to emergencies within the Port. Please see Master Response – Street Closures, 37 
Access to Downtown Long Beach, and Public Services Access. 38 

Response to Comment WPAC-8: Please see response to Comment MIG-6. 39 

Response to Comment WPAC-9: Economic issues are not a consideration under CEQA 40 
unless they result in adverse environmental changes. The purpose of the Draft EIR is to 41 
assess environmental impacts, not economic issues. Nonetheless, the Port responds as 42 
follows.  43 
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Response to Comment WPAC-10: Economic issues are not a consideration under CEQA 1 
unless they result in adverse environmental changes. The purpose of the Draft EIR is to 2 
assess environmental impacts, not economic issues. The CEQA EIR process is only the initial 3 
step in the planning process. If the EIR is certified and the proposed Project or one of its 4 
alternatives is approved, preparation and approval of relocation plans and the property 5 
acquisition process would be conducted in accordance with all applicable statutes and 6 
regulations, including the California Eminent Domain Law. 7 

Please also see Master Response – Property Acquisition, Compensation, and Relocation. 8 
With regard to tax increment and revenue from these properties, the economic effects of the 9 
proposed Project are generally beyond the scope of the CEQA evaluation. 10 

Response to Comment WPAC-11: It is premature to address relocation of a particular 11 
business at this stage. Moreover, without knowing which business or parcel is being referred 12 
to in this comment, it is not possible to provide a more definitive response at this time. 13 
Assuming the certification of the Final EIR occurs and the proposed Project or one of its 14 
alternatives is approved, potential relocation sites for impacted businesses would be 15 
assessed in accordance with all legal requirements. Please also see Master Response – 16 
Property Acquisition, Compensation, and Relocation.  17 

Response to Comment WPAC-12: Please see response to Comment SEA-1. 18 

Response to Comment WPAC-13: Economic issues are not a consideration under CEQA 19 
unless they result in an adverse change to the environment. The purpose of the Draft EIR is 20 
to assess environmental impacts, not economic issues.  21 

Response to Comment WPAC-14: The scope of the Draft EIR is sufficiently broad to 22 
encompass a full range of environmental factors, each of which has been evaluated using 23 
accepted analysis methodologies. The comment does not identify any specific environmental 24 
issue or take issue with any specific analysis in the Draft EIR; therefore, no further response 25 
is necessary. 26 

Response to Comment WPAC-15: Please see response to Comment WPAC-1. 27 
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11.2.3.37 Wilmington Chamber of Commerce (WCC) 1 

 2 
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Responses to Wilmington Chamber of Commerce 1 

Response to Comment WCC-1: The Port of Long Beach thanks you for your review of the 2 
Draft EIR. Opposition to the proposed Project by the Wilmington Chamber of Commerce is 3 
noted for the record. The comment is hereby part of the Final EIR; therefore, it is before the 4 
decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the proposed Project. 5 

The Wilmington-Harbor City Community Plan (last amended September 2016) is referenced 6 
in the Draft EIR (see Section 3.6.1.3). Seven policies, two objectives, and one goal embodied 7 
in that plan are stated. Of these, Objectives 3-1 and 3-2, and Policies 3-1.1, 3-1.2, 3-2.1, and 8 
3-2.2 pertain to industrially zoned and planned areas. The areas within the footprint of the 9 
proposed Project that are within the Wilmington-Harbor City planning area are all located in 10 
Heavy Industrial Zoned (M3) areas. The proposed Project is consistent with all requirements 11 
pertaining to the M3 zone; therefore, it is also consistent with the Community Plan (see Draft 12 
EIR Section 3.6.2.3).  13 

Response to Comment WCC-2: For purposes of the environmental analysis, the Draft EIR 14 
considered the current infrastructure in its existing condition. This comment is not specific as 15 
to the type of infrastructure that is lacking in far east Wilmington; it is assumed this comment 16 
refers to the transportation network. As an example, the traffic analysis was based on existing 17 
roadways and intersections, as discussed in Section 3.5 of the Draft EIR. No alterations or 18 
improvements to existing infrastructure in far east Wilmington are proposed as part of the 19 
proposed Project, except for proposed improvements to the Long Beach Lead connecting to 20 
the Alameda Corridor. Improvement of this segment of infrastructure is described in the Draft 21 
EIR (see Chapter 1). 22 

Response to Comment WCC-3: The comment contends that, as the largest rail project in 23 
Long Beach in the past 50+ years, proposed improvements to the Pier B Rail Yard appear to 24 
have significant negative impacts on traffic, business access, and emergency access in 25 
consideration of the overcapacity of roads in the vicinity of the Pier B Rail Yard.  26 

Traffic was evaluated in Section 3.5 and Appendix B of the Draft EIR. The traffic impact 27 
analyses for each of the alternatives evaluated the projected traffic flow and roadway network 28 
changes associated with potential street closures associated with the proposed Project and 29 
alternatives. The results of the analyses indicated that there would be no roadway segments 30 
or intersections that would operate at an unacceptable LOS and that access to businesses 31 
would be maintained. Access would be maintained via a redundant transportation system 32 
allowing alternate access routes with minimal increase in travel times. Significant impacts to 33 
access would not result from the proposed Project (12th Street Alternative), the 10th Street 34 
Alternative, or the 9th Street Alternative. Therefore, the proposed Project and its alternatives 35 
would not result in significant negative impacts on traffic or access for businesses or 36 
emergency vehicles.  37 

Please see Master Response – Street Closures, Access to Downtown Long Beach, and Public 38 
Services Access.  39 

Response to Comment WCC-4: As noted in Chapter 1 of the Draft EIR, one key element of 40 
the proposed Project (under any of the three build alternatives) would be permanent removal 41 
of the existing at-grade rail crossing at 9th Street. Removal of this crossing would eliminate 42 
the potential for rail/vehicle conflicts at that location and, thereby, would improve vehicular 43 
safety. It would also remove the impediment to normal traffic flow otherwise occurring with the 44 
grade crossing in place. The proposed Project would not alter any private at-grade crossings 45 
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or rail operations at Toyota or SSA Marine’s Pier A facility. However, the proposed Project 1 
would provide 31 additional storage tracks and 5 new arrival/departure tracks. These new 2 
tracks would improve overall rail operations, resulting in fewer blockages on the mainline 3 
railroad tracks. 4 

Response to Comment WCC-5: The comment concerns emergency access to the Valero 5 
Refinery and other businesses along Pier B and Pier A Way. As shown in Figure 3.5-6 (page 6 
3.5-36 of the Draft EIR), streets that provide access to this refinery, including Pier A Way, 7 
would not be permanently closed, and the proposed Project would not alter the current 8 
emergency response access or plan for responding to emergencies at the Valero Refinery. 9 
The proposed Project would eliminate the at-grade rail crossing on 9th Street, and Pier B Way 10 
would be reconfigured, thereby eliminating access impacts associated with rail and roadway 11 
congestion. 12 

Response to Comment WCC-6: Please see response to Comment WCC-4 regarding the 13 
elimination of the at-grade crossing at 9th Street. In addition, the proposed Project would 14 
create an improved on-dock rail support facility with the capability to handle trains up to 10,000 15 
feet in length to arrive at, and depart from, Alameda Corridor without any grade crossings. 16 
This would substantially improve traffic impacts noted in the comment and reduce emissions 17 
associated with trucks and cars idling. 18 

Response to Comment WCC-7: The proposed Project site is located in a predominantly 19 
industrial zone within the harbor area. No residential areas are located within or near the 20 
proposed Project site. The nearest area of consistent residential land use is to the north of the 21 
proposed Project’s center of activity, nearly 1 mile distant, near Pacific Coast Highway, but 22 
there are several scattered residences located at distances ranging from 0.5 to 0.8 mile from 23 
the site. As discussed on page 3.8-6 of the Draft EIR, data for receptors have been included 24 
to represent the ambient noise environment along the Alameda Corridor. There are no noise-25 
sensitive receptors located in the COLA portion of the proposed Project’s influence area, 26 
which is the area between the western exit from the Pier B Rail Yard and the southern 27 
entrance to the Alameda Corridor. Two receptors were chosen for analysis along the Alameda 28 
Corridor (Noise Measurement Sites N29 and N32); these receptors were selected because 29 
they are the nearest residential receptors close to the point of entry of both the Port of Los 30 
Angeles and the Port of Long Beach trains onto the Alameda Corridor. These receptor sites 31 
fairly represent potential impacts related to additional trains resulting from the proposed 32 
Project operating along the Alameda Corridor. As noted in Section 3.8 of the Draft EIR, 33 
construction and operational noise have been analyzed, and would not result in a significant 34 
impact. Please see Section 3.8 of the Draft EIR for further information. 35 

Response to Comment WCC-8: Figure 3.6-5 of the Draft EIR has been revised and provides 36 
a footprint for the proposed Project (please see this revised figure in Chapter 10 of the Final 37 
EIR); as discussed in Section 3.6.4.1, the properties depicted in Figure 3.6-5 are “potential” 38 
property acquisitions. This diagram was included to illustrate the potential acquisitions that 39 
may occur from implementation of the proposed Project, if approved, and if all the subsequent 40 
steps necessary for property acquisition are taken. This diagram depicts the properties within 41 
the proposed Project footprint that are situated within the COLA (“far east Wilmington”), as 42 
well as the COLB, and reflects those businesses operating on these properties. Parcel 43 
ownership is depicted by color. Because Project approval and final design have not occurred, 44 
it is not possible to include information such as jobs and projected sites for relocation. This 45 
level of information would be developed as part of individual relocation plans that would be 46 
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prepared at a later date after Project approval and final design. Please also see Master 1 
Response – Property Acquisition, Compensation, and Relocation. 2 

Response to Comment WCC-9: This comment asks about responsibility for expenses for 3 
relocating pipelines. That is an economic issue that is beyond the scope of the CEQA 4 
evaluation. 5 

Response to Comment WCC-10: The Port of Long Beach will continue its ongoing public 6 
outreach effort to the affected stakeholders in and around the Project footprint. 7 

Response to Comment WCC-11: The commenter urges the Port to “construct flyovers at 8 
these critical intersections,” but it does not identify the critical intersections; therefore, it is not 9 
possible for the Port to respond to the comment regarding flyovers. Future roadway access 10 
plans are within the jurisdiction of Caltrans and the COLB. Major transportation improvements, 11 
such as a flyover, are not warranted by the ground transportation impacts of the proposed 12 
Pier B On-Dock Rail Support Facility Project. 13 

Response to Comment WCC-12: The comment is appreciated and is noted for the record 14 
and will be provided to the decision-makers. 15 
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11.2.3.38 Wilson Trust (WT) 1 

 2 



Chapter 11 
Responses to Comments Port of Long Beach 
 

Pier B On-Dock Rail Support Facility Project 11-237 January 2018 

 1 



Chapter 11 
Responses to Comments Port of Long Beach 
 

January 2018 11-238 Pier B On-Dock Rail Support Facility Project 

 1 

Responses to Wilson Trust 2 

Response to Comment WT-1: The Port of Long Beach thanks you for your review of the 3 
Draft EIR. At this juncture, it would be premature to prepare a relocation plan or to assist 4 
business owners with replacement properties. At this stage, the proposed Project is only in 5 
the planning stage. It may or may not be approved. Once the Final EIR is completed, it will be 6 
presented to the BHC. If they certify the Final EIR and approve the proposed Project or one 7 
of its alternatives, the Port would undertake the final Project engineering, and then would take 8 
the steps necessary to consider all of the elements associated with acquiring the properties 9 
necessary for the proposed Project including a funding plan. The purpose of the Draft EIR is 10 
to review the environmental impacts of the proposed Project so that the decision-makers can 11 
make an informed decision relating to matter. Please see Master Response – Property 12 
Acquisitions, Compensation, and Relocation. 13 

Response to Comment WT-2: The comment partially quotes a statement from page 3.6-21 14 
of the Draft EIR; however, the language is not quoted correctly, and the last part of the 15 
sentence, which is critical, is left off. In full, the referenced language states: “The Port has had 16 
preliminary planning discussions with COLB officials regarding assessing the current status 17 
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and availability of parcels in an attempt to help define the scope of the Project-related 1 
acquisitions and the relocations that might be necessary.” This sentence does not relate to 2 
privately owned parcels, but rather to the parcels that are owned by the COLB. The paragraph 3 
that discusses the process that would apply to private parcels, if the proposed Project is 4 
approved, is the paragraph immediately above the paragraph to which the comment refers. 5 
The commenter requests “a calendar and copy of meeting records for meetings between the 6 
Port and COLB concerning availability of parcels.” The purpose of the comments on the Draft 7 
EIR is to address any issues or concerns that the public may have regarding the contents of 8 
the Draft EIR. If the commenter would like to inspect or obtain copies of records, the 9 
appropriate procedure is to submit a request for public records pursuant to the California 10 
Public Records Act. 11 

Response to Comment WT-3: The Port is not involved in the relocation process for any 12 
businesses at this time because it would be premature. The Final EIR has not been certified, 13 
and there has been no approval of the proposed Project or any of its alternatives. Based on 14 
current design, the 10th and 9th Street alternatives would not require acquisition of the subject 15 
property (1520 W. 11th Street). Thus, there have been no decisions on property acquisition or 16 
relocations. Please see Master Response – Property Acquisitions, Compensation, and 17 
Relocation. 18 

Response to Comment WT-4: The comment alleges that the property owner has been 19 
damaged by the pendency of the Port’s CEQA process. This is not a comment on the Draft 20 
EIR itself or on any environmental issue; therefore, no response is required. Nonetheless, the 21 
Port responds as follows. The proposed Project is very complex. Since the Notice of 22 
Preparation was released in 2009, extensive coordination, significant modeling, and analysis 23 
of potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed Project were required for 24 
development of the EIR released in December 2016. The CEQA EIR process is only the initial 25 
step in the planning process. Development of an EIR to determine potential environmental 26 
effects associated with a proposed Project does not preclude property owners from 27 
conducting business, including selling the potentially affected property. The purpose of the 28 
Draft EIR and the Final EIR is to provide information to decision-makers and the public before 29 
the decision is made whether to proceed with the proposed Project or one of the alternatives. 30 

Response to Comment WT-5: The commenter contends that “over the 8 years, there has 31 
been “virtually no communication from the POLB to impacted stakeholders.” To the contrary, 32 
Port staff has had extensive correspondence with the commenter during development of the 33 
EIR. The description set forth in Section ES.7 on page ES-29 accurately summarizes the 34 
public outreach as of the issuance of the Draft EIR. The Port acknowledges the commenter’s 35 
suggestion that the POLB communicate much more proactively during the remainder of the 36 
process. However, it must be understood that there are limitations on the actions that the Port 37 
may take, as there is a specified process that must be followed in these instances. Please 38 
see Master Response – Property Acquisition, Compensation, and Relocation. 39 

Response to Comment WT-6: Feasible mitigation has been applied in all instances in which 40 
such mitigation is available and effective. The comment does not offer any specific mitigation 41 
recommendations. The COLB’s reasons for filing a legal challenge to the SCIG project are set 42 
forth in the official records of that litigation. The commenter has not accurately described the 43 
basis of the lawsuit. The Port is not aware of additional feasible mitigation measures that 44 
would further mitigate air quality impacts. Under CEQA, a lead agency can still approve a 45 
project with significant environmental impacts by adopting a statement of overriding 46 
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considerations that acknowledges the proposed Project’s other benefits (CEQA Guidelines 1 
Section 15093). The BHC will consider whether or not to adopt the Findings of Fact and 2 
Statement of Overriding Considerations. If adopted by the BHC, the Findings and Statement 3 
of Overriding Considerations will serve as the legal basis for approval. However, as a Special 4 
Condition in Section 6.3.2, the Port would reassess available mitigation every 5 years. 5 

Response to Comment WT-7: The comment questions the plans to maintain, expand, or 6 
redesign the Overweight Corridor. Under California Vehicle Code Section 35700.5, Caltrans, 7 
the COLB, the POLB, and the COLA established a system of overweight corridor routes in the 8 
harbor districts and surrounding area for trucks with containers/loads weighing in excess of 9 
80,000 pounds but less than 95,000 pounds. The BHC has the authority to designate 10 
overweight routes in the Harbor District. For loads in excess of 80,000 pounds but less than 11 
95,000 pounds, a permit can be issued with the provision that designated overweight vehicle 12 
routes must be followed.  13 

Several Overweight Vehicle Special Permit Routes (“Overweight Routes”) would be affected 14 
by the proposed Project or one of its alternatives. During construction, to ensure adequate 15 
access and mobility of cargo, including adequate access to Overweight Routes, the Port would 16 
require a TMP as discussed in Section 6.3.3.1 to minimize traffic congestion during Project 17 
construction.  18 

The realignment or closure of portions of five local streets in the COLB currently identified as 19 
Overweight Routes would occur if the proposed Project is approved and implemented: 20 

• Pier B Street/Pier A Way. This street would be realigned and could continue to serve as 21 
an overweight corridor upon completion of construction. Pier B Street would be realigned 22 
southward from Anaheim Way east to near Edison Avenue. As part of the roadway work, 23 
the existing at-grade rail crossings at Pier B Street/Baker Lead, Pier B Street/Edison 24 
Avenue, and Anaheim Way would be modified and upgraded. Access to I-710 would 25 
remain open via the existing ramps at the 9th Street /Pico Avenue intersection. 26 

• 9th Street. This street would be closed just south of Anaheim Street to Pier B Street/Pico 27 
Avenue. Because it is within the footprint of the proposed Project and its alternatives, this 28 
portion of 9th Street would no longer be available to serve as an overweight corridor. 29 

• 10th Street. A portion of this street would be closed from 9th Street to Fashion Avenue. 30 
Because it is within the footprints of the 12th Street and 10th Street alternatives, it would 31 
not be available to serve as an overweight corridor. 32 

• Santa Fe Avenue. A portion of this street would be closed from 12th Street to 9th Street, 33 
which is within the footprint of the proposed Project; this portion of Santa Fe Avenue would 34 
not be available to serve as an overweight corridor.  35 

• Pico Avenue. This street would be realigned, and could continue to serve as an 36 
overweight corridor upon completion of construction. 37 

There would be no changes to Overweight Routes in the COLA (East Anaheim Street or East 38 
I Street). There would be no modifications to SR 47/SR 103, however, crash walls would be 39 
added to the existing bridge support columns where SR 47/SR 103 crosses over the existing 40 
and proposed railroad tracks. 41 

There would also be no changes to the State-designated Overweight Routes along Pacific 42 
Coast Highway and the Terminal Island Freeway. 43 
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Response to Comment WT-8: The comment suggests that the Port’s cargo forecasts should 1 
be revised to assume that the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) would be 2 
modified or canceled. NAFTA is an agreement signed by Canada, Mexico, and the United 3 
States. It is not clear what impact NAFTA has on the Port’s primary business as goods 4 
movement between Canada and Mexico only makes up a very small portion of the Port’s 5 
overall business, therefore, it would be speculative to make this assumption or to attempt to 6 
revise the forecast based on that assumption in advance of any final action on the 7 
renegotiation or cancelation of NAFTA. Therefore, revising the forecast is not warranted.  8 

Response to Comment WT-9: Section 3.6.4 of the Draft EIR contains figures showing the 9 
footprint of the proposed Project and its alternatives (e.g., Figure 3.6-5). As explained in 10 
Section 10.1 of the Final EIR, boundaries have been refined in certain locations to reduce the 11 
footprint of the proposed Project. Whether there would be major issues if the Port were, in the 12 
future, to decide to pursue acquisition of the subject properties is not an environmental issue 13 
and is beyond the scope of CEQA. Please see Master Response – Property Acquisition, 14 
Compensation, and Relocation.  15 

Response to Comment WT-10: Because this comment does not raise any issues related to 16 
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis, no further response is necessary. 17 
Nevertheless, the Port provides the following response: Presumably, the commenter is 18 
referring to properties within the COLA that would be acquired by the COLA or another entity 19 
with the power of eminent domain, perhaps by way of some cooperative agreements as 20 
described in Section 3.6.4, page 3.6-21 of the Draft EIR. The CEQA EIR process is only the 21 
initial step in the planning process. At this point in time, no cooperative agreement has been 22 
negotiated or entered between the Port and COLA because there has been no decision about 23 
whether or not to approve the proposed Project. The purpose of an EIR is to identify potential 24 
environmental effects associated with a proposed Project to allow decisions to be made in an 25 
informed manner. If the Port certifies the Final EIR and approves the proposed Project or one 26 
of its alternatives, the Port would then cooperate with the respective agencies, including the 27 
COLA, and follow the appropriate procedures and legal requirements for acquisitions and/or 28 
relocations. As described in Section 10.1 of the Final EIR, the footprint of the proposed Project 29 
has been refined within the COLA. This refinement reduced the scope of potential property 30 
acquisitions within the COLA. Please also see Master Response – Property Acquisitions, 31 
Compensation, and Relocation. 32 

The commenter also raises questions regarding the COLB opposition to the “COLA 33 
International Rail Yard,” and asks “why would the POLB not anticipate the COLA to respond 34 
in the same fashion?” and “why would the same COLB residents and groups not oppose the 35 
Pier B Rail Yard expansion as they did the COLA’s International Gateway Railyard?” These 36 
comments do not raise any issues associated with the environmental analysis; however, the 37 
Port provides the following response.  38 

Persons and public agencies, including the COLA, were given the opportunity to comment on 39 
the Draft EIR during the public review period. The public comment process is described fully 40 
as part of Chapter 11 of the Final EIR, which includes responses to all comments received. 41 
Comments were received from the COLA Department of Water & Power related to water 42 
resources for the proposed Project; no other comments were received from other COLA 43 
departments. Comments received from the public, including residents of the COLB, are 44 
included herein. All of the comments received have been noted for the record and will be 45 
before the BHC for its consideration. 46 
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Response to Comment WT-11: The comment states that “[e]ach 10,000 foot is projected to 1 
carry ‘an average of 250 containers.’” Assuming the commenter meant to reference 10,000 2 
foot “trains,” this is a correct summary of the information on page ES-1. The comment is 3 
correct that the containers that are moved via the Pier B Rail Yard would not be moved by 4 
drayage trucks traveling on I-710. With respect to the I-710 volumes, traffic modeling for the 5 
proposed Project versus No Project 2035 conditions indicates a slight decrease in truck 6 
volumes on I-710 and a slight increase in auto traffic. Per the model, the Passenger Car 7 
Equivalent (PCE) volumes on I-710 would increase from 133,001 to 133,249 trips per day – a 8 
change of approximately a tenth of 1 percent; however, this shift in traffic would result in 9 
reductions in traffic on north/south streets adjacent to I-710, including a 30 percent reduction 10 
on Santa Fe Avenue. 11 
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11.2.3.39  Lynette Ferenczy (LF) 1 

 2 

Responses to Lynette Ferenczy 3 

Response to Comment LF-1: The Port of Long Beach thanks you for your review of the Draft 4 
EIR. Your support for the Project is appreciated, and is noted for the record. The comments 5 
are part of the Final EIR; therefore, they will be before the decision-makers for their 6 
consideration prior to taking any action on the proposed Project. 7 

Response to Comment LF-2: The comment recommends that the trains serving Pier B be 8 
the most “fuel efficient low emission locomotives available.” This issue is addressed in 9 
response to Comment CARB-3, above. 10 

Response to Comment LF-3: Page 3.2-17 of the Draft EIR describes the California Diesel 11 
Fuel Regulations, which require ULSD fuel, which is the cleanest diesel fuel widely available, 12 
in on-road vehicles, off-road vehicles, and intrastate locomotives. Additionally, federal 13 
regulations require ULSD in interstate locomotives. Because the use of ULSD is already 14 
required as a matter of law, a mitigation monitoring plan is not warranted. 15 

The commenter states that there have been recent incidents in the Port of mitigation measures 16 
not being verified. Because the commenter does not identify to what project or mitigation 17 
measure she is referring, it is not possible to respond further. The Port is diligent regarding 18 
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implementation of all imposed mitigation measures pursuant to the terms of the mitigation 1 
monitoring and reporting program adopted with each project’s CEQA clearance. 2 

Response to Comment LF-4: Hazardous materials and wastes can be transported through 3 
the Port in specially designed shipping containers, regular box-style shipping containers, or 4 
other types of enclosed containers handled at the marine terminals. Shipping companies are 5 
required to prepare, package, and label hazardous material shipments in accordance with 6 
federal regulations (49 CFR 170-179) to permit the surface transport of such containers. In 7 
addition, all hazardous materials in containers are required to be properly manifested, thereby 8 
increasing awareness of the sensitivity of the contents.  9 

In 2012, POLB handled approximately 6 million TEU, approximately 200,000 of which were 10 
estimated to contain hazardous materials (3.5 percent of the total). Assuming 40-foot 11 
containers would typically be used, an estimated 100,000 containers carried hazardous 12 
materials in 2012. This would equate to an estimated 274 containers with hazardous materials 13 
handled daily, on average. 14 

Approximately 25 percent of TEU brought into the POLB are carried out by means of on-dock 15 
rail, either in trains assembled on the marine terminals or carried to the Pier B Rail Yard in 16 
cuts of cars and then carried out on assembled trains; the balance would be carried out on 17 
truck chassis, to either near-dock or off-dock yards. Using this proportion, an estimated 71 18 
containers with hazardous materials either passed through the Pier B Rail Yard as part of a 19 
complete train previously assembled at a marine terminal or were handled within the Pier B 20 
Rail Yard on a daily basis. The balance of containers with hazardous materials (75 percent, 21 
or 203 40-foot containers), would be transported on truck chassis by means of local streets 22 
and the freeway system. 23 

According to the U.S. Department of Transportation, FRA, rail transport of hazardous 24 
materials in the United States is recognized to be the safest method of moving large quantities 25 
of chemicals over long distances. Continuous sponsored industry and government 26 
improvements in rail equipment, tank car and container design and construction, and 27 
inspection and maintenance methods have results in reducing derailments, spills, leaks, and 28 
casualties while the volume of traffic increases (Hazardous Materials Transportation. U.S. 29 
Department of Transportation FRA. https://www.fra.dot.gov/Page/P0151. Accessed 30 
September 2017). 31 

PHL, which would be the primary operator of the Pier B On-Dock Rail Support Facility, 32 
maintains a corporate Emergency Response Plan that contains information for the 33 
management of a hazardous materials incident on PHL property or involving PHL employees, 34 
regardless of cause (i.e., derailment, equipment failure, vehicular accident, third party leak). 35 
The Emergency Response Plan contains the PHL Hazmat Incident Response Checklist and 36 
two decision aides: a Hazmat Responsibility Map for determining which entity has reporting 37 
responsibility and a Hazmat Radius Map identifying personnel safe distances for various 38 
geographic points, depending on the specific hazard. Furthermore, PHL is required in its 39 
operating agreement with the Port to provide derailment notification as soon as practicable, 40 
but within 24 hours of occurrence, or if a derailment occurs on a weekend, then by the end of 41 
the first business day thereafter. Per the agreement, PHL is required to submit a summary 42 
report describing the date, time, location, and a general description of the incident, including 43 
any corrective measures, if applicable and available. All applicable agencies, including public 44 
safety personnel would be contacted in the event of a derailment.  45 
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Response to Comment LF-5: A review of the most recent version of the draft Land Use 1 
Element of the COLB General Plan (November 2017) shows that zoned residential areas 2 
within the COLB would remain outside the mitigated 10 in a million residential cancer risk 3 
contour shown in Figure 3.2-4 of the Draft EIR. Figures 2.2-1 through 2.2-5 in response to 4 
Comment AQMD-5 show that the areas of exceedance of the annual and 1-hour federal NO2 5 
concentration thresholds from proposed Project operation would not extend over zoned 6 
residential areas within the COLB. The land uses in the draft Land Use Element would not 7 
result any new significant air quality impacts in the Draft EIR. 8 

Response to Comment LF-6: The comment requests that the POLB employ the “latest 9 
technology and fuels” to minimize impacts on air quality. Please refer to response to Comment 10 
CARB-3. 11 
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11.2.3.40 Thomas Gillilan (TG) 1 

 2 

Response to Thomas Gillilan 3 

Response to Comment TG-1: The Port of Long Beach thanks you for your review of the 4 
Draft EIR. Your comment will be part of the record and will be transmitted to the Board of 5 
Harbor Commissioners for their consideration. 6 
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11.2.3.41 Kat Janowicz (KJ) 1 

 2 

Response to Kat Janowicz 3 

Response to Comment KJ-1: The Port of Long Beach thanks you for your comment and 4 
support of the proposed Project. Your comment will be part of the record and provided to the 5 
decision-makers for their consideration. The comment is general in nature and does not 6 
reference any specific section of the Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is required 7 
under CEQA.  8 
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11.2.3.42 David Kelly (DK) 1 

 2 

Response to David Kelly 3 

Response to Comment DK-1: The Port of Long Beach thanks you for your review of the 4 
Draft EIR. Your support of the proposed Project is noted for the record and will be transmitted 5 
to the decision-makers.  6 
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11.2.3.43 Mike Laquatra (ML) 1 

 2 

Responses to Mike Laquatra 3 

Response to Comment ML-1: The Port of Long Beach thanks you for your review of the 4 
Draft EIR. Your support for the Project and noted preference for the 12th Street Alternative are 5 
noted for the record and will be transmitted to the decision-makers. 6 

Response to Comment ML-2: The comment recommends that the POLB employ the 7 
“cleanest available technology” and that it require the use of Tier 4 locomotives as soon as 8 
possible to improve local air quality. Response to Comment CARB-3 addresses the 9 
recommendation for Tier 4 locomotives. The Draft EIR includes a Special Condition (Section 10 
6.3.2) to periodically re-examine the potential for new, more efficient technologies and, if such 11 
technologies are available and are cost effective, to implement them to improve air quality. 12 

Response to Comment ML-3: Documented incidents occurring within the Pier B Rail Yard 13 
are few in number and are adequately managed. Standard safety procedures are in place to 14 
effectively respond to incidents if they occur. Please also see response to Comment LF-4 15 
above.  16 
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Response to Comment ML-4: The City of Long Beach General Plan Update process and 1 
proposed Land Use Element density maps for each District, as of this writing, have been 2 
revised in response to public comment. Final action to adopt the proposed revisions to the 3 
Land Use Element’s maps has not yet taken place. Should the City Council vote to adopt 4 
some or all of the proposed revisions to the Land Use Element’s maps, it is not clear that 5 
degradation of air quality would necessarily result from increased density, particularly if the 6 
increased density is coupled with public transit incentives or related objectives. However, 7 
assuming a density increase in West Long Beach in the vicinity of the Metro Blue Line, 8 
associated air quality impacts could only occur upon new construction in accordance with said 9 
densities.  10 

Please see response to Comment LF-5 for further discussion of potential air quality 11 
implications of the General Plan Update as it relates to the proposed Project. As explained in 12 
Section 3.2 (Air Quality) of the Draft EIR for the proposed Project, all feasible mitigation 13 
measures have been imposed to reduce air quality impacts. In addition, the Draft EIR includes 14 
a Special Condition (Section 6.3.2) to periodically re-examine the potential for new, more 15 
efficient technologies and, if such technologies are available and are cost effective, to 16 
implement them to improve air quality. 17 
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11.2.3.44 Russ McCurdy (RM) 1 

 2 

Responses to Russ McCurdy 3 

Response to Comment RM-1: The Port of Long Beach thanks you for your review of the 4 
Draft EIR. Regarding the length of time for construction of the proposed Project, the schedule 5 
was developed to include realistic timeframes for the estimated sequence phasing of specific 6 
activities defined in Figure 1.8-5, many of which cannot proceed without completion of prior 7 
activities. 8 

Response to Comment RM-2: The Ports have made significant investments over the years 9 
to build rail infrastructure with the goal of accommodating 35 percent of all cargo leaving the 10 
Port Complex by rail. In 2016, 24 percent of all containerized cargo moving through the Ports 11 
went by rail. Currently, on-dock rail infrastructure is available at nearly all container terminals 12 
at the Ports. Many non-container terminals are also served by rail in both Ports. Some on-13 
dock rail facilities have physical limitations due to, for instance, the capacity of storage tracks. 14 
The proposed Pier B On-Dock Rail Support Facility Project would provide the additional tracks 15 
to optimize building blocks of rail cars from multiple terminals to make destination trains and 16 
maximize the amount of cargo loaded onto rail at the terminals.  17 
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11.2.3.45 Colleen McDonald (CM) 1 

 2 

Responses to Colleen McDonald 3 

Response to Comment CM-1: The Port of Long Beach thanks you for your review of the 4 
Draft EIR and your comments. Please see response to Comment GSR-2 for a discussion of 5 
the potential for the proposed Project to replace many future drayage truck trips with less 6 
polluting rail transportation. 7 

Response to Comment CM-2: The comment opposes the use of outdated diesel locomotives 8 
because of their noise and air quality impacts. The noise analysis presented in Section 3.8 of 9 
the Draft EIR indicates that diesel locomotives associated with the Project would not have a 10 
significant impact on the noise environment. The impacts of diesel locomotives on air quality 11 
are addressed in Section 3.2 of the Draft EIR. The use of “green” (i.e., Tier 4) locomotives is 12 
addressed in response to Comment CARB-3. Emission standards for both nonroad 13 
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locomotives (used by PHL for train handling within the Port) and road locomotives (BNSF and 1 
UPRR) are prescribed by EPA. The Port does not set these standards. 2 

Response to Comment CM-3: It is unclear what is being referred to in the comment’s 3 
reference to “the staging of significant traffic close to residential areas.” The proposed Project 4 
would provide five new arrival/departure tracks and 31 new storage tracks closer to marine 5 
terminal operations. This is not close to a residential area. These improvements would 6 
significantly improve train building efficiencies and reduce train building activities that are 7 
occurring within the system in locations that were not originally designed or intended to be 8 
used for staging, breaking down, and building trains. The Project location is farther away from 9 
sensitive receptors than other locations within the rail system that are being used for coupling 10 
and decoupling cuts of rail cars. 11 

Response to Comment CM-4: The commenter expresses opposition to “the potential of a 12 
catastrophic event from transport ‘accidents’ and the diminution of adequate emergency 13 
response due to proposed closure of east-west egris [sic] across the LA River and isolation 14 
of businesses and residents.” 15 

It is not clear as to what “transport accidents” the commenter refers to, whether rail transport 16 
of cargo or vehicle transport of passengers. The risk of transport accidents relating to 17 
hazardous materials was extensively analyzed in Impact HAZ-8 starting at page 3.9-18 of the 18 
EIR. The proposed Project is eliminating the 9th Street at-grade crossing and is thus reducing 19 
the potential for vehicle-train collisions within the area. 20 

The proposed Project’s construction or operations would not extend across the Los Angeles 21 
River, nor does the proposed Project or its alternatives seek to close east-west access across 22 
the Los Angeles River via Shoemaker Bridge. Rather, the proposed Project (12th Street 23 
Alternative) would remove the Shoemaker Ramps on the westerly end of the Shoemaker 24 
Bridge, and the 10th Street Alternative would reconfigure the ramps to maintain a connection 25 
between Anaheim Street and Downtown Long Beach via Harbor Avenue. In the 9th Street 26 
Alternative, the Shoemaker Ramps would remain unchanged. 27 

As stated above, neither construction nor operation of the proposed Project or its alternatives 28 
would result in closure of the Shoemaker Bridge. It is possible the comment relates to a 29 
different project. In April 2016, the COLB issued a Notice of Preparation for a separate project 30 
to replace the Shoemaker Bridge (West Shoreline Drive). The Shoemaker Bridge 31 
Replacement Project is an Early Action Project of the Interstate I-710 Corridor Improvement 32 
Project. Three alternatives are being evaluated as part of the Shoemaker Bridge Replacement 33 
Project. In addition to the No Build Alternative (Alternative 1), Alternatives 2 and 3 would 34 
replace the existing Shoemaker Bridge over the Los Angeles River with a new bridge located 35 
just south of the existing bridge. Both alternatives would include the evaluation of design 36 
options for a roundabout or a “Y” intersection at the easterly end of the bridge. The primary 37 
difference between Alternative 2 and 3 is that Alternative 2 provides for repurposing the 38 
existing bridge for non-motorized transportation and recreational use and Alternative 3 39 
includes removal of the existing bridge. East-west access across the Los Angeles River would 40 
still be available via alternative routes including Anaheim Street, which is located 41 
approximately 0.3 mile north of the Shoemaker Ramps. 42 

As discussed in Section 3.7 (Public Services and Safety), the area of influence evaluated in 43 
the EIR is comprised of the largest Project footprint (i.e., the proposed Project) and the 44 
adjacent area within a minimum of approximately 0.5 mile of the Project site boundary. The 45 
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0.5-mile area of influence boundary was chosen to ensure that potentially affected public 1 
services and facilities were included in the environmental analysis, and this zone extends 2 
across the Los Angeles River. A diminution of emergency response would not occur as a 3 
result of the proposed Project. As discussed on pages 3.7-9 through 3.7-10 in the Draft EIR, 4 
construction of the proposed Project would result in less-than-significant impacts to public 5 
services and safety, and they are not expected to significantly degrade emergency response 6 
times or services levels. Standard security measures would be implemented during 7 
construction to minimize the burden on police, fire, and other security agency staff levels, 8 
including development of a TMP, which would provide advance notice and information to all 9 
public service providers and their affected clients and service areas prior to construction 10 
activity. 11 

Following construction, operation of the proposed Project could have a beneficial effect on 12 
motorist and train safety because the existing 9th Street at-grade crossing at Pier B Street and 13 
9th Street would be eliminated. Elimination of the Pier B Street/9th Street grade crossing would 14 
reduce the chance of delays to emergency vehicles caused by train blockage of the crossing. 15 
All public service locations would continue to be accessible during operation of the proposed 16 
Project. 17 

Response to Comment CM-5: The comment expresses a concern about the proposed 18 
Project’s effects on underground pipelines underlying the Project site. This issue is addressed 19 
in response to Comment WPAC-4. 20 

Response to Comment CM-6: The comment remarks that mitigation efforts are too small in 21 
concept and resources. Please see Master Response – Community Grants Program. 22 
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11.2.3.46 Robert Rodine (RR) 1 

 2 

Responses to Robert Rodine 3 

Response to Comment RR-1: The Port of Long Beach thanks you for your review of the 4 
Draft EIR and your preparation of the summary of the alternatives. Table 1.8-1 also provides 5 
a summary of the similarities and differences among the alternatives. 6 
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Response to Comment RR-2: Generally, the financial or economic consequences of a 1 
project and sources of funding for the project are outside the scope of the CEQA process, as 2 
outlined in Section 15131 of the CEQA Guidelines, which states that economic or social 3 
effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment. 4 
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11.2.3.47 Staci Schwartz (SS) 1 

 2 

Response to Staci Schwartz 3 

Response to Comment SS-1: The Port of Long Beach thanks you for your review of the Draft 4 
EIR. Your support for the proposed Project is noted for the record. The comment will be part 5 
of the Final EIR; therefore, it is before the decision-makers for their consideration prior to 6 
taking any action on the proposed Project. 7 
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11.2.3.48 Adam Wolven (AW) 1 

 2 

Responses to Adam Wolven 3 

Response to Comment AW-1: The Port of Long Beach thanks you for your review of the 4 
Draft EIR and your comment. The air quality impacts and health risks of the proposed Project 5 
and its alternatives were assessed in Section 3.2 of the Draft EIR. The comment does not 6 
take issue with the analysis or its conclusions. Please see response to Comment CM-2, 7 
above, for an explanation regarding locomotives operating within the Port. Please see 8 
response to Comment GSR-2 for a discussion of the potential for the proposed Project to 9 
replace many future drayage truck trips with rail transport. 10 

Response to Comment AW-2: The noise impacts of the proposed Project and its alternatives 11 
were assessed in Section 3.8 of the Draft EIR. The comment does not take issue with the 12 
analysis or its conclusions. Noise sources that could be audible in the Wrigley neighborhood 13 
include vehicles on I-710, I-405, and Pacific Coast Highway. Diesel locomotive train noise 14 
could be emanating from other nearby rail lines such as Union Pacific (UP) Commerce-15 
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Lakewood, UP Lakewood-Long Beach, Southern California Regional Rail Authority (SCRRA) 1 
Watts-Long Beach, and SCRRA Wilmington. 2 

Regarding diesel locomotives, the commenter states: “Evidently it is more economical to let 3 
[them] idle overnight than to power them down…This cost saving strategy for transportation 4 
companies is bad for our neighborhoods.” 5 

On the contrary, idling a diesel locomotive overnight would be costly and less economical to 6 
the operator due to the amount of fuel that would be consumed and the associated cost of 7 
fuel used while idle. Since August 2006, SCAQMD Rule 3502 has required Class I freight 8 
railroads and switching and terminal freight railroads operating in the district to minimize 9 
emissions from the unnecessary idling of a locomotive as follows. Unless a locomotive is 10 
equipped with an anti-idling device that is set at 15 minutes or less, engaged, and not 11 
tampered with, an operator of a locomotive shall not idle an unattended locomotive for more 12 
than 30 minutes for any of the following reasons: (a) the crew of the locomotive consist (a 13 
lineup or sequence of railroad carriages or cars, with or without a locomotive, that form a unit) 14 
has been relieved and the relief crew has not arrived; (b) the crew of the locomotive consist 15 
has left for a meal; (c) the locomotive is within the rail yard; (d) the locomotive is queuing for 16 
fueling, maintenance, or servicing; or (e) maintenance or diagnostics are being conducted on 17 
the locomotive that do not require operation of the engine. In addition, the operator of a 18 
locomotive shall not idle a trailing locomotive for more than 30 minutes for the following 19 
reasons: (a) the dispatcher or yardmaster notifies the operator of a delay that will exceed 30 20 
minutes; or (b) there is a locomotive failure or breakdown that will result in delay of more than 21 
30 minutes (SCAQMD Rule 3502, Adopted February 3, 2000). 22 

Response to Comment AW-3: The proposed Project would not result in significant 23 
environmental effects on businesses adjacent to the proposed Project, except for air pollutant 24 
emissions for which additional feasible mitigation measures are not currently available. With 25 
regard to the comment stating that long-term tax revenue to the City will be decreased, it 26 
should be noted that economic issues are not a consideration under CEQA. Your opposition 27 
to the Project is noted for the record and will be transmitted to the decision-makers. 28 

Response to Comment AW-4: Please see response to Comment CARB-7 regarding zero 29 
emission locomotives; please also see Master Response – Electrification of Alameda Corridor 30 
and Zero Emission Locomotives. 31 

Incorporation of soundwalls into the plan would not only be infeasible for a project of this scale, 32 
but also ineffective to the Wrigley neighborhood located more than 0.6 mile from the Project 33 
site. Typically, soundwalls are installed as mitigation when significant impacts from noise 34 
levels are expected. The proposed Project to improve the Pier B Rail Yard would not result in 35 
significant impacts to ambient noise levels for receptors in the immediate local area; therefore, 36 
mitigation measures are not required. The dominant noise sources in the Wrigley 37 
neighborhood are I-710, I-405, and Pacific Coast Highway. Noise from the Pier B Rail Yard or 38 
the Alameda Corridor would not be discernible above these dominant noise sources. Noise 39 
from increased train activity on the Alameda Corridor is projected to be less than 1 dB. 40 
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11.2.4 Testimony Received at Public Meetings 1 

The POLB held three public meetings to provide information to the community concerning the 2 
Pier B On-Dock Rail Support Facility Project Draft EIR and to provide an opportunity for public 3 
testimony regarding the Draft EIR. A total of 26 speakers provided comments during the 4 
January 11, 2017 public meeting for the Draft EIR. There were 25 speakers that gave 5 
testimony on January 18, 2017. There were 13 speakers that provided testimony at the 6 
February 15, 2017 public meeting. Of the total 54 speakers, 5 speakers attended 2 meetings 7 
while 2 speakers attended all 3 meetings. Table 11.2-18 presents a list of the speakers that 8 
provided testimony during each of the public meetings.  9 

TABLE 11.2-18 
TESTIMONY RECEIVED AT PUBLIC MEETINGS  

FOR THE PIER B ON-DOCK RAIL SUPPORT FACILITY DRAFT EIR 

No. Individual (Organization) Comment 
Code 

Page 
No.1 

MEETING NO. 1 – January 11, 2017, Public Meeting at Silverado Park (“M1”) 

1 Andrew Mayorga (Ironworkers Local 1309) M1AM 11-266 

2 David Hope (Total Terminals International, Pier T) M1DH 11-266 

3 Elizabeth Warren (Future Ports) M1EW 11-266 

4 Ted Jimenez (Southwest Regional Council of Carpenters) M1TJ 11-267 

5 Anthony Otto (Long Beach Container Terminal) M1AO 11-267 

6 Baron Covarrubias (Ironworkers Local 433) M1BC 11-267 

7 Otis Cliatt (Pacific Harbor Line) M1OC 11-267 

8 John Schafer (Local 2375) M1JS 11-268 

9 Joshua Christensen (Southwest Regional Council of Carpenters) M1JC 11-268 

10 Jesse Marquez (Coalition for a Safe Environment) M1JM 11-268 

11 John Tafoya (Carpenters Local 1506) M1JT 11-269 

12 Levi Javier (Harbor Association of Industry and Commerce) M1LJ 11-269 

13 Karissa Reyes (LBCC graduate) M1KR 11-269 

14 Ricardo Ariana (LBCC graduate) M1RA 11-270 

15 Weston Labar (Harbor Association of Industry and Commerce) M1WL 11-270 

16 David Pettit (Natural Resources Defense Council) M1DP 11-270 

17 John Taeleifi (Long Beach resident) M1JT2 11-270 

18 Revi Castro (Century Villages at Cabrillo) M1RC 11-271 

19 Emily Quest M1EQ 11-271 

20 Tommy Faavae (IBEW Local 11) M1TF 11-271 

21 Lee Wilson (property owner) M1LW 11-272 

22 Mitchell Ponce (Ironworkers Local 433) M1MP 11-272 

23 Joel Thuracher (Operating Engineers Local 12) M1JT3 11-272 
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TABLE 11.2-18 (CONT’D.) 
TESTIMONY RECEIVED AT PUBLIC MEETINGS  

FOR THE PIER B ON-DOCK RAIL SUPPORT FACILITY DRAFT EIR 

No. Individual (Organization) Comment 
Code 

Page 
No.1 

24 Eric Iata (Carpenters Union) M1EI 11-272 

25 Abel Lopez (Laborers of Local 39) M1AL 11-272 

26 Juan Alcarez (Star program graduate) M1JA 11-272 

MEETING NO. 2 – January 18, 2017, Public Meeting at POLB IAO (“M2”) 

1 David Hope (Total Terminals International, Pier T) M2DH 11-283 

2 Andy Perez (Union Pacific Railroad) M2AP 11-283 

3 Ted Jimenez (Southwest Regional Council of Carpenters) M2TJ 11-283 

4 Steven Mendoza (Ironworkers Local 1309) M2SM 11-284 

5 John Schafer (Piledrivers Local 2375) M2JS 11-284 

6 Eddie Rivera (Laborers Local 1309) M2ER 11-284 

7 David Kelly (Long Beach resident) M2DK 11-284 

8 Eric Shen (USDOT Southern California Gateway Office of Maritime 
Administration) M2ES 11-285 

9 Peter Santillan (Laborers Local 1309) M2PS 11-285 

10 Anthony Otto (Long Beach Container Terminal) M2AO 11-285 

11 Alex Lafarga (Laborers Local 1309) M2AL 11-285 

12 Jim Stewart (Sierra Club Los Angeles Chapter – climate and 
transportation committees) M2JS 11-285 

13 Thomas Jelenic (Pacific Merchant Shipping Association) M2TJ 11-286 

14 Randy Gordon (Long Beach Area Chamber of Commerce) M2RG 11-286 

15 Craig Holland (Long Beach resident) M2CH 11-286 

16 Levi Javier (Harbor Association of Industry and Commerce) M2LJ 11-287 

17 Armando Porras (International Longshoreman Warehouseman’s Union 
Local 13) M2AP 11-287 

18 Brandon Matson (LA County Business Federation) M2BM 11-287 

19 Ray Familathe (ILWU International and Coast Longshore Division) M2RF 11-288 

20 Kevin Donaldson (LAN Logistics) M2KD 11-288 

21 Lee Wilson (property owner) M2LW 11-289 

22 Stan Janocha (Superior Electrical Advertising) M2SJ 11-289 

23 Ricardo Orellana (LBCC graduate, construction apprenticeship) M2RO 11-289 

24 Vema Boyd (Carpenters Local 1506) M2VB 11-290 

25 Mitchell Ponce (Ironworkers Local 433) M2MP 11-290 
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TABLE 11.2-18 (CONT’D.) 
TESTIMONY RECEIVED AT PUBLIC MEETINGS  

FOR THE PIER B ON-DOCK RAIL SUPPORT FACILITY DRAFT EIR 

No. Individual (Organization) Comment 
Code 

Page 
No.1 

MEETING NO. 3 – February 15, 2017, Public Meeting at Tepechi Restaurant, 1430 Santa Fe Avenue, 
Long Beach (“M3”) 

1 Gourav Sharma (Business owner) M3GS 11-297 

2 Lisa Kolieb (representing Superior Electrical Advertising) M3LK 11-298 

3 Sampson Tang (Chemoil Corporation) M3ST 11-298 

4 John Solinas (Chemoil and Teamsters Local Union 848) M3JS 11-299 

5 Paul Collins (West Project Area Council) M3PC 11-299 

6 John Donaldson (tenant) M3JD 11-300 

7 Ric Inlow (SSA, stevedoring company) M3RI 11-300 

8 Paul Allen (International Transportation Service, container terminal) M3PA 11-301 

9 Clara Driscoll (SRM Corporation operates Queens Wharf, Berth 55 
Seafoods, Long Beach Sportfishing) M3CD 11-301 

10 David Hope (Total Terminals International, Pier T, director of rail 
operations) M3DH 11-301 

11 Lee Wilson (private property owner) M3LW 11-301 

12 Jim Stewart (local resident at 1720 Chestnut) M3JS 11-302 

13 Dan Berns (property owner) M3DB 11-303 

Note:  
1 Refer to this page of this section to view the comment made during the public meeting. 

The testimony of speakers has been bracketed on each transcript and given a letter code 1 
(“M1” for the first public meeting) followed by initials of the commenter (e.g., speaker Joe 2 
Smith’s comments at the first meeting is given the letter code “M1JS”). The individual 3 
comments within the transcript are annotated in the margin using the letter code and 4 
consecutive numbering (e.g., M1JS-1, M1JS-2, and so on). The responses to comments use 5 
the same annotation to easily correspond with the comment letter. The transcripts of the public 6 
meetings, in addition to the responses to comments, are provided on the following pages. 7 
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 1 

Responses to Testimony Received at the January 11, 2017, Public Meeting at 2 
Silverado Park 3 

Response to Comment M1AM: Thank you for your comment and your support of the 4 
proposed Project. The comment is general in nature and does not reference any specific 5 
section of the Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is required under CEQA. 6 

Response to Comment M1DH: Thank you for your comment and your support of the 7 
proposed Project. The comment is general in nature and does not reference any specific 8 
section of the Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is required under CEQA. 9 

Response to Comment M1EW: Thank you for your comment and your support of the 10 
proposed Project. The comment is general in nature and does not reference any specific 11 
section of the Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is required under CEQA. 12 

Response to Comment M1TJ: Thank you for your comment and your support of the 13 
proposed Project. The comment is general in nature and does not reference any specific 14 
section of the Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is required under CEQA. 15 

Response to Comment M1AO: Thank you for your comment and your support of the 16 
proposed Project. The comment is general in nature and does not reference any specific 17 
section of the Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is required under CEQA. 18 
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Response to Comment M1BC: Thank you for your comment and your support of the 1 
proposed Project. The comment is general in nature and does not reference any specific 2 
section of the Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is required under CEQA. 3 

Response to Comment M1OC: Thank you for your comment and your support of the 4 
proposed Project. The comment is general in nature and does not reference any specific 5 
section of the Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is required under CEQA. 6 

Response to Comment M1JS: Thank you for your comment and your support of the 7 
proposed Project. The comment is general in nature and does not reference any specific 8 
section of the Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is required under CEQA. 9 

Response to Comment M1JC: Thank you for your comment and your support of the 10 
proposed Project. The comment is general in nature and does not reference any specific 11 
section of the Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is required under CEQA. 12 

Response to Comment M1JM-1: The comment expresses support for modernization of rail 13 
facilities, but generally requests that there be no net increase in environmental impacts, such 14 
as air quality emissions, noise impacts, or traffic congestion. The comment is general in 15 
nature, and does not identify any issue with the Draft EIR. Therefore, no response is required. 16 
Nonetheless, the Port provides this response. With regard to air quality, please see Master 17 
Responses –Electrification of Alameda Corridor and Zero Emissions as well as the responses 18 
to Comments CARB-7 and CARB-8. Regarding noise impacts, see Master Response – Noise 19 
and Vibration Associated with Trains. Regarding traffic congestion, Draft EIR Chapter 3.5 20 
thoroughly addresses the issue of traffic congestion, and concludes that the proposed Project 21 
would have no significant impacts. In fact, the primary purpose of the proposed Project is to 22 
replace drayage truck trips from the terminals served by the Pier B Rail Yard, which truck trips 23 
create congestion, with train trips, which do not create such congestion. 24 

Response to Comment M1JM-2: A description of the significant, unmitigable impacts of the 25 
proposed Project is required to be included in the EIR. CEQA authorizes the approval of 26 
projects that have such impacts, provided the lead agency weighs the impacts against the 27 
project benefits and adopts a statement pursuant to CEQA Guideline 15093 explaining the 28 
overriding considerations that justify proceeding with the project. The Port has identified and 29 
imposed measures, where feasible, to mitigate such impacts. Some impacts, however, may 30 
not be capable of being eliminated, reduced, or offset. 31 

Response to Comment M1JM-3: Regarding the comment on Tier 4 emission standards, 32 
please see Response to CARB 7. Regarding electrification and zero emissions, please see 33 
Master Response - Electrification of Alameda Corridor and Zero Emissions. 34 

Response to Comment M1JM-4: The commenter references photographing black smoke 35 
from a PHL train. The photograph was not submitted, and the location or date of the 36 
observation is not provided. PHL has been recognized as having one of the cleanest 37 
locomotive fleets in North America as a result of converting its fleet to clean diesel locomotives 38 
that achieve “Tier 3-plus” ultra-low emission standards. In March 2017, PHL began a 39 
demonstration of a locomotive developed by Progress Rail that is expected to meet EPA Tier 40 
4 emission standards. However, even with the cleaner trains used by PHL, it is possible for 41 
the trains to produce black smoke. Black smoke results from unburnt fuel in the exhaust 42 
system, which is commonly observed when the engine is initially under a heavy load – fuel is 43 
injected faster than air can be inducted to combust it. As the throttle position increases, more 44 
fuel is injected into the cylinder faster than more air is inducted. A malfunctioning (over-fueling) 45 
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injector pump or worn injector nozzles can also result in an over-rich fuel mixture. Because 1 
the specific details about the situation were not provided, no further response can be provided. 2 

Response to Comment M1JM-5: Air quality impacts, including those related to locomotive 3 
travel within the SCAB and out to the state line, have been taken into account in the impact 4 
analysis (see, e.g., Appendix A1-4). These emissions are discussed in Draft EIR Section 3.2. 5 

The Draft EIR addresses the potential offsite noise impacts of Project trains within the 6 
Alameda Corridor on pages 3.8-19 through 3.8-20, 3.8-26 through 3.8-27, 3.8-32, and 3.8-38 7 
of the Draft EIR. Vibration impacts within the Alameda Corridor are addressed on pages 8 
3.8-27, 3.8-33, and 3.8-39 of the Draft EIR. Cumulative noise and vibration impacts within the 9 
Alameda Corridor are addressed on page 3.8-40 of the Draft EIR.  10 

Response to Comment M1JM-6: The Draft EIR includes extensive analysis of the potential 11 
of risks associated with hazardous materials (see Draft EIR, Chapter 3.9). CEQA does not 12 
require the consideration of future events that are not “reasonably foreseeable,” such as a 13 
helicopter crashing on top of a train. A detailed response to the concern regarding hazardous 14 
materials handling within the Pier B Rail Yard is provided in response to Comment LF-4. 15 

Response to Comment M1JM-7: The Draft EIR contained analysis regarding how the 16 
proposed Project and its alternatives would impact the environment of businesses located in 17 
the vicinity. In addition, in the Land Use Chapter, the Draft EIR identified properties that could 18 
potentially be within the project footprint. At this time, the proposed Project is in the planning 19 
process, and no final construction plans or decisions regarding possible acquisitions of any 20 
privately held interests in properties have been made. Additionally, the effects of acquisition 21 
and relocation are considered primarily economic and social; therefore, in and of themselves, 22 
they would not appear to raise significant environmental impacts (CEQA Guidelines Section 23 
15382). Nevertheless, the potential acquisition of land is being considered in this EIR in the 24 
interests of a full and timely disclosure. Potential Project acquisitions are addressed in Section 25 
3.6.4 of the Draft EIR. Please also see Master Response – Property Acquisition, 26 
Compensation, and Relocation.  27 

Response to Comment M1JM-8: The EIR discusses a range of emergency preparedness 28 
plans and responsible parties. Please see EIR Section 3.9.1.2. The proposed Project’s 29 
potential impact on emergency response and evacuations was assessed in Impact Haz-4 in 30 
Section 3.9.2.1. The Draft EIR included a Health Risk Assessment (see Chapter 3.2). 31 

Response to Comment M1JT: Thank you for your comment and your support of the 32 
proposed Project. The comment is general in nature and does not reference any specific 33 
section of the Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is required under CEQA. 34 

Response to Comment M1LJ: Thank you for your comment and your support of the 35 
proposed Project. The comment is general in nature and does not reference any specific 36 
section of the Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is required under CEQA. 37 

Response to Comment M1KR: Thank you for your comment and your support of the 38 
proposed Project. The comment is general in nature and does not reference any specific 39 
section of the Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is required under CEQA. 40 

Response to Comment M1RA: Thank you for your comment and your support of the 41 
proposed Project. The comment is general in nature and does not reference any specific 42 
section of the Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is required under CEQA. 43 
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Response to Comment M1WL: Thank you for your comment and your support of the 1 
proposed Project. The comment is general in nature and does not reference any specific 2 
section of the Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is required under CEQA. 3 

Response to Comment M1DP-1: Thank you for your comment and your support of the 4 
proposed Project. Your comment asks what assumptions, if any, were made in terms of traffic 5 
counts and air quality analysis about the SCIG project. The cumulative impact analysis in the 6 
Draft EIR was prepared with the assumption that the SCIG project could occur at some time 7 
in the future; that project was identified as a related project, as shown in Table 2.1-1 of the 8 
Draft EIR. However, it is not possible to accurately predict if or when that project would be 9 
operational. 10 

Response to Comment M1DP-2: The comment asks whether the proposed Project would 11 
accept containers that originate in the Port of Los Angeles and if those containers can be 12 
transported to the Pier B Rail Yard for transport by rail. While the proposed Pier B On-Dock 13 
Rail Support Facility is primarily intended to accept containers from, and support, the on-dock 14 
rail yards at the Port of Long Beach marine terminals, improvements to the facility would also 15 
improve overall shipping efficiencies at the Port of Long Beach and the Port of Los Angeles. 16 
When operational, the Pier B On-Dock Rail Support Facility would provide ability to move 17 
cargo more efficiently and ease rail congestion within the San Pedro Bay Ports rail network, 18 
from which both the POLA and POLB would benefit. However, the Pier B On-Dock Rail 19 
Support Facility will not ordinarily handle containers from Port of Los Angeles terminals. PHL, 20 
the switching rail line that serves the two Ports, would be the primary operator of the Pier B 21 
On-Dock Rail Support Facility. On occasion, PHL could potentially move train segments 22 
containing containers from the Port of Los Angeles to assemble into complete trains at the 23 
Pier B On-Dock Rail Support Facility.  24 

Response to Comment M1JT2: Thank you for your comment and your support of the 25 
proposed Project. The comment is general in nature, and does not reference any specific 26 
section of the Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is required under CEQA. 27 

Response to Comment M1RC-1: Century Villages is identified in the Draft EIR as a sensitive 28 
receptor (#143 in Table 3.2-4 on page 3.2-12; the location is shown in Figure 3.2-2 on page 29 
3.2-13). Predicted impacts specific to this location were extracted from the Draft EIR and Final 30 
EIR analyses, and are summarized here. Table 11.2-19 shows the highest modeled criteria 31 
pollutant and health risk impacts at Century Villages associated with the mitigated proposed 32 
Project. The table shows that the peak 1-hour NO2 concentration would exceed the federal 33 
threshold during project construction. A discussion of the types of health effects that may be 34 
associated with NOx and NO2 exposure is provided on pages 3.2-48 and 3.2-49 of the Draft 35 
EIR. All other criteria pollutant and health risk impacts during construction and operation would 36 
be less than significance thresholds at this location. 37 

The peak federal 1-hour NO2 impact of 192 µg/m3 would occur during Phase 3 of construction. 38 
Emissions from Project construction would contribute only about 8 percent to this impact; the 39 
background concentration would contribute the remaining 92 percent. Moreover, this 40 
predicted concentration is conservative and would occur very infrequently, if at all, because 41 
the analysis assumes all construction equipment would operate simultaneously during worst 42 
case meteorological conditions (i.e., low wind speed, optimum wind direction, and very stable 43 
atmosphere), concurrent with the highest observed background concentrations measured at 44 
the Superblock monitoring station over a 3-year period. Accordingly, most of the 1-hour NO2 45 
concentrations during Project construction would be much lower than the peak value, as 46 
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evidenced by the much lower annual average NO2 concentration, which is an average of all 1 
1-hour concentrations during the worst-case year. 2 

Furthermore, the proposed Project may produce operational criteria pollutant and health 3 
impacts that are less than the values presented in the Draft and Final EIR by replacing many 4 
future drayage truck trips with rail transport. The potential air quality benefit associated with 5 
fewer drayage truck trips was conservatively not quantified in this EIR (although the impact of 6 
the additional rail transport was quantified). Please see response to Comment GSR-2 for a 7 
discussion of this potential air quality benefit. The replacement of truck trips from the terminals 8 
served by the Pier B Rail Yard with rail transport would be particularly beneficial to Century 9 
Villages given its proximity to the Terminal Island freeway. 10 

TABLE 11.2-19  
MODELED AIR POLLUTANT IMPACTS NEAR CENTURY VILLAGES AT CABRILLO 

(MITIGATED PROPOSED PROJECT) 

Description Modeled Impact 1 Significance Threshold Significant? 

Criteria Pollutants during Construction2 

NO2 

1-Hour (state) 277 339 No 

1-Hour (federal) 192 188 Yes 

Annual 52.5 57.0 No 

CO 
1-Hour 4,007 23,000 No 

8-Hour 3,174 10,000 No 

PM10 
24-Hour 0.3 10.4 No 

Annual 0.01 1.0 No 

PM2.5 24-Hour 0.09 10.4 No 

Criteria Pollutants during Operation3 

NO2 

1-Hour (state) 224 339 No 

1-Hour (federal) 171 188 No 

Annual 51.5 57.0 No 

CO 
1-Hour 3,912 23,000 No 

8-Hour 3,104 10,000 No 

PM10 
24-Hour 0.03 2.5 No 

Annual 0.0009 1.0 No 

PM2.5 24-Hour 0.04 2.5 No 
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TABLE 11.2-19 (CONT’D) 
MODELED AIR POLLUTANT IMPACTS NEAR CENTURY VILLAGES AT CABRILLO 

(MITIGATED PROPOSED PROJECT) 

Description Modeled Impact 1 Significance Threshold Significant? 

Health Risks (Construction + Operation)4 

Individual Cancer Risk 3.8 × 10-6 10 × 10-6 No 

Chronic Hazard Index 0.00006 1.0 No 

8-Hour Chronic Hazard Index 0.0002 1.0 No 

Acute Hazard Index 0.04 1.0 No 

Notes: 
1 NO2 and CO impacts are the modeled project increment plus observed background. All other impacts are 

the modeled project increment. 
2 The highest impacts from all three phases of construction are shown. 
3 The highest impacts from all three operational analysis years (2020, 2025, 2035) are shown. 
4 Health risk values reflect residential exposure assumptions and include emissions from both construction 

and operation. 

Response to Comment M1RC-2: Qualifying organizations are eligible to apply for assistance 1 
under the Port of Long Beach Mitigation Grants Program that would be funded by the 2 
proposed Project if it is approved. Thank you for your comment and the information on your 3 
organization. 4 

Response to Comment M1EQ: Cabrillo High School was one of the sensitive receptors 5 
evaluated in the EIR. Based on the health risk analysis in the EIR, the maximum health 6 
impacts of the proposed Project with mitigation are below significance thresholds for all 7 
receptors evaluated including sensitive receptors. Qualifying organizations are eligible to 8 
apply for assistance under the Port of Long Beach Mitigation Grants Program that would be 9 
funded by this Project, if it is approved.  10 

Response to Comment M1TF: Thank you for your comment and your support of the 11 
proposed Project. The comment is general in nature and does not reference any specific 12 
section of the Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is required under CEQA. 13 

Response to Comment M1LW-1: Please see responses to Comments WT-1 through WT-5. 14 
The Port has also provided responses to the commenter’s tenant. See responses to 15 
Comments LLI-1 to LLI-30. As explained in the referenced responses, at this time, the 16 
proposed Project is in the planning process, and no final construction plans or decisions 17 
regarding possible acquisitions of any privately held interests in properties have been made. 18 
Following completion of environmental review, if the proposed Project is approved, final plans 19 
would be developed, and the property acquisition process would begin after the Port takes all 20 
necessary legal steps relating to that acquisition. Please also see Master Response – 21 
Property Acquisition, Compensation, and Relocation. 22 

Response to Comment M1MP: Thank you for your comment and your support of the 23 
proposed Project. The comment is general in nature and does not reference any specific 24 
section of the Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is required under CEQA. 25 
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Response to Comment M1JT3: Thank you for your comment and your support of the 1 
proposed Project. The comment is general in nature and does not reference any specific 2 
section of the Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is required under CEQA. 3 

Response to Comment M1EI: Thank you for your comment and your support of the proposed 4 
Project. The comment is general in nature and does not reference any specific section of the 5 
Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is required under CEQA. 6 

Response to Comment M1AL: Thank you for your comment and your support of the 7 
proposed Project. The comment is general in nature and does not reference any specific 8 
section of the Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is required under CEQA. 9 

Response to Comment M1JA: Thank you for your comment and your support of the 10 
proposed Project. The comment is general in nature and does not reference any specific 11 
section of the Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is required under CEQA. 12 
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Responses to Testimony Received at the January 18, 2017, Public Meeting at the Port 1 
of Long Beach Interim Administrative Office 2 

Response to Comment M2DH: Thank you for your comment and your support of the 3 
proposed Project. The comment is general in nature and does not reference any specific 4 
section of the Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is required under CEQA. 5 

Response to Comment M2AP: Thank you for your comment and your support of the 6 
proposed Project. The comment is general in nature and does not reference any specific 7 
section of the Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is required under CEQA. 8 

Response to Comment M2TJ: Thank you for your comment and your support of the 9 
proposed Project. The comment is general in nature and does not reference any specific 10 
section of the Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is required under CEQA. 11 

Response to Comment M2SM: Thank you for your comment and your support of the 12 
proposed Project. The comment is general in nature and does not reference any specific 13 
section of the Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is required under CEQA. 14 

Response to Comment M2JS: Thank you for your comment and your support of the 15 
proposed Project. The comment is general in nature and does not reference any specific 16 
section of the Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is required under CEQA. 17 

Response to Comment M2ER: Thank you for your comment and your support of the 18 
proposed Project. The comment is general in nature and does not reference any specific 19 
section of the Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is required under CEQA. 20 

Response to Comment M2DK: Thank you for your comment and your support of the 21 
proposed Project. The comment is general in nature and does not reference any specific 22 
section of the Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is required under CEQA. 23 

Response to Comment M2ES: Thank you for your comment. The comment is general in 24 
nature and does not reference any specific section of the Draft EIR; therefore, no further 25 
response is required under CEQA. 26 

Response to Comment M2PS: Thank you for your comment and your support of the 27 
proposed Project. The comment is general in nature and does not reference any specific 28 
section of the Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is required under CEQA. 29 

Response to Comment M2AO: Thank you for your comment and your support of the 30 
proposed Project. The comment is general in nature and does not reference any specific 31 
section of the Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is required under CEQA. 32 

Response to Comment M2AL: Thank you for your comment and your support of the 33 
proposed Project. The comment is general in nature and does not reference any specific 34 
section of the Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is required under CEQA. 35 

Response to Comment M2JS-1: The proposed Project would close one existing at-grade 36 
crossing at 9th Street. No other at-grade crossings are encountered by trains leaving the Pier 37 
B Rail Yard and traveling northwesterly to the entrance of the Alameda Corridor, and train 38 
horns are not sounded. 39 

Response to Comment M2JS-2: Please see response to Comment CARB-7 for a discussion 40 
of the line haul and switch locomotives that would service the Project. Please see the Master 41 
Response – Electrification of Alameda Corridor and Zero Emissions Locomotives. Operational 42 
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emissions of NOX would exceed SCAQMD thresholds for all analysis years, in large part due 1 
to yard locomotive operations. The proposed Project already incorporates many regulations 2 
and CAAP measures that reduce air pollutant impacts, as discussed in Section 3.2.2. There 3 
are no additional feasible mitigation measures identified for Project operation at present; 4 
however, to keep pace with emerging emission reduction technologies, a mandatory 5-year 5 
technology review would be made part of the proposed Project as a Special Condition (see 6 
Section 6.3.2). 7 

Response to Comment M2JS-3: Air pollutant emissions from construction equipment are 8 
addressed via air quality Mitigation Measures AQ-1, AQ-2, and AQ-3 on page 3.2-35 of the 9 
Draft EIR. The measures would require diesel construction trucks to meet EPA 2010 10 
standards, and off-road diesel construction equipment to meet Tier 4 standards, restrict idling, 11 
and be maintained according to manufacturer’s specifications. 12 

Response to Comment M2TJ: Thank you for your comment and your support of the 13 
proposed Project. The comment is general in nature and does not reference any specific 14 
section of the Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is required under CEQA. 15 

Response to Comment M2RG: Thank you for your comment and your support of the 16 
proposed Project. The comment is general in nature and does not reference any specific 17 
section of the Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is required under CEQA. 18 

Response to Comment M2CH: Thank you for your comment and your support of the 19 
proposed Project. The comment is general in nature and does not reference any specific 20 
section of the Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is required under CEQA. 21 

Response to Comment M2LJ: Thank you for your comment and your support of the 22 
proposed Project. The comment is general in nature and does not reference any specific 23 
section of the Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is required under CEQA. 24 

Response to Comment M2AP: Thank you for your comment and your support of the 25 
proposed Project. The comment is general in nature and does not reference any specific 26 
section of the Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is required under CEQA. 27 

Response to Comment M2BM: Thank you for your comment and your support of the 28 
proposed Project. The comment is general in nature and does not reference any specific 29 
section of the Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is required under CEQA. 30 

Response to Comment M2RF: Thank you for your comment and your support of the 31 
proposed Project. The comment is general in nature and does not reference any specific 32 
section of the Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is required under CEQA. 33 

Response to Comment M2KD: Please see responses to Comments LLI-1 through LLI-30. 34 
At this time, the proposed Project is in the planning process, and no final construction plans 35 
or decisions regarding possible acquisitions of any privately held interests in properties have 36 
been made. Following completion of environmental review, the Board of Harbor 37 
Commissioners will consider the certification of the Final EIR. If the Board certifies the Final 38 
EIR, and approves the proposed Project or one of its alternatives, final plans would be 39 
developed. The Port would then need to take the necessary step to begin the property 40 
acquisition process. Stakeholders, such as the Port tenants and property owners, have been 41 
included in the planning process via the EIR scoping meetings and public review period. This 42 
particular meeting was one of three public meetings during the review period. Stakeholders 43 
had the ability to submit written comments. Lan Logistics submitted such comments and the 44 
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Port has responded to the comments. The Port would continue to engage the business 1 
community, property owners, and Port tenants if the decision is made to move forward with 2 
the proposed Project. Please also see Master Response – Property Acquisition, 3 
Compensation, and Relocation. 4 

Response to Comment M2LW: Please see responses to Comments WT-1 through WT-5. 5 
The Port has also provided responses to the commenter’s tenant (see responses to 6 
Comments LLI-1 to LLI-30). At this time, the proposed Project is in the planning process, and 7 
no final construction plans or decisions regarding possible acquisitions of any privately held 8 
interests in properties have been made. Following completion of environmental review, final 9 
plans would be developed, and the property acquisition process would begin. Please also see 10 
Master Response – Property Acquisition, Compensation, and Relocation. With regard to the 11 
notification issue, see Master Response – CEQA Notification. The owners of properties that 12 
may be affected by the proposed Project were notified of the completion of the Draft EIR, and 13 
will receive notification of future potential actions. 14 

Response to Comment M2SJ: Please see responses to Comments SEA-1 to SEA-21. The 15 
commenter’s business is located in the former Coca Cola bottling plant, which is an industrial 16 
property in an area zoned for industrial uses. The Draft EIR addresses the potential traffic, 17 
noise, air quality, and public health and safety impacts of the proposed Project, and it identifies 18 
appropriate measures to mitigate potentially significant impacts of the proposed Project. The 19 
comment does not identify potential impacts of the proposed Project that were not addressed 20 
in the Draft EIR, nor does it identify any flaws in the analyses presented therein. Please see 21 
Master Response – Property Acquisition, Compensation, and Relocation. 22 

Response to Comment M2RO: Thank you for your comment and your support of the 23 
proposed Project. The comment is general in nature and does not reference any specific 24 
section of the Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is required under CEQA. 25 

Response to Comment M2VB: Thank you for your comment and your support of the 26 
proposed Project. The comment is general in nature and does not reference any specific 27 
section of the Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is required under CEQA. 28 

Response to Comment M2MP: Thank you for your comment and your support of the 29 
proposed Project. The comment is general in nature and does not reference any specific 30 
section of the Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is required under CEQA. 31 
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Responses to Testimony Received at the February 15, 2017, Public Meeting at 1 
Tepechi Restaurant 2 

Response to Comment M3GS-1: Thank you for your comments. It appears that the 3 
businesses referenced by the commenter are located at 1335 W. Cowles Street and 2000 W. 4 
Cowles Street. (Note, the transcription references “Haze” but it appears the commenter was 5 
referencing “Hayes” Avenue.) This is several blocks north of the proposed Project boundary. 6 
The Port of Long Beach acknowledges your concern for your employees with regards to air 7 
pollution and noise. These environmental resources were evaluated in Sections 3.2 and 3.8 8 
of the Draft EIR. Mitigation measures for air quality impacts were included, in part, to mitigate 9 
potential health effects to employees, including those who work outdoors. However, there are 10 
no additional feasible mitigation measures identified for proposed Project operation.  11 

The predicted air quality impacts specific to the commenter’s business locations were 12 
extracted from the Draft EIR analysis, and are summarized herein. The closest receptor points 13 
to these locations that were evaluated by the dispersion model for the EIR are located about 14 
60 feet north of the 1335 W. Cowles Street location, and about 350 feet southwest of the 2000 15 
W. Cowles Street location (substantially closer to the proposed Project site and, therefore, a 16 
very conservative representation of the impacts at 2000 W. Cowles Street).  17 

Table 11.2-20 shows the highest modeled criteria pollutant and health risk impacts at 1335 18 
W. Cowles Street associated with the mitigated proposed Project. The table shows that the 19 
peak federal 1-hour NO2 concentration would exceed the threshold during project 20 
construction. A discussion of the types of health effects that may be associated with NOx and 21 
NO2 exposure is provided on pages 3.2-48 and 3.2-49 of the Draft EIR. All other criteria 22 
pollutant and health risk impacts during construction and operation would be less than the 23 
thresholds at this location. The peak federal 1-hour NO2 impact of 215 µg/m3 would occur 24 
during Phase 3 of construction. Emissions from Project construction would contribute only 25 
about 18 percent to this impact; the background concentration would contribute the remaining 26 
82 percent.  27 

Table 11.2-21 shows the highest modeled criteria pollutant and health risk impacts at 2000 28 
W. Cowles Street associated with the mitigated proposed Project. The table shows that the 29 
peak federal 1-hour NO2 concentration would exceed the threshold during both project 30 
construction and operation. As mentioned previously, these results are probably overstated 31 
for 2000 W. Cowles Street because the nearest modeled receptors were 350 feet closer to 32 
the proposed Project site than this location. All other criteria pollutant and health risk impacts 33 
during construction and operation would be less than the thresholds at this location. The peak 34 
federal 1-hour NO2 impact of 232 µg/m3 during construction would occur during Phases 1 and 35 
2. Emissions from Project construction would contribute only about 24 percent to this impact; 36 
the background concentration would contribute the remaining 76 percent. The peak federal 37 
1-hour NO2 impact of 202 µg/m3 during operation would occur in the 2020 analysis year. The 38 
impact would gradually decline after 2020 due primarily to cleaner locomotives, reaching a 39 
value of 192 µg/m3 by 2035. Emissions from proposed Project operation would contribute only 40 
about 13 percent to the 2020 impact; the background concentration would contribute the 41 
remaining 87 percent. The geographical extent of significant NO2 impacts during the 42 
operational period of the proposed Project with the refined boundary (as described in Section 10.1 43 
of the Final EIR) is shown in Figures 11.2-1 through 11.2-5 in response to Comment AQMD-44 
5. 45 
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TABLE 11.2-20 
MODELED AIR POLLUTANT IMPACTS NEAR 1335 W. COWLES STREET  

(MITIGATED PROPOSED PROJECT) 

Description Modeled Impact 1 Significance Threshold Significant? 

Criteria Pollutants during Construction 2 

NO2 

1-Hour (state) 302 339 No 

1-Hour (federal) 215 188 Yes 

Annual 53.0 57.0 No 

CO 
1-Hour 4,059 23,000 No 

8-Hour 3,209 10,000 No 

PM10 
24-Hour 0.6 10.4 No 

Annual 0.04 1.0 No 

PM2.5 24-Hour 0.2 10.4 No 

Criteria Pollutants during Operation 3 

NO2 

1-Hour (state) 266 339 No 

1-Hour (federal) 182 188 No 

Annual 52.5 57.0 No 

CO 
1-Hour 3,974 23,000 No 

8-Hour 3,155 10,000 No 

PM10 
24-Hour 0.08 2.5 No 

Annual 0.02 1.0 No 

PM2.5 24-Hour 0.008 2.5 No 

Health Risks (Construction + Operation) 4 

Individual Cancer Risk 0.7 × 10-6 10 × 10-6 No 

Chronic Hazard Index 0.002 1.0 No 

8-Hour Chronic Hazard Index 0.005 1.0 No 

Acute Hazard Index 0.04 1.0 No 

Notes: 
1  NO2 and CO impacts are the modeled project increment plus observed background. All other impacts are 

the modeled project increment. 
2  The highest impacts from all three phases of construction are shown. 
3  The highest impacts from all three operational analysis years (2020, 2025, 2035) are shown. 
4  Health risk values reflect occupational exposure assumptions and include emissions from both construction 

and operation. 
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TABLE 11.2-21 
MODELED AIR POLLUTANT IMPACTS NEAR 2000 W. COWLES STREET  

(MITIGATED PROPOSED PROJECT) 

Description Modeled Impact 1 Significance Threshold Significant? 

Criteria Pollutants during Construction 2 

NO2 

1-Hour (state) 321 339 No 

1-Hour (federal) 232 188 Yes 

Annual 55.8 57.0 No 

CO 
1-Hour 4,135 23,000 No 

8-Hour 3,285 10,000 No 

PM10 
24-Hour 1.7 10.4 No 

Annual 0.2 1.0 No 

PM2.5 24-Hour 0.6 10.4 No 
Criteria Pollutants during Operation 3 

NO2 

1-Hour (state) 287 339 No 

1-Hour (federal) 202 188 Yes 

Annual 54.9 57.0 No 

CO 
1-Hour 3,991 23,000 No 

8-Hour 3,163 10,000 No 

PM10 
24-Hour 0.1 2.5 No 

Annual 0.02 1.0 No 

PM2.5 24-Hour 0.1 2.5 No 
Health Risks (Construction + Operation) 4 

Individual Cancer Risk 2.4 × 10-6 10 × 10-6 No 

Chronic Hazard Index 0.007 1.0 No 

8-Hour Chronic Hazard Index 0.02 1.0 No 

Acute Hazard Index 0.06 1.0 No 

Notes: 
1  NO2 and CO impacts are the modeled project increment plus observed background. All other impacts are 

the modeled project increment. 
2  The highest impacts from all three phases of construction are shown. 
3  The highest impacts from all three operational analysis years (2020, 2025, 2035) are shown. 
4  Health risk values reflect occupational exposure assumptions and include emissions from both construction 

and operation. 

The predicted 1-hour NO2 concentrations in Tables 11.2-20 and 11.2-21 are conservative and 1 
would occur very infrequently, if at all, because the analysis assumes worst-case 2 
meteorological conditions (i.e., low wind speed, optimum wind direction, and very stable 3 
atmosphere) concurrent with the highest observed background concentration measured at 4 
the Superblock monitoring station over a 3-year period. The construction concentration further 5 
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assumes all construction equipment would operate simultaneously during these worst-case 1 
conditions. Accordingly, most of the 1-hour NO2 concentrations during proposed Project 2 
construction and operation would be much lower than the peak values, as evidenced by the 3 
much lower annual average NO2 concentrations, which are averages of all 1-hour 4 
concentrations during the worst-case year. 5 

Furthermore, the proposed Project may produce operational criteria pollutant and health 6 
impacts that are less than the values presented in the Draft EIR by replacing many future 7 
drayage truck trips with rail transport. The potential air quality benefit associated with fewer 8 
drayage truck trips was not quantified in this EIR (although the impact of the additional rail 9 
transport was quantified). Please see response to Comment GSR-2 for more discussion of 10 
this potential air quality benefit. Noise impacts were found to be less than significant at all of 11 
the closest noise-sensitive receptors. The comment does not raise any particular issue with 12 
regard to the analysis in the Draft EIR. Therefore, no further response is necessary.  13 

Response to Comment M3GS-2: Shoreline Drive and West Anaheim Street connect the 14 
Project area to Downtown Long Beach, and will continue to do so. Please see Master 15 
Response – Street Closures, Access to Downtown Long Beach, and Public Services Access. 16 

Response to Comment M3GS-3: A full traffic impact analysis was conducted for all 17 
alternatives. In 2035 for the Project versus the No Project assuming cumulative traffic growth, 18 
the traffic model indicates that the LOS on Anaheim Street and Pacific Coast Highway would 19 
operate within acceptable levels of service (refer to the Draft EIR Tables 3.5-13 and 3.5-19). 20 
According to the analysis, average daily traffic volumes on Pacific Coast Highway east of 21 
Santa Fe Avenue would increase slightly (by less than 1 percent, from 41,270 to 41,673), 22 
while traffic volumes on Santa Fe Avenue south of Pacific Coast Highway would decrease 23 
significantly (by 32 percent, from 16,101 without the Project to 12,197 with the Project). 24 
Anaheim east of Santa Fe Avenue would increase by 20 percent (from 32,564 without the 25 
Project to 40,741 with the Project); however, Santa Fe Avenue north of Anaheim would 26 
experience a 43 percent reduction in traffic (from 10,462 without the Project to 7,327 with the 27 
Project). Cowles Street is located approximately 1,600 feet north of the proposed Project, and 28 
runs in an east-west direction. The commenters’ two sites are located about 0.5 miles apart 29 
on Cowles Street between Judson and Fashion Avenue. It is not expected that traffic or travel 30 
between the commenters’ two sites would be affected by the proposed Project. 31 

Response to Comment M3LK-1: Please see responses to Superior Electrical’s written 32 
Comments SEA-1 through SEA-21. 33 

Response to Comment M3LK-2: Please see response to Superior Electrical’s written 34 
Comments SEA-11. 35 

Response to Comment M3LK-3: Please see response to Superior Electrical’s written 36 
Comments SEA-12 and also see Master Response – Street Closures, Access to Downtown 37 
Long Beach, and Public Services Access. 38 

Response to Comment M3LK-4: Please see response to Comment SEA-13.  39 

Response to Comment M3LK-5: Please see response to Comment SEA-18. Modern trains 40 
have horns rather than whistles; whistling is associated with steam engines. The use of train 41 
horns would increase in proportion to the increase in the number of trains leaving Pier B, as 42 
train horns are a safety feature. Train horns are discussed in Section 3.8.4 (Train Horn Noise). 43 
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Response to Comment M3LK-6: Please see responses to Comments SEA-7 to SEA-10. 1 
The 58-page Project description describes Pier B rail facilities and operations in sufficient 2 
detail to support the environmental impact analysis. Section 1.3.3 discusses the use of the 3 
various tracks in the rail yard.  4 

Response to Comment M3LK-7: Please see responses to Comments SEA-7 to SEA-10, 5 
and M3LK-6.  6 

Response to Comment M3ST-1: Please see response to Comment CTC-1. 7 

Response to Comment M3ST-2: Please see response to Comment CTC-2. 8 

Response to Comment M3ST-3: Please see response to Comment CTC-3. 9 

Response to Comment M3ST-4: Please see response to Comment CTC-4. 10 

Response to Comment M3ST-5: Please see response to Comment CTC-5 and Master 11 
Response – Street Closures, Access to Downtown Long Beach, and Public Services Access. 12 

Response to Comment M3ST-6: Please see response to Comment CTC-6. 13 

Response to Comment M3JS: Please see response to Comment T848-1. 14 

Response to Comment M3PC-1: The Port of Long Beach thanks you for your comment and 15 
concern about pollution.  16 

The EIR has evaluated the proposed expansion of the Pier B Rail Yard to enable more cargo 17 
to be transported by rail. The proposed Project could replace many future drayage truck trips 18 
with train transport, the beneficial effects of which were not quantified in the air quality 19 
analysis. Please see the response to Comment GSR-2 for a discussion of drayage trucks. 20 

Response to Comment M3PC-2: The Port of Long Beach acknowledges your comment for 21 
the record. Please see response to Comment WPAC-2. 22 

Response to Comment M3PC-3: Please see responses to Comments WPAC-3 and WPAC-23 
4. 24 

Response to Comment M3PC-4: Please see responses to Comments WPAC-6 through 25 
WPAC-8. Please also see Master Response – Street Closures, Access to Downtown Long 26 
Beach, and Public Services Access. 27 

Response to Comment M3PC-5: Traffic count equipment is almost always installed on and 28 
removed from roadways on Sunday afternoons due to low traffic volumes. This minimizes risk 29 
of injury to the equipment installers. The equipment typically collects a week’s worth of data, 30 
and the days that represent the highest average volumes are used when conducting the traffic 31 
analysis. As explained in the Draft EIR on pages 3.5-6 and 3.5-7, as well as Appendix B, at 32 
B-27 through B-34, the volume counts included a.m. and p.m. weekday peak hours as well as 33 
weekday mid-day. 34 

Response to Comment M3JD-1: The Port of Long Beach thanks you for your comments.  35 

Mr. Donaldson, President and CEO of Lan Logistics, Inc., submitted a detailed letter which 36 
expanded upon the concerns he raised at this meeting. Please see responses to Comments 37 
LLI-1 through LLI-30. Please also see Master Response – Property Acquisition, 38 
Compensation, and Relocation. 39 

Response to Comment M3JD-2: Please see response to Comment M3JD-1. 40 
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Response to Comment M3RI: Thank you for your comment and your support of the 1 
proposed Project. The comment is general in nature and does not reference any specific 2 
section of the Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is required under CEQA. 3 

Response to Comment M3PA: Thank you for your comment and your support of the 4 
proposed Project. The comment is general in nature and does not reference any specific 5 
section of the Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is required under CEQA. 6 

Response to Comment M3CD-1: SRM Corporation submitted a more detailed comment 7 
letter containing the comments raised at the hearing and other comments. Please see 8 
response to Comments SRM-1 through SRM-9, as well as the responses to Berth 55 Landing 9 
of Long Beach, Inc. Comments B55-1 through B55-5. 10 

Response to Comment M3CD-2: Access to sport fishing granted under the Tidelines Act 11 
[sic] and grant to POLB would continue to be available from the existing wharf. The grant 12 
under the Tidelands Act gave POLB control of the tidelands. Please see response to 13 
Comment M3CD-1. 14 

Response to Comment M3CD-3: Please see response to Comments M3CD-1 and SRM-1.  15 

Response to Comment M3DH: Thank you for your comment and your support of the 16 
proposed Project. The comment is general in nature and does not reference any specific 17 
section of the Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is required under CEQA. 18 

Response to Comment M3LW-1: Please see responses to Comments WT-1 through WT-5. 19 
The Port has also provided responses to the comments of the commenter’s tenant. See 20 
responses to Comments LLI-1 to LLI-30. The Port of Long Beach thanks you for your 21 
comments and your long-term tenure in the Harbor District. 22 

Response to Comment M3LW-2: Please see response to Comment WT-4. 23 

Response to Comment M3LW-3: The comment refers to the commenter’s desire to hold a 24 
meeting of private persons. The comment does not raise any environmental issues and 25 
requires no response. 26 

Response to Comment M3LW-4: The comment relates to the commenter’s perception of 27 
the Port’s credit rating. It does not relate to the Draft EIR or environmental issues and requires 28 
no response. 29 

Response to Comment M3LW-5: Please see responses to Comments WT-1 through WT-5. 30 

Response to Comment M3LW-6: Please see response to Comment WT-5. 31 

Response to Comment M3LW-7: Please see responses to Comments WT-1 through WT-4. 32 
Please also see Master Response – Property Acquisition, Compensation, and Relocation. 33 

Response to Comment M3LW-8: Please see responses to Comments WT-2 and WT-5. The 34 
Port of Long Beach will continue to communicate with stakeholders for the proposed Project 35 
in a timely manner, insofar as possible. 36 

Response to Comment M3JS-1: The Port of Long Beach thanks you for your comments 37 
concerning air pollution from the ports and refineries in the area. 38 

Response to Comment M3JS-2: The EIR has evaluated the proposed expansion of the Pier 39 
B Rail Yard to enable more cargo to be transported by rail. The proposed Project could replace 40 
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many future drayage truck trips by transporting containers by train. Please see response to 1 
Comment GSR-2 for a discussion of drayage trucks. 2 

Response to Comment M3JS-3: Conversion of the locomotive fleet, with regard to the Class 3 
I trains and PHL trains, to electric or fuel cell propulsion, is currently not feasible. Please see 4 
response to Comment CARB-7 and Master Response – Electrification of Alameda Corridor 5 
and Zero Emission Locomotives. 6 

Response to Comment M3JS-4: The Alameda Corridor serves inbound and outbound trains 7 
from the two Class I railroads that enter and depart from the SPBP. The corridor was 8 
developed to create a fully grade-separated rail facility between the ports and downtown Los 9 
Angeles. Since the corridor has been completed, further grade separation projects have been 10 
and are continuing to be built along the UPRR and BNSF main lines to the east of Downtown 11 
Los Angeles. Regarding electrification of the rail lines, see Master Response – Electrification 12 
of Alameda Corridor and Zero Emission Locomotives. 13 

The commenter’s suggestion regarding the extension of the Alameda Corridor is noted for the 14 
record. That is beyond the scope of the proposed Project. 15 

Response to Comment M3JS-5: The comment states that train whistles are keeping West 16 
Long Beach residents “awake all night.” Modern trains have horns rather than whistles; 17 
whistling is associated with steam engines. The use of train horns would increase in proportion 18 
to the increase in the number of trains leaving Pier B, as train horns are a safety feature that 19 
is required. It is possible that West Long Beach residents are referring to horn noise from any 20 
of the many other railroad lines in the surrounding area. There is no way that the proposed 21 
Project can guarantee that no more train horns will be used due to safety regulations. 22 

Response to Comment M3DB: The commenter asks how the proposed Project would be 23 
financed. Such financial issues are outside the scope of the CEQA process, as outlined in 24 
Section 15131 of the CEQA Guidelines. 25 

11.2.5  Additional Written Comments Received 26 

The POLB received written comments on the Speaker Request Cards at each of the three 27 
public meetings. These comments have been transcribed verbatim in this section, and 28 
responses to these written comments are provided below.  29 

Responses to Written Comments on Speaker Cards Received at Public Meeting No. 1 – 30 
January 11, 2017 31 

Comment SC-1 (Karissa Reyes and Ricardo Orellana): Local jobs for the unions and all 32 
trades and the work development program at LBCC. 33 

Response to Comment SC-1: Thank you for your comment and your support of the proposed 34 
Project. The comment is general in nature and does not reference any specific section of the 35 
Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is required under CEQA. 36 

Comment SC-2 (Revi Castro): 2,000 residents and workers reside at Century Villages at 37 
Cabrillo close to the On-Dock Rail Support Facility. 38 

Response to Comment SC-2: The Port of Long Beach thanks you for your comments. 39 
Please see responses to Comments M1RC-1 and M1RC-2. 40 
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Comment SC-3 (Lee Wilson): Concerned about timely and complete communication. 1 

Response to Comment SC-3: The Port of Long Beach thanks you for your comments. 2 
Throughout the environmental review process, the Port has strived to meet or exceed the 3 
public involvement requirements of CEQA. In August 2009, the Port publicly announced and 4 
advertised the Notice of Preparation of an EIR and released its Initial Study for the Project. In 5 
September 2009, the Port held two public scoping meetings on the Project to solicit public and 6 
agency recommendations on the scope of its environmental review. Upon completion of its 7 
environmental review, the Port made the Draft EIR available for public review and comment, 8 
a process in which the current commenter participated. Following release of the Draft EIR, 9 
public hearings were held on January 11 and 18 and February 15, 2017. The Port will continue 10 
to communicate with stakeholders for this Project in a timely manner, insofar as possible. 11 
Please also see response to Comment WT-5. 12 

Comment SC-4 (Sergio Palmier): Carpenters Local 1506 Carpenters Los Angeles and 13 
myself support this Project. 14 

Response to Comment SC-4: Thank you for your comment and your support of the proposed 15 
Project. The comment is general in nature and does not reference any specific section of the 16 
Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is required under CEQA. 17 

Comment SC-5 (Vema Boyd): We support this measure. 18 

Response to Comment SC-5: Thank you for your comment and your support of the proposed 19 
Project. The comment is general in nature and does not reference any specific section of the 20 
Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is required under CEQA. 21 

Comment SC-6 (Jess Marroguin): Support the Project. 22 

Response to Comment SC-6: Thank you for your comment and your support of the proposed 23 
Project. The comment is general in nature and does not reference any specific section of the 24 
Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is required under CEQA. 25 

Comment SC-7 (Elvia Ayala): Support on Project. 26 

Response to Comment SC-7: Thank you for your comment and your support of the proposed 27 
Project. The comment is general in nature and does not reference any specific section of the 28 
Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is required under CEQA. 29 

Comment SC-8 (Deonte Brown): I think it’s a very good idea. It will make our life for transport 30 
our goods way more faster. Who every came up with this idea, I say grate job from Deonte 31 
and Waren Brown. 32 

Response to Comment SC-8: Thank you for your comment and your support of the proposed 33 
Project. The comment is general in nature and does not reference any specific section of the 34 
Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is required under CEQA. 35 

Comment SC-9 (Abel Lopez): On dock rail – I am for this Project because it will give more 36 
people opportunity to work. 37 

Response to Comment SC-9: Thank you for your comment and your support of the proposed 38 
Project. The comment is general in nature and does not reference any specific section of the 39 
Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is required under CEQA. 40 
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Comment SC-10 (Juan Alcarea): On dock rail – I am for this Project because it’ll bring more 1 
work for the City I am in. 2 

Response to Comment SC-10: Thank you for your comment and your support of the 3 
proposed Project. The comment is general in nature and does not reference any specific 4 
section of the Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is required under CEQA. 5 

Responses to Written Comments on Speaker Cards Received at Public Meeting No. 2 – 6 
January 18, 2017 7 

Comment SC-11 (David Kelly): Support rail. 8 

Response to Comment SC-11: Thank you for your comment and your support of the 9 
proposed Project. The comment is general in nature and does not reference any specific 10 
section of the Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is required under CEQA. 11 

Comment SC-12 (Lee Wilson): Concerns regarding communication with stakeholders. 12 

Response to Comment SC-12: The Port of Long Beach thanks you for your comments and 13 
will continue to communicate with stakeholders for this Project in a timely manner, insofar as 14 
possible. Please see response to Comment WT-5. 15 

Comment SC-13 (Ricardo Orellana): Representation of MC3 pre-apprenticeship at LBCC, 16 
all for and in support of all reconfigurations expensures [sic] and enhancements. 17 

Response to Comment SC-13: Thank you for your comment and your support of the 18 
proposed Project. The comment is general in nature and does not reference any specific 19 
section of the Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is required under CEQA. 20 

Comment SC-14 (Pete P. Loera): In favor of the Project. 21 

Response to Comment SC-14: Thank you for your comment and your support of the 22 
proposed Project. The comment is general in nature and does not reference any specific 23 
section of the Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is required under CEQA. 24 

Comment SC-15 (Aaron Contreras): I support this Project. 25 

Response to Comment SC-15: Thank you for your comment and your support of the 26 
proposed Project. The comment is general in nature and does not reference any specific 27 
section of the Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is required under CEQA. 28 

Comment SC-16 (Miguel Gomez): Local Union 1506 support this Project. 29 

Response to Comment SC-16: Thank you for your comment and your support of the 30 
proposed Project. The comment is general in nature and does not reference any specific 31 
section of the Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is required under CEQA. 32 

Comment SC-17 (Roy Chang): Carpenters Local 1506 supports this Project. 33 

Response to Comment SC-17: Thank you for your comment and your support of the 34 
proposed Project. The comment is general in nature and does not reference any specific 35 
section of the Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is required under CEQA. 36 

Comment SC-18 (Aaron Thompson): Carpenters Local Unions and affiliates support this 37 
Project. 38 
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Response to Comment SC-18: Thank you for your comment and your support of the 1 
proposed Project. The comment is general in nature and does not reference any specific 2 
section of the Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is required under CEQA. 3 

Comment SC-19 (John Tafoya): Carpenters Local Unions is in full support of this Project. 4 

Response to Comment SC-19: Thank you for your comment and your support of the 5 
proposed Project. The comment is general in nature and does not reference any specific 6 
section of the Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is required under CEQA. 7 

Comment SC-20 (Jacob Lopez): Carpenters Union 2361, we support this Project. 8 

Response to Comment SC-20: Thank you for your comment and your support of the 9 
proposed Project. The comment is general in nature and does not reference any specific 10 
section of the Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is required under CEQA. 11 

Responses to Written Comments on Speaker Cards Received at Public Meeting No. 3 – 12 
February 15, 2017 13 

Comment SC-21 (Dan Berns): I think the 9th Street proposal is the best alternative. If not, 14 
the 10th Street proposal is the second-best alternative. The 12th Street proposal is unworkable. 15 

The Shoemaker Bridge MUST remain along with the north and south connection from the 16 
industrial area in an out of the port – on the west side of Freeway and river. 17 

The crossing of 9th Street and Pico Avenue must remain to allow for business into and out of 18 
the port and the City. Loss of these connect will hurt businesses on the west side. This should 19 
be the Port’s responsibility, not the City’s. 20 

Response to Comment SC-21: The commenter’s preferences for the alternatives are noted 21 
for the record. 22 

Disposition of the Shoemaker bridge and access ramps will be determined by actions taken 23 
by the COLB or Caltrans in response to separate projects that are not within control of the 24 
Port of Long Beach. The Shoemaker ramps will either be removed by Caltrans as part of its 25 
I-710 project improvements or by the COLB as part of the replacement of Shoemaker Bridge. 26 
Either project could occur in advance of the proposed improvements to the Pier B Rail Yard. 27 
The 12th Street Alternative is based on the assumption that the ramps would be removed. 28 
Both the 10th and 9th Street alternatives could be constructed with the Shoemaker ramps 29 
remaining; the 10th Street Alternative would realign the ramp terminal points, whereas the 9th 30 
Street ramps could remain as they are under the 9th Street Alternative. Please see Master 31 
Response – Street Closures, Access to Downtown Long Beach, and Public Services Access. 32 

The existing 9th Street at-grade rail crossing would be eliminated under any of the three Project 33 
alternatives. This at-grade crossing delays local vehicle traffic during train arrivals, departures, 34 
and assembly. The at-grade crossing also poses a potential for train/vehicle conflicts. 35 
Eliminating the 9th Street at-grade rail crossing would thus have both traffic circulation and 36 
safety benefits. 37 

Comment SC-22 (Dan Berns): How (will the Project be) funded? 38 

Response to Comment SC-22: Please see response to Comment M3DB. 39 
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