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Monique De La Garza, CMC
City Clerk

City of Long Beach0

333 West Ocean Boulevard
Long Beach, California 90802

Re:  CEQA Appeal by Phillips Steel Company
Port of Long Beach — Board of Harbor Commissioners
Certification of Final Environmental Impact Report
for the Pier B On-Dock Rail Support Facility Project —- SCH#2009081079
and approval of the 12" Street Alternative
Board of Harbor Commissioners Hearing Date: Januarv 22, 2018

Dear Ms. De La Garza:

This firm represents Phillips Steel Company (“Phillips™), which operates a Long Beach steel
business that serves hundreds of customers in the Port, downtown Long Beach, and the greater Southland,
and employs about 65 people. Phillips” headquarters are at 1368 W. Anaheim Street, Long Beach, and it
has two additional locations slightly further west on Anaheim Street. Phillips will be directly, and
severely, impacted by the Pier B On-Dock Rail Support Facility Project — 12" Street Alternative (the
“Project™).

In accordance with Long Beach Municipal Code section 21.21.507 and the State Public Resources
Code, Phillips hereby formally appeals the January 22, 2018 approval by the Long Beach Board of
Harbor Commissioners (the “Board”) of the Project. This appeal specifically includes an appeal of any
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and all Project approvals, as well as certitication of the Final Environmental Impact Report (“Final EIR™)
for the Project. This notice of appeal is provided by e-mail only. This morning, Pablo Rubio, CMC,
confirmed that hand delivery is not required and that e-mail only is sufficient to satisfy City requirements
for delivery of this appeal notice.

The proposed Project as described in the Draft and Final EIR and related documents involves a
massive expansion and reconfiguration of the existing Pier B On-Dock Rail Support Facility to allow
materially more cargo to be handled by on-dock rail within the Project footprint. The 12" Street Project is
the most aggressive alternative, and will require the broadest acquisition and relocation of Westside
businesses. [t adds over 30 tracks to an existing 12 and allows for up to 10,000 foot trains. The Project
will be as close as 500 feet to Phillips® main location, as well as the MSC. The Project also contemplates
closure of primary traffic arteries directly serving Long Beach, the Port, and Phillips, including but not
limited to Fashion Avenue, 9" Street, and the Shoemaker Bridge to and from downtown Long Beach.
Closure of these arteries, the related negative traffic impact on Anaheim Street, and use of Harbor Avenue
as a primary construction artery will severely obstruct access to Phillips’ business, and decimate the value
of its properties and the related goodwill of this 100-year old Long Beach business. Phillips’ employees
and customers will be put at health risk, by among other things, NO, pollution which is significant and
cannot be mitigated by the Port’s own admission.

The California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”, Public Resources Code § 21000 ef seq.)
provides that the certification of an EIR by a nonelected decision-making body of a lead agency, such as
the Board, may be appealed to the agency’s elected decision-making body, here, the Long Beach City
Council. (Pub. Res. Code § 21151(c).) At the public hearing on January 22, 2018, Daryl Phillips
appeared before the Board and objected to the Project approvals, including certification of the Final EIR
for the Project.

This appeal is made within the ten (10) business-day appeal period referenced in the Long Beach
Municipal Code section 21.21.507 B., and confirmed by Mr. Rubio. Phillips” appeal relies on the Draft
and Final EIR, written and oral comments submitted by Phillips and others on the Draft and Final EIR,
and responses by the Port and the Board, all of which are incorporated herein by this reference. Please
find attached copies of the written comments (with Port responses) submitted by Phillips to the Board on
March 3, 2017 (Exhibit A), as well as (i) the comments submitted by Superior Electrical Advertising
(“Superior”) on February 28, 2017 (Exhibit B), which Phillips incorporated by reference in the Phillips’
comments, (ii) the comments submitted by the California Department of Transportation (“CADOT™)
(Exhibit C), and (iii) Mr. Phillips’ letter to Long Beach Harbor Commissioner Bonnie Lowenthal dated
January 19, 2018 (Exhibit D). The Board should be in possession of the tape recordings and/or a
transcript of the January 22, 2018 hearing.
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The grounds for this appeal are that the Board did not proceed in the manner required by law,
abused its discretion, and violated CEQA by failing to comply with its requirements. More specifically,
the Board certified an EIR insufficient in scope, for a Project not adequately described, and not based on
substantial evidence. Despite the written and oral comments of Phillips, Superior, and numerous other
Westside businesses, the Final EIR, as certified, failed to adequately address the potential impacts of the
Project on the Westside and its businesses, employees and residents. Phillips and Superior, who
collectively employ over 200 people in indoor / outdoor facilities, are not called out in the Draft or Final
EIR other than by way of the Port’s responses to their comments. The EIR did not adequately address the
significant negative environmental impact on those businesses posed by the 12" Street alternative.
Furthermore, despite the fact that these businesses will be immediately adjacent to this mammoth project
and its large rail system, the Final EIR contemplates no plan for acquisition, relocation or just
compensation for these businesses.

Phillips™ grounds for appeal also include:

1. The EIR failed to adequately analyze the traffic impacts on Phillips’ business. The
CADOT comment recommended only the 9" Street alternative because it had the least impacts on “traffic
flow and public safety”. The Port’s response to Phillips’ comments finally acknowledged traftic impacts
and predicted only 3-minute delays “subject to traffic conditions”. The projected 3-minute delay makes
no sense when the Shoemaker Bridge is being closed and other major arteries are either being eliminated
or overburdened with congestion. Furthermore, “subject to traffic conditions™ is inherently vague, and far
from a scientific or even evidence-based response to Phillips’ comment.

2. Phillips™ access to emergency services, including the closest major hospital, will suffer a
severe negative impact which has not been adequately addressed. The response to Phillips® comments
hedges the question. To say emergency responders are located “near”, and “on all sides™. is not supported
by adequate evidence. As one example, there has been insufficient study of traffic delays to Long Beach
Memorial Medical Center from the Westside. Is this also a 3-minute delay “subject to traffic conditions”,
like an overcrowded Anaheim Street and 1-710? Minutes, which remain unknown and inadequately
studied, make a material difference to the safety of Phillips’ customers, employees and the public in an
emergency.

3. Rather than submitting a revised Draft EIR and allowing an adequate notice and comment
period, the Port has moved straight to a Final EIR. The Final EIR is difficult to follow, and contains over
50 “revised” and “updated” figures and tables, along with assorted “refinements™ and “corrections™. This
coupled with short notice of the hearing on the Final EIR has severely prejudiced the ability of Phillips
and other negatively impacted local businesses to effectively respond to the Final EIR, including
obtaining their own experts and traffic analyses to rebut the Port’s estimated 3-minute delay “subject to
traffic conditions™.
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According to CEQA and California law, an EIR and findings must be based on an adequately
described project and sufficient evidence. The EIR took a blind eye to the impact on businesses adjacent
to this giant rail system, including Phillips and Superior. There is no plan to relocate them, compensate
them, or adequately mitigate the Project’s severe environmental impact on their employees and
customers. The Board’s certification of the Final EIR and related Project approval should be reversed for
this reason.

Notwithstanding this appeal, which must be made to preserve its legal rights, Phillips remains
committed to working with the Port to arrive at a solution in lieu of proceeding to litigation. Phillips is
willing, and eager, to meet with representatives of the Port to discuss appropriate compensation,
relocation and other mitigation. We sincerely hope that the Long Beach City Council will accept Phillips’
offer to cooperate to mitigate the severe harm to its business posed by the Project, and encourage the Port
and its representatives to do so as well.

Please do not hesitate to contact this firm or Daryl Phillips if we can be of any further assistance in

resolving this matter, or regarding this appeal. Mr. Phillips can be reached at 1368 W. Anaheim Street,
Long Beach, CA, 90813, or by telephone at (562) 435-7571.

Respectfully submitted,

Santantha F, g
for the firm

SFL/mh

Cc:  Pablo Rubio, City Clerk Analyst
Via e-mail at pablo.rubio(@longbeach.gov

Attachments
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YEA E-MAIL AND HAND DELIVERY

Ms. Heather Tomley

Director of Environmental Planning
Port of Long Beach

4801 Airport Plaza Drive

Long Beach, California 90815
Email: heatheraomley @ poltb.com

Re:  Pler B On-Dock Ruil Support Facility Project
Draft Environmental Impact Report {(“Praft EIR") - SCHE200908107%

Comment and Opposition by Phillips Steel Coampany

Dear Ms. Tomley:

This firm represenis Philfips Stee Company {"Phiflips”) a family-owned business started in
Long Beach over 160 years ago. Phillips strongly opposes the Pier B On-Dock Rail Support Facility
Project fthe "Pier B Rail Project” or the "Project™). As currently proposed. the Project will have 2 direct
ard devasiating impact on Phillips' business and its employees, and will likely require the closure of BSC.1
Phillips” business at its longtime location. Nevertheless, the Draft EIR has no meaningfil discussion of
the adverse environmensal impacts or 2 plan for relogation as they telate to Phillips.

i Introduction

The Draft EiR fails o comply with the requirements of CEQA. Given the inevitable regional
and acute locat impacts of this massive Projeet, it is especiatly important that the Praft EIR contain the
necessary analysis and description to enabie decision makers, impacted businesses. residents and PSC-2
enployees, and the public 1o undersiand the Project’s envirenmental impacts. But here, the Drafl EIR

Pier B On-Dock Rail Support Facility Project  11-163 January 2018
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docs not even correctly describe the Project.’ much less accurately idertify the significant adverse impacts
that would result from implementation of the Project. Instead, the Drafl EIR effectively disguises the txe
impacts of the Project by omitting crucial information about what the Project will actually do and how the
rail system will operate, underestimating many negative environmental impacts and ignoring others
altogether. As a result, there can be no meaningful public review of the Project based on the Draft EIR.  ~pgC.2
nt'd

Phillips submits that the Project, as proposed. cannot and will not withsiand scrutiny under Contd)
CEQA. At the very least, CEQA requires the Port of Long Beach {the “Fon”™) lo prepare and circulate &
revised and muoch more detailed and comprehensive Draft EIR to permit a complete understanding of the
environmental issues at stake in connection with this huge Project,

2. Background on Phillips' Business

Philtips Steel Company is & leading full service metal supply company to the Southland. It
was founded in Long Beach in 1915, and has continuously operated in and contributed to the Clty sinee
that time.  Ahhough it serves all of greater Los Angeles, its primary customers are at the Port and in
downtown Long Beach, Phillips” eorporate offices are located at 1368 West Anaheim Street, where it
also distribues and processes steet and operates a retail store. The Phitlips family has ewned that location
since 1936, Phillips leases and uses an outdoor storage arca across 17" Street as well. Phillips also has a
second tabrication facility across the street at 1545 West Anaheim Street, which backs into 1540 West
4% Streer.” W oowns a third building at 1600 West Ansheim Street. The company employs 65 employees
at these locations. All facilities have yard and parking areas. The processing and fabrication arcas are
indoor / outdoor because of the natore of the business. Thus, Phillips’ emplovees are directiy exposed 1o
outdoor air quality and noise on 2 daily basis. — PSS

Phillips™ current headquarters are ideally suited to both its business and its customers at the
Port and in downtown Long Beach. Phillips’ delivery trucks use Fashion Avenuc 1o shoot siraight down
te Pico and the Port without having 1o access the 710 Freeway, which ofien stacks up heading south. At
present, Phillips’ average time 1o travel o customers at the Port is approximately 10 - 12 minutes.
Phillips" trucks get to downtown Long Beach by taking the Shoemaker ramp seross 10 Shoreline Drive.
This allows them to avoid both the freewsy and travel through the narrow residential streets in Long
Beach. as would be required by using the crossings at Anaheim or FCH. Phillips’ average time to
downtown locations is currently about 5 - 7 minutes. Similardy, retail and business customers have gasy
access to Phillips” store from the Port and downtown Long Beach by traveling those routes in reverse.

* The very first iltustration, Figure ES-t, which purpoits to be the Project Vicinity Map, i misfabeled. For instance, the wrong
strect i identified as Anaheim Street {a core project boundary). 1% Street, which is 2lso lzbeled as 1 1™ Street, is incorreclly
labeied av well. See Exhibit | attached,

* Attached a5 Exhibit 2 arc saicllite photographs of these two locations provided by GoogleMaps.

January 2018 11-164 Pier B On-Dock Rail Support Facility Project
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3 Other Opposition

We understand that numerous other Westside businesses, including those associated with the
WestPAC, are adamantly opposed to the Pier B Rail Project, as well as Long Beach homeowners both on
the west side and on the east side of the Long Beach Freeway, Residents. employees and businesscs on
the Westside witi suffer the most direet impacts, s the Project adds 36 tracks 10 the existing 12 to service
trains as long as 10,000 feet. The massive scope of that reit system as it relates 1o the Westside can he L PSC4
seen in Exhibit 3, atached.” The related air and noise pollution and traffic impacts on adjacent businesses
will be not just “significant.” but enormous. We understand that counsel for Superior Electrical has filed
2 more technical challenge to the drafi EIR. W have read. and join. that opposition. Rather than repeat
those comments, we are particularizing the impact 1o Phijlips and the other businesses located on the
block bordered by Harbor Avenue and Fashion Avenue to the west and east. and Anzheim Street ang 12°
Street, o the north and south, ~

4. Westside Businesses and Locul Impacts, Including on the MSC

in the Drafi EIR. the Port touts the significant advantages of the Project 20 the Port and its
business. That statex the obvious. The raft EIR also acknowledges that numerons businesses in the
direct pathway of the 36 new tracks will Eave to be condemned andror refocated.  What it does nol
acknowledge. much kess detail, are the numerous small and farge Long Beach businesses and hundreds of
employvees and Long Beach citizens on the Westside that will be devastated by the Project as doseribed. =~ PSC-8
One has to simply drive up and down the local streets with & copy of the plans 1o imapine what will result
from operating and living nest to a 48-track rail system both during construction and after it is completed.
Long timse businesses and substantial emplovers like Phillips and Superior Flectrical will ultimately be
forced out of business at their current locations. as their existing commerce pathways are elimiznated.
Until that happens. their employees and customers (and particularly their yand employees) will be subjeet™
10 air pollution that the Port acknowledges it significant and cannot be mitigated. with resulting healih
hazards like cancer and Jung discase. The Draft EIR identifies no mitigation, relocation or compensation jpsc.e

plans for these established businesses. and with all the business closures occasioned by the Project, quers
where these businesses would go without a tremendous loss of goodwill and relared dmages.”

* The second page of this Exhipit 3 shows the very close proximity of the many racks to the Multi-Service Center Yor the
Homeless, 25 well as 1o the Phillips and Superior Eleciries! sites {sce hand printed snnotations).

¥ Businesses in the path of the Project have already lost significant valuw bevsuse of the mere possibility of this development
and the fess than thoughtful manncr in which it is procoeding. We understand that the Port Biss pepged its offercd
compensation 1 properties within the Project footprint based on those depressed valies, rather than the fair value as if the
Project were ant occurring. To the extent relocation. condemnation. and compensation issucs become a reality. it is importa
to noe thal Westside businesses are entitled to fair, ful-vaiue compeisation for thelr properties. and the refated goodwill, pre.
Project, gs well s their relocation casts. 1t should be noted that, o the cxtem permissitle, the Port's attempt to shorichanpe
Westside businesses will be introduced at condemnution ang other proceedings.

Pier B On-Dock Rail Support Facility Project  11-165 January 2018
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As the Drafl EIR admits, another more “sensitive™® population will be directly impacted by the
Project: Long Beach homeless, low income families, and employees at the Multi-Service Center (the
“MSC™LE The MSC is on the same block as Phillips” headquariers. The MSC s designed 1o provide one-
stop access to resources for individuals and fimilies experiencing homelessness in Long Beach, and
serves as the centralized point of entry for homeless services city-wide. As the Draft EIR also admits, the
MSC “has day use that includes the presence of children playing outside.”™ Draft EIR, p. 3.8-5,

As proposed, the tracks at the northem boundary of the Project will be & mere 350 feet away
from the MSC. Nevertheless. the Draft EIR identifies no plan for its relocation, and incredulously claims
the MSC will not be adversely impacted by the Project. This claim standing alone shatters the credibility
of the Draft EER. As just enc example, bow could children plaving outside the MSC not suffer from air
potlution impacts, which even the Draft EIR admits are significant, and cannot be mitigated., as 36
raitroad tracks arc constructed just beyond their doorstep? Once the tracks are operational and frains and
train whistles blare on a constant daily basis, how could these children net be subject 1o significant
adverse noise mpacis? How can the MSC, its employees. and the populace it serves not be adversely
impacted by having the shortest and most direct route to downtown Long Beach removed entirely?

~PSC-7

5 Meore Detail on Negative Traffic and Safety Impacts

The Dratt EIR contemplates an assortment of streel and ramp closures, some permanent. As
they relate 1o the Westside near Phillips, the existing at-grade 9™ Steeet railroad grade crmsmg would be
closed. and the Shoemaker ramps removed. Arcas necded for new rail racks would require the closures
of portions of 9%, 10™. 1™, and 12" sircets, and Edison, Jackson. Santa Fe, Canal, Caspian, Harbor and
Fashion avenues between Anabeim Street and Pier B Sireet. Draft EIR. p. ES-5 (Exhibit 4), Exhibit s FPSC-8
shows how these street closures wili directty impact Phillips. The red lines indicate street closures in line
with the above description. The blue lines indicate Phillips™ current direct path of travel to the Port and 10
downtowa Long Beach. The red circle shows the location of the Shoemaker ramp and crossing. which
would be removed. -~

The Deaft EIR does not provide enough detail to inform Philiips and other local buginesses
what travel routes will be available or how existing routes will be adversely impacted.  The closures of
these streets and the Shoemaker ramps are estimated to double Phillips™ travel ames to downtown Long ~PSC-0
Beach and 1o the Port., at the very least. Traffic which previously travelled on 9™ Street 1oward the

* The MSC “was also evaluated as & sensitive receptor in the stady and is categerized as & child care facitity bocause it is
visited by a high ssumber of chitdren and healthesensitive adules, and it is located approsimately 356 feet nonth of the Project
site boundary.” Draft EIR, p. 3.2.14,

* “The MSC is located approximately 350 feet from the curvent Pier B Rail Yard. The proposed Project will extend rait
operations closer to the MSC. ... The analyses preseated in jthe Draft IR, .demonstraie that adverse impacts would not be
expocted from operation of the proposed Project. However, potential effects on the MSC could remiain an aree of coniroversy
a5 the propesed Project moves forward.” Drafi EIR, p. ES-30 (emphasis added). What does this even mean?

January 2018 11-166 Pier B On-Dock Rail Support Facility Project
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Shoemaker ramps and downtown Long Beach will now be packed onto Anaheim and PCH. No PSC’-Q
meaningful traffic study has been provided which analyzes this impact. However, it defies lopic to (Cont'd}
suggest the impact will not be significantly adverse. The same will be irue for travel times for police and

emergency services 1o and from the Westside. In the cvent of a large scale emergency relating to the

trains, other Pon activities, or the large-scale industrial operations of Westside businesses, emerpency SC10
services will no longer have direct access across the Shoemaker ramp to the Port or other Westside

businesses. Emergency vehicles traveling back in the other direction to hospitals will be similarly delayed.

6. Conclusion

The Draft EIR does not provide adequate project features of mitigation measures 1o minimize 7|
the severe impacts (o surrounding businesses and operations, inchuding Phillips and the MSC. Due 1o the
significant noise, vibration, and transportation/circulation impacis, Phillips will not be able to successfully
operate. Phillips’ employvecs, and children, homeless people, fow income families, and emplovees at the
MSC, will be subject to hazardous air quality and much higher risks of cancer and lung disease. The
Port's unsupponted conclusion that s proposed uses are not incompatible with existing and future fand ~PSC-14
use in the Project arca is both false and disingenuous. The Draft EIR fails to satisfy CEQA, and the
Project puts the surrounding community materially at risk.

For these reasons and those idemified in the Superior comment, Phillips is opposed 1o the
Project and believes that the Project should be rejected, or, at the very least, a revised Draft EIR with |
additional analysis and mitigation should be required and circulated.

Respectiully submitted,

.»«:DU“ Meany 4

oh [}, Whitcombe
for the firm
IHwseil

[ Mayer Robert Gareia, Uity of Long Beach (via e-mail)
Mark Taylor, Chief of $taff 10 Mayor Garcia, City of Long Beach (via c-mail}
City Manager Pawick West, City of Long Beach {via e-mail)
Jeannine Pearce, Councilmember, City of Long Beach (via e-mail}
Chiristian KropfY, Chief of Staff to Councilmember Pearce, City of Long Beach (via c-maif)
Lena Gonzalez, First District Councilwoman, City of Long Beack {via e-mail)
Cory Allen, Chief of Staff to Councilwoman Gonzalez, City of Long Beach {via c-mail)
Chief of Police Robert Luna {via c-mail}
Fire Chief Michael DuRee (viz e-mail}

Pier B On-Dock Rail Support Facifity Project  11-187 January 2018
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3 Fagure E8-t

4 Proweet Vicingy Map

5 A broad range of budd alternatives was considered. many were elimnated from further
£ consweralion becavse they failed o meel some or all of the Project's objectves or
¢ sereening criteria. Those alternalives are listed below and discussed further in Section 1.9 of
& s EIR

&+ Lotate Adcitional Rail Yarg Capacity o6 an Existing POLE marnne termunal,

10« Locmte Agditonal Ral Yard Capacity on a Mon-Manne Terminal Site within the
1 Jurisdiction of the POLE;

s Iniand Rai Yard
2« Reconfigured Rail Yard with Additonal Pivwhee! Ladder Storage Tracks and
14« Reconfigured Rail Yard with Additional Siorage Tracks and Reconfigured Mead Yard,

o

17" Street Afternative (Proposed Project)

1 The proposed Project wouit be construcied in three phases Over an estmaled seven YEArS
17 and has an estimated opening year of 2025. Components of the proposed Project would
1§ anclude

16« Adding 31 yard tracks and five arnvalidepariure tracks. thereby expanaing the yard from
5 an existing 12 tracks {2 main line tracks. 10 yard tracks. and no armvaiidepanure tracks)
4 to & total of 48 tracks (2 main tracks, 41 yard tracks, and five arrivatideparture tracks).

December 2016 ES4  Pier B On-Dock Ra Suppont Facity Proect

EXHIBIT 1
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EXHIBIT 2

htips waw google. com maps place 1368 W Anaheim- St Long - Basch - CA-9081 3w 0 2242017
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+ e Proviging for up to 10,000-Toot iong receiving/depariure racks.

2« Widening the ewsting rail bridge over Dominguezr Channel {0 accommodaie one
additional track, and

L

4« Constructing an area for iocomotive refueling withun the yard

5 Realignments and closures of some roadways would be requred Pier 8 Street would be
6 realigned 1o the south. its gecmetrics would be improved. and two lanes of traffic in each
7 dwechon would be provided.

8§ « The eahgnment of Pier B Street would require the reconstructon of twp intersections. at
] Angheim Way and Edison Avenue

n o« The exsting al.grade 97 Steet reilroad grace crossing woule be cicsed and the
4 Shoemaker ramps removed.

2 s Pwo Avenue would be realigned 1o the wes! pegnning at the 1710 ramps south 1o
Hd approximately Pier O Streel, atiowing space for four additional tracks between Fico
K Avenue and the 1-719) freeway.

-6« Areas needed for new rad tracks would require the closwe of portons of 87 107 117
5 and 127 streets and Edison Jackson. Santa Fe, Canal Caspian Harbor. and Fashion
7 avenues between Anaheim Street and Pler B Street in the COLE

¢« Porins of Faragut, Foote, Cushing. Macdonough. and Schiey avenues would be
g closed in the vicindy of existing railroad nght-ofway (ROW) i the COLA

2t The reconfigured Pler B On-Dock Rad Support Facidity woud,
2t o« Be used o receiveideparn and siage inbound and aulbound intermodal trains

7« include stosage tracks for emply rail cars required 10 SuppOIt Or-dOCK smennous
23 operatons

24« Frovioe rail car storage and ciassfication faciites
25« Provide an assembly area ior depanting {rams.
%+ Provide an ares where inspection and depanute iake tesis would be performed

27 e Include staging tracks for noreintermods’ ¢ars bound 10 and from non-coniamer
= terminais

2%« Prowde trackage for radl car reparr activiies
3 The proposed Sroec! would support the foliowing rail operations
a2t e Upto four Pacific Harpor Line (PHL) iocomolives operating onsite each day in 2015 and

32 up 10 eght in 2035
35 s Approximately fve tanker truck locomotive refusting vehicles ioaded with fuel offsite.
34 would service onsite locomatives
3« Approxsmately fve ras and radl car repar vehicles would be operaling within the on-dock
34 support facility

Pier B On-Dock Ras Support Facilty Project ES-5 December 2016

EXHIBIT 4
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Responses fo Phillips Steel Company

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

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

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

Response to Comment PSC-3: Access from Phillips Steel Company to downtown Long
Beach would confinue to be available via Anaheim Street to 1-710 to West Shoreline Drive: an
alternate route would be via Anaheim Street over the Los Angeles River and south on
Magnolia Avenue. The alternate route may result in an increase in travel time subject to traffic
conditions.

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

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

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

Janhuary 2018 11-176 Pier B On-Dock Raii Support Facility Project
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Response to Comment PSC-4: The Port recognizes the concerns of other entities in the
Westside business community; responses to those concerns are included in this document in
response to the comment letters from other Westside businesses. Access to business
locations and from those locations to customers would not be impaired, and would likely be
improved, given elimination of the at-grade rail crossing at 9" Street and the ability to handie
long trains within the improved rail yard configuration. The comment includes generalized
observations about air, noise, and traffic impacts based on the proximity of certain businesses
and operations, such as the MSC, to the proposed Project. The comment does not identify
any specific issue with or error in the analysis in the Draft EIR. Because of the general nature
of the comment, it is not possible to provide a meaningful response to the comment. The
responses o the Supetior Electrical comment letter referenced in this comment are set forth
below at SEA-1 to SEA-21. The commenter’s opinions regarding the impacts are noted and
will be provided to the decision-makers,

Response to Comment PSC-5: This comment concerns potential propery condemnations
and relocations that could affect area businesses. As explained in response fo Comment
PSC-1, the commenter's client’s properties are outside of the Project footprint. Please see
Master Response — Property Acquisitiont, Compensation, and Relocation.

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

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

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

Table 11.2-12 shows the highest modeled criteria pollutant and health risk impacts at 1368
W. Anaheim Street associated with the mitigated proposed Project. The table shows that the
peak state and federal 1-hour NO» concentrations would exceed the thresholds during Project
construction. All other criteria poliutant and health risk impacts during consfruction and

Pier B On-Dock Rait Support Facility Project 11177 January 2018
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operation would be less than the threshalds at this location. The peak state and federal 1-
hour NO: impacts of 349 ug/m® and 262 pg/m®, respectively, would occur during Phase 3 of
construction. Emissions from Project construction would contribute only about 26 and 33
percent, respectively, to these impacts; the background concentration would contribute the
remaining 74 and 67 percent.

TABLE 11.2-12
MODELED AIR POLLUTANT IMPACTS NEAR PHILLIPS STEEL. -
1368 W. ANAHEIM STREET (MITIGATED PROPOSED PROJECT)
Description I Modeled Impact? I Significance Threshold ! Significant?
Criteria Pollutants during Construction?
1-Hour {state) 349 339 Yes
NOz 1-Hour (federal) 262 188 Yes
Annuai 553 57.0 Ne
co 1-Hour 4,204 23,000 No
8-Hour 3,339 10,600 No
P 24-Hour 26 10.4 No
Annual 0.2 1.0 Nao
PM:s 24-Hour 1.0 10.4 No
Criteria Pollutants during Operation ®
1-Hour (state) 269 338 No
NOz 1-Hour {federal} 185 188 No
Annual 53.8 57.0 No
1-Hour 3,885 23,000 No
ce 8-Hour 3,165 10,000 No
24-Hour <0® 25 No
PhMia
Annuai <0 1.0 No
PMz.s 24-Hour <0 25 No
Health Risks (Construction + Operation)*
Individua! Cancer Risk 1.7 x 10-6 10 % 10€ 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:
' NOz 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.
¥ The highest impacts from all three operational analysis years (2020, 2025, 2035) are shown.
4 Heazlth risk values reflect ocoupational exposure assumptions and include emissions from both construction
and operation.
s foiﬁt:% ?1; PMz s impact <C means the concentration would decrease relative to the CEQA basetline (existing)
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Table 11.2-13 shows the highest modeled criteria pollutant and health risk impacts at 1545
W. Anaheim Street associated with the mitigated proposed Project. The table shows that the
peak federal 1-hour NO: concentration would exceed the threshold during Project
construction. All other criteria pollutant and health risk impacts during construction and
operation would be less than the thresholds at this location. The peak federal 1-hour NO;
impact of 247 pg/m® would occur during Phase 3 of construction. Emissions from Project
construction would contribute only about 29 percent to this impact, the background
concentration would confribute the remaining 71 percent.

TABLE 11.2-13
MODELED AIR POLLUTANT IMPACTS NEAR PHILLIPS STEEL. ~
1545 W. ANAHEIM STREET (MITIGATED PROPQSED PROJECT)
Description ! Modeled Impact’ i Significance Threshold i Significant?
Criteria Poliutants during Construction?
1-Hour (state) 333 339 No
NO: 1-Hour (federa!) 247 188 Yes
Annual 545 57.0 No
co 1-Hour 4,138 23,000 No
8-Hour 3,265 10,000 No
24-Hour 1.4 10.4 No
PMio
Annual 0.1 1.0 No
Pias 24-Hour 0.6 10.4 No
Criteria Pollutants during Operation ®
i-Hour (state) 273 338 No
NGOz 1-Hour (federal) 188 188 No
Annual 53.8 57.0 No
co 1-Hour 3,897 23,000 No
8-Hour 3,168 10,000 No
24-Hour 0.06 2.5 No
PM1o
Annual £.002 1.0 No
PMzs 24-Hour ¢.03 25 No
Health Risks {Construction + Operation) *
Individual Cancer Risk 17 x 106 10 x 10° No
Chronic Hazard Index 0.004 1.0 No
8-Hour Chronic Hazard [ndex 0.01 1.0 No
Acute Hazard Index 0.07 1.0 No
Notes:
' NO2 and CO impacts are the modeled project increment plus cbserved background. All other impacts are
the modeled project increment.
2 The highest impacts from all three phases of construction are shown.
¥ The highest impacts from all three operational analysis years (2020, 2025, 2035) are shown.
4 Health risk vaiues reflect occupaticnal 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
would occur very infrequently, if at all, because the analysis assumes all construction
equipment would operate simultaneously during worst-case metecrological conditions (i.e., low
wind speed, optimum wind direction, and very stable atmosphere), concurrent with the highest
observed background concentration measured at the Superblock monitoring station over a 3-
year period. Most of the 1-hour NO: concentrations during Project construction would be much
lower than the peak values, as evidenced by the much lower annual average NO;
concentration, which is an average of all 1-hour concentrations during the worst-case year.

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

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

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

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

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

Table 11.2-14 shows the highest modeled criteria pollutant and health risk impacts at the MSC
associated with the mitigated proposed Project. The table shows that the peak state and
federal 1-hour NO: concentrations would exceed the thresholds during Project construction.
All other criteria pollutant and health risk impacts during construction and operation would be
less than the thresholds at this location. The peak state and federal 1-hour NO; impacts of 354
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Hg/m® and 261 pg/md, respectively, would occur during Phase 3 of construction. Emissions
from Project construction would contribute only about 27 and 33 percent, respectively, tothese
impacts; the background concentration would contribute the remaining 73 and 67 percent.

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

(MITIGATED PROPOSED PROJECT}

Description l Modeled impact? | Stgnificance Threshold 1 Significant?
Criteria Pollutants during Construction ?

1-Hour {state) 354 339 Yes
NO: 1-Hour (federal) 261 188 Yes

Annual 54.9 57.0 No
co 1-Hour 4,191 23,600 No

&-Hour 3,322 10,600 No
Mo 24-Hour 25 10.4 No

Annual 02 1.0 No
PMzs 24-Hour co 104 No

Criteria Pollutants during Operation 3

1-Hour {state) 269 33¢ No
NQOz 1-Hour (federal) 184 188 No

Annual 536 57.0 No

1-Hour 3,684 23,000 No
e 8-Hour 3,160 10,000 No
. 24-Hour 0.1 25 No

Annual 0.02 1.0 No
PMzs 24-Hour 0.01 25 No

Health Risks {Construction + Operation) ¢

Individual Cancer Risk, Occupational 1.3 x 106 10 x 108 No
Individual Cancer Risk, Child Care 1.3 %106 10 x 100 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:

T NO: and CO impacts are the modeled project increment plus observed background. All other impacts are

the modeled project increment.
2 The highest impacts from ali three phases of construction are shown.
3 The highest impacts from al} three operational analysis years (2020, 2025, 2035} are shown.

Heaith risk values reflect occupational exposure assumptions and include emissions from both construction
and operation.

The Muiti-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.

Fier B On-Dock Rail Support Facility Project
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These predicted peak 1-hour concentrations during construction are conservative and would
occur very infrequently, if at all, because the analysis assumes all construction equipment
would operate simultaneously during worst-case meteorological conditions (i.e., low wind
speed, optimum wind direction, and very stable atmosphere), concurrent with the highest
observed background concentration measured at the Superblock monitoring station over a 3-
year period. Most of the 1-hour NO. concentrations during Project construction would be much
lower than the peak values, as evidenced by the much lower annual average NO;
concentration, which is an average of all 1-hour concentrations during the worst-case year.

Furthermore, the proposed Project may produce operational criteria pollutant and health
impacts that are iess than the values presented in the Draft and Final EIR by replacing many
future drayage truck trips from terminals served by the Pier B Rail Yard with rail transpoi. The
potential air quality benefit associated with fewer drayage truck trips was not guantified in this
EIR {(although the impact of the additional rail transport was quantified). Please see response
to Comment GSR-2 for a more thorough discussion ¢f this potential air quality benefit. The
replacement of truck trips with rail transport would be particularly beneficial to the MSC given
its close proximity to the I-710 freeway. The MSC was also evaluated as g sensitive receptor
in the noise assessment in the EIR (Table 3.8-9), which indicates that the predicted noise
levels associated with operation of the proposed Project are below the limits established by
the Long Beach Municipal Code, posing no significant impacts. The comment does not
provide any information suggesting that there was an error in how these assessments were
completed. The Draft EIR and ifs technical studies were prepared pursuant to recommended
protocols. The MSC includes an outdoor area (i.e., pichic benches, shade structure in a grassy
area) at the rear of the building; this outdoor area is adjacent to the off-ramp of I-710. The
MSC provides services for the homeless, including outreach, intake and assessment, referrals
to shelters, and other social service programs. The M3C is not a residential facility; it is open
from 8:30 a.m. to 4:.00 p.m. and no one lives there. Services at the center include showers,
laundry, mail, medical clinic, employment assistance, case management, and shelter and
housing placement assistance (City of Long Beach 2013 — 2021 Housing Element, prepared
by Long Beach Development Services, adopted January 7, 2014; COLB, 2014).

The entire Long Beach Harbor District is located within the Industrial District (Port-Related
Industrial [IP)), as classified by the COLB. The IP zone is characterized predominantly by
maritime industry and marine resources (COLB Municipal Code, Title 21, Chapter 21.33.02
[O]) and is identified in the Port Master Plan as used predominantly for Port-related and
ancillary Port uses and facilities. As part of the Naval Station Long Beach Disposal and Reuse
planning process, a portion of land at the former Naval Station was proposed to be transferred
fo the COLB for subsequent use as a multi-service homeless service center as a result of the
military base closure process (Site 6-A, FEIS/FEIR, Naval Station Long Beach Disposal and
Reuse [POLB, 1998]). However, to accommodate Port development on Terminal Island, the
Port moved the location of the non-residential homeless service center from the former Naval
Station Long Beach by purchasing an alternative location in the North Harbor (Port Planning
District 1) where the MSC is currently located. The Port also committed $700,000 in funding
to renovate the property for homeless services. This alternative location in the North Harbor,
within the IP zone, allowed the service center to better serve its clients by centrally locating
the facility near public transportation services. Port Planning District 1 was originally only
permitted for port-related uses; in 1897, the Port amended its Port Master FPlan to include non-
Port uses for a 3-acre homeless service center as a permitted use. The MSC is an allowable
use within the COLB IP zone and operates under a Conditional Use Permit (CUP9612-17
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Homeless Processing Center — Alpha Project). Therefore, when the MSC was moved to its
current location in the North Harbor, it was known that it would be located in an industrial area.

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

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

Response to Comment PSC-9; While the travel routes from Phillips Steel Company and
other businesses on the Westside to the Port would no longer be available due to permanent
road closures, access {0 the Port from allernate routes using -710 would not be expected to
doubte travel times. The Traffic Impact Analysis Report, provided in Appendix B of the Draft
EIR, found that fraffic impacts would not be considered significant. Alternate routes wouid add
less than 0.5 mile to the travel distance from Anaheim Street to the Port and could resutt in
ah increase of approximately 3 minutes to travel time. Based on roadway capacity and LOS
that would result, the impact to traffic would not be considered significant. Please see Master
Response — Street Closures, Access to Downtown Long Beach, and Public Services Access.

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

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

Phillips Steel Company's opposition to the proposed Project is noted. The comment is hereby
part of the Final EIR,; therefore, it is before the decision-makers for their consideration prior to
taking any action on the proposed Project.
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1 11.2.3.32 Superior Electrical Advertising (SEA)

Lisa Kolioh

Fugrmun Ll

38th Floor

Tah South Faguaran Stree
Los Angeles, Cf 001756458
Tek 213.688.9560

Fre 2338208842

{H 218.505 5547
O Foe 213580 085
e kelob @i son

Februsry 28, 2017

YIA E-MAIL AND HAND DELIVERY

Heather Tonley

Director of Envirosunental Planning
Port of Long Beuch

4801 Airport Plaza Drive

FLong Beach, California 90815
Frnail ?tmﬂwr.[en‘s]cv@pn}h,cum

Re:  Pier B On-Dock Raif Support Facility Project Draft Environmental Impact Repord
- Comment Letter from Supcerior Flectrical Advertising Inc,

Dear Ms. Tomley:

This finn represents Superior Eledrical Advertising Ine. {Superior), a long time Caty n?
Long Braeh businesy loceted ol 1700 W Anaheim: St Long Beach $0813 {the "Superior Site',
Superior has operated in the City of Long Beach for over 45 years, and at the Superior Site
siece 1972 Saperior employs 1351 people, and about ene third age Long Beach residents.
Many emiployees are second and thind peneration family employees. [ manufuctures = SEA-1
signage for high profile cHents such as McbDorald’s, Starbucks, Disney, CVS, Universal
Studias ete. This letter is written on Tehalf of Supertor in response to the Porl of Loay
Beach's Pler B On-Dock Rail Support Fadlity Project Draft Environmental Impac Kepord
SLH 2008381079 ("DEIR ).

ERETTEN OO

1ozt ' ‘ RECEIVED FEB 18 207
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Ms, Fomley
February 28, 2017
Page 2

P SUMERIOR ELECIRICAL HAS SIGNOTCANT CONCERNS WIFI THE PROJFCT ANTI ADEQUACY
OF THE DEIR.

The Buperior Site 15 Jocated directly adjacent {o the proposed Pier B On-Dodk Rail Support
Fadlity Profect {the "Project’) and will experence signilicent negative impaces should the
Profect move forward. Such negative impacts will be so extreme that Superior will not be
able to comtinue its operations at the site and will be forced to reloate.

SEA-1
{Cont'd}

The DEIR falls to adeguatcly analyze the impacts of the proposed Project on burwm}ding}sﬁh_z
preperiies, including the Superior Site. Moreover, the DEIR dors not provide adequaie

project features or mitigation measures o minimize the severe hnpacts 0 surrounding  =~SEA-3
busirwsses and operations, iwlnding Superior, nor does 8 propose a relecation or SEA
compensation plen to address those impacts. Moreover, the number of feasible relocation

sites for impacted businesses is extremely limited and the details of potential business SEA-5
relocation are not adequately discussed. Although the Superior Site is not listed a5 one of
the properties thai the Port of Long Beachh intends to purchase or axquine by cminens

domain, ay a result of the proposed Project, my client would Le unable to operate af the site EA-6
due to the significard nolse, viliration, alr gualily and {ransportationfeirculation impacts,

¥ OTTE PROIECE DESCRIPTION 15 INADEQUATE.

The profect description is inadeguate and fails to provide sufficient detadl o fudly analyrze
impacts on neighboring projects sach as the Saperior Sile. An adeguate BEIR must be
"prepared with a sufficient degree of analysts o provide decision makers with indormation
which enables them to make o decision which intelligendly lakes account of envivenmmentsd
consequences.” Pry Creer Citicens Coalition v Cosonty of Talare (19499) 70 CalAppdth 20, 26
The project descripiion must provide enough infonnastion so that the decisioremakers and
the public can understarud the full scope of the Projecl. 70 Calappdth af 28, Tlere, this has
not cuctirred. Finst, the projeat description fsils 1o define the exact location of the Project.
CEQA requdres a project description to provide the “precise location and boundaries of the
proposed project..on 2 delailed map, proferably topograplic” 14 Cal Code Rege §
138243).  Hore, the maps contained in the DEIR do not provide suflicent detail tor
neighboring propecties 0 Adly understand the relationship of the Pruject to their
properties.  Withowt & detailed site plan, 1 is impossible to fully analyze impacts o
neighboring properiies, specifically relating to tratfic, noise ard air quality. Moreover, {rom
the maps contained in the DEIR, 3t is unclear whether 129 Streot will stifl be accessible and
whether cars will be able to access ¥ from Jockson Avenwee and Sarda Fe Avenuve. In

= SEA.T7

(417389 ) RECEIVED FER 13 0%
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addition, the fiest map included in the DEIR - Figure B5-1 - is inaccurate and mislabeled. SEA
What is aduaslly Anaheim Strest s Inbeled as 14% Streel, and what is actually 75 Street i [ ( Com’j).
labeled as Anaheim Street. This by a significand defedt in the DEIR

Second, the project descrption does ol provide sufficient detadl about the proposed
operations.  What exactly will be cocurring at the rail yard? The general descriptions
provided In the profect description are inadeguate. Wi there be assembly, disassembly,
coupling arwd unconpling, refueling, mainfenanee, ete? The project descripiion does not b SEA8
provide sufficient delail to make the proposed operations clear. For examiple, the project
description states that "repairing tracks on dedicated tracks” is proposed. Which tracks
would those be? What would the tracks adiacent to the businesses o Astaheim be used
for? -
Third, the project descripiion must be consistenyt throughout the document. Here, in the
impact analysis sectiong, fhere are references lo operations that are not specifically
addressed in the project deseriplion and it is undear whether all of the operational
characteristics are considered in each bmpact area analysis. Without a full and stable
description of the proposed operations in the project description, all impact analyses are
potentially faveed. County of fnye o, City of Jos Angeles (19773 71 CalApp3ed 185, 197, An o SEA-S
unstable and inconsistent project description mmay also indicate that the DEIR i3 trying
minimize the project’s impacts by not discussing reasonably foresecable aspedts of the
projoct {eg, the noise assoctated with screeching wheels and brakes, troin whisthes,
constant coupling and uncoupling of rail cars, cte. San foaguin Rapior Reseue Ctr, v, Counidy
of Merced (2007) 149 CalApp 4% 645, 658); City of Santes w. County of San Digge (1589) 214
CalApp3rd 1428, 1450, _

Finally, the project description misleads readers as Lo the Impacts of the Project on adjacent
properiies by stating that "propesed Project would poterdially affect 94 properties {parcels}
within the Project arca. Thirty-six (36} of these are privately owned” (LERIR p. 1310
Howoever, it fals to mention the properties adfacent to the Projed thet will be affeciod by
the Project Without a detailed, stable and consistent project description, the DEIR's finpact
analysis is inadeguate.

SEA-10

¥ AIR QUALITY ANALYSIS FAILS TO INCLUDE ADLOUATE MITIGATION.

In addition, the DEIR fails to include adeguate mottigation of sipnificant frpacts, specilically
relating to afr yuality. For example, despite concluding that the NOx emissions produced L §EA 44
by the Project operations could have negative effects on public health, it is undear whether

(41027389, RECEIVED FEB 28200
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all potential mitigation measures have truly been analyzed and required. The eonstraction
and eperation of the Project will subject employees of nearby businesses, many of whom
work outdoors or in semi-open bulldings, o significant health risks, such as cancer and
lunp disease. While these risks are mentioned in the DEIR the mitigation measures
propesed are inadequate - the Projec ondy incorporates general rognlations and CAAP
metsures. However, no concrele measures are proposed Lo mitigate risks to neighboring

— SEA-11
{Cont'd)

properties. -

B TRANSPORTATION "MPACES ARENOT FUELY ANALYZLL.
As a resull of the Project, access to both the port and downinwn Long, Beach by Jocel
businesses will be significantly impacted. One of the prime reasons for this lpact is the
“removal of the ramps w the Shoemaker Bridge,” which connects the area to dowrdown
Lonp Beach. However, the Project’s relationship to Sheemaker Bridge is unclear. Will there
b anvy direct access from the areq into dewntown Long Beach with the 12 Street project? 1
not, there will be impects to traffic as well as public services, such as fire and police, which — SEA-12
will ne Tonger be able to access the area directly from the downtown ares, likely leading o
increased wail Gimes for service, putting the safely of Superior's workers in danger. In
additions, how will the businesses in the zrea access the Port? Many businesses rely on
guick aceess 1o the part and downtown Long Beach, and the rojecd will lead te increased
travel Hmes for the Joral businesses. Access impacts have not been adequately addressed,

# Tk PROIECT INTROUDUCES A LAND USE YHAT IS INCOMPAUIELE WITH EXISTING EAND
LsEs,

Despite the elafin i the laed nse impact analysis, the Profect would be fscompatible with ti“:c“_
wxisting laod uses dn the area. The DHIR faily fo discuss the Projed’s hopacts or
incempatibility with existing land uses. In fact, the Inpact determination section fails to
evers mention the existing Insinesses in the area and instead focuses only on the Projects —SEA-13
proxiniily to the MSC Withouwt a detailed discussion of the strroarcling businesses, the
analysts and npact determination s inasdequate, Just because the uses surrowrding the
Project are industrial does not mean that they swill not experience significant negative

Hipacts,

in agdition, the Project would essentially cat ofl Superiors access to its southemn and
primary enfranice an 128 Street, where 1t doily fozds/unlvad trucks and enter and exit 2l our L SEAL4
trucks and employees. This impact is not even mentioned in the DEIR

RECEIVED FEB 7820V

{aTgrTign 1}

Pier B On-Dock Rail Support Facility Project  11-201 January 2018



Responses to Comments

Chapter 11

Port of Long Beach

Mas. Tombey
February 28, 2017
Page 3

¥ WITHOUT A DETAILED SITE PLAN, RIGHT OF WAY MAFPING OR CONFIRMATION (F WHAT

PREIVATE SITES WILL BE ACQUIRED, THE PRGIECT'S IMPACTS AND DETERMINATION ON
EXITING BUSINESSES 1S UNKNOWN ANE NOT PROFERLY ANALYZED.

—

within the foviprint of the Project, not those which are directly adiacent to the Project which
woukd be negatively impacted by the Profect. The City/Port does not appear fo have plan to
acquire properties or relocate such properties, nor has it proposed any mitigation fo reducd]

acqquisition of properties immediately adjacent W Profect and relocation paymenis to any

tenazits frnsuch propertics,

¥ THE NOISE ANALYSIS IS FLAWED,

The condusions in the noise analyss seemn both wnreasonable and questicmublv.ﬁ
Specifically, the noise Jevel predictions seem very low. Moreover, withou! an sdequate
description of the proposed rail operations, noise estimates are unreliable. For examiple, the
conlusions that the predicted noise tevels for the Project will be below the baseline smbient
noise Jevels in the area seems unlikely that with the constand coupling and coupling,
refucling and movement of trains that the noise would not be above the arbient noise in
the area. Using existing rail vard operations which would only represent a small portion of
the Projed fo prodict Project operstions without describing how i was calculated iy
insudficient.  For example, hes 2 multiplier been used? What methodology was used Lo
predict the Project's noise impacts? Much more detail is necessary in the body of the DEIR
to ustify the DEIR's conclusions.  The reasoning supporting the detersminastion of

The land use secdion of the DEIR only addresses the impacts & the properties that are
- SEA-16

impucis te Noise. I the Project moves forward as proposed, mitigation should inclade L SEA-16

~SEA-17

insiymificance nast be disclosed, ¥ty of Mayweed o, Las Awgeles Unified Sch, st 2012) 208
CalAppdth 362,393,

Bven with the existing trains several blorks away, when # train whistles, the sound is so
intense that employees feel like the wiidstle 15 being souwnded within the Superior building.
With the Project, that number would be increased exponentially. Train whistles are not

even mentioned in the DEIR. Stmilarly the vibretion impacts on the Project ate not

adequately measured. Despite acknowledging thal the Project may cause vibration impacts,

ne mitigation measures are proposed fo address the vibration tmpacts. Although the DEIR
makes brief reforonces t liguefaction and notes that the Hgaefaction potential at the Project
site is high, the DEIR proposes no project features or miligaton messures (o address
potential Equefaction impacts on neighboring properties. In fact, the vibration analysis fails

RECEIVED FEB I

{S1azrzES L

and states that historie buildings (of which the Superior building is potentally classified), J

SEA-18

-SEA-19

~SEA-20

L)
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to even discuss liquefaction. The vibration, alonp with lguefacion vould cause s(-vceu‘.}SEA.zg
damage to the foundation of Superior's building, wiich was constructed in 1943, {Cont'd)

For the aferementioned reasens, Superior is oppoesed fo the Uroject and believes that}SEA-z‘l
additional analysis and mitigation is reguired.

Sincercly,
(N é@/w/

Lisa Koliels
Akerman LLP

¢ Mayor Robert Gareda, City of fong Beack {via e mail)
Mark Taylor, Chiet of Staff to Mayer Garcia, City of Long Beach (via e-mail}
Jusmnmine Pearce, Councilinember, City of Tong Beach {via ¢-mail}
Christian Kropff, Chief of Staff o Councilmember Pearce, Uity of Long Beach (via e-
mait)
{.ena Gonzalez, First District Councilwoman, City of Long Beach (via c-mail
Cory Allen, Chiel of Siaff to Councliwoman Gonzales, Gity of Long Beack {via e-
it}
Jim Sterk, Chief Bxccutive Officer, Superior Blecirica]l Adv., Ine. (via email]
Stan fanecha, Chief Operations Officer, Superior Flectrical Adv, Ine. {(via ¢ mail)
Putii Skephnd, President, Superior Rlecirival Adv, Ine, (via e-mail)
Drwgy Tokesh, Sroviee Prosident, Superior Llectrical Adv., ince (via e-mail)

RECEIVED FEBZBZ0V
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Responses to Superior Electrical Advertising

Response to Comment SEA-1: The Port of Long Beach thanks you for your review of the
Draft EIR, the information concerning your business, your employees, and your long-term
tenure in the harbor area.

The comment contends that the adverse effects of the proposed Project are so substantial as
to cause Superior Electrical to relocate. The proposed Project is intended to upgrade existing
rail operations on Pier B, improving the efficiency of its operations and decreasing dwelli times
while minimizing adverse effects. Superior Electrical’'s facilities are currently located
approximately 500 feet from the existing Pier B Rail Yard. If the proposed Project is approved
and built, Superior Electrical's facilities still would be separated from the Pier B Rail Yard
operations by a portion of 12" Street, a limited parking area, the new Pier B Rail Yard's
perimeter road, a new perimeter fence, and the Pier B Rail Yard access road. It is estimated
that the separation between the business and the yard operations would be approximately
125 feet.

The proposed Project would not cause the Superior Electrical facility fo close or relocate. It
would not be necessary to acquire the property at 1700 W. Anaheim Street for any of the
alternatives. Superior Electrical's access to 12! Street along its southern property boundary
would continue to be available. Superior Electrical’'s access gate to Jackson Avenue, leading
to Anaheim Street, would not be affected. No changes te Superior Electrical’'s perimeter along
Santa Fe Avenue would be required.

It is important to remember that this portion of the Port is zoned as a General Industrial (IG)
district. According to the City's zoning code, this district is "where a wide range of industries
that may not be desirable in other districts may locate. The emphasis is on traditionally heavy
industrial and manufacturing uses.” The uses permitted within this district can reasonably
expect to generate, and be subject to, higher noise and vibration levels than properties
elsewhere in the City.

Thus, the Pier B Rail Yard is an existing use in an appropriately zoned area. From a land use
standpoint, it is important to note that the proposed Project is consistent with the PMP and
with the COLA General Plan’s Wilmington-Harbor City Community Plan goals and objectives.
Moreover, the nature of the proposed Project is such that it cannot be moved to a different
location.

The Draft EIR has analyzed the potential environmental impacts of the propesed Project and
generally determined these to be non-significant; only air quality and global climate change
impacts were determined to be significantly adverse.

To the extent specific issues are raised in the commenter's later comments, those issues will
be addressed later.

Response to Comment SEA-2: The comment claims that the Draft EiR fails to adeguately
analyze the impacis of the proposed Project on surrounding properties. The four areas of
environmental concern identified in the comment (i.e., noise, vibration, air guality, and
transportation/circulation) have all been thoroughly evaluated in the Draft EIR. Of these four
areas of environmental concern, only air quality impacts have been determined to be
significant. Neither the analysis presented in the Draft EIR nor the information provided by
Superior Electrical have demonstrated how increased levels of air pollutants would render it
unable fo operate at its current location.

January 2018 11-204 Pier B On-Dock Rail Support Facility Project
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From a land use perspective, operation of a rail yard is consistent with the industrial land use
designation. The Pier B Rail Yard currently operates in its existing location with surrounding
businesses; continued rail yard operations would not result in negative effects that would
cause businesses to shut down.

Response to Comment SEA-3: The comment indicates that the Draft EIR does not provide
adequate project features or mitigation measures to minimize the severe impacts to supporting
businesses and operations. The proposed Project was evaluated in the Draft EIR, and this
evaluation found that impacts would be less than significant except for air pollutant emissions
for which feasible mitigation measures are currently not available for some pollutants.

Response to Comment SEA-4: If the proposed Project or one of its alternatives is approved,
there is no need for the Port to acquire the property on which Superior Electrical conducts its
operation because the property is outside the Project footprint. Moreover, an EIR is not the
appropriate document to evaluate or propose a compensation plan or a relocation plan.
Please see Master Response — Property Acquisition, Compensation, and Relocation.

Response to Comment SEA-5: The preparation of reiocation plans is premature at this point
in time because the EIR has not been certified and the BHC has not determined whether they
wish to proceed with the proposed Project or one of the alternatives, including the No Project
Alternative. The details regarding relocation are not within the scope of the CEQA analysis,
and would be addressed in accordance with all applicable regulations at the appropriate time.
Please see Master Response — Property Acquisition, Compensation, and Relocation.

Response to Comment SEA-6: The comment states that Superior Electrical would be unable
to operate at the site due to the significant noise, vibration, air quality, and transportation/
circulation impacts that would result from the proposed Project.

Continued operation a the Superior Eledrical site would notbe prevented by construction or
operation of the proposed Project. The Draft EIR did not identify any significant impacts to
noise, vibration, or transportation/circulation. Mitigation measures for air quality impacts have
been identified to reduce emissions to the extent possible.

Noise. As discussed in Section 3.8.2 of the Draft EIR, noise generated by the proposed
Project and its alternatives would not exceed COLB ambient noise limits for the nearest
sensitive receptors. Superior Electrical is located in an industrial land use area and subject to
the allowable noise leve! for industrial land uses, which is 65 dBA any time. However, as
allowed by the Long Beach Municipal Code and as described in the Draft EIR on page 3.8-13),
if the existing ambient noise level already exceeds this noise limit, the LBMC permits the
allowable level to be increased in 5 dB increments (untif the ambient level is encompassed).
The nearest sensitive receptor to the Project is the MSC, which is north of the proposed
Project boundaries. At that location, ambient noise was measured at 64 dBA (see Table
3.8-11). The Superior Electric property is several blocks distant, but assuming that ambient
noise at the Superior Electric location would be equivalent to that at the MSC (i.e., 64 dBA), a
significant impact would nonetheless not result, because the projected Project plus ambient
noise level from yard noise, at the Superior Electric site, would also be 64 dBA (see Table
3.8-11), which is less than the allowable 65dBA, at any time, for an industrial use. Moreover,
taking into account the attenuation produced by the intervening distance, the resultant noise
level would likely be even fower than as estimated in the above discussion.

Vibration. As discussed on page 3.8-27 of the Draft EIR under the NOISE-8 impact
evaluation, a vibration impact would occur when the distances from the centerline of fracks to

Pier B On-Dock Rail Support Facility Project  11-205 January 2018
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the point where exceedances of the 80 vibration decibels (VdB) Category 2 (residential) and
83 VdB Category 3 (institutional) limits would be 50 and 25 feet, respectively. The distance
from the centerline of the nearest tracks fo the edge of the Superior Electrical property is
approximately 94 feet (12" Street Alternative). Therefore, because this property is nearly 70
feet from the source of vibration, its resultant vibration level would be considerably below the
FTA acceptability limit of 83 VdB. For this reason, operation of the expanded rail yard under
the 12" Street Alternative would not result in operational groundborne vibration that would
exceed the FTA acceptability limit. Similarly, for the 10" Street Alternative, the distance from
the centerline of tracks to the Superior Electrical property would be approximately 104 feet;
groundborne vibration would not exceed the FTA acceptability limit. Train activity would be
infrequent events, and would not be expected to interfere with conducting business within the
harbor industrial zone.

Air Quality. With regard to the air quality impacts of the proposed Project’s air emissions on
Superior Electrical, predicted impacts specific to this location were extracted from the Draft
EIR analysis and are summarized here. The closest receptor points to Superior Electrical that
were evaluated by the dispersion model for the EIR are focated on the Superior Electrical site.
Table 11.2-16 shows the highest modeled criteria pollutant and health risk impacts at Superior
Electrical associated with the mitigated proposed Project. The table shows that the peak state
1-hour NO; concentration would exceed the threshold during Project construction, and the
peak federal 1-hour NO: concentration would exceed the threshold during both Project
construction and operation. All other criteria poliutant and health risk impacts during
construction and operation would be less than the thresholds at this location.

The peak state and federal 1-hour NO; impacts of 343 ug/m® and 248 pg/m?®, respectively,
during construction would occur during Phase 3. Emissions from Project construction would
contribute only about 24 and 29 percent to the state and federal impacts, respectively; the
background concentration would contribute the remaining 76 and 71 percent. The peak
federal 1-hour NO; impact of 196 ug/m® during operation would occur in the 2020 analysis
year; the impact would gradually decrease to 191 ug/m® by 2035, Emissions from Project
operation would contribute only about 10 percent to the 2020 impact; the background
concentration would contribute the remaining 90 percent. The geographical extent of
significant NO: concentrations during the operational period of the proposed Project with the
refined boundary (as described in Section 10.1 of the Final EIR) is shown in Figures 11.2-1
through 11.2-5 in response to Comment AQMD-5. A discussion of the types of health effects
that may be associated with NOx and NOz exposure is provided on pages 3.2-48 and 3.2-49
of the Draft EIR.

The predicted 1-hour NO; concentrations in Table 11.2-16 are conservative and would occur
very infrequently, if at all, because they assume worst-case meteorological conditions (i.e.,
low wind speed, optimum wind direction, and very stable atmosphere) concurrent with the
highest observed background concentration measured at the Superblock monitoring station
over a 3-year period. The construction concentrations further assume all construction
equipment would operate simultaneously during these worst-case conditions. Most of the
1-hour NO; concentrations during Project construction and operation would be much lower
than the peak values, as evidenced by the much lower annual average NO; concentrations,
which are averages of all 1-hour concentrations during the worst-case year.
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TABLE 11.2-16
MODELED AIR POLLUTANT IMPACTS NEAR SUPERIOR ELECTRICAL
ADVERTISING (MITIGATED PROPOSED PROJECT)
Description i Modeled Impact ! | Significance Threshold l Significant?
Criteria Poilutants during Construction ?
1-Hour (state) 343 339 Yes
NC: 1-Hour (federal) 248 188 Yes
Annual 55.3 §7.0 No
co 1-Hour 4,160 23,000 No
8-Hour 3,277 10,000 No
24-Hour 15 10.4 No
Phig
Annual 0.1 1.0 No
PMzs 24-Hour 0.6 10.4 No
Criteria Pollutants during QOperation *
1-Hour {state} 281 339 No
NG2 1-Hour {federat) 166 188 Yes
Annual 55.0 57.0 No
- 1-Hour 3,894 23,0600 No
8-Hour 3,167 10,000 No
24-Hour .04 25 No
Phiio
Annual 0.0002 1.0 No
P s 24-Hour 0.04 2.5 No
Health Risks (Construction + Operation)*
Individuai Cancer Risk 25x%106 10 x 106 No
Chronic Hazard Index 0.c05 1.0 No
8-Hour Chronic Hazard Index 0.01 1.0 No
Acute Hazard index 0.08 1.0 No
Notes:
' NOz and CO impacts are the modeled project increment plus observed background. Ali other impacts are
the modeled project increment.
Z The highest impacts from all three phases of construction are shown.
® The highest impacts from all three operational analysis years (2020, 2025, 2035) are shown.
4 Health risk vaiues reflect occupational exposure assumptions and include emissions from both construction
and operation.

Furthermore, the proposed Project could produce operational criteria pollutant and health
impacts that are less than the values presented in the EIR and Table 11.2-16 by replacing
many future drayage truck trips from the terminal served by the Pier B Rail Yard with rail
transport. The potential air quality benefit associated with fewer drayage truck trips was
conservatively not quantified in this EIR (although the impact of the additional rail transport
was quantified). Please see response to Comment GSR-2 for a more thorough discussion of
this potential air quality benefit.

Pier B On-Dock Rail Support Facility Project  11-207 January 2018
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With regard to air quality mitigation, please see response to Comment SEA-11.

Transportation/Circulation. Access to the local street network via Jackson Avenue would
be maintained, thereby permitting deliveries of raw materials and transport of finished
products from the site as at present. As mentioned in response to Comment SEA-1,
acquisition of the property at 1700 W. Anaheim Street would not be required for any of the
alternatives. Superior Electrical’'s access onto 12" Street along its southern property boundary
and on its other three sides of the property would continue to be available. Superior Electrical's
access gate to Jackson Avenue, leading fo Anaheim Street, would not be affected. No
changes to Superior Electrical's perimeter along Santa Fe Avenue would be required. 12°
Street would be left in place to allow continued ingress and egress. A proposed perimeter
road around the rail yard would be constructed south of 12 Street connecting to Jackson and
Santa Fe avenues. On-street parking would continue to be available along the south side of
12" Street. Access to the Superior Electrical property would not change. For these reasons,
the physical changes associated with the proposed Project would not be incompatible to
continued business activities at Superior Electrical. The proposed perimeter road to be
provided would be a benefit to the flow of traffic. Please also see Master Response — Street
Closures, Access to Downtown Long Beach, and Public Services Access.

Response to Comment SEA-7: The comment claims that the Project description is
inadequate and, specifically, that it does not identify the exact location of the proposed Project.

The comment identifies a mislabeling of two streets on Figure ES-1 and finds this to be a
“significant defect” in the Draft EIR. One of the purposes of releasing the Draft EIR for public
review is to identify errors and deficiencies so that the Final EIR is sufficiently accurate and
complete to fully inform the decision-makers. Because the Project location is accurately
depicted in other figures in the document and described within Chapter 1, the mislabeling of
Figure ES-1 is not a "significant defect.” Figure ES-1 and Figure 1.7-2 have been revised in
the Final EIR.

Regarding the remainder of the comment, it must be noted that a project description need not
supply details beyond those needed for evaluafion and review of the environmental impacts
of a project (CEQA Guideline 15124). Moreover, it need not indude information not specified
in CEQA Guideline 15124, Regarding location, the EIR complies completely with the
Guideline by including both the regional map and the more detailed map. (see Figures 1.7-1
and 1.8-1). The Port disagrees with the commenter regarding the fevel of detail on these
maps. These detailed maps are augmented by detailed textual descriptions of the location
{pages 1-18 and 1-24).

The comment does not identify any omission of the Project description information specified
in CEQA Guideline 15124. Thedescription of the proposed Project is more than adequate.

With regard to accessibility to 12" Street:

»  Under the original proposed Project (12" Street Alternative), 10" Street Alternative, and
9" Street Alternative, 12" Street would continue to be accessible from Jackson and Santa
Fe avenues.

= Underthe 12" Street Alternative, as refined, a new perimeter road (open to the public) for
the rail yard would connect Jackson and Santa Fe avenues. Superior Electrical’'s access
to 12" Street would be maintained. 12" Street would connect to Santa Fe Avenue;
however, 12" Street would no longer connect to Jackson Avenue.

January 2013 11-208 Pier B On-Dock Rail Support Facility Project
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= Under the 10" Street Alternative, as refined, the northern side of 12" Street would be
accessible from Jackson and Santa Fe avenues. The perimeter road would displace a
portion of the south side of 12" Street,

» Under the 9™ Street Alternative, there would be no changes to 12" Street; Jackson and
Santa Fe avenues would terminate at 9" Street.

Response to Comment SEA-8: The commenter contends that the level of detail about
proposed Project operations in the Project Description is insufficient. CEQA Guideline 15124
requires only a “general description of the project's technical, economic, and environmental
characteristics, considering the principal engineering proposals, if any, and supporting publiic
service facilities." The description in the Draft EIR more than met this reguirement. The
proposed Project is intended to enhance an existing facility and existing operations, so it
reasonably focuses on how the existing facilities and operations would be enhanced and how
that would improve throughput and reduce dwell time. In other words, the proposed Project is
not the Pier B rail operations, per se, but consists of the changes in Pier B raii operations.

The 58-page Project description describes Pier B rail facilities and operations in sufficient
detail to suppor the environmental impact analysis. Section 1.3.3 discusses the use of the
various tracks in the rail yard and states “several of the yard tracks are dedicated to either
automobile rail car storage or for other activity ..."” (page 1-9). Section 1.8.2 includes a detailed
description of the Project elements, which correspond to features shown on Figure 1.8-1.
Operations of those elements are described in detail on pages 1-39 and 1-40. The relevant
operations are described again, in detail, within the various environmental assessments in
Chapter 3.

The commenter asks about the occurrence of various raif yard activities, including assembly,
disassembly, coupling and uncoupling, refueling, and maintenance. The proposed Project
would result in & reconfigured Pier B on-dock rail support facility that will include, but is not
limited to, the following rail activities and capabiities (see page ES-5):

= Receive, depart, and stage inbound and outbound intermodat trains

* Rail car storage and classification facilities

x A departing train assembly area

* Aninspection and deparfure brake test performance area

*  Staging tracks for non-intermodal cars traveling to and from non-container terminais

= Approximately five tanker truck locomotive refueling vehicles (loaded with fuel offsite) to
service onsite locomotives (see Figure 1.8-1 on page 1-27)

= Approximately five rail and rail car repair vehicles operating within the facility
» Passenger van support vehicles to pick up and drop off train crews within the facility

» Vehicle operations, including vehicles arriving and departing for refueling operations, rail
and rail car repair, and daily rail yard administrative staff individual passenger vehicles,
and locomotive operation personnel vehicles

The commenter states that the Project description identifies proposed “repairing tracks on
dedicated tracks,” and requests identification of said dedicated tracks. It is presumed that the
commenter intended to inquire about repairing rail cars on dedicated tracks. Trackage for rail
car repair activities are located within the existing rail yard, but currently do not provide
sufficient space for repairing cars, to allow other tracks to remain clear. As such, the Draft EIR
identifies, on page 1-39 of the Introduction and Project Description, Lines 35-37, “Repairing
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cars on dedicated tracks within the Pier B Rail Yard allows the tracks to remain clear for
incoming and outgeing cargo.” The proposed Project would include one track that would
provide a track line predominantly designed for repair of cars on an as-needed basis. This
track would be located approximately 125 feet from Superior Electrical Advertising’s back
entrance on 12" Street. As repairing loaded rail cars is more difficult and generally avoided,
most rail car repair activities occur at locations offsite, in the on-dock rail yards at the marine
terminals, once the cars have been unloaded. Within the proposed Pier B8 On-Dock Rail
Support Facility, if rail car repair must occur, repair could feasibly take place upon track(s)
located adjacent to aisle ways that allow equipment vehicles to assist the rail car repair
activities. The arrival and departure tracks for trains entering and leaving the Pier B Rail Yard,
functioning as the primary ingress and egress, would be located near (i.e., northernmost
proposed Project boundary) Anaheim Street (Figure 1.8-1, page 1-27).

If the BHC ultimately approves the proposed Project or one if its alternatives, Engineering
design prior to construction would determine the final use of future rail fracks, dedicated or
otherwise. Other onsite raif activities, as described above and in the EIR, would take place on
tracks located within the boundaries of the proposed Pier B Rail Yard.

Response to Comment SEA-9: The comment states that more Project details are provided
in the various impact analyses than in Chapter 1 (Project Description). The comment does not
provide any examples of this. However, as pointed out in response to Comment SEA-8, CEQA
Guideline 15124 requires only a “general description of the project's technical, economic, and
environmental characteristics, considering the principal engineering proposals, if any and
supporting public service facilities.” The Project description is consistent throughout the Draft
EIR in that its basic characteristics are the same, with variations only pertaining to the size of
the footprint, operational capacity, and aiterations to the local street network. Each of these
variables is consistently evaluated across all impact factors. To the extent that certain details
require analysis for certain associated impacts (e.g., locomotives for purposes of air quality
analysis or internal rail yard operations for purposes of noise analysis), those factors and
descriptors are evaluated across the range of alternatives in those specific analyses.

The purpose of describing a project is to allow a proper assessment of its environmental
impacts. The fact that additional descriptions may be provided in the context of explaining an
impact is by no means a violation of CEQA. To the contrary, it is totally appropriate to describe
Project operations in the context of a particular impact analysis.

Response to Comment SEA-10: The comment contends that the Project description
misleads readers in the way it describes 94 properties on page 1-31 of the Draft EIR. The
commenter guotes the section out of context and attempts to suggest that the Draft EIR was
suggesting that only the 94 properties within the Project footprint would be affected by the
proposed Project. That is not what the Draft EIR states. The partially guoted language comes
from a description of construction impacts, and it is specifically under the heading “Potential
Property Acquisition.” Read in context, the language is clearly describing the properties that
might be affected by acquisition. It never suggested that these properties were the limit of the
environmental impacts of the proposed Project. The Project description is not misleading.

Response to Comment SEA-11: The comment contends that the Draft EIR should include
additional mitigation measures. The comment references the need for additional measures to
address operational NOx emissions. The comment does not identify any such additional
measures, but it appears to assume that additional feasible mitigation measures for NOy are
available but are not being included. As explained in the Draft EIR on page 3.2-47, there are

January 2018 11-210 Pier B On-Dock Rail Support Facility Project



| 2% TR G N N N N N . G Y
QOO NOOMEW NOOQO~N OB WN =

e ]
Y

N NN
PO

DR R R
O~

W wn
- O W

G Lo
[ENRIL N

B W W W
- OO~

N
r

b P
[ 620 - #4]

Chapter 11
Port of Long Beach Responses to Commenis

no additional feasible mitigation measures available at this time. For example, in responses
to Comments CARB-7 and CARB-8, the Port explained why certain suggested additiona!
measures were not feasible. It is possible that new measures would be developed over time.
For this reason, the Port has imposed a Special Condition in Section 6.3.2, which imposes a
mandatory technology review every 5 years. Please also see Master Response —
Electrification of Alameda Corridor and Zero Emission Locomotives.

Response to Comment SEA-12: The Shoemaker Bridge (West Shoreline Drive) is located
at the southern end of 1-710, and is bisected by the Los Angeles River. Shoreline Drive and
West Anaheim Street provide direct access from the proposed Project area to Downtown Long
Beach and would continue to do so. Without the ramps, the Shoemaker Bridge (West
Shoreline Drive) would continue to be accessible via I-710 south from the east, which will
provide access to Downtown Long Beach.

The comment indicates that it is unclear what the proposed Project's relationship is with the
Shoemaker Bridge. The Shoemaker ramps include: (1) an on-ramp to southbound Shoemaker
Bridge at 9™ Street in the North Harbor District that provides access to downtown Long Beach;
and (2) an off-ramp from northbound Shoemaker Bridge at 10" Street, which feeds into g
Street in the North Harbor District. The proposed Project (12 Street Alternative) would
remove the Shoemaker Ramps on the westerly end of the Shoemaker Bridge. Under the 10"
Street Alternative the ramps would be reconfigured to maintain a connection between
Anaheim Street and Downtown Long Beach via Harbor Avenue. In the 9 Street Alternative
and No Project Alternative, the Shoemaker Ramps would remain unchanged.

tn April 2016, the COLB issued a NOP for a separate project to replace the Shoemaker Bridge
(West Shoreline Drive). The Shoemaker Bridge Replacement Project is an Early Action
Project of the Interstate [-710 Corridor Improvement Project. Three alternatives are being
evaluated as part of the Shoemaker Bridge Replacement Project. In addition to the No Build
Alternative (Alternative 1), Alternatives 2 and 3 will replace the existing Shoemaker Bridge
over the Los Angeles River with a new bridge located just south of the existing bridge. Both
Alternatives will include the evaluation of design options for a roundabout or a “Y” intersection
at the easterly end of the bridge. The primary difference between Alternative 2 and 3 is that
Alternative 2 provides for the re-purposing of the existing bridge for non-motorized
transportation and recreational use and Alternative 3 includes removal of the existing bridge.

While emergency response times are not environmental concerns, as explained in the Draft
EIR, the proposed Project would improve emergency response in some locations by
eliminating the at-grade crossing at Pier B/9" Street (page 3.7-10). The traffic analysis
contained in Chapter 3.5 of the Draft EIR took into account the roadway modifications of the
proposed Project, including elimination of the Shoemaker Bridge ramps, and concluded that
the rerouted traffic would not cause any signfficant traffic impacts (depending on traffic
conditions, travel time could increase by up to 4 minutes by not using the 9™ Street ramps to
access West Shoreline Drive). The roadways at issue are publicly owned. The comment
relating to increased travel time relates to convenience and does not give rise to a CEQA
issue. The driving public does not have any vested right in being able to utilize the shortest
route between two locations. The street network in place with the proposed Project would
maintain access to all destinations in either the downtown area or port vicinity. Substantial
inconvenience due to additional diiving time is not expected. Please see Master Response —
Street Closures, Access to Downtown Long Beach, and Public Services Access.
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Response to Comment SEA-13: The commenter contends that the proposed Project
introduces a land use that is incompatible with existing land use. The proposed Project is
intendedto upgrade existing rail operations on Pier B, improving the efficiency of its operations
and decreasing dwell times while minimizing adverse environmental effects. Thus, the
proposed Project is an existing use in an appropriately zoned area. The Project is consistent
with the Port Master Plan and with the COLA General Plan's Wilmington-Harbor City
Community Plan goals and objectives. The nature of the Project is such that it cannot be
moved to a more appropriate location (see Draft EIR Section 1.9.1). The EIR has presented
the potential environmental impacts of the Project, and, after considerable analysis,
determined these to be less than significant; the only exception being air quality impacts which
were determined to be significantly adverse.

None of the impacts evaluated in the Draft EIR were determined to be of sufficient significance
that they would be inconsistent with similar effects currently being experienced by adjacent
properties and businesses. The entire area surrounding the Project area is classified as the
IG (General industrial) district by the COLB (Municipal Code; Section 21.33.020). This zoning
designation applies to all properties in the area bounded by the Harbor District to the south,
Pacific Coast Highway to the north, the COLA to the west, and the vicinity of the L.os Angeles
River to the east. Within the IG district, “a wide range of industries may locate, such industries
that may not be desirable in other districts. The emphasis is on traditionally heavy industrial
and manufacturing uses. The |G district is intended to promote an industrial sanctuary where
land is preserved for industry and manufacturing and where existing industries are protected
from non-industrial users that may object to the operating characteristics of industry.” it is,
therefore, presumed that by locating a business within the IG district, such business is
cognizant and accepting of the similar uses, operations, conditions and circumstances
associated with general industrial operations, those being potentially adjacent, nearby, or
otherwise occurring within the district.

The Port understands that the Superior Electrical Advertising is a manufacturing business that
operates within industrial land use and General industrial (IG) zoning. Please see response
to Comment SEA-1 for physical features that would be constructed between Superior
Electrical's 12" Street perimeter and the Pier B Rail Yard as part of the proposed Project or
alternatives. Surrounding businesses are also industrial in nature. Based on the
environmental analyses for the proposed Project, these industrial land uses would not
experience significant negative impacts associated with land use compatibility.

Response to Comment SEA-14: The comment claims that the proposed Project would cut
off access to Superior Electrical's primary entrance on 12" Street. This is not the case;
accessibility to 12" Street would be maintained from the Superior Electrical property’s
driveway onto 12" Street. On-street parallel parking would be provided along the perimeter
road. A rail yard fence would separate the perimeter road from an interior rail yard access
road.

Response to Comment SEA-15: The comment claims that the land use impact analysis in
the Draft EIR only addresses properties within the footprint of the proposed Project. This is
not the case, as explained in response to Comment SEA-11 and other prior comments. The
Draft EIR identifies the specific properties within its footprint that would be displaced by the
proposed Project if it were approved andimplemented. However, the environmental analysis
in the Draft EIR studies the impacts of the proposed Project and its alternatives on the entire
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area, including the properties closest to the footprint of the proposed Project (see Figures
3.6-5 through 3.8-7).

As stated in Section 3.6.4.1, the proposed Project is in the planning process. No final
construction plans, ROW mapping, or decisions regarding possible acquisitions of any
privately held interests in properties have been made. The Port has identified properties that
might be subject to acquisition. However, no commitment to acquire any property interest can
be made without compliance with a series of procedural steps called for under the California
Eminent Domain Law (Califomnia Code of Civil Procedure Secs. 1230.010 et seq.) and
applicable relocation statutes and resolutions (CCR Secs. 6000 et seq.), among other
requirements.

Proposed land uses that would be near Superior Eiectrical are all industrial in nature. Based
on preliminary engineering design, the proposed rail yard south of Superior Electrical would
include roadway improvements (i.e., a perimeter road) to connect Jackson and Santa Fe
avenues; rail yard perimeter fencing; and an interior access road. Neighboring properties and
businesses adjacent to the Project footprint are within the 1P (Port Industrial) land use district,
as established by the COLB. As such, these land uses wouid not be incompatible with each
other because both Superior Electrical and the railyard are industrial land uses. The proposed
Project is still in the planning stage, and no decisions have been made.

Response to Comment SEA-16: As explained above, the proposed Project would not
significantly impact the environment at Superior Electrical. The comment suggests that the
Port should impiement mitigation to include acquisition of properties immediately adjacent to
the proposed Project. Given that the proposed Project would not have a significant impact on
the commenter's business, the suggested mitigation is not appropriate. In addition, the
suggested mitigation is legally infeasible. It would be improper for the Port to commit to
acquiring property without first having gone through ali of the legally required steps.
Furthermore, California law only permits acquisition through eminent domain of property that
is actually necessary for a public project.

The comment also suggests that mitigation should be required for noise impacts. The Draft
EIR found that changes in ambient noise levels, including at receptor location M1 near
Superior Electrical, would be less than significant; for this reason, mitigation is not required.

Response to Comment SEA-17: The comment characterizes the results of the noise impact
analysis as “unreasonable and questionable” and states that "noise levels for the Project will
be below the baseline ambient noise levels ... seems unlikely,” but does not note any specific
flaws in the noise analysis, giving rise to those comments. The commenter states that “noise
level predictions seem very low.” These perceptions, because they are not informed by
technically based information, can only be responded to by reference to the technical noise
analysis presented in Section 3.8 of the Draft EIR.

The commenter further states that “without an adequate description of the proposed rail
operations, noise estimates are unreliable.” The commenter does not reference any particular
project description information in the EIR that it considers to be inadequate and, therefore, a
direct response io that assertion cannot be provided. The Draft EIR presents detailed
descriptions of how the existing and improved rail yard would operate and how those
operations would vary among the alternatives under consideration (see Draft EIR Sections
1.3.3and 1.8).
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The commenter asks, "what methodology was used to predict the Project’'s noise impacts?”
The operational noise analysis was conducted pursuant to established FRA and FTA
guidelines and procedures. Operational noise was projected for each of the proposed Project
alternatives, by taking the results of existing ambient readings in the yard and expanding them
to reflect the proportional increased level of operations associated with each of the Project
alternatives. In capturing the in-yard existing in-yard baseline noise, the various activities
occurring within the yard (e.g., trains moving on tracks, coupling and de-coupling, locomotive
engine noise, safety-related horn soundings, and other typical yard sounds) were also
captured on the noise meters used fo measure ambient noise.

The reasoning for the finding of less than significant noise impacts is based on technical
analysis, founded on actual field noise measurements, following generally accepted prediction
methodology as established by the two federal agencies (FRA and FTA) having authority over
that subject.

Response to Comment SEA-18: As a point of clarification, the warning devices on rmodern
locomotives such as those discussed in the Draft EIR are referred to as horns rather than
whistles. As such, the term horn is use for all discussion of such devices. The comment states
incorrectly that the number of train horns would “be increased exponentially” with the proposed
Project. That is not the case. The use of train horns would increase in proportion to the
increase in the number of trains leaving Pier B, as train horns are a safety feature. The
comment claims that train whistles are not even addressed in the Draft EIR; train horns are
discussed in Sections 3.8.1.3, 3.8.1.5, and 3.8.2.2. Finally, the comment is focused on noise
effects at an existing industrial building within the COLB, which is not a noise-sensitive
receptor for the purposes of CEQA analysis. Both the proposed Project and the Superior
Electrical Advertising building are contained within the General Industrial (iG) district, which
is considered the City's "industrial sanctuary” district. According to the City's zoning code, this
district is "where a wide range of industries that may not be desirable in other districts may
locate. The emphasis is on traditionally heavy industrial and manufacturing uses.” The uses
permitted within this district can reasonably expect to generate, and to be subject to, higher
noise levels than properties elsewhere in the city.

Response to Comment SEA-19: The comment claims that the potential vibration impacts of
the proposed Project are not adequately analyzed. Potential ground-borne vibration impacts
from proposed Project construction and operation are discussed under Impact NOISE-2 (Draft
EIR pages 3.8-21 through 3.8-23) and Impact NOISE-8 (Draft EIR pages 3.8-27 and 3.8-28),
respectively. The analysis was conducted following FRA and FTA guidelines and procedures.
The analysis of construction-generated vibration indicates that building damage could
potentially occur at distances of 26 feet or less from construction activity {with the highest
vibration-generating construction equipment used); the Superior Electrical Advertising
building would be approximately 85 feet from the nearest railroad track (under the 12" Street
Alternative, as refined). That is the nearest construction activity (under the 12" Street
Alternative, as refined).

The analysis of operational ground-borne vibration levels focuses on human annoyance, in
accordance with FTA criteria (see Draft EIR Table 3.8-2). Three categories of land use are
identified for consideration of such impacts. None of those categories include industrial uses;
therefore, human annoyance vibration impact criteria, as per FTA guidance, do not apply.

Response to Comment SEA-20: The proposed Project site is in an area mapped by the
State of California as a potential earthquake liquefaction zone (California Division of Mines
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and Geology, 1999, Seismic Hazard Zones). The Draft EIR accordingly addresses the
potential for earthquake-induced liquefaction, as well as other seismic hazards, in Draft EIR
Section 3.1.2.3 (page 3.1-10),

Energy released during an earthquake is orders of magnitude greater than the energy
released by train and construction vibrations. Earthquake shaking is attenuated over several
miles from the rupturing fault, while train or construction vibrations is attenuated within a few
feet of the source. Thus, the intensity of shaking during an earthquake is very similar from one
end of Long Beach to the other end. However, the train or construction vibration will be much
more intense at the source than 25 to 150 feet away.

The estimates for vibration due to train passages, as discussed in NOISE-8 on pages 3.8-27
and 3.8-33 of the Draft EIR, are approximately 83 VdB at a distance of 25 feet from the track
centerline. For comparison, one can convert into VdB the earthquake spectral response
curves for the Operating Level Earthquake and Design Earthquakes at frequencies of 10 and
33 hertz (Hz) (Port of Long Beach Wharf Design Criteria, 2012). These values are expected
to bracket the probable frequencies of soil resonance, frain vibration, and construction
vibration, as shown in Table 11.2-117 below. Clearly, within 25 feet of the train or vibration
source, the vibration levels are already substantially lower than the vibrations expected under
the buildings during an earthquake.

TABLE 11.2-17
COMPARISON OF EARTHQUAKE AND
PROJECT-RELATED GROUND-SHAKING INTENSITIES

Approximate Velocity Level [VdB)
Earthquake Intensity Peak Particle
Vibration Source @ 10 Hz @33 Hz Velocity
Operating Level Earthquake 112 102 NA
Design Earthquakes 121 108 NA
Train @ 25 feet NA NA 83
Vibratory Compactor/Rolier @ 25 feet NA NA 94

NA not applicable
Source: Port of Leng Beach, Port of Long Beach Wharf Design Criteria, Version 3.0, February 28, 2012.

Liguefaction and vibration-induced settlements generally require strong shear waves to pass
through deeper soils. Earthquake vibrations generally include large components of
compression and shear waves because the shaking source is deep within the bedrock and
transmitted to the soils through the bedrock movements. Studies have shown that trains and
most construction vibration sources generate primarily surface waves (mainly Rayleigh
waves), while only a small portion of the energy is transmitted as compression and shear
waves that move through the soil mass. Evaluations by Seed and Carter (1888) show muliiple
lines of evidence from field observations, laboratory testing, and theoretical analysis that,
when railroad tracks are laid on level ground, train vibrations are insufficient to cause
liquefaction in loose sand deposits that are known to be liquefiable in earthquakes. A freight
locomotive will cause the highest vibration levels associated with a freight train, and there will
be approximately 100 cycles associated with the locomotives of a freight train at a given
location (Seed, H.B. and D.P. Carter, Liguefaction Potential of Sand Deposits under Low
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Levels of Excitation, Earthquake Engineering Research Center, University of California,
Berkeley, August 1988). The remaining freight cars will produce many more cycles but at a
tower energy level. The increases in pore pressure that cause liquefaction and settlement due
to vibrations require many more cycles at low stresses than the number of cycles required at
high siresses (Seed and Carter, 1988). Once a train has passed by, the pore pressures will
dissipate and the soil deposit will repeat the process again when the next train passes.
Because the weight, length, and speed of freight trains tends to be similar when averaged
over time, the first few trains that operate at a location will cause most of the potential impacts,
such as liquefaction and settiement. Once the soils have densified, their resistance to further
liquefaction and settlement has increased, but the stresses applied with each train passage
does not change significantly. Because freight trains have been operating at Pier B since the
1930s, it is estimated that 100,000 or more trains have already traveled through this corridor.
The potential impacts of these trains will have occurred decades ago, and the potential for
liquefaction and settlement caused by train vibrations is now very low under normal loadings.
The addition of 10 trains per day will not change the magnitude of the stress levels to which
these soils are subjected. Only a substantially higher peak stress, such as an earthquake,
would change this condition. For this reason, no mitigation is necessary to address potential
liquefaction.

Response to Comment SEA-21: Superior Electrical's opposition to the proposed Project is
noted for the record and is hereby part of the Final EIR; therefore, it is before the decision-
makers for their consideration prior to taking an action on the proposed Project.
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1 11.2.3.3 California Department of Transportation (CADOT)

SEATE CF CALECRNIA-CALIECHNIA STATE TRANSPORIATIONAGNLY et o e R L G SR O e, Ginprane

BDEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
DISTRICT 7.QFFICE OF REGIONAL PLANNING
100 5. MAIN STREET, MS 16

LOS ANGELES, CA 90012

PIHONE (213} 8976536 Serivcist alrought
FAX (2133 897-1337 Heip save water:
www, doten gov

February 14, 2017

M. Heather Tomley
Port of Long Beach

4801 Adrport Plaza Drive
Long Beach, CA 90802

RE:  Pier B On-Dock Rail Support Facility
SCHEZH008107%
GTS#I7-LA-2016-00393ME-MND

Dear Ms. Fomley:

Thank you for including the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) in the environmental

review process for the above referenced praject, The project involves the expansion of the Picr B railyard

tocated in the North and Northeast Harbor Planning Districts, The On-Dock Raii Suppont Facility Projcet

{Project) would enhance rail operations and the capacity and efficiency of rail facilitics at the existing Pier CADOTA1
B Rail Yard. Based on the information received in the Mitiguted Negative Declaration we have the

following comments:

The project presents three alivrmatives: a 12th Street Alternative, 16th Stroot Altermative and 9th Stroep |
Aliernative.

¢ The 12th Street Alternative requires Shoemaker Bridge rarops at 1-710 be remaved.

¢ The 10th Street Alernative requires Shocmaker Bridge ramps at 1-716 be reconfigured 10
maintain & connection between Ansheim Strect and downtown vis Harbor Avenne,

¢ The 9th Strect Alternative maintaing Shoemaker Bridee ramps as a conrection between Anabicin
Street and downtown via the North Harbor, - CADOT2

We recommond the “9th Street Alternative” because it has the least impacts on tratfic flow end public
safety in the vicinity compared to the *12th Sweer® and "10th Street™ Alternatives.

Tn the spirjt of mutual cooperation, Calirans staff js available to work with your planners and traffic
engincors for this project, if necded. If you have any questions regarding these comments, please contsct
preject coordinator Ms, Miye Edmonson, at (213} $97-6536 and rofor to GTS# FA-2016-00393 M,

Singereiy,
(o 523y,
DIANNA WATSON
IGRACFLA Branch Chicf
ooz Seott Morgan, State Clearinghouse

“Prenate o s, sustaingble, infeprased ond ¢ficyent Rnariar sy st
1o enhancs Calffornin's ecanomy e fsabifiy

REMEIVEN FER 7 7 07
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Responses to California Department of Transportation

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

Response to Comment CADOT-2: The comment summarizes the 12" Street, 10t Street,
and 9" Street alternatives presented in the Draft EIR as they each relate to the Shoemaker
Bridge ramps. Caltrans recommends the 9" Street Alternative because, in its opinion, “it has
the least impacts on traffic flows and public safety in the vicinity compared to the 12 Street
and 10" Street Alternatives.” It shouid be noted that, as is shown in Tables 3.5-13, 3.5-15,
and 3.5-17 of Draft EIR Section 3.5 (Ground Transportation), significant impacts were not
identified for any of the three build alternatives at the 18 street intersections, 2 1-710 freeway
segments, and 4 Pacific Coast Highway segments analyzed, as compared with the CEQA
baseline. As to pubiic safety, the 12" Street, 10" Street, and 9" Street alternatives would
result in removal of the at-grade rail crossing at 9™ Street and Pico Avenue; this public safety
improvement would be the same for each alternative.

Your recommendation is noted and is hereby made part of the Final EIR; therefore, it is before
the decision makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the proposed Project.
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Phillips Steel

Experience the Strength
Since 1915

Bonnie Lowenthal
Harbor Commissioner
Port of Long Beach
Bonnielow@aol.com

January 19, 2018

Re:  Pier B On-Dock Rail Support Facility Project
Hearing on Final Environmental Impact Report

Dear Ms, Lowenthal:

I very much appreciate the willingness of the Port of Long Beach and its Harbor Commissioners to listen to the
concerns of local businesses more recently and over the years. In particular, I value your support, and openness to
discussing worries that | have about the drastic impact of the proposed Pier B On-Dock Rail Support Facility Project on
Phillips Steel Company.

As you know, | can’t attend the public hearing on January 22, 2018 as | am traveling at that time. Qur counsel
filed a formal opposition to the Project on March 3, 2017. We continue to have grave concerns about the impact of the
Project. Thank you so much for agreeing to share those concerns on Monday.

Our main location is on 1368 West Anaheim. We have a second fabrication facility and another building just
west of that on Anaheim. [ understand the Port is likely to approve the 12" Street alternative. The 12% Street alternative
requires closure of our primary access to the Port, as well as the Shoemaker Bridge, which is our main access to
downtown Long Beach. All traffic, including emergency vehicles, will be re-routed to Anaheim, PCH and the 710.

The response to our earlier comments acknowledges traffic impacts and predicts only
3-minute delays “subject to traffic conditions”. The projected 3-minute delay makes no sense when the Shoemaker
Bridge is being closed and other major arteries are either being eliminated or overburdened with congestion. Furthermore,
“subject to traffic conditions” is inherently vague and far from a scientific or even evidence-based response.

Here are our continuing major concerns:
e  That 12" Street alternative adds over 30 rail lines. While we are not in the “project footprint”, those rails and the

related construction, noise, and poliution, will be right in our backyard. The value of our properties will be
decimated.

ESTABLISHED 1915
1368 West Anaheim Street = Long Beach, CA 208132779 + (562) 435-7571 « Fax (3562) 437-1072 Website; www. phillipssteel. com + E-Mail:
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¢ The only major arteries that will be left open are PCH and Anaheim, and they will be congested. Qur access to
emergency services will be materially harmed. The response to our comments hedges the question. To say
emergency responders are located “near” and “on all sides™ is vague and provides no comfort. The safety of our
employees will be compromised by the Project’s traffic impact.

e Traffic congestion will limit access to our properties by our customers and vendors. People and businesses at the
Port and downtown Long Beach will be most impacted. Limited access to our properties and longer travel times
will drive away customers. The profitability of our business and the value of our buildings will both be
compromised. The California Department of Transportation echoes our concerns about the traffic impacts in its
comments. The DOT recommends the 9" Street alternative if any Project moves forward. That alternative would
keep the Shoemaker Bridge in place, preserving our existing access to our downtown Long Beach customers, as
well as to the hospital and other emergency services.

* Not only are we exceedingly concerned about the pollution impacts on our business, workers, and clientele, we
are also concermned about environmental protestors blocking access to our properties due to their environmental
impact concerns. This will further limit access to our properties by our customers, employees, and emergency
responders.

*  Last but not least, rather than submitting a revised Draft EIR, the Port has moved straight to a Final EIR. The
Final EIR is difficult to follow and contains over 50 “revised” and “updated” figures and tables, along with
assorted “refinements” and “corrections”. This has impaired the ability of Phillips Steel Company and other
impacted local businesses to mount an effective opposition.

Phillips Steel Company remains opposed to the Project and believes it should be rejected. At the very leasta
revised Draft EIR with additional analysis and mitigation should be required and circulated or the alternative that
environmentally impacts our business and community the least and protects the Shoemaker Bridge should be favored over
the 12" Street alternative.

I really appreciate your continued support. Thank you again for voicing our concerns at the public hearing.

Sincerely,

Daryl Phillips
President, Phillips Steel Company
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A broad range of build alternatives was considered; many were eliminated from further
consideration because they failed to meet some or all of the Project's objectives or
screening criteria. Those alternatives are listed below and discussed further in Section 1.9 of
this EIR:

e Locate Additional Rail Yard Capacity on an Existing POLB marine terminal,

¢ |Locate Additional Rail Yard Capacity on a Non-Marine Terminal Site within the
Jurisdiction of the POLB;

e Inland Rail Yard;
e Reconfigured Rail Yard with Additional Pinwheel Ladder Storage Tracks; and
e Reconfigured Rail Yard with Additional Storage Tracks and Reconfigured Mead Yard.

12" Street Alternative (Proposed Project)

The proposed Project would be constructed in three phases over an estimated seven years
and has an estimated opening year of 2025. Components of the proposed Project would
include:

e Adding 31 yard tracks and five arrival/departure tracks, thereby expanding the yard from
an existing 12 tracks (2 main line tracks, 10 yard tracks, and no arrival/departure tracks)
to a total of 48 tracks (2 main tracks, 41 yard tracks, and five arrival/departure tracks);

December 2016 ES-4 Pier B On-Dock Rail Support Facility Project
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GoogleMaps 1368 W Anaheim St
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Long Beach, CA 90813

https://www.google.com/maps/place/1368+W-+Anaheim+St,+Long+Beach,+CA+90813/@... 2/24/2017



1545 W Anaheim St - Google Maps Page 1 of 2

GoogleMaps 1545 W Anaheim St

Map data ©2017 Google 20 ft

1545 W Anaheim St
Long Beach, CA 90813

https://www.google.com/maps/place/1 545+W+Anaheim+St,+Long+Beach,+CA+90813/@... 2/24/2017



TR

HINGOT - 10V013 TAUGWO 301

- anoWvia
QM b
i

4 INNN
IOVHOLS K1
LS5 & SNOVHL

s
/4 .51 ® SNOWHL BL
Z Quva




3 1 s 1
L LR T e R WL | PR

~ J 7 7n3@ s303083N A

bt} H:to 0uYA 004X, (3

THINNTH L
7 (I eSO
Y 51 & SHIvel vi
~ h 1 5l
o 39¥H0 5]
\\\ [0/1 ,c1 ® SyIvul Fl
{ b
4 i Z Oyv 4 b INNNE hmmmhm muﬁy Km_m
_. : : . : e ,
,‘ . ; ik .
o~ # b :
- — =
... — P -
. , = Y —_— ——— —_—— —_—
* ——— —
| — 4
—_—
—_— r ———— Nh———
=
a X ‘ . |
‘ ———
171n8 4 a2 .‘ — ‘ u
q!. Ow | .p,.;.,. ‘ g.w p - < o s .. o, s
[ o N ’ : . A ol e
N % y - w-nu.w. 8
W L 3 . " i3
" %

, .

JRTHNY 7d €704

NInH3IL 30 38 04

17 3NCZ H314N8
T

o

A — | J.\ 3 avil o
! el ) B . T o e = 39
< e R 10VHOLS ¢33/9
P ~ g @.. & e TN N[O/ LG @ SHDWML L

h : £ Quva| e

8 03NIWY3130 38 0f ; AEN B
S1INIT 3NOZ 4341n8 z R i .m

ONINNY 1d_§10d P\ ««Vw;fv# .@o

xu«z» dry Anvas 2
i & |..!ﬁ B..&

4 r,w
: : m&l&»-f?\ w
* il J ovHOLS ID Y3080 oqm
ﬂmh 30 hh—zgu /L .51 ® SHIVHL b
1LNW ONTLSTX3 1 L




w M

~N oo, A

10
11

12
13
14

15
16
17

18
19

20
21

22
23

24
25
26

27
28

29
30

31
32

33
34

35
36

Port of Long Beach Executive Summary

Providing for up to 10,000-foot long receiving/departure tracks;

Widening the existing rail bridge over Dominguez Channel to accommodate one
additional track; and

Constructing an area for locomotive refueling within the yard.

Realignments and closures of some roadways would be required. Pier B Street would be
realigned to the south, its geometrics would be improved, and two lanes of traffic in each
direction would be provided.

The realignment of Pier B Street would require the reconstruction of two intersections, at
Anaheim Way and Edison Avenue.

The existing at-grade 9" Street railroad grade crossing would be closed and the
Shoemaker ramps removed.

Pico Avenue would be realigned to the west beginning at the |-710 ramps south to
approximately Pier D Street, allowing space for four additional tracks between Pico
Avenue and the |-710 freeway.

Areas needed for new rail tracks would require the closure of portions of 9", 10", 117,
and 12" streets and Edison, Jackson, Santa Fe, Canal, Caspian, Harbor, and Fashion
avenues between Anaheim Street and Pier B Street, in the COLB.

Portions of Farragut, Foote, Cushing, Macdonough, and Schley avenues would be
closed in the vicinity of existing railroad right-of-way (ROW) in the COLA.

The reconfigured Pier B On-Dock Rail Support Facility would:

Be used to receive/depart and stage inbound and outbound intermodal trains.

Include storage tracks for empty rail cars required to support on-dock intermodal
operations.

Provide rail car storage and classification facilities.
Provide an assembly area for departing trains.
Provide an area where inspection and departure brake tests would be performed.

Include staging tracks for non-intermodal cars bound to and from non-container
terminals.

Provide trackage for rail car repair activities.

The proposed Project would support the following rail operations:

Up to four Pacific Harbor Line (PHL) locomotives operating onsite each day in 2015 and
up to eight in 2035.

Approximately five tanker truck locomotive refueling vehicles, loaded with fuel offsite,
would service onsite locomotives.

Approximately five rail and rail car repair vehicles would be operating within the on-dock
support facility.

Pier B On-Dock Rail Support Facility Project ES-5 December 2016
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