APPLICATION SUMMARY REPORT
Prepared in Accordance With the
Certified Port Master Plan and California Coastal Act of 1976

For

PORT OF LONG BEACH
PIER G INFRASTRUCTURE IMPROVEMENTS

This narrative and attached documents, including the project description, site visit, and staff
analysis, constitutes an Application Summary Report with Proposed Staff Recommendations
prepared in accordance with the certified Port Master Plan (PMP) and California Coastal Act of
1976. Based upon data contained herein, the proposed project has been determined not to have any
significant adverse environmental impacts and is in conformance with the stated policies of the
PMP. This document was circulated for public review and becismes effective upon adoption by the
Long Beach Harbor Commission.

ISSUED FOR PUBLIC REVIEW: MARCH 20  ,2000

BY: DIRECTOR OF PLANNING

APPLICATION SUMMARY REPORT ADOPTED ON: , 20

BY: CITY OF LONG BEACH BOARD OF HARBOR COMMISSIONERS

Application No. 00-021



Port of Long Beach
Pier G Infrastructure Improvements

I. Project Background

The Port of Long Beach (Port) leases property on Pier G (Figure 1) for the handling of dry-bulk
products. Since the late 1970’s petroleum coke (coke), a by-product of oil refining, has been
exported through the Pier G facilities. The storage, handling, and transport of coke has been
governed by South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) Rule 1158 since 1983,
In June 1999, as a result of public pressure, SCAQMD amended Rule 1158 and imposed a series
of new operational and infrastructure requirements for the storage, handling, and transport of
coke, coal, and sulfur that must be met by certain deadlines. Accordingly, the Port has applied
for a Harbor Development Permit to make improvements to the infrastructure on Pier G as
required by Amended Rule 1158. These improvements are expected to reduce coke dust
emissions from the handling and storage of petroleum coke.

II. Project Description

In order to comply with the requirements of Rule 1158, the Port has identified the following
areas in need of improvement:

Replace or upgrade existing truck washes.

Enclose the existing railcar dump.

Enclose the existing truck dumps.

Install misting systems at all dump locations.

Convert the existing coal storage shed to handle coke.
Install a misting system in the existing coal shed.
Construct a new enclosed truck dump for the coal shed.
Upgrade the existing Pier G conveyor system.

Upgrade Shiploader #2 and install a misting system.
Conduct interim improvements to Shiploader #1 prior to replacement.
Deactivate open coke storage pile Pad #7.

Pave and redesign the Pier G railyard.

Pave various other areas of Pier G.

These improvements would be completed on or before the dates required by Rule 1158 (June 11,
2000 through June 11, 2004, depending on the specific measure).
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[II. Port Master Plan, Coastal Act, and California Environmental Quality Act Issues

1. Port Master Plan (PMP) Issues

The proposed project is located within the Southeast Harbor Planning District 8 of the Port of
Long Beach. The permitted uses in that district include primary port facilities, port related, oil
production, and ancillary port facilities. The proposed project would allow the Pier G bulk-
handling facilities_to meet the requirements of Rule 1158 that will allow them to continue
operating. Construction of the infrastructure improvements would be consistent with the overall
goals and objectives for this district and the Port Master Plan.

2. California Coastal Act Issues

Relevant sections of the California Coastal Act are cited below, with a discussion of their
relationship to the proposed project.

Chapter 7, Article 14, Section 30604

“Conformance with Local Coastal Plan”
The proposed project conforms with the Port Master Plan.

Chapter 8, Article 2, Section 30708 (a)

“Minimize substantial adverse environmental impacts.”

The proposed project calls for the implementation of the requirements of Rule 1158, the
goal of which is to minimize coke dust emissions and reduce particulate matter in the
ambient air.

Chapter 8, Article 1, Section 30701

“Existing ports shall be encouraged to modernize”

The proposed project would allow the continued operation of the Pier G dry-bulk
handling facilities and export of petroleum coke under Rule 1158.

Chapter 8, Article 3, Section 30715 (3)

(a) - Appealable developments

The proposed project is not appealable to the Coastal Commission: the Board of Harbor
Commissioners’ action is final.



3.

California Environmental Quality Act Issues

An Environmental Assessment addressing the impacts associated with Rule 1158 was approved
by the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) on June 11, 1999. The
following is a summary of the issues assessed:

Air Quality

The only environmental area identified as having potential significant adverse impacts
due to the implementation of Rule 1158 was air quality. Construction and operational
activities and vehicles would generate short-term carbon monoxide, oxides of mitrogen,
volatile organic compounds, and particulate matter emissions that would exceed
SCAQMD’s construction and operational thresholds. However, these impacts were
deemed acceptable in light of particulate matter emission reductions that are expected
through rule implementation.

IV. Proposed Staff Recommendations

The Staff respectfuily requests that the Board of Harbor Commissioners take the following action
with respect to this project:

1.

Find, and adopt as its findings, the analyses set forth in the Environmental Assessment
for Proposed Amended Rule 1158 - Storage, Handling, and Transport of Coke, Coal, and
Sulfur approved by the South Coast Air Quality Management District on June 11, 1999;

Find, and adopt as its findings, that the analyses contained in this Application Summary
Report reflect the independent judgement of the Board of Harbor Commissioners as the
governing board of the City of Long Beach Harbor Department;

Adopt the Application Summary Report and Proposed Staff Recommendations; and
Approve the issuance of a Level IIT Harbor Development Permit pursuant to the

California Coastal Act, certified Port Master Plan, and Article XII, Section 1215 of the
Long Beach City Charter, subject to the conditions listed below.

A. Standard Conditions

The permit is subject to the standard Harbor Development Permit conditions.

B. Special Conditions

1.

Permittee shall comply with all requirements of South Coast Air Quality Management
District Rule 1158.

Permittee shall coordinate with all facilities which may be affected by the permitted
project. Permittee shall not interfere with any facility operations.



PUBLIC NOTICE

PORT OF LONG BEACH
LONG BEACH, CALIFORNIA

Pursuant to the Port of Long Beach certified Port Master Plan (PMP), notice is hereby given to
all interested persons and organizations that an Application Summary Report and a Level II
determination and Proposed Staff Recommendations under PMP have been prepared for the:

Port of Long Beach
Pier G Infrastructure Improvements

The Port of Long Beach is proposing to construct infrastructure improvements at
the Pier G dry-bulk handling facilities. The proposed improvements would allow
the continued operation of petroleum coke and sulfur facilities on Pier G.

Copies of the Application Summary Report and Proposed Staff Recomimendations will be
available to the public at the Harbor Department Administration Building, Planning Division,
925 Harbor Plaza, Long Beach, California. Please submit any comments regarding the proposed
project to this office as soon as possible but no later than March 29, 2000. Persons wishing
additional information may telephone the Harbor Department, Planning Division at

(562) 590-4160.

DATED: March 20, 2000
By the Order of the Board of Harbor Commissioners
Richard D. Steinke, Executive Director
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925 HARBOR PLAZA LONG BEACH, CALIFORNIA 90802 PAGE 1 OF Py
TELEPHOMNES (562)500-4160 (562)437-0041 FAX:(562)901-1728
1. PERMIT NUMBER 2. ISSUE DATE 3. EXPIRATION DATE NOTE
HDP-00-021 04/03/2000 - 04/03/2002
4. TYPE OF ACTION;
X PURSUANT TO CALIFORNIA COASTAL ACT OF 1976 AND CERTIFIED PORT MASTER PLAN
X PURSUANT TO SEGTION 1215 OF THE LONG BEACH CITY CHARTER
LEVEL Il GOASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT
APPEALABLE UNDER COASTAL ACT SECTION 30715
5. PERMITTEE: PORT OF LONG BEACH 8. PERMITTEE PHONE: (562) 437-0041
6. LEGAL INTEREST: Owner 9. CONTACT PERSON: E. Dan Allen
7. PERMITTEE ADDRESS: 10. TITLE/AFFILIATION:;
925 Harbor Plaza Chief Harbor Enginee
Long Beach, CA ZIF 90802 11. PHONE: (562) 5904139
12. DESCRIPTION OF APPROVED WORK:
Consliruct improvements to the Pler G dry-bulk handling facililies, fncluding itnprovements to truck washes and conveyors, enclosure of truck and railcar
dumps, installalion of misting systems, improvements to the shiploaders, deaclivation of Pad 7, replacement of Shiploader #1, and various paving
improvements,
13. LOCATION OF APPROVED WORK:
Pier G Bulk-Handling Facilities, Long Beach, California
[14. DRAWINGS: HD 8-413-1 (one sheet)
15. CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALIT‘( ACT DETERMINATION:
CATEGORICALLY EXEMPT [CLASS]
_ NEGATIVE DECLARATION, ADOPTED {DATE]
X ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT, CERTIFIED 8Y __South Coast AQMD {LEAD AGENCY] _0B5/11/1999 [DATE]
16. MANDATORY FINDINGS:
X THE PROJECT CONFORMS WITH THE GERTIFIED PORT MASTER PLAN
X THE PROJECT CONFORMS WITH THE POLICIES OF THE COASTAL ACT
X THE PROJECT CONFORMS WITH THE ESTABLISHED POLICIES OF THE Southeast HARBOR PLANNING DISTRICT
X THEPROJECT _ WILL X WILL NOT HAVE ANY SIGNIFICANT ADVERSE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS
_ PUBLIC HEARING NOT REQUIRED PURSUANT TO THE PROVISIONS OF THE CERTIFIED PORT MASTER PLAN
~ THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR AUTHORIZED |SSUANCE OF THIS PERMIT ON
X A PUBLIC HEARING WAS HELD ON AT
X THE BOARD OF HARBOR COMMISSIONERS AUTHGRIZED ISSUANCE OF THIS PERMIT ON __04/03/2000
BY A 3 TO 0 VOTE
17. THIS PERMIT IS ISSUED SUBJECT TO PERMITTEE OBTAINING THE FOLLOWING APPROVALS, AS NECESSARY, AND
COMPLYING WITH STATED PERMIT TERMS AND CONDITIONS
X L.B. DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND BUILDING _ AR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT
~ LB. BUREAU OF FIRE PREVENTION _ U.5. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS
_  REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD _ OTHER
X THOSE STANDARD CONDITIONS SHOWN ON THE ATTACHED PAGE OF THIS PERMIT.
X THOSE SPECIAL CONDITIONS SHOWN ON THE ATTACHED PAGE[S] OF THIS PERMIT,
18. ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
04/05/2000
&7 DIRECTOR OF PLANNING DATE
1, E ' b. All.k'h'- [PERMITTEE/AGENT] HEREBY ACKNOWLEDGE RECEIPT OF
HDP-00-021__ AND HAVE ACCEPTED ITS CONTENTS AND CONDITIONS.
L]
? M A.[ L [ LY
SIGNATIURE CF PERMITTEE/AGENT DATE
PLANNING COPY




HARBOR
iéax THE PORT OF DEVELOPMENT

LAY ]
¥ LONG BEACH PERMIT

925 HARBOR PLAZA LONG BEACH, CALIFORNIA 90802 PAGE 2 OF 2
TELEPHONES (562)580-4160 (662)437-0041 FAX:(562)501-1728

1. PERMIT NUMBER 2. 1SSUE DATE 3. EXPIRATION DATE NOTE
HDP-00-021 04/03/2000 0470312002
SPECIAL CONDITIONS:

1 Pemittee shall comply with all requiremenils of South Coast Air Quality Management District Rule 1158.

2 Permittee shall coordinate with all facilities which may be affocted by lhe permilted profect. Permittee shall nel interfere with any facility operations.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
W 04/052000 s @ O 4/‘ foo

DIRECTCOR OF PLYRINING./ DATE SIGNATURE OF PERMITTEE/AGENT DATE

PLANNING COPY
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925 HARBOR PLAZA LONG BEACH. CALIFORNIA 90802 PAGE 1

HARBOR

OF 2
TELEPHONES ({562)590-4160 {562)437-0041 FAX:(562)901-i728
1. PERMIT NUMBER 2. I1SSUE DATE 3. EXPIRATION DATE NOTE
HDP-01-062 10/13/2003 10713/2000
4. TYPE OF ACTION:
X PURSUANT TO CALIFORNIA COASTAL ACT OF 1976 AND CERTIFIED PORT MASTER PLAN
X PURSUANT TO SECTION 1215 OF THE LONG BEACH CITY CHARTER
LEVEL I COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT
_. APPEALABLE UNDER COASTAL ACT SECTION 30715
5. PERMITTEE: Oxbow Garbon & Minerals, Inc. B. PERMITTEE PHONE: (562} 4954846
6. LEGAL INTEREST: Permillee 9. GONTACT PERSON: Bruce Tavemer
7. PERMITTEE ADDRESS 10. TITLE/AFFILIATION:
211 Easl Ocean Boulevard, Suite 262 Manager, Southern California
Long Beach, CA ZIP 90802 11. PHONE: {562) 495-4846
12. DESCRIPTION OF APPROVED WORK:
Demolish the existing petroleum coke slorage [acility and replaca it wilh a 66, 700-square-foot storage barn.
13. LOCATION OF APPROVED WORK:
1090 Pler G Avenue, Long Beach, CA
14. DRAWINGS: Four unnumbered drawings; 03-042B-01:05
15. CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT DETERMINATION;
CATEGORICALLY EXEMPT ) [CLASS]
% NEGATIVE DECLARATION, ADOPTED 10/13/2003 [DATE]
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT, CERTIFIED BY [LEAD AGENCY] {DATE]
16. MANDATORY FINDINGS:
X THE PRCJECT GONFORMS WITH THE CERTIFIED PORT MASTER PLAN '
X THE PROJECT CONFORMS WITH THE POLICIES OF THE COASTAL ACT
X THE PROJECT CONFORMS WITH THE ESTABLISHED POLIGIES OF THE Southeast HARBCOR PLANINING DISTRIGT
X THEPROJECT _ WILL X WILL NOT HAVE ANY SIGNIFICANT ADVERSE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS
X PUBLIC HEARING NOT REQUIRED PURSUANT TC THE FROVISIONS OF THE CERTIFIED PORT MASTER PLAN
% THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR AUTHORIZED ISSUANCE OF THIS PERMIT ON 10/13/2003
_ APUBLIC HEARING WAS HELD ON AT
X THE BCARD COF HARBOR COMMISSIONERS AUTHORIZED ISSUANCE OF THIS PERMIT ON __10/13/2003
BY A 4 TO 0 VOTE
17. THIS PERMIT IS ISSUED SUBJECT TO PERMITTEE OBTAINING THE FCLLOWING APPROVALS, AS NECESSARY, AND

COMPLYING WITH STATED PERMIT TERMS AND CONDITIONS

X  L.B. DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND BUILDING _ AR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT
_  L.B. BUREALI OF FIRE PREVENTICN _ U5, ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS

_ REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD X OTHER Din Alert

X THOSE STANDARD CONDITIONS SHOWN OM THE ATTACHED PAGE OF THIS PERMIT.

X THOSE SPECIAL GONDITIONS SHOWN ON THE ATTACHED PAGE[S] OF THIS PERMIT.

18.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
WW 101412003
& DIRECTOR OF PutdNiNG ' DATE
I € A [PERMITTEE/AGENT] HEREBY ACKNOWLEDGE RECEIPT OF

HDP-01-062  AND HAVE ACCEPTED ITS CONTENTS AND CONDITIONS.

2D Och /67

N 13
SIGNATURE OF PERMITTEE/AGENT DATE
PLANNING COPY




i THE PORT OF
W% LONG BEACH

HARBOR
DEVELOPMENT
PERMIT

1.

925 HARBOR PLAZA LONG BEACH, CALIFORNIA 90802 PAGE 2 OF 2
TELEPHONES (562)590-4160 (562)437-0041 FAX:(562)901-1728

PERMIT NUMBER 2, ISBUE RATE 3. EXPIRATION DATE NOTE

HOP-01-062 1011312003 1013200

SPECIAL CONDITIONS:

1

Pemitlee shall reslore all ground suifaces to existing condilions. Excepl as approved by the Port of Long Beach Engineering Division, all work
shall be conducled in accordance with the latest edition of the "Green Book" Slandard Specificalions for Public Wacks Construction.

2 Pemmitlee shall be responsible for all damage to underground siructures and utility lines occurring as a resull of {he proposed project.

3 Priorlo calling Dig Alerl, permiltse shall inform the Port's "Dig Alert Coordinalor”, (562) 530-4169, of all excavalion aclivilies. When calling Dig
Alert, permitlee shall provide Dig Alert wilh the Harbor Development Pernil Number. Afer calting Dig Alert, permiltee shall mark the excavation
area with lhe Dig Alert "Ticket Numter".

4 Permillee must revise and recerlify ihe facilily's Storm Waler Pollulion Prevention Plan (SWPPP). That plar shall include a description and map
of slructures and acliviffes associaled with the permitted project and shall specify all applicable besl management praclices fo prevent storm waler
pollulion. Revisions lo the SWPPP musl be submilled lo the Director ¢f Planning prior to the start of operalion of the permitted project.

5  Penmittee shail coordinate with all facilities which may be affected by Lhe permitted project. Permiltee shall not interfere with any facility
operations.

7 Permittee shall submit a Construction Storm Waler Plan (CSWP) to the Director of Planning, for approval, pricr to 1he start of consiruclion, The
CSWP shall include Best Managemenl Practices, as appropriate, to control runoff dwing construction activilles.

&  Permiliee shall contact the Parl of Long Beach Surveys Seclion al (562) 550-4169 72 hours prior to project commencement Lo schedule an as-
built survey.

9 Permiliee shall conduct project slte preparalien and construction aclivities in 2 manner which minimizes dust and the release of materials into
harbor walers.

10 Prior te project commencement, permittee shalf submit two copies of a fraffic management plan to the Directer of Planning for approval.

11 Permiltee shall obtain all necessary permils and mitigation ofisels necessary for the project from the South Coast Air Quality Management District
and submit copies to the Direclor of Planning prior to he slant of operation.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS )
1041442 y
it Fmteno oranons (B O b 43
DIRECTOR OF PLANNING—/ DATE SIGNATURE OF PERMITTEE/AGENT DATE

PLANNING COPY




LEVELOPMENT
PERMIT

ong
s Beach

TELEPHONES: (213} 437-0041-{213)}-775-346 l\;jjl 531- 14) 531-4194- TELEX: 65-6452 PORTOBEAGCH LGB
1. MUMBER . 2. DATE OF 3. DATE OF EXTENSION: .
- o AR
HDP- gi169 ISSUANCE 6/3/85 EXPIRATION

DISTRIBUTION: WHITE ORIGINAL ~(LBHD], GREEH-{PORT RLANNING), YELLOW ~{APPLICANT GOPY), PINK —(LBHD, INSPEGTION COPY), GOLD -[PORT PLANHING)
4. TYPE OF ACTION:: © ~ =~

&l PURSUANT TO SECTION 1215 0OF THE LONG BEACH CITY CHARTER
Bl PURSUANT TO CALIFORNIA COASTAL ACT OF 1876.ANO.CERTIRED PORT NIASTEFI PLAN {PMP) -

‘ LEVELIE_,__COASTAL DEVELOF‘MENT PERMIT
EXEMPT FFlC]M O L.B. CITY CHARTER SEC. 1215 . lﬁ AF’F‘EALABLE COASTAL ACT AND ‘PMP
5. PEI{_!IVIITTEE: Sulexport Tne; - ) . B. PERMITTEE PH!JNE (415 l 591-5505
6. LEGAL INTEREST: Lessee 9. CONTACT PERSON: popert Rov
7. PERMITTEE ADDRESS: ‘ o . 10, TITLE/AFFILIATION:  1..,curer
1250 San Carlos Avenue ) i [ : - . Sulexport Inc.
San Carles, CA ZIP 84070 11. PHONE: t 415) 591—5505

12. DESCRIPTION OF APPROVED WORK

Construction of a sulfur prllllng plant receiv1ng 11qu1d sulfur processing it to

solid sulfur pellets Consttruction of associated recelving, storage and ‘conveying

System. -0 SEE ATTAGCHED DESCRIPTION
13. LOCATION OF APPRO\IED WORK - (ADDRESS CDOFIDII'IIATES ETCI

Pier G, Berth 214

14. EXHIBIT REFERENCE NUMBERS: 1542-A010 't 1542-P090 inclusive
15. CALIFORNIA ENVIRORMMENTAL QUALITY ACT DETERMINATION:

[1 CATEGORICALLY EXEMPT S : UTEM)
5 NEGATIVE OFCLARATION, AODPTEO Apxil 1, 1385 ~  (DATE) _ . L
O ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT, CERTIFIEQ BY . (LEAD AGENCYl._._____. . . (DATE

16. THE BOARD OF HARBOR BDMMISSIDNERS FINDS THAT: -
& THE PHDPDSED DEVELDF’IVIENT CONFDHMS WITH THE PDHT OF LONG BEACH CEFITIFIED MASTER
PLAN.
O THE PROJECT IS IN CONFORMITY WITH THE POLICIES OF THE COASTAL ACT.
0k THE PROJECT IS IN CONFOBMITY WITH THE ESTABLISHED POLICIES .OF THE Southeast
HARBOR PLANNING DISTRICT. -

(M

[ PUBLIGC HEARING NOT REGUIRED FOR LEVEL | OEVELOPMENTS PURSUANT TU THE PROVISIONS OF
THE CERTIFIED PORT MASTER PLAN.

% A PUBLIC HEARING WAS HELD) ON 3/4/85 AT Port of Long Beach :

O PERMIT APPLICATION NO._ 84169 ~ - 'WAS APPROVEQ ON _6/3/85 BY A_!L_TD_Q_VDTE

17. THIS PERMIT IS ISSUED SUBJECT TO YOUR UBTAII\III\I;G THE FOLLOWING APPRO\IALS
AND/OR COMPLYINMG WITH STATED TERMS AND CONMDITIONS:

¥ L. B. DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND BUILDING [1 CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION
it L. B, BUREAU OF FIRE PREVENTION - - -0 U.s. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS
1 REGIONAL WATER GUALITY. GBENTROL BOARD . O US. COAST GUARD

I} AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT 1 OTHER

Gt THOSE STANDARD. CONDITIONS SHOWN ON THE REVERSE SIDE OF THIS PERMIT.
3t THOSE SPECIAL CONDITIONS SHOWN ON PAGE 2 (ATTACHED) OF THIS PERMIT.

GEMEI\ITS

é/@f

D ATE

L

I.w OHRMITTEElAGEI\ITl HEREBY ACKNMOWLEDGE RECEIPT OF PERMIT
NU.Q# ND HAVE ACCEPRTED ITS CONTENTS AND CONDITIONS. )
., /X /P¥S
bt PERMITYEE/ AGENT M:/_ DATE

. DISTHIHUTION: WHITE ORIGINAL -{LEHD), GREEN-{PORT PLANNING), YELLOW —-lAPPLICANT COPY}, PINK —{LBHD INSPECTIOH COPY), GOLD -{PORT PLANMING}

{04454

HD-P-15




Portof . | :
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4 Beach

P.0O. BOX 570-LONG BEACH, CALIFORNIA 90801

TELEPHOMNES: (213} 437-0041-(213) 775-3460-(714) 531-4191-(714) 531-4194-TELEX: 65-6452 PORTOBEACH LGB
‘ DATE NOTE: PAGE .

HDP 84169 6/3/85 2 of 2

OISTRIBUTION: WHITE- ORIGINAL ~(LEHD), GREEN-{FORT PLANHING}, YELLOW -{APRLICANT COPY), PINK —{LBHD INSPECTION COFY'_.A aoLp -{PORT PLANNING)

OFFICE USE ORNLY

SPECIAL..CONDITIONS:

H L ' T R
a) Conformance with Long Beach Fire Department requirements.

b} . Ne molten sulfur will be unloaded or prilled unless fhe air pollution control
equlpment is 1n full operatiom. ’

c) The exterior of the project area will be kept free of sulfur dust accumulation
at all times.

d) Submission of final plans and specifications. for approval by thé Director of
Engineering and. the Director. of Port Planning. shall be made 30 days prior to
conatruction

e) No Hoxizontal surfaces whlch will allow sulfur dust accumulation will be
allowed within.the storage 31105. .

£) Separate dust suppression and fire suppression sprlnklers for the storage
-gllos are required.

2) Conveyor systems shall be completely enclosed up to the point of merging
7 with the existing Pier G shlploader ‘conveyor system. .

h) Sulfur receipt by rall car is prohibited unless appllcat1on 1s made to the
Director of Port Planning and approval is given by the Board of Harbor

Comm1551oners.

i) Truck recelpt of sulfur is liwlted to 40 trucks per day.

ACKRIOQWLEDGEMENTS:

ﬁé& ., ks

DATE PE TEE/AGENCY ,V.ZE e ?L' v“ DATE

DISTRIBUTION: WHITE QCRIGINAL -{LBHD), OREER-{PORT PLAHHING), YELLOW -IAPPLICANT COPY), PINK -~{LBIID INSPECTION COPY}, QOLD -[FOAT PLAHKIHQ)

HD-B-15
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P.O. BOX 570" LONG BEACH CALIFORNIA 9080!

1. I\IUMBER

DISTRIBUT)

(2]3] 437 [}549

-H:e.-r-tf', Eerths ?12 215
Pievr G - '
14. EXHIBIT: REFEFIENGE NUMBERS: Hng
' 15. GALIFORNIA EI\I\IIROI\IMEI\ITAL uunu"
| L.CATEGORIGALLY . EXEMPT..
E:NEGATIVE DECLARATION
a _ENVIRDNMENTAL.IM‘F‘A

ADORTED

16. THE BOARD OF HARBOR. ) ( 3 : T A
;B THE PROPOSEQ DE of , EACH CERTIFIED MASTER
PLAN. ; ) ’ S

Bl THE PROJECT IS IN- CONFORMITY- W)

1 THE_PROJECT IS, IN CONFERMITY. _\nn .

HAHB’GH PLANNiNG DISTRICT;




#NCShg 0400 DEVELOPMENT
PERMIT

P.O. BOX 570 LONG BEACH CALIFOHN[A 90801

TELEPHONES: (213) 437 041 (213) 175 3469471
1. NUMBER

-4104: TELEX; 65-6452 PORTOBEACH LGB

HDP- 85047

DISTRIBUTION;, W

EXEMPT FRO

5. PERMITTEE: . .. ..

6. LEGAL INTEREST: [,
- PERMITTEE ADDRES

.'_21'31 45? 0549 -

£597-1 throtli 4+520206 - o 5

O GATEGDR!GALLY EXEMPT
EENEGATIVE DEGLARATION _ .
|:'| ENVIRONMENTAL IMPA ERTE ENGY . oo -

" (DATE)

PLAN
B THE PROJECT 187 INr—CCI-NFD-
B THE, F‘HDJECT ISzIN CONFEIRMITY. WITH

HAHBDR F‘LANNING DISTFIIGT ' ;

skl
- T

O PUBLIC HEARING NOT HE@‘UFH'ED FoR LiE\;[‘
THE CERTIFIEQ PORT MASTER PLAN." -

O A PUBLIC HEARING WAS HELD DN

2 PERMIT APPL!CATIDN NO._ 86047

SR
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Port of

DEVELOPMENT
PERMIT

. ._1“\
7T

““'a BEECh

P.O. BOX, 570 LONG BEACH, CALIFORNIA 90801
TELEPHONES:; (213) 437.0041 {213) 775-3469 FAX: (213) 437-3231 TELEX: 65-8452 PORTOBEACH LGB

3. DATE OF
EXPIRATION

2. DATE OF
ISSUANLCE

| ——=°-
1. NUMBER . EXTENSION:

DP- 5007» 5421/40 5421/98

DISTRIBUTION: WHITE ORIGINAL -{tBHD), GREEN-IPORT PLANHING), YELLOW -lAPPLICANT COPY], PINK —ILBHD {NSPECTION COPY), OOLO -{POAT PLANNING)

4, TYPE OF ACTION:

[: PURSUANT TO SECTION 1215 OF THE LONG BEACH CITY CHARTER

[3: PURSUANT TO CAUFDRNIA COASTAL ACT OF 1976 AND CERTIFIED PORT MASTER PLAN [PMP)
LEVEL_t1_ COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT

EXEMPT FROM 0O LB. CITY CHARTER SEC. 1215 0 APPEALABLE COASTAL ACT ANO PMP

5. PERMITTEE:

Acplied Industrial Materlala Corp.
6. LEGAL INTEREST: Lessen

7. PERMITTEE ADDRESS:

8. PERNITTEE PHONE ( )
213 #436-5234

9. CONTACT PERSON: .. iombawdi
10. TITLE/AFFILIATION:

1270 Piexr 3 Avenue Hanager/West Coast Operations

ZIp 90302 11. PHONE: {213y 436~-5734

12. DESCRIPTION OF APPROVED WORK: Construetion of 22 foof high contalnment walls around
-an exigting open petroleum voke atorage pile {Tad Ho., 14}, 4 tTuck dump statdon, A acteening
stacmn, and - a m:we}ror e@ystam La ':Lak Ead Ho, {M £ ] an e?len: L'nfr AlﬁCﬁK petrmmm COR™
flhwl ' ‘ EI SEE ATTAEHED DESCRIFTION

13. LOCATION OF APPROVED WORK (ADDRESS, COORDINATES, ETC.):

Berthe 212-215, Pler G, Long Beach

Lung Beach, CA

b
r

4. EXHIBIT REFERENGE MUMBERS: 4-1741-1, 4-1741-0, 4-1741-3 and 4=1741-4
15. CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT OETERMINATION:

00 CATEGORICALLY EXEMPT : (TEM)

B¥ NEGATIVE DECLARATION, ADOPTED __3/24/50 (DATE)

O ENVIRDNMENTAL IMPACT REPORT, CERTIFIEO BY (LEAD AGENCY)

(DATE)

' 16. THE BOARD OF HARBOR COMMISSIONERS FINDS THAT:

@ THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT CONFDRMS WITH THE PORT OF LONG BEACH CERTIFIED MASTER
PLAN.

I THE PROJECT IS IN CONFORMITY WITH THE POLICIES OF THE COASTAL ACT.

& THE PROJECT IS IN CONFORMITY WITH THE ESTABLISHED POLICIES OF THE __Scutheast
HARBOR PLANNING DISTRICT.

Ff THE PROJECT 0O WILL B WiLL NOT HAVE ANY_SIE‘.NI.FICANT ADVERSE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS.

O

O PUBLIC HEARING NOT REQUIRED FOR LEVEL | OEVELOPMENTS PURSUANT TO THE PROVISIONS OF
THE CERTIFIED PORT MASTER PLAN. )

‘J A PUBLIC HEARING WAS HELD ON 4730190 AT 925 Harbor Plaza, Long Beach

[ PERMIT APPLICATION NO._99022 5/21/90 _0 voTE

THIS PERMIT IS ISSUED SUBJECT TO YOUR OBTAINING THE FOLLOWING APPROVALS
ANO/OR COMPLYING WITH STATED TERMS AND CONDITIONS:
L. B. DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND BUILDING 0 CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

17.

[J L. B. BUREAU OF FIRE PREVENTIDN -
I REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD
I AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT

0} THOSE STANDARO CONDITIDNS SHOWN ON THE REVERSE SIDE OF THIS PERMIT.
@ THOSE SPECIAL CONDITIDNS SHDWN ON PAGE 2 (ATTACHED) DF THIS F'EF{NIIT

O US. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS
O US. COAST GUARD
O OTHER

4o

1 B (A?ﬂOWLEDGEM

- £ (1 /}6’ E?fnf
/

DIRECTOR OF PORT PLANNING

VINCENT P. KENNED?

’ /
. it //-’7‘:“‘ 3;) b e
i PEHMTTTEE/AGENTﬁ‘j—s

[PERMITTEE/AGENT] HEREBY ACKNOWLEOGE RECEIPT OF PERMIT
NO. }JED—*D(J!!?A AND HAVE ACCEPTED ITS CONTENTS AI\ID CONDITIONS.

5 30- ¢

DATE

(o =57 = 1)
DATE

DISTRIBUTION: WHITE ORIGINAL -{LBHD}, GHEEN (POHT PLANHING), YELLOW —LAPPLICAHT COPY}, PINK —(LBHD INSPECTION COPY}, GOLD -(PORT PLANNING)

e

HD.P-15 [10/8E]




P.0. BOX

TELEPHONES: {213) 437-0041-{213) 775-3469-(714) 531-4191-({714) 531-4194-TELEX: 65-6452 PORTOBEACH LGB

Pzt of - DEVELOPMENT
g;ggh

570-LONG BEACH, CALIFORNIA 850801

HDP-

DATE NOTE: PAGE
RIFANA Y ‘

DIETRIBUTION: WHITE ORIGINAL ~{LEHD), GREEH-{PORT FLANRIRG), YELLOW -{AFFLICANT COPY), PINK —[LBHD ‘llll'sPEcTIé_l?l COPY), cOLD -{PORT PLANHING)

OFFICE USE ONLY
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[ . Py e o e
D]HECTDR DF PORT F‘LANNH\IG ? DATE PERMITTEE/AGENCY _' DATE
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&= THE PORT OF | HARBOR
4% LONG BEACH * DEVELOPMENT

PERMIT

925 HARBOR PLAZA LONG BEACH, CALIFORNIA 90802 . PAGE | OF -
TELERHONES: [213) 5904160 [213) 437.0041 FAX: [213} 4954985 . )
1. PERMIT NUMBER 2. ISSUE DATE: ’ 3. EXPIRAION DATE: NOTE
HDP- 90022 . 5121790 T/aaf9z2 Amendment 1
N Extension
4. TYPE OF ACTION:

L PURSUANT TO SECTION 1 215 OF THE LONG BEACH CITY CHARTER

[ PURSUANT TO CAUFORNIA COASTAL ACT OF 1976 AND CERTIFIED PORT MASTER PLAN
LEVEL, TL ) CDAS:i'AL OEVELOPMENT PERMIT

1 APPEALABLE UNDER CDASTAL ACT SECTION 30715

5. PEAMITTEE:  ATMCOR - ° ' B. PERMITTEE PHONE: (310) 436-3234
6. LEGAL INTEREST: Lpﬁﬂﬂa 9. CONTACT PERSON: Joa Loobardl
7. PERMITTEE ADDRESS: - _ | 10. TITLE/AFFILIATION:
1270 Plar @ Avenue Director/West Coapt Operationgs
Long Beach, 08 ZIp_g0302 11. PHONE: (3106% 436-5234 7'
12. DESCRIPTION OF APPROVED WORK; - O SEE ATTACHED DESGRIPTION

Conatruction of 22-foob hiih containment walls arcund an existiug open pairsieum

13.

| and a screenine gtation.

coke otovags pile (Pad No. 24)., 4 truck dumv station with truck loading avatem,

LOCATION OF APPROVED WORK:

Barrhs 212-215. Pler 3. Lonez Beach

14.

DRAWINGS: 4-3174]1-1. dul?-’ll 2, A=lihl-3 and &=1F41=4

" 18,

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL GUALITY ACT DETERMINATION:

O CATEGORICALLY EXEMPT ' [CLASS)

[Hl NEGATWE DEGLARATION, ADDPTED 5/21/96 [DATE)

O ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT, CERTIFIED BY fLEAD AGENCY] [DATE]

18.

..00 THE EXECUTIVE OIREGTOR AUTHDRIZED ISSUANGE OF THIS PERMIT ON

MANDATORY FINDINGS: ' _

(@ THE PROJECT CONFDRMS WITH THE GERTIFIED PORT MASTER PLAN

(L THE PROJECT CONFORMS WITH THE PDUCIES OF THE CDASTAL ACT

[, THE PROJECT CONFORMS WITH. THE ESTABLISHED POLICIES DF THE __Sontheast - HARBOR PLANNING DISTRICT
i THEPRADJECT O WILL [3 WILL NOT HAVE ANY SIGNIFIGANT ADVERSE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

0 PUBLIC HEARING NOT REQUIRED PURSUANT TO THE PROVISIONS OF THE CERTIFIED PORT MASTER PLAN

[ A PUBLIC HEARING WAS HELD ON s790/90 - AT 52% HAarhar P‘i‘a?a _

4 THE BOARD OF HARBOR COMMISSIONERS AUTHORIZED ISSUANCE OF THIS PERMIT ON __ 5/21 /90
8y A 5 ™ i _VOTE

@ . The Hoard of Harbor Commissloners grontud this extension 3/23/92

¥ The Fxacotive Birectow suthorized this smendment osf 3/9/92

17.

THIS PERMIT IS ISSUED SUBJECT TO PERMITTEE ORTAINING THE FOLLOWING APPROVALS, AS NECEBSARY, AND
COMPLYING WITH STATED PERMIT TERMS AND CONDITIONS:

@ L.B. DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND BUILDING K] AIR GUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTAICT

@ L.B. BUREAU OF FIRE PREVENTION O U.S. ARMY CDRPS OF ENGINEERS

[ REGIONAL WATER GUAUITY CONTROL BDARD " O OTHER
THOSE STANDARD CONDITIONS SHDWN ON THE REVERSE SIDE OF THIS PERMIT,
@ THOSE SPECIAL CONDIYIDNS SHOWN ON THE ATTACHED PAGE(S] OF THIS PERMIT.

o= e SIGN[ATURE‘UF PERMITTEE/ AGENT DATE

X

Pt )
™ DATE

Vit 3

DIRECTO DF PLANNING

1, fb}éﬁf’ A;m:fxﬂn’»’d/

[PRINTED NAME]

(PERMITTEE/AGENT) HEREBY ACKMOWLEDGE RECEIPT OF

uwop 722 % 2 aAND HAVE ACCEPTED ITS CONTENTS AND CONDITIONS.

-~

7 s
Q‘Mﬂ;’ i frapmt v/ 7 4

LY

I
\

DISTRIBUTION: WHITE ORGINAL : LBHD; LQREEN; PLANNING; YELLOWh APFI;IGIHT‘: PINK: LEHO INSPECTION:  GOLD. PLANNING

HE-PP-15 [5/91])



¥/ THE PORT OF ' HARBOR

W LONG BEACH DEVELOPMENT
PERMIT

925 HARBOR PLAZA LONG BEACH, GALIFORNIA 50802 ' _ FAGE 2 OF 2
TELEPHONES: [213) 5904160 [213) 4370041 FaX: [214) 4954525 - :

1. PERMIT NUMBER - 2. {SSUE DATE: 3. EXPIRATION DATE; NOTE
HDP- 90022 5/21/90 1124092 Amendment 1
Extenslon

Special Gonditionazlf;

1. If during the dourse of construction, permittee shall discover ot belleve
that the materlal haing excavated at the project site contnins extremely
lhiazardous wastes or hazardous wistas as those terms have been or are dafined
by the Administrator® of the Environmental Protecticii Agency, the Callfernia
Departuent of Healgh Services or any other person or agency having jurisdictlon
of the management of hazardous material, permittee, at i1ts gost, shall (i)
promptly notify the Diractor of Planuing of permittee's dlacovery or bellef;
(i1} =t the request of tha Dirsctor of Planning, Initlata chemical and/or
phyelcal analyses of the suspected contaminated materisl; (iii) promptly
submit all laboratery or othar test results upon receipt thereof to the Director
of Plamning; (iv) develop and submit for approval by the Director of Flanning
a remadiation plan providing for the disposal and/or treatment of the contawinated
material; (v) treat and disposa of or remeve such material in accordaunce
-with regulations and order of governmental agencles having jurisdictiony
{vi} 1f materdal 1s removed, replace all such contaminated material with
elean £i11 material structurally suitable for the projest and shall cause
the excavation to be backfilled and dompacted; and {vii) prompily subiit
copies of pll waate manifeste to the Director of Planning.

2. Pezmittea ghall be responsible for all damage to underground structureq and
wtilicy lines occurring as a result of proléct constructiona,

3. Permittes shall restore all ground surfzces disturbed by excnvation to existing
conditions.

4. Fermittee shall conduct aite prﬂpa;atian and construction aotivities in a
mauner which -iniml ren’ dust and release of materials lnto hatbor waters,

5, FPermittes shall_fﬁily enclose the seresning station, conveyor, and truck
dump as proposed.

6, Should any modiflcation to this project b= required by tha South Coast Alr
(uality Management Districi (SCAQMD), peruittee shall apply for am amendment
to this peroit.

.

7. Permittae shall contact the Port of Long Besch Trafile Engineer at (213)
590-4152 ragarding trafflc control prior to the commencement of project con-
struczion, Permittee shall comply with the Work Area Trafiic Control Handbook
{WATCH) , '

8., Permittes shall submit final canséruction drawings to the Dirsctor of. Flamning
for approval prior to the commencement nf project construction.

9, Permittee sholl uinimize fugltive dust emlsslons resulting {rom comsrructlon
activities by usming water trucks or sprinkling systems to keep all areas
of vehicle movemsnt damp =nough to preveat dust from being ralsed when leawlng
the site and by wetrcing down project areas in the late morning amd after
work is completed for the day. Permittee shall submit to the Birector of
Planning monthly written weports covering dally watering times, amount of
water uged, and azea covered by tha watering. .

wwmnssﬁnz I - .
M \.3 'fié '?Q Q,a‘fz-(m"'i:f;;;:ﬁ.—e—’ f"/’ ;.;' J’?J,

DIREETOR OF PLANNING % DATE, .~ SIGNATURE OF PERMITTEE/AGENT DATE

( / DISTRBUTION: WHITE ORIGINAL: LBHD;  GREEN: PLANNING; _YECLOWN APPLICANT; FINK: LEHD INSPECTION; EOLD: PLANNING
B . -

HD-PP-158 [S/81}°



P

": ﬂ‘I'HE PORTOF ' HARBOR

@ Ay ~ DEVELOPMENT
W% LONG BEACH PERMIT

925 HARBOR PLAZA LONG BEACH, CALIFORNIA 90802 ‘ < {PeeE 3 oF 3
TELEPHONEE: [213] 5904160 [213) 437-0041 FAX: [213) 464026 Lo

.1 PERMIT NUMBER : 2. IS5UE DATE: 3. EXPIRATION DATE:’ NOTE
HDP- 51045 11/23/92 11/23/94

4. TYPE OF ACTION:
[® PURSUANT TO SECTION 1215 OF THE LONG BEACH CiTY CHARTER
PURSUANT TO CAUFDRNIA COASTAL ACT OF 1876 AND CERTIFIEQ PORT MASTER PLAN
LEVEL 11 COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT
O APPEALABLE UNOER COASTAL ACT SECTIDN 30715

5. PERMITTEE: Dort of Long Beach 8. PERMITTEE PHONE: (310) 437-0041

6. LEGAL INTEREST: Gwnar L ' 5. CONTACT PERSDN; Dan Rllen
7. PERAMITTEE ADDRESS: K 10. TITLE/AFFILIATION:
525 Harbor Plaza ) E Chief Harbor Engineer
Long Beach. CA 2IP 908062 11. PHONE; 1310) 590-4139
12. DESCRIPTION OF APPROVED WORK: ] . SEE ATTACHED DESCRIFTION

13. LOCATION OF APRROVED WORK:
Pier G, Long Baach.
A4. DRAWINGS: Three unnumbarsd drawings

15. CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT DETERMINATION:

0O CATEGORICALLY EXEMPT : [CLASS])
NEGATIVE DECLARATION, AQOPTED __11/23/92 . [OATE)
O ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT, CEAMRED BY [LEAD AGENCY) i [DATE]

18. MANDATORY FINDINGS:

THE PROJECT CONFORMS WITH THE CERTIFIED PORT MASTER PLAN

THE PROJECT CONFORMS WITH THE POLICIES OF THE COASTAL ACT

THE PROJECT CONFORMS WITH THE ESTABLISHED POLICIES OF THE _Southeast HARBOR PLANNING DISTRICT
THE PROJECT - O WILL @ WILL NOT HAYE ANY SIGNIRGANT AOVERSE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

PUBLIC HEARING NOT REGLIRED PURSUANT TO THE PROVISIONS OF THE CEATIFIED PORT MASTER PLAN

THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR AUTHORIZED ISSUANCE OF THIS PERMIT ON
A PUBLIC HEARING WAS HELD ON AT

THE BOARD OF HARBOR COMMISSIONERS AUTHORIZED ISSUANCE OF THIS PERMIT ON _11/23/92
BY A 5 pLo J _VOTE

HE00OMESERE

]

17. THIS PERMIT IS ISSUED SUBJECT TO FEHMITTEE OBTAINING THE FOLLOWING APPROVALS, AS NECESBARY, AND
COMPLYING WITH STATED PERMIT TERMS AND CONDITIDNS:

[ L.B. DEPAHTMENT OF PLANNING AND BUILOING AR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT
@ L.B. BUREAL OF FIRE PREVENTION O U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS -
O REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD [1 OTHER

@ THOSE STANDARD EDNDITI_UNE SHOWN ON THE REVEREGE SI0E OF THIS PERMIT.
¥ THOSE SPECIAL CONDITIONS SHOWN ON THE ATTACHED PAGE(S]) OF THIS PERMIT.

18. AcKNO EDGEMENTS _ T )
_ oA o 1 -Fa
J DIREZTOR OF PLANNII\% “ . ‘ : DA ’

W SED Allen. [E(!EHMWEE]AGENI’];HEHEW‘A‘#_!ENﬁWLgDGE RECEIRT OF

(PINTED NAME] T R R e e TEIERLT L
H S I
H . . .

HDP ﬂ_l_l.:aifa__ AND HAVE AI:GEPTEI:I s I'.'DI\I'I'ENTB AND CONDITIONS,

00 o 'ZIZL,?TE

SIGNATURE OF PERMITTEETAGENT |

- DISTRBUTION: WHITE DRIGINAL: LBHO: GREEN: PLANKING; ' VELLOW: APPLICANT; PiN: LBHD INSPECTION: - GOLD: PLANNING
. T ’ T § i

! o R i : i HOPRIS[E/E1)



@ THEPORTOF  _ _ HARBOR
‘&% LONG BEACH DEVELOPMENT

PAGE 3 OF 3

925 HARBOR PLAZA LONG BEACH, CALIFORNIA 90802 e
TELEPHONES: (213] 5904160 [213] 437-0041 FAX: [213] 4854585

. PERMIT. NUMBER _ . IBSUEDATE. -~ 3. EXPIRATION DATE: NOTE
HDP- 51046 : 11/23/92 11/23/94 :

- Description of Approved Work:

Constrict a 150,000-ton-capacity, covered coal gtorage shed. Tha
shéd would include tWwo rotary plow reclaimers for blending the coal
and conveyora to counect bhe sbed ta rotary car dumper and to the
existing nonveYor-g¥SEem Ehat feads the shiploaders, A new, slectric-
powered, traveling shiploader wuuld b$ tnetalled, and the existing
rallyard raconfigured. -J‘

A

1. Permlittes shall minimlze fugitive dust emlsslons resulting f£rom demolition
ang fill activities by wsing water .trucks or aprinkling ayatems to
keep oll aroas subject to vebicle movenent dawmp onough Lo prevent
Jdust balng raised when ieaving the site and by webkting down project
areas in the late morning amd after work is completed for the dny.
Pormittes shall submit Lo the Director of Plarning a monthly, written
raporlk descsih;ng daily watering times, amnunt of waker used, and
area covered by the watering.

" Speoial Conditiong:

. Permittee shall sunbplt landscaping and sprinkler system plans to the
Direckor of Planning, pricor to the start of project construction.
Permittee shall not undertoks any congkbructlon until such plans hava

beea approved by tha Blrector of Planning, whose approval shall aot
be withheld unreascnably. ’ i

3. Permittee ashall suhmit Skorn Water Pallut1on PreVention Plan o
the blrector of Planning,<for approval, prior to the start of facllity
opuration. Tha Plan shall incidde Hest Management Practices for the
conkral of makerial decumelatlion around the coal shed, uhlploader
and wharf.

ACKNOWLEDGEMEN

k/i/ a - / ?““ EQ,CU-&-— el
DIRECTOR OF PLaNNNG Y 77 ° SIGNATURE DF PERMITTEE/ABENT * DATE

l‘ / DISTHIBU“DNMWE ORIGINAL: LEHD: GREEN: PLANNKG; YELLOWO APPLICANT; PINK 1BHD INSPECTIDN, GOLD: PLANNING

"

HO-PP-15a [5/91)




,,.\' I THE pOnr oF

HARBOR
... DEVELOPMENT
PERMIT

. - [PAGE © -

1 PERMITNUMBER, 3 EXPIRATIONDATE .. . " | NOTE S
HDP- .. Wﬁ“.. JRR cnl RF3EAST L -
R : R ' B B R )

4 TYPE OF ACTION: e ‘ g R T Lo

X FUHSUAN{TOSECHON1215OFTHELONGBEACHCI'[YCHAFITE'R . ¥

i PURSUANT TO GALIFORNIA COASTAL ACT OF 1976 AND GERTIFIED POHTMASTERFLAN e e
Level: X GOASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT o :
APPEALAELEUNDEHCDASTALAGTSEGTION30715 e v R T

5. A A P

5. ‘LEG.AITINTEREST:'P’G!‘{M.E.&'L, Vi

i. FERMH'I'EE‘ABDHESS'" e

1945 i b GRS L m; 1'%&
Ltli'ra; o A [l T _1'_r PHONE:
13.  LOCATION OFAPPROVEDWORK-
1043 Bhey 1, Sorht ar LY,
14, DRAWINGS: 7§40~1, Ty m ¥ B
15, CALIFORNIAENV[HONMENTALDUALITVACTDETERMINATIUN! G e e ;
__ CATEGORICALLY EXEMRT 5 ¢ '\ i s ‘ [GLASS] > . ..
& NEGATIVE DECLARATTON, ADOPTED .. PIIRISY : _IDATE}: . -
ENVIHONMENTALIMPACTHEPOHT CEHTIFIEDBY e . READAGERCY T o T - [DATE]
Doa
18. MAND}\TORYFINDINGS ST e S et e e
& TH@FRBJECT-CDNFOHMSWITHTHECEFITIFJEDPORTMASTEF! PLAN R i o C
HHE PRO.IEGTGDNFOﬁMS WITH THE ESTABL SHED POLITIES OFTHE .. Mol S HAHBOR PLANNING DISTRICT
& THEPROJECT __ wiLL X WILL NoT HAVE ANY SIGNIFICANT ADVERSE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPAGTS.,
_K puBg HEARING NOT REQUIRED PURSUANT TO THE PROVISIONS, OF THE CEHTIFIED PORT MASTER PLAN
!THE EXEGUTIVEDIHECTOF!AUTHOH!ZED ISS'LIANCE GFTHIS PERMITON e 'w p-r. £4T ;
APUBLIGH AFIINGWAS'HELDON‘ : ' o )
X THE BOAFID OF HARBOR COMMISSIONERS AU HDHIZED ISSUANGE oF TH[S PEHMIT oN
BYA_ - 1 _.TD-' ] .U NOTE . .y . . .
- S R : X
17. THIS PERMIT |5155UED SUBJECT TOPEHMHTEEOBTAINJNG THE FOLLDWING APPHDVALS AS NECESSARV.AND e

COMPL‘I’ING WITH STATED FERMITTEHMS AND CONDITIDNS R . C : t

Ed L B, DEPAHTMENT OF FLANNING ANIj BUILDING AIH QUALIT‘f' MANAGEMENT DISTHICT

[

L i us _AHMY onps OF ENGINEERS
1 REGIONAL “ATEH QUALITY CONTF]OL BOABD B oo & OTHEB Tefow cnbidw .
i THOSE STANDARD CONDFTIONS SHOWN ON THE REVERSE SIDE OF THIS PERMIT. ’

X rHosespEcmLcomumnNs SHOWNON THEATTAGHED I’AGE[SI op'rms PEHMIT e

. DIREGTOR OF PLANNING'

o el e




,{{ i THE pom' or_,, __ HARBOR

DEVELOPMEI\IT
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TELEPHONES [310]590—4160[310]437 0041 FAX [310]495—4925 R I L TR ) 2 2
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NEGATIVE DECLARATION
Prepared in Accordance With the
California Environmental Quality Act of 1970
As Amended
And
APPLICATION SUMMARY REPORT
Prepared in Accordance With the
Certified Port Master Plan and California Coastal Act of 1976

For

OXBOW CARBON & MINERALS

PETROLEUM COKE BARN REPLACEMENT

This narrative and attached documents, including the project description, site visit, and staff anaiysis,
constitute a Negative Declaration, prepared in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act; and
an Application Summary Report, with staff recommendations prepared in accordance with the certified Port
Master Plan and the California Coastal Act. Based upon the data contained herein, the propesed project has
" been determined not to have significant adverse environmental impacts and conforms to the stated policies
of the Port Master Plan. This document was circulated for public review and becomes effective upon
adoption by the Long Beach Harbor Commission,

ISSUED FOR PUBLIC REVIEW: SEPTEMBER 2 , 2003
BY: DIRECTOR OF PLANNING: 75060t ,m
i 7
APPLICATION SUMMARY REPORT ADOPTED ON: OCTOBER 13 2003

BY: CITY OF LONG BEACH /7/ 7 Z/ |
BOARD OF HARBOR COMMISSIONERS g (L [ e

Application No. 01-062




OXBOW CARBON & MINERALS
PETROLEUM COKE BARN REPLACEMENT
l PROJECT OVERVIEW

Ultramar Petroleum (in turn owned by Valero Energy) has leased from the Port of Long Beach
{Port) the petroleum coke storage facility at 1090 Pier G Avenue (Figures 1 and 2). Oxbow
Carbon and Minerals (Oxbow) has in turn leased the facility from Ultramar and purchases
petroleum coke from Valero's Wilmington Refinery. One of the terms of Ultramar's lease with the
Port is that they must replace the facility to bring it into compliance with Rule 1158 of the South
Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD)'.

The coke storage facility is currently empty and was last used in late 2002. The facility is in
disrepair with side and roof panels damaged or missing (Photos 1 through 4}. The facility would
be demolished and replaced with a fully contained storage and handling facility that would be
compliant with Rule 1158. The project would result in an approximately 90 percent increase in
capacity (from 26,500 metric tons [MT] to 50,000 MT) within a footprint roughly 15 percent larger
than the existing facility (from 57,600 square feet [ft’] to 66,700 ft). The larger capacity would
allow Oxbow to use larger, 45,000 dead-weight-ton (DWT), ships compared to the 30,000 DWT
ships previously used. Because the extra capacity would be used for storage and there would be
no change in total throughput of coke compared to when the facility was last operating at full
capacity, the larger ships would call less frequently (once in 45 days rather than the once in 30
days).

il PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The project site is located at 1090 Pier G Avenue. The entire facility covers approximately
118,000 square feet (ft*), with the coke storage shed occupying approximately 57,600 ft* (Figure
3). The shed is constructed of corrugated steel walls and roof supported on a steel beam
skeleton. There are several conveyor systems that move the coke into and out of the facility. Due
to the current condition of the facility and the stringent requirements of Rule 1158, the existing
coke storage facility would be demolished and replaced with a state-of-the-art petroleum coke
storage and transfer facility. The existing truck dump, hoppers, and associated conveyors would
not be modified, aside from enclosing the conveyors for compliance with Rule 1158. Conveyors
not in a vault or tunnel wouid be equipped with hood covers, drop pans and wind skirts.

1 Rule 1158 requires that facilities that store, handle, and transport petroleum coke be fully enclosed and employ
emission reducing devices and procedures to minimize coke dust release.
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Photo 1 — Barn Exterior

Photo 3 — Missing Side Panel ‘ _ Photo 4 — Barn Interior
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Conveyors C5 and C86, which transport coke into the facility, would be substantially modified to
accommaodate the new building (Figures 3 and 4).

Demolition

Demolition of the existing facility would require approximately 3 weeks. Materials removed would
be sent either to a recycling facility or an appropriate landfill. Standard methods to minimize dust
emissions would be utilized such as regular wetting of surfaces that have the potential to produce
dust and covering debris-haul trucks. The small amount of coke dust remaining within the building
would be removed prior to demolition, and would be disposed of in an appropriate landfill.

Construction

Oxbow proposes fo replace the existing facility with a fully enclosed facility of approximately
66,700 ft®. The proposed new facility would have a maximum height of 85 feet (Figure 4).
Construction would require 10 to 12 months and would be accomplished using standard steel
erection and concrete construction methods. The sides of the new facility would be constructed of
reinforced concrete walls varying in height from 8 feet along the sides of the building to
approximately 24 feet at the ends. As described above, the various conveyor systems would be
upgraded or replaced with enclosed systems to eliminate dust release.

Utilities would be provided from the same sources as supply the existing facility, and only minor
modifications would be required to the existing utility systems to accommaodate the new structures.

Operation

Upon completion of construction, the facility would resume operation in the same manner as it
was operating before being vacated in late 2002.

Oxbow — Negative Dectaration 8 August 2003
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{1k IMPACT DISCUSSION

This environmental analysis of the proposed project will focus on the topics identified on the
attached Environmental Assessment Checklist. The checklist uses the following terms:

« Potentially Significant Impact: Impacts would be potentially significant and feasible
mitigation has not been identified.

+ Potentially Significant Unless Mitigatioh incorporated: Impacts would be adverse and
potentially significant, but can feasibly be mitigated to less than significant.

» Less than Significant Impact: Impacts would be adverse, but less than significant.

+ No |mpact: No adverse impacts, or only beneficial impacts, would occur.

Environmental Assessment Checklist

1. EARTH. Wil the proposal result in: Potentially Potentially Less than No Impact
Significant Significant Significant
Impact Unless Impact
Mitigation
Incorporated

a) Unstable earth conditions or in

X
changes in geologic substructures?
r73) Disruption, displacement, compaction, X
or overcovering of the soil?
c) Changes in topography or ground X
surface relief features?
d)  Destruction, covering, or modification
of any unique geologic or physical X
features?
e) Any increase in wind or water erosion X

of soils, either on or off the site?

Oxbow — Negative Declaration 8 August 2003




f) Changes in deposition or erosion of
beach sands, or changes in siitation,
deposition, or erosion that may modify X
the channel of a river or stream or the
bed of the ocean or any bay, inlet or
lake?

g) Exposure of people or property to
geologic hazards, such as X
earthquakes, landslides, mudslides,
ground failure, or similar hazards?

a-c) Construction activities would temporarily disturb the site during earthwork, particularly
construction of foundations for the facilities and the installation of utilities. The proposed project
site is flat, and there would be no substantial grading as part of project. The site preparation
activities would not cause unstable earth conditions, changes in geologic substructures, changes
in topography or in ground surface relief. Impacts from soil disruption, displacement, or
compaction would be less than significant.

d) The project area consists of compacted fill. No unique geologic or physicai features exist on
the project site.

e) Project construction could cause minor wind and water erosion of on-site soils during grading,
foundations construction, and utilities installation. However, Oxbow would be required to submit a
Construction Storm Water Plan (CSWP) for Port approval detailing Best Management Practices
{BMP) to control runoff during construction. No significant impacts are expected, due to the
implementation of standard erosion control measures, such as sand bag barriers, storm drain inlet
protection, and regular site sweeping.

f) The proposed project would not cause changes in deposition or erosion of beach sands, or
changes in siltation, deposition or erosion that may modify the channel of a river or stream or the
bed of the ocean or any bay, inlet, or lake.

g) The project is proposed in a region susceptible to geoclogic hazards such as earthquakes. The
facility would be designed and constructed in accordance with the applicable codes and standards
for facilities in seismically active Southern California. As such it would not expose people to
geologic hazards beyond those experienced throughout Southern California.

Oxbow — Negative Declaration 9 August 2003




[ 2. AIR. Will the proposal result in: Potentially | Potentially | Lessthan | No impact
Significant Significant Significant

Impact Unless impact
Mitigation
Incorporated

a)  Substantial air emissions or

o : , . X

deterioration of ambient air quality?

b)  Generation of construction emissions? X
c) The creation of objectionable odors? X

d)  Alteration of air movement, moisture, or
temperature, or any change in climate, X
either locally or regionally?

a) As previously discussed, the purpose of the project is to bring the facility into compliance with
SCAQMD’s Rule 1158. Completion of the project would result in reductions in emissions of coke
dust through the modification and upgrade of all storage areas, conveyors, and truck wash areas
so that they are fully compliant with Rule 1158. Thus, the project would result in a benefit fo air
quality from that source.

The largest change in operational emissions would be related to the change in size and schedule
for the ships carrying the coke out of the Port. Oxbow estimates that one 45,000 DWT vessel
would be calling at the POLB roughly every 45 days, rather than the 30,000 DWT ships that
currently transport the coke approximately every 30 days. Therefore, 12 ships per year currently
calling would be reduced to eight ships per year. However, larger ships require larger engines,
which tend to have greater emissions.

The potential increase in peak daily bulk freighter emissions was estimated using correlations
between marine vessel capacity and engine rating, along with emission factors developed for the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency in “Analysis of Commercial Marine Vessels Emissions and
Fuel Consumption Data” (EPA420-R-00-002, February 2000). The engine rating for a 30,000
DWT bulk freighter was estimated to be about 12,100 horsepower, while the rating for a 45,000
DWT freighter was estimated to be about 13,600 horsepower. Time and engine load during the
various phases of entering and leaving the Port of Long Beach were estimated from data
developed for the SCAQMD in “Marine Vessel Emissions Inventory Update to 1996 Report:
Marine Vessel Emissions Inventory and Control Strategies” (September 1999). Estimated time at
berth was based on a loading rate of 18,000 tons of coke during a 24-hour working day. It was
also assumed that two tugboats would provide assistance during maneuvering when entering and

Oxbow — Negative Declaration 10 August 2003



leaving the Port. The estimated peak daily marine vessel emissions, including emissions from
the freighters’ main and auxiliary engines and from tugboats, are presented in Table 1.

The estimated daily emission increase ranges between approximately four and seven percent of
the estimated historic peak daily emissions. Given the uncertainty and variability of the data used
to calculate the estimates, the increases are minimal and well within the uncertainty of the
method.

Although the lfarger ships would generate somewhat more emissions on a daily basis, per year,
the project would resuit in fewer ship calls. Accordingly, the appropriate basis for comparison is
the estimated annual emissions, which are presented in Table 2. On an annual basis, the project
would reduce emissions of priority pollutants by approximately 20 percent. Accordingly, this
project is expected to benefit air quality and would not prevent the achievement of the goals in the
South Coast Air Quality Management Plan.

Table 1 — Estimated Daily Emissions (lbs/day)
Ship size CcoO VOoC NOx SOx PM10
30,000 DWT Freighter 135 14 1764 1490 30
45,000 DWT Freighter 143 15 1830 1548 31
Increase 8 1 66 58 1
Table 2 - Estimated Annual Emissions (Ibs/ year)

Number of annual ship calls CcoO VOC NOx SOx PM10
12 (1 per month, 30,000 DWT) 3,254 343 | 42654 | 36,038 715
8 (1 per 45 days, 45,000 DWT) 2,600 269§ 35,207 | 29,691 590
Reduction 654 74 7,447 6,347 125

b} Air pollutant emissions during project construction would result from:

i. construction equipment exhaust,

ii. minor earthmoving activities needed as part of site preparation and foundation excavation,

fii. construction employee personal vehicles used to commute to/from the site, and

iv. trucks delivering materials and equipment.

Oxbow — Negative Declaration
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Construction emissions were estimated based on the equipment schedule provided in
Attachment A, along with emission factors from the SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook. |t
was assumed that the three construction phases (demolition, concrete and steel erection) would
proceed sequentially without any overlap. It was also assumed that two construction workers
would be commuting to the site for each piece of construction equipment. The estimated peak
daily emissions and the SCAQMD significance thresholds are presented in Table 3. Project
construction emissions would be well below the significance thresholds and would therefore not
cause a significant air quality impact.

Table 3 - Construction Emissions {Ibs/day)
CcO voC NOx SOx PM10
Construction Emissions 54 16 81 7 46
Significance Threshold 550 75 100 150 150
Significant (Yes/No) No No No No No

Fugitive dust from the demolition of the existing facilities also would generate air emissions.
These emissions would be short term, and are not expected to exceed emission thresholds.
Consistent with Port policy, dust formation would be minimized through the implementation of the
following two dust reduction measures:

« Conduct project site preparation and construction activities in a manner which
minimizes dust and the release of materials into harbor waters.

* Minimize fugitive dust emissions resulting from construction activities by using water
trucks or sprinkling systems to keep all areas of vehicle movement damp enough to
prevent dust from being raised when leaving the site, and by wetting down project
areas in the late morning and after work is completed for the day. Permittee shall
submit to the Director of Planning monthly written reports covering daily watering
times, amount of water used, and areas covered by the watering.

¢) The proposed project would not generate objectionable odors that would affect nearby sensitive
receptors.

d) The proposed project would not alter air movement, moisture, or temperature, or result in a
change in climate, either locally or regionally.

Oxbow — Negative Declaration 12 August 2003



3. WATER. Will the proposal result in: Potentially Potentially Less than | No Impact
Significant Significant | Significant

Impact Unless Impact
Mitigation
Incorporated

a) Changes in currents, or the course of
direction of water movements, in either X
marine or fresh waters?

b)  Changes in absorption rates, drainage
patterns, or the rate and amount of X
surface runoff?

c)  Alterations to the course or flow of
X

floodwaters?

d)  Changes in the amount of surface water X
in any water body?

e) Discharge into surface waters, or in any
alteration of surface water quality,
including, but not limited to, X
temperature, dissclved oxygen or
turbidity?

f) Alteration of the direction or rate of flow X

of groundwater?

g) Change in the quantity of ground waters,
either through direct additions or
. . . X
withdrawalis, or through interception of
an aquifer by cuts or excavations?

h)  Substantial reduction in the amount of
water otherwise available for public X
water supplies?

i) Exposure of people or property to water-

related hazards such as flooding or tidal X
waves?
)] Substantial increases in mass inflow to X

public wastewater treatment facilities
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a) There are no freshwater bodies on or near the site. The site is located adjacent to the marine
waters of the southeast basin. The project would cause no changes in currents or the course of
water movements in marine waters.

b, d) There would be no changes in absorption rates, drainage patterns, and/or the rate and
amount of runoff since the project site is flat (only minor site preparation grading is required) and
already paved.

¢) No alterations would occur to the course or flow of floodwaters.

d & e) There would be no intake from or water discharge to surface waters as a result of the
proposed project. Water for dust control and maintenance of product moisture content would be
provided from the existing water recycling system on Pier G. Excess water would be returned
directly to the system through the existing drainage system. Oxbow would be required to prepare
a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP}) for the project site to manage non-point source
stormwater discharges. The SWPPP would be submitted to the Port as part of project permit
conditions, and the Port would monitor SWPPP compliance under its Master Storm Water
Program. In addition, as previously noted, Oxbow would be required to submit an CSWP for Port
approval detailing BMPs to control runoff during project construction. Vessels are prohibited from
discharging bilge water and wastewater while in Port,

f, g, and h) The proposed project would not utilize or otherwise affect the flow or quantity of
groundwater. Project water supplies would be obtained from the City of Long Beach Water
Department. Project construction or operation would not resuit in a substantial reduction in the
amount of water otherwise available for public water supplies.

i) The proposed project would not expose people fo flooding, tida! waves, or other water-related
hazards.

j} Oxbow would continue to discharge wastewater as in 2002, so there would be no change in
wastewater discharge as a result of the project. Oxbow would also continue to use water to wash
down coke transport trucks; that water, as well as other water coilected from the site, would be
retained and handled as in 2002. Thus, there would be no change in mass inflow to public
wastewater treatment facilities as a result of the project.

Oxbow — Negative Declaration 14 August 2603



4. PLANT AND ANIMAL LIFE, Wil the Potentially Potentially Less than | No impact
proposal result in: Significant Significant Significant
’ Impact Unless Impact
Mitigation
Incorporated
a)  Changes in the diversity of species or X
number of any species?
b) A reduction of the numbers of any X
unigue, rare, or endangered species?
c) Introduction of new species into an
area, or be a barrier to the normal X
replenishment of existing species?
d) Changes in existing wildiife habitat? X

a, b, d) The site is located on fill material. It is thoroughly developed, and is entirely paved. There
are no natural habitats or unique, rare, or endangered plants or animals within the project
boundary. There would be no change in the diversity or number of terrestrial species, including
special status species. New terrestrial species would not be introduced to the area nor would the
project result in changes to existing wildlife habitat.

c) Ships calling at the Port have the potential to introduce invasive species in their ballast water.
The project would result in one third fewer ship calls, but each ship would be substantially larger.
While larger ships would be expected to discharge more water, the larger volumes of water would
be offset to some extent by the decreased frequency of ballast water discharge. Furthermore,
ships entering the Port must comply with ballast water discharge requirements adopted by the
U.S. Coast Guard, California State Lands Commission and the POLB, which should minimize the
potential for invasive species to enter the Port. Based on these considerations, the project is not
expected to result in a significantly increased potential for the introduction of new species into the
Port.
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5. NOISE. Will the proposaf result in: Potentially Potentially Less than | No Impact
Significant Significant Significant
Impact Unless Impact
Mitigation
Incorporated

a) Any increase in existing noise levels? : X
b) Exposure of people to severe noise X

levels?
c) Nonconformance with applicable noise X

ordinances?

a & b} The proposed project site is located in an active industrial area with ambient noise levels
typical of such an area. it is adjacent to facilittes with routine truck traffic into and out of the
industrial facilities, and is surrounded by the routes used by many of those trucks. There are no
residences, or sensitive receptors such as schools, or hospitals within one mile of the project site.

Demolition and construction activities would temporarily increase noise levels in the area. Noise
levels generated by typical construction equipment range from approximately 70 to 90 dBA at a
distance of 50 feet. Noise levels decrease at a rate of approximately 6 dBA per doubling of
distance through geometric spreading losses. At a distance of 500 feet, the noise levels would be
reduced fo a range of 50 to 70 dBA, which is less than background noise levels. For the following
reasons the project would not result in significant noise impacts nor would it expose people to
severe noise levels:

the existing noise from truck and automobile traffic,

the lack of nearby residences or other sensitive receptors,
the short-terrn nature of project construction, and

the attenuation of noise over distance.

c) Construction and operations at the proposed project site would not exceed applicable local
noise ordinances. Demolition/construction and operations would comply with California
Occupational Safety and Health Administration (Cal-OSHA)} occupational noise protection
requirements. Standard goocd practice would be employed to ensure that construction and
operations phase equipment, including noise reduction devices and components, are properly
maintained in good working order.
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6. LIGHT and GLARE. Will the proposal Potentially | Potentially Less than No
result in: Significant Significant Significant | impact
impact Unless Impact
Mitigation
Incorporated
a) The production of new light or glare? X

a) The site is in the middle of an actively used industrial area and the existing building and
surrounding area are already well lighted. There would be minimal or no additional lighting

required for the proposed project.

Because of the heavy use of the surrounding industrial

facilities, the proposed project wouid result in no increase light and/or glare above current levels.

7. LAND USE DESIGN. Wil the proposal Potentially | Potentially | Less than No
result in: Significant Significant Significant | Impact
Impact Unless Impact
Mitigation
Incorporated
a) Nonconformance with:
(1) Adopted General Plan and elements?
(2) Zoning Ordinances? X
(3) Relevant regional plans and policies?
b) Incompatibility with adjacent land uses
(i.e., preservation of privacy, spatial X
cohesiveness, and personal safety)?
) Changes in intensity of development {i.e.,
. X
rate and density of development)?
d} Insufficient building setbacks for sunlight X
and views?
e) Insufficient natural air circulation in and X
around buildings?
f) Any changes in parking facilities in terms
of number, design, and access from the X
street?
August 2003
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a, b) The proposed project conforms to the overall goals of the current Port Master Plan (PMP),
local zoning ordinances, and relevant regional plans. The site is in the Port's District 8 -
Southeast Harbor Planning District (Figure 5). The facility is a “primary port facility”, which is one
of the identified uses in District 8. Because the project would not change the use of the facility,
but would provide a more environmentally protective means to handle petroleum coke, the project
is consistent with the PMP,

¢ — f) The proposed project would replace an existing structure and would therefore not change
the intensity of development of the site. It would also not substantially change factors such as
building setbacks affecting available sunlight or views, natural air circulation, parking facilities, or
access.

8. NATURAL RESQURCES. Will the Potentially Potentially Less than | No Impact
proposal result in: Significant Significant Significant
Impact Unless Impact
Mitigation
Incorporated
a) Increases in the rate of use of any X
natural resources?

a) The proposed project would not consume substantial quantities of natural resources beyond
the typical building materials used in project structures (e.g., concrete, steel).

Oxbow - Negative Declaration 18 August 2003
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HUMAN HEALTH AND SAFETY.
Will the propasal result in;

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Potentially
Significant
Unless
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
fmpact

No Impact

Creation of, or exposure to, potential
health hazards {(excluding mental
health)?

Creation of risk of an explosion or
the release of hazardous substances
(including, but not limited to: ail,
pesticides, chemicals or radiation) in
the event of an accident or upset
conditions on land or water?

Exposure to hazards from oil or gas
pipelines or oil well facilities?

d)

A change in response times for
emergency services or possible
interference with an emergency
response pian or an emergency
evacuation plan?

Nonconformance with the Port Risk
Management Plan?

a) The project would not cause significant potential health hazards. The objective of this project is
to decrease the potential for the release of coke dust. Based on these considerations, the project

wouid result in a net benefit to human health and safety.
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b — e) Petroleum coke has been handled at this facility historically and would continue to be
handled after the completion of project construction. Petroleum coke is a relatively benign
material, with littte or no toxicity depending upon the specific composition of the product under
consideration. The product would be stored and handled using facilities and practices consistent
with AQMD Rule 1158, which will minimize the release of coke and coke dust. Accordingly, the
transportation and storage of petroleum coke at the proposed facility would not represent a
significant health risk to workers or the general pubic. Attachment B contains the Material Data
Safety Sheet for Ultramar’s Petroleum Coke.

10. HAZARDOUS MATERIALS/ Potentially Potentially Less than | No Impact
ENVIRONMENTAL Significant Significant Significant
. impact Unless Impact
CONTAMINATION. Will the proposal Mitigation
result in: Incorporated
a)  The use, storage, or distribution of X

hazardous or toxic materiais?

b)  The potential to encounter or create
soil, sediment, surface water, or ground X
water contamination at the project site?

a) The project would involve the replacement of an existing building for the receipt, onsite storage,
and export of petroleum coke, a material derived from the petroleum refining process. The
following discussion briefly presents information about the environmental hazards of coke,
although the project would result in lower potential for exposure of the general public to coke and
coke dust.

The specific toxicity of petroleum coke is dependent upon its source material and its processing.
Green coke has a somewhat higher content of volatile organics than does calcined coke.
However, neither form has been shown to be toxic to laboratory animals, nor is there evidence of
carcinogencity or mutagenticty. Petroleum cokes contain various levels of trace metals, although
these levels have not been shown to be acutely or chronicaily toxic to laboratory animals.

Because petroleum coke is highly processed to remove nearly all its petroleum products, the
product is considered unlikely to result in the release of significant contamination to the
environment. With proper handiing methods, particularly to minimize dust formation, the handling,
storage, and distribution of petroleum coke would not be expecied to result in soil, sediment,
surface water, or ground water contamination at the site,
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b} There is no known contamination on the project site. However, as is the case on any site
previously used for industrial purposes, there is the possibility of encountering contaminated soil
during grading and excavations for installation of utilities, and for footings and foundations of
project structures. If such unexpected contamination were encountered during project
construction, it would be investigated to determine the nature and extent of contamination. After
needed investigations were completed, the appropriate remedial measures would be taken, in
accordance with applicable laws and regulations.

11. POPULATION AND HOUSING. Will | Potentially Potentially Less than No Impact

the proposal result in: Significant Significant Significant
Impact Uniess Impact

Mitigation
Incorporated

a) Alteration of the location, distribution,
density, or growth rate of the human X
population of an area?

b}  Effects to existing housing or create X
a demand for additional housing?

a, b} The small construction work force (average construction work force of two dozen workers
and a peak of 40 workers) would draw on the large southemn California regional construction
worker pool. Operational employment would be minimal (6 workers), which would return the work
farce to its original strength in late 2002. For these reasons, neither construction nor fong-term
operation of the proposed facilities would affect focal population size or distribution, or create new
demand for additional housing.
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12. TRANSPORTATION / Potentially Potentially Less than No Impact
CIRCULATION. Wil the proposal Significant Significant Significant
It in: Impact Unless Impact
resuft in: Mitigation
Incorporated
a)  Generation of substantial additional X
vehicular movement?
b)  Effects on existing parking facilities or X
a demand for new parking?
c)  Substantial impacts upon existing X

transportation systems?

d)  Alterations to present patterns of
circulation or movement of people X
and/or goods?

e) Alterations to waterborne, rail, or air X
traffic?

f) Any increase in fraffic hazards to
motor vehicles, bicyclists, or X
pedestrians?

a, c) Project construction would generate additional vehicular movement from construction
workers commuting to/from the site, from deliveries of equipment and materials to the site, and
from demolition or construction activities at the site extending into or otherwise affecting the
roadways surrounding the building site. There would be a peak of approximately 40 workers for
roughly one month during the 10 to 12-month construction period. There also would be
approximately two-dozen trucks per day removing debris for the three weeks of demolition and
four truck deliveries per day during construction. These truck trips would be spread over the day
and not concentrated during the daily AM and PM peak traffic periods. Assuming that 10 percent
of the daily truck trips would occur during peak hours, a single work shift, and an average
automobile occupancy of 1.2 persons per vehicle, the traffic volumes on the surrounding streets
during the AM or PM peak traffic periods would be approximately 37 vehicle trips. Non-
construction workday traffic at the adjacent intersection of Harbor Plaza and Pico Avenue
operates at an acceptable Level of Service (LOS) C. An additional 37 vehicle trips during peak
traffic periods would not alter this LOS and would result in a less than significant impact on traffic
flows at this intersection and in the project vicinity.
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During both construction and operation, primary vehicular access to the site would be from South
Pico Avenue or Harbor Plaza to Pier G Avenue. in addition to providing access to the project site,
THUMS offices, and the adjacent industriai facilities, Pier G Avenue is used by trucks delivering
coke to the various coke barns adjacent to the project site. Pier G Avenue also provides
emergency access to the International Transportation Service, Inc. container terminal on Pier G
and Pier J. Traffic flow along Pier G Avenue operates at a Leve!l of Service (LOS) A with coke
delivery trucks averaging at most one every few minutes.

Because the Oxbow coke barn separates the two one-way traffic lanes along Pier G Avenue,
demolition or construction activities could require occasionally shutting down a portion of Pier G
Avenue. To ensure that there are no significant impacts to traffic along Pier G Avenue during
demalition or construction, Oxbow will be required to submit a construction traffic management
plan that indicates how traffic flow will be maintained at an acceptable level for the adjacent
facilities.

b} Because the project would return the barn to its recent level of operations, no operational-
phase traffic impacts are expected. Similarly, there would be no demand for new parking or

otherwise affect existing parking.

d, e, ) Because the project would return the coke barn to its recent level of service it would not
result in an increase of truck traffic or change the patterns of circulation or movement of people or
goods. The project will aliow for longer product storage time, subsequently reducing the number
of ship calls and therefore improving waterborne traffic. In addition, it would not increase truck
trips and therefore traffic hazards to motor vehicles, bicyclists, or pedestrians.

13. PUBLIC SERVICES. Wil the Potentially | Potentially Less than No Impact
proposal have an effect upon or resuft | Significant | Significant | Significant
] Impact Unless Impact
in a need for new or altered Mitigation
governmental services in any of the Incorporated
following areas
a)  Fire protection? X
b)  Police protection? X
c) Schools? X
d)  Parks or other recreational facilities? X
e}  Maintenance of public facilities, X
including roads?
f) Other governmental services? X
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a — f) The proposed project would be constructed on the existing site using existing infrastructure
and other government services. The demoiition and construction phase is expected to last 10 to
12 months, but would not result in demands for or impacts to public services. Also, since the
project would return the barn to its recent level of operations, there would be no new operational-
phase impacts to public services.

14. ENERGY. Will the proposa[ result in: Potentially Potentially Less than No Impact
Significant Significant Significant
Impact Unless Impact
Mitigation
Incorporated
a)  The use of substantial amounts of X
fuel or energy?
b) A substantial increase in the demand
upon existing sources of energy, or -
require the development of new
sources of energy?
c) A change in local/regional energy X
supplies?
d) A change in efficiency of energy use? X

a —d) The proposed project would result in the consumption of fuels and energy during demolition
and reconstruction of the barn. The amount consumed would be minimal in comparison to typical
fuel and energy use in the Port. There would be fuels and energy consumed when the barn
becomes operational, but the consumption would be no greater than has occurred when the
facility was recently in operation. Furthermore, Oxbow has indicated that with the use of newer,
more efficient equipment, energy consumption would be approximately 13 percent lower than
when the barn was most recently in operation. Project energy consumption has been estimated
to be approximately 2,296 megawatt hours per year, which would be a reduction of 344 megawatt
hours over previous energy usage.
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15. UTILITIES and SERVICE Potentially Potentially Less than No impact

SYSTEMS. Will the proposal result in | Stgnificant | Significant | Significant

Impact Unless Impact

a need for new systems, or Mitigation

substantial alterations to the following Incorporated

utitities:
a) Power or natural gas? X
b)  Communications systems? X
c)  Water? X
d)  Sewer or septic tanks? X
e)  Storm water drainage? X
) Solid waste and disposal? X

a — f} The proposed project would involve few or no changes to utility systems. These systems
are in place and have provided adequate service to the existing coke barn. There may be minor
changes to accommodate the demolition and reconstruction of the facility, but the impacts would
be minimatl and temporary.

The project would impose no new demands on infrastructure compared to demands by the facility
last year,

16. ECONOMIC CONSIDERATIONS. Potentially Potentially Less than No Impact
Will the proposal resutt in: Significant Significant Significant
Impact Uniess Impact
Mitigation
Incorporated
a) Impacts on tax and general revenue X

to the City?

b) Impacts on local/regional economy?

) Impacts on employment
opportunities?

a — c) The proposed project would be funded by Oxbow and would not result in costs to public
agencies. |t would return to service a coke barn that provides lease revenues to the Port. The
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facility is currently not operating, so the project would resuit in the reemployment of approximately
one-half dozen employees. Thus, the project would provide a positive economic benefit.

17. AESTHETICS. Will the proposal Potentiatly Potentially Less than No Impact

result in: Significant Significant Significant

Impact Unless Impact
Mitigation
Incorporated

a) The obstruction of any scenic vista X

or view open to the public?
b}  The creation of an aesthetically X

offensive site open to public view?

a — b) The new coke barn would have a height of 85 feet, approximately 8 feet shorter than the
existing structure, which has a height of 93 feet (Figure 4). The facility is located within the
industrialized Port area adjacent to other coke barns. There would be no substantial change from
current conditions and the facility would be consistent with the industrialized visual environment of
the Port. The project would not obstruct scenic views or vistas, nor create an aesthetically
offensive site.

18. RECREATION. Wil the proposal Potentially Potentially Less than No Impact

result in: Significant Significant Significant

Impact Unless Impact
Mitigation
Incorporated

a)  Anyimpact upon the quality or

quantity of existing recreational X

opportunities?

a) The site is not on or adjacent to recreational facilities. The proposed project would have no
impact on existing or planned recreational opportunities.
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19.

CULTURAL RESOURCES. Wil the
proposal result in:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Potentially
Significant
Unless
Mitigation
incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

Alteration or destruction of a
prehistoric or historic archaeological
site?

Adverse physical or aesthetic effects
to a prehistoric or historic building,
structure, or ohject?

Physical changes which would affect
unigue ethnic cultural values?

The restriction of existing religious or
sacred uses within the potential
impact area?

a —d) The project site is entirely on fili material. Accordingly, the proposed project is not expected
to result in the alteration or destruction of a prehistoric or historic archaeological site, nor would it

physically or aesthetically affect a prehistoric or historic building, structure, or object.

Because it is entirely on fill material, the project would not affect ethnic or cultural values and there
are no existing religious or sacred uses within the project site.
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20. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF Potentially Patentially Less than No Impact

SIGNIFICANCE Significant Significant Significant
Impact Unless Impact
Mitigation
Incorporated

a) Does the project have the potential
to degrade the quality of the
environment, substantially reduce
the habitat of a fish or wildlife
species, cause a fish or wildlife

. population to drop below self-
sustaining levels, threaten to
eliminate a plant or animal X
community, reduce the number or
restrict the range of a rare or
endangered plant or animal or
eliminate important examples of the
major periods of California history
or pre-history?

b)  Deoes the project have the potential
to achieve short-term, to the
disadvantage of long-term,
environmental goals? (A short-term
impact on the environment is one X
which occurs in a relatively, brief,
definitive period of time. Long-term
impacts will endure well into the
future.)

¢)  Does the project have impacts
which are individually limited, but
cumulatively considerable? (A
project may affect two or more
separate resources where the X
impact on each resource is
relatively small, but where the effect
on the total of those impacts on the
environment is significant.)
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d) Does the project have
environmental effects, which will
cause substantial adverse effects X
on human beings, either directly or
indirectly?

a — c¢) The project would replace an existing petroleum coke barn and result in a reduction in coke
dust emissions. The new barn would have a larger capacity, allowing Oxbow to reduce the
number of ships caliing annually, and thereby reduce annual emissions of criteria pollutants.
Based on these considerations, there would be few or no environmental impacts, the project
would not achieve short-term goals to the disadvantage of long-term goals, or result in
cumulatively considerable impacts.

d) The proposed project has the potential for limited, short-term environmental effects on air
quality from dust during demolition and construction, and on traffic during construction. However,
the fevel of effects on these issue areas could be mitigated to a level of insignificance by the
implementation of dust control measures and a traffic control plan. Potential impacts from
liquefaction could also be mitigated to a level of insignificance if Oxbow performs a detailed
geotechnical study and incorporates the recommendations of the study into the final facility
design. Impacts related to the other issue areas discussed above would be less than significant.

21, DISCUSSION OF ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION.
A discussion of the checklist items is provided in the individual issue areas above.

Tentative recommendations:

Negative Declaration: X

Environmental impact Report:

% @ ‘ O Environmental Specialist Assistant
Chnature

ignature _ Title
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V. PORT MASTER PLAN AND COASTAL ACT ISSUES

1. Port Master Plan Issues

The proposed coke barn would be located within Port of Long Beach Southeast Harbor
Planning District (District 8). The Environmental Element goals of the Port Master Plan
relevant to the proposed development include efforts to decrease pollutant emissions
from existing and future sources. As a bulk cargo exporting facility, the Oxbow coke
barn is a permitted use within District 8. Compliance with relevant Port Master Plan
goals would be achieved by conforming to Oxbow’s existing operating guidelines.

2. California Coastal Act Issues

The proposed project has few issues related to the California Coastal Act (CCA).
Relevant sections of the CCA are listed below, with a brief discussion of each.

Section 30604

Conformance with Local Coastal Plan

The proposed project conforms with the Port Master Plan.
Section 30708

(a) — Environmental Impacts

The above Negative Declaration prepared pursuant to CEQA has shown no significant
adverse environmental impacts.

Section 30715
{(a) — Appealable Development

The proposed project is not appeaiable to the Coastal Commission; the Board of Harbor
Commissioners’ action is final.

V. PROPOSED STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS

The staff recommends that the Board of Harbor Commissioners take the following actions on this
project;
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Findings and Declaration

The Board of Harbor Commissioners finds and adopts as its findings that the project
description, project background, and analysis of Port planning issues and related projects,
as set forth in the Negative Declaration/Application Summary Report attached hereto,
which are incorporated by reference as if fully set forth herein.

The Board of Harbor Commissioners finds and adopts as its findings that the analyses
contained in this Negative Declaration/Application Summary Report reflect the
independent judgement of the Board of Harbor Commissioners acting as the governing
board of the City of Long Beach Harbor Department.

Approvals with Conditions

Grant a Level Il Harbor Development Permit subject to the conditions below for the
proposed development on the grounds that the proposed development, as conditioned, -
would be in conformance with the Coastal Act and the permitted uses of the Southeast
Harbor Planning District,

Standard Conditions

The permit is subject to the standard Harbor Development Permit Conditions.

Special Conditions

1.

Permittee shall conduct project site preparation and construction activities in a manner which
minimizes dust and the release of materials into harbor waters.

Permittee shall minimize fugitive dust emissions resuiting from construction activities by using
water trucks or sprinkling systems to keep all areas of vehicle movement damp enough to
prevent dust from being raised when leaving the site and by wetting down project areas in the
late morning and after work is completed for the day. Permittee shall submit to the Director of
Planning monthly written reports covering daily watering times, amount of water used, and
areas covered by the watering.

Permittee shall be responsible for all damage to underground sfructures and utility lines
occurring as a result of the proposed project.

Prior to calling Dig Alert, permittee shall inform the Port's "Dig Alert Coordinator”, (562) 590-
4169, of all excavation activities. When calling Dig Alert, permittee shall provide Dig Alert with
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the Harbor Development Permit Number, After calling Dig Alert, permittee shall mark the
excavation area with the Dig Alert "Ticket Number".

5. Permittee must revise and recertify the facility's Storm Water Poilution Prevention Plan
(SWPPP). That plan shall include a description and map of structures and activities
associated with the permitted project and shall specify all applicable best management
practices to prevent storm water pollution. Revisions to the SWPPP must be submitted to the
Director of Planning prior to the start of operation of the permitted project.

6. Permittee shall coordinate with all facilities which may be affected by the permitted project.
Permittee shall not interfere with any facility operations.

7. Permittee shali submit a Construction Storm Water Plan (CSWP) to the Director of Planning,
for approval, prior to the start of construction. The CSWP shall include Best Management
Practices, as appropriate, to control runoff during construction activities.

8. Prior to project commencement, permittee shall submit two copies of a Traffic Management
Plan to the Director of Planning for approval.

9. Permittee shall obtain all necessary permits and mitigation offsets necessary for the project
from the South Coast Air Quality Management District and submit copies to the Director of
Pianning prior to the start of operation.
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ATTACHMENT A
ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE
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Equipment Scheduling Breakdown

(Hours/Day)
{pEMO Week 1 Week 2 Wegk 3
{1) Loader 1616161618 16|16 1611616} 16]16] 18] 16
{2) Semi-Truck 8| 81818 8|85)8]8(18IB|8]8|6]8
|CONCRETE Week 1 Week 2 Week 3 Week 4 Week § Week 8 Week 7 Week 8
(1} Backhce g|B8|s|8|8|B]s&s]8]s]eislas]|s|s]|8]|]s]a]ls|ls]eajsi{sjalslaleiaisjaejsiala]lsaijsa]|s gl18|818
{2} Bobcat 8|a|8|6|B8|8|B|8|&si8[B|8]|]8|6|a|a]ls|alaje|s|sie]|]sie|sle|slalslalalsi{al]s sl8|818
{3} Water Truck a|lB8|s|8y8)]8j8)8|s|8|8|8]s|s8]|a|s]s|a]ls|818]s88|sjas|s8)lalesn|s|afjalsi{s
{4) Congcrete Trucks
|STEEL ERECTION Week 1 Week 2 Waek 3 Week 4 Week 5 Week 6 Week 7 Week 8
(1) Supply Trucks 16| 16|16 161 16| 16| 161161 8| 16| 16] 1616161161166} 18| 16| 18] 16| 16] 16} 16{ 16
{2) Cutling Torches 32 | G2l 32 a2 32|02 |32 | 52 a2) a2 |32 52]32)02] 32] 32
(3} Welding Machines 32)32| 3232323232 |32]32)32)32|32|32]32|32)32|32132]32|32|32{32]|32]|32]32]32
(4) 40 Ton Hydro 818)8|8|8|s]B|lB8)ej8y18B]a|sle|s]8|lslses|s|s8]la|a|a]lale]alsiasa]lsijsgfa|si{a|e]s g8{B818]8
{5) 25 Ton Hydro 8la|B|8|8|8je|8|8|B{8j8|8|18|8|8|6|s|lalsisja|s|8]|s}|8|sj8|8is]|8|a8|8]|8]28 gl&8lels
{8) 125 Ton Hydro gifa|sysleiegiBlals|sBya8
{N ForkLift gjB|8)s8)]8|si8i8])a)j8]ls8ys)8]s)e}js)js])s)|aljais]|s|alajeis|sa]s
{8) Pick-up Trucks g|sle|lstels|eiB}a)|s|sieje|elslesj8jale|sy1s]alejslajs|a|a|8|B]a|sj8IB]8 818|818
No. Workers Week 1 Week 2 Week 3 Week 4 Week § Week 6 Week 7 Week 8
Demolition 41 4] 4] 4] 4414)4]47414]14]41]4
Concrete 6lo6{6|6lejoye]lB|eclejole]le|6|le6|lea]le|b6]leles]eca|loielecfe]lslp]|6|e|e]lelelels]a 41 4] 4] 4
Steel Erection 26|26f2c|26|26|26| 2626|2626 26{24f24] 240242416 168| 16| 16]16]|16]6l16]16|16| 8| 8|6 |e6]|6]|sl6f6]s 6616} 6

Source: Personal communication from Tom Brandlein (Oxbow) with Ms. Kim Guignard (POLB})




Week 9 Week 10 Week 11 Week 12 Week 13 Week 14 Week 15 Week 16 Week 17
gls|s|s|B|8fjsla|la|s{a|sje)ja|ls]la|lesis|{ajs]a|a|sjalsje|as|a|s|e}j8|sg|a|s|alsje|slela]|]aisla|s]sa]s
sis8|s8{a8]s6|s8ls|s]la|lais|lBsy8)a|s]|a|a)slajs]salalses)s]lspals
24|24 2424242424025 2424 24] 2424|2424 24| 24|24 242424242424 24|24}25 242424 24| 2425|2424 2425242424 24]24]24]|24]24]24

Week 9 Week 10 Week 11 Waak 12 Week 13 Week 14 Week 15 Week 16 Week 17
gifBelejasjsisiseisjsls|le|ls(e]s|s]ls|lseis|ajB]alsis]alsjs|s6|6]|s8}8j8|]8{8lsg]8|s]|8|s|a|{8}js]s]8i8]8138
stajsfslBjisjsjaslals|le|ls{a]s|s]a|s]lsls]s]l]a|B]aja}jsja|s|a|s[eajele]s
glajsl8i8i{a]sjalsls|s]sle]bs]|s]|a]|s]|s]lse{s|la]lalsiaisjal[s]|a|ls{Bisjslajs]|lalais{aia]lai{s]la]sla]s]s

Wesk 9 Week 10 Week 11 Week 12 Week 13 Week 14 Week 15 Week 16 Week 17
16{10]10]10] 0100101011030} 10f10]10] 10} 10{10f0|10}30]10{10f10[1010]10]10f{1w0i8{8|8]e|s8|s]|s|ejajasla|sja|s|ls|{a)|ls;jals
sielec|6|l6|s|le6|s|le|eiele]lalelea{e|6loje|le]{cje|lb]ls|cici{s[scla|ls]lelele]laisls]ajda]a]|4]a]dal4a{4]4]4




Week 18 Week 19 Week 20 Wesk 21 Week 22 Weel 23 Week 24 Week 25 Week 26
ga|as8ia|a|s]8]|s8]8]|8
24242412424 2424242424124 24|24t 242424 | 24| 242424242824 2424124 2424|2424 |24 | 24| 24|24 ) 24| 24242424 24]24}24) 2424
Weaek 18

gialajs

8181818

Week 18 Week 19 Week 20 Week 21 Week 22 Week 23 Week 24 Week 25 Week 26
s{8jial{B]|]s]|]8]sl|s8lsleisc|ls6|61eje|e]|]e6|e61cie|oc]|6|b6]6ijclcicje|sle]|lasije|sjeaia|lble|ls|elele]lse]lsa]ls
41444




ATTACHMENT B
MATERIAL SAFETY DATA SHEET
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MATEZRIAL SAFETY DATA SHZEET

1. CHEMICAL PRODUCT AND COMPANY II)ENT]I‘ICATION

MSDS NUMEER: USDJA
MSDS DATE: 01-01-02
- PRODUCT NAME: . FETROLEUM COKE

24 HOUR EMERGENCY PHONE : (210) 979-8346
TRANSPORTATION EMERGENCIES: CALL CHEMTIREC AT 1-800-424-9300
MSDS ASSISTANCE: (210) 592-4593 |

MANUFACTURER'S NAI'E’AJ)DRESS. -

ULTRAMAR, INC,
P.0 BOX 656000
San Antonio, Texas 78269-6000.

CHEMICAL NAME: Petraleum Cake " CAS NUMBER: 64741-75-3

SYNONYMS/COMMON NAMES: Petroleum Coke Uncalgned; Petralewm'Coke (Uncaleined);
Pewrolewm Coke, Unealcined; Coke, Petroleum; Coke; Petroleum Coke (Fuel Grade); ULT 18335

~ CHEMICAL FORMULA: Cjq 2nd greater Hydrocarbons

01-01-02 " This MSDS consists of a total of 7 pages Page 1of 7
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o JUL-23-28R3  15:18 PORT OF LONG BERCH 562 391 1728 P.@3-12

Ultramar, Inc, ‘ ) ' Page 2 of 7
-M&BS-Number 18024 wririme s Praduct Name: Petraleum Coke

——

=3 COMPOSITION, INFORMATION ON INGREDIENTS - -~ - - .« +~ -

Component ox CAS | ACGIH Limir OSHA Exposure Limits = |
. Material Name % Number .| TLY | STEL | Units | PEL | STEL | C/P .| Units |
[ Petroleum Cake 100 " [ 64741-73-3 [NA  [NA NA | NA [Na .T NA |

Ptoduct contains Coal Tar Pitch Volarles which has a PEL and TLV of 0.2 mng (benzene soluble
)formi—hr ™A ..

3. HAZARDS IDENTIFICATION

HEALTH HAZARD DATA: |

Main health effeet is irritation of the respiratory system, eyes, aad skin. -

MEDICAL CONDITION GENERALLY AGGRAVATED BY EXFOSURE: Mzdica) conditions
which have the same symptoms and effects as those autlined nnder the health hazard information section

can be aggravated by exposure to this product.
MEDICAL CONDITION GENERALLY AGGRAVATED BY EXPOSURE: Medjcal conditions
which have the same symptorns and effects as those outlined under the bealth hazard information section

can be agpravated by exposure to this preduct.

" MEDICAL LIMITATION: N/A

' ROUTES OF EXPOSURE

INHALATION: No toxic effects from single, short-tarm exposures have ‘been reperted. The dust may
irritate the respiratory wact. Repeated or prolonged exposure to cake dust ruay aggravate an existiog
bronchitis due to other canges such as infectious diseases ar smoking.

SKIN CONTACT: No sidn effects have been reported from single, short-torm expesure. Repeated or
prolonged exposure mxy couse imitation. The polycyclic s:umauc hydrocarbons that may be released may
cause photo-sensitization of the skin

SXIN ABSORPTION: Not sipnificant.

EYE CONTACT: Repeated or prolonged exposure to d.ust nrpnlynu.:lear aramatic: hydrocarbons
produced under certain conditions may causa conjupelivits.
INGESTION: No effectsreported, '

1

: EFFECTS OF OVEREXPOSURE
ACCOTE: Causes irritation of the respitatary system , skio, and eyes.
CHRONIC: Product containg Polynuclear aramatics which may caus fitrosis crf the lungs and skin
canceyr, L

CARCINOGENICITY STATEMENT: Pem:\laum Cnl:n is oot listed as carcinogenic by NTP, JARC,
NIOSH, OSHA, and ACGIEL )

01-01.02 This MSDS cansists of a total of 7 pages .Page 2 of 7
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amar, Inc. Page 3 of 7

T aUS ﬂumﬁer ‘081324 TTooomm e e em e mem e - Praduet Name: - Petroleurn Coke - - -

L . - T . .. . e . [T

4. FIR.STAH)I\IEASUZRES

EYES: Wash syes immediaraly with large amounts uf water or normal saline, cr:casmnally hﬁmg uppu:r

" . “and [ower Jids, until no evidenee uf ch:mmal ramams GET MEDICAI. ATTENTION .
IMMEDIATELY.. ' '

 SKIN: Wash sldn wxih soap and water for at lmt 15 minutes whils removing cantaminated cluthmg and
* shoes. Get medical am:nhon, if needed. nomughl}f clean and dry contaminated clathing and sho:s before
TeUSe.

- INHALATION: Rr.-mcvc'frnm eXposie unmedlately Usea bag valve mask or similar device to- p::x:form
artificial respiration (rescue hreathing) if poeded GET MEDICAL ATTENTION :
INGESTION: Never give anything by mouth to an ynconsesious persem. If swallowed, DQ NOT induce
vomiting. If vomiting ocours  spontanecusiy, keep airway clear. Wesh out mouth until all wste is
gone. SEEK MEDICAY, ATTENTION Ihg‘d'EDIATELY

NOTES TO PHYSICIAN: N/A.

'A. FIRE AND EXPLOSION DATA

FLASH POINT: N/A

AUTOIGNITION ’I'EMPERATURE 1238F (670 C) (dust cloud)

FLAMMABLE LIMTTS IN AIR, % BY VOLUME-UPPER: N/A.

LOWER: N/A

FIRE FIGHTING MEASURES: Move container from fire area IF it can be done without risk. Do not
scarter spilled material with high-pressure water streams, Dike for later disposal, Use extinguishing agenly
appropriate for surrounding five. Avoid inhelation of material or combustion by-products. Stay upwind
and keep out of low areas,

EXTINGUISHING MEDIA: Use regular dry chemical, carbon dioxide, water, regular foam.. Pressure-
demand, self-contained breathing apparatus should be provided for fixe fighters in buildings or confined
areas whera product is stored, Large fires: Use repular foam or flosd with fine water spray.

UNUSUAL FIRE AND EXPLOSION HAZARD: Negligible fire hazard. Dust/air mixnres may ignite or

explode.

6. AC CIDENTAL RELEASE MEASURES

Subject to Califarnia Safe Drinking Water and Toxic Enfar:cmcm Act of 1986 (Pruposman 65), Keep our
of water supplies agd sewers. Keep away all sourcés of ignition and stay upwingd of spill area. Minimize

dust gencration and transfer 1o appropriate cnntm.uqs

7.  HANDLING AND STORAGE INFORMATION

Protect copriners of product against physical damage, Store and handle in aceordance with all caxrent
rogulations and smndards. Keep separsted from incompstible substances and sources of ignition.

01-01-02 ’ This MSDS consists of a tatal of 7 pages . Page 3 of 7
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- MSDS Numbsry UBO24: -« - ¢ e e emncs o e Product Names: -Petroleum Coke- - . .

Y E}:EOSURE‘CONTRDLSJPERSONAL ‘PRO'I‘ECTION

VENTILATION REQUIREMENTS Work in well ventilated areas. Usc goud enginecring to process,
rransfer and store. Provide local cxhausr ot process mlosur\: vc:m.!anun sysc:m. Ensure compliance with

* applicable exposure I:uuﬂs

_ . SPECIFIC I’ERS ONAL PRDTECTIVE EQUII'MEN T
.'R’ESPIRA'I‘IRY Undcr conditigos of frequent use or h:avy eXpOSUre, TeSpiratory protcchon may be
needed, Respiratory protection is rank.:d in order from minimum to maxirom, Consider warmng properties

before use,
EYE: Face shield and poggles or chcmmal gngglcs shou.ld ‘ne wam whe'm particulates or dust may be

generated.
GLOVES: Imperviouis giaves such as neopreDe or yubber gloves should be wam dunng routine handling

of this produecr,

OTHER CLOTHING AND EQUIPMENT: Standard work clothing, Shoes contamminated wnhthts
product that can not be decontaminated should he discarded. Clothing contaminatad with this product
should be removed, washed in soap and water wnd dried befors reuse. Contaminated ¢lothing should be
stored in well ventilated areas. Shower and eyewash facilities should be accessible.

SPECIAL WORK PRACTICES: N/A
EXPOSURE MONITORING

BIOLOGICAL: No applicable pmce.dm‘e '
PERSONAL/AREA: Far determination of Coal tar Pitch Volaziles: Particulate filter; Benzene exraction

solvent; Gravimetric measunément;, NIOSH Methed  # 5023,

9.  PHYSICAL AND CHEMICAL FROPERTIES

BOILING RANGE @ 760 mm Hg: N/A VAPOR DENSITY (Air=1): N/a
MELTING POINT: NA EVAPORATION RATE (BuAc=1): N/A
REID VAPOR PRESSURE: N/A % VOLATILES BY VOL.: N/A
SOLUBILITY IN E,0 % BY WT.; Insofuble . ,

DENSITY: N/A - pHI . NA e

ATFEARANCE AND ODOR: Charcaal-colered, perous solid with very little odor.

10. STABILITY AND REACTIVITY INFORMATION

REACTIVITY: Stable at normal temperatures aad pressure.
CONDITIONS TO AVOID: Avoid heat, flames, sparks and mhm- sourpes of 1gmnnn. Avoid contact

with incompatible materials, e

INCOMPATIBILITIES: halagens, amd:mgmmmls ﬂuunne '
HAZARDOTUS DECOMPOSTIION: 'l'hvmml dzuampusmnn pmdm:ts oxides of nitrogen, carbon,

suifur,
POLYMERIZATION: Will not palymerize.

01-01.02 This MSDS consists of a total of 7 pages : Page 4 of 7
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- ;08 N“ﬂ'lber' Uggzd._ e e e

L 'TOXI'COLOGICALINFORMATIOE_ e R

Chranic inhalation of high levels may tesult in'a mild limg fibrosis. A two-year study was canducted on rats
" and monkeys which were exposed to 10.2 or 30.7 mg/mB petrolcum coke dust. No significant woxic effects
* were abserved in menkeys at either exposure level, Rats exhibited inflammatory responses in the Jungs at
10.Z mg/m3, and metaplastic.chenges at 30.7 mg/m3 aftar 18 months. The chagges were: nopneaplastic,
Rcspuztuty tract cancersmay resu)t from repeated expnsun: 1) the pulyuucleax a:mmatxc hydmcarhnns
whmh may be relessed unde.r certain conditjons. - .

For more detailed informmafion, coniact MSDS Assistince at (210) 592-4593.

12. ECOLOGICAL INFORMATION

For detailed informatian, contact MSDS Assistance at (210) 5924593,

13.  DISPOSAL CONSIDERATIONS

Shipment, storage, disposal, and cleanup actions of waste materials are regulated under Jocal, starz and
federal rules, Comtact the appropriate agensics if uncertain of applicability. 'Waste product and
comtaminated materinl having a flash point below 140°F is considered a hazardous waste. DOT Hazardous
Waste Number D001 applies. Consult 40 CFR 262 for EPA disposal reqmre.mants Keep all sources of

igrition sway from spill.or m[ca.sc.

14. TRANSPORT mommno;N

DOT PROFER SHIPPING NAME NA
DOT BAZARD CLASS* NA
DOT PACKING GROUP (PG) NA
1D. NUMBER. . NaA
REQUIRED LABELING : NA

15. REGULATORY INFORMATION = ~

TSCA (Toxic Substances Cantrol Act) Inventory

Petroleum Coke is listed in the TSCA inventory.

SARA {Superfund Amendments and Reauthopization Act) TTYLE IO
This product is reportable under SARA Title ITT, Sections 311 & 312 as g hazardous substance,

Hazard Categories Applicable under 40 CFR 370.2 (SARA Section 3113 -
Acite Health | Chyopic Health Pressure Fire : Reactive
Yes - No No Nb . . Na

Componenty listed under 40 CFR 37265 (m Sectiog 313):

01-01-02 This MSDS consists of 4 total of 7 pages Page 5 of 7
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Ultramar, Ine. _ Fage & of.s
MSDS Numbar:- 4JB024 - S e e s e Prndunt,NarnE' -Petroleum Coke- -

This product does nr.:t contain chemicals identificd as toxic by EPA. umicr 40 CFR Part 372 and i
not subject 1o the xapomng reqm.n:mems ‘of this sestion. -

STATE 'RE_G‘QI&‘HONS

" Califormia Proposition 65: This product eonrains ch:m:als knnwn 10 the Stute of Cah:formz.to cause '

carncer, birth defests , or other reproductive harm. These chemicals are identified ax folans
SQ0TS, TARS, I\d]NER.AL(I\d]I.‘DLY OR UN'IKEA’I‘ED) OlLS (canccr) o _

16. . OTHER INFORMATION .
NFPA (National Fu'n Protection, Association) Hmnl Ratinps Cudes
Health Fire Reantivity Other ]
3 -1 0. Blank .

Ba.scd on "Swzndard System for the Jdentification of thr: Fire Hasards of Materials, N‘FPA Ne. 704 M

THIS MATERIAL SAFETY DATA SHEET WAS PRETARED BY ULTRAMAR DIAMONP SHAMROCK
CORTORATION TN ACCORDANCE WITH 29 CFR 151D0.1208, ALL INFORMATION,

RECOMMENDATIONS AND SUGGESTIONS APPEARING HEREIN CONCIRNING THIS PRODYUCT ARE

RASED UFON TESTS AND DATA BELIEVED TO BE REU[ABLE, HOWEYEN, IT IS THE USER'S ;
RESPONSIBILITY TO DETERMINE THE SAFETY, TOXICITY ARD SUITABILITY FOR HIS OWN USE OF g '
THE PRDDUCT DESCRIBED HEREIN., SINCE THE ACTUAL USE BY DTHERS IS AXYOND OUR

CONTROL, NO GUARANTEE EXFRESSED QR (MPLIED 1§ MADE BY ULTRAMAR DIAMONR SHAMROCK
A5 TO THE EFFECTE OF SUCH USE, THE RESULTS TD RE ONTAINED OR THE SAFETY AND TOXIC(TY
‘OF THE PRODUCT NUR ROES ULTRAMAR DIAMOND SHAMROCK ASSUMYE ANY LIABILITY ARISING
oUT OF USE AY OTHERS OF THE PRODUCT REFERAED TO HEREIN, NOR 15 THE INFORMATION
HEREIN TD OF CONETRUED AS ARSOLUTELY COMPLETE SINCE ADDITIONAL INFORMATION MAY BE
MECESSARY OR DESIRABLE WHEN FARTICULAR DR EXCEPTIONAL CONDITIONS OK
CIRCUMSTANCES EX187 OQ BECAUBE OP APPLICARLE LAWS OR GOVEANMENT REGULAT]ONS,

01-01-02 This MSDS cansists of a tataf of 7 pages Page & of 7
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Uttramar, inc. ' , ' F’age 7 of7
MSDS Number:. UBD24 | . | - e PrnductName.- . Patrolaum Coke

Deﬁmtmns of Mnten:al Safety Data Sheet T«ermmo]ogy_

h GOVERNMENT AGENCIES AND PRIVATE ASSOCTATIONS
ACGIH - American Confercnce of Governmental Industrial Hypienists, (pnvm nsscojanon)
DOT - United Stares Department of Transportation.

EPA - United Statzs Environmental Protection Agency
IARC - Internarional Agency. fnrRrscamhnn Cancer, (private association) -
NFFA - National Fire Protéetion ' Associntion, (private association)
MSHA - Mine Sefety and Health Administration, 1).S. Departmest of Labor
NIOSH - Natianal Institute of Dccupahonal Safety and I-I:a.lth.. U.s. Dcpartmen: of Health and.
Human Services
* NTP - National Toxicology Program, (privateassociaton)
OSHA - O:cupahcna] Safety and Health Administration, U.S. D:parmmnt of Labar

HAZARD AND EXPOSURE INFORMATION
Acute Hazard - An adverse health effect which ocours rapidly as a result of shart term c:.posum
CAS # - American Chemical Somcty's Chemical Abstract service repgistry mm'.tber which idemrifies the
product and/or ingredients.
Ceiling - The concentration that should ot be exceeded during any part of the working exposure Chronic
Hazard - An adverse health effect which panerally ocours as z result of lnug term expasure or short lexm
cXposure with delayed health effacts and is of Jong duraton
Fire Hazard - A material that poses-3 physical hazard by being flammahle, combustible, phymphnnc oT an
oxidizer as defined by 25 CFR 1910.1200 .
Hazard Class - DOT hazavd classification
Hazardous Inpredients - Names of ipgredisnts which have been Sdcnhﬁed as health hazards
IDLH- Irmmediately Dangerous to Life and. Health, the airborne concentration below which a person can
escape without respiratary protectinn and exposure up to 30 minutes, add not suffer dt:b]hta.tmg oT
itreversible health effects.  Estahlished by NMIOSEH.
mglm® ~ Milligrams of contaminamt per cubic meter of gir, 8 mass to valume mtio
N/A - Not available or no releveant informatien found "NA - Not applicable
PEL~ OSHA permissible expositre limit; an action ]cvcl of on¢ half this value may be applieable
ppm -~ Part per million (one volums of vapor or gas in aae million velumes o air)
Pressurce Hazsrd - A material that poses a physical hazard due 1o 'the potential of a suddenrelsase of
pressure such as explosive or 2 campressed gas a3 difined by 29 CFR 1910.1200

Reactive Hazard - A material that pases a physical hazard due to the potential to become unstable reactive,

warer reactive or that is an organic peroxide ay defined by 29 CFR 1910.1200.

STEL - The ACGIH Short-Term Exposure Limit, a 15-minute Time-Weighted Averape expostre which
should natbe exceeded at any time during a workday, even if the §-howr TWA. ix less then the TLV.
TLV - ACGIH Threshald Limit Value, represeated herein as an B-hour TWA concentration. :
B-hanr TWA - The time weighted averge concentration for a noxmal 8-hour workday and a 40-bour
workweek, to which nearly all workers may be repeatédly exposed, day after day, withowur adverse effect.
W-DONOT ADD WATER - water reactive materials maypmduce oxic gas, exurme heat, or
chemical reaction on conmact with water,

D1-01-D2 This MSDS consists pf a total of 7 pages ‘Page 7 of 7
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- FORT OF LONG BEACH MEMORANDLUM LONG BEACH, CALIFORNIA

I ............ . DATE Jan_ua.ry 5’ 1982
TO Board of Harbor Commissioners
FROM  Leland R. Hill, Director of Port Planning

" SUBJECT Long Beach Harbor Department;
Project Review Under The Port Master Plan and California
Coastal Act of 1976; Final Staff Recommendations

1. Brief Proiject Description:

Pier G Bulk Facility Modification (Various elements as per attached)

2. Project Location:

Pier G / Berths 212-215

3. Administrative Action:

A. The application has been reviewed and is complete.
The 42-day hearing period expires NA
Public Hearing is scheduled for January 11, 1982
Continuations, (if any) were granted as follows:

a. November 30, 198b.December 7, 1981c.

‘B. Project has been found to be:

;  Appealable O

C. Port Master Plan Determination:
; Iemllﬂl()

Level T C);

D. CEQA conformance and status: ND for BHC certification 1/11/82

Non-Appealable

4. Applicant:
Long Beach Harbor Department (213) 437-0041
Applicant’s Full Name Telephone Number
P. 0. Box 570; Long Beach, CA 90801
Address
or C. F. Connors, Chief Harbor Engineer
Representative's Name Tel ephone Number
SAME
Address




APPLICATION SUMMARY REPORT

Port of Long Beach
Pier G Bulk Facility Modifications

Project Description

The Port of Long Beach proposes to increase coal handling capabilities
at its bulkloading facility on Pier G (see Figure 1) to 5.0 million
metric tons (mmt/y) over the existing 2.1 mmt/y. The increased coal
exports will be accomplished through the following (see Figures 2-6);

1. The construction of a second traveling shiploader with support
piles and crane beams;

2, The installation of conveyors to link storage areas and car
dumps to the new shiploader allowing an increase in stacking
and reclaiming flexibility,

3. The expansion of the Pier A railyard and the addition of a
second lead railroad track between 8th Street and Seaside
Boulevard to accommodate increased rail traffic;

4, Rercuting of Pier A and Windham Avenues to eliminate two grade
crossings at 1) Pier A Avenue and E1l Embarcadero, and 2) Pier A
Avenue and Windham Avenue intersections;

5. Increasing the dockside water depth from -34 feet to -50 feet
through the use of a cantilever bulkhead, and +40,000 cubic
vards of dredging in order to accommodate fully laden bulk
carriers to a size of 100,000 deadweight tons (dwt);

6. Use of existing coke stockpile #14 for either coke or coal;

7. Modifications of stacker/reclaimer (6c) to reduce coal dust
generation;

8. Installation of dust suppression system to treat coal prior
to stockpiling or loading onto ships,; and

9, Installation of a water quality treatment system to handle dis-
charge from storm drains.

The 5.0 mmt/y of coal loaded onto ships will be brought to the Port
entirely by train. This throughput will increase round trip rail
traffic by 1.12 coal trains per day for 355 days/year for at least



three (3) years or until a new coal terminal elsewhere in the Port
is completed.1 If a new terminal is not constructed, this traffic
would continue indefinitely. The present level of 3.5 mmt/y of
petroleum coke delivered by truck and the 370,000 metric tons per
vear of white bulk (soda ash, potash, etc.) delivered by train is
expected to remain fairly static. No modifications to coke or
white bulk storage or handling capability are presently planned.

Project Background

The Port of Long Beach owns a dry bulk export facility located on
Pier G, Berth 212-215 which is operated by Metropolitan Stevedore
Company. The facility is presently exporting approximately 2 mmt/y
of coal and 3 mmt/y of petroleum coke in addition to minor amounts
of other dry bulk commodities. The facility has sufficient wharf
length and water depth to accommodate two full loaded bulk carrier
vessels of up to 50,000 deadweight tons (dwt) each. Ships anchored
at Berths 212-215 are currently loaded by one traveling shiploader.

Now and in future years, the demand for coal is expected to steadily
increase. There is a great demand in Pacific Rim countries for steam
coal as an alternative fuel source to oil. The Western United States
has an abundant supply of coal which can be transported to west coast
ports by train for shipment to the Pacific Rim countries.

In order to satisfy the near term demand for coal in the Pacific
Rim, the Port of Long Beach plans to expand its short-term export
capacity at its existing terminal on Pier G. With some modifications,
this dry bulk facility will have the capacity to export 5 mmt/y
of coal by 1983 in addition to the existing level of coke and white
bulk exports.

With regard to long-term demand, the Port has plans to construct
a new coal terminal. This facility is proposed to be constructed in
the back area of Berths 88-92 along the Cerritos Channel. It is
planned that this coal facility will have the eventual capacity to
export up to 30 mmt/y of coal. The intitial 10 mmt/y phase of this
facility is anticipated to be completed in 1985. This project will
be the subject of a separate environmental and Coastal Act review.

Should the Long Beach International Coal Project prove infeasible,
the maximum volume of coal exported over Pier G of 5 mmt/y could
continue indefinitely. If Pier G were to continue exporting coal,
capacity could be expanded beyond 5 mmt/y with further modifications.
However, to reach this amount of throughput, increased delays would
occur to ships waiting to be loaded and trains wishing to unload.

T Thncreases in train traffic are based upon information supplied by
the California Public Utilities Commission. Train traffic can vary
widely depending upon season and prevailing economic conditions.

2



Port Planning Issues
and Related Projects

The proposed project is located within the Southeast Harbor Planning
District which encompasses Fier F and G and portions of Piers A and J
{see Figure 7). This district generally features transit sheds and
warehouses for general cargo operations; dry bulk facilities for the
storage and conveying of grain, coke, coal and other bulk products;
container freight stations and scales for containerized cargo operation;
and specialized port-related equipment, buildings (including offices),
and oil production equipment.

The Port Master Plan (PMP) designates the present use for the project
site as Primary Port due to the integral nature of ship-to-terminal
requirements at Pier G. The proposed use will serve to enhance the
Primary Port emphasis at Berths 212-215 by increasing site productivity.

In depth analysis of project impacts and proposed mitigation in relation
to Section 30708 of the California Coastal Act (CCA), occurs in the
Negative Declaration dated November 23, 1981, and is incorporated by
reference, as though fully set forth herein. This analysis includes
discussion of such impacts as air quality, water quality, wildlife,
noise, surface traffic, waterborne traffic, land use and visual
quality.

CCA Section 30715(d) states that once the PMP is certified, certain
categories of projects can be appealed to the Coastal Commission (CCC)
hy an aggrieved person; this project does not conform to any such
category and is therefore determined to be non-appealable. A decision
by the Beoard of Harbor Commissioners is final.

CEQA

As earlier indicated, Port Planning staff have determined that the
subject project requires a Negative Declaration under the provisions
of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The Negative
Declaration was distributed by responsible agencies and interested
parties on November 23, 1981.

PMP
Pursuant to the Guidelines for Implementation of the PMP,; Section 6N,

the proposed project is, by definition, determined to require a lLevel
11 Coastal Development Permit.



FINAL STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS

The Staff recommends that the Board of Harbor Commissioners adopt
the following minute order:

1. Findings and Declarations

The Board of Harbor Commissioners finds and adopts as its findings
the Project Description, Project Background and analysis of Port Planning
Issues and Related Projects, as set forth in the Application Summary
Report attached hereto, which are incorporated by reference as though
fully set forth herein.

2, Approval with Conditions

The Board of Harbor Commissioners hereby grants a Level II Coastal
Development Permit, subject to the conditions below for the proposed
development on grounds the proposed development, as conditioned,
will be in conformity with the California Coastal Act, and the permitted
uses for the Southeast Harbor Planning District; and the project will
result in significant environmental impacts which have been mitigated.

3. Standard Conditions

The permit is subject to the Standard Conditions as outlined in
the attached Exhibit 'A'.

4. Special Conditions

The permit is subject to the Special Conditions as outlined in
the attached Exhibit 'B'.



N,

EXHIBIT A

Standard Conditions

The proposed development is subject to the following conditions
imposed pursuant to the Port Master Plan and the California
Coastal Act of 1976.

a. This permit is issued subject to the applicant obtaining
all other agencies' approvals and/or permits, and
construction shall not be commenced until such approvals
and permits have been obtained.

b. All construction and operation shall occur in accord with
the approved plans as found in the Project Description.

C. Work authorized by this permit must commence within two
years from the date of the Board of Harbor Commissioner's
vote upon the application, unless otherwise specified.

If construction has not commenced, this permit will expire
two years from the date of said vote. Any extension of
time of said commencement date must be applied for prior
to the expiration of the permit.

d. This permit may not be assigned to another person except
as provided in the Board of Harbor Commissioner's Port
Master Plan Implementation Guidelines and in Section 13170
of Title 14, California Administrative Code, to the extent
applicable.

e, This permit shall not become effective until the ORIGINAL
of this permit has been returned to the Board of Harbor
Commissioners, upon which all permittees or agent(s)
authorized in the permit application have acknowledged
that they have received a copy of the permit and have
accepted the contents. The Permittee may retain a copy
of the fully-signed permit or may request that a copy
be provided by the Board of Harbor Commissioners at the
time the ORIGINAL i1s returned. Provided, however, if
the project is appealable, the permit shall become
effective after the tenth (10} working day after notifi-
cation of approval, unless an appeal is filed with the
California Coastal Commission within that time.



EXHIBIT B

Special Conditions

The proposed development is subject to the following special
conditions imposed pursuant to the California Environmental
Quality Act, the Port Master Plan, and the California Coastal

Act of 1976:

A.

Air Quality

1.

2.

Implementation of dust control modifications as stated
on Page 8 of the before referenced Negative Declaration.

Permittee agrees to cease operation of dredging equipment
when ambient air quality anywhere in a downwind portion
of the South Coast Air Basin is at a Stage 1 (or higher)
alert level, as defined by the South Coast Air Quality
Management District.

Water Quality

1.

Installation of drainage water treatment system to
adequately treat water discharges within limits of the
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
permits for Pier G.

Compliance with dredging discharge permits to be issued
by Los Angeles Hegion of the California Water Quality
Control Board.

Noise

1.

All unit coal trains serving the proposed project on the
Union Pacific San Pedro Branch will adhere to Union
Pacific's 20 mph speed limit.

Rail capacity improvements at port bulk terminals will
eliminate the need for regular unit coal train switching
activity on the San Pedro branch.
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NEGATIVE DECLARATION
Prepared in Accordance With The
California Environmental Quality Act of 19870, As Amended

For

Port of Long Beach
Pier G Bulk Facility Modifications

This narrative and attached documents, including the project
description, site visitation, staff analysis, and where
appropriate, mitigation measures to be implemented, constitute

a Negative Declaration which has been prepared in accordance
with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) of 1870,

as currently amended, and State and Board of Harbor Commissioners
CEQA guidelines. Based upon data contained herein, the proposed
project, has been determined not to have any 51gn1f1cant

adverse impacts upon the environment. This document was
circulated for public review and becomes effective upon
adoption by the Long Beach Board of Harbor Commissioners.

ISSUED FOR PUBLIC REVIEW ON November & . , 19 81

BY: DIRECTOR OF PORT PLANNING

ADOPTED ON ' s 19

BY: CITY OF LONG BEACH BOARD OF HARBOR COMMISSIONERS

Executive Secretary

Application No. 81116
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1.0 BACKGROUND

The Port of Long Beach owns a dry bulk export facility located
on Pier G, Berths 212-215 which is operated by Metropolitan
Stevedore Company. The facility is presently exporting
approximately 2 million metric tons of coal and 3 million

metric tons of petroleum coke per calendar year in addition to
minor amounts of other dry bulk commodities. The facility has
sufficient wharf length and water depth to accommodate two

fully loaded bulk carrier vessels of up to 50,000 deadweight
tons (dwt) each. Ships anchored at Berths 212-215 are currently
loaded by one traveling shiploader.

Now and in future years, the demand for coal is expected to
steadily increase. There is a great demand in the Pacific
Rim countries for steam coal as an alternative fuel source to
0il. The western United States has an abundant supply of coal
which can be transported to west coast ports by train for
shipment to the Pacific Rim countries.

In order to satisfy the near term demand for coal in the Pacific
Rim, the Port of Long Beach plans to expand its short-term
export capacity at its existing terminal on Pier G. With some
modifications, this dry bulk export facility will have the
capacity to export 5 million metric (mmt/y) tons of coal per
vear by 1983 in addition to the existing level of coke and

white bulk exports.

With regard to the long-term demand, the Port has plans

to construct a new coal terminal. This facility is proposed

to be constructed in the back area of Berths 88-892 along the
Cerritos Channel. It is planned that this coal facility will
have the eventual capacity to export up to 30 mmt/y of coal

per vear. The initial 10 mmt/y phase of this facility is
anticipated to be completed in 1985. A separate draft environ-
mental impact report is being prepared for this project.

2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The Port of Long Beach proposes to increase coal handling
capabilities at its bulkloading facility on Pier G (see

Figure 1) to 5 mmt/y over the existing 2.1 mmt/y. The
increased coal exports will be accomplished through the follow-
ing (see Figures 2-6):

l. The construction of a second traveling shiploader
and support piles and crane beams;

2. The installation of conveyors to link storage areas
and car dumps to the new shiploader allowing an
increase in stacking and reclaiming flexibility;
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3. The expansion of the Pier A railyard and the addition of
a second lead railroad track between 8th Street and Seaside
Boulevard to accommodate increased rail traffic;

4. Rerouting of Pier A and Windham Avenue to eliminate two
grade crossings at the Pier A Avenue, E1 Embarcadero
Avenue and Windham Avenue intersections;

5. Increasing the dockside water depth from -34 feet to
-50 feet through the use of a cantilever bulkhead,
and +40,000 cubic yards of dredging in order to accommodate
fully loaded bulk carriers to a size of 100,000 dwt;

6. Modifications of stacker/reclaimer (6¢c) to reduce coal
dust generation;

7. Use of existing coke stockplle #14 for either coke or coal.

8. Installation of dust suppression system to treat coal
prior to stockpiling or loading onto ships; and

9., Installation of a water quality treatment system for
discharges from storm drains.

The 5 mmt/y of coal loaded onto ships will be brought to the
Port entirely by train. This throughput will 1lncrease round
trip rail traffic by l.12 coal trains per day for 355 days/year
for at least three years or until a new coal terminal elsewhere
in the Port is completedl. If a new terminal is not constructed,
this traffic would continue indefinitely. The present level

of 3.5 mmt/y of petroleum coke delivered by truck and the 370
thousand tons per year of white bulk (soda ash, potash, etc.)
delivered by train is expected to remain fairly static. No
modifications to cocke or white bulk storage and handling capability
are presently planned.

2.0.1 Project Duration

The proposed capacity expansion of the Pier G Bulk Facility

is intended to accommodate a near term increase in coal demand
from the Pacific Rim countries. By 1985 demand for coal in
this region is expected to exceed the physical capability of
the modified Pier G facility. To satisfy the long-term demand,
the Port of Long Beach in conjunection with others, has proposed
the Long Beach International Coal project which would operate
at a new site in the Long Beach Inner Harbor. When the Long
Beach International Coal project is operational, it is planned
that all coal shipments would go out of the new terminal,
leaving Pier G to handle petroleum coke and other commodities
such as calcined coke, scoda ash, potash, rutile ore and other

llncreases in train traffic are based upon information
from the California Public Utilities Commission. Train
traffic can vary widely depending upon season and

prevailing economic conditions.
2



dry bulk. In addition, if Pier G were free of coal traffic,

the present bulkloader at Pier D, Berth 28 would likely be
retired. If this occurs, commodities exported at Pier D (mostly
white bulk) would be relocated to Pier G for storage and loading.

Should the Long Beach International Coal Project prove in-
feasible, the maximum volume of coal exported over Pier G

of 5 mmt/y could continue indefinitely. If Pier G were to
remain in business as a ccal export terminal, capacity could

be expanded beyond 5 mmt/y with further modifications. However,
to reach this amount of throughput, increased delays would
occur to ships waiting to be loaded and trains wishing to
unload.

3.0 IMPACTS DISCUSSION

3.0.1. Air Quality

Pollutant emissions resulting from implementation of the
proposed project will come from a variety of sources

and will occur in the construction and operational phases.

The construction phase will create emissions from construction
equipment used in the various modification activities.

Those activities will be phased and can be broken down as
follows:

Construction

Activity Starting Date 1982 Duration
Drive piles & install January /February 3 months
rails for shiploader :

Erect and install , February 3 months
shiploader

Construct double track February " 5 months
from 7th Street to

Seaside Boulevard

Bulkhead Construction April 6 months
Construct modifica- July 9-10 months
tions to Pier A rail-

vard from Seaside to

Pier G; and modify

roadways

Dredging August 4-8 months

(4-8 hrs/day)



Given the proposed construction schedule, it is expected that
the worst case situation for pollutant emissions would occur
during August and September when the most polluting activity
would occur. Table 1 details the equipment which would be in
use at this time and the resultant worst case emlssions. This
emission level would continue for two months when it would
drop by roughly 15 percent. In another 2 to 6 months when
dredging ceased, emissions would drop to a level of less than
100 1bs/day for all contaminants.

The construction related emissions will create a temporary
impact on air quality in the South Coast Alr Basin. In order
to mitigate any significant adverse impact, dredging operations
will be limited to times when air pollution episode levels

have not passed the stage I level for ozone. The construction
emi ssions are not considered to have significant impact on
long-term air quality due to their temporary nature.



TABLE 1. WORST CASE DAY CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS

Pollutant

uipment Operating Hrs/Day lbs /day
HC NOy S0y X
Clamshell dredgel 8 1.2 21.4 1.4 = 4.7
Tughboat3 8 7.3 320.3 21.8 48.2
Crewboat3 -3 . 1.2  51.5 3.5 7.7
Heavy duty trucks(2)% 8 | 15.8  12.0 1.5 20.6
Scraperd 8 5.0  49.7 3.7 11.6
Tracklaying Tractor® 8 9 11.7 7 3.0
Pile driver? 6 1.5  18.8 1.3 4.0
Heavy duty truck? 4 .8 3.5 .5 5.1
Crane? 3 3.4  42.2 1.3 9.2
JOTAL 37.1 531.1 - 35.7 1l4.1

EMISSIONS FROM CONSTRUCTION
WORKER VEHICLESS
Number of Vehicles Average Speed Miles Per Day HC NO, So¥ s3]
40 ‘ 30 35 11.5 10.4 .6 114.1
Total all construction

related emissions 48.6 541.5 36.3 228.2

lyoodward-Clyde Consultants, 1979

2EpA AP-42, Table 3.3.3-1, Jamuary 1975
SWoodley, et al, 1976

4SCAMD EIR Handboodk, 1980, pg. 60
:“Tbid. pg. 66

‘~[bid. pg. 68

|2

14.0
© 2.3
2.8
3.2
.9

1.3

3.0

29.3

2

1.3

30.6



Operational air quality impacts will result due to increased
throughput at the facility and emissions from the additional

ships and trains while at the facility. The sources for increased
operational emissions include increased hoteling emissions

from ships, increased train activity at the terminal and increased
fugitive dust from coal transfer and loading operations. A
separate study was commissioned to determine the increased
terminal related emissions due to the proposed project. This
study, performed by Engineering-Science, Inc., used a worst

case day analysis assuming essentially one additional ship

being loaded with 26,000 tons of coal in one day, while ignoring
modifications which will reduce particulate emissions. The

worst case day emissions increase based on these assumptions

can bhe found in Table 2. These emissions are less than the

150 lbs/day increase considered significant as defined by the
South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD EIR Handbook,
1980, pg. 5).

Emissions resulting from hoteling are likely to be much

less than the worst case analysis summarized herein due

to reduced queuing and the use of larger more efficient

ships which can result in fewer ship calls. The air pollution
analysis assumed a linear increase in ship calls using the
present fleet mix (average ship 36,000 dwt) to handle the
expanded coal throughput. With the expanded loading capacity

and the ability to berth and fully load ships up to 100,000

dwt, the total number of calls could drop substantially over

what exists now. In the event that the fleet mix doesn't

change, ship delays would still drop. A computer model of the
terminal shows that total ship hoteling will drop by approximately
20 percent per year due to increased throughput efficiency

even though coal throughput was assumed in the model to increase
138 percent (2.1 mmt/y to 5 mmt/y). In short, hoteling emissions
are likely to be less in the future than at present even with

the expanded throughput,

Fugitive particulate emissions will be reduced at the facility
by incorporating the following measures prior to completion of

the proposed project:

1. Expansion or a complete redesign of the present chemical
"wet water" suppression system at the rotary dump pit to

add suppression at the transfer points from belts 1, 2, 3

to belt 4. Add wet suppression to commodity drawdowns on
stockpile seven, to the transfer points at bhelts 15 and

15b where they intersect the #9 transfer and to the transfer
point from Conveyor 5b to Conveyor 6 (shiploader).

2. Install rain bird water spray system or a chemical and
water fogging system to suppress dust created by reclaim

operations on the #7 stockpile.



Table 2.

MAXIMUM DAILY INCREASE IN TERMINAL RELATED
OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS (pounds/day)!

Operation Total Particulate
Activity Hydrocarbons NO, 500 0 Matter
Ship Hoteling 11.8 18.1 26.4 25.3 7.2
On-Site Vehicle

Operation

Heavy Equipment 1.8 18.6 1.5 4,6 1.3
‘ Train Engines 42,3 52.3 4.0 18.6 3.8
Coal Handling

Active e Cee - — 4.9

Pile Losses —— — - —_ 16.9
Paved Road Use e - - - 15.9
Subtotal 55.9 950.0 31.9 48.5 50.0
Worker Vehicle2

Emissions
(15 round trips

of 35 miles) 4,7 3.9 o2 42,7 o5
Total Increased
Terminal Emissions 60.6 93.9 41.1 91.2 50.5

lpmission factors and analysis for the Port of
Long Beach Pier G Expansion. Engineering-Science,
October, 1981

23CAQMD EIR Handbook, 1980 pg. 68



3. Modify stacker #6c discharge to provide a less abrupt and
more protected directional change of the commodity being
stacked.

The above measures will reduce particulate emissions from

all coal handling and from the loading of green coke onto

ships. The "wet water" spray system serves to reduce fugitive
dust from coal transfer as it leaves the car dump and goes to
stockpile or directly to the ship. Installation of the stormwater
water treatment system will allow the termlinal operator to

wash down areas where dust has accumulated so as to prevent

these materials from being reentrained by the wind. Presently,

no m.jor wash down operations can occur without creating water
quality problems.

In summary, the worst case emissions are not considered to
present a significant impact to air quality and it is quilte
likely that the worst case terminal related emission levels
will not be reached due to changes in operations and mitigation
measures incorporated into project design.

Should further information on the details of the air

pollution analysis be desired, an air quality analysis

report covering terminal related emissions is available from
the Port of Long Beach, Port Planning Division, P.O. Box 570,
Long Beach, California telephone (213) 437-0041, extension 217.

3.0.2 Water Quality

A long-term beneficial and a short-term negative environ-

mental impact to water quality in the vieinity of Pier G

will occur as a result of the proposed project. The beneficial
impact will result following installation of a drainage treatment
system and the short-term negative impact will result from
dredging activities. In periods of dry weather, the project

site is normally devoid of surface runoff. However, approximately
20,000 gallons per day of drainage from coke storage sheds and
wash-down water is discharged to the ocean after solids have
settled in various holding tanks. In the past this system has
treated this type of drainage adequately.

However, in the last two years this system has failed to keep
discharges within limits required by the drainage discharge
permits for the pier. While these discharge violations can be
caused by a number of reasons, it is most likely that the
system is being pushed beyond its capacity due to increased
commodity throughput.



In addition to violations which have occurred during dry
weather, numerous recent violations of discharge require-
ments have occurred during storm periods. The present
treatment system is not capable of controlling pollutant laden
stormwater discharges.

Due to violations in discharge requirements, the Port

engaged a consultant to identify the discharge sources and
propose a solution. The study produced by the Port's consultant
recommended & conceptual treatment system which is designed

to eliminate discharge violations during both dry and

wet weather. This system is designed to handle the present
pollutants and increased pollutants due to expected increased
throughput at the project site. Conceptual approval from the
Los Angeles Region of the California Water Quality Control
Board has been given for this system and the Port is proceeding
with obtaining a final design and implementation schedule.
Preliminary projections call for completion of this treatment
system during the summer of 1983.

Following completion of the treatment system, any water draining
from the project area will meet water quality discharge standards.
This will result in a long-term beneficial impact to harbor

water quality in the vicinity of the project area.

Construction water quality impacts will be limited to the
dredging of approximately 40,000 cubic yards of harbor

bottom sediments. This activity will result in disturbance
and suspension of bottom sediments, an increase in turbidity,
release of organic and inorganic constituents from the sediments
and an increase in oxygen demand. The suspended sediments
will form a plume extending down-current from the dredge area.
Heavier particles will settle out more rapidly resulting in
sorting of sediments according to distance from the site.
This discharge will occur within conditions set by the Los
Angeles Region of the California Water Queality Control Board.

The overall ecological significance of this particular dredging
activity is expected to be marginal. Bioassays to determine
the degree of toxicity of the dredge material are presently
underway. These tests are expected to show results which will
allow this material to be ocean dumped at an EPA approved

site. Should this not be the case, these sediments will be
disposed of at an approved land site. The possibility exists
for this sediment to be used in a fill project for the 0il
Island Freeman Expansion near the Long Beach downtown shoreline.
This will be dependent upon project timing and sediment
characteristics. If this were to ocecur, water quality

impacts from both projects would be reduced.

3.0.3 Wildlife

The ecological impacts of this project, though not expected
to be significant, will result primarily from construction



activities and to a minor extent from alteration of the physical
habitat.

A recent survey of the benthic infauna in the vicinity of

the dredge area (see Figure 4) showed that it is dominated

by polychaete annelids. Both Cossura Candida and Tharyx sp.,
which are considered to be indicative of a "healthy" benthic
community, were common to abundant at all of the stations
sampled. Species diversity of polychaetes and molluses was
calculated for each station using the Shannon-Wiener Index.
Values ranged from 1.89 to 2.97 and are similar to, or
slightly higher, than diversities reported in previous studies
of this area.

Dredging and marine construction activities will result in
the disturbance and resuspension of some bottom sediments,
removal of some bottom habitat and its assocciated infaunal
community, and creation of new habitat by the addition of
piling and a bulkhead.

The release of reducing chemicals or nutrients in resuspended
sediments may have any of several effects on the marine biota.
Some nutrients such as nitrates and phosphates may act as
fertilizers stimulating increased phytoplankton productivity.
The dispersion of benthic organisms into the water column by
the dredging activity may attract zooplankton, fish and

birds to feed on them. _

Benthic organisms dredged up or buried by siltation would be
killed, as well as nearby filter feeders and suspension
feeders which are not necessarily buried. Organisms contained
in the clouds of suspended material will probably suffer
dramatically increased predation rates.

Placement of additional pilings and the bulkhead will result

in the loss of a small amount of soft bottom benthic habitat

but will provide additional hard substratum for the establishment
of a fouling community. The community which becomes established

on the new pilings should be similar to the community on existing
pilings. However, the one which establishes itself on the

bulkhead may be very different, due to the differences in the
physical habitat and the related differences in biotic interactions
in the community.

Recolonization of the clean benthic habitat created by the
dredging should begin to take place almost immediately from

both larval settlement and perhaps some immigration from adjacent
areas. The community which establishes itself in the dredge

area wWill not necessarily be the same as the one that was

there previously. However, the addition of this community, and
the one which colonizes the bulkhead, may result in an increase
local species diversity. This increase in diversity and the
addition of new pilings and their associated fouling community,
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may attract more fish and increase overall secondary productivity
in the areas. :

3.0.4 Noise

The proposed project will create minor increases in noise
exposure from a variety of sources due to increased coal
transportation activities. Noise will mainly result from the
increase in train activity and the unloading of rail cars

at the Pier G terminal.

Coal trains bound for the ports of Long Beach and Los Angeles
utilize the Union Pacific min line through the Los Angeles
Basin and switch onto the San Pedro branch to travel to the
harbhors. This branch travels through industrial, commercial
and residential areas of cities along the line. Some residential
"lot lines are within feet of this branch. Speeds of trains

on the Union Pacific's San Pedro branch are currently limited

by the railroad to 20 mph. Freight trains traveling at this
speed create noise levels of 90 dBA + at 50 feet (see Figure

7).

Passing eighty-four car unit coal trains of the type presently
used and planned for future use have created peak readings in

the range of 84-95 dBA measuring on a fast response scale at a
distance of 50 feet. The level of noise is dependent primarily
upon the speed of the train. As long as these trains adhere

to the 20 mph 1limit, noise levels should not exceed peak readings
of 90 dBA at 50 feet.

Noise from coal trains on the San Pedro Branch is not only
limited to that which occurs when a train passes. Because of
limited track space at bulk terminal facilities and in order

to gain maximum throughput at existing facilities it has

of ten been necessary to break unit coal trains into at least

two sections. Depending upon rail space to store full and

empty cars in the harbor, some cars bound for Los Angeles Harbor
are left at the Manuel siding area just south of Wardlow Avenue
in Long Beach. When the terminal is ready to accept more cars
for unloading, the remaining full cars left at Manuel are
coupled to train engines and brought to the terminal. Conversely,
empty cars are left at Manuel until a full train load of empties
can be assembled to travel to their destination. Coupling of
these idle cars can create loud single noise events with pesak
readings over 100 dBA if the cars are not coupled gently.

This activity can occur at any hour and fregquently occurs in

the evening and early morning hours. Switching and coupling

can go on for 10-30 minutes at a time. These events have
awakened residents near the Manuel siding area and have prompted
complaints to local officials.

Expansion of the Pier A rail yard and the addition of a new

lead track, to be completed as a part of this project, will
continue to allow unit coal trains to move to the Pier G terminal
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without breaking these trains enroute. This action will obviate
the need for intermediate switching for Pier G - bound coal
trains on the San Pedro branch. Also, the present and future
need for intermediate switching of unit coal trains along the
San Pedro branch will be decreased by rail modifications at

the Los Angeles Harbor bulk facility (Berths 49~50)2. With

the track capacity improvements described above, it will not

be necessary to conduct regular switching activity for any

coal trains at the Manuel siding, resulting in a concominant
decrease in unit coal train switching noise. Regular switching
may still be necessary for other freight activities unrelated
to this project. However, efforts are being made by the rail
carriers to minimize the night time portion of this activity

a2t the Manuel siding.

The proposed project will increase present coal unit train
activity from 1.62 one way trips (.81 round trips) per day to
a total of 3.85 one way (1.93 round trips) per day, an increase
of 2.24 one way (1.12 round trips) per day. Total San Pedro
branch line activity for all trains varies from 36 one way
trips, or 18 round trips per day as the line crosses Artesia
Avenue in Long Beach, 18 one way trips at South Street, 16 one
way trips at Wardlow Avenue and 12 cne way trips where the
line enters the Port of Long Beach (see Section 3.05). This
translates into a 6 percent, 12 percent, 14 percent and 19
percent increase at Artesia, South, Wardlow and the Port
respectively, in total line traffic.

Noise data was collected on a 24-hour recorded basis for ten
days from 10/19/81 to 10/28/81 at the Manuel sidings just
south of Wardlow Avenue where both switching and through train
traffiec occurs. This area has residences on the easterly

side of the track and appears to be the worst case site at
present. The distance from the main line track to the nearest
residence is about 50 feet. Using the data collected at this
point, the average community noise equivalent level (CNEL)3
was calculated at 71.3. The exposure to noise levels over 65
dBA (a level when individual noise sources dominate background
noise) for five 24 hour periods ranged from 51 minutes to 3.3
hours per day. With an increase of 2.24 train trips per day
approximately 6.72 minutes per day of noise exposure over 65
dBA will occur along the San Pedro branch. However, due to
the anticipated changes in operation of coal unit trains into

“0On December 17, 1980 the Los Angeles Board of Harbor
Commi ssioners granted a Level I Coastal Development
Permit for these rail modifications. This work is
presently under construction.

3The CNEL measurement is the A-weighted average
should level for a 24 hour period with a 5 dBA
penalty added to each evening noise event (7-10
pm) and a 10 dBA added to night time (10 pm -

7 am) sound levels.
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the port bulk terminal, the existing nolse exposure at the
Manuel sidings will drop when switching is decreased. Because
the exact data on all switching activities at Manuel for a
sufficient time period is unavailable, it is impossible to
determine accurately what the reduction will be. However, the
reduction is expected to be substantial as coal car switching
accounts for mich of the regular switching at Manuel.

Other sites along the San Pedro branch will exhibit similar

noise exposure changes resulting from the increase in train
traffic. These areas will experience the sams exposure level
increase of 6.72 minutes but the percentage change will vary
depending upcon location. As one moves north along the San

Pedro branch, existing line activity increases and the percentage
increase in noise exposure from this project decreases. Conversely,
as you move south on the line the percentage change from this
project increases. These percentages can also vary considerably
as train traffic on any given day can vary significantly.

Although noise exposure along the rail corridor will raise
somewhat due to the proposed project, the level and character
of the noise is not expected to change. Residents along the
corridor are for the most part less disturbed by train passages
as long as adherence to speed limits are maintained and no
unnecessary noise results. As the proposed project will not
result in any cohviously objectional train activity, such as
regular switching and coupling of cars, the small. time increase
in noise exposure over 65 dBA (6.72 minutes) is not expected

to have a significant adverse impact on the enviromment. To
ensure that no significant impacts occur, all coal trains
serving the proposed project over the Union Pacific San Pedro
branch will adhere to Union Pacific's 20 mph speed limit.

Efforts will also be made through the rail carriers to ensure
that all traffic utilizing this branch adheres to the speed
limit and that night time switching activities are reduced to

a minimum commensurate with the shipping needs 6f the community.

Noise increagses at Pier G will also increase somewhat due to
increased coal movements. This noise will be created by handling
and dumping of rail cars through the rotary dump and from use

of stackers, reclaimers, conveyors, skiploaders and the like

to move coal from the trains to the ships. The loudest noise
source is car coupling which can create instantaneous readings,
above 100 dBA at 30 feet. Sources such as the bottom dump

create lower noise levels of 60 dBA at 40 feet over longer
periods of time.

Given the industrial character of the Pier G terminal and the
lack of nearby sensitive areas, minor additional noise created
at the terminal is not considered significant. Workers at

the site will be protected as necessary within noise exposure
limits established by CAL OSHA.
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Table 3- Grade Crossings in the Vicinity of Port of Long Beach
Affected by Coal Unit Trains to Pier G Terminal '
California
PUC

No. Xing No. Roadway Name

1 3A-13,2 Artesia Blvd

2 3A-14.3 South Street

3 3A-14.7 Candlewood Street

4 3A-18.05 Carson Street

5 3A-18.61 Wardlow Road

6 BH-502.46 Hobson Avenue

7 BH=502.6 Anaheim Street
8 BH-502.9 Edison Avenue (private)

9  BH=503.56 Eighth Street

10 BH-503.72C 7th Street North

11 BH«503.73C 7th Street South

12 BH=504. 02C Pico Avenue

13 BH-504.41C (1) E1 Embarcadero Westbound
14 BH-504.41C (2) E1 Embarcadero Eastbound
18 BH-504.60C (1) Pier A Avenue Northbound
16 BH-504.60C (2) Pier A Avenue Southbound




Tablé?LQ.? - Impacts of Additional Coal Unit Trains
T - .on Grade Crossings. in the City of Long Beach

: . : . Projected -
B Percent Increase in time | = Total Daily
Percent Increase | of Interruption to Normal Time of Traffic
No. | in No. of Trains Traffic Fiow Interruption (Min.)
1 6.1 | 9.9 92.5
2 2.2 19.8 : 51.9
3 13.8 22.2 43,8
4 13.8 - 22.6 | 47.4
5 13.8 | 22.3 . , 4.4
6 18.3 - 296 . | 3.4
7. 18,3 © 29.8 | 37.5
8 18.3 29.7 . 34.0
9 11.0 c19.2 84.1
10 11.0 : 19.2 o . 84.2
11 ~18.3 32.0 56.0
12 18.3 | 32.2  61.5
13 18.3 ‘ 32.0 - | 58.6
14 18.3 ‘ 32.0 | . 57.9
15 18.3 32.0 | 56.1
16 18.3 | 32.0 55.8

Based on an- average of an additional 1.12coal trains per day to raise
the Pier G coal throughput to 5mmt/y from-the 1ate 1981 Tlevel of
2.1 mmt/y“




3:.0.5 BSurface Traffic

As discussed in Section 1.0, the Pier G dry bulk terminal is
presently served by unit trains delivering coal and white
bulk products. Coal unit trains consist of 84 coal cars
(4,700 feet long) and carry a total of about 7,315 metric
tons (@ 2,204.6 lhs/metric ton).

The current daily levels of coal and white bulk rail shipments
through the Pier G facility based on a 355 day operating
year are as follows:

- Coal: 2.1 mmt/y = 0.8l trains/day
- White Bulk: 370,000 mmt/y = 0.14 trains/day

At this level, 0.95 unit trains per day (round trips), on
average, arrive at the Pier G terminal: To deliver an annual
volume of 5 mmt/y of coal, an average of an additional 1.12
unit trains per day (round trips) would bhe required.

The impact of these additional trains as interruptions to
normal traffic flow at grade crossing in the City of Long
Beach has been analyzed using a digital computer simulation
model.

The grade crossings examined are shown in Table 3. These
sixteen (16) Long Beach grade crossings have been examined
for train impact on the average daily traffic (ADT), the
morning peak (AMPEAK), and afternoon peak (PMPEAK) levels.
Table 4 lists the values of the Measure of Impact (MOIs)
for these sixteen (16) grade crossings in Long Beach. The
percent increase in number of trains is the measure based
only on the number of additional trains above the current
train traffic at each grade crossing. The values reflect
the combined arrival and departure of trains (i.e. each
train serving the Pier G terminal occupies the grade
crossings as it arrives and leaves).,

The percent increase in interruption to normal traffic flow
reflects the fact that vehicular traffic is affected from
the time the crossing gate goes down until the last vehicle
in the resulting gqueue has accelerated to traffic speed.
For the purpose of this analysis, the time required for the
last wvehicle in the queue to accelerate to traffic speed
has been assumed as being 10 seconds. A starting interval
between vehicles in the gueue of two seconds has been used.
The percentage increase in interruption to traffic at peak
hours is essentially the same as the percent increase at
average traffic levels, although the vehicular gueue would
be longer at peak hours.

Table 4 indicates that in every case, the percent increase in
interruption to normal traffic flow is larger than the percent
inecrease in number of trains. This is because the coal unit
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trains added by the increment in coal delivery to Pier G are
longer than most of the trains presently using the trackage.

The total daily time of traffic interruption is the total
number of minutes per day that the vehicular flow across
the grade crossing is interrupted.

To derive the number of vehicles affected by each passing

of a train, the average length of each interruption may be
calculated by dividing the total time of interruption by the
total number of trains per day. This length may then be
multiplied by the vehicular traffic flow rate. Using this
derivation on the data in Table 4 and other data from the
computer model it may be determined that the maximum number

of additional vehicles blocked during hormal traffic hours by
the additional coal trains occurs at Anaheim Street where an
average of 0.9 vehicles per hour are affected. Within the
Port, the maximum number of additional vehicles blocked by
additional coal trains will average 1.4 vehicles occurring at
the Pico Avenue grade crossing. This situation is due to the
very low speed of trains while in the Port. In the worst case
situation during morning and afternocon peak vehicular traffic
hours, the maximum number of additional vehicles blocked occurs
at Carson Street4, where 3.4 and 4.0 vehicles would be affected,
respectively.

In conclusion, for grade crossings in the City of Long Beach,
the impact of the additional coal unit trains to deliver a
total annual volume of coal of 5 mmt/y may be expressed as
follows:

- The additional coal trains represent an increase in grade
crossing occupancy of between 6.1 and 18.3 percent;
i.e., there will be 6.1 to 18.3 percent more trains
passing the crossing, which is the increase in the
number of vehicular traffic interruptions per day;

- The increase in length of total daily time of interruption
to normal traffic will be between 9.9 and 32.3 percent; and

-~ Since the additional coal trains are longer than the average
length of present trains, the average vehicular traffic
queue will be longer. The maximum number of additional
vehicles in such long queues will occur during afternoon
peak traffic at the Carson Street Union Pacific grade
crossing, where an average of 4.0 additional vehicles
will be blocked; and

4pssumes ADT, AMPEAK, and PMPEAK coincident
with completion of Hughes Aircraft development,
Source of data is DEIR for said development (1980),
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- 1In essence, although there will be 6 to 18 percent
more interruption to vehicular traffic per day, the
additional length of each vehicular traffic queue
will be negligible.

3.0.6 Waterborne Traffic

Pier G, Berths 212-215 are located in the Southeast Basin of

the Port of Long Beach. This basin accommodated 680 vessel
visits in fiscal year 1978-79 and 620 visits in 1979-80. At
this writing figures for 1980-81 vessel activity are unavailable
for this basin. However, the traffic counts are expected to
increase by approximately 50 ships per year due to increased
coal traffiec. Adding this figure to the average figure of 650
ships per year from fiscal years 78~B0 gives a projected baseline
figure of 700 ships for 1980-8l. Given an eventual increase

of 3.7 mmt/y of coal over the 1980-81 fiscal year of 1.3 mmt/y
approximately 142 new vessel trips per year in the 36,000-42,000
deadweight tonnage capacity (using an average shipload of

26,000 metric tons) would occur once the project began full
operation. This represents a worst case assumption based upon
no change in the size of vessels visiting the Pier G facility.

As a result of dredging the area next to Berths 212-215 these
berths would have the capability of handling fully loaded bulk
carriers of about 100,000 dwt category. This being the case,
the actual vessel traffic for the total coal throughput of 5
mmt/y could be substantially less than the 192 vessel calls
which could occur if present size vessels were used.

The final mix of size and number of vessels will depend

largely upon handling capabilities and cargo demand from the
coal consumers. In any event, the worst case increase in

ship traffic over projected 1980-81 traffic for the South-

east Basin would be 20 percent (142 new ships over 700 existing
ships).

While the increase in ship traffic to this basin is signi-
ficant numerically, it is not particularly significant in
terms of ship traffic hazards. Pilotage practice limits one
ship movement at a time in both the Southeast Basin and when
transiting between Pier F and Pier J and Queens Gate (see
Figure 1), Given this system, no increase in the ship to
ship collision potential within the confines of the harbor is
foreseen. However, as with any increase in ship traffic, the
possibility for individual ship mishaps {(rammings, grounds,
etc.) increases in a linear fashion. This increase is not
considered significant as coal is not an explosive product and
poses no unique traffic hazards. In addition, no serious
accident involving cargo vessels has occurred in the Port of
Long Beach in the past fifteen years.
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3.0.7 Land Use

The proposed project will not alter the present use of the site
except to increase the productivity at the site. This results
in a more intense use of the same physical area which can

be deemed a positive impact to land use.

3.0.8 Visual Quality

The proposed project will result in changes to visual quality.
The installation of a second shiploader (100+ feet in height)
and additional conveyor installations will modlfy the visual
quality obstructing some views. The shiploader will only be
visible from the taller buildings in the downtown shoreline
area of Long Beach. The view from lower levels in this area
and along the eastern shoreline will be obstructed by the coke
storage buildings and other structures in the foreground.

The shiploader and other modifications will be visible from
the north, west and south. These views encompass the bulk of
the harbor area and are very industrialized in character.
Other structures 1n the harbor are taller and more massive
than the new shiploader and conveyors. In this setting, the
shiploader and conveyors will not stand out. Therefore, no
significant impacts to visual quality are expected.

3.0.9 Economics

The Port of Long Beach will benefit economically from increased
coal exports through the collection of additional revenues

from dockage, wharfage, and demurrage tariff fees due to

the proposed project. Businesses in Long Beach and surrounding
areas will benefit from profits on increased sales of construction
materials purchased for the coal terminal modifications, and

from sales of items to project employees and their families.

State and local governments will accrue dividends from sales

tax on items purchased for the coal terminal modifications.

The state will gain payroll taxes from project employees.

In the past few years, there has been a national deficit

of payments due to an increase in lmports over exports. The
increased coal exports will aid in offsetting the natlonal
payments of importing.

The proposed project will bring about an increase in employment
opportunities. Positions will be available for the construction
activities and for permanent jobs at the terminal. Train.
operators will be required as a result of the increase in the
volume of trains transporting coal into the Port. In addition,
approximately 15 conveyor operators, crane operators, and
stevedores will be needed to handle the increased amount of

coal to be exported.

The employment of laborers for the proposed project will benefit
businesses near the project area and create a need for further
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2.

Rail capacity improvements at port bulk terminals will
eliminate the need for regular unit coal train switching
activity on the San Pedro branch.
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“Americe's maet Modern Port”

ENVIRONMENTAL AFFAIRS QFFICE
SITE ANALYSIS

October 3., 1981

SITE VISIT BY: Staff

1. Existing Use and Condition of the Site:

Number of Buildings, Use and Size: Various sized buildings

for office space, repair and materials storage.

Building Condition and Age: good; approximately 10 years

¢. Building Height(s): Storage sheds +90'
d. Number of Existing Parking Spaces: NA
Open: Enclosed:
e. Condition of:
Curbs/Gutters: good
Driveways: good
Parkways: good
Alleys: go0d
f. Landscaping and/or other features including landforms:
None
g. Ambient Noise and Major Sources of Noise: Moderate; bulk

terminal activities and truck traffic. - - - - -

Existing Use and Compatibility with Surrounding Land Uses:

No change




PRELIMINARY ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSHMERT
PART 111 .
SIGNIFICANT POTENTIAL IMPACTS

Page 1

Adverse Impacts

ATMOSPHERIC RESOURCES

a. Generation of emissions {gases, chemicals, particulates, clarity and
odor) or deterforation of ambient afr quality.

b. Alteration of ajr movement, moisture, temperature, change in micro
climate or patterns.

WATER QUALITY

a. Alteration of surface water quality.
b. Change in current, course or direction of water movement.

¢. Change in absorption rafes. drainage pattern or rate and amgunt of
surface water runoff, -

d. Change in guantity of ground weter.

e. Exposure of people or property to water relzted hazards, i.e.
fleoding.

EARTH RESOURCES
3. IUmstable earth conditions or change 1n geclegic substructures.

5. Disruptions, displacements, compaction of the sefl.
=. Significant change in topegraphy.
i. Destruction or modification of unigque geologic or physical features.

:. Increase on or off the site in wind or water erosion of soils.

f. Change in deposition, erosion of beach sands, siitation, deposition or

eresion.

1. Exposure of people or praperty to geologic hazards such as earthgquakes
and orcund failure,

IEGETATION

i. Change ir diversity or number of species.

». Reduction in numbers of unique cor rare species.

form: ISB-677
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5.

HILOLIFE

a. Change in diversity of species, or number gf spectes {avifauna,
zﬁ;rzig:;;:u::?‘aquatic vertebrae} benthic oraanisms, insects

b. Reduction in number of unique, rare or erdangered species.

¢. Deterioration of existing habitats.

NOISE
2. Increase to ambient levels.

b. Exposure of populus to severe noise levels.

. YISUAL OUALITY

a. Alterations to site integrity.

b. Ostructions of existing views.

C. Degree of harmony and compatibility with adjacent uses {i.e. building
height, bulking, massing, scale, alignment, style, color, exterior
facade matertais).

d. Unsightly structures visible to public view,

®. HMechanical equipment on rooftop visible.

. CULTURAL RESOURCES

a. CLhenge in quaiity er quantfty of recreational cpportunities.
b. Change in significant archaeological er historical sites.

¢. Change in quality or quantity of existing educationat or scientific
Instituetions.

. LAND USE - DESIGM

3. Adversely affect or non-conformity with:

{1} Adopted Beneral Plan and elements.
{2 Zoning Ordinance.
3} Relevant regional plans and palicies.

b. Compatibilfty with adjacent land uses (1.e. preservation of privacy,
spacial cohesiveness, personal safety).

c. [Intensity of development (f.e. rate and density of development).

Beneficial Impacts

Minor Impacts

{Discussion Follows)

Adverse Impacts
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PRELIMINARY EWVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
PART Ii1l

SIGMIFICANT POTENTIAL IMPACTS
Page 2

LAND USE - DESIGH (Cont'd).

d. -Open space per lot {{.e. amenities or recreational uses).
e. Sufficient building setbacks for sualight and views.
f. Sufficient natural air circulation in and eround buitdings.

g. Off-street parking facilities ip terms of aumber, design and
access from street.

TRARSPORTATION
2. Generation of additional vehicular movement.

" b. Effects on existing parking facilities and demand for new parking.

c¢. Impact upon existing transportation systems.

d. Alterations to present patterns of circulation or movement of
people and/or goods.

e. Increase in traffic hazards to motor vehicles, bicyclists or
pedestrians,

UTILITY SYSTEM

WILL THE PROPOSAL RESULT IN A MEED FOR MEW SYSTEMS, OR SUBSTANTIAL
ALTERATIONS TO THE FOLLOWIHG:

a. Electricity or natural gas.
b. Communications systems.

¢. MWater,

d. Sewer,

e. Storm water systems.

f. Solid Waste systems.

PUBLIC SERVICES

a. Increased demand for public education. -
b. Increased fire and police protectionm.

€. Publc recreation facilities manzgement 2nd maintenance.

Beneficial Impacts
Minor Impacts
Adverse Impacts
(Discusston Follows)
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Adverse Impacts

d. Schoels.

e. Street maintenance and trash callection,
f. Public Health services.

SOCEAL COMSIDERATIONS

z. Change in human population distribution, concentration or composition.

B. Soclal needs.

. ECONOMIC COMSIDERATIONS

a. Impact on tax and general revenues accruing to the City, the Unified
School District.

b. Impact on fiscal cutlays by the City, the Unified School District.
¢. Impact on employment opportunities.
EMERGY RESOURCES

a. Energy consuming equipment and processes which will be used during
construction, operation and/or removal of the project.

b. Energy intensiveness of materials and equipment.
c. Total energy requirements.

d. Effects of the project on local and reqional energy supplies.

!

OO OOO Minor Impacts
» O O OOrD {Discussion Follows)
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O
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MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

A, Does the project have the potential YES MAYBE NO
to degrade the quality of the environ-~ :
ment, substantially reduce the habitat
of a fish or wildlife species, cause
a fish or wildlife population to drop
below self sustaining levels, threaten
to eliminate a plant or animal community,
reduce the number or restrict the range
of a rare or endangered plant or animal
or eliminate important examples of the
major periods of California history or i
prehistory? ' : X

B. Does the project have the potential
' to achieve short-term, to the dis-
advantage of long-term, environmental
goals? (A short-term impact on the
environment is one which occurs in a
relatively brief, definitive period
of time while long-term impacts will
endure well into the future.) X

C. Does the project have impacts which
are individually limited, but cumula-
tively considerable? (A project may
impact on two or more separate
resources where the impact on each
resource is relatively small, but
where the effect of the total of
those impacts on the environment is
significant.) ' : X

D. Does the project have environmental
‘effects which will cause substantial
adverse effects on human beings, either
directly or indirectly? : X

Form: ISC-677
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NEGATIVE DECLARATION
Prepared in Accordancea with the

Catifornia Environmental Quality Act of 1970
As Amended

and

APPLICATION SUMMARY. REPORT
Prepared in Accordance with the
Certified Port Master Plan and California Coastal Act of 1976

For

SULEXPORT PRILLING PLANT AND TERMINAL

This narrative and attached documents, including the project description,

site visitation, staff analysis and where appropriate, mitigation measures

to be implemented, constitutes a Negative Quality Act and an Application
Summary Report with Proposed Staff Recommendations prepared in accordance

with the certified Port Master Plan (PMP) and California Coastal Act of 1976,
Based upon data contained herein, the proposed project has been determined

not to have any significant adverse environmental impacts and is in conformance
with the stated policies of the PMP. This document was circulated for public
review and becomes effective upon adoption by the Long Beach Board of Harbor
-Commissioners.
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NEGATIVE DECLARATION/APPLICATION
SUMMARY REPORT

SULEXPORT PRILLING PLANT AND TERMINAL

I. Project Description

Sulexport Corporation proposes to build a suiphur prilling plant and
concrete sulphur storage silos at Pier G Berth 214, in the Port of Long
Beach {see figures 1 and 2). The project will receive up to 40 tanker
trucks per day of molten sulphur which will be unloaded at the Pier G facility
into a surge tank. From the surge tank, the molten sulphur wiltl pass into a
prilling tank filled with water. When the hot, molten sulphur comes in
contact with the water, small prilis or irregular balls of sulphur are formed.
The prills are then screened for size, excess water is drained and recycled,
and the prills are stored in enclosed concrete silos prior to being loaded
onto ships for export. The facility will utilize the portions of existing
conveyor system and the number two shiploader to convey the prilled sulphur
onto ships. ' '

I[1. Project Background

Sulphur is a natural by-product of refining petroleum. As the local
refineries switch to higher sulphur content "sour" crude oil feedstocks, more
sulphur by-products will result. Additionally, strict regulation of the sulfur
content of fuels produced in the South Coast Air Basin causes additional amounts
of suiphur to be produced. This sulphur which is 99.89% pure can be used in
numerous manufacturing processes from cosmetics to food and drugs. The majority
of the export market, however, is destined for use as a feedstock for making
fertilizers in countries such as India.

Since the South Coast refineries began using Alaskan oil as a primary crude
source, sulphur has been produced in quantities large enough for the export
market. As the higher sulphur content Santa Barbara Channel and offshore

Santa Maria crude oils are refined in the Basin, more sulphur will be produced.
Sulexport formerly ran a sulphur prilling plant in Santa Fe Springs, California
which has recently been shut down as a site closer to refineries and the harbor
is sought. Molten sulphur was trucked from the refineries to the priller in
Santa Fe Springs and then the priltled sulphur was transported in open bed
trucks to the Port of Los Angeles where it was loaded on ships. The proposed
project will delete the intermediate trucking step by bringing the liquid
sulphur direct to the harbor, eliminating the need for open hopper trucks
carrying solid sulphur.
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No. 84169

PORT PLANNING DIVISION
INITIAL STUDY and CHECKLIST

DATE: 12/17/84

SITE: Pier G Berth 214

INITIAL STUDY PREPARED BY: B. M. Buck, Associate Environmental Specialist

Project Description:
with connections to Pier G #1 shiploader.

Environmental Setting

1. Existing Use and Condition of the Site:

a. Number of structures, location, use and size: Five coke storage sheds,

Construct and operate a sulphur prilling and storage facility

numerous conveyors, two shiploaders

b, -Site/Structure Condition and Age: 20 years; good

c. Site Dimensions: 63,500 sq. feet

d. Number of Existing Parking Spaces: .-

open: - enclosed:

e. Condition of:

Curbs/Gutters: -

Pavement: good

Storm drains: -




f. Landscaping and/or other features 1nc1uding‘1andforms: none

g. Ambient Noise and Major Sources of Noise: ships, conveyors; noise level

low _to moderate

h. Current Traffic Conditions: moderate on feeder roadways during business hours

i. Existing Use and Projects Compatibility with Surrounding Land Uses:

Bulkleading facility; compatible

2. Uses of Surrounding Properties:

Adjacent Land Use Structure Structure
(Precise Use) Height Condition
North: stockplle 60" -
700 good

South: storage shed

East: storage shed 70" good
&ESt: shiploader 50! good




Environmental Assessment Checklist

ATMOSPHERIC RESQURCES

Will the proposal result in:

a. Changes in generation of emissions
(gases, chemicals, particulates,
clarity and odor) or deterioration
of ambient air quality.

b. Generation of construction
emissions.

c. Alterations of air movement,
moisture, temperature, change in
micro-climate or patterns.

WATER QUALITY

Will the proposal result in:

a. Alteration of surface water
quality.

b. Change in current, course or
direction of water movement.

c. Change in absorption rates,
drajnage pattern or rate ‘and
amount of surface water
runoff.

d. Change in quantity, quality
of ground water.

e. Change in exposure of people
" or property to water related
‘hazards, e.g. flooding.

EARTH RESOURCES

Will the proposal result in:

a. Change in earth conditions or
change in geologic substructures.

b. Disruptions, displacements,
compaction of the soil.

c. Change in topography.

d. Modification of unique geologic

mnl Eam

L. EXT
O pnysicail Teatures.

Minor Significant
Beneficial Adverse Adverse No
Impact Impact Impact Impact
X X
X
X
X
X
X X
X
e X
e X
X.




6.

e. Change in wind or water erosion of
soils.

f. Change in deposition, erosion of
beach sands, siltation, deposition
or erosion.

g. Change in exposure of people or

property to geologic hazards such
as earthquakes and ground faijlure.

VEGETATION and ANIMAL LIFE

Will the proposal result in:

a. Change in diversity or number of
species.

b. Change in numbers of unique or rare
species.

¢. Change in existing plant or wild-
life habitat.

NOISE
Will the proposal result in:
a. Change in ambient noise levels.

b. Change in exposure of populations
to noise levels.

c. Conformance with applicable noise

ordinances and/or other regula-
tions.

VISUAL QUALITY

Will the proposal result in:

a. Changes in light or glare from
street lights or other sources.

b, Alterations of existing views.

Beneficial
Impact

Minor Significant _
Adverse Adverse ‘No
Impact Impact - Impact

X

c. A change in harmony and compatibility

with adjacent uses (i.e. building
height, bulk, mass, scale,
alignment, style, color, exterior
facade materials).

d. Changes in structures visible to




Beneficial
- ‘ Impact
e. Visible mechanical equipment on
rooftop.
CULTURAL RESOURCES/RECREATION
Will the proposal result in:
a. Change in quality or quantity of
recreational opportunities.
b. Change in significant archaeolo-
gical or historical sites.”
c. Change in quality or quantity of
existing educational or scientific
- institutions.
LAND USE - DESIGN
Will the proposal result in:
a. Conformance with:
(1) Adopted General Plan and
elements.
(2) Zoning Ordinances.
(3) Relevant regional plans and
policies.
b. Compatibility with adjacent land
uses (i.e. preservation or privacy,
spatial cohesiveness, personal
safety).
c. Change in intensity of develop-
~ ment (e.g. rate and density of
development). X

d. Change in open space (e.g.
amenities or recreational
uses).

e. Sufficient building setbacks
for sunlight and views.

f. Suffic¢ient natural air circulation
in and around buildings.

g. Change in parking facilities
in terms of number, design
"and access from street.

Mi nor Significant
Adverse Adverse . No
Impact Impact Impact

X
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10.

11.

Minor Significant.
Beneficlal Adverse Adverse No
Impact Impact Impact Impact
TRANSPORTATION
Will the proposal result in:
a. Change in vehicular movement. X
b. Change in demand for new parking. X
c. Impact upon existing transportation
systems. X X
d. Alteratlons to present patterns of
circulation or movement of.people
and/or goocds. X X
e. Change in traffic hazards to motor
' vehicles, bilcyclists or pedestrians.
f. Changes in waterborne, rall or alr
traffic. ' X
UTTLITY SYSTEM
Will the proposal result in a need
for new systems, or substantial
alterations to the following:
a. Electriclity or natural gas. X
b. Communications systems. X
c. Water. X
4. Sewer. X
e. OStorm water systems. X
f. Solid waste systems. X
PUBLIC SERVICES
Will the proposal result in a change
in demand for: '
a. Police protection. X
b. Fire protection. X
c. Public recreation facilities
management and maintenance. -
d. Street maintenance and trash B
collection. A
X

e. Public health services.



12.

13.

4.

15.

' Minor Significant :
_ Beneficial Adverse Adverse No
RISK MANAGEMENT ‘ ! Impact  Impact Impact Impact
Will the proposal :
a. Create risk of an explosion
or the release of hazardous
substances {(including, but not
limited to, oil, pesticides,
chemicals or radiation) X
b. Change response time for
emergency services or change
vacuation ease. X
c. Conform with the Port Risk
Management Plan. X
ECONOMIC CONSIDERATIONS
Will the proposal result in:
a. Impact on tax and general revenues
accruing to the City. X
b. Impact on local/regicnail economy. X
c. Impact on employment opportunities. £
ENERGY
w111 the proposal result in:
a. Use of substantial amounts of fuel
or energy. : X
b. Substantial changes in demand upon
existing sources of energy, or
demand for the development of new
.sources of energy. X
c. Change in local/regional energy
supplies. X
d. Change in efficiency of energy use. X
SOCIAL CONSIDERATIONS
Will the proposal result in:
a. Change in human population distri-
bution, concentration or composition. _x
b. Change on existing housing, or

demand for housing.




Ces

Change in location of residential,
commercial, or industrial bulld-
ings or or other facilities.

16. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFANCE.

a.

b.

C.

Note:

Does the project have the potential

to degrade the quality of the en-
viroment, substantially reduce
the habitat of a fish or wildlife
specles, cause a fish or wildlife
population to drop below self
sustaining levels, threaten to
eliminate a plant or animal

- community, reduce the rumber or
restrict the range of a rare or
erdangered plant or animal or
eliminate important examples of
the major periods of California
history or prehistory?

Does the project have the potential

to achleve short-temm, to the dis-
advantage of long-term, envirormen
goals? (A short-term impact on th
envirorment is one which occurs

in a relatively brief, definitive
"period of time while long-term
impacts will endure well into the
future.)

Does the project have impacts which
are individually limited, but cumila-
tively considerable? (A project may

impact on two or more separate

resources where the impact on each

" resource is relatively small, but

“Where the effect of the total of
those impacts on the environment

is significant.)

Does the project have envirormental

effects which will cause substanti
adverse effects on human beings,
elther directly or iIndirectly?

, “Minor Significant
Beneficial Adverse Adveprse No
X
YES MAYBE NO
X
tal
e
X
- X
al
X

All items checked beneflcial, minor significant, yes or muyoe are’

dlscussed 1n further detaili in the attachments.

8-



17. DISCUSSION of ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION.

Tentative recommendations: Negative Declaration _x EIR

Discrepancies notad in applicants plans:

g/b_‘ Ll ZZ{—‘“L | A gt £ enrreremer ol Srcenl. s

7’ Signature . Title




[1I. California Environmental Quality Act Issues

The tollowing discusses items marked as minor adverse impacts in the initial
study.

A. Air Quality

The proposed project will generate emissions from the unloading, the
priiling process, shiploading and from the trucks transporting liquid
suiphur to the site. The quantity of pollutant emissions is detailed

in Table 1. During the unloading of liquid sulphur, trace amounts of
hydrogen sulfide and sulphur dioxide gas are liberated. Hydrogen sulfide
is a highly flammable, toxic gas characterized by a strong rotten-egg

odor at low thresholds (0.0047 ppm). Sulphur dioxide gas is non-flammable,
mildly reactive and is toxic. Its sharp irritating odor is detectable

at 3 ppm. Both of these gases will be vented to an air pollution scrubber
using sodjum hydroxide to neutralize the gases.

The prilled sulphur has an inherent moisture content of 2.5%. This
characteristic produces a virtually dustless product except when stray
prills are allowed to dry and are crushed. The enclosed silos will allow
the prills to remain moist to minimize dusting of the sulphur during
conveying activities. Water may be added to the sulphur via the silo
sprinkler system to prevent any dusting which may occur.

The transporting of liquid sulphur from the refineries to the site will
result in combustion emissions from the trucks engines. Since this
project is a relocation which will replace liquid sulphur truck trips

of 32 round trip miles with a round trip of 10 miles and will eliminate
dry sulphur truck trips of 38 miles, a significant reduction in trucking
related emissions will occur. *

The project contemplates about twelve sulphur ship visits per year to
Pier G. These ships are now being served through berths in the Port

of Los Angeles. The permanent storage system with moving shiploader

at Pier G will allow faster turn around times resulting in fewer hours

at berth and fewer hoteling emissions: The project will use an existing
berth and therefore the maximum number of one ship per berth or two ships
tdtal at Pier G Bulk Facility berths will not change.

Construction of the project will produce minor and temporary emissions
from construction equipment, motor vehicles, grading and excavation.
Construction impacts to air quality of projects larger than proposed here
have been found to be insignificant (Port of Long Beach 1979,1980, 1981
and 1984). Therefore, this projects construction emissions are deemed
insignificant.



Seurce
Steam Boiler 1

Steam Boiler 2

Cooling Tower

Molten Sulphur Delivery Trucks3
Shiploading

Wheeled loaders?

Emission Scrubber

TOTALS

1. Natural gas fired

2.

3. On-site

4,

5. Natural gas fired boilers

Tabile 1

Maximum Daily On-Site Air Pollutant Emissions

Particulates

.80
1.00
2.02
.02
1.15
22.35

27.34

LPG Gas fired, sulphur content 0.5% by weight

1bs/day

30x
0.04
23.66

Source: Sulexport Permit to Construct Application to SCAQMD

12.20
6.77

0.46

Poliutant
HC
0.16
0.16

0.14

Note: The above emissions represent a transfer of emissions from Santa Fe Springs
to the Port of Long Beach site, not an increase to the South Coast Air Basin.

co
0.90
0.88

0.29

72.96

75.03

Emissions attributable to Metropolitan Stevedore Company presently occuring and permitted on site



Noise

The project wiil add to noise levels in the Pier G vicinity
generated primarily by the moderate increase in truck traffic.

As this is an industrial area with no sensitive land uses nearby,
no significant impacts are expected.

Transportation

1. Surface Transportation

The proposed project will create a significant net decrease in
vehicular traffic in the region. This is a beneficial impact.
However, the project will add about 40 truck trips per day to the
volume entering the Port of Long Beach. Liquid sulfur trucks will
travel from area refineries, predomininantly in the Wilmington and
Carson areas, proceeding south on the Long Beach Freeway to the
harbor., The increase in traffic in this area is not significant.

The transport of materials on U.S. Highways is regulated by Title 49,
Parts 340-397 of the Code of Federal Regulations must conform to

these regulations., Trucks carrying molten sulphur to the proposed
facilities must follow these regulations. Although the U.S., Depart-
ment of Transportation does not classify molten sulphur as a hazardous
material, special care is taken in transport due to the need to
maintain temperatures of 3000 F,

2. Water Transportation

The proposed project will add about one ship visit per month to

the Southeast Basin and Pier G Berth 214. As ship congestion is
not an issue in this part of the harbor, the increase is not signi-
ficant and will be counterbalanced by a loss of ship traffic in

Los Angeles Harbor.

Risk Management
1. Liquid Sulphur

The proposed project involves the transportation of potentially
hazardous commodities. Liguid sulphur brought by trucks to the
project site is inert but is combustible and reacts with other
chemicals and compounds in the presence of intense heat. Recovered
liquid sulphur contains traces of hydrogen sulfide and sulphur
dioxide gas which can collect in confined spaces such as tanks.
Concentrations can reach poisonous and explosive levels. All



hydrogen sulfide and sulphur dioxide gases will be evacuated from
the trucks and processed to an inert state through a sodium
hydroxide scrubber during the unloading process.

Liquid sulphur in the single containment concrete tank should pose
no problem as the sulphur solidifies if it cools to 250° F and

any breach in the containment would therefore pose no contamination
hazard.

2. Solid Sulphur

Solid prilled sulphur at 2.5 percent average moisture will be stored
in two tiit-up type construction concrete silos with built-up wooden
roofs, Solid sulfur is also easily combustible but can be exting-
uished by smothering with additional sulfur or by spraying with a
fine water spray. Accumulation of sulfur dust and creation of dust/
air mixtures must be minimized to avoid explosive mixtures., No
horizontal surfaces which collect dust within the silos will be
allowed. The dust suppression sprinklers will likewise be utilized
to minimize any dusting. Fire suppression sprinklers will also

be required. Since the prilled product is moist enough to prevent
dusting, problems may occur only if the product is allowed to dry
over long periods or if mechanical action of the front end loaders
within the silos crush and disturb the sulfur under their wheels
while in the process of loading the conveyor belts. Strict house-
keeping measures including constant sweeping and/or washdown will

be practiced during pile working periods as required to minimize
dust accumulation.

3. Co-mingiing of Bulk Products

Concerns have been expressed regarding the co-mingling of the various
bulk products handled at Pier G. The proposed project will isolate
the sulfur from all other bulk materials except during shiploading
when small amounts of priiled sulphur will co-mingle with small
quantities of coke and/or coal spilled from conveyor belts. Unless
heat in excess of 261° C is applied to a coke/coal and sulphur

mix, no danger exists. This is true even if water is present as

both commodities are insoluble in water. In any event, any spilled
materials will be cleaned up during normal housekeeping routines.

4, Risk Management Plan

Neither 1liquid nor solid sulphur are described as hazardous under
the Ports' Risk Management Plan, The Risk Management Plan defines
a commodity as hazardous if its NFPA Hazard rating is 2 or greater.
Therefore, no formal risk management analysis is required.



IV,

E. Water Quality

The project site will be sloped to a central point to allow storm and
washdown water to be collected., A settling and filtration system will
filter this water along with process water for recycling in the prilling
process. No storm drain or sewer discharge from the sulphur processing
or rainfall will occur. Sediment from the filtration system will be
disposed in sanitary landfill.

Port Master Plan and Coastal Act Issues

A. Analysis of Port Planning Issues and Related Projects

The proposed project is located within the Southeast Harbor District which
is primarily composed of primary port uses dedicated to general and bulk
cargo shipments. Port Master Plan goals in this district include expansion
of existing primary port uses and development of multi-company terminals.
The proposed project would further these goals. Applicable portions of

the California Coastal Act are outlined below with a brief analysis of each.

LCoastal Act Section

30253 - Minimize Risk, Energy Use; Protect Neighborhoods and comply with
Air Pollution Regulations.

The proposed project is designed to minimize risks from fires or
upsets. Permit conditions will ensure compliance with safety
needs. The project will alsc conform to South Coast Air Quality
Management District requirements.

30255 - Coastal Dependent Use

As this project involves direct exporting tc vessel, it is con-
sidered coastally dependent use.

30260 - Use of Existing Sites

-~ The project will occupy an underutilized portion of a primary
port facility. A

30708 - Port Related Uses

The project is a primary port use utilizing existing land, mini-
impacts and vessel traffic conflicts. Primary port uses are



those uses involved in the transfer of goods between land and
water transportation.

30715 - Appealable Projects

The proposed project is an appealable project because it is, in
part, a petrochemical production plant.



PROPOSED STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS

The Staff recommends that the Board of Harbor Commissioners adopt the
folliowing minute order.

]‘

i

Findings and Declarations

The Board of Harbor Commissioners finds and adopts as its findings the
Project Description, Project Background and analysis of Port Planning
Issues and Related Projects, as set forth in the Negative Declaration/
Application Summary Report attached hereto, which are 1ncorporated by
reference as though fully set forth herein.

Approvals with Conditions

The Board of Harbor Commissioners hereby grants a lLevel II Harbor
Development Permit subject to the conditions below for the proposed
development on the grounds the proposed development, as conditioned,
will be in conformity with the California Coastal Act and the permitted
uses for the Southeast Harbor Planning District.

Standard Conditions

The permit is subject to the Standard Conditions given in the attached
Exhibit A.

Special Conditions

The permit is subject to the following special conditions:
a. Conformance with Long Beach Fire Department requirements,

b. No moiten sulfur will be unloaded or prilled unless the air pollution
control equipment is in full operation.

‘¢. The exterior of the project area will be képt free of sulphur dust

accumuiation.

d. Submission of final plans and specifications for approval by
by the Director of Engineering and the Director of Port Planning
prior to construction.



No horizontal surfaces which will aliow sulphur dust accumulation
will be allowed within the storage silos.

Separate dust suppression and fire suppression sprinkiers for the
storage pile are required. ’



EXHIBIT A

STANDARD CONDITIONS

Mo property rights, either in real estate or material, or any exclusive privileges are granted, and

d}

the permit does not authorize any injury to private property or invasion of private rights, or any
infringement of Federal State or local laws or regulations.

Construction drawings and final working drawings shall be submitted to the Port Planning Division for -
review and approval at appropriate time increments during the permit process prior to commencement of
any portion of the development as shown in Item 10, on the Harbor Development Permi:.

Permittee shall notify the Chief Harbor Engineer, by letter, of the anticipated starting date at least
ten (10) days in advance of beginning work.

1) As-built drawings for all construction within the Harbor District shall be submitted to the Port
Planning Division for filing upon completion of work, except as provided for below.

2) Pipeline As-Builts: After the completion of sald work, Permittee shall furnish the Long Beach
Harbor Department with four {4) sets of survey notes and as-built drawings, signed by a Ticensed
surveyor, who shall certify to the correctness of the horizontal and vertical alignment of the pipe-~
lines, All of said drawings shall be drawn to a scale in which the number of feet per inch shall
not exceed one hundred {100). The drawings shall show the accurate alignment of the pipelines by
centerline traverses and be referenced to all intersections of the street property lines and those
survey points furnished by the Harbor Department. The elevations of the tops of said pipelines and
facilities shall show on the drawings. All survey work, both horizontal and vertical, shall be to
the latest third order of accuracy as established by the National Oceanic & Atmospheric
Administration (M0AA) Survey.

A1l construction and operation shall occur in accordance with approved plans submitted under Item b},
above, and Item 12 of the Harbor Development Permit (HDP).:

the HOP is issued subject to the applicant obtaining all other agencies’' approvals and/or permits
under Items 16a and b of the HOP, and construction shall not be commenced until such approvals and
permits have been obtained. Failure te do so will constitute automatic revocation of the HDP.

Work authorized by the HDP must commence within two years from the date of the Board of Harbor
Commissioner's vote upon the application, unless otherwise specified. If construction has not commenc-
ed, the HDP will expire two (2) year from the date of said vote. Any extension of time of said
commencement date must be applied for prior to the expiration of the HODP.

The Harbor Development Permit may not be assigned to another person except as provided in the Board of
Harbor Commissioner’'s Port Master Plan Implementation Guidelines and in Section 13170 of Title 14, of
the CaVifornia Administrative Code, to the extent applicable.

The Harbor Development Permit (HDP) shall not become effective until the ORIGINAL of the permit has
been returned to the Director of Port Planning, upon which all permittees or agent{s} authorized in
the permit application have acknowledged that they have received a copy of the parmit and have accepted
its contents. The Permittee shall keep a copy of the fully signed permit for his use and have it
posted or otherwise available at the projzct site. Provided, however, if the project is appmalable,
the parmit shall become effective after the tenth {10th) working day following notification of approval,
unless an appeal 1s filed with the Coastal Commission within that time.

The Harbor Development Permit shall not become effective until the ORIGINAL of the permit has been
returned to the Board of Harbor Commissioners, upon which all permittees .or agent(s) authorized in the
permit application have acknowledged that they have received a copy of the permit and have accepted
its contents. The Permittee shall retain a copy of the fully-signed permmit for his use., Provided,
however, if the project is appealable, the permit shall become effective after the tenth (10} working
day after notfication of approval, unless an appeal is filed with the Coastal Commission within that

time.

tevel I permits shall become effective upon completion of review by the Board of Harbor Commissioners
except where the Board has stayed the issuance of the permit.

Distribution and/or removal of surplus materials {fills, dirt, broken asphalt, etc.) generated by these
construction activities (on Port-owned or controlled property) must have prior approval of the Chief

Harbor Engineer.



#86047
NEGATIVE DECLARATION
Prepared 1in Accordance With the

California Environmental Quality Act of 1970
As Amended

and

APPLICATION SUMMARY REPORT
Prepared in Accordance With the
Certified Port Master Plan and California Coastal Act of 1976

For

SSM COAL NORTH AMERICA / COKE STORAGE FACILITY

This narrative and attached documents, including the project
description, site visitation, staff analysis and where appropriate,
mitigation measures to be implemented, constitutes a Negative
Declaration, prepared in accordance with the California
Environmental Quality Act and an Application Summary Report

with Proposed Staff Recommendations prepared in accordance

with the certified Port Master Plan (PMP) and California Coastal
Act of 1976. Based upon data contained herein, the proposed
project has been determined not to have any significant adverse
environmental impacts and is in conformance with the stated
policies of the PMP. This document was circulated for public
review and becomes effective upon adoption by the Long Beach
Harbor Commissioners.
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NEGATIVE DECLARATION ADOET D ON s 19

BY: CITY OF LONG BEACH BOARD OF HARBOR COMMISSIONERS

Application No. 86047







No. 86047

PORT PLANNING DIVISION
INITIAL STUDY and CHECKLIST

DATE: May 5, 1986

SITE: Pier G, Berths 212-215

INITIAL STUDY PREPARED BY: Robert Mall, Administrative Intern

Project Description: Coke - Receiving, storage and reclaim facility.

Environmental Setting

1. Existing Use and Condition of the Site:

a. Number of structures, location, use and size: 5 dry bulk storage buildings

associated conveyor systems and 2 shiploaders. Located on Pier G totalling

40 acres, used for transporting dry bulk materials.

b. Site/Structure Condition and Age: NA

c. Site Dimensions: 130" x 615" x 95' height (80,000 sq. ft.)u

d. Number of Existing Parking Spaces: ftwo

open: 2 enclosed: ) ﬁ

e. Condition of:

Curbs/Gutters: N/A e
Pavement: Good e e
Storm drains: Good e




ha

Landscaping and/or other features including landforms: NONE

Ambient Noise and Major Sources of Noise: Background noise created by operation

of conveyor system and onboard generators of ships at berth.

Current Traffic Conditions: Minimum vehicular movements; mostly employees.

Traffic flow is good.

Existing Use and Projects Compatibility with Surrounding Land Uses:

Industrial coke facility project is consistent with current land use and

port-related. Present use is for the open storage of coke.

2. Uses of Surrounding Properties:

North:

South;

East:

West:

Adjacent Land Use Structure Structure
{Precise Use) __Height Condition
Administrative Offices Aprox. 25' __ Good
Loading Facilities " 3 Good
Coke Storage Facility 90+ Good
Coke Storage Facility 90+ __EPod )
Open Storage Berths NA .‘_Efffhgﬂ

Good




Environmental Assessment Checklist

ATMOSPHERIC RESOURCES

Will the proposal result in:

d.

b.

Changes in generation of emissions
(gases, chemicals, particulates,
clarity and odor) or deterioration
of ambient air quality.

Generation of construction
emissions.

Alterations of air movement,
moisture, temperature, change in
micro-climate or patterns.

WATER QUALITY

- Will the proposal result in:

de

c.

Alteration of surface water

‘quality.

Change in current, course or
direction of water movement.

Change in absorption rates,
drainage pattern or rate and
amount of surface water
runoff.

Change in quantity, quality
of ground water.

Change in exposure of people
or property to water related
hazards, e.g. flooding.

EARTH RESOURCES

Will the proposal result in:

d.

b.

de.

Change in earth conditions or
change in geologic substructures.

Disruptions, displacements,
compaction of the soil.

Change in topography.

Modification of unique geologic
or physical features.

Minor
Beneficial Adverse
Impact Impact
X
X
X

Significant
Adverse
Impact

No
Impact




Beneficial

Impact

e. Change in wind or water erosion of
soils.

f. Change in deposition, erosion of
beach sands, siltation, deposition
or erosion,

g. Change in exposure of people or

property to geologic hazards such
as earthquakes and ground failure.

VEGETATION and ANIMAL LIFE

Will the proposal result in:

a. Change in diversity or number of
species.

b. Change in numbers of unique or rare
species.

c. Change in existing plant or wild-
life habitat.

NOISE
Will the proposal result in:
a. Change in ambient noise levels.

b. Change in exposure of populations
to noise levels.

¢. Conformance with applicable noise

ordinances and/or other regula-
tions.

VISUAL QUALITY

Will the proposal result in:

a. Changes in light or glare from
street lights or other sources.

b. Alterations of existing views.

¢. A change in harmony and compatibility
with adjacent uses (i.e. building
height, bulk, mass, scale,
alignment, style, color, exterior
facade materials}.

d. Changes in structures visible to
public view.

Minor
Adverse
Impact

Significant
Adverse
Impact -

No
Impact




Minor Significant
Beneficial Adverse Adverse No
_ - Impact Impact Impact Impact
e. Visible mechanical equipment on
rooftop. X

7. CULTURAL RESOURCES/RECREATION

Will the proposal result in:

a. Change in quality or quantity of .
_recreational opportunities. X

b. Change in significant archaeolo- =
gical or historical sites, .. : ' X

c. 'Change in quality or quantity of
existing educational or scientific

instjtutions. _ L X

8. LAND USE - DESIGN

Will the proposal result in:

a. Conformance with:
) Adopted General Plan and
elements. X

(1
(2) Zoning Ordinances. X
(3) Relevant regional plans and

policies. - . X

b. ‘Compatibility with adjacent land
uses (i.e. preservation or privacy,
spatial cohesiveness, personal

safety).

¢. Change in intensity of develop-
ment (e.g. rate and density of
development).

d. Change in open space {e.g.
amenities or recreational

uses). _ L

e. Sufficient building setbacks
for sunlight and views.

f. Sufficient natural air circulation

in and around buildings. ‘ e L

g. Change in parking facilities
~ in terms of number, design _
" and access from street. o L X



9.

10.

11.

TRANSPORTATTON

Will the proposal result in:

=

b.

Ce

Change in vehlcular movement.
Change in demand for new parking.

Impact upon existing transportation
systems.

Alterations to present patterns of
clrculation or movement of people
and/or goods.

Change 1n traffic hazards to motor
vehlcles, bleyelists or pedestrians.,

Changes in waterborne, rail or alr
traffic.

UTTLITY SYSTEM

Will the proposal result in a need
for new systems, or substantial
alteratlons to the followlng:

&

D

Electricity or natural gas.
Conmunications systems.
Water.

Sewer.

Storm water systems.

Solid waste systems.

PUBLIC SERVICES

Will the proposal result in a change
in demand for: '

s

b.

Ca

Police protection.
Fire protection.

Public recreation facllitles
management and malntenance.

Street maintenance and trash
collectioner

Public health services.

Benefleial Adverse

Impact

Minor

Impact

Significant
Adverse No
Impact Impact




2.

13.

]4.

15.

Minor Significant

o ‘ : Beneficial Adverse Adverse No
RISK MANAGEMENT 1 Impact  Impact Impact Impact
Will the proposal : '
a. Create risk of an explosion
or the release of hazardous
substances (including, but not
limited to, oil, pesticides,
X

chemicals or radiation)

b. Change response time for
emergency services or change
vacuation ease. X

c. Conform with the Port Risk

‘Management Plan. X
ECONOMIC CONSIDERATIONS
Will ﬁhe proposal result in:
a. Impact on tax and general revenues

accruing to the City. X
b. Impact on local/regional economy. X
c. Impact on employment opportunities. X
ENERGY |

Will the proposal result in:

a. Use of substantial amounts of fuel
or energy. ' X

b. Substantial changes in demand upon
existing sources of energy, or
demand for the development of new
sources of energy. X

¢. Change in local/regional energy
supplies. ‘ X

d. Change in efficiency of energy use. X

SOCIAL CONSIDERATIONS

Will the proposal result in:

a. Change in human population distri-
bution, concentration or composition. .

b. Change on existing housing, or
demand for housing. .




Minor Significant

Beneflclal  Adverse Adverse No
c. Change 1n locatlon of residential,
commercial, or industrial build-
ings or or other facllitles. X
16. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFANCE. YES MAYBE NO

a. Does the projJect have the potential
to degrade the quallity of the ene
virorment, substantlially reduce
the habltat of a flsh or wildlife
specles, cause a fish or wildlife
population to drop below self
sustalning levels, threaten to
eliminate a plant or animal
commnity, reduce the number or
restrict the range of a rare or
endangered plant or animal or
eliminate lmportant examples of
the major periods of Callifornia _
history or prehistory? X

b. Does the proJect have the potential
to achleve short-term, to the dis-
advantage of long-tern, environmental
goals? (A short-term impact on the
envirorment is one which occurs
in a relatively brilef, definitive
perlod of time while long-~term
impacts will endure well into the
future. )

c. bDoes the proJect have lmpacts which
are indlvidually limited, but cumla-
tively considerable? (A proJect may
impact on two or more separate
resources where the inpact on each
resource 1s relatively small, but
where the effect of the total of
those 1mpacts on the envirorment
1s significant.) A

d. Does the project have environmental
ef'fects which will cause substantial
adverse effects on human belngs,
elther directly or indlrectly?

Note: All 1tems checked beneficial, minor, significant, yes or mﬂny are
discussed in further detail in the attachments

-8



. 17. DISCUSSION of ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION.

Tentative recommendations: Negative Declaration X EIR

Discrepancies noted in applicants plans:

/éz%éﬁﬁééQZf Admipistrative Intern

Siagnature Title






I1.

ITI.

Background

The Port of Long Beach owns a dry bulk export facility located
on Pier G, Berths 212-215 which 1is operated by Metropolitan
Stevedore Company (See Figure 1). Last year this facility
exported approximately 15,000+ metric tons of <coal and 3.5
million metric tons of petroleum coke, 1in addition to minor
amounts of other dry bulk commodities. There s sufficient

wharf length and water depth to accommodate two fully Tloaded
bulk carrier vessels of up to 60,000 dead weight tons {dwt)

each. Ships anchored at this facility are currently loaded by
two traveling shiploaders.

Project Description

SSM Coal North America proposes to construct an 83,700+ metric
ton petroleum coke storage and handling facility on Pier G to
handle their coke movements now being exported through the Port.

This facility would include: 1) a single transit shed 130' wide,
615' long and about 95' high; 2) new fully enclosed conveyor
systems designed to tie 1into the existing conveying and ship-
loading systems; and 3) a new truck dump station (See Figure 2).
In addition, <construction of this facility will require the
removal of some existing rail lines (see Figure 3) and realignment
of the tracks exiting the rail dump station and the addition of a
section of track south the ARCO transfer tower. In order for
these changes to take place, the size of open storage stockpile
#7 will be reduced from its present capacity of 50,000+ metric
tons down to 33,000+ metric tons.

A. Project Duration

The expected length of time required to complete this project
from start of construction is 9 to 12 months.

Impacts Discussion

Based upon the attached 1initial study, there 1is no potential
for significant adverse 1impacts from this project. Beneficial

and minor adverse impacts are discussed below.

A. Air Quality

This project will have both adverse and beneficial impacts on
air quality. There will be two adverse conditions, both will
be minor and one will be short-term. However, the beneficial
impacts will offset the adverse effects and Jlead towards an
overall improvement in air quality.

The first of the adverse impacts will be as a result of emissions
generated by the construction phase of the project. This will
create a small temporary impact on air quality in the South Coast
Air Basin. Given the Air Quality Management District's (AQMD)
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threshold figures (See

Table A) the amount
produced during construction,

well below Tlevels of significance.

considered to have a significant dimpact
quality. Table A below shows the amount of pollution expected

to be produced during a

single day of the most

Therefore,

of
on a pounds per day basis, is
they are not

pollution

on Tlong-term air

intensive

phase of construction. This scenario would result only from
an overlap in the projected construction schedules and is not

1ikely to happen; indicating that the emission

be lower than shown.

TABLE A PROJECTED CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS

levels would

Air Quality Data,

The second adverse 1impact will
of the facility's conveyor system.

enclosed and the most modern and practical methods

come about through operation
While the system will be

of dust

suppressing devices will be used, the potential that a small
amount of fugitive particulatematter may become airborne, does
exist. However, since SSM's coke now moves over Pier G using
existing conveyors, only the source of dust rather than the
amount will change. Enclosure of a portion of stockpile #7
will represent a long-term benefit. Designed to be fully
enclosed and increase the capacity to store coke within the
same land area, the shed effectively eliminates the potential
for particulate matter to become airborne.

The greatest long-term benefit will be realized through a
reduction in emissions created by current vehiclar movements.
Presently, SSM coal utilizes an intensive method of transport-
ing coke from 1local refineries to the port. Today, the only
way SSM Coal can transport directly to the Port 1is when a
contract ship is docked at the Pier G facility. Since it is

-2

Source POLLUTANT (1bs/day)
co NG, SO NHMC Part.
5 Vehicles 4,14 .bb .06 .32 .09
3 Concrete Trucks 8.65 |15.45 2.22 2.76 1.26
1 140 Ton Cranex 3.31 [18.16 1.14 1.25 1.11
1 50hp Pump (Gas)* 100.50 2.60 .13 5.10 .16
1 50hp Compressor (Diesel}* 3.47 116.08 1.06 1.20 1.14
TOTAL 120.07 {52.84 4,61 {10.63 3.76
AQMD THRESHOLD 550.0 100.0 |150.0 75.0 150.0
* Operated for an eight-hour shift
Sources: 1} AP-42, 3.2.7-1, 3.5.3-1.
2) Air Quality Handbook for EIRs, SCAQMD 1983.
3) California Air Resources Board, Summary of 1982




not always possible to have a ship at berth here, the coke must
be stored off-site. For this purpose SSM Coal 1is currently
using an open storage facility in the Carson area. This site
is about 5 miles from the refinery and approximately 20 miles
from the port's facility on Pier G. It takes as many as 800
round=trip truck movements, totalling 40,000 miles, and two
days to fill an order of 22,000+ short tons. This type of
movement is called a pile run. With construction of the proposed
facility, SSM Coal would need only to bring the coke directly
to the transit shed, Uﬁggujring up to 125 round trip truck
movements tota111ng:5; 00-miles, an .5% reduction in mileage
requirements over piTe runs. s

Table B below shows the reduction in emissions produced during
maximum operation, comparing the present method of coke movement

versus the proposed project's change in movement requirements.
As evident by the numbers, a considerable reduction in vehicle
emissions will result from ‘implemenation of this project.
TABLE B
Maximum Daily Emissions Produced During Present Coke Transport Methods.
Truck Movements Totalling 20,000 Miles.*

co NOy SOy NHMC PART.

1bs/day 481.1 858.5 123.5 153.9 70.1

* Peak Pile Run Requirements To Fill A 22,000 Short Ton Order.

Emissions Projected To Occur If The Proposal Is Implemented
Maximum Daily Truck Movements Totalling 5,000 Miles.*

co NOy SOy NHMC PART.

1bs/day 120.3 214.6 30.8 I8 .5 17.5

* Required only to replenish or maintain the storage capacity
of the transit shed.



B. MWater Quality

The proposed project will be constructed to include a storm
water run-off <collection system that will be dncorporated
into the system now in use. This will maintain current water
quality Tlevels as regulated by the State Regional Water Quality
Control Board, and Federal guidelines.

Because of the enclosed facility, there will be a reduction
in the amount of coke which would be exposed to rainfall.
This will decrease the amount of contaminated run-off produced,
resulting in an improvement in the quality of captured run-
off entering waste water diversion facilities.

C. Surface Traffic

At the present time, the facility on Pier G 1is served by
both rail and trucks bringing dry bulk materials from local

and regional producers.

"The proposed project will have no impact on current rail
traffic or ship movements to the port. There will, however,
be a change in the number of truck movements to the Port.

As mentioned earlier, SSM Coal North America stockpiles coke
off-site in Carson and moves this coke to Pier G in continuous
truck movements while a ship is being loaded. These pile runs
can require up to 800 truck movements Togging 40,000 miles over
a two day period to fill a large order (22,000 short tons}).
The storage shed will allow SSM to move coke directly from the
source to Pier G at a rate of 75-125 trucks per day eliminating
both the intermedjate step of off-site stockpiling and direct
pile runs. The net result is 35,000 fewer truck miles driven
and less congestion within the port.

As mentioned earlier, there will be no change in the amount of
rail traffic to the port. There will, however, be a minor
impact on Metropolitan Stevedore's ability to store rail cars
on site. This ijs due to the removal of tracks currently used
for this purpose. To offset this inconvenience to Metropolitan
Stevedore, a realignment of the track from the rail dump will
take place 1increasing operating efficiency. There will also
be an additional section of track 71laid south of the Arco
transfer to compensate for lost storage track.

D. Economics

There will be a short-term, localized increase in employment
opportunities lasting throughout the projected 9 to 12 month
construction period.

E. Land Use

The proposed project will not alter the present use of the
site except to 1increase the productivity at the site. This

-4-



results in a more intensive use of the same physical area which
can be deemed a positive impact to land use.

F. Utility Systems

Implementation of the proposed project would result in the
need for construction of a single electrical sub~station capable
capable of delivering at least 545,000 KWH per year., Various
energy saving devices are being used which will reduce energy
consumption by 30,000 KWH per year.

The project will not consume substantial amounts of energy,
therefore no significant fimpact on energy usage or supply is
anticipated. In fact, the reduction in truck miles driven

represents a positive energy henefit.

IV. Analysis of Port Planning and Related Issues

The proposed project is located within the Southeast Harbor Planning
District. This district features primary port activities including

dry bulk terminals, general cargo container terminals and break-bulk
cargo handling.

The Port Master Plan states that development 1in this district
shall conform to Coastal Act sections 30705, 30706, and 30708
(a} through (e}. An analysis of each section follows:

30705 and 30706 - Dredge and Fill Criteria

No dredging or fi11 will take place as a result of this project.

30708(a) - Environmental Impacts

The above Negative Declaration prepared pursuant to CEQA, has
shown no significant adverse impacts.

30708(b) - Vessel Traffic

The number of vessel movements will not change as a result of
this proposal.

30708{(c) - Port Uses

The intended land use is a primary port activity and as such
conforms to this section.

30708{(d) - Raijl Services

Current rail services will not be hindered as a result of
this project (see Section III B}.



30715(d) - Appealable Projects

The California Coastal Act (CCA) states that within a certified
Port Master Plan certain categories of projects can be appealed
to the Coastal Commission. This project does not fall into
these categories and therefore is non-appealable.



PROPOSED STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS

The Staff recommends that the Board of Harbor Commissioners adopt
the following minute order:

1.

Findings and Declarations

The Board of Harbor Commissioners finds and adopts as its
findings the Project Description and Background and analysis

of Port Planning and Related Issues, as set forth in the
Application Summary Report attached hereto, which are

incorporated by reference as though fully set forth herein.

Approvals with Conditions

The Board of Harbor Commissioners hereby grants a Level II
Harbor Development Permit subject to the conditions below for

the proposed development on the grounds the proposed develop-
ment, as conditioned, will be in conformity with the Southeast
Harbor Planning District.

Standard Conditions

The permit is subject to the Standard Conditions given in the
Attached Exhibit A.

Spectal Conditions

A11 new conveyors shall be completely enclosed.



EXHIBIT A

STANDARD CONDITIQNS

a)

No property rights, either in real estate or material, or
any exclusive privileges are granted, and the permit does
not authorize any injury to private property or invasion of
private rights, or any infringement of Federal, State or
local laws or regulations.

Construction drawings and final working drawings shall be
submitted to the Port Planning Division for review and
approval at appropriate time increments during the permit
process prior to commencement of any portion of the develop-
ment as shown in Item 10, on the Harbor Development Permit.

Permittee shail notify the Director of Engineering, Surveys
and Construction by ltetter, of the anticipated starting date
at least ten (10) days in advance of beginning work.

As-built drawings for all construction wfthin the Harbor
District shall be submitted to the Port Planning Division
for filing upon completion of work, except as provided for
below.

Pipeline As-Builts: After the completion of said work, Per-
mittee shall furnish the Long Beach Harbor Department with
four (4) sets of survey notes and as-built drawings,

signed by a licensed surveyor, who shall certify to the
correctness of the horizontal and vertical alignment of

the pipelines by centerline traverses and be referenced to
all intersections of the street property lines and those
survey points furnished by the Harbor Department. The
elevations of the tops of said pipelines and facilities shall
show on the drawings. A1l survey work, both horizontal and
vertical, shall be to the Tatest third order of accuracy as
established by the National Oceanic & Atmospheric Administration
(NOAA) Survey.

A1l consStruction and operation shall occur in accordance with
approved plans submitted under Item b), above, and Item 12 of the
Harbor Development Permit.

The HDP is issued subject to the applicant obtaining ail other
agencies' approvals and/or permits under [tems 16a and b of the
HDP, and construction shall not be commenced until such
approvals and permits have been obtained. Ffailure to do so
will constitute automatic revocation of the HDP.

Work authorized by the HDP must commence within two years from
the date of the Board of Harbor Commissioner's vote upon the
application, uniess otherwise specified. If construction



has not commenced, the HDP will expire two (2) years from

the date of said vote. Any extension of time of said commence-
ment date must be applied for prior to the expiration of the
HDP.

The Harbor Development Permit may not be assigned to another
person except as provided in the Board of Harbor Commissioner's
Port Master Plan Implementation Guidelines and in Section 13170
of Title 14, of the California Administrative Code, to the
extent applticable.

The Harbor Development Permit (HDP) shall not become effective
until the ORIGINAL of the permit has been returned to the -Director
of Port Planning, upon which all permittees or agent{s) author-
ized in the permit application have acknowledge that they

have received a copy of the permit and have accepted its
contents., The Permittee shall keep a copy of the fully

signed permit for his use and have it posted or otherwise
available at the project site. Provided, however, if the
project is appealable, the permit shall become effective

after the tenth (10th) working day foliowing notification of
approval, unless an.appeal is filed with the Coastal Commission
within that time. ‘

The Harbor Development Permit shall not effective until the
ORIGINAL of the permit has been returned to the Board of Harbor
Commissioners, upon which all permittee or agent{s) authorized

in the permit application have acknowledged that they have received
a copy of the permit and have accepted its contents. The permittee
shall retain a copy of the fully-signed permit for his use,
Provided, however, if the project is appealable, the permit

shall become effective after the tenth (10th) working day

after notification of approval, unless an appeal is filed

with the Coastal Commission within that time.

Level I permits shall become effective upon completion of review
by the Board of Harbor Commissioners except where the Board has
stayed the issuance of the permit.

Distribution and/or removal of surplus materials (fills, dirt,

broken asphal, etc.) generated by these construction activities
{on Port-owned or controlled property) must have prior approval
of the Director of Engineering, Design and Development,
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NEGATIVE DECLARATION
Prepared in Accordance With the
California Environmental Quality Act of 1970
As Amended

And

APPLICATION SUMMARY REPORT
Prepared in Accordance With the
Certified Port Master Plan and California Coastal Act of 1976

For

APPLIED INDUSTRIAL MATERIALS CORPORATION
PAD NO. 14 MODIFICATIONS

This narrative and attached documents, including the project
description, site visitation, staff analysis and where
appropriate, mitigation measures to be implemented, constitutes a
Negative Declaration, prepared in accordance with the California
Environmental Quality Act and an Application Summary Report with
Proposed Staff Recommendations prepared in accordance with the
certified Port Master Plan (PMP) and California Coastal Act of
1976. Based upon data contained herein, the proposed project has
been determined not to have any significant adverse environmental
impacts and is in conformance with the stated policies of the
PMP. This document was circulated for public review and becomes
effective upon adoption by the Long Beach Harbor Commission.
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NEGATIVE DECﬁégATION ADOPTED ON: , 19

BY: CITY OF LONG BEACH BOARD OF HARBOR COMMISSIONERS

Application No. 90022




APPLIED INDUSTRIAL MATERIALS CORPORATION
PAD NC. 14 MODIFICATIONS

I. PROJECT BACKGROUND AND DESCRIPTION

Applied Industrial Materials Corporation (AIMCOR) has been
located at 1270 Pier G Avenue in the Port of Long Beach since
1975 (Figures 1 & 2). Formerly known as the Carbon Products
Division of International Mineral and Chemicals Corporation,
AIMCOR originally exported coal and petroleum coke from their
facility. Coke is a by product which results from the petroleum
refining process and is used primarily as a fuel and in steel
manufacturing. Ninety percent of the coke produced by Southern
California refineries is shipped through Pier G. AIMCOR
currently leases two sites on Pier G for the export of petroleum
coke; an enclosed coke storage shed (3.4 acres) and an open coke
storage area (Pad No. 14; 1.3 acres).

AIMCOR proposes to modify their existing facility by constructing
22 foot high containment walls around the open coke stockpile at
Pad No. 14. 1In addition, a truck dump station, a screening
station and a conveyor system to link Pad No. 14 to the coke shed
will also be constructed (Figures 3 & 4).

IT. IMPACTS DISCUSSION

Based on the attached initial study, there is no potential for
significant adverse environmental impacts from this project.
Beneficial and minor adverse impacts are discussed below.
Section numbers refer to the attached initial study.

1. ATMOSPHERIC RESQURCES

a. There will be no change in the generation of emissions
due to the proposed project since there is no significant
change in the operation of the existing facility. Any
increase in emissions from truck traffic will be offset
by a corresponding reduction in the number of trucks
visiting adjacent facilities.

b. Emissions associated with construction will be minor and
short term in nature. Activities requiring the use of
construction equipment are expected to be intermittent
over a period of approximately six months. The worst
case pollutant amounts, which assumes all equipment
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operating at the same time, are shown in Table A.
Because these emissions are temporary, they are
considered to have a minor effect on existing local air
quality and are not significant.

TABLE A
CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS

EMISSION PRODUCTION FOR DIESEL POWERED
CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT

Pollutants (1bs./day)1

Source Quantity co HC NOx? Part.
Wheeled Loader?® 3 13.8 6.0 45.3 4.2
Bulldozer 1 14.4 1.5 33.3 1.3
Cement Trucks 8 8.1 3.2 20.4 2.3
Miscellaneous* 4 21.6 4.9 54.1 4.4
TOTAL 57.9 15.6 153.1 12.2
SCAQMD Threshold 550.0 75.0 100.1 150.0

1. Values based on an 8-hour day.

2. As NO,

3. Two kackhoes; One front-end loader.
4. Cranes

Sources: USEPA. 1985. Compilation of Air Pollution Emission
Factors. AP-42, 4th Edition.

California Air Resources Board. 1986. Motor Vehicles
Emissions Factor Program - EMFAC7C.

c. There will be no change in air movement, moisture,
temperature or micro-climates or patterns due to the
proposed project.

2. WATER QUALITY

a. There will be a beneficial impact in surface water
quality with the addition of the walls surrounding the
coke pile since it is less likely that the coke could
inadvertently be washed into harbor waters.



10.

There will be no change in the other impacts associated
with water gquality since the proposed project will not
alter operations at the facility.

EARTH RESOQURCES
Installation of the containment wall and conveyor system
will result in disruption of the soil. However, since
this area is completely industrialized and has been
disturbed in the past, any impact is considered minor.

VEGETATION AND ANIMAL LIFE

Due to the industrialized nature of the site there will
be no change in vegetation or animal life.

NOISE

Construction activities will result in a minor increase
in noise levels at the project site, however, they will
cease after construction.

VISUAL QUALITY

The addition of the new containment wall have a
beneficial impact on existing views since the existing
coke pile will now be hidden from public view.

CULTURAL RESOURCE/RECREATION

This project will not result in any impact on cultural
resources or recreational opportunities.

LAND USE - DESIGN

The proposed project will not alter the current land use
of the project site.

TRANSPORTATION

There may be a slight increase in traffic to Pad No. 14
due to the potential for increase in throughput at the
facility, however, this will be offset by a corresponding
decrease traffic to the AIMCOR warehouse and other Pier G
facilities. Therefore, the increase is not considered to
be significant.

UTTILITY SYSTEM

This project will not result in a need for new or
substantially altered utility systems.



11. PUBLIC SERVICES

This project will not result in a change in demand for
police and fire protection since the project site is
already covered by these services,

12. RISK MANAGEMENT

This project conforms to the Port Risk Management Plan
and will not result in a change in the risk of explosion
or response times for emergency services.

13. ECONOMIC CONSIDERATIONS

The proposed project will not result in any new economic
impacts.

14. ENERGY

There will no change in the use or demand for substantial
amounts of local or regional energy supplies.

15. SOCIAL CONSIDERATIONS

The proposed project will not result in a change in any
human population concentration or in the location or
demand for housing.

16. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

The proposed project will not have any long term or
cumulative significant adverse impacts on the
environment.

IITI. PORT MASTER PLAN AND COASTAL ACT ISSUES

The proposed project is located within the Southeast Harbor
Planning District which is composed of primary port uses
dedicated to general and bulk cargo shipments. Port Master Plan
goals in this district include expansion of existing primary port
uses and development of multi-company terminal efficiency.
Applicable portions of the California Coastal Act are outlined
below with a brief description of each.

30708 - Port Related Uses
This project is a primary port use utilizing existing land.

30715 - Appealable Projects
Under provision of the Port Master Plan, the proposed project is
not appealable to the California Coastal Commission.



PROPOSED STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS

The staff recommends that the Board of Harbor Commissioners adopt
the following minute order:

1. Findings and Declarations

The Board of Harbor Commissioners finds and adopts as its
findings the project description, project background and analysis
of planning issues and related projects, as set forth in the
Negative Declaration/Application Summary Report attached hereto,
which are incorporated by reference as though fully set forth
herein.

2. Approvals with Conditions

The Board of Harbor Commissioners hereby grants a Level II Harbor
Development Permit subject to the conditions below for the
proposed development on the grounds the proposed development, as
conditioned, will be in conformity with the California Coastal
Act and the permitted uses for the Southeast Harbor Planning
District.

3. Standard Conditions

The permit is subject to the standard conditions given in the
attached Exhibit A.

4, Special Conditions

1. If during the course of construction, permittee, shall
discover or believe that the material being excavated at
the project site contains extremely hazardous wastes or
hazardous wastes as those terms have been or are defined
by the Administrator of the Environmental Protection
Agency, the california Department of Health Services or
any other person or agency having jurisdiction of the
management of hazardous material, permittee, at its cost,
"shall (i) promptly notify the Director of Planning of
permittee's discovery or belief; (il) at the request of
the Director of Planning, initiate chemical and/or
physical analyses of the suspected contaminated material;
(iii) promptly submit all laboratory or other test
results upon receipt thereof to the Director of Planning;
(iv) develop and submit for approval by the Director of
Planning a remediation plan providing for the disposal
and/or treatment of the contaminated material; (v) treat
and dispose of or remove such material in accordance with
regulations and orders of governmental agencies having
jurisdiction; (vi) if material is removed, replace all
such contaminated material with clean fill material
structurally suitable for the project and shall cause the
excavation to be backfilled and compacted; and (vii)
promptly submit copies of all waste manifests to the
Director of Planning.
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Permittee shall be responsible for all damage to
underground structures and utility lines occurring as a
result of project constructions.

Permittee shall restore all ground surfaces disturbed by
excavation to existing conditions.

Permittee shall conduct site preparation and construction
activities in a manner which minimizes dust and release
of materials into harbor waters.

Permittee shall fully enclose the screening station,
conveyor, and truck dump as proposed.

Should any modification to this project be required by
the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD),
permittee shall apply for an amendment to this permit.

Permittee shall contact the Port of Long Beach Traffic
Engineer at (213) 590-4152 regarding traffic control prior
to the commencement of project construction. Permittee
shall comply with the Work Area Traffic Control Handbook
(WATCH) .

Permittee shall submit final construction drawings to the
Director of Planning for approval prior to the
commencement of project construction.

Permittee shall minimize fugitive dust emissions
resulting from construction activities by using water
trucks or sprinkling systems to Keep all areas of vehicle
movement damp enough to prevent dust being raised when
leaving the site and by wetting down project areas in the
late morning and after work is completed for the day.
Permittee shall submit to the Director of Planning
monthly written reports covering daily watering times,
amount of water used, and area covered by the watering.

10
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'PORT OF LONG BEACH
PLANNING DIVISION
INITIAL STUDY and CHECKLIST

DATE: 3/13/90

SITE: ATMCOR — 1270 Pier G Avenue

INITIAL STUDY PREPARED BY: S. E. Crouch

Project Description: Modification of existing facility by the addition of a
truck dump station, sreening station, walls around
stockpile and a conveyor to a storage shed.

Environmental Setting

1. Existing Use and Condition of the Site: e

PELY - =

a. Number of structures, location, use and Size'Petmﬂﬁum

,sakﬁ_lgadigg_§£étion. conveyor

b. Site/structure condition and age: n/a

c. Site dimensions:_pap No, 15 - 55.000 sq. ft.; Coke shed 138,000 sq. ft.

d. Number of existing parking spaces: n/a

Open: l Enclosed:

e. Condition of:

Ccurbs/gutters: Cood

Pavement: Good

Storm drains: n/a

f. Landscaping and/or other features including landforms:

n/a




2. Uses

North:

South:

East:

West:

Ambient noise and major sources of noise: asppient -

Coke handling facilities, major - truck and conveyors )

current traffic conditions; moderate - when loading

Existing use and project's compatibility with
surrounding land uses:_ -Coke storage - compatible

of Surrounding Properties:

Adjacent Land Use Structure ' Structure
(Precise Use) Height Condition
Metropolitan Stevedoring : 20 ft. Good
SSM Coke Shed - — .. — ... 60 ft._ .. _ . Good
UPRC Coke Shed 60 ft. Good
KOCH Carbon i00 ft. Good
Golden West Refinery 30 ft. Good
Open Water nfa n/a

AT R L N T R A
R e R I MU I AR '



WATER QUALITY

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT CHECKLIST - R

Miner Significant . ..
Baneficlal Adverse AMverss No
Impact Impact Impact Inpact

ATMOSPHERIC RESOURCEﬁ

Will the proposal result in:

a. Changes in generation of
emissions (gases, chemicals,
particulates, clarity and
odor) or deterioration
of ambient air quality. X

b. Generation of—econstructiom~ "7 -
emissions. w , : X

c. Alterations of air movement,
moisture, temperature, change .
in micro-climate or patterns. X

'Will the proposal:result:in:

a. Alteration of surface water
quality. X

b. Change in current, course, or
direction of water movement. X

c. Change in absorption rates,
drainage pattern or rate and
amount of surface water runoff. X

d. Change in quantity, quality
of ground water. X

e. Change in exposure—of people
property to water related
hazards, i.e. flooding. X

EARTH RESOURCES
Will the proposal result in:
a. Change in earth conditions

or change in geologic
substructures. A X

b. Disruptions, displacements, o
compaction of the soily~ N 4




Benaficial Minor Significant No =77

Impact Adverss Adversa Inpict

¢. Change in topography. X

d. Modification of unlque geologic': -
or physical features. - e X

e. Change.in wind or water erosion
of soils. X

f. Change in deposition, erosion
of beach sands, siltation,
deposition or erosion. X

g. Change in exposure of people or —
property to geologic hazards
such as earthquakes and ground
failure. : X

VEGETATION and ANIMAL LIFE
Will the proposal result in:

a. Change in dlver51ty or number

of species. , _ LT T e Ty X
b. Change in numbers of rare or

unique species. X
¢. Change in existing plant or

wildlife habitat. X
NOISE

Will the proposal result in:

a. Change in ambient noise levels. - X

-

b. Change in exposure of

‘populations. to.noise levels. .. X _.

¢. Conformance with applicable
noise ordinances and/or other
requlations. X

VISUAL QUALITY
Will the proposal result in:

a. Changes in light or glare from
street lights or other sources X

b. Alterations of existing;vieush;;g:;ﬁ_ﬂr




Minor
Baneficial Advarsae

Ilpact I.pact

¢. A change in harmeny and com-
patiblity with adjacent uses
(1.e. building height, bulk,
mass, scale, alignment, color,

Significant
Advarse
,Impact

)

. Impact

exterior facade materials).
d. Changes in structures visible ]
to the public view. X

e. Visible mechanical equipment on
the rooftop.

CULTURAL RESOURCES/RECREATION - =~ = =
Will the proposal result in:

a. Change in quality or quantity
of recreational .opportunities.. ... e

b. Change in sigﬁifidéhélggéhéeOr
logical or historical sites.

c. Change in quality“of quéﬁéitf.‘mrriw-
of existing educational or
sclentific institutions.

LAND USE - DESIGN
Will the proposal result in:
a. Conformance with:

(1) Adopted General Plan and
elements.

(2) Zoning Ordinances.

(3) Relevant regional plans
and policies. .

b. Compatibility with adjacent land
uses (i.e. preservation of
privacy, spatial cohesiveness,
personal safety}.

¢. Change in intensity of devel-
opment (i.e. rate and density
of development).

d. Change in open space (il.e.
amenities or recreational uses)

e. Sufficient building setbacks
for sunlight and views.




s

Minor Signiticant

Benaficial Adverse Mvarss No
Impact Izpact Inpqct_ . Impact .
f. Sufficient natural air-
circulation in and around
buildings. ‘ . X
g. Change in parking facilities
in terms of number, design,
and access from the street. X
TRANSPORTATION
Will the proposal result in:
a. Change in vehicular movement. . . .. .. .____ _. X
b. Change in demand for new
parking. ' X
c. Impact upon existing transpor-
tation systéms. =~ T 7 X

d. Alterations to preéeht paiiéins
of circulation or movement of .
people and/or goods. .- —- - e X

e. Change in traffic hazards to
motor vehicles, bicyclists,
or pedestrians. X

f. Changes in waterborne, rail
or alr traffic. X

UTILITY SYSTEM

Will the proposal result in a need
for new systems, or substantial =
alterations to the following:

a. Electricity or natural gas. X
b. Communications systems. X
c. Water. X
d. Sewer. - X
e. Storm water systems.. S X
f. Solid waste systems. X




11.

12.

13.

Minor  significant

Baneficial Adversa Advarse No
Impact Impact Impact Impact

PUBLIC SERVICES
Will the proposal result in a
change in demand for:
a. Policé‘protection. X
b. Fire protection. X
c. Public recreation facilities

management and maintenance. ¥
d. Street maintenance-and-trash——— ——— s

collection. e
e. Public health services, X
RISK MANAGEMENT T
Will the proposal: T
a. Create risk of an explosion or

the release of hazardous sub-

stances (including, but not

limited to, o0il, pesticides,

chemicals or radiation). X
b. Change response time for

emergency services or change

evacuation ease. %
c. Conform with the Port Risk

Management Plan. e
ECONOMIC CONSIDERATIONS
Will the proposal result in:
a. Impacts on tax and general

revenues accruing to the City. X
b. Impacts on local/regional

economy. X
c. Impacts on employment

opportunities. %




Minor Significant
Bansficlal Adverss Adversae Mo
Impact Impact Iapact Impact

l4. ENERGY
Will the proposal result in:

a, Use of substantial amounts of
fuel or energy. X

b. Substantial changes in demand
upon existing sources of
enerqgy, or demand for the
development of new sources of
energy. _ X

¢. Change in local/fegional energy
supplies. : X

d. Change in efficiency of energy
use, . X

J N i —

e

15, SOCIAL CONSIDERATIQNS
Will the proposal result in:
a. Change in human population

distribution, ¢oncentration,
or composition, X

b. Change in existing housing, or
demand for housing. X

¢. Change in location of resi-
dential, commercial, or indus-
trial buildings or other
facilities. X




16. MANDATORY FINDINGS OE SIGNIFICANCE

a‘

Does the project have the potent1a1
to degrade the quality of the en-
vironment, substantially reduce the

habitat of a fish or wildlife species,

cause a fish or wildlife species

to drop below self sustaining levels,
threaten to eliminate a plant or
animal community, reduce the number
or restrict the range of a rare or
endangered plant or animal or
eliminate important examples of the
major periods of California history
or prehistory?

Does the project have the potential
to achieve short-term, to the dis-
advantage of long-term, environ-
mental goals? (A short-term impact
on the environment is one which
occurs in a relatively brief, defin-
itive period of time while long-
term impacts will endure well into
the future.

Does the project have impacts which
are individually limited, but
cumulatively considerable?

(A project may impact on two or more
separate resources where the impact
on each resource is relatively small,
but where the effect of the total of
those impacts on the environment is
significant.)

Does the project have environmental
effects which will cause substantial
adverse effects on human beings,

. either directly or indirectly?

17. DISCUSSION OF ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION

Tentative recommendations:

Note:

Negative Declaration x

EIR

All items checked beneficial, minor, significant, yes or
maybe are discussed in further detail in the attachments.
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EXHIBIT A

STANDARD CONDITIONS

2)

b)

c)

d)

1)

i)

k)

1)

No property rights, either in real estate or material, or any exclusive privileges are granted, and
the permit does not authorize any injury to private property or invasion of private rights, or any
infringement of federal State or local taws or regulations,

Construction drawings and final working drawings shall be submitted to the Port Planning Division for
review and approval at appropriate time increments during the permit process prier to commencement of
any portion of the development as shown in item 12, on the Harbor Development Permit.

Permittee shall notify the Chief Harbor Engineer, by letter, of the anticipated starting date at least
ten {10) days in advance of beginning work.

1) As-built drawings for 211 construction within the Harbor District shall be submitted to the Port
Planning Division for filing upon completion of work, except as provided for below.

2) Pipeline As-Builts: After the completion of said work, Permittee shall furnish the Long Beach
Harbor Department with four (4) sets of survey notes and as-buflt drawings, signed by a Vicensed
surveyor, who shall certify to the correctness of the horizontal and vertical alignment of the pipe-
lines, Al} of said drawings shall be drawn to a scale in which the number of feet per inch shall
not exceed one hundred (100). The drawings shall show the accurate alignment of the pipelines by
centerline traverses and be referenced to all iIntersections of the street property lines and those
survey points furnished by the Harbor Department. The elevations of the tops of said pipelines and
facilities shall show on the drawings. Al) survey work, both horizontal and vertical, shall be to
the latest third order of accuracy as established by the National Oceanic & Atmospheric
Administration (NOAA) Survey,

A11 construction and operation shall occur in accordance with approved plans submitted under Item b),
above, and Item 14 of the Harbor Development Permit (HDP).

The HDP is issued subject to the applicant obtaining all other agencies' approvals and/or permits
under Item 17 of the HOP, and constructfon shall not be commenced until such approvals and
permits have been obtained. Failure to do so will constitute automatic revocation of the HDP.

Work authorized by the HDP must commence within two years from the date of the Board of Harbor
Commissioner's vote upon the application, unless otherwise specified. If construction has not commenc-
ed, the HDP will expire two (2) year from the date of said vote. Any extension of time of said
commencement date must be applied for prior to the expiration of the HDP,

The Harbor Development Permit may not be assigned to another person except as provided in the Board of
Harbor Commissioner's Port Master Plan Implementation Guidelines and in Section 13170 of Title 14, of
the California Administrative Code, to the extent applicable.

The Harbor Nevelopment Permit (HDP) shall not become effective until the ORIGINAL of the permit has
been returned to the Director of Port Planning, upon which all permittees or agent{s) authorized in
the permit application have acknowledged that they have recefved a copy of the permit and have accepted
its contents. The Permittee shall keep a copy of the fully signed permit for his use and have it
posted or otherwise available at the project site. Provided, however, if the project is appealable,
the permit shall become effective after the tenth {10th) working day following notification of approval,
unless an appeal ts filed with the Coastal Commission within that time.

The Harbor Development Permit shall not become effective until the ORIGINAL of the permit has been
returned to the Board of Harbor Commissioners, upon which all permittees .or agent(s} authorized in the
permit application have acknowledged that they have recefved a copy of the permit and have accepted
{ts contents. The Permmittee shall retain a copy of the fully-signed pemit for his use., Provided,
however, if the project is appealable, the permit shal)l become effective after the tenth (10) working
day after notfication of approval, unless an appeal is filed with the Coastal Commission within that
time.

Level 1 permits shall become effective upon completion of review by the Board of Harbor Conmissioners
except where the Board has stayed the fssuance of the permit.

Distribution and/or removal of surplus materials (fills, dirt, broken asphalt, etc.) generated by these
construction activities {on Port-owned or controlled property) must have prior approval of the Chief
Harbor Engineer,
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April 27, 1990 ICF KAISER ENGINEERS, ING
- 10 UNIVERSAL CITY PLAZA, SUITE 2400
UNIVERSAL CITY, CALIFORMIA §16508-1097
[818) 509-7150

Board of Harbor Commissioners

Port of Long Beach

Harbor Department Administration Building
925 Harbor Plaza

Long Beach, California 90802

Dear Commissioners:

The purpose of this letter is to provide ICF Kalser Engineers (ICF KE'’'s)
comments on the Initial Study and Negative Declaration prepared by the
Planning Department In response to the proposed AIMCOR, Pad No. 14
Modification Project (Application Wo. %0022).

IGF Kaiser Engineers evaluated the initial study and negative declaration at
the request of the law firm of Sheppard, Mullin, Richter & Hampton on behalf
of SSM Carbon. As a result of that review, we have identified three major
areas of concern. These areas include:

. air quality
. traffic

. utility system

Alr Quality

In evaluating air quality impacts from the proposed project, the initial study
limits its evaluation to combustion emissions associated with construction
equipment, In order to evaluate the significance of project impacts, other
sources of emissions should be considered. Another source of emissions in the
construction phase of the project would be fugitive dust from excavation
activities, Additional emissions generated during the operation phase should
include fugitive dust generated during unloading, stacking, screening and
conveying activities, as well as from the storage pile itself, If any
emergency equipment such as diesel generators or fire pumps will be utilized
as part of the modification project, emissions associated with testing such
equipment should be added to the inventory.

The Foundation Investigation Report conducted by Converse, Davis & Assoclates

indicates that the typical lower range of particle diameter of the coke to be
handled at Pad 14 is 2 microns, This diameter is well within the range of

BAY - 4 1390
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respirable particulate which is of primary concern in human health effects and
therefore quantification of potential impacts 1s essential. Since the South
Coast Alr Basin is non-attaimment for PM10, it is particularly important that
PM10 emissions be evaluated.

ICF2

South Coast Management District Rule 1158 prohibits the storage of coke in the
open after January 1, 1985 without an approved Petroleum Coke Storage Control
Plan. The rule defines open storage as "the amassing and handling of solid
materials in an unconfined, uncovered pile". While the storage configuration
proposed for this project is uncovered, other coke storage facilities in the
vicinity of the proposed project (SSH Carbon and Koch Carbon) utilize fully
enclosed sheds for coke storage to comply with Rule 1158. Since these
enclosures more fully control particulate emissions, it is unclear why AIMGOR
has deviated from thils standard of control to-employ a technique with a lower
pollution contrel efficlency. There is also no Indication that a petroleum
coke storage control plan was submitted with the application materials.
Without fully characterizing emissions from coke handling, it is impossible to

ICF3 determine whether this containment structure is adequate to comply with
applicable SCAQMD rules and regulations and to protect public health and
welfare.

/ The permit conditions associated with the negative declaration indicate that

K the property should be audited by an REA prior to implementation of the

ICF4 project, However, such an audit should be conducted concurrent with the CEQA
process in order to provide a baseline for evaluating the impacts of the
proposed project. For example, If results of the audit indicated the
existence of on-site soll contamination, the potential for release of air
toxics during remediation/construction activities should be fully evaluated.

Traffic

Proponent application materials and the initial study indicate that there will
not be any traffic impacts associated with the proposed project because coke
delivery truck traffic will be offset by a corresponding reduction in truck

ICF5 trips at the warehouse and other adjacent facilities. However, traffie
impacts are not evaluated merely by total truck trips, but with respect to the
routes they employ and the time of day those trips are generated. Further
study should be Initiated to further evaluate the effect of additional coke
truck transportation on traffic in the wvicinity of the proposed modification
project., In addition, if coke is transported in open trucks, particulate
emissions associated with truck transport should be added to the emissions
inventory.

o
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Energy

The negative declaration indicates that no energy impacts will occur as a
result of the proposed project, However, the application materials submitted
by the project proponent indicate that energy demand assoclated with this
project will be 245 MWh and a substation may have to be constructed to
accommodate the additional demand for electricity. Further evaluation of
project energy demand with respect to energy consumption within the port and
in the basin should be undertaken., In addition, if construction of a
substation is required, cowbustion and fugitive dust emissions associated with
that construction activity should be added to the emissions inventory prepared
for the proposed project,

As a result of ICF KE's review of the available documentation, 1t appears that
there are potentially significant issues associated with the project that have
not been analyzed by Port of Long Beach planning staff. In order to fully
evaluate these concerns, we request on behalf of our client, SS5M Carbon, that
a full Environmental Impact Report be prepared and any significant impacts be
fully mitigated prior to the Board making a decision on the proposed project.

Very truly yours,

/ﬁjmﬁ/
Margaket M. Lobnitz, D.Env., REA

Manager, Environmental Compliance
Programs
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May 4, 1990

KN9-38782

VIA MESSENGER

Board of Harbor Commissioners

Port of Long Beach

Harbor Department Administration Building
925 Harbor Plaza

Long Beach, California 90802

Re: HDP No. 90022:;
Initial study/Negative Declaration
for AIMCOR Pad No. 14

Dear Commissioners:

This firm represents SSM Carbon, a division of SSM
Coal North America, Inc. ("SSM") in connection with the above-
referenced application by Applied Industrial Materials
Corporation ("AIMCOR") for a negative declaration with respect
to an open coke storage facility on Pad No. 14 at 1270 Pier G
Avenue in the Port of Long Beach (the "Port"). The Initial
Study concludes that the project will not have any significant
environmental effects and that the Board of Harbor
Commissioners (the "Board") should adopt a negative declaration
for the project. S5SM respectfully submits, however, that an
environmental impact report ("EIR") is required for the project
and, in any event, the Initial Study does not comply with the
requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act
("CEQA").

I
BACKGROUND
The Initial Study states that the project includes
the construction of 22-foot high containment walls around the

existing open coke stockpile, together with a new truck dump
station, screening station and conveyor system to link Pad
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No. 14 to a covered coke storage shed currently operated by
AIMCOR at Pilier G.

Although not disclosed in the Study, AIMCOR’s lease
for Pad No. 14 expired April 30, 1990. AIMCOR is currently
negotiating the terms of a new lease with the Port (the
"lease"). If the Port elects not to enter into a new lease
with ATMCOR, AIMCOR will have no further right to operate a
coke storage facility on Pad No. 14 and thus, there would be a
positive impact on the environment. As you know, in the
current litigation between SSM and the Port, SSM has alleged
that the Port has no present right to enter into a new lease
with AIMCOR because AIMCOR has refused to construct a fully
enclosed storage shed on Pad No. 14. As you are also aware,
SSM, pursuant to its existing lease with the Port, has
submitted a written offer to construct a fully enclosed storage
shed, rather than the open facility proposed by AIMCOR.

IT

THE PORT MUST PREPARE AN EIR BECAUSE THE PROJECT
MAY HAVE SIGNIFTCANT ENVIRONMENTAI EFFECTS

Under CEQA, an EIR must be prepared when a project
may have a significant effect on the environment. If the Board
is presented with a fair argument that a project may have a
significant effect on the environment, the Board must require
the preparation of an EIR even though it may also be presented
with other evidence that the project will not have a
significant effect. Friends of "B" Street v. City of Havward,
106 Cal. App. 3d 988, 1002 (1980). A project will normally
have a significant effect on the environment and require an EIR
if it will (1) create a potential public health hazard or (2)
violate any ambient air quality standard, contribute
substantially to an existing or projected air quality
viclation, or expose sensitive receptors to substantial
pollutant concentrations. 14 Cal. Code Regs. (the "State CEQA
Guidelines"), Appendix G, Items (v) and (x).

SSM believes that the operation of an open coke pile
may have a significant adverse effect on the environment.
Previous newspaper articles evidence the public’s concern over
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the operation of such open piles, as well as their significant
adverse effect on the environment.!

The particulate emissions referenced in these
newspaper articles can travel extended distances through the
air. In this instance, such particulates could end up in the
water surrounding the Port thus polluting and destroying
nature’s delicately balanced ecological system. '

SSM respectfully submits that the particulate
emissions created on Pad 14 after construction of the proposed
improvements could be worse than that created by its present
use. As a result of constructing four walls, AIMCOR will be
able to stack its coke higher than it was previously capable of
doing. Aimcor’s own artist’s rendition of the facility clearly
indicates that the coke will be piled higher than the walls.

This could be easily avoided if AIMCOR were required
to put a roof on the proposed improvements. AIMCOR’s proposed
facility, if constructed, would be the only facility on Pier G
in the Port of Long Beach which would not be covered by a roof.
SSM is informed that the term of the new Lease for Pad 14 will
be 21 years. Thus, the Port would be locked into a potential
source of pollution for a considerable length of time.

Moreover, the operation of a screening facility on
Pad 14 certainly has the potential of a significant adverse
environmental effect. AIMCOR presently screens its pet coke at
the Port of Los Angeles. A screening system creates dust, none
of which is created by AIMCOR’s present operations at the Port
of Long Beach. If AIMCOR operates the same type screening
facility on Pad 14, the amount of emissions created could
increase dramatically. This factor is entirely ignored in the
present initial study.

The Initial Study also completely ignores any
environmental impact created by the conveyor to be constructed
between Pad 14 and AIMCOR’s present shed. Nothing in the
initial study states whether this conveyor will be fully
enclosed or open. Obviously, if it is open, further dust and
emissions will be created. This again, could have a
significant adverse effect on the environment.

v A true copy of one such newspaper article is attached
hereto for the Board’s convenience.
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In the Environmental Assessment Checklist (the
"Checklist") in the Study, Item No. 1(a) states that the
project will have "no impact" on ambient air quality. The
Initial Study’s cursory explanation for the finding of no
impact is as follows:

"There will be no change in the generation
of emissions due to the proposed project
since there is no significant change in the
operation of the existing facility."”

It is respectfully submitted that there are
significant changes in the proposed ‘Aimcor operation on Pad 14.
As noted above, there presently is no screening operation at
Pad 14. Further, Aimcor proposes a new truck dump and a
conveyor system from Pad 14 to its shed. Finally, the coke
piles that Aimcor depicts clearly appear to be significantly
higher (and exposed to greater winds) than those presently on
Pad 14.

Also, the Initial Study’s conclusory analysis ignores
that AIMCOR’s lease has expired. AIMCOR has no present right
to operate its coke storage facility on Pad No. 14.

The Lease is clearly part of the "project" that
should have been analyzed in the Initial Study. For purposes
of CEQA, "project" means "the whole of an action" which may
result in a physical change in the environment, and includes
any "activity involving the issuance to a person of a lease,
permit . . . or other entitlement for use by one or more public
agencies." State CEQA Guidelines § 15378(a)(3); Cal. Pub. Res.
Code § 21065. It is clear that the contemplated Lease should
be part of the project for purposes of CEQA review.

The Initial Study misstates the actual environmental
impacts of the project by ignoring the Lease. In determining
whether or not a project may have a significant environmental
impact, it was improper to compare the potential environmental
impacts of the modified facility with the environmental impacts
associated with the existing facility. If the Port, in its
discretion, elects not to enter into a new lease with AIMCOR,
AIMCOR will not be able to operate any coke storage facility at
the site. Accordingly, the Initial Study should have assessed
the potential environmental impacts of the entire coke storage
facility, as modified.

At the very least, the Initial Study should have
compared the environmental impacts of the modified open storage
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facility with the potential impacts of the enclosed facility
proposed by SSM. We note again that SSM has submitted a
written offer to construct a fully enclosed storage facility on
Pad No, 14. Also, it is our understanding that the draft Lease
currently under consideration by the Port and AIMCOR provides
for fully enclosed storage for 80,000 metric tons of petcoke
which is directly contrary to representations made in the
application for a negative declaration.

Although the Initial Study carefully avoids any
substantive discussion of the project’s actual environmental
impacts, one of the Special Conditions in the Initial Study
clearly reflects the Port’s knowledge that the proposed AIMCOR
facility could well have significant adverse environmental
effects, Special Condition No. 6 states that AIMCOR "shall
provide total product containment in the event that downwind
receptors are adversely effected [sic] by windborne
particulates." It is precisely this Xind of concern which
compels an environmental assessment of the impact of AIMCOR’s
lengthy open storage before the project is undertaken.

ITI

THE PORT FATILED TO PREPARE THE
INITIAL STUDY IN THE MANNER REQUIRED BY LAW

A. The Initial Study Provides No Evidence That The Proiject
Will Not Have Any Significant Environmental Effects.

An Initial Study must disclose the data or evidence
upon which the "person(s) conducting the study relied
Mere conclusions simply provide no vehicle for judicial
review." Citizens Assn. for Sensible Development of Bishop
Area v. County of Inyo. 172 Cal. App. 3d 151, 170 (1985). One
of the primary purposes of an initial study is to "[p]rovide
documentation of the factual basis for the finding in the
Negative Declaration that a project will not have a significant
effect on the environment. State CEQA Guidelines
§ 15063(c)(5). An initial study must document reasons to
support the finding that a project will not have any
significant environmental effects. State CEQA Guidelines
§ 15071(d).

The Initial Study merely answers "no impact" or
"bheneficial impact" in response to almost every question in the
Checklist. As discussed in the previous Section, the Initial
Study includes no evidence to support the conclusion that the
project will not have any significant air quality impacts. 1In
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addition to ignoring the adverse effects of an open coke
storage facility, the Initial Study includes no discussion of
how the installation of the screening station, conveyor system
and truck dump station will affect air quality and other
environmental factors. For example, the Initial Study does not
even state whether or not the screening station and conveyor
system will be enclosed and, if so, whether the metheod of
enclosure will be adequate to prevent fugitive dust emissions.
The Initial Study also does not include any plans or drawings
for the screening station and conveyor system, or any other
part of the project for that matter.

With respect to the numerous other items in the
Checklist, the Initial Study contains no fact-based analysis to
support any of its conclusions, other than a cursory discussion
of emissions associated with construction activities (at pages
1 and 6).

The Initial Study is defective because it does not
eMRH21 disclose the data or evidence upon which the Port relied in
{ claiming that the project will not have any significant
‘ environmental effects.

As discussed above, an EIR is required for a project
if it can be "fairly argued" on the basis of substantial
evidence that the project may have a significant environmental
impact. Subsequent decisions by California courts have stated
that when a public agency fails to conduct an adequate initial
study, the court may find a fair argument based on the limited
facts in the record and require an EIR on a lesser evidentiary
showing that would normally be required. See Sundstrom v.

SMRH22 county of Mendocino, 212 Cal. App. 3d 296, 311 (1988). In this
case, since the Initial Study contains virtually no discussion
of the air guality impacts and other potentially significant
environmental effects associated with the project, it can be
reasonably inferred, based on other evidence in the record,
that at least the air guality impacts will be significant and
that an EIR is required.

B. The Initjal Study Unlawfully Defers Environmental Review

Until After The Adoption Of The Negative Declaration.

CEQA requires that environmental review and the
formulation of appropriate mitigation measures occur at the
SMRH23  carliest feasible stage in the planning process. Cal. Pub.
- Res., Code § 21003.1. CEQA provides further that a proposed
negative declaration should only be prepared for a project when



SHEPPARD, MULLIN, RICHTER & HAMPTON

SMRH24

Board of Harbor Commissioners
May 4, 1990
Page 7

"fa]n initial study identifies potentially
significant effects on the environment but
(1) revisions in the project plans or
proposals made by or agreed to by the
applicant before the proposed negative
declaration is released for public review
would avoid the effects or mitigate the
effects to a point where clearly no
significant effects would occur, and (ii)
there is no substantial evidence before the
agency that the project, as revised, may
have a significant effect on the
environment." Cal. Pub. Res. Code

§ 21080(c) (2).

The recent case of Sundstrom v. County of Mendocino,
212 Cal. App. 3d 296 (1988) illustrates these principles. 1In
Sundstrom, the public agency approved a use permit for a motel
and restaurant that included a private sewage treatment plant.
The initial study did not analyze the environmental impact of
the treatment plant, but instead required that the developer
prepare a hydrological study after the approval of the negative
declaration. The study was to provide a basis for establishing
additional mitigation measures for the project.

The court held that the public agency violated CEQA
by including a condition that contemplated revisions to the
project after the final adoption of the negative declaration.
The court further held that the deferral of environmental
review for the treatment plant ran counter to CEQA policy,
which required environmental review at the earliest feasible
stage in the planning process.

The same concerns apply with respect to this project.
Special Condition No. 6 expressly defers all environmental
review of the adverse impacts associated with an open storage
facility until after the approval of the negative declaration
for the project. Although the condition states further that
future containment plans will require "discretionary" approval,
the Port’s adoption of this condition would effectively "split
the project into two parts with mutually exclusive
environmental documents" ~-- a practice that has been condemned
by the California courts. See, e.d., Citizens Assn. for

Sensible Development of Bishop Area v. County of Invo, supra,
172 Cal. App. 3d at 167,
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c. The Initial Study Improperly Considers The Benefits Of The
Project In Determining Whether An EIR Is Reguired.

The Initial Study states that the project will have a
number of beneficial impacts. In fact, the Checklist permits a
response of "beneficial impact" to most of the questions in the
Checklist. Under CEQA, consideration of the benefits flowing
from a project is improper in determining whether or not an EIR
should be prepared. The Initial Study’s sole concern should
have been whether the project could "arguably" have significant
environmental effects. No 0il, Inc., v. City of ILos Angeles,
13 Cal. 34 68, 85 (1974). Only after the EIR has been prepared
may a public agency balance the benefits and adverse
environmental effects of a project. State CEQA Guidelines
§§ 15092(b) (2) (B) and 15093 (a).

By offsetting the benefits associated with the
project against its adverse environmental impacts, and thereby
requiring a far greater showing of significance than is
required under CEQA to trigger the requirement for an EIR, the
Initial Study violates CEQA.

Based on the foregoing, the Port clearly should
require the preparation of an EIR for the entire project.

Very truly yours,

Professional Corporation

for SHEPPARD, MULLIN, RICHTER & HAMPTON
JHR:bz

Attachments

2\RA\LO18301A., 45
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p!wants in the Port of Long
Beatg include Metropolitan Ste-
* vedore and International Mmcrah

a.nd Chemmal Corp. .
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Air-quality ruling duc on ‘health threat’ of outdoor coke storage.

iy

~ ir-quality officials will

issue a ruling this week on

a year-old

has saved local coke companies

millions of dollars by allowing

them to store the black, dusty
product outdoora. -

Angry residents and paper-
laden corporate lawyers gave con-
g{i:sing accounts of the South

t Air Quality Management
District'ﬁr'&‘gﬁ?ﬁx;t last week’s
pablic hearings in Carson and San
Pedra.

The residents claimed that the

rogram that .
S ompanies  piles to be kept damp and dust-

|
/

~and blackened their n'eighbor-_

hoods. They argued that the
seven companies affected by
AQMD Rule 1158 have not fol-
-lowed its provisions,- which
require ouLLroor petroleum coke

free. S

- The companies, which operate

- 11 coke facidities in Carson, Ter-
minal Island, San Pedro, Tor-

. rance and the Port of Long Beach,
countered with studies showing
that dust problems had been
eliminated. They questioned
whether sirborne coke particies
are as dangerous as the residents
think.

+dust bad demaged thair healthvay Baly Avery, & yepmisentative of

the Alantic Richfield Co., which_
operates a facility at 1808 E. ..

Sepulveda Blvd in Carson, aaid
ARCO requires that coke be car-
ried in covered conveyors and
that only the mare coarse coke is
stoted outside, which “greatly
reduces any nuisance ™ © - ,
Speaking st & Wednesday
night bearing in the Caraon City
Council chambers, Avery also said
(the company has a truck and tire
‘wash and keeps dust-control per-
sonnel onsite 24 hours a day.
" However, Ronald Soiset of
west Long Beach said that while
ARCO may have a sprinkier sys-
tem, “1 have never seen it turned
on in my 10 years” of living near

: |

the Terminal Island FPreeway and |

Santa Fe Avenve. =~ - 7 !
Soiset told hearing: examiner

*-Jack Nevitt that the coke dust -

wrecked s car that had “black '

- rain drope all over it™ whea Soiset |
radeditin - oL ¢

It was impossi'ble'b;:n wash his

" boat, Sciset said, because as soon

a3 be starts to wax it, the craft is
covered with a black film.

““You come to my bome to-
morrow. [l show you all the coke
dust you want to see.” he said.
After the heaning, Solster saud he
would be mounting 8 neighbor-

hood campaign agawnst local coke

comfemue

development, said the city had
cited both Koch and Great [akes
Carbon Corp. — which stores
coke at 23000 S. Alameda St —
for operating their facilities with-
out a conditional-use permit.

At the same time, Nemeth
indicated that the Carson coke
faclities, which include an SSM
Carbon site at 23000 S. Alameda
St., will not cause many problems
because they are located in the
heavy industry section on the east
end of the city.

... ohe 381 she would use the

AQMIr decisjpn 1o determine
whether W grant the permits.

-

L aAteide w acma VA

enough towels to wipe their
bands,” Guajaca said. She
implored Nevitt 1o “protect the
children. Protect their lungs.”
Guajaca said it was unfair that
she apent money far rug-cleaning
and doctor bills 5o coke compa-

nies could save money on coke

storage costs.

“Why should 1 spend it when
they're making money?* she
asked,

She also noted that local
authorities had ordered her to
enclose the motors around her

-"Carsén business, “end we're just a

. litde liquor store.-Make then do

Poasca Bt Luo Lval Puca wrft

removed from Wilmington.
Marshall Blesofsky, represent-

ing the San Pedro chapter of the

ite Lung Association, cited a .

1981 federal study showing that
petroleum coke is carcinogenic
and can agpravate heart disease
and emphysema

Industry representatives
argued that the 1981 study had
been questioned by both county
health officials and the AQMD
itself. One sticking point was that
there has never been a study on
whether the tinicst coke particles
— 10 micronsor under — are haz-

/

‘ardous. - s



The next ime you have to ask [or
a glass of water in a restaurant, or
have Lo {lush your toilet twice or
take a long shower because of the
water restricling devices we are
being required to Install, think
about this.

Down here In Los Angeles Har-
bor, on Miner Street, there i3 a
huge plle of ccal which i3 continu-
cusly replenished as ahips load it up
and take it to forelgn buyers for the
manufacture of gteel. The cosal piie
ls on land belonging to the city of
los Angeles, It s leased from the
city by the Kaiser Corp. '

The coal ls brought In by traln
and plled up. Since the pile i3 in the
windiest part of the harbor, coal
dust has been a continuing prob-
lem, covering boals in the nearby
marina, sifting down on the sur-
rounding nelghborhoods, and foul-
ing the harbor waters. To keep the
dust down, waler cannons mounted
on poles and on roving trucks spray
the pile almost continuously.

I have just received figures
which put the amount of waler thus
used at 105 million gallons a year.
And, because gall has a negative
e{fect on the manufaciure of siecel,
those 105 million gallons a year are
fresh waterl That's a lot of showers
and a hell of a lot of glasses of
water.

And thig obscene waste of our
preclous water Is ali becauge they
refuse to move the operation.to a
iess windy part of the harbor.

By the way, the coal s shipped Lo
Korea o make steel for Hyundais
and to Taiwan to make ateel for,
among other things, the low-flow
shower heads the DWP buys in
Talwan and mails lo us,

RICHARD KARL
San Pedro



i STATE OF CALIFORNIA GEORGE DEUKMENAN, Governor

CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD—
LOS ANGELES REGION

101 CENTRE PLAZA DRIVE
MONTEREY PARK, CALIFORNIA 91754-2154

{213) 266-7500

{

WOCB26

May 4, 1990 File: 700.352

Geraldine Xnatz, Ph.D.
Director of Planning

Port of Long Beach

P. 0. Box 570

Long Beach, CA 90801-0570

NEGATIVE DECLARATION - CONTAINMENT WALL AROUND COKE STOCKPILE,
TRUCK DUMP STATION, SCREENING STATION,; CONVEYOR SYSTEM.
HDP#90022: PORT OF LONG BEACH

We have reviewed the subject document regarding the proposed
project, and have the following comments:
Based on the information provided, we recommend the following:

&a We have no further comments at this time.

E] The proposed project should address the attached
comments.

Thank you for this opportunity to review your document. If you have
any questions, please contact Eugene C. Ramstedt at (213) 266-7553.

}%«XM

JOHN L. LEWIS, Unit Chief
Technical Support Unit

(07-13-89)

RAY ~ 8 wyy



CALT27

MR. GARRETT ASHLEY

State Clearinghouse

1400 Tenth Street, Room 121
Sacramento, CA- 95814

GARY McSWEENEY -~ District 7

Project Review Comments

SCH NO. 90010383

May 10, 1990

IGR/CEQA

NEG DEC

Port of Long Beach
Pad No. 14

Vic. LA-710-6.80

Caltrans has reviewed the above-referenced document. Based on
the information received, we find no apparent impact on the State

transportation system.

If you have any questions regarding this response, please call

Wilford Melton at ([ATSS} 8-640-6160 or

Original §16756 &4

GARY McSWEENEY

IGR/CEQA Coordinator
Transportation Planning and
Analysis Branch

Attachment

cc: Stacey Crouch, Port of Long Beach

w15 ned

(213) 620-6160.
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
APPLIED INDUSTRIAL MATERIALS
PAD NO. 14 MODIFICATIONS

Excavation will only occur during the placement of the
wall footing and as such is insignificant. Fugitive
dust from this excavation will be controlled by permit
conditions specifying methods of dust control including
watering. In addition, Chapter 11 of EPA’s AP-42,
Compilation of Air Pollutant Emission Factors states
that for a wind speed of 10 miles per hour, particles
larger than about 100 micrometers are likely to settle
out within 20 to 30 feet from the source. Particles
that are 30 to 100 micrometers in diameter are likely
to undergoc impeded settling. These particles,
depending upon the extent of atmospheric turbulence,
are likely to settle within: a few hundred feet from the
source. In addition, it should be noted that according
to the model it is just as likely that particles would
blow back on the pile as away from it.

The proposed truck dump, screening station and conveyor
will be fully enclosed and will result in insignificant
amounts of fugitive dust. Emissions associated with
testing emergency equipment are also considered
insignificant to the overall project.

The South Coast Air Quality District (SCAQMD) stated
the SCAQMD did not consider AIMCOR’s facility to be a
significant source of PM10. (Personal communication
with Gary Turner and Fred Minassian, Engineering
Section, SCAQMD).

The proposed project will not result in a change in the
potential for human health effects since the overall
operation of the facility will not change from its
present use.

AIMCOR has applied for and received interim SCAQMD
approval on their Rule 1158 plan for the open storage
of petroleum coke (Personal communication with Fred
Minassian, Engineering Section, SCAQMD). Rule 1158
states that if an operator of an open petroleum coke
storage facility can demonstrate that compliance with
the Interim Petroleum Coke Storage Control Plan is
sufficient to pose no significant risk of violating any
other District rule, the Executive Officer may, after

a hearing to which all affected persons are invited,
waive the requirement that coke at the storage facility



[ICF4]

[ICF5]

[ICF6]

[ICF7]

be enclosed and order the Interim Plan be made
permanent, subject to annual review (Regulation XI,
SCAQMD Rules and Regulations). AIMCOR has also
received Permits to Construct from the SCAQMD for the
modifications to their facility (See attachments 1-4).
The special condition regarding an annual audit has
been removed from AIMCOR’s permit because the Port is
currently developing a Harbor-wide audit program. The
future program will apply to all port tenants with
specific requirements tailored to individual
operations. In addition, the SCAQMD conducts an annual
inspection on all facilities with an approved 1158 Plan.

No con-site so0il contamination is known at the site and
no remediation activities are anticipated. Should
contaminated soil be discovered it will be handled in
accordance with all Federal, State and Local
regulations.

The number of trucks visiting the site is not expected
to change from the current level of activity. However,
there will be a minor impact to traffic since trucks
heading to AIMCOR will utilize the new dump station
instead of Metropolitan Stevedore’s dump station.
These impacts will be confined primarily to Pier ¢
Avenue and are considered insignificant. Traffic
outside of the Harbor will not be affected by the
proposed project since the source(s) of petroleum coke
coming from the facility has not changed.

The transportation of petroleum coke is requlated by
the SCAQMD. To minimize release to roadways, petroleum
coke is typically transported while wet.

The 245,000 KWH noted in the application was incorrect,
actual current usage is approximately 460,000 KWH.
Equipment installed as part of the proposed
modifications will improve energy efficiency by
approximately five percent. AIMCOR is currently using
a substation shared with Metropolitan Stevedore. The
additional substation is proposed solely to separate
the two facilities.

Section 15065 of the CEQA Guidelines states that an EIR
shall be prepared under the feollowing conditions:

- The project has the potential to substantially
degrade the quality of the environment,
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or
wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife
population to drop below self-sustaining levels,
threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community,



[SMRHS]

[SMRH9]

[SMRH10]

[BMRH11]

[SMRH12]

[BMRH13]

reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare
or endangered plant or animal, or eliminate
important examples of the major periods of
California History or prehistory:; or

- The project has the potential to achieve short-term
environmental goals to the disadvantage of long-
term environmental goals; or

- The project has possible environmental effects
which are individually limited but cumulatively
considerable; or

~ The environmental effects of a project will cause
substantial adverse effects on human beings, either
directly or indirectly.

- The Port of Long Beach as lead agency has evaluated the

proposed project. No significant adverse impacts were
identified. Because there are no significant adverse
impacts CEQA indicates a Negative Declaration is the
proper document for project review. Therefore, an EIR
need not be prepared.

See response to comment #7. The Initial Study used by
the Port in the evaluation of proposed projects
complies with the guidelines specified in the
California Environmental Quality Act (Section 15063).

A permit for the proposed project will not be issued
until the Board of Harbor Commissioners acts on the
lease,

See responses to comments #2, #3 & # 7. The Port,
after considering all possible impacts does not believe
that this project, as proposed, will have a significant
effect on the environment or public health.

See response to comment #3. Special condition #3 on
the SCAQMD’s proposed 1158 Plan for the AIMCOR facility
states that open petroleum coke piles shall not be
higher than 65 feet. Current pile height is a maximum
of 65 feet, therefore, there will actually be a net
positive change in emissions since those portions of
the pile directly next to the containment walls will
not be exposed to wind.

The proposed project contains a fully enclosed
screening facility to minimize dust emissions.

Although not stated in Negative Declaration, the
proposed conveyor system will be fully enclosed,
thus minimizing dust emissions.



[SMRH14]

[SMRH15]

[SMRH16]

[SMRH17]

[SMRH18]

[SMRH19]

See response to comment #11. SCAQMD has required that
the pile remain at 65 feet. We do not agree that the
addition of a screening station will result in a
significant adverse impact since the station will be
enclosed. AIMCOR trucks are currently using a nearby
dump station operated by Metropolitan Stevedore. The
addition of the truck dump will simply allow AIMCOR to
use its own facility and will not change the current
level of usage. In fact, it will increase efficiency
thus reducing other potential impacts.

AIMCOR’s existing lease contains a Holdover provision
(Section 22) which allows them to occupy the property
for period of three months at a time under the same
terms and conditions stated in the lease and would
continue in effect until the new lease is considered by
the Board and, if approved, until the new lease becomes
effective.

The proposed project was initiated and the draft
Negative Declaration prepared in response to

facility modifications contained in the preliminary
lease agreement. The Negative Declaration addresses
environmental concerns associated with the proposed
project identified in the lease. Therefore, the lease
has been considered part of the project.

The Initial Study assessed the entire facility, as
modified. It was determined that the existing

facility and modifications did not result in any
significant adverse impacts. Based on that evaluation
a Negative Declaration document was prepared. A permit
to construct the project described in this lease will
not be issued until the Board acts on the lease.

See response to comment #9. 1Initial Studies are used
to determine if a project may have a significant effect
on the environment (CEQA Guidelines, Section 150630).
The Initial Study for the proposed project determined
there were no significant impacts. Alternatives
analysis for a project with no significant impacts is
not required. The commentor incorrectly states the
proposed storage capacity. The drawings submitted with
the application indicated that Pad No. 14 has a storage
capacity of 60,000 tons.

Further evaluation of the proposed project and
conversations with the SCAQMD indicated that fugitive
dust will not adversely affect downwind sources.
Special Condition #6 has been modified to reflect that
change. However, if the applicant proposes or is
required by the SCAQMD to make modifications in the
future, those modifications will require issuance of a
Harbor Development Permit, as does all construction
within the Harbor District.



[SMRH20]

[SMRH21]

[SMRH22]

[SMRH23]

[SMRH24]

[SMRH25]

[WQCB26]

[CALT27]

Each impact contained in the Initial Study was fully
evaluated by the Planning staff according to the CEQA
guidelines. The analysis and discussion are presented
in the Negative Declaration.

The commentor continues to confuse the Initial Study
with the Negative Declaration. The Negative
Declaration presents an evaluation of project impacts
and clearly states that there are no significant
environmental impacts.

See response to comments #7 and #20. Operation and
construction impacts to air quality are presented and
discussed on pages 1 and 6 of the Negative Declaration.
Impacts were determined to be insignificant.

See response to comment #20. According to Section
15070 of the CEQA Guidelines this is not a mitigated
Negative Declaration since the Initial Study did not
identify any significant effects on the environment.
Since no significant impacts were identified, no
mitigation measures are required.

See response to comment #19. Since no other phase or
project has been proposed in association with the
current project, this project has not been split.

Only three of the 68 impacts included on the checklist
were noted as beneficial. It was not necessary to use
these items to offset potential adverse impacts in the
evaluation process, nor were they evaluated beyond that
in the Initial Study.

No response necessary.

No response necessary.
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South Coast
AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT

9150 FLAIR DRIVE, EL MONTE, CA 91731  (818) 572-6200
April 18, 1990

ATIMCOR
1270 Pier G Avenue,
Long Beach Ca 90802

Attn: Mr. Joseph Lombardi
Manager, West Coast Operation
Gentlemen:

APPLICATION NO. 216329

OPEN PETROLEUM COKE STORAGE HANDLING AND TRANSPORT FACILITY,
60,000~-TON STORAGE CAPACITY, WITH DUST SUPPRESSANT MEASURES.

LOCATED AT PIER G BERTH 212-215, LONG BEACH, CA.

Reference is made to your submitted application for the
processing of your Interim Coke Control Plan under District
Rule 1158 for the above-described facility.

Evaluation and review of your submitted Interim Control Plan
has been made and the findings are as follows:

[ X ] 1. The above~described Interim Petroleum Coke
Storage Control Plan has been conditionally
approved (see attached list of special
conditions). A public hearing will be held at a
later date to determine whether or not the
Interim Control Plan can be made permanent. You
are hereby informed that any Interim Control
Plan which has been made permanent will be
subject to annual review.

[ ] 2. The above-described Interim Petroleum Coke
Storage Control Plan has been disapproved for
the attached reasons. Under Rule 1158 (c) (1) (A)
no petrcleum coke shall be added to any open
storage pile after an Interim Control Plan is
disapproved until the reasons for disapproval
are overcome and such Plan as modified is
approved.

ATTACHMENT 1



»

Pl

AIMCOR —-2- April 18, 1990
A/N 216329

[ ] 3. Other

It is your responsibility to comply with all the laws,
ordinances and regulations of this and other governmental
agencies which are applicable to your petroleum coke
storage, handling and transport operations.

If you have any questions, please call the undersigned at
(818) 572-6213.

Very truly yours,

William Dennison
Director of Engineering

o%/ L

Gary Turner
Supervising Engineer

FM



AIMCOR April 18, 1990

SPECTIAL CONDITIONS FOR RULE 1158 INTERIM
PETROLEUM COKE STORAGE CONTROI, PLAN

TOTAL QUANTITY OF OUTSIDE PETROLEUM COKE STORAGE AT
STOCKPILE No. 14 SHALL NOT EXCEED 60,000 TONS IN ANY ONE DAY.

PETROLEUM COKE STORAGE PILES AND PETRCLEUM COKE IN TRANSPORT
SHALL BE KEPT SUFFICIENTLY MOIST OR BE TREATED WITH DUST
SUPPRESSANT AGENTS SUCH AS SEALANTS, WETTING, AND MOISTURE
RETENTION SOLUTIONS, AS NEEDED, TO PREVENT EXCESSIVE AIR-~
BORNE DUST EMISSIONS.

PETROLEUM COKE STORAGE PILES SHALL NOT BE HIGHER THAN 65
FEET.

ALL OUTGOING PETROLEUM COKE TRUCKS, WHETHER FILLED OR EMPTY,
SHALL PASS THROUGH THE TRUCK WASH SYSTEM IN ORDER TO
THOROUGHLY WASH ANY RESIDUAL COKE OFF THE EXTERIORS OF THE
TRUCKS BEFORE THE TRUCKS REACH ANY PUBLIC THOROUGHFARES.

ALL WASHED OUTGOING PETROLEUM COKE TRUCKS, WHETHER FILLED OR
EMPTY, SHALL ONLY BE DRIVEN OVER PAVED ACCESS ROADWAYS WHICH
HAVE BEEN CLEANED OF ANY COKE DUST.

THE LOADS OF ALL OUTGOING PETROLEUM COKE TRUCKS SHALL BE
WATERED, TREATED, COVERED OR OTHERWISE PROTECTED TO PREVENT
COKE FROM BEING DROPPED ONTO PUBLIC OR PRIVATE THOROUGHFARES.

WATER TRUCKS SHALL BE EQUIPPED WITH WATER SPRAYING DEVICES
WHICH ARE CAPABLE OF DELIVERING WATER TO ALL OPEN SURFACES OF
THE COKE PILES.

THE STORAGE, HANDLING AND TRANSPORT OF PETROLEUM COKE IN THIS
FACILITY SHALL BE CONDUCTED IN COMPLIANCE WITH ALL PROPOSED
PLANS AND SPECIFICATIONS SUBMITTED WITH THE APPLICATION UNDER
WHICH THIS INTERIM PETROLEUM COKE STORAGE CONTROL PLAN IS
CONDITIONALLY APPROVED.

A DAILY OPERATIONAL LOG FOR THE FACILITY SHALL BE MAINTAINED,
AND SHALL. INCLUDE (1) THE DATE, (2) THE TOTAL QUANTITY OF
PETROLEUM COKE BEING STORED ON THE FACILITY, AND (3) THE
QUANTITY OF PETROLEUM COKE TRANSPORTED BY TRUCK INTQ AND OUT
OF THE FACILITY EACH DAY. ALL RECORDS SHALL BE (1) RECORDED
IN A MANNER WHICH HAS BEEN APPROVED, IN WRITING, BY THE
EXECUTIVE OFFICER, (2) KEPT FOR AT LEAST TWO YEARS, AND (3)
MADE AVAILABLE TO THE EXECUTIVE OFFICER, OR HIS
REPRESENTATIVE, UPON REQUEST.



SOUTH COAST AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT 01STRICT

PERMIT TO CONSTRUCT
9150 FLAIR DRIVE, EL MONTE, CALIFORNIA 91731

Application No.
215109
Page 1

e

Granted as of April 25, 1990

Legal Owner ID 54530
or Operator: AIMCOR

1270 PIER "G" AVENUE
LONG BEACH, CALIFORNIA 90302
ATTN: JOSEPH LOMBARDI

Equipment Location: PIER "G" BERTH 212-215, LONG BEACH, CALIFORNIA

The equipment described below and as shown on the approved plans and specifications are subject to the
special condition, or conditions listed.

Equipment Description

PETROLEUM COKE RECEIVING AND CONVEYING SYSTEM CONSISTING OF:

1

2.

10,

11,

12,

14,

RECEIVING HOPPER, THREE COMPARTMENT.

BELT CONVEYOR NO. 1, 150 H.P.

BELT CONVEYOR NO. 2, 100 H.P.

BELT CONVEYOR NO. 3, 125 H.P.

BELT CONVEYOR NO. 4A, 60 H.P.

BELT CONVEYOR NO. 10, WITH TWO 150 H.P. DRIVES.
BELT CONVEYOR NO. 11, WITH TWO 75 H.P. DRIVES.
BELT CONVEYOR NO. 12, 300 H.P.

BELT CONVEYOR NO. 13, 200 H.P.

STACKER, WITH FOUR 15 H.P, DRIVES, A 10 H.P. HOIST, AND A 15 H.P. ROTATOR.,
RECEIVING HOPPER, FOUR COMPARTMENT.

TWO BELT CONVEYORS, RF1A AND RF1B, 30 H.P. EACH.
BELT CONVEYOR NO. 24, 125 H.P.

TWO VIBRATING SCREENS, 50 H.P. EACH.

ATTACHMENT 2



SOUTH COAST AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT

Application No.
PERMIT TO CONSTRUCT 295109
9150 FLAIR DRIVE, EL MONTE, CALIFORNIA 9%731 Page 2

Fa N

15. BELT CONVEYOR NO. 11A, 60 H.P.,, AND A 5 H.P. TRAVERSE DRIVE.
16. BELT CONVEYOR NOQ., 11B, 60 H.P,, AND A 5 HP. TRAVERSE DRIVE.
17, BELT CONVEYOR NQ, 12B, 150 H.P,

18. BELT CONVEYOR NO. WRC-2, 40 H.P. (COMMON TO A PETROLEUM COKE GRINDING
AND STORAGE SYSTEM).

19, TWOQ BELT CONVEYOQORS, WR-2 AND WR-3, 200 H.F. AND 75 H.P. (COMMON TO A
PETROLEUM COKE GRINDING AND STORAGE SYSTEM).

20, SHUTTLE BELT CONVEYOR, WR-4, WITH TWOQO 20 HP. AND ONE 5 H.P. DRIVES.
(COMMON TO A PETROLEUM COKE GRINDING AND STORAGE SYSTEM),

21, STORAGE BUILDING, 100,000 TONS CAPACITY, (COMMON TO A PETROLEUM COKE
GRINDING AND STORAGE SYSTEM).

Conditions
(

1. NOT MORE THAN 11,520 TONS/DAY OF MATERIAL SHALL BE PROCESSED BY THIS
SYSTEM, FOR PROCESS INVOLVING SCREENING.

2. NOT MORE THAN 36,600 TONS/DAY OF MATERIAL SHALL BE PROCESSED BY THIS
SYSTEM, FOR PROCESS INVOLVING DIRECT STORAGE.

3. THE THROUGHPUT CONDITIONS NO. 1 AND NO. 2 ARE NOT ACCUMULATIVE.

4. MATERIAL CHARGED, AND MATERIAL IN PROCESS SHALL BE KEPT SUFFICIENTLY

MOIST TO PREVENT EXCESSIVE DUST EMISSIONS,

Approval or denial of this application for permit to operate the above equipment will be made after an
inspection to determine if the equipment has been constructed in accordance with the approved plans and
specifications and if the equipment can be operated in compliance with all Rules of the South Coast Air Quality
Management District.

Please notify FRED MINASSIAN at 818/572-6370 when construction of equipment is complete,

This Authority to Construct is based on the plans, specifications, and data submitted as it pertains to the release
of air contaminants and control measures or reduce air contaminants. No approval or opinion concerning
L safety and other factors in design, construction or operation of the equipment is expressed or implied.



SOUTH COAST AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT

Application No.
PERMIT TO CONSTRUCT 215109

Page 3
9150 FLAIR DRIVE, EL MONTE, CALIFORNIA 91731

This Permit to Construct shall serve as a temporary Permit to Operate provided the Executive Officer is given
prior notice of such intent to operate.

This Permit to Construct will become invalid if the Permit to Operate is denied or if this application is
cancelled, THIS PERMIT TO CONSTRUCT SHALL EXPIRE ONE YEAR FROM THE DATE OF
ISSUANCE unless an extension is granted by the Executive Officer.

By
RAQUEL M, PUERTA
Principal Ollice Assistant

RMP/ps -



SOUTH COAST AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT OiSTRICT

Application No.
' PERMIT TO CONSTRUCT 275110
9150 FLAIR DRIVE, EL MONTE. CALIFORNIA 91731 Page 1

e

Granted as of April 25, 1990

Legal Owner 1D 54530
or Operator; AIMCOR

1270 PIER "G" AVENUE

LONG BEACH, CALIFORNIA 90802

ATTN: JOSEPH LOMBARDI

Equipment Lecation: PIER "G" BERTH 212-215, LONG BEACH, CALIFORNIA
The equipment described below and as shown on the approved plans and specifications are subject to the

special condition, or conditions listed.

Equipment Description

' PETROLEUM COKE GRINDING AND STORAGE SYSTEM CONSISTING OF:

1. VIBRATING FEEDER, 2 H.P.

2, TWO BELT CONVEYORS, RECYCLING, WS-1 AND WS-2, 200 H.P, AND 100 H.P.,

3 SURGE BIN, 936 CU, FT. CAPACITY, WITH A CHARGING BELT CONVEYOR, WC-1, 15 H.P,,
AND A FEEDER, SYNTRON, MODEL RF-120, 2 H.P,

4. CRUSHER, PENNSYLVANIA, COALPACTOR, MODEL BC9-38, 200 H.P. WITH A 15 HP,
DISCHARGING BELT CONVEYOR, WC-2,

5. TWO BELT CONVEYORS, RECYCLING, WRC-1 AND WRC-2, 50 H.P. AND 40 H.P,

0. TWO BELT CONVEYORS, WR-2, AND WR-3, 200 H.P. AND 75 HP,, (COMMON TO A

PETROLEUM COKE RECEIVING AND STORAGE SYSTEM),

7. SHUTTLE BELT CONVEYOR, WR-4, WITH TWO 20 HP., AND ONE 5 H.P. DRIVES.
(COMMON TO A PETROLEUM COKE GRINDING AND STORAGE SYSTEM).

8. STORAGE BUILDING, 100,000 TONS CAPACITY. (COMMON TO A PETROLEUM COKE
GRINDING AND STORAGE SYSTEM).

ATTACHMENT 3



SOUTH COAST AfR QUALITY MANAGEMENT OISTRICT

Application No.

PERMIT TO CONSTRUCT 215110

9150 FLAIR DRIVE, EL MONTE, CALIFORNIA 91731 Page 2
Conditions
1. NOT MORE THAN .,240 TONS OF MATERIAL SHALL BE PROCESSED BY THIS SYSTEM IN
ANY ONE DAY.
2. MATERIAL CHARGED, AND MATERIAL IN PROCESS SHALIL BE KEPT SUFFICIENTLY

MOIST TO PREVENT EXCESSIVE DUST EMISSIONS.

Approval or denial of this application for permit to operate the above equipment will be made after an
inspection to determine if the equipment has been constructed in accordance with the approved plans and
specifications and if the equipment can be operated in compliance with all Rules of the South Coast Air Quality
Management District,

Please notify FRED MINASSIAN at 818/572-6370 when construction of equipment is complete.

This Authority to Construct is based on the plans, specifications, and data submitted as it pertains to the release
of air contaminants and control measures or reduce air contaminants. No approval or opinion concerning
safety and other factors in design, construction or operation of the equipment is expressed or implied.

This Permit to Construct shall serve as a temporary Permit to Operate provided the Executive Officer is given
prior notice of such intent to operate.

This Permit to Coenstruct will become invalid if the Permit to Operate is denied or if this application is
cancelled. THIS PERMIT TO CONSTRUCT SHALL EXPIRE ONE YEAR FROM THE DATE OF
ISSUANCE unless an extension is granted by the Executive Officer,

RAQUEL M. PUERTA
Principal Office Assistant

RMP/ps



SOUTH COAST AR QUALITY WANAGEMENT DISTRICT

Application No.
, PERMIT TO CONSTRUCT 215117
9150 FLAIR DRIVE, EL MONTE, CALIFORNIA 91731 Page 1

Granted as of April 25, 1990
Legal Owner ID 54530
or Operator: AIMCOR
1270 PIER "G" AVENUE

LONG BEACH, CALIFORNIA 90802
ATTN: JOSEFPH LOMBARDI

Equipment Location: PIER "G" BERTH 212-215, LONG BEACH, CALIFORNIA
The equipment described below and as shown on the approved plans and specifications are subject to the
special condition, or conditions listed.

Equipment Description

PETROLEUM COKE RECEIVING AND STORAGE SYSTEM CONSISTING OF:

1. RECEIVING HOPPER, WITH A DISCHARGING BELT CONVEYOR, WF-1, 60 H.P,

2. BELT CONVEYOR, WR-1, 7-1/2 H.P.

3. TWO BELT CONVEYORS, WR-2 AND WR-3, 200 H.P. AND 75 H.P,, (COMMON TO A
FETROLEUM COKE GRINDING SYSTEM).

4, SHUTTLE BELT CONVEYOR, WR-4, WITH TWQO 20 H.P. AND ONE 5 H.P. DRIVES.
(COMMON TO A PETROLEUM COKE GRINDING SYSTEM).

5. STORAGE BUILDING, 100,000 TONS CAPACITY. (COMMON TO A PETROLEUM COKE
GRINDING SYSTEM).

Conditions

1. NOT MORE THAN 36,000 TONS OF MATERIAL SHALL BE PROCESSED BY THIS SYSTEM
IN ANY ONE DAY,

2. ALL OUTGOING PETROLEUM COKE TRUCKS, WHETHER FILLED OR EMPTY, SHALL

PASS THROUGH THE TRUCK WASH SYSTEM IN ORDER TO WASH ANY RESIDUAL
COKE OFF THE EXTERIORS OF THE TRUCKS,

L 3. MATERIAL CHARGED, AND MATERIAL IN PROCESS SHALL BE KEPT SUFFICIENTLY
i MOIST TO PREVENT EXCESSIVE DUST EMISSIONS.

ATTACHMENT 4



"SOUTH COAST AIR QUALITY WANAGEMENT DISTRICT

Application No.
PERMIT TO CONSTRUCT 215111
9150 FLAIR DRIVE, EL. MONTE, CALIFORNIA 91731 Page2

e,

Approval or denial of this application for permit to operate the above equipment will be made after an
inspection to determine if the equipment has been constructed in accordance with the approved plans and
specifications and if the equipment can be operated in compliance with all Rules of the South Coast Air Quality
Management District.

Please notify FRED MINASSIAN at 818/572-6370 when construction of equipment is complete.

This Authority to Construct is based on the plans, specificdtions, and data submitted as it pertains to the release
of air contaminants and control measures or reduce air contaminants, No approval or opinion concerning
safety and other factors in design, construction or operation of the equipment is expressed or implied,

_ This Permit to Construct shall serve as a temporary Permit to Operate provided the Executive Officer is given
[ prior notice of such intent to operate.

This Permit to Construct will become invalid if the Permit to Operate is denied or if this application is
cancelled, THIS PERMIT TQ CONSTRUCT SHALL EXPIRE ONE YEAR FROM THE DATE OF
ISSUANCE unless an extension is granted by the Executive Officer.

Y
RAQUEL M. PUERTA

Principal Office Assistant

RMP/ps

Fro



NEGATIVE DECLARATION
Prepared in Accordance With the
California Environmental Quality Act of 1970
As Amended

And

APPLICATION SUMMARY REPORT
Prepared in Accordance With the
Certified Port Master Plan and California Coastal Act of 1976

For

PORT OF LONG BEACH
DRY BULK HANDLING IMPROVEMENTS PROJECT

This narrative and attached documents, including the project
description, site visitation, staff analysis and where appropriate,
mitigation measures to be implemented, constitute a Negative
Declaration, prepared in accordance with the California
Environmental Quality Act and an Application Summary Report with
Proposed Staff Recommendations prepared in accordance with the
certified Port Master Plan (PMP) and California Coastal Act of
1976. Based upon data contained herein, the proposed project has
been determined not to have any significant adverse environmental
impacts and is in conformance with the stated policies of the PMP.
This document was circulated for public review and becomes
effective upon adoption by the Long Beach Harbor Commission.

ISSUED FOR PUBLIC REVIEW: October 19 , 1992
BY: DIRECTOR OF PLANNING
NEGAT DECLARATION ADOPTED ON. November 23 , 19 92

BY: CITY OF LONG BEACH BOARD OF HARBOR COMMISSIONERS

(D e

Application No. 91046



PORT OF LONG BEACH
PIER G BULK HANDLING IMPROVEMENTS PROJECT

L PROJECT BACKGROUND

The Port of Long Beach is proposing to build a coal storage shed on a five-acre site at
the junction of Pier A and Pier G (Figure 1). The shed would have a capacity of 150,000
metric tons and would be used by the Metropolitan Stevedore Company (Metro). The
site was previously used for maintenance and stevedoring activities and petroleum
product storage.

Metro began general stevedoring operations for the Port of Long Beach in 1939,
handling black bulk products such as coal and calcined coke, and white bulk products
such as soda ash and potash. Metro's bulk handling facilities have been at their current
location at Berths 212-215 on Pier G since 1961,

In 1981, the Port began extensive modifications to increase the Pier G facility’s handling
capacity to five million metric tons. The modifications included construction of a second
shiploader, installation of additional conveyors, a water treatment system and a dust
suppression system; and increasing the dockside water depth from -34 feet to -50 feet.
The upgraded handling facility, which was completed in 1984, would service the proposed
coal storage facility.

IL PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposed project would increase the efficiency of bulk material handling and would
also greatly increase the efficiency of train movements in the Port area. The project
would also eliminate the necessity of storing loaded rail cars on sidings in the Long
Beach area. The 150,000 ton storage capacity of the shed would enable a ship to be
loaded entirely from aterial on site rather than, as at present, waiting for additional
closely spaced train deliveries. Loading ships entirely from on-site storage will permit
regular scheduling of trains and will reduce costs and air emissions associated with ship
standby times.

The Port of Long Beach is proposing to make the following improvements to the existing
-bulk handling facilities on Pier G (Figure 2):

- A 900-feet long, 160-foot wide, 110-feet high, covered coal storage shed with two
rotary plow reclaimers for blending the coal will be constructed. The shed would
include a conveyor system to connect the new plow reclaimers to the existing
conveyor system that feeds Shiploaders #1 and #2. An additional conveyor
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system adjacent to the rail tracks would be installed to connect the rotary car
dumper system to the new storage shed. Approximately 100,000 cubic yards of fill
would be placed on the site prior to construction of the shed to raise the floor
elevations and to compact the underlying soils. Approximately 65,000 cubic yards
of that fill would be removed to adjacent projects once the compaction process is
complete.

The existing railyard will be reconfigured, including the addition of new
crossovers. The modifications would allow better access to the car dumper,
provide for future grade separation projects at El Embarcadero and Windham
Avenmue, and allow storage of two full unit trains.

At a later time, as Phase II of the project, a new, electric-powered, traveling
shiploader would be added between Shiploaders #1 and #2. The new shiploader
would be dedicated to white products, thus eliminating the complete washdown
now required when changing from black to white product shipments.
Contamination problems would be eliminated and more time would be available
for the movement of each product. In addition, less water would be consumed,
which would reduce the amount of the resulting mixture of waste washdown
products.

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT ISSUES

Based on the attached Initial Study, the project would have no significant adverse
impacts. The project has the potential to cause minor adverse impacts, most of them
temporary during construction, on atmospheric resources, earth resources, noise, and
local transportation. Beneficial and adverse impacts are discussed below; section
numbers refer to numbers in the attached Initial Study.

Atmospheric Resources

a. No increase in operational emissions is anticipated as a result of the
proposed project. The shiploader and conveyor system would be powered
by electric motors so that there would be no operational exhaust emissions.
The shed itself (which will be roofed) and the unloading and conveyor
systems would be totally enclosed, thus eliminating particulate emissions.
As an additional benefit, fugitive particulate emissions from loaded rail
cars stored on sidings would be greatly reduced.

b. Construction of the proposed project would generate exhaust emissions
from construction equipment. These emissions would be temporary, lasting
only during the 18 months of construction.



Estimated exhaust emissions from the vehicles and equipment to be used
on the construction of this project are summarized in Table A. Based
upon assumed operating equipment and conditions and the emission
factors presented in EPA and Air Resources Board publications, the
emissions of NOx are expected to exceed the South Coast Air Quality
Management District’s (SCAQMD) threshold (applicable to operational
emissions) for a significant project as defined by amended Rule XIII
(October, 1990). The emissions of the other regulated air contaminants
would not exceed the SCAQMD guidelines. Although up five acres would
be disturbed at any given time during time during construction, particulate
emissions from erosion are expected to be minor because dust suppression
measures would be required per Special Condition No. 1 and SCAQMD
guidelines for construction. The totals in Table A represent the worst case,
assuming all equipment is operating at once; actual construction emissions
are unlikely to attain these levels since construction activities will be
phased. Because emissions from construction are temporary, they are
considered to have a minor effect on existing local air quality and a
negligible effect on overall regional air quality, and thus are not considered
significant.

TABLE A
CONSTRUCTION EXHAUST EMISSIONS

Pollutants (Ibs/day)’

Source No. | CO | ROG | NOx | Part.
Backhoe 3 13.6 6.4 45.6 4.0
Grader 2 24 0.8 11.2 0.8
Track Loader 3 43.2 4.8 100.0 4.0
Miscellaneous® 6 | 328 | 72 | 800 6.4
Paver 2 7.8 0.8 18.3 1.2
Heavy Duty Truck’ 4 1.6 0.6 4.1 0.5
Light Truck* 2 1.3 0.1 0.1 | N/A
TOTAL 102.7 | 20.7 | 259.3 | 16.9




1. Based on an eight-hour work day
2. 2 Cranes, 2 Trenchers, 1 Spike Setter Driver, 1 Multi-pile Tamper

3. Values based on a 20-mile round trip, 1982-1984 year Heavy Duty Diesel Powered

* Vehicles with 50,000 miles
4, Values based on a 20-niile round trip, pre-1988 year, gasoline-powered Water

Truck with 50,000 miles.
Sources: USEPA. 1985. Compilation of Air Pollution Emission Factors. AP-42,
4th Edition.

California Air Resources Board, 1986, Motor Vehicle Emission Factor
Program - EMFACTC,

C. The proposed project is not expected to alter or change air movement,
moisture, temperature, or microclimate patterns.

2. Water Quality

a-b. Drainage from the project site would be contained and treated by the
closed system currently in use on Pier G. Therefore, there would be no
discharge to harbor waters, and no impact to surface water quality from the
proposed project.

C. Currently vacant, unpaved land would be paved or covered by the shed,
causing a change in absorption rates and drainage patterns. However, due
to the industrialized nature of the area, these impacts are not considered to
be significant.

d-e.  There would be no change in the quantity or quality of ground water or in

the exposure of people or property to water-related hazards as a result of
the proposed project.

3. Earth Resources

a. The proposed project would not result in a change to earth conditions or
geologic substructures.



b. Construction of the shed, conveyor system, and rail spur would result in
disruption of the soil. However, since this area is completely industrialized
and has been disturbed in the past, any impact is considered insigmificant.

¢-d.  The proposed project would change local topography due to the placement
of imported fill to approximately 10 feet above the existing surface
elevation at the north end and approximately two feet above the existing at
the south end. No change to unique geologic or physical features would
oceur.

e.  'There would be a beneficial impact on soil erosion since the remaining
project site would be paved following the construction of the coal shed.

f-g.  The proposed project would not result in a change in deposition, erosion,
or siltation of beach sands since there is no beach within the proposed
project area. Due to the industrialized nature of the project site, there
would be no change in the exposure of people or property to geologic
hazards.

Vegetation and Animal Life

Due to the heavily industrialized nature of the site, there is no potential for
adverse impacts to terrestrial or aquatic biota.

Noise

Construction activities would result in a temporary increase in noise levels at the
project site, but noise levels would revert to ambient once the project is
completed. The Long Beach Fire Station No. 6 (southwest corner of Windham
Avenue and Van Camp Street) is the only noise-sensitive land use that could be
affected by the proposed project. Firemen are on duty 24 hours per day at this
station. However, they currently experience noise from truck movements on
Windham Avenue and rail switching operations to the rear of the station,
Therefore, the proposed project is not expected to have a significant impact on
the firemen assigned to the station.

Visual Quality
The proposed project would result in changes to the visual quality of the area.

The construction of the 110-foot shed and third shiploader (100 feet in height)
would modify the visual quality of the area and obstruct some views. The project



site is located adjacent to an existing bulk handling facility and is isolated from
areas generally frequented by the public. The shed and shiploader would only be
visible from the taller buildings in the downtown shoreline area of Long Beach
and a few office buildings in the Port. The view of the project from lower levels
in the downtown area and along the eastern shoreline of Long Beach would be
obstructed by existing structures in the foreground. The shed and shiploader will
be visible from the north, west, and south. These views encompass the bulk of
the harbor area and are very industrialized in nature. In this setting, the shed and
shiploader are not expected to have a significant adverse visual impact.

Cultural Resources/Recreation

The proposed project would not affect any buildings or other structures that could
be considered significant cultural or archeological resources, nor would it affect
recreational opportunities. No scientific or educational institutions would be
affected in any way.

Land Use

The proposed project is consistent with and is not expected to have any impact on
City zoning or Port Master Plan land use designation.

Transportation

The proposed project would not increase the number or length of trains arriving
at the Port. The trains carrying coal to the Pier G facilities currently arrive on an
irregular schedule that corresponds with ship loading. As a result, up to three
trains per day and 16 trains per week niay arrive at the facilities when a ship is
being loaded. With the proposed project, the trains would arrive on a regular
schedule of two trains per day, ten trains per week, regardless of whether a ship is
present. This is likely to have a minor beneficial impact because the arrival of
trains would be spread over a greater time period, which will reduce or eliminate
traffic impacts currently caused by the arrival of several trains over a short time
period. The same number of train cars would arrive at the Port as at present.
The current practice of storing loaded rail cars on sidings in residential areas
would no longer be necessary.



10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

Utility Systems

The proposed project would involve the relocation of an 18-inch sewer line, a 12-
inch water line, and a Southern California Edison power duct, but would not
involve substantial alterations of or demands on utility systems,

Public Services

The proposed project would not cause changes that alter the nature of or need for
public services.

Risk Management

This project conforms to the Port Risk Management Plan and would not result in
a change in the risk of explosion or response times for emergency services.

Economic Considerations

The proposed project would not result in any new economic impacts.

Energy

There would be no change in the use or demand for substantial amounts of local
or regional energy supplies.

Social Considerations

The proposed project would not result in a change in any human population
concentrations or in the location or demand for housing.

Mandatory Finding of Significance

The proposed project does not have the potential to degrade the quality of the

environment, The proposed project would have no long-term or cumulative
adverse impacts upon humans or the natural environment.



IV. PORT MASTER PLAN AND COASTAL ACT ISSUES

The proposed project is located within the Southeast Harbor Planning District which is
composed of primary port users dedicated to general and bulk cargo shipments, Port
Master Plan goals in this district include modernization and maximization of existing
facilities and increased handling efficiencies of cargo. Applicable portions of the
California Coastal Act are outlined below with a brief description of each,

30260 - Use of Existing Sites
The project would expand the use of an existing primary port facility.
30708 - Environmental Impacts

This Negative Declaration, prepared pursuant to CEQA, has shown no significant
environmental impacts.

30715 - Appealable Projects

Under provisions of the Port Master Plan, the project is not appealable to the California
Coastal Commission.

V. PROPOSED STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS

The staff recommends that the Board of Harbor Commissioners adopts the following
minute order:

1. Findings and Declarations

The Board of Harbor Commissioners finds and adopts as its findings the project
background, project description, and analysis of port planning issues and related projects,
as set forth in the Negative Declaration/Application Summary Report attached hereto,
which are incorporated by reference as though fully set forth herein.

2. Approvals with Conditions

The Board of Harbor Comrmissioners hereby grant a Level IT Harbor Development
Permit subject to the conditions below for the proposed development on the grounds the
proposed development, as conditioned, would be in conformity with the California
Coastal Act and the permitted uses for the Southeast Planning District.

10



3. Standard Conditions

The permit is subject to the standard conditions given in the attached Exhibit A.
4, Special Conditions

1. Permittee shall minimize fugitive dust emissions resulting from demolition
and fill activities by using water trucks or sprinkling systems to keep all
areas subject to vehicle movement damp enough to prevent dust being
raised when leaving the site and by wetting down project areas in the late
morning and after work is completed for the day. Permittee shall submit
to the Director of Planning a monthly, written report describing daily
watering times, amount of water used, and area covered by the watering.

2. Permittee shall submit landscaping and sprinkler system plans to the
Director of Planning, prior to the start of project construction. Permittee
shall not undertake any construction until such plans have been approved
by the Director of Planning, whose approval shall not be withheld
unreasonably. ‘

3. Permittee shall submit a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan to the
Director of Planning, for approval, prior the start of facility operation. The
Plan shall include Best Management Practices for the control of material
accumulation around the coal shed, shiploader and wharf.

11
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EXHIBIT A

PERMIT CONDITIONS

This permit shall be subject to tha following condltions

Efiective Data: This permil shall not becoma eflective until the ORIGINAL has bean returned to the Planning Division, fully signed
by the parmittes or agani(s) authorized in the pamit appiication. Fellre o return tha original within thity (30) days of approval
shalt randar the parmil invakd. Other conditions notwithstanding, I tha project is sppealable the permil shat not bacome
aflective untit after tha tenth (1tth) working day following notification of epproval, unisss an appeal has baen fited with the
California Cosslal Commission within that lime. By executing this pammi, permittos or s agani(s) acknowiedge thel they have
recaved a copy of said pamil 8nd socopt U5 contents. The parinittea shall kesp & copy of the fully-signad permit for its use
&nd post sald copy conspicuously al tha project sita,

Non-Waivex Condition: Nothing in this parmil shall be daamed or consirued & & waiver of any testn of condition contained in
perimitien's kass, praferantal esaignment, permil, or other egreemant with the Long Baesch Harbor Commission,

Pormit Expiration: Work suthorized by this permit must commance within two yoars of the sflective date of this parmit unkess
otharwiss spectied. If work hes not commanced, (his parmit will expire two {2} years from Is eflective date. Any application
for an extension of said commencernant date must ba msade gt east thiy (30) days prior to the expiration of this permiL

Asgignient: This permit shall not be sssigned axcep! s provided in tha Board of Harbor Commissioners' Port Master Plan
Implamantation Guidatines and in Ssction 13170 of Tide 14 of the Calflomiz Administative Code, to the axtent applicabla,

Compliance With Laws and Reqgulstions: Permiitse shall comply with af laws, sistutes, rules, reguietions, and orders of al
governmental egancias having jurisdiction over the permitias’s projact Permrities, at s own oxpanse, shall obtain all requisite
parmits, approvals, and consants from ha appropniate aganciss, including bul not Bmited 1o the Long Baach Harbor Department,
the City of Long Beach Department of Planning and Budding, the City of Long Basch Fira Bopartment, the South Coast Air
Quality Manegemsant Disiricl, the Celfornia Dspartiment of Haalth Sarvices, end the Regional Water Quality Control Board, and
shall comply with any such parmil, epproval, or consanl, Copias of &£k requisita parmits Shall ba avallable for inspecton at the
projact site.

Construction Drawings: Final pians snd spacifications for construction, inctrporaling any madifications made by the Harbar
Dopertmant, shall be submifled to the Planning Division fof revisw and spprovel priod to commancament of any partion of the
devatoprmant. ’

Notification ; Permritioa shall notity the Chiaf Harbor Engingsx, in wrifing, of the anticipated start date of any consiruction at last
ten (10) days in advance. Permittee shall also nofify tha Harbor Depariment Traffic Engineer ton (10) days prior 1o the
commencamant of any projact that may alfect traffic flow on arry sirest within the Harbor Districl.

Pammission From Property Gwnet Priot to commencing consiuciion on proparty not unde peqmittes’s control, pamitios shali
notity and obiain writien 2pproval from the owner or leasaa of any such propaety, and shell submil copiss of ell such epprovals
1 ths Director of Pianping.

Subsurece Congtruction: Permitise shali consull with tha Survays and WMapping Saction of the Harbor Departmant regarding
possibie interferances o underground utiias for all work involving excaveation, Pamities shali ba responsible for 8l damage
o underground suctures and utiiity knes occurming £ & result of project consruction, and shall restore &if ground surlaces
distured by axceveton W original conditiors, unlsss othenwisa provided for by the parmitied projact design.  Permities shall
conduct & subsurisce work in pocoddancs with Harbor Desartment Standard Specificstion No., 116,

Conduct of Work: Pecnitioe shall parforrn alt work in strict acoordencs with the plans snd specificstions approved by the Harbot
Department Planning Division. Permitles shall conduct projact site prfsperaton and construction activities in a manner that
minimizes dust and releases of matenials into harbor waters. Distribugon andfor ramaval of surplus materials (s, dir, broken
asohalt, alc.) ganacaled by construcion activities on proparty unded the wrisdicton of the Harbor Comimession must have prior
approval of the Chief Harbot Engineer.

As-BuinDrawings: As-buitdrawings fof consifuction within the Harbor Districl shal ba submified to the Conatruction Inspection
Sacton of the Harbor Departmant within thinty (30) days of the compiston of work. Except in the cesa of undarground work,
final corsTuction drawings mey ssrve &s £3-builts proviged & sst of such drewings ae submilied and Flamped “es-built’. For
underground work, permitiee Shak subiril to the Construction inspecton Soction, within thity (30) days of complation of the
work, two (2} 513 of as-buin drawings and survay noles, signed by & Bcansad surveyar who shalf cestify 1o the comeciness of
the horizonal and vertcal eignmants. AR of said drewings shall be drewn 10 a scale of no more than one hundred (100) faet
¢ the inch, shall show the ascurela sbgnmants by centarfine traversas, shak ba referanced 1o al Intersactions of sreet proparty
lines and survey points furnished by the Harbor Deparkment, and shall show the algvations of the tops of the pipolines and
tecTites. AN survay work shall be o the tatest third order of sccuracy &s ssishlishad by the National Ocaanic and Ammossheric
Adminkstraton survey.

Hazardous Materials: If during the course of consiruction parmitiee shal discover of have reason to balieve that materal belng
excavaled al the project site contains extrematy hazardous wastes o hazardous wastes & those terms &6 of have boen defined
by the Adminisator of the Enviionmeital Protection Agency, the Califomia Departmant of Health Services, or any other perscn
or agancy having jurisdiction over the managsmen of hazardous matarials, pammittes, a1 ita cosl, shall: i} promptly notify the
Direclor of Planning of the perrnitisg’s discovery or betief, (i) st the request of the Dieclor of Planning, initiate chemical andfor
physical charecterization of the matenal; @) prompiy submit all laboraloty and test results 1o the Direclor of Plaaning on receipt
theraot, {v) daveiop and submil tof epproval to tha Direclor of Planning a resmedistion plan providing for the disposal and/ot
yeatment of tha contaminaled matordal; {v) implemon that pian in eccordance with the requlations and orders of the
governmantal sgancies having Jurisdicton; (vi) i materal ls rermoved, replace e such matedal with claan @ malerial that &
structurally sultabla for the project, end cause the excavation i ba bacifiled end compacied; and {vi)) promptly submil copies
of el wasta manilests to the Directol of Flanning,

Traffic Mansgement: Prior to commrancamant of construction that may affect rafic within the Harbor District, pesmitiea shall
submit fo tha Long Boach Harbor Depariment Traffic Enginear a treffic waming end control plan. Pamitics may slect 1o have
ths Harbor Dapartmant provige and wstall traffic warning ard control signa and devicas, in which case permitiee shall reimburse
the Harbor Deparimant for the cosi thereof, All waffic weming and conrol dlevices, signs, and pians shall ba in accordance
with the Work Area Traffic Contrel Handbook (BN Books).

Landscaping: Permitiea shafl maintesn all landscaping and kigation gysiems [nstalled In accordance with this permit [n a healthy
and functional condition.

Nen-Compliance Panalties: Viclation of any provision or condiion In this permit shall constitule grounds tof tevocation of this
permit and shal rander the permitiss llable for civl penafties of up 10 $10,000.00, Any person who willtuly and knowingly
conduct wae - the Harbor District in violation of the Forl Mester Plan Guidsfinas shall be kable tor civil penalties of $5000.00



No. 91046

PORT OF LONG BEACH
PLANNING . DIVISION
INITIAL STUDY and CHECKLIST

DATE: September 9, 1991

SITE: Pier A Avenue Coal Shed

INITIAL STUDY PREPARED BY: 5. E. Crouch

Project Description:
Construct a 150,000 metric ton coal shed including a conveyor, rail spur
and eguipment. Construct a new ship loader.

Environmental Setting

1. Existing Use and Condition of the Site:
a. Number of structures, location, use and size:

Vacant

b. Site/structure condition and age: Good

c. Site dimensions: 1000' x 200'7Z 4.5 acres

d. Number of existing parking spaces: N/A

Open: Enclosed:

e. Condition of:

Curbs/gutters: N/A

Pavement: N/A

Storm drains: N/A

f. Landscaping and/or other features including landforms:

N/A




2. Uses of Surrounding Properties:

North:

South:

Fast:

West:

Anbient noise and major sources of noise:

Pier A &venue, and Pier G Avenue

Rail lines,

Current traffic conditions:

Moderate along Pier A Avenue

Existing use and project's compatibility with

surrounding land uses:

Compatible with existing uses

Adjacent Land Use
{Precise Use)

Fire Station

Pad No. 14

Coke Shed

Railroad Tracks

Container Storage

Pier A Avenue

LBCT

Structure
Height

15

N/A

60"

N/A

N/A

N/&

N/A

Structure
Condition

Good

N/A

Good

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A



ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT CHECKLIST

Kinor Significant

Banaficial Adverss Advarss "¥o
Inpact Ispact Impact Impact

ATMOSPHERIC RESOURCES
Will the proposal result in:
a., Changes in generation of

emissions (gases, chemicals,

particulates, clarity and

odor) or deterioration

of ambient air quality. X
b. Generation of construction

emissions. X
¢. Alterations of air movement,

moisture, temperature, change

in micro~climate or patterns. X
WATER QUALITY
Will the proposal result in:
a. Alteration of surface water

quality. X
b. Change in current, course, or

direction of water movement. X
¢. Change in absorptlon rates,

drainage pattern or rate and

amount of surface water runoff. X
d. Change in guantity, quality

of ground water. X
e. Change in exposure of people

property to water related

hazards, i.e. flooding. X
EARTH RESQURCES
Will the propeosal result in:
a. Change in earth conditions

or change in geclogic

substructures. %
b. Disruptions, displacements,

compaction of the soll. X




Benaficial

Hinor

Significant

L]

Ixpact Adveree Adverse Impect

c. Change in topography. X
d. Modification of unicgue geologic

or physical features. X
e. Change in wind or water erosion

of soils. X
f. Change in deposition, erosion

of beach sands, siltation,

deposition or erosion. X
g. Change in exposure of people or

property to geologic hazards

such as earthguakes and ground

failure. X
VEGETATION and ANIMAL LIFE
Will the proposal result in:
a. Change in diversity or number

of species, ‘ X
b. Change in numbers of rare or

unigue species. X
¢. Change in existing plant or

wildlife habitat. X
NOISE
Will the proposal result in:
a. Change in ambient noise levels, X
b. Change in exposure of

populations to noise levels. X
c. Conformance with applicable

noise ordinances and/or other

regulations, X
VISUAL QUALITY

Will the proposal result in:

a. Changes in light or glare from
street lights or other sources

b. Alterations of existing views.




C.

Hlnor
Beneficial Adverse

Iepact Iepact

A change in harmony and com-
patiblity with adjacent uses
(i.e. building height, bulk,
mass, scale, alignment, color,
exterior facade materials).

Significant

Avaerse
Inpact

Inpact

Changes in structures visible
to the public view. X

Visible mechanical equipment on
the rooftop.

CULTURAL RESOURCES/RECREATION
Will the propesal result in:

a.

b'

Change in quality or quantity -
of recreational opportunities.

Change in significant archaeo-
logical or historical sites.

Change in quality or quantity
of existing educational or
scientific institutions.

LAND USE - DESIGN

Will the proposal result in:

a.

Conformance with:
(1) Adopted General Plan and
elements.

(2) Zoning Ordinances.

(3) Relevant regional plans
and policies. .

Compatibility with adjacent land
uses (i.e. preservation of
privacy, spatial cohesiveness,
personal safety).

Change in intensity of devel-
opment (i.e, rate and density
of developrent).

Change in open space (i.e.
amenities or recreational uses)

Sufficient building setbacks
for sunlight and views.




10.

Hinor
Beneficial Advarsge

Signiticant
Advergpe

Ho

lapact Inpact Impact Izpact

f. Sufficient natural air

circulation in and around

buildings. X
g. Change in parking facilities

in terms of number, design,

and access from the street. X
TRANSPORTATION
Will the proposal result in:
a. Change in vehicular movement. X
b. Change in demand for new

parking. X
c. Impact upon existing transpor-

tation systens. e
d. Alterations to present patterns

of circulation or movement of

people and/or goods, X
e. Change in traffic hazards to

motor vehicles, bicyclists,

or pedestrians. X
f. Changes in waterborne, rail

or alr traffic. X
UTILITY SYSTEM
Will the proposal result in a need
for new systems, or substantial
alterations to the following:
a. Electricity or natural gas. X
“b. Communications systems. X
c. Water. e
d. Sewer. X
e, Storm water systems. X
f. Solig waste systems. X




11.

12.

13.

Minor
Beneficial Adversa
Inpact Inpact

PUBLIC SERVICES

Will the proposal result in a
change in demand for:

al

b.

e.

Police protection.

Significant
Adverse
Tapact

o
Inpact

Fire protection.

Public recreation facilities
management and maintenance.

Street maintenance and trash
collection.

Public health services.

RISK MANAGEMENT

Will the proposal:

A.

Create risk of an explosion or
the release of hazardous sub-
stances (including, but not
limited to, oil, pesticides,
chemicals or radiation).

Change response time for
emergency services or change
evacuation ease,

Conform with the Port Risk
Management Plan.

ECONOMIC CONSIDERATIONS

Will the proposal result in:

a.

b.

Impacts on tax and general
revenues accruing to the City.

Impacts on local/regional
economy.

Inpacts on employment
opportunities.




S—

Hinor
Banaficlal Adverce
Inpact Impact

14. ENERGY

15.

Will the proposal result in:

a.

b.

d.

Use of substantial amounts of
fuel or energy.

Significant
Advarse
Irpact

Ko
Impact

Substantial changes in demand
upon existing sources of
energy, or demand for the
development of new sources of
energy.

Change in local/regional energy
supplies.

Change in efficiency of energy
use.

SOCTIAL CONSTIDERATIONS

Will the proposal result in:

a.l

Change in human population
distribution, concentration,
or composition.

Change in existing housing, or
demand for housing.

Change in location of resi-
dential, commercial, or indus-
trial buildings or other

facilities.



i
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16. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE YES MAYBE

a.

Does the project have the potential
to degrade the quality of the en=-
vironment, substantially reduce the
habitat of a fish or wildlife species,
cause a fish or wildlife species

to drop below self sustaining levels,
threaten to eliminate a plant or
animal community, reduce the number
or restrict the range of a rare or
endangered plant or animal or
eliminate important examples of the
major pericds of California history
or prehistory?

Does the project have the potential
to achlieve short-term, to the dis-
advantage of long-term, environ-
mental goals? (A short-term impact
on the environment is one which
occurs in a relatively brief, defin-
itive period of time while long-
term impacts will endure well into
the future.

Does the project have impacts which
are individually limited, but
cunulatively considerable?

(A project may impact on two or more
separate resources where the impact
on each resource is relatively small,
but where the effect of the total of
those impacts on the environment is
significant.)

Does the project have environmental
effects which will cause substantial
adverse effects on human beings,
either directly or indirectly?

17. DISCUSSION OF ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION

Tentative recommendations: Negative Declaration x

Note:

EIR

All items checked beneficial, minor, significant, yes or
maybe are discussed in further detail in the attachments.



Discrepancies noted in applicants plans:

%t@/@‘lH g\ C—’L‘NQ\ Environmental Specialist Associate

Signature Title

o

Rev., B/89:5JW
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NEGATIVE DECLARATION
Prepared in Accordance With the
California Environmental Quality Act of 1970

and

APPLICATION SUMMARY REPORT
Prepared In Accordance With The
Certified Port Master Plan and California Coastal Act of 1976

For

METROPOLITAN STEVEDORE COMPANY
FACILITY MODIFICATIONS

This narrative and attached documents, including the project description, site visit, staff analysis,
and, where appropriate, mitigation measures to be implemented, constitutes a Negative Declaration,
prepared in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act and an Application
Summary Report with staff recommendations prepared in accordance with the certified Port Master
Plan and the California Coastal Act. Based upon the data contained herein, the proposed project
has been determined not to have significant adverse environmental impacts and conforms to the
stated policies of the Port Master Plan. This document was circulated for public review, and
becomes effective upon adoption by the Long Beach Harbor Commission.

ISSUED FOR PUBLIC REVIEW:  June 30, 1997

BY: DIRECTOR OF PLANNING

Guatitoe brod,

APP(/ATION SUMMARY REPORT ADOPTED ON: Q;! iu 2 37 ,19 77

BY: CITY OF LONG BEACH BOARD OF HARBOR COMIVIISSIONERS

Application No. 97042



METROPOLITAN STEVEDORE COMPANY
FACILITY MODIFICATIONS

L PROJECT BACKGROUND

Metropolitan Stevedore Company (Metro) has been the primary stevedoring company in the Port
of Long Beach since 1939, exporting dry bulk products such as coal, petroleum coke, calcined
coke, soda ash, and sulfur. Metro’s bulk handling facility (Figure 1) has been at its current
location at Berths G212-G215, on Pier G, since 1961. Despite periodic modifications over the
years, the facility’s design does not incorporate adequate non-point source storm water quality
controls. Metro has identified two key modifications that will improve the level of treatment of
storm water on the site and reduce the potential for contaminants to enter storm water runoff:
reconfiguring and expanding the existing storm water treatment system, and constructing a
modern self-contained maintenance facility.

The existing water treatment system, designated M-I, dates from 1981. The M-1 treatment
system collects and stores storm water from the Northwest portion of the facility, which includes
the dock area nearest the office building, the maintenance facilities, and the rail car dumper
buildings. Currently, Metro is capturing and treating only the first 0.1 inch of rain water and
discharges the remaining storm water through the M-1 outfall. This resulted in untreated storm
water being discharged into the Southeast Basin of the harbor during the wet weather season.

Metro’s existing operations building also houses maintenance and repair of equipment, storage of
lubricants, solvents, parts, and vehicle welding. The building is inadequate for many of these
activities, which has lead to poor maintenance and housekeeping practices throughout the
facility. For example, a majority of the equipment used at the facility is too large to be serviced
on within the existing building, so that maintenance and repair work is conducted outside in
uncovered areas.

IL. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

To correct these deficiencies, Metro proposes to upgrade its existing M-1 storm treatment
system by adding a one-million-gallon storage tank and a water treatment system, and to
construct a new maintenance/repair building and a new operations building. (Figure 2)

Proposed Operations
A. Storm Water Storage Tank System
The Storm Water Tank System will consist of a one-million-gallon, 24 feet high storage

tank, a new clarifier with a capacity of up to 600 gallons per minute, two 2,048-square-
foot drying basins, five processing pumps; and three six-inch, 1000 foot PVC pipelines.
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In addition, an existing 13,500 gallon tank will be moved from the existing M-1 system
and will be placed adjacent to the new tank system, and used as storage during the dry
weather season.

The existing M-1 system will be upgraded with two new 15-hp submersible pumps, each
having a capacity of 765 gallons per minute. These pumps will pump storm water to the
new l-million gallon tank via the three new six-inch PVC pipelines. The water will be
stored prior to treatment, then flow through the new clarifier, which will separate the
clear water and solids, and be pumped back to the existing M-1 system 24,000 and 5,800
gallon tanks for reuse. Any excess water will be discharged after beirrg treated to a storm
water catch basin adjacent to the new tank system; the basins discharge directly to
existing outfall at the end of Pier G. The solids will be captured from the clarifier, solar-
dried in the two new drying basins, and then either returned to the product storage or
legally disposed of as a non-hazardous waste. The flow volumes and water quality both
to the outfall and back to the M-1 storage tanks will be monitored from Metropolitan’s
office by a continuous turbidimeter.

B. New Maintenance and Operations Buildings

Metro is proposing to construct a new 14,000 sq.-ft. maintenance building and a new
10,200 sq.-ft. operations building as part of the facility modifications. The new
maintenance building will include four large equipment work bays, two small vehicle
bays, one wash rack, a parts storage room, a welding area, and bulk liquid storage area.
This new maintenance building will allow all maintenance and repair activities to be
conducted in covered areas. The new operations building will include electrical and gear
repair shops, parts storage rooms, locker rooms, and the terminal offices.

Demolition of the existing operations building will be necessary for the construction of
the new operations building, which will occupy the existing building’s footprint. The
new maintenance building will be located northeast of the new operations building.
(Figure 2)

Proposed Construction

Construction of the storm water storage tank system and the new buildings will take place in
three phases over a 12-month period.

Phase 1
The new storm water storage tank system will be built first. This phase will last

approximately three months, and will include minor grading of the new tank site,
excavation of the 1,000 foot pipeline trench, construction of the one-million-gallon tank,



ML

and relocation of the existing 13,500-gallon tank. All soils produced by the grading and
trenching will be used within the project area.

Phase 11

The second phase will be the construction of the new maintenance building. This phase
will last approximately four months, and will include minor grading, construction of the
foundation and building, and the building painting.

Phase II1 ‘

The third and final phase will be the demolition of the existing operations/repair building
and the construction of the new operations building. This phase will not begin until the
new maintenance building is completed, and will last approximately six months. It will
consist of the demolition of the existing building, minor grading, construction of the
new foundation and building, and building painting. Temporary office trailers will be
placed on site during construction to maintain the terminal operations.

IMPACT DISCUSSION

Based on the attached initial study, there is no potential for significant adverse environmental
impacts from this project. Each minor adverse impact is discussed below. Issues having no impact
are discussed in general terms. Section numbers refer to the attached initial study.

1.

EARTH

a,c.d. The proposed project would not result in changes to geologic substructures,
or destruction of any unique geologic or physical features because the
proposed project site does not contain such features.

b. The proposed project would result in some minor excavation and re-grading
for the storm water storage tank and the new buildings. However, this
would not result in any negative impacts because the site is composed of
import fill and the excavated dirt would be used within the project site.

e-f. The proposed project would require some excavation activities, but the small
scale of the construction would not result in a change in deposition or
erosion of soils.

g. Implementation of the proposed project would not change the exposure of

people or property to geologic hazards.

5



3.

AIR

WATER

b-e,

The operation of the proposed project does not include any sources that
would be expected to create any air emissions or deterioration of ambient
air quality,

Construction of the proposed project would be conducted in a sequence of
phases. The proposed construction would generate combustion-related
emissions from heavy-duty equipment and vehicles, fugitive particulate
matter less than 10 microns (PM,, ) from construction activity and travel
over paved surfaces, and reactive organic compounds (ROC) from the
application of architectural coatings on the new tank and buildings. These
emissions would be temporary, lasting only during the three construction
phases.

Estimated worst-case construction emissions are shown in Appendix A.
Construction of the proposed project would result in emissions exceeding
the levels of significance for ROCs determined by the SCAQMD. However,
due to the temporary nature of the construction phase for painting the tank
and the two buildings (10 days each) and the period between painting
applications (112 to 150 days), there would not be a significant long term
impact to air quality. In addition, the paint will be applied using brushes and
rollers, thus, resulting in fewer emissions than if applied by sprayer.

The proposed project does not include sources that would be expected to
result in the creation objectionable odors.

The anticipated construction and operation activities of the project would
not alter air movement, temperature, or micro-climate patterns in the
immediate vicinity.

The proposed project will not result any in changes to currents or directions
of water movements within the harbor.

Since the proposed tank system and new buildings would be connected to
the existing storm treatment system within the facility, they would cause no
changes in the direction of water movements, absorption rates, or drainage.

The proposed project would not affect the direction, rate, or quantity of
ground waters since the entire area is paved and currently drains to existing

6



storm drains. The proposed storm water storage tank will have a beneficial
impact on the quality of water within the harbor, due to its increased
capacity to store and treat storm water potentially contaminated. The new
maintenance building will enable Metro to perform maintenance and repair
activities indoors and in contained areas, which will decrease potential
impacts on water quality.

h-i. The proposed project would not change the amount of water available to
people or expose them to water-related hazards.

PLANT AND ANIMAL LIFE

a-c. The project site is within an industrialized area that has negligible existing
plant or animal habitat value. Accordingly, the proposed project would not
atfect any wildlife, including unique, rare, or endangered species.

NOISE

a-c The proposed project would not exceed the noise levels within the
surrounding project area. There arc no sensitive receptors in the highly
industrialized port area and the completed project would be in conformance
with applicable noise ordinances and other regulations.

LIGHT AND GLARE

a. The proposed project would create new lighting with the addition of the new
maintenance building, but would not adversely affect the visual quality of
the area nor create lighting and glare beyond that typical of the Port. The
project would be wholly compatible with the surrounding industrial uses.

LAND USE/DESIGN

a-b. The proposed facility improvements have been identified in the Port Master
Plan and are in conformance with goals and objectives in the Southeast
Harbor District, local zoning ordinances and relevant regional plans and
projects. The existing facility activities, as well as the proposed storm water
tank and new buildings, are compatible with adjacent land uses.

c-f. The proposed project would not affect the rate or density at which

development could occur, air circulation in or around existing or future
buildings, or building setback requirements. There will be no changes to

7



10.

11.

existing land use since the project area is currently used as a bulk handling
facility. There will be no change to the parking facilities in the number,
design, or access from the street.

NATURAL RESOURCES

a. The proposed project would not affect supplies of or demands for natural
resources.

RISK OF UPSET

a. Construction of the proposed project would not require the use of hazardous
materials. The new maintenance and operations buildings will not result in
an increase of hazardous substances, since the proposed project will not
change the facility operations or handling capacity. The new buildings have
been designed for all maintenance and repair activities to be conducted
indoors and all hazardous materials to be stored within a contained area, thus
reducing risks.

b. Due to the proposed project's location within an existing facility,
construction and operation would have no effect on emergency response
times.

c. The proposed project introduces no new risks and would conform with the
Port Risk Management Plan,

POPULATION

a. The proposed project would not alter the location, density, or growth rate of
human populations due to the highly industrialized, sparsely populated
nature of the area.

HOUSING

a. The proposed project would not affect housing or the demand for housing

because there are no residential areas within or adjacent to the project site,
nor would the project change employment levels in the region.



12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

TRANSPORTATION

a,c.

The proposed project would generate traffic from the construction workers'
vehicles and support ftrucks transporting construction material and
equipment. Any increased volume would be temporary, and negligible
compared to the existing levels of traffic on the affected roadways.

The proposed project will reconfigure and increase parking by adding nine
standard parking spaces and four handicap parking spaces to the facility.
Construction of the storm tank system and buildimgs would require
temporary parking within the facility and would not affect any adjacent
parking facilities.

The proposed project would not affect existing circulation patterns or hinder
the movement of people or vehicles transporting goods. No changes to
waterborne, rail, or air traffic will result from the proposed project.

[mplementation of the proposed project would not change potential traffic
hazards currently experienced in the Port.

PUBLIC SERVICES

a-f.

ENERGY

a-d.

The proposed storm water storage tank or the new buildings would not cause
changes that alter the nature of or need for public services.

Because the proposed project would not require amounts of energy
substantially greater than those currently used by the facility operator, local
and regional energy supplies would not be adversely affected. The proposed
project will not result in any changes to energy efficiency.

UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS

a-f.

The proposed project would not increase demand or need for additional
power or natural gas services, water, sewer, storm water dramage, or solid
waste disposal facilities.

ECONOMIC CONSIDERATIONS

a-c.

The proposed project would have no significant economic impacts because
it would not significantly change the existing operation.



17.

18.

19.

20.

21,

HUMAN HEALTH

a-b. The proposed project would not result in the creation or exposure of
potential health hazards to people within the project area. During
construction, workers would be required to follow all necessary health and

safety regulations.
AESTHETICS -
a-b. Because the proposed project is located within a highly industrialized area,

the public would not be subjected to any aesthetically offensive or
obstructed views. The proposed new buildings would enhance the
appearance of the facility.

RECREATION

a. There are no recreational facilities or opportunities near or on the proposed
project site.

CULTURAL RESOURCES

a-b. The soils to be disturbed by the proposed project are imported fill, that do
not contain any archeological or historical resources.

c-d. The proposed project would not have the potential to affect any cultural
resources.

MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

The proposed project would not have the potential to degrade the quality of the

environment, nor would it have long-term or cumulative adverse impacts upon humans or
the natural environtment.
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IV. PORT MASTER PLAN AND COASTAL ACT ISSUES

1. Port Master Plan Issues
The proposed project is located within the Southeast Harbor District, where major
container, liquid bulk, break bulk, and dry bulk handling is permitted. Port Master Plan
goals for this district include: 1) modernizing and maximizing use of the existing facilities;

and 2) increasing cargo handling efficiencies. Accordingly, the proposed project would be
consistent with current uses in this district.

-

2. California Coastal Act Issues

Relevant sections of the California Coastal Act are listed below, with a brief discussion of
each.

Section 30604

Conformance with Local Coastal Plan

The proposed project conforms with the Port Master Plan.

Section 30701

(b) - Existing ports shall be encouraged to modernize.

The proposed project would upgrade and improve the existing facility, thus resulting in a beneficial
impact on water quality within the Port. The project would enhance the efficiency of existing port
facilities, and thus reduce the need for new ports in other areas of the state.

Section 30708

Environmental Impacts

The above Negative Declaration prepared pursuant to CEQA has shown no significant adverse
environmental impacts.

Section 30715
(a) - Appealable development

The proposed project is not appealable to the Coastal Commission: the Board of Harbor
Commissioners' action is final.

11



v. PROPOSED STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS

The staff recommends that the Board of Harbor Commissioners adopt the following minute order:

A, Findings and Declaration

1.

The Board of Harbor Commissioners finds and adopts as its findings the project
description, project background, and analysis of port planning issues and related
projects, as set forth in the Application Summary Report attached hereto, which are
incorporated by reference as is fully set forth herein.

The Board of Harbor Commissioners finds and adopts as its findings that the
analyses contained in this Negative Declaration reflect the independent judgment of
the Board of Harbor Commissioners as the goverming board of the City of Long
Beach Harbor Department.

B. Approvals with Conditions

The Board of Harbor Commissioners hereby grants a Level I Harbor Development Permit, subject
to the conditions below, for the proposed development on the grounds the proposed development,
as conditioned, would be in conformance with the California Coastal Act and the permitted uses of
the Southeast Harbor Planning District.

C. Standard Conditions

The permit is subject to the standard Harbor Development Permit conditions.

D. Special Conditions

1.

Prior to the start of construction, Permittee shall submit to the Director of Planning
final construction drawings for both the storm water tank and the new buildings.

Prior to the start of construction, Permittee shall submit a plan for the containment
of fugitive dust during project construction.

Prior to the start of operation, Permittee shall submit a copy of the Los Angeles
Regional Water Quality Control Board permit for the proposed storm water storage.
tank system to the Director of Planning.

Applicant shall submit a landscaping plan for the proposed project to the Director of

Planning for approval prior to the start of construction. The plan shall conform to
the Port of Long Beach Master Landscape Program.

12



Permittee shall ensure that no vehicle maintenance activities occur within its lease
area except in the service bays inside the new maintenance building.

Permittee shall use brushes and rollers when performing any painting activities
during construction of the proposed project.

Permittee shall not discharge during peak storm periods.

13



APPENDIX A

AIR QUALITY CALCULATIONS



Table A

Summary of Construction Emissions

Co ROC NO, S0, PM,,
Source
Ib/day tons/qtr 1b/day tons/qtr Ib/day tons/gtr Ib/day tons/qtr Ib/day tons/qtr

1st Quarter of Construction Actlvities
Tank Grading 23.87 0.02 1.61 0.002 211 0.002 0.73 0.001 1.63 0.002
Tank Foundation 28.52 0.03 2.47 0.002 10.27 0.01 0.82 0.001 1.54 0.002
Tank Construction 2742 0.21 284 0.02 18.33 0.14 1.31 0.01 1.26 0.01
Tank Painting 22.66 0.11 115.15 0.27 1.68 0.01 0.04 0.0002 0.48 0.0003
Pump Station Foundation 28.52 0.03 247 0.002 10.27 0.01 0.82 0.001 1.54 0.003
Excavation/Backfill, Pipeline 3209 0.09 267 001 1053 0.03 0.82 0.002 11.54 0.003
Compaction, Pipeline 26.68 0.01 244 0.001 13.18 0.01 1.19 0.001 1.06 0.001
Foundation, Maintenance Bldg. 27.72 0.10 242 0.01 10.21 0.04 081 0.003 1.49 0.01
Maintenance Bldg. Construction 30.53 0.15 414 0.02 23.77 0.09 1.96 0.01 1.92 0.01
1st Qtr Max. Daily & Total Qtr. 32.09 0.76 115.15 0.33 23.77 034 1.96 0.03 11.54 0.03

2nd Quarter of Construction Activities
Maintenance Bldg. Painting 21.86 0.11 716.51 3.51 1.62 0.01 0.03 0.0002 047 0.0003
Demolition 39.29 0.24 3.21 0.02 1222 0.09 0.93 0.01 9.34 0.067
Foundation, Operations Building 3241 0.12 2,75 0.01 10.57 0.04 0.82 0.003 1.52 0.007
Operations Bldg. Construction 3522 0.25 4.46 0.02 24.13 0.10 1.96 0.01 1.95 0.009
2nd Qtr Max. Daily & Total Qtr. 39.29 0.72 716.51 3.57 24.13 0.24 1.96 0.02 9.34 0.084

3rd Quarter of Construction Activities
Operations Bldg. Painting 21.86 0.11 532.59 2.51 1.62 0.01 0.03 0.0002 0.05 0.0003
Max. Daily & Qtrly Emissions 39.29 0.76 716.51 3.57 24.13 0.34 1.96 0.03 11.54 0.084

iﬁniﬁcance Thresholds 550 24.75 55 2.50 35 2.50 150 6.75 150 6.75




Summary of Emissions

Construction Emissions

Source CO ROC NOx SOx PMi0

lbs/day | tons/gtr lbs/day | tons/gir lbs/day | tons/qr lbs/day | tons/qtr lbs/day | tons/gtr
1st Quartei' of Construction Activities
Tank Grading 23.87 0.0z 1.61 0.002 211 0.002 0.73 0.001 1.63 0.003
Foundation, Tank 28.52 0.03 247 0.002 10.27 0.01 0.82 0.001 1.54 0.002
Tank Construction 2742 0.21 284 0.02 18.33 0.14 1.31 0.01 1.26 0.01
Tank Painting 22.66 0.11 115.15 0.27 1.68 0.01 0.04 0.0002 0.48 0.0003
Pump Station Foundation 28.52 0.03 247 0.002 10.27 0.01 082 0.001 1.54 0.003
Excavation/Backfill, pipeline 32.09 0.09 267 0.01 10.53 0.03 0.82 0.002 11.54 0.003
Compaction, pipeline 26.63 0.01 2.44 0.001 13.13 0.01 1.19 0.001 1.06 0.001
Foundation, Bldg B. 2772 0.10 242 0.01 10.21 0.04 0.31 0.003 1.49 0.01
Building B Construction 30.53 0.15 4.14 0.02 23.77 0.09 1.96 0.01 1.92 0.01
1st Quarter Totals (tons/qtr) 32.09 0.76 115.15 0.33 23.77 0.34 1.96 0.03 11.54 0.03
2nd Quarter of Construction Activities
Building B Painting 21.86 0.11 716.51 3.51 1.62 0.01 0.03 0.0002 0.47 0.0003
Demolition 3929 024 3.21 0.02 1222 0.09 093 0.01 9.34 0.067
Foundation, Bldg A 3241 0.12 275 0.01 10.57 0.04 0.82 0.003 1.52 0.007
Building A Construction 35.22 0.25 4.46 0.02 24.13 0.10 1.96 0.01 1.95 0.005
2nd Quarter Totals (tons/qtr) 39.29 0.72 716.51 3.57 24.13 0.24 1.96 0.02 9,34 0.084
3rd Quarter of Construction Activities
Building A Painting | 218 | ol1 53259 | 2.1 162 [ 001 0.03 | 0.0002 0.05 | 0.0003
Max. Daily and Total Qtr Emissions 39.29 0.76 716.51 3.57 24.13 0.34 1.96 0.03 11.54 0.08
Significance Thresholds 550.00 24.75 55.00 2.50 55.00 2.50 150.00 6.75 150.00 6.75

Since the construction operations happen sequencially, the daily emissions are the worst case in any given day during the construction period
The total quarterly emissions are the maximum emissions that occur during 65 days of continuous construction activity.

Building A - New Operations Building; Building B - New Maintenance Building




TABLE 1

Construction Employee Vehicle Emissions

Maximum Round Employee Vehicle Emission Factors ®
Number of Trip () Days Averoge Emissions
Vehicles Construction Per Vehicle per Mileage co ROC NOx S0x PM10 Mode CC ROC NOox 5029 PM109
Per Day Operation Per Day Quarter {mift) lbs/day tonsigr lbs/day tons/qtr Ibs/day tons/qr lbs/day tons/qir  Ibs/day tons/gir
Running exhaust (g/mile) 683  0.25 0.62 0.06 .11
1st Quarter Construction Activitics
[ Oruting, Tank. 1 2 40 478 0.005 026 0.0003 038 0,0004 003 000003 006 0.00006[Cold start (g/vchicle/day) 79.08  4.34 2.54 N/A N/A
6 Tank Foundation 1 2 40 478 0.005 026 0.0003 038 0.0004 003 000003 006 0.00006
L] Tunk Consuction, 1 15 40 478 0.04 0.26 0.0020 0.38 0.0028 003 0.00024 006 000042 |Hot start (g/vehicle/day) 295 0.87 119 N/A N/A
6 Tenk Painting 1 10 40 478 0.02 026 00013 038 00019 003 000016 006 000028
6 Pump Sta. Foundation 1 2 40 4.78 0,005 026 00003 038 00004 003 000003 005 0.00006]|Hot soak (gfvchiclc/day) N/A 188 NfA N/A NiA
6 Exevi/Bekfll, piping ] & 40 478 0.0 026 (0008 038 0001t 003 000010 0056 000017
6 Compaction, piping 1 1 40 478 0.002 026 (0001 038 00002 003 000002 006 0.00003 [Diumnal (givehicle/day) N/A 263 N/A NA N/A
5 Bldg B Foundstian 1 15 40 398 0.01 022 0.001 031 0.001 003 00001 005 (0002
5 Bldg B Construction 1 19.5 40 3.98 0.04 0.22 0.002 0.31 0,003 003 00003 005 0.0005
(1) - Based on:
Ind Quarter Construction Activitiea - SCAQMD CEQA Handbook, April 1993, Table A9-5-J4, Arca 2
5 Building B Painting 1 10 40 3.98 0.02 022 0.001 031 0.002 003 00001 005 00002 - Average speed of 20 mph far NOx and CO, (LA County Average
5 Demolition 1 20 40 398 004 0.22 0.002 0.31 0.003 003 0.0003 0.05 0.0005 Speed)
5 Foundstion BIdg A 1 15 40 398 0.01 0.22 0.001 0.31 0.001 0.03 00001 005 0.0002 - Average speed of 35 mph for ROG, (LA County Aversge Speed)
5 Bldg A Construstion 1 225 40 3.98 0.05 0.22 0.003 0.31 0.004 003 00004 005  0.0006 - Vehicles with gross vehicle weight 6000 Ibs or less including light
automobiles, light duty trucks, vans, station wagons and 4x4 trucks
3rd Quarter Construction Activities - Average tripafvehicle/day = 2 (1 RT between hame and work)
5  Pldg APainting 1 10 40 398 0.02 0.22 0.001 0.31 0.002 003 00001 005  0.0002 - Passenger vehicles: 52,85% CS and 47.15% HS

Assumes: rt = 1 round trip between home and work per vehicle per day
and that the vehicles average a 40 mile round trip per day

Building A - New Operations Building; Building B - New Mainlenance Building

(2) - Bused on:
- SCAQMD CEQA Handbook, April 1993, Table A9-5-L

(3) - Total particulates inchude exhaust particulates and tire wear




TABLE2

Censtruction Equipment Emissions

Days Daily Howdy Emissions
On Site per Usage Load co ROC NOx SOx PM10 SCAQMD CEQA EMISSION FACTORS (Iovhp hr)
Equif Quantity  Quarter  (hrs/day) Ratedhp  Factor | lbsidsy  tons/qhr lbs/day  tonsiqr lbs/day  toms/qir  Fosiday  tons/gtr  fbs/day  tons/qt] Handbook Catzgory'™ co ROC NOx SOx PMI10]
17 Quarter Construction Activities
Tank Construction
Grader 1 2 g NiA NA 121 0.001 0.31 0.0003 0.3 0.0004 0.69 0.0007 0.488 0.0005 Motor Grader @ 0,151 0.039 0.054 0.085 0.061
Backhoe/Loader 1 2 g 10% 1% 586 0.006 117 0.0012 8.5 0.009 .78 0.0008 0.39 0.0004 Trett/Lodt/Bekho 0.015 0.003 0.022 0.002 0.001
Crane 1 13 8 80 3% 248 0.019 083 0.0062 633 0.047 055 0.0041 0.41 0.0021 Cranes 0.009 0.003 0.023 0.002 0.002
Welder 1 8 150 100% 228 0017 0.72 00034 1032 0.077 on 0.0054 0.36 0.0027 Heavy Duty IC Engines 0.0019 0,0006 0.0086 0.0006 0.0003
Pump Station
Backhoe/Loader 1 2 8 105 7™ 586 0.006 117 0.0012 839 0.009 0.7 0.0008 0.9 0.0004 Trett/Lode/Bekho 0.015 0.003 0.0712 0.002 0.001
Plpelines
Backhoe/T.oader 1 6 8 105 4™ 586 0.018 117 0.0035 8.5¢ 0.026 0.78 0001 039 0.0012 Tretr'LodeBekho 0.015 0.003 002 0.002 0.001
Roller (10 tor) 1 1 8 125 58% 403 0.002 1.15 0.0006 t1.50 0.006 LES 0.0006 0.58 0.0003 Raller 0.007 0.002 0.020 0.002 0.001
Foundatica Blog B
Backhoe/Loader 1 1.5 [ 10s AT% 5.86 0.022 117 00044 8.39 0,032 0.T8 0.0019 0.3 0.0015 Tretr/Lods/Bekho 0.015 0.003 0.022 0.002 0,001
Pickup Trucks 4 75 4 105 469 0018 0.32 0.0012 0.36 0.001 0.00 0.0000 003 0.0001 Vehicles < 6000 Tbs, @ 0293 0.020 0.022 0.0002 0.002
Buliding B Construction
Crane 1 75 8 180 2% 8.67 0.033 2.89 0.0108 2215 008308 193 0.00722 1.44 0.00542 Crenes® 0.009 0.003 0.023 0.002 0.002
Pickep Trucks 4 27 4 105 4.69 0.063 0.32 0.0044 0.36 0.00486 0.00 0.00004 0.03 0.00043 Vekicles < 6000 Ibs. @ 0293 0020 0.022 0.0002 0.002
7n4d Quarter Construction Acttvitier
Demolition .
Loader 1 15 B 120 % 670 0,050 1M 0.0100 9.82 0014 0.89 0.0067 045 0.0033 Tretr/Lodr/Bekho 09015 0.003 0.022 0.002 0.001
Pickap Tracks 4 135 4 1{1x 469 0.035 0.32 0.0024 0.36 0.003 0.00 00000 0.03 0.0002 Vehicles < 6000 Tbs, @ 0.293 0.020 0.022 0.0002 0.002
Foundation Bldg A
Backhoe/Loader 1 7.5 |:3 105 4T% 5.86 0.022 117 0.0044 8.5 0.032 0.78 0.0029 0.39 0.0015 Troetr/LodrBekho 0.015 0.003 0.022 0.002 0.00}
Pickup Trucks 4 15 4 105 469 0.018 0.32 0.0012 0.36 0.001 0.00 0.0000 0.03 0.0001 Vehicles < 6000 Ibs, P 0.293 0.020 0.022 0.0002 0.002
Bultding A Construction
Crang 1 15 8 280 43% B.67 0.033 289 0.0108 2215 0.02308 1.93 0.00712 1.44 0.00542 Cranes® 0.009 0.003 0.023 0.002 0,002
Pickup Trucks 4 2.5 4 105 4.69 0,100 0.32 0.0069 036 0.00765 0.0¢ 0.00005 0.03 0.00067 Vehicles < 6000 Ibs, @ 0293 0.020 0.022 0.0002 0,002

Building A - New Operations Building; Buildirg B - New Maintenance Building

™ Emission factor from SCAQMD CEQA Guidelines, April 1993, Table

A8

® Emission facto# in Tvhr, SCAQMD CEQA Handbook,
April 1993, Table AS-8-A

@ Emissions from SCAQMD CEQA Guidslines, April 1993, Tables
A9-5-1-4, A9-5-K-4 & A9-3-L @ [S mph and Area 2. Runming/evaporative

only.




TABLE 3
Construction Fugitive PM10 Emissions

Area @ Days of Emission PM10
CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITY (acres)  Construction Factor ® Units lbs/day  tons/gtr
1st Quarter Construction Activities
Grading/Foundation, Tank/Pumping Station 0.10 6 0.6 tons/acre/month 1.99 0.006
Grading/Foundation, Bldg B 0.04 7.5 0.6 tons/acre/month 0.86 0.003
2nd Quarter Construction Activities
Grading/Foundation, Bldg A 0.03 7.5 0.6 tons/acre/month 0.62 0.002

Building A - New Operations Building; Building B - New Maintenance Building

(1) Acres per day determined by total acres divided by the number of days.
(2) EPA AP-42, Volume I, Section 11.2.4, an assumed 50% PM10,
and an assumed 50% control efficiency for dust. Emisision factor assumes 30 days of construction activity
(3) It was assumed that there are a total of 0.6 construction acres for the tank/pump station and 0.32 and 0.23
for each building.




TABLE 4

Onsite PM10 Construction Vehicle Roadway Emissions

Number of Days Number of Average PM10
Vehicles per rts per Mileage®®  Emission Daily Quarter

Transport Vehicles per Day"" Quarter  Vehicle/day (mi/rt) Factor @ PMI10 (lbs)  PMI10 (tons)
1st Quarter Consfruction Activities
Grading Misc. Trucks 5 2 1 0.2 0.4 0.40 0.000
Tank Foundation Misc. Trucks 5 2 1 " 02 0.4 0.40 0.000
Tank Construction Misc, Trucks 5 15 1 0.2 04- 0.40 0.003
Tank Painting Misc. Trucks 5 10 1 0.2 04 0.40 0.002
Pump Sta. Found. Misc. Trucks 5 2 1 0.2 0.4 0.40 0.000
Excvin/Bekfll Misc. Trucks 5 6 1 0.2 0.4 0.40 0.001
Compaction Misc. Trucks 5 1 i 0.2 0.4 0.40 0.000
Bldg B Found Misc. Trucks 5 8 1 0.2 0.4 0.40 0.002
Bldg B Const. Misc. Trucks 5 8 1 0.2 0.4 0.40 0.002
Grading Employec Vehicles 6 2 1 0.2 0.018 0.02 0.0000
Tank Foundation Empl. Veh 6 2 1 0.2 0.018 0.02 0.0000
Tank Construction Empl, Veh. 6 15 1 0.2 0.018 0.02 0.0002
Tank Painting Empl. Veh. 6 10 1 0.2 0.018 0.02 0.0001
Pump Sta. Found. Empl. Veh. 6 2 1 0.2 0.018 0.02 0.0000
Excvin/Bekfll Employee Veh. 6 6 1 0.2 0.018 0.02 0.0001
Compaction Empl. Veh. 6 1 1 0.2 0.018 0.02 0.0000
Bldg B Found Empt. Veh 6 g 1 0.2 0.018 0.02 0.0001
Eldg B Consi. Empl. Veh. 6 8 1 0.2 0.018 0.02 0.0001
Pickup Trucks 4 27 1 0.2 0.018 0.01 0.0002
Dump Truck (pipeline) 1 2 1 0.2 0.4 0.08 0.0001
2nd Quarter Construction Activities
Bldg B Painting Misc. Trucks 5 2 1 0.2 04 0.40 0.000
Demolition Misc. Trucks 5 2 1 0.2 04 0.40 0.000
Foundation Bldg A Misc, Trucks 5 15 1 0.2 04 0.40 0.003
Bldg A Consiruclion Misc, Trucks 5 10 1 0.2 0.4 0.40 0.002
Building B Painting Empl. Veh 5 2 1 0.2 0.018 0.02 0.0000
Demotition Empl. Veh. 5 2 1 0.2 0.018 0.02 0.0000
Foundation Bidg A Empl. Veh 5 15 1 0.2 0.018 0.02 0.0001
Bldg A Construction Empl. Veh. 5 10 1 0.2 0.018 0.02 0.0001
Pickup Trucks 4 65 1 0.2 0.018 0.01 0.0005
Dump Truck (buildings) 3 15 1 0.2 0.4 0.24 0.0018
3rd Quarter Construction Activities
Bldg B Painting Misc. Trucks 5 10 1 02 0.4 0.40 0.002
Bldg B Painting Empl. Veh. 5 10 1 0.2 0.018 0.02 0.0001

Building A - New Operations Building; Building B - New Maintenance Building

(1) These are approximate daily figures, actual number of vehicles may vary.
(2) It was assumed that incoming vehicles would travel 0.1 miles into Metro's property.
(3) SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook, April 1993, Table A9-9 default

value for Passenger Vehicles and Trucks on Paved Roadways (with street

cleaning), Ib/mile,




TABLE 5
Building Demolition Fugitive Dust

Emission

Factor Width Length Height | Number of Emissions
Source Ibs/fi3 ft ft ft Days Ib/day tons/qtr
2nd Quarter Construction Activities
Operations Office 0.00042 110 110 25 15 8.4 0.06

(1) Emission Factor from SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook, April 1993, Table A9-9.




Table 6

Pipeline Construction Soil Disturbance

* Assumes all excavated dirt will be compacted into the trench,
therefore truck loading and dirt dumping would not occur.
Assumes uniform dirt removal per day,

(1) Emission factors supplied by Shalini George

- of the SCAQMD 2/19/93

(2) Assumes soil density of 2935 lb/yd3

Fugitive PM10 Emissions
Dirt Dirt Dirt Dirt Number Volume of Dirt
Removed | Backfilled | Hauled | Stockpiled | Of Emissions Length | Width | Depth | Diameter { Volume
Source fi3 fi3 13 fi3 Days Ibs/day Source ft ft ft ft i3
Ist Quarter Construction Activities Trench 1000 4.00 | 4.00 16000
Modified Grading 16000.60 10 1.94
Storage Pile 16000.00 15 1.05 Emission Factors
Trench Backfilling 16000.00 : 5 7.68
Truck Loading * 0.00 0 0.00 Source @ /i3 @
Dirt Dumping * 0.00 0 0.00
Modified Grading 0.0012
Storage Pile 0.0010
Total PM10 Ib/day 10.67 Trench Backfiiling 0.0024
Total PM10 tons/gtr 0.05 Truck Loading 0.0011
Dirt Dumping 0.0050




TABLE 7

Architectural Coatings
1st Quarter Construction Activities
vOC Operating
Content Usage Schedule Emissions ¢
Tank Ib/gal gal days/yr Ib/day tons/yr
Epoxy 3.49 100 9 38.8 0.17
Urethane Enamel 3.33 32 1 106.5 0.05
Solvent 7.36 10 10 7.4 0.04
Maximum Daily & Total Quarterly Emissions 113.9 0.26
2nd Quarter Construction Activities
vocC Dry Film  Operating
Content Area Coverage Thickness ~ Schedule Emissions
Building B 1b/gal fi2 2al/1000 ftZ-mil mils days/yr Ib/day tons/qtr
interior 208 35000 393 17.5 7 715.3 2.5
Exterior 2.08 14000 3.93 17.5 3 667.6 1.0
Maximum Daily & Total Quarterly Emissions 7153 3.5
3rd Quarter Construction Activities
vVOoC Dry Film  Operating
Content Area Coverage Thickness  Schedule Emissions ¢
Building A 1b/gal ft2 £al/1000 fi*-mil mils days/yr Ib/day tons/qtr
interior 2.08 26000 3.93 17.5 7 5313 1.9
Exterior 2.08 9000 3.93 17.5 3 429.2 0.6
Maximum Daily & Total Quarterly Emissions 5313 25

Building A - New Operations Building; Building B - New Maintenance Building

(1) Emussion estimation method is from SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook, April 1995

Table A9-13

Paint will be applied by brush or roller, therefore the transfer efficiency is assumed to be 100%

Solvent is assumed to be a nonexempt solvent (default),




TABLE 8

Truck Transpost Construction Emissions

OWT = onc-way trip

Number of vehicle round trips is based on number of daily vehicles making one round trip per day, mileage are estimates
Total emissions include moving truck and idle truck emissions
Miscellancous trucks are assumed to delivery supplies during each portion of the construction (¢.g. grading, pipelaying, ctc.)
Building A - New Operations Building; Building B - New Maintenance Building

- 5 mph for ninning exhaust and evaporative
- 20 minutes idle tme per owt
« PM10 emissions are exhaust only

Nurnber ! Average  days Emissions TRUCK EMISSION FACTORS @
of Jdle Time wehicle/ Mileage  per Cco ROC NOx SOx PM10
$ource Trucks (minfowt) Day  (mi/m) quarter] lbs/day tons/qtr jbsiday toms/gir Ibe/day tons/qtr Dbe/day  tonstr lbs/day  tons/gir Mode CO ROC NOx S027 PMIo
Cold start (g/vehicle/day) 3755 255 199 NA Na
1st Quarter Construction Activilles
Hot start (g/vehicle/day) 410 080 100 NA NA
Grading Misc. Trucks 5 10 1 40 2 17.88 0.02 1.03 0.001 1.30 0.001 0.01 00003 0.01 0.00001
Tank Foundation Misc. Trucks 5 10 I 40 2 17.88 0.02 1.03 0.001 1.30 0.001 0.01 000001 001 0.00001 {Hot soak (g/vehicle/day) N/A 148 NA N/A N/A
| Fank Construction Misc. Trucks 5 10 1 40 15 17.88 0.13 1.03 0.008 130 6010 0.01 0.00004 001 0.00004
Tank Pamting Misc. Trucks 5 10 1 40 10 17.88 0.09 1.03 0.005 130 0.007 001 000003 001 0.00003 |Diumal (g/vehicle/day) N/A 266 N/A NA N/A
Pump $tn. Found. Mise, Trucks 5 10 1 40 2 17.88 0.02 1.03 0.001 1.30 0.001 0.01 000001 001 0.00001
Excvtn/Bekill Misc, Trucks 5 10 1 40 6 17.88  0.05 1.03  0.003 130 0004 001 000002 001 0.00002 {Ide (g/vehicle/min) 392 042 055 003 0.03
{Compaction Misc. Trucks 5 10 1 40 1 17.88  0.01 1.03  0.001 1.30 0.001 001 000000 001 0.00000
Bidg B Found Misc. Trucks 5 10 1 40 1.5 17.88 0.07 1.03 0.004 1.30 0.005% 001 0.00002 0.01 0.00002 |(1)- Based on:
Bldg B Const, Mise. Trucks 5 10 1 40 1.5 17.88 0.07 1.03 0.004 1.30 0.005 0,01 0.00002 0.01 0,00002 « SCAQMD CEQA Hundbook, April 1953, Table A9-5-K-3, Areal
Dump Truck (pipeline) 1 10 1 40 2 358 000 021 0000 026 0000 000 000000 000 0.00000 - Average speed of 20 mph for NOx and CO
~ Average speed of 35 mph for ROG
21nd Quarter Construction Activities - Vehicles with gross vehicle weight 5001 Ibs and up including medium-
duty and light/hesvy-duaty, medivmhesvy-duty nd heavy/heavy-duty
Eldg B Painting Mise. Trks 5 10 1 40 10.0 17.88 0.09 1.03 0.005 130 0.007 00f 000003 001 0.00003 vehicles
Demolition Misc. Trucks 5 10 1 40 15 17.88 0.07 1.03 0.004 1.30 0.005 0.01 000002 001 0.00002 - Awerage tripa/vehicle w 2 (1 RT)
Dummp Truck (Demo.) 3 10 1 40 15 10.73 0.08 0.62 0.005 0.78 0.006 0.00 000003 0.00 0.00003 ~Trucks: 49.28% CS and 50.72% HS
Bldg A Found. Misc, Trucks 5 10 1 40 1.5 17.88 0.07 1.03 0.004 L3¢ 0.005 0.0l 000002 0.01 0.00002 - PM ernissions inchude exhatest particulates and tire wear
Building A Const, Mis¢. Trucks 5 10 1 40 7.5 17.88 0.07 1.03 0.004 130 0.005 0.01 000002 001 0.00002
(2) - Based on:
3rd Quarter Construction Activities - SCAQMD CEQA Handbaook, April 1993, Table A9-5-L
Bldg A Painting Mise. Trucks 5 10 1 40 10.0 17.88 0.09 1.03 0.005 1.30 0.007 0.0 000003 .01  0.00003 |(3)- Based on:
Max. Daily and Total Qtrly Emissions 17.88 0.71 1.03 0.041 1.30 0.052 0.01 000023 001 0.00023 - SCAQMD CEQA Handbook, April 1993, Table A9-5-K-3, Area 2




HDP No. 97042

PORT OF LONG BEACH
PLANNING DIVISION
INITIAL STUDY AND CHECKLIST

DATE: 5/23/97 -

SITE: Metropolitan Stevedore Company, Berths G212-G215, Pier G, Long Beach

INITIAL STUDY PREPARED BY: Richard Cameron, Environmental Specialist Assistant
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

Construct a one-million-gallon storm water storage tank including a clarifier, two 2,050 sq.-ft.
drying basins, five processing pumps, and three 1,000 sq.-ft. pipelines. Demolition of existing
operations building and construction of two new buildings: 14,000 sq.-ft. maintenance building
and a 10,200 sq.-ft. operations building.

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

1. Existing Use and Condition of the Site: Dry bulk handling and storage facility. The site
is 30 years old and is in fair condition.

2. Uses of Surrounding Properties: Dry bulk storage facilities, container terminal, and oil
production equipment/processing.

Surrounding properties, some associated with port operations, include the following:
NORTH: Tidelands Oil Production Company, Z1-2 Tank Farm and Gas Processing Facility
WEST: Coal Shed

EAST: AIMCOR, Bulk Pad #14, Petroleurn Coke Storage Facility

SOUTH: Koch Carbon, Pad #7

Page |



ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT CHECKLIST

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS:

a)
b)

g)

a)

b}

c)
d)

EARTH. Will the proposal resuit in:

Unstable earth conditions or in changes in geologic substructures?
Disruption, displacement, compaction, or overcovering of the soil?
Changes in topography or ground surface relief features?

Destruction, covering, or modification of any unique geologic or
physical features?

Any increase in wind or water erosion of soils, either on or off the site?
Changes in deposition or erosion of beach sands, or changes in siltation,
deposition, or erosion that may modify the channel of a river or stream
or the bed of the ocean or any bay, inlet or lake?

Exposure of people or property to geologic hazards, such as
earthquakes, landslides, mudslides, ground failure, or similar hazards?
AlR. Will the proposal result in:

Substantia} air emissions or deterioration of ambient air quality?
Generation of construction emissions?

The creation of objectionable odors?

Alteration of air movement, moisture, or temperature, or any change

in climate, either locally or regionally?

WATER. Will the proposal result in:

Changes in currents, or the course of direction of water movements,
in either marine or fresh waters?

Changes in absorption rates, drainage patterns, or the rate and
amount of surface runoff?

Alterations to the course or flow of floodwaters?
Changes in the amount of surface water in any water body?
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g)

h)

d)

a)

b)

Discharge into surface waters, or in any alteration of surface water
quaiity, including, but not limited to, temperature, dissolved oxygen
or turbidity?

Alteration of the direction or rate of flow of groundwaters?

Change in the quantity of ground waters, either through direct
additions or withdrawals, or through interception of an aquifer by

cuts or excavations?

Substantial reduction in the amount of water otherwise available
for public water supplies?

Exposure of people or property to water-refated hazards such as
flooding or tidal waves?

PLANT AND ANIMAL LIFE. Will the proposal result in:
Changes in the diversity of species or number of any species?

A reduction of the numbers of any unique, rare, or endangered
species?

Introduction of new species into an area, or be a barrier to the
normal replenishment of existing species?

Changes in existing wildlife habitat?

NOISE. Will the proposal result in:
Any increase existing noise levels?
Exposure of people to severe noise levels?

Nonconformance with applicable noise ordinances?

LIGHT and GLARE. Will the proposal result in:

The production of new light or glare?
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7.

a)

(1) Adopted General Plan and elements?
(2) Zoning Ordinances?

(3) Relevant regional plans and policies?

b)

c)

d)

a)

Potentially  Potentially Less than

Significant
Impact

LAND USE/DESIGN. Wil the proposal resuit in:

Nonconformance with:

Incompatibility with adjacent land uses (i.e., preservation of
privacy, spatial cohesiveness, personal safety)?

Changes in intensity of development (i.e., rate and density of
development)?

Insufficient building setbacks for sunlight and views?

Insufficient natural air circulation in and around buildings?

Any changes in parking facilities in terms of number, design, and access
from the sireet?

NATURAL RESOURCES. Will the proposal resuit in:

Increases in the rate of use of any natural resources?

RISK OF UPSET. Will the proposal resuit in:

Creation of risk of an explosion or the release of hazardous substances
(including, but not limited to: oil, pesticides, chemicals or radiation) in
the event of an accident or upset conditions?

A change in response times or emergency services or possible interference
with an emergency response plan or an emergency evacuation plan?

Nonconformance with the Port Risk Management Plan?

. POPULATION. Will the proposal resulf in:

Alteration of the location, distribution, density, or growth rate of the
human population of an area?
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11.

12.

a)

b)

d)

e)

13.

HOUSING. Wil the proposal resuit in:

Affects to existing housing or create a demand for additional housing?

TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION, Will the proposal result in:
Generation of substantial additional vehicular movement?

Effects on existing parking facilities or a demand for new parking?
Substantial impacts upon existing transportation systems?

Alterations to present patterns of circulation or movement of
people and/or goods?

Alterations to waterborne, rail, or air traffic?
Any increase in traffic hazards to motor vehicles, bicyclists, or

pedestrians?

PUBLIC SERVICES. Will the proposal have an effect upon,

or result in a need for new or altered governmental services in any
of the following areas:

a)
b)
c)

d)

14.

a)
b)

Fire protection?

Police protection?

Schools?

Parks or other recreational facilities?
Maintenance of public facilities, including roads?

Other governmental services?

ENERGY. Will the proposal result in:
The use of substantial amounts of fuel or energy?

A substantial increase in the demand upon existing sources of energy,
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<)
d)

IS.

or require the development of new sources of energy?
A change in local/regional energy supplies?

A change in efficiency of energy use?

UTILITIES and SERVICE SYSTEMS. Will the proposal

result in a need for new svstems, or substantial alterations fo the
Jollowing utilities:

a)
b)
c)
d)
e)
f)

16.

a)
b)

c)

17.

a)

b)

I8.

a)

b)

Power or natural gas?
Communications systems?
Water?

Sewer or septic tanks?
Storm water drammage?

Solid waste and disposal?

ECONOMIC CONSIDERATIONS. Will the proposal result in:
Impacts on tax and general revenue to the City?
Impacts on local/regional economy?

Impacts on employment opportunities?

HUMAN HEALTH. Will the proposal result in:

Creation of any health hazard or potential health hazard
(excluding mental health)?

Exposure of people to potential health hazards?

AESTHETICS. Will the proposal result in:
The obstruction of any scenic vista or view open to the public?

The creation of an aestheticaily offensive site open to public view?
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19,

b)

c)

d)

RECREATION. Will the proposal result in:

Any impact upon the quality or quantity of existing recreational

opportunities?

Alteration or destruction of a prehistoric or

historic archaeological site?

Adverse physical or aesthetic effects to a prehistoric or
historic building, structure, or object?

Physical changes which would affect

unique ethnic cultural values?

The restriction of existing religious or sacred uses within the potential

impact area?

. CULTURAL RESOURCES. Will the proposal result in:
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21,

a)

b)

c)

d)

22,

MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE.

Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the
environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife
species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining
levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the
number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal or
eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history
or prehistory?

Does the project have the potential to achieve short-term, to the
disadvantage of long-term, environmental goals? (A short-term impact on
the environment is one which occurs in a relatively, brief, definitive
period of time, Long-term impacts will endure well into the future.)

Does the project have impacts which are individually limited,

but cumuiatively considerable? (A project may affect two or more
separate resources where the impact on each resource is relatively small,
but where the effect on the total of those impacts on the environment

is significant.)

Does the project have environmental effects which will

cause substantial adverse effects on humnan beings, either directly
or indirectly?

DISCUSSION OF ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION,

A discussion of the checklist items is provided in the attachments.

Tentative recommendations: Negative Declaration: X

EIR:

O 5 L/‘ Environmental Specialist Assistant

Signature Title
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PUBLIC NOTICE

PORT OF LONG BEACH
LONG BEACH, CALIFORNIA

Pursuant to the California Coastal Act of 1976 and the Port of Long Beach certified Port Master
Plan (PMP), notice is hereby given to all interested persons and organizations that a Negative
Declaration/Application Summary Report and a Level II determination and Proposed Staff
Recommendations under the PMP have been prepared for the:

Metropolitan Stevedore Company
Facility Modifications

Metropolitan Stevedore Company has identified the need to modify its existing
facility on Pier G by reconfiguring and expanding the existing storm water
treatment system and constructing a self-contained maintenance facility. The
proposed project will include the construction of a one-million-gallon storage tank,
installation of a clarifier and processing pumps, three 1,000 sq.-ft. pipelines,
demolition of existing operations building, and the construction of a new 14,000
sq.-ft. maintenance building and a new 10,200 sq.-ft. operations building.

Copies of the Negative Declaration/Application Summary Report and Proposed Staff
Recommendations will be available to the public at the Harbor Department Administration
Building, 925 Harbor Plaza, Long Beach, California. Please submit any comments regarding the
proposed project to this office as soon as possible but no later than July 21, 1997. Persons
wishing additional information may telephone the Harbor Department, Planning Division at (562)
590-4160.

DATED: June 30, 1997
By Order of the Board of Harbor Commissioners
S.R. Dillenbeck, Executive Director
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