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APPLICATION SUMMARY REPORT 
Prepared in Accordance With the 

Certified Port Master Plan and California Coastal Act of I 97 6 

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 becomes effective upon adoption by the 
Long Beach Harbor Commission. 

ISSUED FOR PUBLIC REVIEW: ______ _.J:!MAR""'C"'H_Z"'-'0'----'' 20 _QQ_ 

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 ,!3each (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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III. 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 epvironmental 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 nitrogen, 
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 respectfully requests that the Board of Harbor Commissioners take the following action 
with respect to this project: 

I. 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; 

2. 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; 

3. Adopt the Application Summary Report and Proposed Staff Recommendations; and 

4. Approve the issuance of a Level III 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. 

2. 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 Recommendations 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 



JOSEPH LOMBARDI 
APPLIED INDUSTRIAL MATERIALS CORP 
320 GOLDEN SHORE STE 120 
LONG BEACH CA 90802 

SCOTT LEBBIN 
KICH CARBON INC 
1020 PIER FAVE BERTH F211 
LONG BEACH CA 90802 6275 

AL PADILLA 
CALIF COASTAL COMMISSION 
200 OCEANGATE STE 100 
LONG BEACH CA 90802 4416 

GENE ZELLER 
COLB PLANNING & BUILDING 
333 WOCEAN BLVD 
LONG BEACH CA 90802 

LONG BEACH MARINA 
450 E SHORELINE DR 
LONG BEACH CA 90802 

MR GEORGE RENDELL 
525 E SEASIDE WAY UNIT 2304 
LONG BEACH CA 90802 

MR HENRY HUTTON 
3151 MARNAPL 
LONG BEACH CA 90808 

MR DAVID SUNDSTROM 
EGO LINK 
707 W 4TH ST UNIT 20 
LONG BEACH CA 90802 

MR JOSEPH HOWER 
ENVIRON CORP 
2010 MAIN ST STE 900 
IRVINE CA 92614 7215 

SUSAN A GONZALES 
ARGO CQC KILN 
PO BOX 1028 
WILMINGTON CA 90748 

AL GARNIER 
METRO STEVEDORE CO 
720EEST 
WILMINGTON CA 90744 

RAY HOLLAND 
COLB PUBLIC WORKS 
333 W OCEAN BLVD 9TH FL 
LONG BEACH CA 90802 

CAPT JIM MAY 
LB BUREAU OF FIRE PROTECTION 
925 HARBOR PLAZA 1ST FL 
LONG BEACH CA 90802 

ANGELA CORON 
DEPT OF HEALTH & HUMAN SERVICES 
2525 GRAND AVE 
LONG BEACH CA 90815 

MS EMILY R REED 
525 E SEASIDE WAY UNIT 1209 
LONG BEACH CA 90802 

MR EUGENE DANN 
PO BOX 21799 
LONG BEACH CA 90801 

MR JASON MANACK 
CABRILLO HIGH SCHOOL 
2001 SANTA FE 
LONG BEACH CA 90810 

BUD GODOWN 
BOLIDEN SULEX INC 
1237 PIER GAVE 
LONG BEACH CA 90802 

CHRIS LYTLE 
SEA LAND SERV INC 
PO BOX 1251 
LONG BEACH CA 90801 

SHELBA POWELL 
COLB CLERK 
333 W OCEAN BLVD 
LONG BEACH CA 90802 

MICHAEL KRAUSE 
SCAQMD 
21865 E COPEL Y DR 
DIAMOND BARCA 91765 4182 

DON MUCHMORE 
HARBOR PLACE #209 
525 E SEASIDE WAY 
LONG BEACH CA 90802 

MR HENRY LAGER 
31 ROYCROFT 
BELMONT SHORES CA 90803 

MS MARIA VARGAS 
415 SOUTH STREET 
LONG BEACH CA 90805 

MR ROBERT CAMPBELL 
WILSON CLASSICAL HIGH SCHOOL 
4400 E 1OTH ST 
LONG BEACH CA 90804 



THE PORT OF 
LONG BEACH 

HARBOR 
DEVELOPMENT 

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

PAGE OF 2 

I' PERMIT NUMBER 
HDP-00-021 

ISSUE DATE 
04/0312000 I , EXPIRATION DATE 

04/03/2002 
NOTE 

4. TYPE OF ACTION: 

5. 

6. 

7. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

~ PURSUANT TO CAliFORNIA COASTAL ACT OF 1976 AND CERTIFIED PORT MASTER PLAN 

!5_ PURSUANT TO SECTION 1215 OF THE LONG BEACH CITY CHARTER 

LEVEL Ill COASTAL DEVElOPMENT PERMIT 

APPEALABLE UNDER COASTAL ACT SECTION 30715 

PERMITTEE: PORT OF LONG BEACH 8. PERMITTEE PHONE: (562) 437-0041 

LEGAL INTEREST: Owner 9. CONTACT PERSON: E. Dan Allen 

PERMITTEE ADDRESS: 10. TITLE/AFFILIATION: 

925 Harbor Plaza Chief Harbor Englnee 

Long Beach, CA ZIP 90802 11. PHONE: (562) 590-4139 

DESCRIPTION OF APPROVED WORK: 

Conslr'uct improvements to the Pier G dry-bulk handling facilities, Including improvements to truck washes and conveyors, enclosure of truck and railcar 
dumps, installation of misting systems, improvements to the shlploaders, deactivation of Pad 7, replacement of Shiploader #1, and various paving 
improvements. 

LOCATION OF APPROVED WORK: 
Pier G Bulk-Handling Facilities, Long Beach, California 

DRAWINGS: HD B-413-1 (one sheet) 

15. CALifORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT DETERMINATION: 

CATEGORICALLY EXEMPT _________________ [CLASS] 

NEGATIVE DECLARATION, ADOPTED [DATEJ 

1S ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT, CERTIFIED BY South Coast AQMD [LEAD AGENCY] 06/11/1999 (DATE] 

16. 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 TI-lE Southeast HARBOR PLANNING DISTRICT 

)( THE PROJECT - WILL )( 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 ISSUANCE OF THIS PERMIT ON 

-

)( A PUBLIC HEARING WAS HELD ON AT 

)( THE BOARD OF HARBOR COMMISSIONERS AUTHORIZED ISSUANCE OF THIS PERMIT ON 04/03/2000 

BYA 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 

)( LB. DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND B_UILDING - AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT 

L.B. BUREAU OF FIRE PREVENTION U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS - -
REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD OTHER - -

)( THOSE STANDARD CONDITIONS SHOWN ON THE ATTACHED PAGE OF THIS PERMIT. 

)( THOSE SPECIAL CONDITIONS SHOWN ON THE ATTACHED PAGE[S] OF THIS PERMIT. 

18. ACKNO~EDGEMENTS 

·~ 0410512000 

DATE 

'· E. b. -A.Iu..,__ [PERMITTEEfAGENl] HEREBY ACKNOWLEDGE RECEIPT OF 

HDP-0Q.!I21 AND HAVE ACCEPTED ITS CONTENTS AND CONDITIONS. 

(.~ 4.[4./~· 
SIGNATURE OF PERMITTEEfAGENT DATE 

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

PAGE 2 OF 2 

I' PERMIT NUMBER 
HDP-00-021 

SPECIAL CONDITIONS: 

ISSUE DATE 
04/03{2000 

EXPIRATION DATE 
04/03/2002 

1 Permittee shall comply with all requiremenls of South Coast Air Quality Management District Rule 1156. 

NOTE 

2 Permittee shall coordinate with all facilities which may be affected by the permitted project. Permittee shall no\ interfere with any facility operations. 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 

DIR~ DATE SIGNATURE OF PERMITTEE/AGENT DATE 

0410512000 

PLANNING COPY 

. 



n.= THE PORT OF 
~~LONG BEACH 

HARBOR 
DEVELOPMENT 

PERMIT 
925 HARBOR PLAZA LONG BEACH. CALIFORNIA 90802 

TELEPHONES (562)590-4160 (562)437-0041 FAX:(562)901-1728 

I' PERMIT NUMBER 
HDP-01-062 

4. TYPE OF ACTION: 

ISSUE DATE 
1al13/2003 

1

3. EXPIRATION DATE 
10/13/20o5 

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 II COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 

APPEALABLE UNDER COASTAL ACT SECTION 30715 

PAGE 

NOTE 

5. PERMITTEE: Oxbow Carbon & Minerals, Inc. B. PERMITTEE PHONE: (562) 495-4846 

6. LEGAL INTEREST: Permittee 9. CONTACT PERSON: Bruce Taverner 

7. PERMITTEE ADDRESS 10. TITLE/AFFILIATION: 

211 East 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 storage facllily and replace it wilh a 66, 700-square-foot storage barn. 

13. LOCATION OF APPROVED WORK: 
1090 Pier 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 _____ 1!.\0I<J1C131!.<2"00!1;3L_ _____ [DATE] 

OF 2 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT, CERTIFIED BY [LEAD AGENCYJ _______ [DATE] 

16. 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 - WILL ~ 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 ISSUANCE OF THIS PERMIT ON 10/1312003 

A PUBLIC HEARING WAS HELD ON AT -

~ THE BOARD OF HARBOR COMMISSIONERS AUTHORIZED ISSUANCE OF THIS PERMIT ON 10/13/2003 

BYA 4 TO 0 VOTE 

-
-

17. THIS PERMIT IS ISSUED SUBJECT TO PERMITIEE OBTAINING THE FOLLOWING APPROVALS, AS NECESSARY, AND 
COMPLYING WITH STATED PERMIT TERMS AND CONDITIONS 

~ L.B. DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND BUILDING - AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT 

- L.B. BUREAU OF FIRE PREVENTION - U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

- REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD ~ OTHER Dia Alert 

~ THOSE STANDARD CONDITIONS SHOWN ON THE ATTACHED PAGE OF THIS PERMIT. 

~ THOSE SPECIAL CONDITIONS SHOWN ON THEATIACHED PAGE[S] OF THIS PERMIT. 

16. ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 

~ 10/14/2003 

DATE 

I, \1.s.J(_~J<"~ [PERMITTEE/AGENT] HEREBY ACKNOWLEDGE RECEIPT OF 

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

SIG~AGENT ():_iz 1<1 i a'J 
DATE 

PLANNING COPY 
-
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PERMIT 
925 HARBOR PLAZA LONG BEACH. CALIFORNIA 90802 
TELEPHONES (562)590-4160 (562)437-0041 FAX:(562)901-1728 

PERMIT NUMBER 
HDP-01-062 

SPECIAL CONDITIONS: 

ISSUE DATE 
10/1::!/2003 

1

3, EXPIRATION D. ATE 
10/13/20© 

PAGE 2 OF 2 

NOTE 

1 Perrnitlee shall restore all ground surfaces to existing conditions. Except as approved by the Port of Long Beach Engineering Division, all. work 
shall be conducted in accordance with the latest edition of the "Green Book." Slandard Specificalions for Public Works Construction. 

2 Permitlee shall be responsible _for all damage to underground slructures and utility lines occurring as a resull or the proposed project. 

3 Prior to calling Dig Alert, permittee shall inform the Perfs "Dig Alert Coordinator'', (562) 590-4169, ol all excavation activities. When calling Dig 
Alert, permitlee shall provide Dig Alert with the Harbor Development Permll Number. After calling Dig Alert, permittee shall mark the excavation 
area with the Dig Alert "Ticket Number". 

4 Permittee must revise and recertify the facilily's Storm Water PolluUon Prevention Plan (SWPPP). That plan shall include a description and map 
of structures and acUvJUes associated with the permUted project and shall specify all applicable best management practices to prevent storm water 
pollution. Revisions to the SWPPP must be submil\ed Lo I he Director of Planning prior to the start of operation of the permitted project. 

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

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

8 Permitlee shall contact the Port of Long Beach Surveys Section at (562) 590-4169 72 hours prtor to project commencement to schedule an as
built survey. 

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

10 Prior to project commellcement, permittee shall submit two copies of a traffic management plan to the Director of Planning for approval. 

11 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 Planning prior to the start of operat!on. 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 

O'c:b t'l/d3 
DATE DIR~~ 10/14/2003 

DATE SIGNATURE OF PERMITTEE/AGENT 

PLANNING COPY 



u-EVELOPMENT 
PERMIT 

14) 531-4194· TELEX: 65-6452 PORTOBEACH LGB 

1. NUMBER EXTENSION: . 

HDP- 84169 
DISTRIBUTION! WHITE ORI~_I_I'fAL -(LBI;J,Dl, G!IEE,tf.-~!'ORT ;!l~.A~IHIN~),. YELLOW -,IAPPLICANJ COPY), PINK -(LB~D,JNJlP~C"':ION CO,PYJ, GOLD -!PORT P_L~NNIHG) 

4. TYPE OF ACTION: 

i<1 PURSUANT TO SECTION 1215 OF THE LONG BEACH CITY CHARTER 
i<1 PURSUANT TO CAL.IFDRNIA COASTAL ACT OF 1976 AND cERTIFIED ~DRT MASTER PLAN IPMPI 

LEVEL= COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT . 
EXEMPT FROM D L.B. CITY CHARTER SEC. 1215 Iii APP.EALABLE COASTAL ACT AND, PMP_· _ 

S, PERMITTEE: 
Sulexpolft InC: 8. PERMITTEE PHONE 1415 I . 591-5505 

6. LEGAL INTEREST: Lessee 9. CONTACT PERSON: Robe-rt Rciv 
. 

7. PERMITTEE ADDRESS: 1 D. OTITLE/A~FILI.IITIDN: Treasurer 
1250 San Carlos Avenue S:ulexport:. Inq.;. 
San Carltt>t~, CA ZIP 94070 11. PHONE: 1 415 1 591-5505 

12. DESCRIPTION DF. APPROVED WORK: · ' . 

Construction of a sulfur prilling -p1ant r.eceiving liquid sdfui processing it to· 
solid sulfur-pellets. Const-ruction of as,sociated· receiving, storage and coflVeying 
system. ···. . D SEE ATTACHED DESCRIPTION 

13. LOCATION OF. APPROVED WORK !ADDRESS, COORDINATES, ETC.I: 

Pier G, Berth 214 

14. EXHIBIT REFERENCE NUMBERS: 1542-AOlb tO 1542-P090 inclusive 
1S. CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT DETERMINATION: 

D CATEGORICALLY EXEMPT --~-----c--c----c-=-c-c-- UTEMJ 
fi NEGATIVE DECLARATION, ADDPTEI'l AP<il 1, 1985 [DATE! 

. 

• 

D ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT, CERTIFIED BY _____ [LEAD AGENCY!~ ____ [OATEJ 

16. THE BOARD OF HARBOR COMMISSIONERS FINDS THAT: 

Gil THE PROPOSED DEVELOPME,NT CONFORMS WITH THE PORT OF LONG BEACH CERTIFIED MASTER 
PLAN. 

D THE PROJECT IS IN CONFORMITY WITH THE POLICIES OF THE COASTAL ACT. 
G1: THE PROJECT IS IN .GDNFDRMITY WITH THE ESTABLISHED POLICIES OF THE Southeast 

HARBOR PLANNING DISTRICT 

D 

D PUBLIC HEARING NOT REDUIREI'l FOR "LEVEL I DEVELOPMENTS PURSUANT TO THE PROVISIONS OF 
THE CERTIFIED PORT MASTER PLAN. 

iiJ: A PUBLIC HEARING WAS HELD ON 3[(1[85 AT Eort of Long Beach 
D PERMIT APPLICATION NO, 84169 . WAS APPROVED ON 6/3/85 BY A -"-cTD_!LVOTE. 

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

XJt L. 8. BUREAU OF FIRE PREVENTION · D LIS. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS 
D REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD D U.S. COAST GUARD 
[j! AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT D OTHER 
[]:THOSE STANDARD CONDITIONS SHOWN QN THE REVERSE SIDE OF THIS PERMIT. 
[]:THOSE SPECIAL CONDITIONS SHOWN ON PAGE 2 !ATTACHED! OF THIS PERMIT. 

18~~W~GEMENTd"~-
. . . 

. ···z' a .. , . b.-//7' ftr--
DJREC~OF,I?ORT _PLA~Nl]\JG I DATE 

I, SJJI.EXpORT CORPORATll9JIRMITTEE/ AGENTl HEREBY ACKNOWLEDGE RECEIPT OF PERMIT 
et'IM' . 

N~NO HAVE rTED ITS CONTENTS AND CONDITIONS. 

/_ I Le IZ lfRS 
PERM! f'!<'E/ AGENT ,L C/ DATE 

,- OISTillaUTIONt WHITE OIIIOIIti\L -ILBHDJ, GREEH-IPORT PLANNING), YELLOW -{APPLICANT COPY), PINK ILDHD INSPECTION COPY), GOLD-IPDRT PLANNING! 

.G044!:i4 
HD·P-15 

I 
I 



rcrng 
Beach 

bEVELOPMENT 
PERMIT 

P.O. BOX 570· LONG BEACH, CALIFORNIA 90801 

TELEPHONES· (213} 437-0041·(213) 776-3489·(714) 531-4191 (714) 531 4194 TELEX· 65-8452 PORTOBEACH LGB -
HOP- 84169 

I DATE 
6/3/85 

I NOTE: 1 PAGE 
2 of 2 

OISTRIBU-.;I_ON, WHITE,_ORIGINAL ~(LIIHD), GREE~~{POI\T PLA_NIUNG), Y,ELLOW._::-(APPUCANT CO,I!YI,, P,INK; -ILBHO INSPECT,ION COPYI,,_GC!LD -{PORT ~~~NNIHOJ 

OFFICE USE i:JNi. Y 

SPECIAL .CONDIT·IONS: 

' ' a) Conformance with Long Beach Fire Department requirements. 

b) No molten sulfur will be unloaded or prilled unless the air pollution_ control 
equipment is in full operation. 

c) The exterior o£ the project area will be kept free of sulfur d~st accumulation 
at all times. 

d) Submission of final plans and specificat~ons for approval_ by the Director of 
Engineering and_ the Director- of Port ·Planning, shall be made 30 days prior to 
construction. 

e) No horizontal surfaces which will allow sulfur dust accumulation will be 
allowed· within .. the storage silos. 

f) Separate dust suppression and fire suppression sprinklers for the storage 
·silos are required. 

g) Conveyor systems shall be completely enclosed up to the point of merging 
with the existing Pier G s,hiploader conveyor system. 

h) Sulfur ieceipt by rail car is prOhibited- unless application is made to the 
Director of Port Planning and approval is given by the Board of Harbor 
CommisSioners. -

i) Truck r·eceipt of- sulfur is lind ted to 40 trucks per day. 

' 

" 

ACZWLEDGE

1

::sa:,c 
~~tEd~GENCY e, t/fi.5 

DTF!ECTOR OF PORT P~ING u.. "'. ./- DATE 

DISTRIBUTION: WHITE ORiki'Nfll-(lBHD), OREEN-(PORT PLANNING), YELLOW -(APPLICANT COPY), PINK -{LBIID INSPECTION COPY), COLD -(PORT PLANNING) 

HD P 15 .. 
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Beac::h 

r.O. eox 570 .~ LO~G· e~~cti,- ~~L_I.fotl~··A 
TELEPHONES: (213) 437-0041•(2 

4. 

16. 
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PERMIT 
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t:Ong 
Beach 

DEVELOPMENT 
PERMIT 

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

TELEPHONES: (213) 437·0041 (213) 775-3469 FAX: (213} 437·3231 TELEX: 65·6452 PORTO BEACH LGB 

1. NUMBER 
HOP- 9!1\22 1

2. DATE OF 
ISSUANCE ')/;,li/fH) 1

3. DATE OF . I EXTENSION: 
EXPIRATION ~I'll fq1. 

DISTIIIBUTION: WtiiTE ORIGINAl -(lHHDI, GAEEN-IPOAT PLANNING), YELLOW -!APPLICANT COPY), PINK -:-ILHHD INSPECTION COPY), DOLO -!PORT PLANNING) 

4. TYPE OF ACTION: 

D: PURSUANT TO SECTION 1215 OF THE LONG BEACH CITY CHARTER 
D: PURSUANT TO CALIFORNIA COASTAL ACT OF 1976 AND CERTIFIED PORT MASTER PLAN IPMPJ 

LEVEL r· COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 
EXEMPT FROM 0 L.B. CITY CHARTER SEC. 1215 0 APPEALABLE COASTAL ACT AND PMP __ 

B. PERMITTEE 

15. CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT DETERMINATION: 
0 CATEGORICALLY EXEMPT ----c-c~=---- UTEMJ 

19' NEGATIVE DECLARATION, ADOPTECJ 5/21/90 !DATEJ 
0 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT, CERTIFIED BY _____ !LEAD AGENCYJ _____ !DATEJ 

16. THE BOARD OF HARBOR COMMISSIONERS FINDS THAT: 

121 THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT CONFORMS WITH THE PORT OF LONG BEACH CERTIFIED MASTER 
PLAN. 

(j) THE PROJECT IS IN CONFORMITY WITH THE POLICIES OF THE COASTAL ACT. 
0 THE PROJECT IS IN CONFORMITY WITH THE ESTABLISHED POLICIES OF THE Southem-1.: 

HARBOR PLANNING DISTRICT. 

B THE PROJECT 0 WILL B WILL NOT HAVE ANY SIGNIFICANT ADVERSE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS. 

0 
0 PUBLIC HEARING NOT REQUIRED FOR LEVEL I DEVELOPMENTS PURSUANT TO THE PROVISIONS OF 

THE CERTIFIED PORT MASTER PLAN. 
'El A PUBLIC HEARING WAS HELD ON l~/30/90 AT V25 Harbor Plaza~ Long Beach 
Ql PERMIT APPLICATION NO. 9il(l22 WAS APPROVED ON 5/21/90 BY A 5 TO 0 VOTE. 

17. THIS PERMIT IS ISSUED SUBJECT TO YOUR OBTAINING THE FOLLOWING APPROVALS 
AND/OR COMPLYING WITH STATED TERMS AND CONDITIONS: 
G L. B. DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND BUILDING 0 [;ALIFDRNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
D L. B. BUREAU OF FIRE PREVENTION · 0 U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS 
D REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD 0 U.S. COAST GUARD 
[J AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT 0 OTHER 
0 THOSE STANDARD CONDITIONS SHOWN ON THE REVERSE SIDE OF THIS PERMIT. 
m THOSE SPECIAL CONDITIONS SHOWN ON PAGE 2 !ATTACHED! OF THIS PERMIT. 

.. 
' 

' ., 

18. ~~0:1lGEM~Sd 
C 'f::<av. vre r £-·3d- yo :.1 . OIRE.bTDR OF PORT PLANNI~ DATE 

\1, VINCENT P. KE)i!NF.DY (PERMITTEE/ AGENT) HEREBY ACKNOWLEDGE RECEIPT OF PERMIT 

NO. liDP-90022 AND HAVE ACCEPTED ITS CONTENTS AND CONDITIONS. 

:r.:·~ ,.. or< . . . /f";7'Y-?.,;; .r: .. ·· JZ·il/ ,/ ""==-- c_, - /;/ -· 5;c, 
PERMl-TTEE/ AG;EN1'~ ~ -~ DATE 

DISTRIBUTION: WHITE ORIGINAL -{LBHD), GAEEN-{POhT PLANNING), YELLOW -!APPLICANT CO.PY), PINK -(LDHD INSPECTION COPY!, GOLD -(PORT PLANNING) 

HD-P-15 (10/88] 



t:Ong 
Beach 

DEVELOPMENT 
PERMIT 

P.O. BOX 570· LONG BEACH, CALIFORNIA 90801 

TELEPHONES: C213) 437-0041•{213) 775-3469· (714) 531-4191·(714) 531-4194-TELEX: 65-6452 PORTOBEACH LGB 

HOP- !DATE 
'J/:1.1 /'jr! 

I NOTE: 

016TIIIBUTION• W:HITE ORIGINAL •(LBHDJ, GREE,.-{PORT· PLANNING), YELLOW_-(APP.L!CAHT COPY), PINK -(LDI:ID INSP~C'fiON COPY), GOLD "'-'':O~T PLANNING) 

OFFICE USE ONLY 
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plR_ECTDR OF PORT PlANNING DATE 

' ' ~I~TRIBUTION; WHITE ORIOIHAL-ILDHD), GREEN-(PORT PLANNING), YELLOW ~(APPLICANT COPY), PINK -IU!HD INSPECTION COPY), GOLO -(PORT PLANNING) 

HOP Hi 



THE PORT OF 
LONG BEACH 

HARBOR 
DEVELOPMENT 

PERMIT 
925 HARBOR PLAZA LONG BEACH, CALIFORNIA 90802 
TEI..EPHONES: [213] 5904160 [213] 437..a:J<l1 FAX: [213] 495-4925 

1. PERMIT NUMBER 2. ISSUE DAlE: 3. EXPIFL<UION DAlE: 

HDP- 90022 5/21/90 7/24/92 
Extension 

4. TYPE OF ACTION: 

Ql PURSUANT TO SECllON 12\~ -~F THE LONG BEACH CITY CHARTER 
!3: PURSUANT 10 CAUFORNIA CoASTAL ACT OF 1976 AND CERTIFIED PORT MASTER PLAN 

LEVEL I I COAStAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 
IX APPEALABLE UNDER COAstAl ACT SECllDN 30715 

' 

i 15. CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL DUALITY Ai:T DETERMINATION: 
0 CATEGORICALLY EXEMPT _____ --c--c-ccc------[CLASS) 
!AI NEGATIVE DECLARATION. ADOPTED 5/21/90 [DATE) 

PAGE 1 OF /. 

NOTE 

Amr,mdmnnt 

0 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT, CERTIFIED BY-------- [LEAD AGENCY] ________ [DATE] 

1&. MANDAIDRY FINDINGS: 
IJl THE PROJECT CONFORMS WITH TI-l.E CERTlFIED PORT MASTER PLAN 

£X THE PROJECT CONFORMS WITH l)iE PDUCIES 0~ T_~E CpASTAl ACT 
~ THE PROJECT CONFORMS WITH.-l"HE ESTABliSHED POliCIES OF THE ~onth.e.R!'I t HARBOR PLANNING OISTRJCT 
C[ THE PROJECT 0 Will ~- ,Will Nffi HAVE ANY SIGNIFICANT ADVEESE ENVIRDNME;NTAliMPACTS 
0 PUBliC HEARING Nffi REQUIRED PURSUANT TO THE PROVISIONS OF THE riERTlFIED PORT MASTER PLAN 

0 THE EXECi.JnvE DIRECTOR AUTHORIZED ISSUANCE OF THIS PERMIT ON --------
11t A PUBliC HEARING WAS HElD ON 4/10/QO AT 921) fiarhnr P1 aza 
Cif THE BOARD OF HARBOR COMMISSIONERS AUTHORIZED ISSUANCE OF THIS PERMIT ON iil.'2.J/qo 

13YA < TO n VOTE 
1}1 The Board of Harbor Commi11sion~rs ~rcmt.ud thi.e QXteneion 3123192 
X The f.x2clltiv~ Direc.tm.: .nuthorlzt!d thi;<;~ .!imendment orl 3/9/92 

17. THIS PERMIT IS I&SJJED SUBJECT m PERMITTEE OBTAINING THE FOLLOWING APPROVAL&. A& NECEBBARY, AND 
COMPLYING WITH STATED PERMIT TERMS AND CONDITIONS: 
W LB. DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND BUilDING 
w_ LB. BUREAU OF FIRE PREVENTION 

I!l AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT 
0 U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

~;;.[ REGIONAL WATER QUAUlY CONTROL BOARD 0 ffiHER ___________ __c 

1;;i1 THOSE STANDARD CDNDinDN& SHOWN ON THE _REVERSE SIDE OF THIS PERMIT. 

~ THOSE SPECIAL CONDITION& SHOWN ON THE ATTACHED PAGE~] OF TI-US PERMIT. 

18. 'Y:'~ jbWL,.,MENTS//. · / 

(.;), 'lllb!K 1/ta.:-t:. 
(/ . DIAE<OTOR OF PrANNING J 

1 hstr~/ ~ ...... ,tf~4J/ . . 
[PRINTro NAME) 

(PERMITTEE/AGENT) HEREBY ACKNOWLEDGE RECEIPT OF 

HOP foo ~ ._ AND-HAVEACCEPJEDITSCONTENTBANDCONDITIDN&. 

S?:--~- ~~;;;~~~~~ .._ 
/_.. --"/ SIGNATUR[.9B-PEAMITTEEJAGENT 

'-- .. / fliSTFIIBUTlON: WHITE flRIGINAL: LBHfl; J3REEN. PLANNING; YEUJIW1 APPUCANT; PINK: L.BHfl INSPECllON; GOLD. PLANNING 

HD--PP-11"i [5191] 



THE PORT OF 
LONG BEACH 

HARBOR 
DEVELOPMENT 

PERMIT 
925 HARBOR PLAZA LONG BEACH, CALIFriRNIA 90802 
TREPHDN~: [213] 590-4160 [213] 437-Qo41 FAX: [213] 495-4925 

PAGE 2 OF 2 

1
1. PERMITNUMBER 

HDP- 90022 1

2. ISSUE DATE: 

5/21/90 13 EXPIRATION DATE: 

7/24/92 
NOTE 

.Amentlment 

E:-ttenaiou 

Special Conditions: 't ,_ 

l~ If during the Course· pf conatruction, pe~1ttee shall disc~ver or b~lieve 
that the material be'ing excavated at the project site contn:l.na e:a:tremely 
hazardous w.o.ste~ or -~~zardous wsstes .as t:h.ose terms have been or are defined 
by ths AdminiatTatort" of the Envirom::~.ental Protectimi Agency, the California 
Department of Healt;'h Servicas or any other person or agency having jurisdict:lon 
of the management of hazardous mnter.ial, permittee, at its cost~ :ehall (1) 
ptomptly notify the Director of PlanniQg of permittee's discovery or belief; 
(ii) a.t the request of the Di:r.ector of Planning, initiate chemical and/or 
physical analyses of the auspected contaminated materisl; (iii) promptly 
submit all laborat~ry or other test r"ilsults upOn receipt the1.·eof to the Director 
of Planning; (iv) ,develop and submit fo:r .app-roval by the Director of Vlanning 
a remediation -plan prGV:l.dirig for the disposal and/or treatment of the contaminated 
material; (v) treat .and diapoaa of or remove a1.1ch material in accordance 

-with regulations and order of governmental agencies having jurisdiction; 
(vi) if material is removed, replace all auch contaminated material with 
clean fill material 6tructurally suJtable for the projeCt ~nd shall cause 
the e~cavation to be backfilled and ·compacted; arid (vii) promptly sub~llit· 
!!opies of all wasta maniftHiltfJ to the Director of Plnrming~ 

2 ~ Permittee tlhall be r~spomdblo for all damage t:o underground struct:ur_es and 
utili!:.y lineD ocCtn::r1ng as a result of proji::i"ct conat:ructiona. • 

3. Pe·rndttee shall restore all ground Emrfuc.es disturbed by excnvat.ion tQ existing 
conditions. 

' 
4. P~rmittee shall conduct aite preparation and construction activities in ~ 

manner ·which minim:t'~ea· dust and 1:-eleas·e of materials, into hmrbor waters~ ,, 
5. Permittee shall. fully encloss the screening station, conveyor, and truck 

dump !la p:roposed. 

6., Should ~tCAy modification to this project bs required by the South Conat Air 
Quality Hanagiilment District (SCAQMD) • permittee flhall apply for an amendment 
to this peroit ~ 

7. PerDlittae :'Jhnll ccm.t:act tfi,~ Port of Long Bench _Traffic Engineer at {213) 
59tl-4l52 regarding !::raff:!.c. contl.·nl prior to the _commencement of project con
structi.an~ Panrlttee shall comply with the WorR Area Traffic Control. Randbook 
(!;ATCH). 

B~ Permitte~ shall 8ubmit final ~onstructicn drawings to the Director of, Planning 
for approval prior to thii:! commencement of project ·construction. 

9. Permittee ahDll min1~1ze fugitive dust emissions resulting ffom constr~ctinn 
activities by using water trucks or .sp-rinkling syatema to keep all nrlllas 

(/ 

of vehicle :movement damp enough to prevent d\1st from being raised when lenv1 ng 
tha site and by wetting ..iolm project areas in the late motning and after 
work is completed for the day. Permittee shall submit to the Director of 
Planning monthly uritten ~eportD covering daily watering-time~, amount of 
water uged, and ~rea covered by the watering. 

OISffiiBUTlON: WHITE ORIGINAL: lBHO; GRfEN: PI.ANNIN~~ _.YEiiDwl AJIIPUCANT; f;(NK: l&-IO.INSPB::TJON, GOLD; PLANNING 

HD--PF' 15H [5/91) 



I 
F 

'•'" 

THE PORT OF 
LONG BEACH 

' HARBOR 
DEVELOPMENT 

PERMIT 
925 HARBOR PLAZA LONG BEACH, CALIFORNIA 90802 
TH.EPHONES: (f'13]59G4160 [213) 437-o:J41 FAX: [213]495-4925 

1
1'." PERMIT NUMBER 12. !SSUE DATE: 

HDP- 91046 11/13/92 

4. TYPE OF ACTION: 

1

3. EXPIRATION DATE: 

11/ZJ/94 

[!iJ PURSUANT TO SECTION 1215 OF THE lDNG BEACH CfTY CHARTER 
Iii PURSUANT TO CAUFORNIA COASTAL ACT OF 1 976 AND CERTIFIED PORT MASTER PLAN 

LEVEL ll COASTAL DEVELDPMENT PERMIT 
D APPEALABLE UNDER COASTAL AGT SECTION 30715 

~owner . 9C 

7. I 10. 

'PAGEl OF::2 

NOT£ 

l) 437-004] 
Dan Allen 

925 Harbor Pla•• . Chief Harbor Engineer 
Lona Beach, CA ZIP 90S02 I 11. PHONE• 1310! 

I 12. I WORK• .KJ SEE 

113. OF, 

Pi<>JO G, Lona Beach. 
114. Three 

15. CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL DUALITY ACT DETERMINATION: 

D CATEGORICAU.Y EXEMPT ____ -:co-c:-:-:::-::-~---- [CLASS) 
00 NEGATIVE DECLARATION, ADOPTED 11/23/92 . (DATE) 

I 

0 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT, GERTIREO BY ________ (lEAD AGENCY) --------[DATE) 

1&. MANDATORY FINDINGSi 

OJ THE PROJECT CONFORMS WITH THE CEATIREO PORT MASTER PLAN 

Gl THE PROJECT CONFORMS WITH THE POLICIES OF THE COASTAL ACT 

OJ THE PROJECT CONFORMS WITH THE ESTABLISHED POLICIES OF THE south.east HARBOR PLANNING DISTRICT 

ill THE PROJECT D WILl.. (]] WILL NaT HAVE ANY SIGNIRCANT ADVERSE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

Ill PUBLIC HEARING Noi" REQUIRED PURSUANT TO THE PROVISIONS OF THE CERTIFIED PORT MASTER PLAN 
D THE EXH::UTIVE DIREClriR AUTHORIZEp ISSUANCE OF lHIS PERMIT ON 
D A PUBUC HEARING WAS HELD ON AT 

Ill THE BOARD OF HARBOR COM~ISSIONERS AUTHORIZED ISSUANCE OF THIS PERMIT ON J li2..U~n 
BY A 5 TO -VOTE . 

D 

17. THIS PERMIT IS ISSUED SUBJi:CT TO PERMITTEE OD_TAINING THE FOLLOWING APPROVALS,)lS NECESSARY, AND 
COMPLYING WITH STATED PERMIT TERMS AND CONDITIONS: 

"' L.B. DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND BUILDING "' AIR QUAUTY MANAGEMENT DISffiiCT 
1t.1 LB. BUREAU OF FIRE PREVENTION D U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS 
D REGIONAL WATER QUAUTY CONTROL BOARD D aTHER 
IJl THOSE STANDARD CONDITIONS SHOWN ON THE REVERSE SIDE OF THIS PERMIT. 
ll THOSE SPECIAL CONDinDNS SHOWN ON THE ATTACHED PAGE(&) OF THIS PERMIT. 

. 

18. At~EDi/vNT& ~ 
·vuA J;)c L-t:p 

DJREBTOR DF.PLANNI~ , OAT ' 
' 

'· E. b. Qllf,n . '' . ~ERMni"E:E/AGENT):HEREBY-··A~~NOW~~E RECEIPT OF 
. · . - [MIIflm NAME] ;, -'( ' . ._ :-· . ·~ ' - '-- :- - : .. . 

' ; 
HDP ":JI D -4-b AND HAVE ACCEPTED ITS CONTENTS AND CONDITiONS. 

I 
c:{),OJ;..__ nHJ;; SIGNATURE OF PEAMfTTESAGENT. 

DISTAIBL!TION: wkJTE DFIIGlNAL: LBHD: GREEN: PLANNING; YELLOW: APPUCANT; f'INK: LB!-'D JNSPB:l'JlDN; · GOlD: PlANNING . ,•' 

. 

' HD-PP-Hi j5/91J 



THE PORT OF 
LONG BEACH 

HARBOR 
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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 analysis, 
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 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: __ -'S"-'E=P-"'T=EMB=E=R-'2=-----' 2003 

BY: DIRECTOR OF PLANNING: ~~ 

APPLICATION SUMMARY REPORT ADOPTED ON: OCTOBER 13 , 2003 

BY: CITY OF LONG BEACH 

BOARD OF HARBOR COMMISSIONERS 

Application No. 01-062 
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OXBOW CARBON & MINERALS 

PETROLEUM COKE BARN REPLACEMENT 

I. 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)1

• 

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 (ff] to 66,700 ff). 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). 

II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The project site is located at 1090 Pier G Avenue. The entire facility covers approximately 
118,000 square feet (ff), with the coke storage shed occupying approximately 57,600 ft2 (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 would 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 2- Damaged Side Panel 

Photo 3- Missing Side Panel Photo 4- Barn Interior 
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Conveyors C5 and C6, which transport coke into the facility, would be substantially modified to 
accommodate 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 to replace the existing facility with a fully enclosed facility of approximately 
66,700 ff. 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 accommodate 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. 
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Ill. 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: 

1. 

a) 

b) 

c) 

d) 

e) 

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

• Potentially Significant Unless Mitigation 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 Impact: No adverse impacts, or only beneficial impacts, would occur. 

Environmental Assessment Checklist 

EARTH. Will the proposal result in: Potentially Potentially Less than No Impact 
Significant Significant Significant 

Impact Unless Impact 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Unstable earth conditions or in 
X 

changes in geologic substructures? 

Disruption, displacement, compaction, 
X 

or overcovering of the soil? 

Changes in topography or ground 
X 

surface relief features? 

Destruction, covering, or modification 

of any unique geologic or physical X 
features? 

Any increase in wind or water erosion 
X 

of soils, either on or off the site? 

Oxbow - Negative Declaration 8 August 2003 
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f) Changes in deposition or erosion of 
beach sands, or changes in siltation, 
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 physical 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 geologic 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. 
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2. AIR. Will the proposal result in: Potentially Potentially Less than No Impact 
Significant Significant Significant 

Impact Unless Impact 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

a) Substantial air emissions or 
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 to 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 
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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 larger ships would generate somewhat more emissions on a daily basis, per year, 
the project would result 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 co voc 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 (lbs/ year) 

Number of annual ship calls co voc NOx SOx PM10 

12 (1 per month, 30,000 DWT) 3,254 343 42,654 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, 

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

iv. trucks delivering materials and equipment. 
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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. It 

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 (lbs/day) 

co 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 em1ss1ons. 

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. 

c) 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. 
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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, dissolved 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 
withdrawals, 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? 

j) Substantial increases in mass inflow to 
public wastewater treatment facilities 

X 
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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 fiat (only minor site preparation grading is required) and 

already paved. 

c) 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 result in a substantial reduction in the 

amount of water otherwise available for public water supplies. 

i) The proposed project would not expose people to flooding, tidal 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 collected 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. 
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4. PLANT AND ANIMAL LIFE. Will 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 

unique, 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 wildlife 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 POLS, 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 proposal 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 
ordinances? 

X 

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 facilities 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 to 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-term 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 good 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 would result in no increase light and/or glare above current levels. 

7. LAND USE DESIGN. Will 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? X 

(2) Zoning Ordinances? X 

(3) Relevant regional plans and policies? X 

b) Incompatibility with adjacent land uses 

(i.e., preservation of privacy, spatial X 
cohesiveness, and personal safety)? 

c) 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? 
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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. 

c - 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 RESOURCES. Wi/lthe 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). 
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9. HUMAN HEALTH AND SAFETY. Potentially Potentially Less than No Impact 

Will the proposal result in: Significant Significant Significant 
Impact Unless Impact 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

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

b) Creation of risk of an explosion or 
the release of hazardous substances 
(including, but not limited to: oil, 

X 
pesticides, chemicals or radiation) in 

the event of an accident or upset 
conditions on land or water? 

c) Exposure to hazards from oil or gas 
X 

pipelines or oil well facilities? 

d) A change in response times for 
emergency services or possible 
interference with an emergency X 

response plan or an emergency 
evacuation plan? 

e) Nonconformance with the Port Risk 
X 

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 
would 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 little 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 

CONTAMINATION. Will the proposal 
Impact Unless Impact 

Mitigation 
result in: Incorporated 

a) The use, storage, or distribution of 
X 

hazardous or toxic materials? 

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 chronically 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 handling methods, particularly to minimize dust formation, the handling, 
storage, and distribution of petroleum coke would not be expected 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 Unless 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 southern California regional construction 
worker pool. Operational employment would be minimal (6 workers), which would return the work 
force to its original strength in late 2002. For these reasons, neither construction nor long-term 
operation of the proposed facilities would affect local population size or distribution, or create new 
demand for additional housing. 
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12. TRANSPORTATION I Potentially Potentially Less than No Impact 

CIRCULATION. Will the proposal Significant Significant Significant 

result in: 
Impact Unless Impact 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

a) Generation of substantial additional 

vehicular movement? 
X 

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 

traffic? 
X 

f) Any increase in traffic 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 ooncentrated 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 

fiows 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 
Pica Avenue or Harbor Plaza to Pier G Avenue. In addition to providing access to the project site, 
THUMS offices, and the adjacent industrial 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 Level 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 
demolition 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 
otheiWise affect existing parking. 

d, e, f) 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 allow 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. Will the Potentially Potentially Less than No Impact 

proposal have an effect upon or result Significant Significant Significant 

in a need for new or altered 
Impact Unless Impact 

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, 
including roads? 

X 

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 demolition 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 proposal result in: Potentially Potentially Less than No Impact 
Significant Significant Significant 

Impact Unless Impact 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

a) The use of substantial amounts of 
fuel or energy? 

X 

b) A substantial increase in the demand 
upon existing sources of energy, or 

X 
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 Significant Significant Significant 

a need for new systems, or 
Impact Unless Impact 

Mitigation 
substantial alterations to the following Incorporated 
utilities: 

a) Power or natural gas? X 

b) Communications systems? X 

c) Water? X 

d) Sewer or septic tanks? X 

e) Storm water drainage? X 

f) 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 minimal 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 result in: Significant Significant Significant 
Impact Unless Impact 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

a) Impacts on tax and general revenue X 

to the City? 

b) Impacts on local/regional economy? X 

c) Impacts on employment X 

opportunities? 

a - c) The proposed project would be funded by Oxbow and would not result in costs to public 
agencies. It 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 result in the reemployment of approximately 
one-half dozen employees. Thus, the project would provide a positive economic benefit. 

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

result in: Significant Significant Significant 
impact Unless Impact 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

a) Any impactupon 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. Will the Potentially Potentially Less than No Impact 

proposal result in: Significant Significant Significant 

Impact Unless Impact 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

a) Alteration or destruction of a 

prehistoric or historic archaeological X 
site? 

b) Adverse physical or aesthetic effects 

to a prehistoric or historic building, X 
structure, or object? 

c) Physical changes which would affect 
X 

unique ethnic cultural values? 

d) The restriction of existing religious or 

sacred uses within the potential X 
impact area? 

a -d) The project site is entirely on fill 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 Potentially 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 
X 

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 pre-history? 

b) 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 X 
which occurs in a relatively, brief, 

definitive period of time. Long-term 

impacts will endure well into the 

future.) 

c) 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 calling 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 level 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: 

Environmental Impact Report: 

0 Environmental Specialist Assistant 

tgnature Title 
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IV. 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 appealable 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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1. 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. 

2. Approvals with Conditions 

Grant a Level II 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. 

2. 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 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. 

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

4. 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 Pollution 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 shall 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 
Planning prior to the start of operation. 

Oxbow -Negative Declaration 33 August2003 



ATTACHMENT A 

ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE 
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DEMO 
(1) Loader 
{2) Semi-Truck 

CONCRETE 
(1) Backhce 
(2) Bobcat 
(3) Water Truck 
(4) Concrete Trucks 

STEEL ERECTION 
(1) Supply Trucks 
(2) Cutting Torches 
(3) Welding Mach.ines 
(4) 40Ton Hydro 
(5) 25 Ton Hydro 
(6) 125 Ton Hydro 
(7) Fork Lift 
(8) Pick-up Trucks 

No_ Workers 
Demolition 
Concrete 
Steel Erection 

Week 1 

16116116116 
s s s s 

16116 

an 

Week 1 
8 8 8 8 8 8 
8 8 8 8 8 8 
8 8 8 8 8 8 

Week 1 
16 16 16 16 16 16 
32 32 32 32 32 32 
32 32 32 32 32 32 
8 8 8 8 8 8 
8 8 8 8 8 8 
8 8 8 8 8 8 
8 8 8 8 8 8 
8 8 8 8 8 8 

Week 1 
4 4 4 4 I 4 4 
6 6 6 6 I 6 6 
26 26 26 26 26 26 

Week 2 

16116116 
8 8 8 

Week 2 
8 8 8 
8 8 8 
8 8 8 

Week 2 
16 16 16 
32 32 32 
32 32 32 
8 8 8 
8 8 8 
8 8 8 
8 8 8 
8 8 8 

Week 2 

16J16 
8T8 

8 6 
8 8 
8 8 

16 16 
32 32 
32 32 
8 8 
8 8 
8 8 
8 8 
8 8 

4 4 I 4 I 4 4 
6 6 I 6 I 6 6 

26 26 26 26 26 

8 8 

Week3 
8 8 8 
8 8 8 
8 8 8 

Week3 
16 16 16 
32 32 32 
32 32 32 
8 8 8 
8 8 8 

8 8 8 
8 8 8 

Week3 
4 4 I 4 I 
6 6 I 6 
24 24 24 

Week4 
8 8 8 8 8 
8 8 6 8 8 
8 8 8 8 8 

Week4 
16 16 16 16 16 
32 32 
32 32 32 32 32 
8 8 8 8 8 
8 8 8 8 8 

8 8 8 8 8 
6 8 8 8 8 

Week4 

I I 
6 6 6 6 6 
24 24 16 16 16 

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

Week 5 Week6 Week 7 WeekS 
8 8 8 8 8 8 6 8 8 6 8 6 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 
8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 
8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 

Week 5 Week6 Week? WeekS 
16 16 16 16 16 16 

32 32 32 32 32 32 32 
8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 
8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 

8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 
8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 

Week 5 Week6 Week 7 WeekS 
I I I I 

6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 4 4 4 4 4 4 
16 16 16 16 16 16 16 8 8 6 6 6 1 6 1 6_1 6 6 6_1 6 I 6 6 6 



Week9 Week 10 Week 11 Week 12 Week 13 Week 14 Week 15 Week 16 Week 17 
8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 6 8 8 8 8 8 8 6 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 6 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 
8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 

24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 

Week9 Week 10 Week 11 Week 12 Week 13 Week 14 Week 15 Week 16 Week17 

8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 
8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 

8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 

Week9 Week 10 Week 11 Week 12 Week 13 Week 14 Week 15 Week 16 Week 17 

I I I I I 
10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 
8 I 8 I 8 1_8_1 8 816181616 6161_-"_[616 61_6J61616 6_1_6161616 616161616 616181414 414141414 414141414 41 



Week 18 Week 19 Week 20 Week 21 Week 22 Week 23 Week 24 Week 25 Week 26 
8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 

24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 

Week 18 

8 8 8 8 

8 8 8 8 

Week 18 Week 19 Week 20 Week 21 Week 22 Week 23 Week 24 Week 25 Week 26 

I I I I I I I I I I I I 
8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 6 6 6 616 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 
4J 4 4 4 I I l I I I I I I 
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-... 

·.· .. 

MATERIAL SAFETY DATA SHEET 

1. CE:E:MICALPRODUCT AND COWANY IDENTIFICATION 

MSDS NUMBER: U&o24 -" 

MSDSDA1:E: Ol-01..{)2 

PRODUCT NAME: PETROLEUM COKE 

24 HOUR EMERGENCY PHONE: (210) 979-8346 

TRANSPORTATION EMERGENCIES: CALL CHEMTRECAT l-800-424-9300 

MSDS ASSISTANCE: (210) 592-4593 

MANTIFACTURER'S NAME/ADDRESS: 
ULTRAMAR,lNC. 
P .0 BOX 696000 
San Antonio, T<:XllS 78269-6000. 

cm:MIC.AL NAME: Pdmlc:um Cake · CAS NUMBER.: 64741-79·3 
. . .. .:,... . . 

SYNON1:"MS/COMMON NAMES: Petrol= Co.kc Uncalcined; Fe!Illleum 'Coke (Uncalcin.ed); 
Petrole\llll Coke, Unc:llcined; Colee, Petmle.um; Colee; Petrol•= CokC' (Fuel Gr&de); .UL T l 83 35 

• ~ 0 • 

CHEMICAL FORMULA: C3o and grea.ter Hyc!:ocarbons. 

. ..... 

01-01-02 This MSDS consists cf a total of 7 .pages Page 1 of 7 
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JIJL-23-2003 15:18 

Ultramar, Inc. 
· - ·- · .·····-NSD&N~mbef:.-U8024 ... 

PORT OF LONG BERCH 

.... ·~. ' ...• ·-·. -- ·~- -··· ...... ··---·. 

562 901 1728 P.03/12 
Page2 Q[.7 

Product Name:. Petroleum .COke . . - -·--·--

·-z. ·.COMPOSITION, INFORMATION.ONINGREDIENTS · 

Ccmpane~~t ot CAS. ACGIH Limiu OSHA ExPo Sun: LimitS . 
MatmalNam~ % Number. n,v STEL Units PEL S!EL I err·. 

Petroleum Coke 100 64741-79-3 NA NA NA NA lNA 

Ptoduct contains Coal Tar Pitch Volatiles which has a PEL an'd'TI. V of 0.2 mgrM3 (bex=.oe soluble 
. fraction) for on & -hr. TWA 

3. HAZARDS IDE:Nl'IFlCATION 

HEALTH HAZARD DATA: 
Miun health effer:t is irritation of the respi=ry sys1em. ·eyes, and skin. · 

Units 

NA. 

MEDICAL CONDITION GENERALLY AG.GRAVATEDBYEXPOSURE: Medi~al conditions 
which ha:ve the same symptomS and.effeas as those outlined under the health hazard infol'!Dlltion section 
can be aggrav;,ted by ~<Xpcsw:e to this product. 
MEDICAL CONDITION GENERALLY AGGRAVATED BY EXPOSURE: Medical conditions 
which have 1Ju, same symptoms and effects as those outlined und<::rfue health b=d information section 
=be aggravated by exposure to this product. 
MEDICAL UMITATION: N/A 

ROUTES 011 EXPOSURE 

INHALATION; :No tcxic effer:ts from single, short-term exposures ha\JfJ · boen reported. The dust may 
irritate the respiiatory tract. Repeall:d or pro longed e>:posure to ca~e dust may aggravate an existing 
bronchitis due to othEr cause:>o such as infectious dizcases or smoking. . · 
SiaN CONTACT: No slcin effect. have be~n reponed from sillg!e, sbcrt·tonn exposure. R,!:peated or 
prolonged •Xposure mey ci!USe irritation. The polycyclic lliOIDJltic hydrocarbons that may be released may 
caU$e phota·sennti2:alion of'the slcin 
SKIN ABSORrT.ION: Not signiiicam. «' 

EYE CONT A.CT: Repeat!!<~ or prolcinged I!!XFosure to dUst crpolyn\lClear aromatic hydrocarbons 
produced undr:r =rain ·ccndi.tiolll! 11JllY =o conjunctiVitis. 
INGESTION: No ef!'ectli·II:port<:d. . . 

EFF.EC:'IS off' OVER.EXPOStJRR 
Actr:rJ1.: Causes Uritation of the respitatory system. skin, and eyes. 
CHRONIC: l'rodu<::t ccnlnins Polynuclear atcmatios which may c:.aU$c fib'rosis crf the !Wigs :lild sldn 
cancer. . .. ;;. 

CARCINOGENICirY STATEMENT: P=loUill Coke is not liSted.., carcinogenic by NTP, !ARC. 
N!OSll, OSHA, a:nd ACGn!. 

01..01-02 This MSr:iS consists of a total of 7 pages . Page 2 af7 

................. -··- ... -_ .......... ,, ..... . 
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JUL-23-2003 15:18 

.<~mar, Inc. 

PORT OF LONG BEACH 562 901 1728 P.04/12 

Page 3 of? 
· ·· ·· · ~b~rN"uriiliei"CLJB1J24 .. · · ·· ··· · ·· · Praduot Name.: ·Petroleum Coke · ·· 

. 4. . · FmsT AID MEAStmES ';. ··- . •.. ~ -

EYES: Wash eyes .immedil!Icly witlllmtle amounts ofWlltCr or nomial $<11inc, 'occasionally lifting upp~ 
· and loWer lids, until :no cvjdo:nee af chemical remains. G:ET .MEDIC..U. Al'TENTION 
IMMEDIATEL-Y~. ·'·' . . . 
SKIN: Wash slcin with soap and Water for at least 15 :ininu-ics while xe;moving cantsmimrred clothing and. 

· . :!hoes. Get medical alll:ntion. if needed, ~~ughly clean and ·dry containinatcd. clotiiing and shoes b.:! ore 
re\!Se. . . . 
JNH:A:LATION: Rt:OJove:frorn eJCposure irnmediatel:l' .. Use a bag valve m3.slc or similar device to·pcrlorm 
:>tti.ficial re.spirA!:ion (rescue b.relltb.i!l,g) ifl!CCded. GET MEDICAL ATTENTION 
INGESTION: N..ver.give anything by mouJ:h tc an :1:!Jlconsc:ious person. If swallowed, DO NOT ioducc 
vomiting. If vomiting oc= sponwieou.sly • .Ire'!' .i.ir-way clur. Wash cut mouth until all ti!ste is 
gone. SEEK .MEDICAL ATTENTION IMMEDIA'I'EL Y. 

~ ' .,!:A. 

NOTES TO PHYSICIAN: N/A 

. 5. FIRE AND EXPLOSION DATA 
FLASH POINT: NiA 
AUTOIGNlTION TEMPERATURE: 1238 F (670 C) (dust cloud). 
Fl..AMMABLE LJMITS IN AIR, % BY'VOL'UME·UP:r:ER: N/A 

LOWER:. N/A 
FIRE FlGRI'ING MEAS'tlRES: Move.contait!t:r .from :fire area if it cac be doric without risk. Do cot 

soaner spilled material with bigh-:pressl.ll'C water streams. Dike for later .disposal. Use oxtmguishing agecl~ 
appropriate for runo!Jlldiog fire. Avoid inhalation of.matc:rial or combustion by-products. Stay upwind 
and keep out of low nreas. 

EXTINGUISHING MEDIA: Use regular eli)' ·ohemical, carbon dioldde. water,l'l!gular foaJ)l.. Pressure
demand, sclf-occtallled ·breathillg appan= should he provided for fire :fight= in. buildings or confined 
areas w'h"T~ produa is stored. Large fires: Use regul:u' foam odlood with .fine water spray. 

UNVSUAL FIRE ANtl EXPLOSION .liA.ZARD: N e;glig:ibl.e :fire hazard. Dust/air :mixtures may ignite or 
"Xplcde. 

6. ACCIDENTAL RELEASE MEASuRES 
.. 

Subje.c:t,o Califomia.Safe Drinking Wa:ter and !oxic E.nforcemeot Arl. ofl9&6 (Propositi em 65). ICeep. om 
ofwa.u:r supplies IUid sewers. Kup away all soUicSs of ignition md !rtay upwind o! spillal'ea. ~ze 
dust geoeration and·tr:lllSferto ·11P,ptoprlue r:cntainep:. 

1. HANDLlNG AND STORAGE INFORMATION 

'Protect containers o!produc:t ag;ainnph.ysic:al damage, Store and Jmndle in ·act:ordanoe with all= 
Icgulations and stan.dams. K=p . .separme& fromiacompatible subst&necs and sources ofigniti:on. 

01-01-02 This MSDS consists of a total of 7 pages Page 3 af 7 

··~· ~···· ... -.... ~. -·- -~ ... _.. . ·-· ... - . 

JUL-23-2003 15'02 PLANNING P.04 



JUL-23-2003 15:18 

Ultramar, Inc. 
PORT OF LO,IG BEACH 562 901 1728 P.OS/12 

Page 4 of? 
·· ·· · ·-MSDSNtlmbar. -usc24·- · ·····----- ·· ··-- - ................ ···Produc~-Nilme: ·Petroleum-Coke .. 

.. 
8. EXPOSURE CONTROLS/PERSONAL PRO';I'ECTION 

VENTILATION :REQ~TS: Worl:m well vcntilau:d areas. U~e··good en~ to process, 
=fer .,],d. stott. Provide·lot:il cxbll.ust or process =Iesure ventilaiian syStem. Enorure c:cmp~ with . . 

· applicable ~sw-e limits. · · 

. SPECIFIC PERSONAL l'lUlTECTIVEEQ'UIPMENT 
:RESP-IRATC!IRY: Under· conditiws- ofmquent \13'" or hea.,.Y exposure, ·1'!'5l'il:aiorY protection may be· 
needed. :Respiiatcry protection .ill ranked in cmi~r frllm.minimran to 'maximlllll, ConsirlerWaming properties 
before use. . · 
EYE: Fa.ce shield and goggles ar chcmlcal goggles ;hould ·be warn where particulates or dUS1: may be 
g=ted. 
GLOVES: ImpetViaus gkiles such i1S nco~e or :rubber gloves should be worn during roUtine handling 
ofthis product. · · 
OT.HER CLOTHING AND EQUIP.li{ENJ": Standard work clothi:O.g. Shoes contaminated with 1hi.s 
p:roductihat can not be decontam.itlated should be discardl>d. Cloihing contaroinatad with this prcdw:t 
slwuld be removed. washed in soap and vmte:r lli1!i .dried before reuse. Conta:minatcd clathing should be 
ston:d in well ventilated llr"as. Shower and eye"Wash fucili1ies should be accessible. 
SPECIAL WORK PRACTICES~ N/A 

EXPOSURE MON!TORING · 

lllOLOGICAL: No .applitable procedure. . 
PERSONAlJAREA.: Far detemtillation of Coa!1ar Pitch Volatiles: Particulate filter; Benzene CU:.ttaCtiCll 
sa!v~mt; Gtavimetcic. mea.surezilmt; NIOSH Method # 5023. 

9. PHYSICAL AND CHEMICAL :PROPERTIES. 
"BOnlNG RANGE@ 7611 Jm11 Hg: NIA VAPORD.ENSI'IY (Air=l): N/A 
:MELliNG POJNT~ NA EVA!' ORATION RATE (BuAc=l): N/A 
REID VAPOR PRESSURE: N/A % VOLA'IU.ES B'¥ VOL.: N/A 
SOLUlliLITYlNHzO% BYWT.: Insoluble 

DENSITY: NIA pHf;NA. ' . 
APP-EARANCE AND ODOR: Cb;ueoal-eolcred, parous solid with very little odor. 

. . . v:r.· . \ 

10. STABILITY AND REACI'IVITYINFORMATION 

REACI'IVIrY: SW>le atDormal te:mpentures and~. 
CONDlTIONS TO A. VOID: Avcidhe11t, flames, spar.b 3IIli othor souroes cf igniticn. Avoid contact 
with iiicDmpatible s:aateri2.ls. 
TI'JCOMPAT.Dm...ITilS: .halogens, oltidizing !!l:l.i!.tuials. fluoril1e ... · 
RA..ZAlUIOUS DECOMPOSmON: Thermal decompcsition·products: oxides ofni.trogen, carbon, 
slllfil:r. 
POLYMERlZAT.ION, Will .not polym.eri:!a. 

01-01-02. This MSO"S consis:b: of a t~tal Df7 pages P.age4 af7 
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JUL-23-2003 15:19 PORT OF LONG BEACH 
..1mar, lnr:. . 

562 901 1728 P.06/12 
r-<lse ~ c;~r t 

· ;OS Number: ·l:J8924-·-- --- .. ... ·· ·· . ·--.-- --· .Product.Nama: .. PetrolelJtn Coke ..... . 

·1. 'TOXICOLOGICAL INFORMATION 

~c inhallllian a.:f high. levels may m:ult .in' a mild lung fibio~·;._ two~ Study ~ conducted on r.lts 

· and monkeys which wue exposed to 102 or 30.7 mg/m3 petroleum cake dust. No significant toXic effects 
· wac a~ed in mCllkeys at either.exposure·level. Rats exhibited inflammatory responses in tbe Jungi; at 

l 0.2 mglm3, Wld metaplnstic.chllllges a130.7 mg/m3 afil'l:t' a malllhs. The changes w=·nooneoplastic:... 
RcsPir.rtary tra.c1 c;;ancers-may :result :liom.repeated exposure to the polynuclear a:romatic hydrotai-bans 
whic.lunay·be .rclcased under c;c:rtain conditiollS. · · 

For more detailed infonnati=. ~-MSDS ru&istat~ce at (21 0) ·592-4593. 

12. ECOLOGICAL INFORMATION 
.• . ,. . . . 

For detailed infonnaticn. contat:t MSDS Asslstance al (21 0) 592-4593. 

13. DISPOSAL CONSIDERATIONS. 

Sbi]lmcn1.' storage., disposal. llild cleanup· actions af waste materials axe regulated under local, state lU!d 
federal rule.s. comaa the appxnpriatc ag=;~ if~ of applicabiliiy. Wasu:product aod 
contaminated m:~.tcrial having a flash point below !40"F is considered a. hazardous waste. DOT Hazardous 
Wasta Number DOOl applies. Consult 40 CFR 262 for EPA disposal requirements. Keep all ;ources of 
ignitionll<l/ay from spill. or TCiease. · 

14. TRANSPORT lNFORMATI()N. 

DOT PROPER SHIPPING NAME 
DOT 'R", nCLASs* 
DOTl'ACIONG GROUP (PG) 
lD. NUMBE!t 
REQUIRED LABELING .. 

IS. REGULATORYlNFORMATION 

TSCA{I'oxie Sub~~taneu CantrDI Act) b.\la~to~~ 
Petro!elltl1 Colee is listed in 1he TSCA inventory. 

NA 
NA. 
NA 
NA 
NA 

SARA (Super!UJid Amendmmb Slid Rcauthorii.iltion Ad) TITLE m 
This product is reportable unr:l.er SARA :Title m, Sections 31.1 &: 312 as a·huz:u;dous substam:c. 

AltA Sectiou 31.1 : · 

No No No 

CampauRab lined under 40 CF.R31'l..65 (SARA S£ctio:Q 313): 

01-01-02 This MSDS consist; Qfatctal cf7 pages Page 5 af7 
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Ult:ramar, Inc. 
PORT OF LONG BEACH 

· :.· MSDS Numbar.· ti80:2.4 ... · .... __ ., ... · -- ...... .. 

552 901 1728 P.0?/12 
Page tS or~' 

-- ...... Produot.Nami!:--Petrcleum Coke· 

This _prOduct docs net contain chcimc:als idcutific:d as toxic by ·EP.A'!IIldei 40 CFR Part 3 72. and. is 
not mbjectto the reporting Ie4lui.rements 'of this $Cction. .. 

STAT.E BEGPLA'tlONIS · . · · · . . 
Cali!omia l'roposition 65: 'This JIIDduet conuiliis c:hemi<:als kn.cwn lo the Stnle of California to cause 
cancer, bitth defe=u , or other reproductive h.a=.. lbese chemicals are identified "" follows: · 

SOOTS, TARS, M!NERAL(MILDL Y OR UN'IXBAT.EP) 01LS (cancer) 

16 ... OTHER IN:FORMA,TION 

NFP A (Natlonal Fire Protection.A.uociation) Hlwlrd Ra.~ Cod 
Health Fire Reactivity Oth.u 

.. l 1 Q. Blank. . -- . 
Based on "Sulndard Syst=. for the IdentificatlPD oftlu: F= B=ds ofM.aterialll, NFP A No. 704 M 

Tl!IS MATii:lllAL S41'tTV DATA SHEJ:l' WJ.S l'llEI'AIIItll ltV tJLTRAMAR IliAI>IONl> SKAMilOCX 
COD.l'OllA>ION T>IACCOR.DANCE WiT.IJ: l9 CF:R. HlD.llOO, ALL !N'FOll!wiAT!ON,· 
R£COMMENVAnoNS ANI> &UGClllST!ONS API'EARIHC: KEJI.EIN C:ONCll:UN!NG THlS PRODlJCT AR<. 

RASEP U~ON TESTS .4.1'/D !lATA DELltVEll 'TO 9F:.JIELli\IILt1 HOWEVER, fTIS l'RE USER'S 
I<Jo:SPONSlalL.I>Y TO DETER.MIN'£ Tl!E SAF:tTV, TOXIC:Ii'l' Al'<D SUITABIL!l'V 1'01! nlS OWN USE or 
TH& PROD\ICTDESCIUBED II.GIU\!N. SIN~£ THF. M."TUAL USE BY OTHERS IS JJ:EYONI> 0\111. 
l:ONTRO~, 1\'0 GUA'RANTEE :EXl'RESSED OIIIMPLIEC IS MADE BY 'ULTRA.M.._Jr. DIAMOND SI\A.MKOCK 
A.S·TD THE £1"F·ECTS OF St!CH tiS:E, TD[ RESUL'l'S TO BE OIT!.lNEll OR THE SAFETY AND TaX!Cn'Y 

·OF THt PROPtiCT'NOII!IO&S U!.TI!..I.I<!All DIAMOI'Ill SHA.MROCK ,i.s.suME UIY LIABILITY -'RI&I~C 
OUT OF ·usE BY OT!lllll.S OF THE Pl<ODliCT P.~f£!<R&l> TO HEriEIN. NOll IS TIU: .J!IIIIOlr.MA.TION 
liERE!N TOnE C:ON'&Tl<tiED AS 4JISOLUTELl' COidt)-ETE SlNC:E ADDITTONA.L JN•"DRMI\TION MAY BE 
WECESS-'RY OP. DESIRABLE WHl:l'l PAIIT!CliLAB OR J:XC&l'TIONAL CONDITioNS Olt 
t;lltCl/JioiSTAr<Cl:S EXIST Oil BEC:AU~E OP ..,pp].JCI\.LE 1./t.WS on GOYlilJ.NMl':NT REGULATIONS • 

....... 

01-01-02 This MSDS consists of a total of7 pages Page 6 of7 
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Definitions ofMaterud Safety Data Sheet T.ermi:Dology 

GOVERNMENT AGENCIES AND PRIVATE ASSOCIATIONS 
ACGlli • Americ:axi Conference of Govemmental Industrial .Hygicnist5. (private .a.ssociaticm) 
DOT -United Stares Department ofTl'3IIBJlortstion · 
EPA- United StaleS Envircmncatal Prot=tion Agency 
J.AltC- httcr.mu:ianal Ag1:Ilcy.for ~earch.cn Cancer., (private asscc:iaticn) . 
NFI"A:- Natiatm.l Fi.i:c Prarectlcn!P.Ssocja'llcn, (private association) . 
MSBA- Mine: Safety and Health Administration, U.~.Depw:ttnent of Labor · 
NIOSH- National In.!ltitut:e o.fOcc::upatioruil Safety aCll Health. U.S. Departm.,nt of Health and 
HummSavic.:s 

· NTP ·National Toxicology Program, (prlvai:e.u;;.,ciadcn) 
OSHA· O=W<~ticnal Safety md Health Aclmillis~ation, U.S. Department of Labor 

BAZARD AND EXPOSURE INFORMATION 
Aalte Hu.m! -An adver.~e h~lth ~ct which. o= rapidly as a result of ~bert t= e:<posu.e. 
CAS#· Am<:ric2111 Chemical Socicty'3 Chemical Absttact service TCgistzy nutnber which identifies the 
product :mdlor ingrcdi"'lts. 
Cei!in~- The concenttatioc. that should not be exceeded d~g lillY part cft!u: worlcing exposure Chronic 
H:ctard • An adverse health effect which GenerallY occurs as a result oflong t= ex.posure or shon u:rm 
.~xposure v;ith delayed health ef!.ects and is oflDilg duration 
Fire Hu::n·d -A material that poscs·a Jiliysical h=d by being flammable, .combustible, phyrophoric or :m 
oxidizer as deJlned by 29 CFR 1910.1200 
E:=d Class - DOT h=rd claSsi::fkation 
.B=dous hg:redietrls • Names of illgrcdients which have been identified a.s he.,Jth hazards 
IDLR- Immediately Dangerous to Lif• :md.Eealth, the airborne concentration b~low which a person can 
"'cape without rcspil'atozy prOtcctiCll. and ·expm;ure up to 30 niinuti:s, ili1d not suffer debilitating or 
ittev=ib!e health effects. Bsrahlished by NIOSH. 
mglmJ ·Milligrams of conrnrninant per cubic m= of air, a mass to volume ratio 
NIA- Not available or no rc:I07Va:ntlnfoanation found · NA- Not applicable 
Pi:L- OSHA pemili;sible expost.trO: limit; an action level of one half this value ~y be applicable 
ppm- Part per million (one volm= ofV8Jlcr or gs.s in o'Ee rilillion volume$ of al:r) 
Presstlr<! ;B=srd - A ml!t«rial that poses, a ·Jl~ hazard due to ·the potanial of a sudden 1elease of 
prmure such as explosiv~ or a COJ:IlPII:3SC:d gas as d.ii!iDcd by 29.CFR 1910.120() 
R~a::tl"" ;Hunnl- A material that poses a physical h=d dlie to the potential tD·become unstabler=:tive, 
WaterTeactive onhat is an organic peroxide WI defulcd by 29 CPR 1910.1200. 
STEL • The: ACGIH Sholt-Tcnn.Expo= Limit, a. IS-minute Time-Weighted Average expos= which 
should nat.be exceeded .at anytime during a workday. even if. the 8-bour T\V A i& less tlmn the TLV. 
TLV- ACGni ~held Limit Value, ~ie•~ h=in assn 8-bout TWA co~on. 
11-haur TWA - The time wciglrted.AVemge eoncentnrticu far a normal'S·hour workday ai.1d a 4!J-bour 
worl..-week, to which nearly all warlr:cr.s may be ~y exposed, day after day, without ad'llerse effect . 
.W-DO NOT ADP WATER- waterTe:adive materials tnayproduce toxic gas, cxt:t:me h""-t, or 
.chenlie:al :reaction 01:1 contact with~. · 
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~ORT OF LONG BEACH MEMORANDUM 
!t!Sllte 

LONG BEACH, CALIFORNIA 

DATE 

TO 

FROM 

. SUBJECT 

January 5, 1982 

Board of Harbor Commissioners 

Leland R. Hill, Director of Port Planning 

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

1. Brief Project 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=~-c--c-c-c--
Public Hearing is scheduled for January 11~ 1982 
Continuations, (if any) were granted as follows: 

a. November 30 198l:>.December 7, 198lc. ------

·B. Project has been found to be: 

Non-Appealable • ; Appealable 0 
C. Port Master Plan Determination: 

Level I 0 ; Level II • ; Level III Q 
D. CEQA conformance and status: ND for BHC certification 1/11/82 

4. Applicant: 

Long Beach Harbor Department 
Applicant's FUll Name 

P. 0. Box 570; Long Beach, CA 90801 
Address 

Or C. F. Connors, Chief Harbor Engineer 
Representat~ve s Name 

SAME 
A ess 

i 

(213) 437-0041 
Telephone NUmber 

Telephone Number 



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 (mmtjy) over the existing 2.1 mmtjy. 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. Rerouting of Pier A and Windham Avenues to eliminate two grade 
crossings at 1) Pier A Avenue and El 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 
yards of dredging in order to accommodate full~ 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 (Be) 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 mmtjy 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 daysjyear 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 mmtjy of 
petroleum coke delivered by true!< and the 370, 000 metric tons per 
year 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 opera ted by Metropolitan Stevedore 
Company. The facility is presently exporting approximately 2 mmtjy 
of coal and 3 mmtjy 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 mmtjy of coal. The intitial 10 mmtjy 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 mmtjy 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. 

1 Increases in train traffic are based upon information supplied by 
the California Public Utili ties 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 Pier 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) 
by an aggrieved person; this project does not conform to any such 
category and is therefore determined to be non-appealable. A decision 
by the Board of Harbor Commissioners is final. 

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 Level 
II Coastal Development Permit. 

3 



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'. 

4 
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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 
tlrne 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 is returned. Provided, however, if 
the projP.ct 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. Implementation of dust control modifications as stated 
on Page 8 of the before referenced Negative Declaration. 

2. 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 l (or higher) 
alert level, as defined by the South Coast Air Quality 
Management District. 

B. 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. 

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

C. 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. 

2. Rail capacity improvements at port bulk terminals will 
eliminate the need for regular unit coal train switching 
activity on the San Pedro branch. 



WIU 1.1.11. 

~~=-=~/ 
\ 
\ 
\ 
\ 
\ PIER G BULK LOADING 
\ FACILITY MODIFICATIONS 

\} 
aza 
~\'I. 

'li , ... 
';\';. 

\ 
\ 
\ 
\ 
\ 
\ 
\ 

I 
\SITE MAP 

PoRT oF LoNG BEACH 
CALI FO RN lA 

- '" .......... OC ... <IOll IUUU 
KDH.IU 

FIGURE 



t-1 __ • ..:;;.f-P,ier B Lig/Jt 

_j 
IS 

RAIL 

NEW SHIPLOADE 
CONVEYORS 

NEW SHI PLOADER~:::::::::-"' 
a RAILS 

APPROXIMATE SCALE !"=400' 

1/11/lr sk L/111 Pill/lit, Lli. 

. ~ 

BULK. FACILITY a RAIL MODIFICATIONS 
FIGURE 2 



"T] 

G> 
c 
::u 
rrJ 
().1 

-"<---~~~~~------"" $i!lp No. 2 BG 
:g 
=<:) 

6 17 

~ 
' 
~ 
;;: 

.J 
~I 

G3 ·I · I"' I l:.. ff 1:1 ~-·~ 
E-·········iffi \<~~ 1 ~:\ :\,,\ _ \ 

'1J 

m 
:::0 

:l> 

:::0 
l> 

r 

QD 

:::0 
0 
:l> 
0 

$';; 
0 

V) 

~ 
r--
'""1 
...... 

' ••' 

0 i__Y 

"" .... 
;;;· 
:!: 

Jfl ·~-

, ..-.-. ~ M! Ll0 CZ3~ 
0 = Uj b-..•-.-·-:'1." .... ~~ 
]> WINDHAM AVE. ~ (.-; 

::! i- = ~;:M aatM~~$.l 0) v' /l " 
0 ·----:=~ ' 
~ EBBB-BBBB 

.13 

Slip No . .I 

oi¢ 

ITI"tl 
x;:;; 
jg:u 
ZJ> 
~::0 
OJ> z-r 

::0 
0 
l> 
0 

~ 
::0 
0 

A- c. J?. 

'-f 0 
00 

c mw 
:Tr 
cnm 
-f-f 
::O;:o 
!Til> 
ITIC"l 
-fA 

c. 

CJ0 

~ 



DREDGE AREA 

+I 

~ 
.. 
= = 
~ 

~ 
0 
0 
~ 
~ .. .. 
~ 

<"gJ' \ 

PIER F 
<"o , 

CONSTRUCT SUBNER;EO 
STEEL BUL~HEAO 

216 

PIER G 

226 

PROJECT 
LOCATION 

CITY OF 

VICINITY 
1/2 0 -, 
SCALE IN MILES · · 

PIER J 

238 

SOUTHEAST BASIN 
0 200 400 800 

SCALE IN FEET 

PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION OF 
SUBMERGED STEEL BULKHEAD 

WITHIN LONG BEACH HARBOR DISTRICT 
AT SOUTHEAST BASIN 
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA . 

IGURE 4 



, 
G) 

c 
::u 
fTI 
(J1 

,---------~--.,~ 

R!~OW! EIIST. FENDER 
SISIEI IKO REPLACE 
liTH ~EW SISTEN- JJI 

U.L~·O.O' 

E liST. SKOUND liME 
El. -42':1l-

--------
DRED&E TO El. -50' 

EIISTIN& P.H.L. 

lEI P.H.L. 

/ - __.., 

/ 
/ 

CONSTRUCT SUBMERSED _----, 
STEEl BUllHEAD 

lj 

II ,, 
II 
II 
II :I ,, 
d 
Ll 

18'± - EllS!. CONCRETE IHARF 

I 

d 
I 1

• II 

d ll I 

11 I' 
II II 

II 11 II 
II II II 
11 II 1 II 

II . I 11 II II II lj II I' II ,, 
I II 

'I II II 
II ~ II II II 

II II l1 I 

'I I 
II II 

'I II II 
I 

~I I 
II l1 I 

tJ u lJ LJ 

SECTION A 
SCALE; 1"•20' 

/,~,-, 

PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION OF 
SUBMERGED STEEL BULKHEAD 

WITHIN LONG BEACH HARBOR DISTRICT 
AT SOUTHEAST BASIN 
COUNTY Of LOS ANGELES 
STATE Of CAliFORNIA 

FIGURE 5 



""11 

G> 
c 
::0 
11'1 

m 

~-~-~~------~~~ 

1ST. CONCRETE IKAftf 

CONSTiUCT CRANE BEANS FOR SHIPLOADER 

~ 

E 
:::; 
Q .... 
~I 
;;:, 

DRIVE W OCTAGONAL 
CONCRETE PILES AT 

10' O.C. I II -

El.-42 

II 
I II 

I I II II p 
I i II II 

11 II II II 
1l 11 II :1 
II 11 II ti 
II II lj II 
II II ,, II 

II lj 11 i: 
II 'I II II 
II I I II 

EllS~. CONC. PILES II I I . I I I II II lJ 
AT 10 o.c. I I I •. I . II I I • I '. . . . I II 

II :I 
u 

SECTION A 
SCALE: I"• 20' 

( 
' 

PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION OF 
SHIP LOADER CRANE BEAll S 

WITHIN LONG BEACH HARBOR iliSTRICT 
AT SOUTHEAST BASIN 
COUNTY OF lOS ANGElES 
STATE Of CAlifORNIA 

FIGURES 



0 

PRIMARY PORT 
PORT RELATED 
OIL PRODUCTION 
MANEUVERING 
NAVIGATION 

0 1000 1000 3000 .. 
............ '"';f~ ............. oiiiii 

!0!! 1000 OUTER HAJI60JI 

· ... 
SOUTH EAST HARBOR {I 0) 

PIER G BULK LOADING FACILITY MODIFICATIONS 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

FIGURE 7 



Tlle 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION 

Prepared in Accordance With 
California Environmental Quality Act of 1970, 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 1970, 
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 significant 
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 __ ...,..:.N:..o:o'-'v'-'e""m"'b::.;e::.;r,_,k;..,''-t3J.-' -----' 19 

BY: DIRECTOR OF PORT PLANNING 

ADOPTED ON 
------------------' 19 

BY: CITY OF LONG BEACH BOARD OF HARBOR COMMISSIONERS 

Executive Secretary 
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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 
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 export facility will have the 
capacity to export 5 million metric (mmtjy) tons of coal per 
year 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 88-92 along the 
Cerritos Channel. It is planned that this coal facility will 
have the eventual capacity to export up to 30 mmtjy of coal 
per year. 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 mmtjy over the existing 2.1 mmtjy. The 
increased coal exports will be accomplished through the follow
ing (see Figures 2-6): 

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

2. The installation of conveyors to Jink 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, El Embarcadero 
Avenue and Windham Avenue intersections; 

5. Increasing the dock side 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 (6c) to reduce coal 
dust generation; 

7. Use of existing coke stockpile #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 increase round 
trip rail traffic by 1.12 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 mmtfy 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 rermin fairly static. No 
modifications to coke 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 conjunction 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, soda ash, potash, rutile ore and other 

lincreases 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. 
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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 mmtjy could continue indefinitely. If Pier G were to 
remain in business as a coal export terminal, capacity could 
be expanded beyond 5 mmtjy 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: 

Activity Starting Date 1982 

Drive piles & install January /February 
rails for shiploader 

Erect and install February 
shiploader 

Cons true t double track February 
from 7th Street to 
Seaside Boulevard 

Bulkhead Construction 

Construct modifica
tions to Pier A rail
yard from Seaside to 
Pier G; and modify 
roadways 

Dredging 

April 

July 

August 

3 

Construction 
Duration 

3 months 

3 months 

5 months 

6 months 

9-10 months 

4-8 months 
(4-8 hrsjday) 



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 emissions. 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 lbs/day for all contaminants. 

The construction related emissions will create a temporary 
impact on air quality in the South Coast Air 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 
emissions are not considered to have significant impact on 
,long-term air quality due to their temporary nature. 
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TAILE 1. WORST CASE ~y CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS 

Fquiprent 

Clamshell drectgel 

Tugboat3 

Cre.vboat3 

Heavy duty trucks(2)4 

Scraper5 

Track laying Tractor5 

Pile driver2 

Heavy duty truck4 

Crane2 

.'orAL 

Number of Vehicles 

40 

Operating Hrs[Day 

HC !'iQx 

8 1.2 21.4 

8 7.3 320.3 

3 1.2 51.5 

8 15.8 12.0 

8 5.0 49.7 

8 .9 11.7 

6 1.5 18.8 

4 .8 3.5 

3 3.4 42.2 

37.1 531.1 

EMISSIONS FROM OONSTRUCIION 
1\DRKER VEHICLES6 

Average Speed Miles Per Day HC NOx 

30 35 11.5 10.4 

Pollutant 
lbs/day 

~ CXl Th1: 

1.4 4.7 1.5 

21.8 48.2 14.0 

3.5 7.7 2.3 

1.5 20.6 2.8 

3.7 11.6 3.2 

.7 3.0 .9 

1.3 4.0 1.3 

.5 5.1 .3 

1.3 9.2 3.0 

35.7 114.1 29.3 

.6 114.1 1.3 

Total all construction 
related emissions 48.6 541.5 36.3 228.2 30.6 

!woodward-Clyde Consultants, 1979 
2EPA AP-42, Table 3.3.3-1, January 1975 
3wooctley, et al, 1976 
4scAQMD EIRHandbock, 1980, pg. 60 
-~Tbid. pg. 66 
~Ibid. pg. 68 
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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 be 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 mmtjy). 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 l, 2, 3 
to belt 4. Add wet suppression to commodity drawdowns on 
stockpile seven, to the transfer points at belts 15 and 
l5b 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. 
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Table 2. 

MAXIMUM DAILY INCREASE IN TERMINAL RELATED 
OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS (poundsjday)l 

Operation Total 
Activity Hydrocarbons NOx so2 

Ship Hoteling ll.8 18.1 26.4 

On-site Vehicle 
Operation 

Heavy Equiprrent 1.8 19.6 1.5 
Train Engines 42.3 52.3 4.0 

Coal Handling 

Active 
Pile Losses 

Paved Road Use 

Subtotal 55.9 90.0 31.9 

Worker Vehicle2 
Emissions 

(15 round trips 
of 35 miles) 4.7 3.9 .2 

Total Increased 
Terminal Emissions 60.6 93.9 41.1 

lEmission factors and analysis for ttie Port of 
Long Beach Pier G Expansion. Engineering-science, 
October, 1981 

2scAQMD EIR Handbook, 1980 pg. 68 
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Particulate 
CX) Matter 

25.3 7.2 

4.6 1.3 
18.6 3.8 

4.9 
16.9 

15.9 

48.5 50.0 

42.7 .5 

91.2 50.5 



3. Modify stacker #6c discharge to provide a less abrupt and 
rrore protected directional change of the comrrodi ty 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. Insta:).1ation of the stormwater 
water treatment system will allOII the terminal operator to 
wash d011n areas where dust has accumulated so as to prevent 
these materials from being reentrained by the wind. -Presently, 
no major 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 quite 
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 vicinity 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. 
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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 a 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 Quality 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 Oil 
Island Freeman Expansion near the Long Beach downtown shoreline. 
This will be dependent upon project timing and sediment 
characteristics. If this were to occur, 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 
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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 molluscs 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 will 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 area. 

3.0.4 Noise 

The proposed project will create minor increases in noise 
exposure from a variety o:l' 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 main line through the Los Angeles 
Basin and switch onto the San Pedro branch to travel to the 
harbors. This branch travels through industrial, commercial 
and residential areas of cities along the line. Some residential 
lot lines are within J!5 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 limit, noise levels should not exceed peak readings 
of 90 dB A 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 
often 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 peak 
readings over 100 dB A if the cars are not coupled gently. 
This activity can occur at any hour and frequently 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 
at 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 one 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 
traffic 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 
dB A will occur along the San Pedro branch. However, due to 
the anticipated changes in operation of coal unit trains into 

2on December 17, 1980 the Los Angeles Board of Harbor 
Commissioners 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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f 
the port bulk terminal, the existing noise 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 much 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 same exposure level 
increase of 6.72 minutes but the percentage change will vary 
depending upon 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 1 imi ts are traintained and no 
unnecessary noise results. As the proposed project will not 
result in any obviously objectional train activity, such as 
regular switching and coupling of cars, the small time increase 
in noise exposure over 65 dB A (6. 7 2 minutes) is not expected 
to have a significant adverse impact on the environment. 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 wi 11 also be made through the rail carriers to ensure 
that all traffi.c uti.lizing this branch adheres to the speed 
limit and that night time switching activities are reduced to 
a minimum commensurate with the shipping needs of the community. 

Noise increases at Pier G will also increase somewhat due to 
increased coal movements. This noise will be created by hand ling 
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 Coa 1 Unit Trains to Pier G Termina 1 · 

i Ca 1 i fornia j 

I 
PUC I No. Xing No. I Roadway Name 

1 3A-13,2. 
i 
I 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) El Embarcadero Westbound 
14 BH-504.41C (2) El Embarcadero Eastbound 
15 BH-504.60C (1) Pier A Avenue Northbound 
16 BH-504.60C (2) Pier A Avenue Southbound 
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Table.· 4. · Impacts of Additional Coal Unit Trains 
on Grade Crossings in the City of Lon!l Beach 

Projected 
Percent Increase fn time Total Daily 

Percent Increase of Interrupti on to Normal Time of Traffic. 
No. in No. pf Trains Traffic Flow Interruption (Min.) 

. 
1 6.1 9.9 92.5 
2 12.2 19.8 51.9 
3 ·13.8 22.2 43.8 
4 13.8 22.6 47.4 
5 13.8 22.3 44.4 
6 18.3 29.6 33.4 
7 18.3 29.8 37.5 
8 18.3 29.7 34~0 

9 11.0 19.2 134.1 
10 11.0 19.2 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 Ll2 coal trains per day to raise 
thePierGcoal throughputto5mmt/y fr.om·the fate 1981 level of 
2,1 mmtty, ··· · 



3.0.5 Surface 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 lbs/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 mmtfy = 0.81 trains/day 
White Bulk: 370,000 mmtfy = 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 be 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 queue has accelerated to traffic speed. 
For the purpose of this analysis, the time required for the 
last vehicle in the queue to accelerate to traffic speed 
has been assumed as being 10 seconds. A starting interval 
between vehicles in the queue 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 queue 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 
increase 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 addi tiona! vehicles blocked during normal 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 afternoon 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 mmtjy 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 

4Assumes ADT, AMPEAK, and PMPEAK coincident 
with completion of Hughes Aircraft development; 
Source of data is DEIR for said development (1980), 
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In 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 traffic. Adding this figure to the average figure of 650 
ships per year from fiscal years 78-80 gives a projected baseline 
figure of 700 ships for 1980-81. Given an eventual increase 
of 3.7 mmtfy 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 

Tbe proposed project will result in changes to visual quality. 
The installation of a second shiploader (100+ feet in height) 
and additional conveyor installations will modify the visual 
quality obstructing some views. Tbe 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 tbe eastern shoreline will be obstructed by the coke 
storage buildings and other structures in the foreground. 
The sbiploader 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 in the harbor are taller and more massive 
than the new sbiploader and conveyors. In this setting, the 
sbiploader 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. 
Tbe 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 imports over exports. The 
increased coal exports will aid in offsetting the national 
payments of importing. 

Tbe 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. 

Tbe 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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"Amerlca'e moat Modern Port" 

DATE: 

SITE VISIT BY: 

ENVIRONMENTAL AFFAIRS OFFICE 
SITE ANALYSIS 

October 3 1981 

Staff 

1. Existing Use and Condition of the Site: 

nv• 

a. Number of Buildings, Use and Size: Various sized buildings 

for office space, repair and materials storage. 

b. Building Condition and Age: good; approximately 10 years 

c . B u 11 ding He i g h t ( s ) : Storage sheds +90' 
~--~~~~------------------------

d. Number of Existing Parking Spaces: __ NA~-----------------

Open: Enclosed: 

e. Condition of: 

Curbs/Gutters: 
Driveways: 
Parkways: 
Alleys: 

f. Landscaping and/or other features including landforms: 

None 

g. Ambient Noise and Major Sources of Noise: Moderate; bulk 

terminal activities and truck traffic. 

h. Current Traffic Conditions: Moderate, but freely fiowfng traffic 

on Windham and Pier A Avenues. Disiuptions during train blockage 

i. Existing Use and Compatibility with Surrounding Land Uses: 

No change 



PRELIMINARY ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 
PART III 
SIGNIFICANT POTENTIAL IMPACTS 
Page 1 

ATIIJSPHERIC R£SOURCES 
a. Generation of emissions (gases. chemicals. particulates, clarity and 

odor} or deterioration of ambient air quality. 

b. Alteration. of air movement. motsture. tE'RIPerature, change in micro 
climate or patterns. 

WATER QUALITY 
a. Alteration of surface water quality. 

b. Change in current, course or direction of water 1110vement. 

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

d. Change in quantity of ground water. 

e. Exposure of people or property to water reh.ted hazards, i.e. 
flooding. 

tARTH RESOURCES .. 
). 

j. 

,. 

Unstable e~rth conditions or change in geologic substructures. 

Disruptions. displacements, cGmpact1on of the so11. 

Significant change in topography. 

Destruction or modification of unique geologic or physical features. 

Increase on or off the site in wind or water erosion of soils. 
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f. Change_in deposition. erosion of beach sands. siltation. deposition or 0 
eros ton. 0 

0 
0 
0 l· Exposure of people or pr'Jperty to geologic hazar-ds such as earthquakes O 

anr1 nrr·~,,,_; failure. 

rf_GETATI(!N 

;. Change ir: diversity or number or species. 

>. Reduction in numbers of_ unique or rare species. 

~orm: ISB-677 
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00 

0 
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5. WILDLIFE 
a. Change fn diversity of species. or number of species (avifauna, 

terrestrial and .aquatic vertebrae} ~organisms. insects 
and microfauna. 

b. Reduction tn number of unique, rare or endangered species. 

c. Deterioration of existing habitats. 

6. NOISE 
a. Increase to ambient levels. 

b. Exposure of populus to severe noise levels. 

7. VISUAL QUALITY 
o?.l. Alterations to sHe integrity. 

b. Ostructions of existlng views. 

c. Degree of harmony and compatibility with adjacent uses {i.e. building 
height, buH:ing, 1!&3Ssing, scale, aHgn.ment, style, color, exterior 
facade materials) . 

d. Unsightly structures visible to public vi~. 

e. Mechanical equipment on rooftop visible. 

8. CUlTURAl RESOURCES 

a. Change ln quali~y or quantity of recreational opportun1ties. 

b. Change in significant archaeological or historical sites. 

c. Change in quality or quantity of existing educational or scientific 
institutions. 

9. LAND USE - DESIGN 
a. Adversely affect or non-confonmity with: 

(1} Adopted Gener-al Plan and elements. 
(2) Zoning Ordinance. 
(3) Relevant regional plans and polfcies. 

b. Compat1bilfty with adjacent land uses (i.e. preservation of privacy, 
spacial cohesiveness. personal safety). 

c. Jntensfty of development (1.e. rate and density of developa1ent). 
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PRELIMINARY ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 
PART Ill 
SIGNIFICANT POTENTIAL IMPACTS 
Page 2 

LAND USE - DESIGN (Cont'd). 

d. Open space per lot (i.e. amenities or recreational uses}. 

e. Sufficient bufld1ng setbaclts for sunlight and views. 

f. Sufficient natural air circulation fn and around buildings. 

g. Off-street parking facilities 1n tenas of n~er, design and 
access from street. 

TRANSPORTATION 

a.. Generation of additional veh1c1.1lar movement. 

b. Effects on existing parking facilities and d~nd for new parking. 

c. Impact upon ex1sting transportation systems. 

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

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

UTILITY SYSTEM 
•ILL THE PROPOSAL RESULT IN A NEED FOR NEW SYSTEMS, OR SUBSTANTIAL 
AlTERATIONS TO THE FOLLOWING: .. Electricity or natural gas. 

b. Communications systems. 

c. Vater. 

d. Sewer. .. Storm ~ater systems . 

f. Solid Waste systems. 

PUBLIC SERVICES 

a. Increased demand for public education. 

b. Increased ffre and police protect1DR. 

c. Public recreation facflfttes .. nagement and ~1ntenance. 
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d. Schools. 

e. Street ~intenance and trash collection. 

f. Public Health services. 

13. SOCIAL CONSIDERATIOHS 
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,_ Change fn human population distribution, concentration or composition. 0 0 0 
b. Soctal needs. 0 Q 0 

14. ECONOMIC COHSIDERATIOHS 

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

b. Impact on fiscal outlays by the City. the Unified School District. 0 0 0 
c. Impact on employment opportunities. e 0 0 

15. ENERGY RESOURCES 

a. Energy consuming equipment and processes ~fc~ w111 be used during 
construction. operation and/or removal of the prQject. 

b. Energy intensiveness of ~ter1als and equipment • 

c. Total energy requirements. 

d. Effects of the project on local and regional energy supplieS. 
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HANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

A. Does the project have the potential 
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 
prehistory? 

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.) 

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 
s ignif ican t. ) 

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

Form: ISC-677 
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NEGATIVE DECLARATION 
Prepared in Accordancea 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 

SULEXPORT PRILLING PLANT AND TERMINAL 

#8416!1 

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. 

-------------------------------------------------------------------~----------

ISSUED FOR PUBLIC REVIEW ON ___ F_e_b_ru_a_ry=-:---4....:.'--~------- 1985 

BY: 

NEGATIVE DECLARATION ADOPTED ON'------'-------------

BY: CITY OF LONG BEACH BOARD OF HARBOR COMMISSIONERS 

A p p 1 i cat i on No , ---'8'-'4-=1-'-6 9'-----



NEGATIVE DECLARATION/APPLICATION 
SUMMARY REPORT 

SULEXPORT PRILLING PLANT AND TERMfNAL 

I. Project Description 

Sulexport Corporation proposes to build a sulphur 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 will pass into a 
prilling tank filled with water. When the hot, molten sulphur comes in 
contact with the water, small pril ls 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. · 

II. Project Background 

Sulphur is a natural by-product of refining petroleum. As the local 
refineries switch to higher sulphur content "sour" crude oi 1 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 sulphur 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 prilled sulphur was transported in open bed 
trucks to the Port of Los Angeles where it was loaded on ships. The proposed 
project wtll 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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DATE : _ __..1..,.2 "-'/1..,7..L/.!£84:!....__ 

PORT PLANNING DIVISION 
INITIAL STUDY and CHECKLIST 

SITE: ____ £P:i~er~G~B~e~r~t~h-=21~4~-------------

No. 84169 

INITIAL STUD\' PREPARED BY: B. M. Buck, Associate Environmental Specialist 

Project Description: Cons.truct and operate a sulphur pr.illing and storage facility 
with connections to Pier G Ill shiploader. 

Environmental Setting 

1. Existing Use and Condition of the Stte: 

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

numerous conveyors, two shiploaders 

b, Site/Structure Condition and Age: __ -=2~0~y~e~a~r~s~;~g~o~od=-------------------------

c. Site Dimensions: 63,500 sq. feet 
---~~~~~~--------------------------

d. Number of Existing Parking Spaces: __ --'--------------------

open: __________________________ __ enclosed: -------- -------

e. Condition of: 

Curbs/Gutters: _________________________ _ 

Pavement: ____________ ~g~o_o_d ________________________ ___ 

Storm drains: ______________________________________ _ 
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f. Landscaping and/or other features including landforms: __ ~n~o~n~e ____________ ___ 

g. Ambient Noise and Major Sources of Noise: __ ~s~h~i~p~s~·-c~o~n~v~e~y~o~r~s~;~n~o~~~·s~e~l~e~v~e~l __ ___ 

te 

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

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

Bulkloading facility; compatible 

2. Uses of Surrounding Properties: 

North: 

South: 

East: 

W\:st: 

Adjacent Land Use 
(Precise Use) 

stockpile 

storage shed 

storage shed 

ship loader 

Structure 
Height 

60' 

70' 

70' 

50' 

-2-

Structure 
Condition 

good 

good 

good 



Environmental Assessment Checklist 

1. 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. 

b. Generation of construction 
emissions. 

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

2. 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, 
drainage 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 
~azards, e.g. flooding. 

3. 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 
or physical features. 
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Beneficial 
Impact 

X 

Minor 
Adverse 
Impact 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Significant 
Adverse 
Impact 

No 
I mpac ': 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 



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. 

4. VEGETATION and ANIMAL LIFE 

Will the proposa 1 result in: 

a. Change in diversity or number of 
species. 

b. Change in numbers of unique or ra.re 
species. 

c. Change in existing plant or wild-
1 ife habitat. 

5. 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. 

6. VISUAL QUALITY 

Wi 11 the proposa 1 result in: 

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

b, Alterations of existing views. 

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 
public view. 

Beneficial 
Impact 
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Minor 
Adverse 
Impact 

X 

Significant 
Adverse 
Impact 

No 
Imp act 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 



e. Visible mechanical equipment on 
rooftop. 

7. 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. 

8. 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 

Beneficial 
Impact 

deve 1 opment) • __;X:.:__ 

' 
d. Change in open space (e.g. 

amenities or recreational 
uses). 

e. Sufficient building setbacks 
for sunlight and views. 

f. Suffiti~nt natural air circulation 
in and around buildings. 

g. Change in parking. facilities 
in terms of number, design 

·and actess from street. 
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Minor 
Adverse 
Impact 

Significant 
Adverse . No 
Impact Impact 

X 

X 

X 

X 
X 

X 

X 

X ·-------

X 

X 
-----· 

X 



Minor' Significant 
Beneficial Adver'se Adver'se No 
Impact Impact Impact Impact 

9. TRANSPORI'ATION 

Will the proposal result in: 

a. Change in vehicular' movement. X 

b. Change in demand for' new par'king. X 

c. Impact upon existing tr-anspor'tation 
systems. X X 

d. Alter-ations to present patter-ns of 
cir'culation Or' movement of. people 
and/or' goods. X X 

e. Change in tr-affic hazar-ds to motor' 
vehicles, bicyclists Or' pedestr'ians. 

f. Changes in water'bome, r-ail 0[' air' 
tr-affic. X 

10. UTILITY SYSI'EM 

Will the proposal r'esul t in a need 
for' new systems, Or' substantial 
alter-ations to the following: 

a. Electr'ici ty Or' natur-al gas. X 

b. Canrmmications system8. X 

c. Water'. X 

d. Sewer'. X 

e. Stonn water' systems. X 

f. Solid waste systems. X 
~ 

ll. PUBLIC SERVICE'S 

Will the proposal r'esult in a change 
in demand for': 

a. Police protection. X 
----- -------

b. Fire pr'otection. X 
----· 

c. Public r'ecr'eation facilities 
management and maintenance. X 

d. Str'eet maintenance and t~h 
collection. X 

·- ----· -----

e. Public health ser-vices. X 
----
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12. RISK MANAGEMENT 

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) 

b. Change response time for 
emergency services. or change 
vacuation ease. 

c. Conform with the Port Risk 
Management Plan. 

13. ECONOMIC CONSIDERATIONS 

Will the proposal result in: 

a. Impact on tax and general revenues 
accruing to the City. 

b. Impact on 1 oca 1 /region a 1 economy. 

c. Impact on employment opportunities. 

14. ENERGY 

Will the proposal result in: 

a. Use of substantial amounts of fuel 
or energy. 

b. Substantial changes in demand upon 
existing sources of energy, or 
demand for the development of new 
sources of energy. 

c. Change in local/regional energy 
supplies. 

d. Change in efficiency of energy use. 

15. SOCIAL CONSIDERATIONS 

Will the proposal result in: 

Beneficial 
Impact 

X 

X 

X 

a. Change in human population distri
bution, concentration 6r ~omposition. 

b. Change on existing hou~ing, or 
demand for housing. 
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Minor 
Adverse 
Impact 

X 

X 

Significant 
Adverse 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 



Minor Significant 
Beneficial Adverse Adverse No 

16. 

c. Change in location of residential, 
comnercial, or industrial build
ings or or other facilities. 

MANDA'IORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFANCE. 

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 
population to drop below self 
sustaining levels, threaten to 
eliminate a plant or an:1mal 
community, reduce the number or 
restrict the range of a rare or 
endangered plant or an:1mal or 
eliminate important examples of 
the major periods of california 
history or prehistory? 

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.) 

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.) 

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

MAYBE 

Note: All items checked beneficial, minor, significant, yes or mayo~ are 
discussed in further detail in the attachments. 

-8-

X 

NO 

X 

X 

X 

__ X 
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17. DISCUSSION of ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION. 

Tentative recommendations: Negative Declaration _...._x_ EIR 

Discrepancies not2d in applicants plans: 

Si()nature 

.. 9-



III. California Environmental Quality Act Issues 

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

A. Air Quality ..... 
The proposed project will generate emissions from the unloading, the 
prilling process, shiploading and from the trucks transporting liquid 
sulphur 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 sodium hydroxide to neutralize the gases. 

The prilled sulphur has an inherent moisture content of 2.5%. This 
characteristic produces a virtuall'y 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 whi~h 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. 
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Table l 

Maximum Daily On-Site Air Pollutant Emissions 
l bs/day 

Pollutant 

Source Particulates SO_x NOx_ HC co ---- - --
Steam Boiler 1 0.80 0.04 12.20 0.16 0.90 

Steam Boi I er 2 1.00 23.66 6. 77 o. 16 0.88 

Cooling Tower 2.02 

Molten Sulphur Delivery Trucks3 .02 0.05 0.46 0.14 0. 29 

Ship! oadi ng l. 15 

Wheeled loaders4 22.35 23.10 311 .85 24.75 72.96 

Emission Scrubber - - - - ----- -- ----- --- -----
TOTAL5 27.34 46.85 331.28 25.21 75.03 

1. Natural gas fired 
2. LPG Gas fired, sulphur content 0.5% by weight 
3. On-site 
4. Emissions attributable to Metropolitan Stevedore Company presently occuring and permitted on site 
5. Natural gas fired boilers 

Source: Sulexport Permit to Construct Application to SCAQMD 

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. 

~ 

0.26 
--~--

0.26 



B. Noise 

The project will add to noise levels in the Pier G vicinity 
generated primarily by the moderate increas~ in truck traffic. 
As this is an industrial area with no sensitive land uses nearby, 
no significant impacts are expected. 

C. Transportation 

l. 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 wil 1 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 300° F. 

2. Water Transportation 

The proposed project wil 1 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. 

D. Risk Management 

1. Liquid Sulphur 

The proposed project involves the transportation of potentially 
hazardous commodities. Liquid 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 
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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 tilt-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-mingling of Bulk Products 

Concerns have been expressed regarding the co-mingling of the vari.ous 
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 prilled 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 
mfx~ 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 durtng normal housekeeping routines. 

4. Risk Management Plan 

Neither liquid 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. 
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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 rainfal 1 will occur. Sediment from the filtration system will be 
disposed in sanitary landfill. 

IV. 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 
cirgo 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. 

Coastal Act Section 

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

The proposed project is designed to m1n1m1ze risks from fires or 
upsets. Permit conditions will ensure compliance with safety 
needs. The project will also conform to South Coast Air Quality 
Management District requirements. 

30255 - Coastal Dependent Use 

As this project involves direct exporting to 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. 

30708 - Port Related Uses 

The project is a primary port use utilizing existing land, mlnl
impacts and vessel traffic conflicts. Primary port uses are 
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those uses involved in the transfer of goods between land and 
water transportation. 

307~- Appealable Projects 

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

The Staff recommends that the Board of Harbor Commisiioners adopt the 
following minute order. 

l . _F i n d_i_!ljJ_s_ _? n d~~ l a rat i o_n2_ 

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 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 

The permit is subject to the following special conditions: 

a. 

b. 
~ 

c. 

d. 

Conformance with Long Beach Fire Department requirements. 

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

The exterior of the project area will be kept free of sulphur dust 
accumulation. 

Submission of final plans and specifications for approval by 
-by the Director of Engineering and the Director of Port Planning 
prior to construction. 
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e. No horizontal surfaces which will allow sulphur dust accumulation 
will be allowed within the storage silos. 

f. Separate dust suppression and fire suppression sprinklers for the 
storage pile are required. 

8 



EXHIBIT A 

STANDARD CONDITIONS 

No property rights, either in real estate or material, or any exclusive privileges are granted, and 
tiTe 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. 

b) 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 deve 1 opment as shown in Item 10, on the Harbor Development Permit. 

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

d) 1) As-built drawings for all construction within the Harbor District shall be submitted to the Port 
Planning Division for filing upcn 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-built drawings, signed by a licensed 
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 
r.ot exceed one hundred ( 100). The drawings sha 11 show the accurate a 1 i gnment of the pipe 1 i nes 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 & Atmospheri.c 
Administration (NOAA) Survey. 

e) All construction and operation shall occur in accordance with approved plans submitted under Item b), 
above, and Item 12 of the Harbor Development Permit (HOP).· 

f) The HOP is issued subject to the applicant obtaining all other agencies' approvals and/or permits 
under It<!ms 16a and b of the HOP, and construction shall not be commenced until such approvals and 
permits have been obtained. Failure to do so will constitute automatic revocation of the HOP. 

g) ~/ark authorized by the HOP 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 HOP 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 HOP. 

h) 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 I3I70 of Title 14, of 
the Cal'ifornia Administrative Code, to the extent applicable. 

i) The Harbor Development Permit (HOP) 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 permi~ application have acknowledged 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 appealab.le, 
the permit shall become effective after the tenth (lOth) working day following notification of 'Dprova.l, 
unless an appeal is filed with the Coastal Commission within that time. 

j) The Harbor Development Permit shall not become effective until the ORIGINAL of the permit has been 
returned t'o the .Board of Harbor Commissioners, upon which all permittees .or agent(s) authorized in the 
permit application have acknowledged that th·ey 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 (IO) working 
day after notfication of approval, unless an appeal is filed with the Coastal Commission within that 
time. 

k) 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. 

1) 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. 



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 

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. 

ISSUED FOR PUBLIC REVIEW ON: ____ . ____ Ju_n_e_2 _____ , 1986 

BY: DIRECTOR OF PORT PLANNING 

NEGATIVE DECLARATION ADOP\ D ON -----------------------· 19 

BY: CITY OF LONG BEACH BOARD OF HARBOR COMMISSIONERS 

Application No. 86047 





DATE: May 5, 1986 

PORT PLANNING DIVISION 
INITIAL STUDY and CHECKLIST 

SITE: Pier G, Berths 212-=2~1~5 ________ __ 

INITIAL STUDY PREPARED BY: Robert Mall, Administrative Intern 

No. 8 6 0 4 7 

Project Description: Coke - Receiving, storage and reclaim facility. 

En vi ronmenta 1 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.) 

d. Number of Existing Parking Spaces: two ______ __ 

open: 2 enclosed: 

e. Condition of: 

Curbs/Gutters: ----~N"-'1 A:.: ________ _ 

Pavement: Good '----------------· -------- ". 

Storm drains: ____ ~G~o~o~d:_ __________________ _ 
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f. Landscaping and/or other features including landforms: NONE --------------------

g. Ambient Noise and Major Sources of Noise: Background noise created by operation 

of conveyor system and onboard generators of ships at berth. 

h. Current Traffic Conditions: Minimum vehicular movements; mostly employees. 

Traffic flow is good. 

i. 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 
(Precise Use) 

Administrative Offices 

Loading Facilities 

Coke Storage Facility 

Coke Storage Facility 

Open Storage Berths 

Structure 
Height 

~rox. 25' 

" 30' ______ ___-:: 

90+ ' 

90+' 

NA 
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Structure 
Condition 

Good 

Good 

Good 

Good 

Good 

Good 



Environmental Assessment Checklist 

Minor Significant 
Beneficial Adverse Adverse No 

1. ATMOSPHERIC RESOURCES Impact Impact Impact Impact 

Wi 11 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 

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

2. WATER QUAL! TY 

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 
or property to water related 
hazards, e.g. flooding. X 

3. EARTH RESOURCES 

Wi 11 the propos a 1 result in: 

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

b. Disruptions, displacements, 
compaction of the soil. X 

--·-~-- - -· -~·-. -

c. Change in topography. X ----·-----

d. Modification of unique geologic 
or physical features. X 

------- -·-- -------
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e. Change in wind or water erosion of 
so i 1 s. 

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. 

4. VEGETATION and ANIMAL LIFE 

Wi 11 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. 

5. NOISE 

Wi 11 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. 

6. 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. 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. 

Beneficial 
Impact 

-4-

Minor 
Adverse 
Impact 

Significant 
Adverse 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X__ __ _ 



e. Visible mechanical equipment on 
rooftop. 

7. CULTURAL RESOURCES/RECREATION 

Wi_ll the proposal result in: 

a. Change in quality or quantity· of 
recreational opportunities. 

b. Change in significant arch~eolo
gical or historical sites •. 

c. ·Change in quality or quantity of 
existing educational or scientific 
institutions. 

8. 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. CompatibHity 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 
deve 1 opment). 

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

e. Sufficient building setbacks 
for sunlight and views. 

f. Sufficient natural air circulation 
in and around buildings. 

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

-5-

Beneficial 
Impact 

X 

Minor 
Adverse 
Impact 

Significant 
Adverse 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

X 

X 

X 

_X __ _ 

X 
X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 



9. "rnANSPORTATION 

Will the proposal Pesult in: 

a. Change in vehiculaP movement. 

b. Change in demand for new paPking. 

c. Impact upon existing transportation 
systems. 

d. Alterations to pPesent patterns of 
circulation oP movement of people 
and/oP goods. 

e. Change in tPaffic hazards to motor 
vehicles, bicyclists oP pedestrians. 

f. Changes in watePborne, Pail or air 
tPaffic. 

10. UTILITY SYSI'EM 

Will the proposal Pesult in a need 
fop new systems, oP substantial 
alterations to the following: 

a. ElectPicity op natural gas. 

b. Comrrnmica tions sys terns. 

c. Watep. 

d. SeweP. 

e. Stot'ln wateP systems. 

f. Solid waste sys terns. 

ll. PUBLIC SERVICES 

Will the pPoposal Pesult in a change 
in demand foP: 

a. Police protection. 

b. Fire pPotection. 

c. Public Pecreation facilities 
management and maintenance. 

d. StPeet maintenance and tPash 
collection. 

e. Public health services. 

Minor 
Beneficial Adverse 
Impact Impact 

X 

X 
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Significant 
Adverse 
;rmpact 

No 
Impact 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

_ _x__ 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X ------



''12. RISK MANAGEMENT 

Will the proposal 

a. Create risk of ~n explosion 
or the release of hazardous 
substances (including, but not 
limited to, oil, pesticides, 
chemicals or radiation) 

b. Change response time for 
emergency services or change 
vacuation ease. 

c. Conform with the Port Risk 
Management Plan. 

13. ECONOMIC CONSIDERATIONS 

Wi 11 the propos a 1 result in: 

a. Impact on tax and general revenues 
accruing to the City. 

b. Impact on local/regional economy. 

c. Impact on employment opportunities. 

14. ENERGY 

Will the proposal result in: 

a. Use of substantial amounts of fuel 
or energy. 

b. Substantial changes in demand upon 
existing sources of energy, or 
demand for the development of new 
sources of energy. 

c. Change in local/regional energy 
supplies. 

d. Change in efficiency of energy use. 

15. SOCIAL CONSIDERATIONS 

Will the proposal result in: 

Beneficial 
Impact 

X 

X 

a. Change in human population distri
bution, concentration or composition. 

b. Change on existing housing, or 
demand for housing. 
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Minor 
Adverse 
Impact 

Significant 
Adverse 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 



16. 

c. Change in location of residential, 
commercial, or industrial build
ings or or other facilities. 

MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFANCE. 

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 
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 
el1minate important examples of 
the major periods of California 
history or prehistory? 

b. Does the project have the potential 
to achieve short-tenn, to the dis-

Beneficial 

advantage of long-tenn, environmental 
goals? (A short-tenn impact on the 
environment is one which occurs 
in a relatively brief, definitive 
period of time while long-tenn 
impacts will endure well into the 
future.) 

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.) 

d. Does the project have environmental 
effects which will cause substantial 
adverse effects on hwnan beings, 
either directly or indirectly? 

Minor 
Adverse 

YES 

Significant 
Adverse 

MAYBE NO 

X --

X 

X 
--·-

X 
----·~· 

Note: All items checked beneficial, minor, sl.gnificant, yes or mayoc are 
discussed in further detail in the attachments. 
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17. DISCUSSION of ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION. 

Tentative recommendations: Negative Declaration X EIR 

Discrepancies noted in applicants plans: 

- 9-

Administrative Intern 
Title 





I. 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 (See Figure 1). Last year this facility 
exported approximately 15,000+ metric tons of coal and 3.5 
million metric tons of petroleum coke, in addition to minor 
amounts of other dry bulk commodities. There is sufficient 
wharf length and water depth to accommodate two fully loaded 
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. 

II. 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: l) a single transit shed 130' wide, 
615' long and about 95' high; 2) new fully enclosed conveyor 
systems designed to tie into 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. 

III. Impacts Discussion 

Based upon the attached initial study, there is no potential 
for significant adverse impacts from this project. Beneficial 
and minor adverse impacts are discussed below. 

A. Air Quality 

This project will have both adverse and beneficial 
air quality. There will be two adverse conditions, 
be minor and one will be short-term. However, the 
impacts will offset the adverse effects and lead 
overall improvement in air quality. 

impacts on 
both will 

beneficial 
towards an 

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 of pollution 
produced during construction, on a pounds per day basis, is 
well below levels of significance. Therefore, they are not 
considered to have a significant impact on long-term air 
quality. Table A below shows the amount of pollution expected 
to be produced during a single day of the most intensive 
phase of construction. This scenario would result only from 
an overlap in the projected construction schedules and is not 
likely to happen; indicating that the emission levels would 
be lower than shown. 

TABLE A PROJECTED CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS 

Source POLLUTANT (lbs/day) 

5 Vehicles 
3 Concrete Trucks 
1 140 Ton Crane* 
1 50hp Pump (Gas)* 
1 50 h p Compressor ( D i e s e 1 ) * 

co 
4. 14 
8.65 
3. 3 1 

100.50 
3.47 

NO ,, so NHMC 

.55 .06 .32 
15 . 4 5 2.22 2.76 
18. 16 1. 14 1. 25 
2.60 . 13 5. 10 

16.08 1. 06 1. 20 

Part 

. 09 
1. 26 
1.11 

. 16 
1. 14 

TOTAL 

AQMD THRESHOLD 

120.07 

550.0 

52.84 

100.0 

4. 6 1 

~~ 150.0 150.0 

* 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 

Air Quality Data. 

The second adverse impact wi 11 come about through operation 
of the facility's conveyor system. While the system will be 
enclosed and the most modern and practical methods of dust 
suppressing devices will be used, the potential that a small 
amount of fugitive particulate matter 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 
wi 11 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 wi 11 be realized through a 
reduction in emissions created by current vehiclar movements. 
Presently, SSM coal utilizes an intensive method of transport
ing coke from local refineries to the port. Today, the only 
way SSM Coal can transport directly to the Port is when a 
contract ship is docked at the Pier G facility. Since it is 
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not always possible to have a ship at berth here, the coke must 
be stored off -site. For this purpose SSM Coal is 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 cal l ed a pile run. Witn construction of the proposed 
facility, SSM Coal would need only to bring the coke directly 
to th·e transit shed, ~ring up _!,9 ~-QJ/nd trip _J_r uc k 
movements totallil'\'9~ S (O] O~ mi les, ancrt:5% reduction in mileage 
requirements over P'l~run s. ---· 

Table B below shows the reduction in emissions produced during 
maximum operation, compar ing 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 ~NO~x~--~---~S~O~x ____ r-__ NHMC PART. 

l _bs_l_d_a_y___.__4_8~858.5 123.5 153.9 J 70.1 

* Peak Pile Run Requirements To Fill A 22,000 Short Ton Order. 

Emissions Projected To Occur If Th e Proposal I s Implemented 
Maximum Daily Truck Movements Totalling 5,000 Miles.* 

co NHMC PART. 

lbs/day 120.3 214.6 30.8 38.5 1 7 • 5 

* Required only to replenish or maintain the storage capacity 
of the transit shed. 
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B • W a t e r .Q_t@.li!..Y_ 

The proposed project wi 11 be constructed to include a storm 
water run-off collection system that will be incorporated 
into the system now in use. This will maintain current water 
quality levels 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 is 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 logging 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 intermediate 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 is 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 increasing operating efficiency. There will also 
be an additional section of track laid south of the Arco 
transfer to compensate for lost storage track. 

0. 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 wi 11 not alter the present use of the 
site except to increase the productivity at the site. This 
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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 
therefore no 
anticipated. 
represents a 

will not consume substantial 
significant impact on energy 
In fact, the reduction in 

positive energy benefit. 

IV. Analysis of Port Planning and Related Issues 

amounts of energy, 
usage or supply is 
truck miles driven 

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 
shall conform to 
(a) through (e). 

Plan states that development in this district 
Coastal Act sections 30705, 30706, and 30708 

An analysis of each section follows: 

30705 and 30706 - Dredge and Fill Criteria 

No dredging or fill 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) - Rail Services 

Current rail services will not be hindered as a result of 
this project (see Section III B). 
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307l5(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 Coast a l Com m i s s ion . T h is project does not fa l l into 
these categories and therefore is non-appealable. 
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PROPOSED STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS 

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

l. 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. 

2. Approvals with Conditions 

The Board of Harbor Commissioners hereby grants a Level I I 
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. 

3. Standard Conditions 

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

4. Special Conditions 

All new conveyors shall be completely enclosed. 

-7-



EXHIBIT A 

STANDARD CONDITIONS 

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 
1 o c a 1 1 a w s or r eg u 1 a t i on s • 

b) Construction drawings and final working drawings shall be 
sub m i t t ed to t h e P. or t P 1 a n n i n g D i v i s i on f o r r ev i ew a n d 
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. 

c) Permittee shall notify the Director of Engineering, Surveys 
and Construction by 1 etter, of the anticipated starting date 
at least ten (10) days in advance of beginning work. 

d) 1) As-bu i 1t drawings for a 11 construction within the Harbor 
D i s t r i c t s h a 1 l b e s u b m i t t ed to t h e Po r t P 1 a n n i n g D i v i s i o n 
for filing upon completion of work, except as provided for 
be 1 OW. 

2) 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. All survey work, both horizontal and 
vertical, shall be to the 1 a test third order of accuracy as 
established by the National Oceanic & Atmospheric Administration 
(NOAA) Survey. 

e ) A 1 1 c o n s t r u c t i o·n a n d o p e r a t i o n s h a 1 1 o c c u r i n a c co r d a n c e w i t h 
approved plans submitted under Item b), above, and Item 12 of the 
Harbor Development Permit. 

f) 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 to do so 
will constitute automatic revocation of the HOP. 

Work authorized by the HOP 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, the HDP will expire two (2) years from 
the date of said vote. Any extension of time of said commence-
ment d a t e must b e a p p 1 i ed for pr i or to t h e ex pi rat i on o f t h e 
HDP. 

h) The Harbor Development Permit may not be assigned to another 
person except as provided in the Board of Harbor Commissioner's 
Po r t M a s t e r P 1 a n I m p 1 em en t a t i o n G u i d e 1 i n e s a n d i n S ec t i o n 1 3 1 7 0 
of Title 14, of the California Administrative Code, to the 
extent applicable. 

i) 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 (lOth) working day following notification of 
approval, unless an appeal is filed with the Coastal Commission 
within that time. 

j) 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 co p y o f t h e perm i t and h a v e a c c e p t ed i t s c on t en t s • T h e perm itt e e 
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 (lOth) working day 
after notification of approval, unless an appeal is filed 
with the Coastal Commission within that time. 

k) 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. 

1) Distribution and/or removal of surplus materials (fills, dirt, 
broken asphal, etc.) generated by these construction activities 
(on Port-owned or cantrall ed 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. 

ISSUED FOR PUBLIC REVIEW: --'""--0=f-Lmd~'--l'-"'6'--. --' 19 9 (5 
BY: DIRECTOR OF PLANNING 

g~fA,a_t; 
NEGATIVE DE 

1 

TION ADOPTED ON: ----------~--' 19 __ _ 

BY: CITY OF LONG BEACH BOARD OF HARBOR COMMISSIONERS 

Application No. 90022 
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APPLIED INDUSTRIAL MATERIALS CORPORATION 
PAD NO. 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 thro~gh 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. In 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). 

II. 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 RESOURCES 

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 

1 
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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 (lbs.jday) 1 

Source Quantity co HC NOx2 Part. 

Wheeled Loader3 3 13.8 6.0 45.3 
Bulldozer 1 14.4 1.5 33.3 
Cement Trucks 8 8.1 3.2 20.4 
Miscellaneous4 4 21.6 4.9 54.1 

TOTAL 57.9 15.6 153.1 

SCAQMD Threshold 550.0 75.0 100.1 

1. Values based on an a-hour day. 
2. As N0 2 
3. Two backhoes; One front-end loader. 
4. Cranes 

Sources: USEPA. 1985. compilation of Air Pollution Emission 
Factors. AP-42, 4th Edition. 

4.2 
1.3 
2.3 
4.4 

12.2 

150.0 

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. 
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3. 

There will be no change in the other impacts associated 
with water quality since the proposed project will not 
alter operations at the facility. 

EARTH RESOURCES 

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. 

4. VEGETATION AND ANIMAL LIFE 

Due to the industrialized nature of the site there will 
be no change in vegetation or animal life. 

5. NOISE 

Construction activities will result in a minor increase 
in noise levels at the project site, however, they will 
cease after construction. 

6. 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. 

7. CULTURAL RESOURCE/RECREATION 

This project will not result in any impact on cultural 
resources or recreational opportunities. 

8. LAND USE - DESIGN 

The proposed project will not alter the current land use 
of the project site. 

9. 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. 

10. UTILITY SYSTEM 

This project will not result in a need for new or 
substantially altered utility systems. 
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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. 

III. 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. 

8 
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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; (ii) at the request of 
the Director of Planning, initiate chemical andjor 
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 
andjor 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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2. Permittee shall be responsible for all damage to 
underground structures and utility lines occurring as a 
result of project constructions. 

3. Permittee shall restore all ground surfaces disturbed by 
excavation to existing conditions. 

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

5. Permittee shall fully enclose the screening station, 
conveyor, and truck dump as proposed. 

6. 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. 

7. 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) . 

8. Permittee shall submit final construction drawings to the 
Director of Planning for approval prior to the 
commencement of project construction. 

9. 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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No. 90022 
~-- - ,.. -- ---- -~,.....-··--·-

PORT OF LONG BEACH 
PLANNING DIVISION 

INITIAL STUDY and CHECKLIST 

DATE: __ ~J~/~1~3/~9~0~---------
-SITE: __ ~A~l~M~C~O~R~-~1~2L70~P~l~·e~r~G~A~v~en~u~e~------

INITIAL STUDY PREPARED BY: ____ ~s~·~E~·~C~r~o~u~ch~-------------------

Project Description: Modification of existing facility by the addition of a 
truck dump station, sre~ning station, walls around 
stockpile and a--~~-nveyor to a storage shed-: 

Environmental Setting 

1. Existing Use and Condition of the Site: -·- --. ~- ' 

. ' -'I 

a. Number of structures, location, use and size: Petroleum 
- - ----. ' ".l. • 

cqke Joadjng station, conveyor 

b. site/structure condition and age: __ ~n~a~----------------

c. Site dimensions: PAD No. 15- 55.000 sq. ft.; Coke shed 138,000 sq. ft. 

d. Number of existing parking spaces: _____ n~a~-------------

Open: ________________ _ Enclosed: ______________________ _ 

e. Condition of: 

CUrbsjgutters: ___ c_o_od ____________________________________ __ 

Pavement: ________ c_o_o_d ______________________________________ __ 

storm drains: ____ n_l_a ______________________________________ __ 

f. Landscaping and/or other features including landforms: 

n/a 
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g. Ambient noise and major sources of noise: Ambient -

Coke handling facilities, major - truck and conveyors 

h. Current traffic conditions: moderate - when loading 
----------------~-----

i. Existing use and project's compatibility with 
surrounding land uses: ~Coke storage~- compatible 

2. Uses of Surrounding Properties: 

North: 

South: 

East: 

West: 

Adjacent Land use 
(Precise Use) 

Metropolitan Stevedoring 

SSM Coke Shed 

UPRC Coke Shed 

KOCH Carbon 

Golden West Refinery 

Open Water 

structure 
Height 

20 ft. 

60 ft. 

60 ft. 

100 ft. 

30 ft. 

n/a 

,i.,_l; . . ' - -
0-' ............ ........ __ ...... ~ 4.;; 1 ~~--.-·-.;;_ __ : . . :~~· 

2 

structure 
condition 

Good 

Good 

Good 

Good 

Good 

n/a 
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ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT CHECKLIST 

1. ATMOSPHERIC RESOURCES 

Will the proposal result in: 

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

b. 

of ambient air quality. 

Generation of----constructi-on--· 
emissions. 

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

2. WATER QUALITY 

· Will the proposal-result- in: 

a. Alteration of surface water 

Minor 
Ben•ticial Adver•• 
X.pa~ Iapact 

X 

quality. -".:X'---

b. Change in current, course, or 

Siqniticant 
Adv•r•• 
Iapact 

Mo 
Iapaet 

X 

X 

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:___ 

3 • EARTH RESOURCES 

Will the proposa:rresult in: 

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

b. Disruptions, displacements, 
compact ioh of' the- soiL'- - -

3 
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Bene!ich.l Minor S1qn1t1cant Ho- ----
Impact Adver.. A.ctVi£•• Iir.Pict-

c. Change in topography. 

d. Modification of unique geologic 
or physical features. 

e. Change_in wind or water erosion 
of soils. 

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

g. Change in exposur-e~orj;fecipTe-or 
property to geologic hazards 
such as earthquakes and ground 
failure. 

4. VEGETATION and ANIMAL LIFE 

Will the proposal result in: 

a. Change in diversity or number 
of species. 

b. Change in numbers of rare or 
unique species. 

c. Change in existing plant or 
wildlife habitat. 

5. NOISE 

Will the proposal result in: 

a. Change in ambient noise levels. ____ _ 

b. Change in exposure of 
·populations. to noise..leve.ls •.... 

c. Conformance with applicable 
noise ordinances andjor other 
regulations. 

6. VISUAL QUALITY 

Will the proposal result in: 

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

-- . - ~---. --' 

b. Alterations of- e:ds.tini}-views.·,.":~"£.--;<· 

4 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 
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JUnor 
Adv•r•• 
Z.pact 

Siqniticant 
Adv•r•• -No 
.~~p~~t ._;·p~ct 

c. A change in harmony and com
patiblity with adjacent uses 
(i.e. building height, bulk, 
mass, scale, alignment, color, 
exterior facade materials). __ x __ _ 

d. Changes in structures visible 
to the public view. __::x:.___ 

e. Visible mechanical equipment on 
the rooftop. __ x __ _ 

CULTURAL RESOURCES/RECREATION;,~ -H'-~"'

Will the proposal result in: 

a. Change in quality or quantity 
of recreationa.l. .. PJ;>portuni ties--.::-~:..:::--:......::=-----~~-

b. Change in significant 'archaeo~ 
logical or historical sites. 

c. Change in quality or quantity 
of existing educational or 
scientific institutions. 

- -- ·-- "" ·-~ ·'-

X 

X 

X 

B. ~USE= DESIGN 

Will the proposal result in: 

a. Conformance with: 
(1) Adopted General Plan and 

elements. 
(2) Zoning Or~inances. 
(3) Relevant regional plans 

and policies. ' 

b. Compatibility with adjacent land 
uses (i.e. preservation of 
privacy, spatial cohesiveness, 
personal safety). 

c. Change in intensity of devel
opment (i.e. rate and density 
of development). 

d. Change in open space (i.e. 
amenities or recreational uses) ____ _ 

e. Sufficient building setbacks 
for sunlight and views. 
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f. Sufficient natural air· 

circulation in and around 
buildings. 

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

9. TRANSPORTATION 

Will the proposal result in: 

Bene!ich.l 
Impact 

Minor 
Adverse 
I•pact. 

a. Change in vehicular_movement. =-·~·~-- ·---- -. 

10. 

b. Change in demand for new 
parking. 

c. Impact upon existing transpor
tation syst-emsr; -~·-~- -~- ---·. 

d. Alterations to present patterns 
of circulation or movement of 
people andjor goods~-··-- -··-·-··-_--_.,;;:,_ 

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

f. Changes in waterborne, rail 
or air traffic. 

UTILITY SYSTEM 

Will the proposal result in a need 
for new systems, or substantial 
alterations to the follo~ing: 

a. Electricity or natural gas. 

b. Communications systems. 

c. Water. 

d. Sewer. 

e. Storm water systems. 

f. Solid waste systems. 

6 

Siqnitica.nt 
Ad.ver•• 
r.~ct._ 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 
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11. PUBLIC SERVICES 

Will the proposal result in a 
change in demand for: 

a. Police protection. 

b. Fire protection. 

c. Public recreation facilities 
management and _lll_~i_n:t,e_nance. 

Beneficial 
Iapact 

Minor 
Adverse 
lapact 

Si91'iticant 
Advar•• 
Iapact 

d. Street maintenance--and -trash-- -~-~-- ----- -~----· · 
collection. 

e. PUblic health services. 

12. ~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) . 

b. Change response time for 
emergency services or change 
evacuation ease. 

c. Conform with the Port Risk 
Management Plan. 

13. ECONOMIC CONSIDERATIONS 

Will the proposal result in: 

a. Impacts on tax and general 
revenues accruing to the City. 

b. Impacts on local/regional 
economy. 

c. Impacts on employment 
opportunities. 
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No 
bpact 
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X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 



14. ENERGY 

Beneficial 
Impact 

Will the proposal result in: 

a, Use of substantial amounts of 
fuel or energy. 

b. Substantial changes in demand 
upon existing sources of 
energy, or demand for the 
development of new sources of 
energy. 

c. Change in localjregional energy 
supplies. 

d. Change in efficiency of energy 
use. 

15. SOCIAL CONSIDERATIONS 

Will the proposal result in: 
-_L ," - . .L 

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

b. Change in existing housing, or 
demand for housing. 

c. Change in location of resi
dential, commercial, or indus
trial buildings or other 
facilities. 

8 

Minor 
Adverse 
X. pact 

Siqnitlca.nt 
Adverse 
I•pact 

No 
rapact 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 
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16. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

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 periods of California history 
or prehistory? 

b. 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. 

c. 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. ) 

d. Does the project have environmental 
effects which will cause substantial 
adverse effects on human beings, 

. either directly or indirectly? 

17. DISCUSSION OF ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION 

YES MAYBE 

Tentative recommendations: Negative Declaration~xL-_ 

EIR'----

NO 

X 

X 

X 

_x_ 

Note: All items checked beneficial, minor, significant, yes or 
maybe are discussed in further detail in the attachments. 
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EXHIBIT A 

STA'JDARD m~DITIO~S 

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. 

b) Construction drawings a.!ld final working drawings shall be submitted to the Port Planning Division for 
review and approval at appropriate time 1ncrements during the permit process prior to CCITimencement of 
any portion of the development as shown In Item 12, on the Harbor Development Permit. 

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

d) 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 said work, Permittee 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 pipe
lines. All of said drawings shall be drawn to a scale in which the number of feet per inch shall 
r.ot 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 & Atmospheri.c 
Administration {NOAA) Survey. 

e) All construction and operation shall occur In accordance with approved plans submitted under Item b), 
above, and Item 14 of the Harbor Development Permit {HOP), 

f) The HOP Is Issued 
under Item 17 
permits have been 

subject to the applicant obtaining all other agencies' approvals and/or permits 
of the HOP, and construction shall not be commenced until such approvals and 

obtained. Failure to do so will constitute automatic revocation of the HOP. 

g) Work authorized by the HOP 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 HOP 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 HOP. 

h) The Harbor Develorxnent 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. 

i) The Harbor nevelorxnent Permit (HOP) 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 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 avallable at the project site. Provided, however, If the project is ap~alable, 
the permit shall become effective after the tenth (lOth) working day following notification of •oproval, 
unless an appeal is filed with the Coastal Commission within that time. 

j) The Harbor Oevelorxnent 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 a pp 1 i cat! on 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 {10) working 
day after notflcation of approval, unless an appeal is filed with the Coastal Commission within that 
time. 

k) Level l permits shall become effective upon completion of review by the Board of Harbor Commissioners 
except where the Board has stayed the 1Huance of the permit. 

1) 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 Eng! neer. 
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April 27, 1990 ICF KAISER ENGINEERS, INC 

Board of Harbor Commissioners 
Port of Long Beach 
Harbor Department Administration Building 
925 Harbor Plaza 
Long Beach, California 90802 

Dear Commissioners: 

1 0 UNiVERSAL CITY PLAZA, SUITE 2400 
UNIVERSAL CITY, CALIFORNIA 91608-1097 
(818) 508-7150 

The purpose of this letter is to provide ICF Kaiser Engineers (ICF KE's) 
comments on the Initial Study and Negative Declaration prepared by the 
Planning Department in response to the proposed AIMGOR, Pad No. 14 
Modification Project (Application No. 90022). 

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 

Air 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 & Associates 
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 

lAY - 4 1990 
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ICF KAISER 
ENGINEERS 

respirable particulate which is of primary concern in human health effects and 
therefore quantification of potential impacts is essential. Since the South 
Coast Air Basin is non-attainment for PMlO, it is particularly important that 
PMlO emissions be evaluated. 

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 1 uncovered pile". While the storage configuration 
proposed for this project is uncovered, other coke storage facilities in the 
vicinity of the proposed project (SSM 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 AIMCOR 
has deviated from this standard of control to·employ a technique with a lower 
pollution control efficiency. 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 
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 
the property should be audited by an REA prior to implementation of the 
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 soil contamination, the potential for release of air 
taxies 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 
trips at the warehouse and other adjacent facilities. However, traffic 
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 vicinity 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. 
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Energy 

ICF KAISER 
ENGINEERS 

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 associated 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, combustion 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, it 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, SSM 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. 

:{£~::;?;1 ;#lr.~ 
Marga~ M. Lobnitz, D.Env., REA 
Manager, Environmental Compliance 

Programs 
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SHEPPARD, MULLIN, RICHTER & HAMPTON 

ORANGE COUN1Y OFFICE 

SEVENTH FLOOR 

4695 MACARTHUR COURT 

NEWPORT BEACH, CALIF"ORNIA 92660 

(714) 752-6400 

WRITER'S DIRECT DIAL NUMBER 

(213) 617-4111 

VIA MESSENGER 

A PARTNf.:RS>HP INCLUOEN(i PROrESSlONAI.. CORPORATIONS 

ATTORNEYS AT LAW 

FORTY-EIGHTH FLOOR 

333 SOUTH HOPE STREET 

LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90071 

TELEPHONE (213) 620-1790 

FACSIMILE (213) 620-1399 

CABLE SHEPLAW 

TELEX 19-4424 

May 4, 1990 

Board of Harbor Commissioners 
Port of Long Beach 
Harbor Department Administration Building 
925 Harbor Plaza 
Long Beach, California 90802 

Re: HDP No. 90022; 

SAN F"FiANCISCO OF"FICE 

SEVENTEENTH FLOOR 

F"OUR EMBARCADERO CENTER 

SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94111 

(415) 434-4914 

SAN DIEGO OFF"ICE 

NINETEENTH FLOOR 

501 WEST BROADWAY 

SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA 92101·3505 

(619) 239·3669 

OUR FILE NUMBER 

KN9-38782 

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. SSM 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 
{ 11 CEQA 11 ). 

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 Pier 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 AIMCOR, 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. 

II 

THE PORT MUST PREPARE AN EIR BECAUSE THE PROJECT 
MAY HAVE SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL 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 Hayward, 
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 
violation, 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.11 

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. 

Y · 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 kind of concern which 
compels an environmental assessment of the impact of AIMCOR's 
lengthy open storage before the project is undertaken. 

III 

THE PORT FAILED TO PREPARE THE 
INITIAL STUDY IN THE MANNER REQUIRED BY LAW 

A. The Initial Study Provides No Evidence That The Project 
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 
"beneficial 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. In 
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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 method 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 
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. 
county of Mendocino, 212 Cal. App. 3d 296, 311 (1988). In this 
case, since the Initial Study contains virtually no discussion 
of the air quality 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 quality impacts will be significant and 
that an EIR is required. 

B. The Initial 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 
earliest 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 
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"[a]n initial study identifies potentially 
significant effects on the environment but 
(i) 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. In 
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, ~, Citizens Assn. for 
Sensible Development of Bishop Area v. County of Inyo, supra, 
172 Cal. App. 3d at 167. 
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C. The Initial Study Improperly Considers The Benefits Of The 
Proiect In Determining Whether An EIR Is Required. 

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 Oil. Inc. v. city of Los Angeles, 
13 Cal. 3d 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, 

for SHEPPARD, MULLIN, RICHTER & HAMPTON 

JHR:bz 

Attachments 

2\R\L018301A.J5 
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sptcuous by thetr ~baeooe.l • f •. Martin_ Marietta. which ()P<;r· . ' ano~:." · _. ·_: •!. : .. ~/:-'';•- . : . ";. !•land._•:'I'w;o _Ca~aon factltttea 

. Prom pte~ hy C()mp ~ta ~ · ate& at Bhnn Avenue and LOmtta · . ;.- . • . · .-'·'· .. ·• •· - include Atlantic Richfidd Co. and 
dust geUmg 111to ~and bu&i- .'• ·BouJevard, wrote AQMD officials;~ .. Y<)U can ltter:uY-:-~~ )'OUr_ ,._ Gr;e,at ~Carbon. . 
nesses, the A1r-Quality Manage-.... _. •t' L ••. ot" toed L -·the- ,name-on the dOIIk,.- he Wd.-BQeta.-.: .•. A representative' of the Santa 

D. . . . L •• ·-·'-' . ...say t ....,.. n s r co .. e... that· 1 ned -·'" ba- a ""- • .· · ment tstrictproject·....,. ...... __ -, _ _.facili ·. N 2.: ,_.. . ·. .arec··~·~w ·~- '""" .. ·-:Monica-basedCoalition(orClean. 
coke storage facilities tA>"da.mpen:<. :·· o/~ · ov~ · ·; · ·· oCb~~ustwtthiofive~utes.· Air aaid that Torrance residents 
their coke piles and take .other·. ; SSM C!l'"bon, whi!"t. operates .. · he said. : · · · . · ·. · · · · · · . · • · · will turn out to protest a Great 
dust-red~<:~on m~ or_ face . !Ill~ Blinn_Ave., S&ld !t tB ~- .... While the AQMD regulatiOIIB • ·{.akes facility in their neighbor-
~· possibility ()f_stonng_tbe coke 111g tt.& operations to an mdustrial. aupposedl uira water trucks bOOd. '· · _ . 
indoors at prOhiht(jve 006t. area Ill 23000 S. Alameda St. to spray ~e ':ke. Loren12et1 said .. . App~icanta in the Po~ of Long 

A public hearing was already . Even hefo"' Monday's hearing he.baSn't seen any 111ch vehicle .in . Beach include Me~opob~ Ste;-
held Monday evening in SaD took place at the Port of Los Ml don't !mow how long.• · ·•. · .. · · vedore ~ lnternatlon.ol Minerah 
Pedro, and if the ·cqmm~nta . Angeles building on CaffeyStreet, . ~(There.'s a) trail ofUiis ~ ·and C~elDical Corp. 
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Air-quality ruling cJuc on 'health threat' of outdoor coke storage\ 
• I .. 

By Thair _Petep- · ·L)Q. -.·and blackened their neighbor
....,_ · · _:--; 1 / · hood•. They argued that the 

the Atlantic Richfteld Co., which 
opera tea a·facility at' 1808 E.-__ 
Sepulveda Blvd. in Canon, aaid 
ARCO requires that coke he car
ried in covered conveyora and 
that only the more coane coke is 
stated ouU.ide, which "greatly 
reduces any nuisance.~ _ . 

the Tenninallsland Frwoay and '1 

· ;. t .- - _ seven companiea affected by :A' ir-quality officials will AQMD Rule 1158 have bOt Col-
issue a ruling UU. week on lowed ita provisions,· which 
a year -old program that require outdoor petroleum coke 

h85 ""ved local coke ·companies ptles to be kept damp' and dust-

Santa Fe Avenue- - · · 
Soiset told hearing· uaminer 

· Jack Nevill that the coke dust 
wrecked 1 car that had -black ' 

· rain d~ all over it" when Soiset ! 
traded rt IlL • ·.- _. . ' 

millions of dollan by allowing free. , • 
them to atore the black, dusty n.. companiea. which operate 
product outdoors. II .coke facilitieo in ~ Ter-

Angry residenll and- paper- minal lalaod, San Pedro, Tor
laden corporate lawyen gave con- . ranee and the Port ol Long Beach, 
fliding accounta of the South countered with atudiea abowinc 
IA>ast Air Qua!!!LManagemenl that dual problema bad been 
District ~ram at laat week'a eliminated. They questioned 
po1Llic bearinga in Carson and San whether airborne coke particles 
Pedro. are aa dangeroua as the residents 

Speaking at .- Wodneaday 
night beuing in the Carson City 
Council cham'--- A also aaid ' ~., YUY 

It W85 impossible to wash his 
-boat. Soiset aaid, beause .. 10()0 

u he etarts to WlU it. the craft ia 
COI'Ored with a black fllm. 

,the company baa-. lrUck and tire 
wash and lr.etpa duat-<:ontrol per
SODnel onsite 24 boon ada~. 
' However, Ronald So,.el of 
.-1 Long Beach aaid that .-bile 
AllCO may have a aprinlr.ler ays
tem, Ml have never aeen it lurned 
on in my 10 jean~ ollivin£ near 

••you come to my home to-
1 

IDOri'OW. 111 obaw )'00 all the coke 
dust you want to aee." he said. 
After the bearin«. SOOter &aid be 
would be mounting 1 neighbor
hood campaign again>t local col« 

n.. residenta claimed that the _think. . . 
,j_!,!~.j~ ~,_ma~-~J~\h.!.•:o:,J:.~q~ •. ·:~P~~~ of 

• • • • -· ~.. .... • -----·- -·- w ~ ............ 

development, !.Bid the city had enough towels to wipe their 
cited both Koch and Great Lakes bands," Guajaca aaid. She 
Carbon Corp. - which otores implored Nevitt to "protect the 
coke at 23000 S. Alameda SL - children. Pro~«! their lun~" 
for operating their facilitiN with- Guajaca said it was unfair that 
out a conditional-use permiL she spent money [or rug-deaning 

At the same time, Nemeth and doctor billi so coke compa
indicated that the Carson coke nies could &Jlve money on coke 
facilities, which include an SSM storage costs. 
Carbon o.iU! at 23000 S. Alameda MWby ohould I opend it when 
SL, will not cause many problem.• they're making money?" obe 
because they are located in the B.>ke<i 
heavy industry '-<dion on the eB.>t She also noted that local 
end of the city. authorities had ordered her to 

... She ~ui~ sh~ .wo"ld_ u~e the. _en,close th.e I_nO!'>" around her 
AQ MD- d c_c &Sj\m , to de t{:rm i ne • C.tlr.son bu.s.&ne::;._'), .. ftn(i 'Uw'e 'rc just a 
wlu .. thcr Lo grant the p<>rmits.. . liule 'liqu·or- •tore .. ·Make thtn1 do 

~oQU ........_, ~ ""..c J.'ua. ~re 
removed from Wilmington. 

Marshall Blesofsky, represent
ing the San Pedro chapter of the 
White Lung Association, cited a 
1981 federal study showing that 
petroleum coke is carcinogenic 
and can aggravate 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 hag never been a &tudy on 
whether the tiniest coke particles 
- lO microosi:lr under- arc haz
ardous. · 

I 

i /£D/N6 



The next Ume you have to ask !or 
a g!as:s of water In 1 rest..a.urant, or 
have lo flush your toilet twice or 
take a long shower because of the 
water restricting devices we are 
being required to ln.st.all, think 
about this. 

Down here In Loa Angeles Har
bor, on Miner Street, there Is a 
huge pile o! coal which I• contlnu. 
ously replenished u ahlpoload It up 
and take It to foreign buyers !or the 
manufacture o! s~eL The coal pile 
Is on land belonging to the city o! 
Los Angeles. It 11 lea.ed !rom the 
city by the Kaiser Corp. · 

The coal Lo brought In by train 
and piled up. Since the pile Is In the 
windiest part o! the harbor, coal 
du.st has be<!n a conUnulng prob · 
lem. covering boal.o In the nearby 
marina, al!Ung down on the sur
rounding neighborhoods, and foul· 
lng Lhe harbor waten. To keep the 
dust down, wa~r cannoru mounted 
on poles and on roving trucks spray 
the pile almost contlnuollllly. 

I have just received !lgurea 
which put the amount o! water thus 
usod at 105 million gallons a year. 
And, because salt hu a negative 
e!lect on the manufacture o! steel, 
those 105 million gallons a year are 
fresh water! That's a lot o! showers 
and a hell o! a lot o! glasses o! 
water. 

And this obscene waste o! our 
precious water l.s all. because they 
refuse to move the operation .to a 
less windy part o! the harbor. 

By the way, the coal is shipped to 
Korea to make steel !or Hyunda!s 
and to Talwan to make steel Cor, 
among other things, the low-now 
shower headl the DWP buy• In 
Taiwan andmalll to us. 

\ 

RICHARD KARL 
San Pedro 



STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
GEORGE DEUKMEJIAN, Governor 

CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD
LOS ANGELES REGION 
101 CENTRE PlAZA DRIVE 

MONTEREY PARK, CALIFORNIA 91754·2156 

(213) 266-7500 

WQCB26 

May 4, 1990 

Geraldine Knatz, Ph.D. 
Director of Planning 
Port of Long Beach 
P. o. Box 570 
Long Beach, CA 90801-0570 

File: 700.352 

NEGATIVE DECLARATION - CONTAINMENT WALL AROUND COKE STOCKPILE 1 

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: 

~ We have no further comments at this time. 

D 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. 

JOHN L. LEWIS, Unit Chief 
Technical Support Unit 

(07-13-89) 



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 (213) 620-6160. 

Original Sign8d 'oy 

GARY McSWEENEY 
IGR/CEQA Coordinator 
Transportation Planning and 
Analysis Branch 

Attachment 

cc: Stacey Crouch, Port of Long Beach 
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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 undergo 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] 

[ICFSJ 

[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 on-site soil 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 G 
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 regulated 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 following 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] 

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. 

[SMRHlO] 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. 

[SMRHll] 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. 

[SMRH12] The proposed project contains a fully enclosed 
screening facility to minimize dust emissions. 

[SMRHll] Although not stated in Negative Declaration, the 
proposed conveyor system will be fully enclosed, 
thus minimizing dust emissions. 



[SMRH14] 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. 

[SMRHlS] 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. 

[SMRH16] 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. 

[SMRH17] 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. 

[SMRH18] See response to comment #9. Initial 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. 

[SMRH19] 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] 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. 

[SMRH21] 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. 

[SMRH22] 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. 

[SMRH23] 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. 

[SMRH24] 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. 

[SMRH25] 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. 

[WQCB26] No response necessary. 

[CALT27] No response necessary. 
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South Coast 
AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT 
9150 FLAIR DRIVE, EL MONTE, CA 91731 

AIM COR 
1270 Pier G Avenue, 
Long Beach Ca 90802 

Attn: Mr. Joseph Lombardi 
Manager, West Coast Operation 

Gentlemen: 

APPLICATION NO. 216329 

(818) 572-6200 

April 18, 1990 

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 petroleum 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 
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AIM COR 

[ ] 3. Other 

-2- April 18, 1990 
A/N 216329 

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. 

FM 

Very truly yours, 

William Dennison 
Director of Engineering 

41~<~1 
Gary Turner 
Supervising Engineer 



AIM COR April 18, 1990 

SPECIAL CONDITIONS FOR RULE 1158 INTERIM 
PETROLEUM COKE STORAGE CONTROL PLAN 

1. TOTAL QUANTITY OF OUTSIDE PETROLEUM COKE STORAGE AT 
STOCKPILE No. 14 SHALL NOT EXCEED 60,000 TONS IN ANY ONE DAY. 

2. PETROLEUM COKE STORAGE PILES AND PETROLEUM 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. 

3. PETROLEUM COKE STORAGE PILES SHALL NOT BE HIGHER THAN 65 
FEET. 

4. 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. 

5. ALL WASHED OUTGOING PETROLEUM COKE TRUCKS, WIIETIIER FILLED OH 
EMPTY, SHALL ONLY BE DRIVEN OVER PAVED ACCESS ROADWAYS WHICH 
HAVE BEEN CLEANED OF ANY COKE DUST. 

6. 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. 

7. WATER TRUCKS SHALL BE EQUIPPED WITH WATER SPRAYING DEVICES 
WHICH ARE CAPABLE OF DELIVERING WATER TO ALL OPEN SURFACES OF 
THE COKE PILES. 

8. 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. 

9. 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 INTO 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. 
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Legal Owner 
or Operator: 

SOUTH COAST AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT 

PERMIT TO CONSTRUCT 
9150 FLAIR DRIVE, EL MONTE, CALIFORNIA 91731 

Granted as of April 25, 1990 

AIM COR 
1270 PIER "G" A VENUE 
LONG BEACH, CALIFORNIA 90802 
ATIN: JOSEPH LOMBARDI 

ID 54530 

Equipment Location: PIER "G" BERTH 212-215, LONG BEACH, CALIFORNIA 

~f~189No. 
Page 1 

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. RECEIVING HOPPER, THREE COMPARTMENT. 

2. BELT CONVEYOR NO.1, 150 H.P. 

3. BELT CONVEYOR NO.2, 100 H.P. 

4. BELT CONVEYOR NO.3, 125 H.P. 

5. BELT CONVEYOR NO. 4A, 60 H.P. 

6. BELT CONVEYOR NO. 10, WITH TWO 150 H.P. DRIVES. 

7. BELT CONVEYOR NO. 11, WITH TWO 75 H.P. DRIVES. 

8. BELT CONVEYOR NO. 12, 300 H.P. 

9. BELT CONVEYOR NO. 13, 200 H.P. 

10. STACKER, WITH FOUR 15 H.P. DRIVES, A 10 H.P. HOIST, AND A 15 H.P. ROTATOR. 

11. RECEIVING HOPPER, FOUR COMPARTMENT. 

12. TWO BELT CONVEYORS, RFlA AND RFlB, 30 H.P. EACH. 

13. BELT CONVEYOR NO. 2A, 125 H.P. 

14. TWO VIBRATING SCREENS, 50 H.P. EACH. 

ATTACHMENT 2 
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SOUTH COAST AIR UUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT 

PERMIT TO CONSTRUCT ~1"~189 No. 

9150 FLAIR DRIVE, EL MONTE, CALIFORNIA 91731 
Page2 

15. BELT CONVEYOR NO. 11A, 60 H.P., AND A 5 H.P. TRAVERSE DRIVE. 

16. BELT CONVEYOR NO. 11B, 60 H.P., AND A 5 H.P. TRAVERSE DRIVE. 

17. BELT CONVEYOR NO. 12B, 150 H.P. 

18. BELT CONVEYOR NO. WRC-2, 40 H.P. (COMMON TO A PETROLEUM COKE GRINDING 
AND STORAGE SYSTEM). 

19. TWO BELT CONVEYORS, WR-2 AND WR-3, 200 H.P. AND 75 H.P. (COMMON TO A 
PETROLEUM COKE GRINDING AND STORAGE SYSTEM). 

20. SHUTTLE BELT CONVEYOR, WR-4, WITH TWO 20 H.P. 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 36,000 TONS/DAY OF MATERIAL SHALL BE PROCESSED BY THIS 
SYSTEM, FOR PROCESS INVOLVING DIRECT STORAGE. 

3. THE THROUGHPUT CONDITIONS NO. lAND 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 
safety and other factors in design, construction or operation of the equipment is expressed or implied. 
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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. 

RMP/ps 
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Legal Owner 
or Operator: 

9150 FLAIR DRIVE, EL MONTE. CALIFORNIA 91731 

Granted as of April 25, 1990 

AIM COR 
1270 PIER "G" A VENUE 
LONG BEACH, CAI.IFORNIA 90802 
ATIN: JOSEPH LOMBARDI 

ID 54530 

Equipment Location: PIER "G" BERTH 212-215, LONG BEACH, CAI.IFORNIA 

Page 1 

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, COMPACTOR, MODEL BC9-38, 200 H.P. WITH A 15 H.P. 
DISCHARGING BELT CONVEYOR, WC-2. 

5. TWO BELT CONVEYORS, RECYCLING, WRC-1 AND WRC-2, 50 H.P. AND 40 H.P. 

6. TWO BELT CONVEYORS, WR-2, AND WR-3, 200 H.P. AND 75 H.P., (COMMON TO A 
PETROLEUM COKE RECEIVING AND STORAGE SYSTEM). 

7. SHUTILE BELT CONVEYOR, WR-4, WITH TWO 20 H.P. 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 
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Conditions 

SOUTH COAST AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT 

PERMIT TO CONSTRUCT 
9150 FLAIR DRIVE. EL MONTE. CALIFORNIA 91731 

~!f~1a~o No. 

Page 2 

1. NOT MORE THAN .,240 TONS OF MATERIAL SHALL BE PROCESSED BY THIS SYSTEM IN 
ANYONE DAY. 

2. 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 Ru1es 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 Construct will become invalid if the Permit to Operate is denied or if this application is 
cancelled. THlS PERMIT TO CONSTRUCT SHALL EXPIRE ONE YEAR FROM 1HE DATE OF 
ISSUANCE unless an extension is granted by the Executive Officer. 

Principal Office Assistant 

RMP/ps 
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ID 54530 
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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 
PETROLEUM COKE GRINDING SYSTEM). 

4. SHUTTLE BELT CONVEYOR, WR-4, WITH TWO 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. 

3. MATERIAL CHARGED, AND MATERIAL IN PROCESS SHALL BE KEPT SUFFICIENTLY 
MOIST TO PREVENT EXCESSIVE DUST EMISSIONS. 

ATTACHMENT 4 
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SOUTH COAST AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT 

PERMIT TO CONSTRUCT ~f~1~1nNo. 

9150 FLAIR DRIVE, El MONTE, CALIFORNIA 91731 
Page 2 

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 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. 

RMPjps 
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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 

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: _____________________ o_c_t_o_b_e_r __ l_9 _____ , 19_9_2 __ _ 

BY: DIRECTOR OF PLANNING 

--------~N~o~v~e~m=b~e~r~23~------' 19~9~2~-

BY: CITY OF LONG BEACH BOARD OF HARBOR COMMISSIONERS 

Application No. 91046 



PORT OF LONG BEACH 
PIER G BULK HANDLING IMPROVEMENTS PROJECT 

I. 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. 

II. 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 material 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 

1 
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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 
Avenue, and allow storage of two full unit trains. 

At a later time, as Phase II of the project, a new, electric-powered, traveling 
ship loader 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. 

III. CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUAUTY 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. 

1. 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. 

4 
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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 

Source No. co ROG NOx 

Backhoe 3 13.6 6.4 45.6 

Grader 2 2.4 0.8 11.2 

Track Loader 3 43.2 4.8 100.0 

Miscellaneous2 6 32.8 7.2 80.0 

Paver 2 7.8 0.8 18.3 
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1. 
2. 

Based on an eight-hour work day 
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-rnile round trip, pre-1988 year, gasoline-powered Water 
Truck with 50,000 miles. 

Sources: USEP A. 1985. Compilation of Air Pollution Emission Factors. AP-42, 
4th Edition. 

California Air Resources Board. 1986. Motor Vehicle Emission Factor 
Program- EMFAC7C. 

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. 
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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 insignificant. 

c-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 
occur. 

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. 

4. 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. 

5. 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. 

6. 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 
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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. 

7. 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. 

8. 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. 

9. 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 may 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. 
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10. 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. 

11. Public Services 

The proposed project would not cause changes that alter the nature of or need for 
public services. 

12. 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. 

13. Economic Considerations 

The proposed project would not result in any new economic impacts. 

14. Energy 

There would be no change in the use or demand for substantial amounts of local 
or regional energy supplies. 

15. Social Considerations 

The proposed project would not result in a change in any human population 
concentrations or in the location or demand for housing. 

16. 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. 
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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 Commissioners hereby grant a Level II 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 



EXHIBIT A 

PERMIT CONDITIONS 

This permtt shall be subject to the followllll,l condttlons 

1. EffectiVe Date: This pemil shall not beCOme effective until the ORIGINAl has bs&n rell.lrned to the Planning Division, fully gjgned 
by the peonTVttee or agent{s) authOrtzec:lln the pemit appiUtion. Failure \o rerum the original 'Nilhin thirty (30) d~ of approval 
shall render the pemtt. invalid. 0\.har conditions not'fi'ithStanding, II the proJect is appealo.b!e the pem'il shall oot becorne 
effectiVe until aner the tenth ('lOth) working day lo!lo'W'ing ootffication ol e.ppro'o'llll, unlsss an appeal has been Tiled with the 
Calilomia Coastal Coi'Tflissjon within that lime. By ex9CI.Iting this perrrit, pemittee or ItS ll!QBnl(s) &Ckoo'Medge that \hey ha\le 
recetved a copy of said parrril and accept its contenl9. The ~oo shaD kesp • copy ol the fully-Signed pemi1 for its use 
and post s.!dd copy conspicUously «L the proted site. 

2. Non-WaiverCondition: Nothing in !lis pemit shall be doa9rred or constn.Jed llS 1 weN91 of any term or condition contained in 
perrrittoo's kfa:9B, preferential as:sigrYnSnt, pamil, or otho3r &gr1So91T1Snt with the Long Bae:ch Harbor Corrrnssion. 

3. Perrrit Exoiiation: Work suthortzGd by this perm't m..JSI. conmsnce within two yaars of the effecti\le date of this pernjlunless 
oth9r'Ni9oa specified. If work has not corrrnsnc&d, this pemit wm axpi'e two {2) yean from 1m eflect:Ne date. Any application 
tor llfl extension of said co11Y1"19n<:emant date rru::rt be mads .!1 \east thirty (30) days prior to the expW'ation of this penrn. 

o4. -'sskJnmant: ThB paiTri1. shaH not be ~ood except e;s provld9d irrth3 BoNd of Harbor ComTissionera' Pan Master Plan 
I!Tl)lemantation Guide!ines and in Section 13170 of rroe 14 of the C&ilom!t A.drrin:strative Code, to the extent appl\ca.bkt. 

s. Corrpl!ance With Laws and R&guls.tions: Poonitlss shall corrply with el mts, 5\&hltes, rules, regulations, and orders of all 
go\lernmantal sgandaS ha...,ng jurisdiction O'o'er the pem-inoo's pro¢ Parrritlee, a11ts own expense. shall obtain all requisite 
perrritr;, sppro'o'ais, and consents from the appropriate sgar.cies, including bUt not linited to the Long Beach Harbor Department, 
the City of Long Beach Department of P1annir.g and Building, the City of Long Bsach Rre Department. the South Coast Air 
Quality Managernant Dislrict. th9 Caifornia De:par1Jnant of Health Services, &nd the Regional Water Quality Control Board, and 
shall comply with any such pamil, l!q)proval, or consant. Copies of d requisits pemTts shall be aval!able lor Inspection at the 

projact site. 

6. Construction Dr8'Hings: F1na:l plans and speclfications for construction, ir"COrponrtlng any modif.:ations made by the Harbor 
Depertrnetnt, shall be StJbrrined kl the Planning Oivtsion lor revisw and sppro\1&1 prior 10 COf1Y1"19('lC:S(hant of any portion of the 
cSeYBklpmant · 

7. Notffication: Pemittoo shalnotity the Chief Harbor Enginaer, in writing, of ths ~ated slart date of any construction at kl.e.st 
ten (10) days In advance. Pet'l'TVnee shall also notify tha Harbor Dept.rtment Traffic Engi]')OO( len (10) days prior to the 
cotTmeu·•cerr.ant ol any proted that may aflect traffic flow on any street within the HarbOr District. 

B. Pemission From Property Owner: Prior to corrvnancing conslruction on proparty not under pernittoo's control. p€1f1Tit\ee shall 
notify and obtain written ~~ppro\lal from the owner or~ of any such prcpsrty, and she.ll subrTil copis:s of all such ~prO\IBls 
to th9 Director of Planning. 

9. Subsur1rtee Construction: Pemittes shall consult with tha Surveys and Mapping SscUon of the Harbor Depar1l'T'Iant reg!lding 
possibkt interterences to underground utifrtias lor &II worX inYOMng axca ... rroon. PEiflT'itlee shall be respon:sib&e Jor all damage 
k> underground structures and utility liMS occurring .!!:S 1. result of proj:scl: consirl.lction, and shall restore &II Q('ound surfaces 
disturbed by axcav!'ltion '10 original conditions, unlsss othsi:Wae provtded lor by the pemined pro,iect de:s:l'gn. Parm!ttee shall 
condUC'I M! subsUrtace work in a::cocdance wi\h Hsrbor O$?&rtm9nt Sl&ndsd Spoc;ification No. 116. " 

10. Conduct of WorX: Pecrrlttae shgjl pOOorrn all work in strk:t &CCOrdanos 'Nith tha plilllS and specifications approved by the Harbor 
Department Plllfl~ng Drvision. Perrrittee shall conduct project site preparauon and construction ectivltie:s in a manner that 
rrinirrizas dUst and re£a.a99'S of materials into harbor waters. Distribufun snd/or rerno\laJ of sorp!us materials (fills, dirt, broken 
asphan, etc.} generated by construction &etivities on property undef th3 jurisdiction of th9 Harbor Coi'M"isskln rrust ha'o'e prior 
appro'o'al of the Chief Harbor Engine«. 

11. /43-BuillOra'lrirss: As-built drawings lor construction within the Harbor CXst:ric! shal be sut:xtitted to the Construction lnspect)on 
Section of the Harbor 0epl!ltlTI8nt within thirty (30) d&'f9 of the corrwl9tion of wort.. Except in the case of underground wor'f;, 
final construction drawings may S91"-.l'i! as ES-builtl:l pro'iidad & 99t of such drrrMngs life sut:xtitted and st~ •ss-built". For 
underground work, p&rl'T1noo sh&ll !L'brrit to the_ Construction l~n Section, within thirty {30) days of COm;Jietion of the 
wor'f;, twO (2) 9EJts of as-buihdtawlngs and survey ootes, signed by a icerood surveyor who shall CE'!f\ity to the correctness of 
the holi:zontal and 'w'Bftical eliglli'T\a~. All of said cSrawings shal be dr£Wn to a scale of no more than one hundred {100) feet 
\0 the inch, sh!JI snow the &:Curate ef9nmants by ce-ntecline travEfl'loSS, shbll be referenced to !JIIntEn9COOns of street proparty 
Wnes and survey points furnished by" the Harbor Department, and shal show tha elavations of the tops of the pipelines and 
IS!Cilities. All survey wor'f; shall be to the te.test third order of accuracy I!:S astab!ished by the National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Adrrinistration survey. 

12. HazarcSous Mat6£ials: tf during the course of construction pentit{oo shal OOC0\191 01' ha\le rea30n to balia'o'e that malarial being 
exca ... ated at the proted site contains extremaly hazardous wastes or hazatdous wsstas as those terms are or have boon defined 
by the Administrator of the En'iironrrental Protection N;}eooy, the California Department of Health SerYicoo, or MT'f other pEI(son 
or agsooy having jurisdiction 0\191 th& managsment of haz!!ldous materials, pemittea, at il3 cost, shall: (i} prOI'Tfltly notify the 
Director of Planning of the perrrittee's diSCO'o'€!1)' or beliet, (li) at the reques1 of the Director of Planning, initiate cl"'efr»cal and/or 
physic.81 charectertzation of the lll6.terlal; (iii) promptly suboit all laboratory snd test results to the Director of Planning on reoolpt 
thereof; {N) daYek>p and subrr.it lor sppro'o'alto the Director of P\anning a retr'l&diation plan pro\liding k>r the disposal and/or 
treatment of the contarrinaled rr.tDial; ('o') irn,llscnant that plari in eccordancs 'NIIh the regulations and ordern of !he 
go\latnmental &gancioo having )urisdcOOn; (Vi) II matsr1al Is rem:wad, replace d: such matefial 'Nilh cla&n fiR material that is 
structurally suitable lor the project, end cause tOO exca'o'ation to ba badcMed and Ollll>acl&d; and (vi~ prOfTl)tly subf'rjt copies 
of all waste rn.anilasts to tha Director of P\annlng, 

13. Traffic Management: Prior kl cofl\fliSI'K::eflnt of construcOOn that may aftect traffic within the Harbor Distr'ict. pemittoo shall 
st~bmt 10 the Long Bs&eh Harbor Dapsrtrnant Tral'lic Eogineoc a tramc w&ming and control plan. PEilflTitlae may elecl. to have 
tha Harbor Dapartmlnt pro'wiOe and irstall traffic warning a!ld control ggns and devicas,ln which case pemittee shall reimburse 
ths Harbor Department for the coS'I3 tooreof. M tramc warning and conrrol ~. e.lgllS, and plans shal be In accordance 
\IIIIth the WorX Na.a Traffic Control l{andbook. (BNI BookS), 

H. Landscaploo: Pemitree shell malnts!n all landscaping and irrigation systems Installed In occordance with this perrrit In a healthy 

and functional condition. 

15. Non-Compliance Pene.ltles: VIOlation of any proyision or condition In this perrrit shall constitute grounds lor revoco.tion of this 
pemlt and shal'. render the peiTl"inae llab&e for cMl penaMes of up to $10,(l(X).OO, Any pecson who wilfully and kno'lringly 
conducts \lrfO'~ ~ th9 Harbor Distr1ct WI violation of the Port MBS!er P\an Guidelinas shall. be liable \or tivi penaJties of $5000.00 
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No. 91046 

POR'r OF LONG BEACH 
PLANNING DIVISION 

INITIAL STUDY and CHECKLIST 

DATE: __ ~s~eKp~t~em~b~e~r~9~,~1~9~9~l __ _ 

SITE: __ ~P~ie~r~A~A~v~e~n~u~e~Co~a~l~S~h~e~d~----------

INITIAL STUDY PREPARED BY: __ ~s~·~E~·~c~r~o~uc~h~----------------------

Project Description: 
Construct a 150,000 metric ton coal shed including a conveyor, rail spur 
and equipment. 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: __ ~G~o~o~d~----------------

c. Site dimensions: __ ~lo~o~o~·~x~2~0~o_•~~=-4~.s~a~c~r~e~s~------·----------

d. Number of existing parking spaces: __ ~N/~A ________________ __ 

Open: ________________ _ Enclosed: ____________________ __ 

e. Condition of: 

Curbsjgutters: __ ~N/~A~-------------------------------------

Pavement: N/A 

Storm drains: ____ N~/_A ______________________________________ __ 

f. Landscaping andjor other features including landforms: 

N/A 
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g. Ambient noise and major sources of noise: __ ~R~a~l~·l~l~i~n~e~s~,~-

Pier A Avenue, and Pier G Avenue 

h. Current traffic conditions: ______________________________ _ 

Moderate along Pier A Avenue 

i. Existing use and project's compatibility with 
surrounding land uses: __________________________________ ___ 

Compatible with existing uses 

2. Uses of Surrounding Properties: 

North: 

south: 

East: 

west: 

Adjacent Land Use 
(Precise Use) 

Fire Station 

Pad No. 14 

Coke Shed 

Railroad Tracks 

Container Storage 

Pier A Avenue 

LBCT 
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Structure 
Height 

15' 

N/A 

60' 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

Structure 
Condition 

Good 

N/A 

Good 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 



ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT CHECKLIST 

Minor 
Beneficial Adverae 

1. 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. 

b. Generation of construction 
emissions. 

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

2. 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, 
drainage pattern or rate and 
amount of surface water runoff. 

d. Change in quantity, quality 
of ground water. 

e. Change in exposure of people 
property to water related 
hazards, i.e. flooding. 

3. EARTH RESOURCES 

Will the proposal result in: 

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

b. Disruptions, displacements, 
compaction of the soil. 

3 

Iapact Impact 

X 

X -----

X 

Siqniticant 
Adverae 
I•pact 

No 
Impact 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 



5-li!n-aficial Minor S!qnificant He 

c. 

d. 

e. 

f. 

g. 

Change in topography. 

Modification of unique geologic 
or physical features. 

Change in wind or water erosion 
of soils. 

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

Change in exposure of people or 
property to geologic hazards 
such as earthquakes and ground 
failure. 

4. VEGETATION and ANIMAL LIFE 

Will the proposal result in: 

a. Change in diversity or number 
of species. 

b. Change in numbers of rare or 
unique species. 

c. Change in existing plant or 
wildlife habitat. 

5. NOISE 

Will the proposal result in: 

lap.act Advane Adverse h.~ct 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

a. Change in ambient noise levels. ____ __ X 

' 
b. Change in exposure of 

populations to noise levels. 

c. Conformance with applicable 
noise ordinances and/or other 
regulations. 

6. VISUAL QUALITY 

Will the proposal result in: 

a. Changes in light or glare from 
street lights or othe.r sources 

b. Alterations of existing views. 
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c. A change in harmony and com
patiblity with adjacent uses 
(i.e. building height, bulk, 
mass, scale, alignment, color, 
exterior facade materials) • 

d. Changes in structures visible 
to the public view. 

a.tnefichl 
Uapact 

e. Visible mechanical equipment on 
the rooftop. 

7. CULTURAL RESOURCES/RECREATION 

Will the proposal result 1n: 

a. Change in quality or quantity 
of recreational opportunities. 

b. Change in significant archaeo
logical or historical sites. 

c. Change in quality or quantity 
of existing educational or 
scientific institutions. 

8. 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). 

c. Change in intensity of devel
opment (i.e. rate and density 
of development). 

d. Change in open space (i.e. 
amenities or recreational uses) ____ _ 

e. Sufficient building setbacks 
for sunlight and views. 
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Minor 
Adveree 
Ia.pact 

X 

Siqn1Uca.nt 
Advar•• 
Impact 

•o 
IB.pact 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 



Beneficial 
IB.pact 

f. Sufficient natural air 
circulation in and around 
buildings. 

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

9. TRANSPORTATION 

Will the proposal result in: 

a. Change in vehicular movement. 

b. Change in demand for new 
parking. 

c. Impact upon existing transpor
tation systems. 

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

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

f. Changes in waterborne, rail 
or air traffic. 

10. UTILITY SYSTEM 

Will the proposal result in a need 
for new systems, or substantial 
alterations to the follo~ing: 

a. Electricity or natural gas. 

b. Communications systems. 

c. Water. 

d. Sewer. 

e. Storm water systems. 

f. Solid 1'/aste systems. 
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X 

X 

Minor 
Adverse 
Impact 

Si911iticant 
Adverse 
Iapact 

No 
bpact 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 
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11. PUBLIC SERVICES 

Will the proposal result in a 
change in demand for: 

a. Police protection. 

b. Fire protection. 

c. Public recreation facilities 
management and maintenance. 

d. Street maintenance and trash 
collection. 

e. Public health services. 

12. 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). 

b. Change response time for 
emergency services or change 
evacuation ease. 

c. Conform with the Port Risk 
Management Plan. 

13. ECONOMIC CONSIDERATIONS 
' 

Will the proposal result in: 

a. Impacts on tax and general 
revenues accruing to the City. 

b. Impacts on local/regional 
economy. 

c. Impacts on employment 
opportunities. 
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Beneficial 
Impact 

Minor 
Adverse 
h.pact 

Siqn1Ucant 
Adv12rae Ho 
Iapact l•pact 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 



14. ENERGY 

Will the proposal result in: 

a. Use of substantial amounts of 
fuel or energy. 

b. Substantial changes in demand 
upon existing sources of 
energy, or demand for the 
development of new sources of 
energy. 

Minor 
Ben•ticial AdverGe 

Iapact Iwpact 

c. Change in localjregional energy 
supplies. 

d. Change in efficiency of energy 
use. 

15. SOCIAL CONSIDERATIONS 

Will the proposal result in: 

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

b. Change in existing housing, or 
demand for housing. 

c. Change in location of resi
dential, commercial, or indus
trial buildings or other 
facilities. 

' 
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Siqn.Uieant 
Adverse 
Iapact 

X 

X 
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16. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

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 periods of California history 
or prehistory? 

b. 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. 

c. 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.) 

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

17, DISCUSSION OF ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION 

MAYBE 

Tentative recommendations: Negative Declaration x 

EIR. __ _ 

X 

X 

_x_ 

_x_ 

Note: All items checked beneficial, minor, significant, yes or 
maybe are discussed in further detail in the attachments. 

9 



v -; 

Discrepancies noted in applicants plans: 

Rev. 8/89: SJW 
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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 

APP ATIONSUMMARYREPORT ADOPTED ON: Y'l} ';)_ ;j , 19_5__ 1 

BY: CITY OF LONG BEACH BOARD OF HARBOR COMMISSIONERS 

Application No. 97042 



METROPOLITAN STEVEDORE COMPANY 
FACILITY MODIFICATIONS 

!_. 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, petroteum coke, calcined 
coke, soda ash, and sulfur. Metro's bulk handling facility (Figure I) 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-1, 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. 

II. 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 !-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 being 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 
I 0,200 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 I 

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, 
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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 II 

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 III 

The third and fmal 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. 

III. IMP ACT 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. 
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2. AIR 

a. 

b. 

I 

c. 

d. 

3. WATER 

a. 

b-e. 

g. 

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 (PM10 ) 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 (1 0 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 



h-i. 

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. 

The proposed project would not change the amount of water available to 
people or expose them to water-related hazards. 

4. PLANT AND ANIMAL LIFE 

a-c. 

5. NOISE 

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 
affect any wildlife, including unique, rare, or endangered species. 

The proposed project would not exceed the noise levels within the 
surrounding project area. There are no sensitive receptors in the highly 
industrialized port area and the completed project would be in conformance 
with applicable noise ordinances and other regulations. 

6. 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. 

7. LAND USE/DESIGN 

a-b. 

c-f. 

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. 

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 
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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. 

8. NATURAL RESOURCES 

a. The proposed project would not affect supplies of or demands for natural 
resources. 

9. RISK OF UPSET 

a. 

b. 

c. 

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. 

Due to the proposed project's location within an existing facility, 
construction and operation would have no effect on emergency response 
times. 

The proposed project introduces no new risks and would conform with the 
Port Risk Management Plan. 

10. POPULATION 

a. 

11. HOUSING 

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. 

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. 

8 



I 
' 

12. TRANSPORTATION 

a, c. 

b. 

d-e. 

f. 

The proposed project would generate traffic from the construction workers' 
vehicles and support trucks 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 buildings 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. 

Implementation of the proposed project would not change potential traffic 
hazards currently experienced in the Port. 

13. PUBLIC SERVICES 

a-f. 

14. 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. 

15. 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 drainage, or solid 
waste disposal facilities. 

16. ECONOMIC CONSIDERATIONS 

a-c. The proposed project would have no significant economic impacts because 
it would not significantly change the existing operation. 
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17. HUMANHEALTH 

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. 

18. 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. 

19. RECREATION 

a. There are no recreational facilities or opportunities near or on the proposed 
project site. 

20. CULTURAL RESOURCES 

a-b. 

c-d. 

The soils to be disturbed by the proposed project are imported fill, that do 
not contain any archeological or historical resources. 

The proposed project would not have the potential to affect any cultural 
resources. 

21. 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 environment. 
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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: I) 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 
enviromnental impacts. 

Section 30715 

(a) -Appealable development 

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

2. 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 governing 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. 

2. Prior to the start of construction, Permittee shall submit a plan for the contaimnent 
of fugitive dust during project construction. 

3. 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. 

4. 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. 
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5. Permittee shall ensure that no vehicle maintenance activities occur within its lease 
area except in the service bays inside the new maintenance building. 

6. Permittee shall use brushes and rollers when performing any painting activities 
during construction of the proposed project. 

7. Permittee shall not discharge during peak storm periods. 
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APPENDIX A 

AIR QUALITY CALCULATIONS 



Table A 
Summary of Construction Emissions 

co ROC NO. so. PM10 

Source 
IMlay tons/qtr lb/day tons/qtr lb/day tons/qtr lb/day tons/qtr lb/day tons/qtr 

ht Quarter of Construction Activities 

Tank Grading 23.87 0.02 1.61 0.002 2.11 0.002 0.73 0.001 1.63 0.002 

Tank Fmmdation 28.52 0.03 2.47 0.002 10.27 O.oi 0.82 0.001 1.54 0.002 

Tank Construction 27.42 0.21 2.84 O.Q2 18.33 0.14 1.31 0.01 1.26 O.oi 

Tank Painting 22.66 0.11 115.15 0.27 1.68 0.01 0.04 0.0002 0.48 0.0003 

Pump Station Fotmdation 28.52 0.03 2.47 0.002 10.27 0.01 0.82 0.001 1.54 0.003 

Excavation/Bacldill, Pipeline 32.09 0.09 2.67 O.oi 10.53 O.o3 0.82 0.002 11.54 0.003 

Compaction, Pipeline 26.68 0.01 2.44 0.001 13.18 0.01 1.19 0.001 1.06 0.001 

Foundation, Maintenance Bldg. 27.72 0.10 2.42 O.oi 10.21 0.04 0.81 0.003 1.49 0.01 

Maintenance Bldg. Construction 30.53 0.15 4.14 0.02 23.77 0.09 1.96 0.01 1.92 O.oi 

1st Qtr Max. Daily & Total Qtr. 32.Q9 0.76 115.15 0.33 23.77 0.34 1.96 0.03 11.54 O.Q3 

2nd Quarter of Construction Activities 

Maintenance Bldg. Painting 21.86 0.11 716.51 3.51 1.62 O.oi O.Q3 0.0002 0.47 0.0003 

Demolition 39.29 0.24 3.21 0.02 12.22 0.09 0.93 0.01 9.34 0.067 

FOlU!dation, Operations Building 32.41 0.12 2.75 0.01 10.57 0.04 0.82 0.003 1.52 0.007 

Operations Bldg. Construction 35.22 0.25 4.46 O.Q2 24.13 0.10 1.96 O.oi 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 

Jrd Quarter of Construction Activities 

Operations Bldg. Painting 21.86 0.11 532.59 2.51 1.62 O.oi O.Q3 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 

Significance Thresholds 550 24.75 55 2.50 55 2.50 150 6.75 150 6.75 



Source I co I 

Swnrnary of Emissions 
Construction Emissions 

ROC I NOx I SOx 
lbslday I tonslqtr I lbs/day I tons/qtr I lbs/day I tonslqtr I lbs/day I tonslqtr 

1st Quarter of Construction Activities 

Tank Grading 23.87 0.02 1.61 0.002 2.11 0.002 0.73 0.001 
Foundation, Tank 28.52 0.03 2.47 0.002 10.27 O.QJ 0.82 0.001 
Tank Construction 27.42 0.21 2.84 0.02 18.33 0.14 1.31 0.01 
Tank Painting 22.66 0.11 115.15 0.27 1.68 O.QJ 0.04 0.0002 
Ptunp Station Foundation 28.52 0.03 2.47 0.002 10.27 O.QJ 0.82 0.001 
Excavation/Backfill, pipeline 32.09 0.09 2.67 O.QJ 10.53 0.03 0.82 0.002 
Compaction, pipeline 26.68 O.QJ 2.44 0.001 13.18 O.QJ 1.19 0.001 
Foundation, Bldg B. 27.72 0.10 2.42 0.01 10.21 0.04 0.81 0.003 
Building B Construction 30.53 0.15 4.14 0.02 23.77 0.09 1.96 O.QJ 
1st Quarter Totals (tons!qtr) 32.09 0.76 115.15 0.33 23.77 0.34 1.96 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 
Demolition 39.29 0.24 3.21 O.D2 12.22 0.09 0.93 O.QJ 
Foundation, Bldg A 32.41 0.12 2.75 0.01 10.57 0.04 0.82 0.003 
Building A Construction 35.22 0.25 4.46 0.02 24.13 0.10 1.96 O.QJ 
2nd Quarter Totals (tons!qtr) 39.29 0.72 716.51 3.57 24.13 0.24 1.96 0.02 

Jrd Quarter of Construction Activities 

Building A Painting I 21.86 I 0.11 532.59 2.51 1.62 I O.QJ I 0.03 I tJ.0002 

Max. Daily and Total Qtr Emissions I 39.29 0.76 716.51 1 3.57 I 24.13 I 0.34 1.96 
Significance Thresholds I 550.00 24.75 I 55.00 I 2.50 I 55.00 I 2.50 150.00 

... 

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 

0.03 
6.75 

I PMIO 
lbs/day tons!qtr 

1.63 0.003 
1.54 0.002 
1.26 0.01 
0.48 0.0003 
1.54 0.003 
11.54 0.003 
1.06 0.001 
1.49 0.01 
1.92 0.01 
11.54 0.03 

0.47 0.0003 
9.34 0.067 
1.52 0.007 
1.95 0.009 
9.34 0.084 

0.05 1 o.ooo3 

11.54 I 0.08 
15o.oo 1 6.75 



MWmwn Round 
Number of Trip (rt) o., 

Vehicles Construction Per Vehicle 0::..., PerDav Oo=tion P"Dsv 

1st Quii"Ur Corutructlon Acttv:lttn 
6 Ondin&. TW. I 2 
6 TllllkFoW!dmon I 2 
6 ,.... ""'"""""' I 15 
6 Tmll. Pa:inlirl& I 10 
6 Pump Sla. Foll!ldmon. I 2 
6 ExMnJBctm. pipins I 6 

6 C«<<p.aion. ~ I I 
5 Bids B FoundMian I 1.5 
5 Bldt B CONtruetioti I 19.5 

2nd Quuter Corutructlon Actlvtdca 
5 BuiJdin&B Pa:inlirl& I 10 
5 Dcmolilion I "' 5 Foundmon Bid& A I 7.5 
5 Bl. A Consttuction I 27.5 

Jrd Quarter Construdlon Actlvtdn 
5 Bl<kA~ I 10 

Asswne3: rt • 1 round trip between home and work per vehicle per day 
end that the vehicles average a 40 mile round trip per day 

Average 
Mileage 
fmurt) 

40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 

40 
40 
40 
40 

40 

Building A- New Operations Building; Building B -New Maintc:nancc Building 

co 
lb./doy """'Q" 

4.78 0.005 
4.78 0.005 
4.78 0.04 
4.78 0.02 
4.78 0.005 
4.78 0.01 
4.78 0.002 
3.98 0.01 
3.98 0.04 

3.98 0.02 
3.98 0.04 
3.98 0.01 
3.98 0.05 

3.98 0.02 

TABLE 1 
Construction Employee Vehicle Emissions 

Employee Vehicle Emission Factors O.l 
Emissions 

ROC NOx SOx PMIO Mode co ROC NOx S02(1) PMIO(J) 

lb./dov """'Q" !Wdov """'o• !Wdoy tomlq• !Wdoy """'•" 
Running exhaust (&!mile) 6.83 0.25 0.62 0.06 0.11 

0.26 0.0003 0.38 0.0004 O.o3 0.00003 0.06 0.00006 Cold start (g/Vl::hiclclday) 79.08 4.34 2.54 NJA NIA 
0.26 0.0003 0.38 0.0004 O.o3 0.00003 0.06 0.00006 
0.26 0.0020 0.38 0.0028 O.o3 0.00024 0.06 0.00042 Hot start (glvehiclclday) 8.95 0.87 1.19 NIA NIA 
0.26 0.0013 0.38 0.0019 0.03 0.00016 0.06 0.00028 
0.26 0.0003 0.38 0.0004 0.03 0.00003 0.06 0.00006 Hot :soak (glvehiclclday) N/A 1.88 N/A N/A N/A 
0.26 0.0008 0.38 0.0011 0.03 0.00010 0.06 0.00017 
0.26 0.0001 0.38 0.0002 0.03 0.00002 0.06 0.00003 Di"""' (&'ehlcloldoy) N/A 2.63 NJA NJA N/A 
0.22 0.001 0.31 0.001 0.03 0.0001 0.05 0.0002 
0.22 0.002 0.31 0.003 0.03 0.0003 0.05 0.0005 

(I)-Based on: 
- SCAQMD CEQAHsndbook,. April1993, Table A9-5-J-4, ht:a 2 

0.22 0.001 0.31 0.002 O.o3 0.0001 0.05 0.0002 - Avcrage speed of 20 mph far NOx and CO, (LA County Average 
0.22 0.002 0.31 0.003 0.03 0.0003 0.05 0.0005 Sp=l) 
0.22 0.001 0.31 0.001 0.03 0.0001 0.05 0.0002 -Average speed of 35 mph Cor ROO, (LA County Avm~ge Speed) 
0.22 0.003 0.31 0.004 0,03 0.0004 0.05 0.0006 - Vehicles with gross vehicle weight 6000 lbs or less including light 

automobiles, light duty tiUck:s. VBI't!l, station wagons and 4x4 trucks 
-A~e trips/vehicle! day • 2 (1 RT between home end work) 

0.22 0.001 0.31 0.002 0,03 0.0001 0.05 0.0002 -Passenger vehicles: 52.85% CS Bnd 47.15% HS 

(2.)- Bosed on: 
- SCAQMDCEQAHandbook, April1993, TahleA9-5-L 

(3)- Total particulates include exhaust particullllc:s Bnd tire wear 



"'"' Doily Ho...,. 
On Site "" '""" Lood 

Equipment Qwntity Q»mto< (hn/doy) R.o.tedbp Factor lh>ldoy 

ld Qu:arler Cot~dnlc:flcm Adf¥tdel: 

TaDk.ConstnK:tkllli 

"""" I 2 8 NIA NJA 1.21 

"""""""'"" I 2 8 "' "" S.86 
Cnn< I " 8 80 "" >48 
Wdd« I " 8 ISO 100% 2.28 

PwnpStatloll 

"""""""""" I 2 8 "' 47". '·" 
Plpei!Des 
Bookh<><!L<>..., I ' 8 lOS 47% S.86 
Roncr (10 ton) I I 8 "' ""' 4.03 

Foundation Bldg B 

S.ckhoe!Loader I 1.S 8 lOS 47% S.86 

Piclrup Tnu;:ks 4 1.S 4 lOS 4.6SI 

BuUdklg B Coo.rtr1ecdon 

Cnn< I '·' 8 280 43% 8.67 

PickuPTnu;:b 4 27 4 lOS 4.69 

2nd Quarter C01:11"tntcdob. ActMdn 

Dnnolldoo 

Lood~ I " 8 120 47% 6.10 
Piclrup Tnu;:ks 4 " 4 lOS 4.69 

Foundation Bldg A 

-~ I '·' 8 lOS 47". '·" Piclrup Trucks 4 '·' 4 lOS 4.69 

Building A ConstnK:tkllli 

Cnn< I 1.S 8 280 43% 8.67 
Pickup Trucks 4 42.S 4 lOS 4.69 

Building A. New Opcratiom Building;, Building B ·New Maintmance Building 

co 
tons/qtr 

0.()()1 
0.006 
O.OISI 
0.017 

0.006 

0.018 
0.002 

0.022 

0.018 

0.033 
0.063 

o.oso 
0.03S 

0.022 

0.018 

0.033 
0.100 

ROC 

TABLE2 
Comtruction Equipment Emissions 

""""""' NOx SOx 

lbs/day """''" lbslday """''" lh>/doy """'•" 

0.31 0.0003 0.43 0.0004 0.69 0.0007 
1.17 0.0012 8.S9 0.009 0.78 0.0008 
0.83 0.0062 6.33 0.047 0" 0.0041 
0.72 0.0054 10.32 0.1117 0.72 O.OOS4 

1.17 0.0012 8.s9 0.009 0.78 0.0008 

1.17 0.003S 8.S9 0.026 0.78 0.0023 
us 0.0006 II .SO 0.006 l.IS 0.0006 

1.17 0.0044 8.S9 0.032 0.78 0.0029 

o.n 0.0012 0.36 0.001 0.00 0.0000 

2.89 0.0108 22.1S 0.083Q8 193 0.00722 

o.n 0.0044 0.36 0.00486 0.00 0.00004 

1.34 0.0100 9.82 0.074 0.89 0.0067 

o.n 0.0024 0.36 0.003 0.00 0.0000 

1.17 0.0044 8.S9 0.032 0.78 0.0029 

0.32 0.0012 0.36 0.001 0.00 0,0000 

2.89 O.DI08 22.1S 0.08308 1.93 0.00722 
0.32 0.0069 0.36 0.007fiS 0.00 0.00006 

PMIO 

lh>/doy "'""'" 

0.488 O.OOOS 
0.39 0.0004 
0.41 0.0031 
0.36 0.001.7 

0.39 0.0004 

0.39 0.0012 
o.ss 0.0003 

0.39 O.OOIS 

0.03 0.0001 

1.44 O.OOS42 
0.03 0.00043 

0.4S 0.0033 

0.03 0.0002 

0.39 O.OOIS 

0.03 0.0001 

1.44 O.OOS42 
0.03 0.00067 

SCAQMDCEQA 
Handbook~1) 

EMISSION FACTORS (IbJhp br) 

co ROC NOx SOx 

Motor G!:a&r (:1) O.lSI 0.039 0.054 0.086 
Th::tt/Lodr/Bd::b.o O.DIS 0.003 0.022 0.002 

""""" 0.009 0.003 0.023 0.002 
Heavy Duty IC Engines 0.0019 0.0006 0.0086 0.0006 

Thotrll.odd&kho O.DIS 0.003 0.022 0.002 

Thotrll.odd&tho O.DIS 0.003 0.022 0.002 

"""' 0.007 0.002 0.020 0.002 

TRtr/LodlfBddw O.OU 0.003 0.022 0.002 

Vehicles< 6000 lbs. (J) 0.2513 0.020 0.021 0.0002 

Cnna0 0.009 0.003 0.023 0.002 
Vehicles< 6000 lbs. (J) 0.293 0.020 0.022 0.0002 

Th::tt/Lodr/Bd::ho O.OIS 0.003 0.022 0.002 
Vehicles< 6000 lbs. Ol 0.293 0.020 0.022 0.0002 

"""fl.od<fllotho O.OIS 0.003 0.022 0.002 
Vehicles< 6000 lbs. (l) 0.293 0.020 0.022 0.0002 

Cnna0 0.009 0.003 0.023 0.002 
Vehicles< 6000 Jbs. (J) 0.293 0.020 0.022 0.0002 

Cll Emission !actor liom SCAQMD CEQA Guidelines, Aprill993, Table 
A9-'l 

Ol Emission~ in Ibl'hr, SCAQMD CEQAHandbook, 
Aprill993, Table A9..g..A 

(:1) Emis~iom from SCAQMD CEQA Guidelines,Aprill993, T11bles 
A9-S..J-4,A9·S..K-4 &:.A9·S..L@ ISmphmdArea 2. Running{CYIIPQJ:<~tive 

<mly. 

PMIO 

0.061 
0.001 
0.002 
0.0003 

0.001 

0.001 
0.001 

0.001 

0.002 

0.002 

0.002 

0.001 

0.002 

0.001 

0.002 

0.002 
0.002 



CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITY 

1st Quarter Construction Activities 
Grading/Foundation, Tank/Pumping Station 
Grading/Foundation, Bldg B 

2nd Quarter Construction Activities 
Grading/Foundation, Bldg A 

TABLE3 
Construction Fugitive PM10 Emissions 

Area (I) (3) Days of 

(acres) Construction 

0.10 6 
0.04 7.5 

0.03 7.5 

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, 

Emission 
Factor <z> Units 

0.6 tons/acre/month 
0.6 tons/acre/month 

0.6 tons/acre/month 

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 of0.6 construction acres for the tank/pump station and 0.32 and 0.23 

for each building. 

PM10 

lbs/day tons/qtr 

1.99 0.006 
0.86 0.003 

0.62 0.002 



TABLE4 
Onsite PMlO Construction Vehicle Roadway Emissions 

Number of Days Number of Average PM10 

Vehicles per rts per Mileage(') Emission Daily Quarter 
Transnort Vehicles nerDaf'> Quarter Vehicle/day (mi/rt) Factor (J) PMlO (lbs) PM10 (tons) 

1st Quarter Construction Activities 
Grading Misc. Trucks 5 2 0.2 0.4 0.40 0.000 
Tank Foundation Misc. Trucks 5 2 0.2 0.4 0.40 0.000 
Tank Construction Misc. Trucks 5 15 0.2 0.4. 0.40 0.003 
Tank Painting Misc. Trucks 5 10 0.2 0.4 0.40 0.002 
Pump Sta. Found. Misc. Trucks 5 2 0.2 0.4 0.40 0.000 
Excvtn/Bckfll Misc. Trucks 5 6 0.2 0.4 0.40 0.001 
Compaction Misc. Trucks 5 0.2 0.4 0.40 0.000 
Bldg B Found Misc. Trucks 5 8 0.2 0.4 0.40 0.002 
Bldg B Consl Misc. Trucks 5 8 0.2 0.4 0.40 0.002 
Grading Employee Vehicles 6 2 0.2 0.018 0.02 0.0000 
Tank Foundation Empl. Veh. 6 2 0.2 0.018 0.02 0.0000 
Tank Construction EmpJ. Veh. 6 15 0.2 0.018 0.02 0.0002 
Tank Painting Empl. Veh. 6 10 0.2 0.018 0.02 0.0001 
Pump Sta. Found Empl. Veh. 6 2 0.2 0.018 0.02 0.0000 
Excvtn!Bckfll Employee Veh. 6 6 0.2 0.018 0.02 0.0001 
Compaction Empl. Veh. 6 0.2 0.018 0.02 0.0000 
Bldg B Found Empl. Veh. 6 8 0.2 0.018 0.02 0.0001 
Bldg B Consl Empl. Veh. 6 8 0.2 0.018 0.02 0.0001 
Pickup Trucks 4 27 0.2 0.018 0.01 0.0002 
Dump Truck (pipeline) 2 0.2 0.4 0.08 0.0001 

2nd Quarter Construction Activities 
Bldg B Painting Misc. Trucks 5 2 0.2 0.4 0.40 0.000 
Demolition Misc. Trucks 5 2 0.2 0.4 0.40 0.000 
Foundation Bldg A Misc. Trucks 5 15 0.2 0.4 0.40 0.003 
Bldg A Construction Misc. Trucks 5 10 0.2 0.4 0.40 0.002 
Building B Painting Empl. Veh. 5 2 0.2 0.018 0.02 0.0000 
Demolition Empl. Veh. 5 2 0.2 0.018 0.02 0.0000 
FoundationBldgAEmpl. Veh 5 15 0.2 0.018 0.02 0.0001 
Bldg A Construction Empl. Veh. 5 10 0.2 0.018 0.02 0.0001 
Pickup Trucks 4 65 0.2 0.018 0.01 0.0005 
Dump Truck (buildings) 3 15 0.2 0.4 0.24 0.0018 

3rd Quarter Construction Activities 
Bldg B Painting Misc. Trucks 5 10 0.2 0.4 0.40 0.002 
Bldg B Painting Empl. Veh. 5 10 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, Aprill993, Table A9-9 default 

value for Passenger Vehicles and Trucks on Paved Roadways (with street 
cleaning), lb/mile. 



TABLES 
Building Demolition Fugitive Dust 

Emission 
Factor (IJ Width Length Height Number of Emissions 

Source lbs/ft3 ft ft ft Days lb/day I tons/qtr 

2nd Quarter Construction Activities 

Operations Office 0.00042 110 110 25 15 J 8.4 I 0.06 

(1) Emission Factor from SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook, April 1993, Table A9-9. 



Table 6 
Pipeline Construction Soil Disturbance 

Fugitive PMIO Emissions 

Dirt Dirt Dirt Dirt Number 

Removed Backfilled Hauled Stockpiled Of 
Source ft3 ft3 ft3 ft3 Days 

1st Quarter Comtrudlon Adlvitles 

Modified Grading 16000.00 10 
Storage Pile 16000.00 IS 
Trench Backfilling 16000.00 s 
Truck Loading* 0.00 0 
Dirt Dumping • 0.00 0 

Total PMIO lb/day 
Total PMIO tonslqtr 

• 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. 

Emissions 
lbslday 

1.94 
I. OS 
7.68 

0.00 
0.00 

10.67 
0.05 

Volume of Dirt 

l.cngth Width 
Source ft ft 

Trench 1000 4.00 

Emission Fact<n 

Source O) lb/ft3 O) 

Modified Grading 0.0012 
Storage Pile 0.0010 
Trench Backfilling 0.0024 
Truck Loading 0.0011 
Dirt Dumping Q~Q~ 

(I) Emission factors supplied by Shalini George 
· ofthe SCAQMD 2119/93 

(2) Assumes soil density of293S lb/yd3 

Depth Diameter Volume 
ft ft ft3 

4.00 16000 



1st Quarter Construction Activities 

voc 
Content Usage 

Tank lb/gal gal 

Epoxy 3.49 100 
Urethane Enamel 3.33 32 
Solvent 7.36 10 
Maximum Daily 8c. Total Qu~Iy Emissions 

2nd Quarter Construction Activities 

voc 
Content Area 

Building B lb/gal ft2 

interior 2.08 35000 
Exterior 2.08 14000 
Maximum Daily & Total Quarterly Emissions 

3rd Quarter Construction Activities 

voc 
Content Area 

Building A lb/gal ft2 

interior 2.08 26000 
Exterior 2.08 9000 
Maximum Dail & Total Quarter! Emissions 

TABLE7 
Architectural Coatings 

Operating 
Schedule Emissions (I) 
days/yr lb/day tons/yr 

9 38.8 0.17 
I 106.5 0.05 

10 7.4 0.04 
113.9 0.26 

Dry Film Operating 
Coverage Thickness Schedule 

gal/1000 ft2 -mil mils days/yr 

3.93 17.5 7 
3.93 17.5 3 

Dry Film Operating 

Coverage Thickness Schedule 

gal/1000 ft2 -mil mils days/yr 

3.93 17.5 7 
3.93 17.5 3 

Building A - New Operations Building; Building B - New Maintenance Building 

(I) Emission estimation method is from SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook, April 1995 
TableA9-13 
Paint will be applied by brush or roller, therefore the transfer efficiency is assumed to be I 00% 
Solvent is assumed to be a nonexempt solvent (default). 

Emissions (I) 

lb/day tons/qtr 

715.3 2.5 
667.6 1.0 
715.3 3.5 

Emissions (I) 

lb/day tons/qtr 

531.3 1.9 
429.2 0.6 
531.3 2.5 



TABLE 8 
Truck Transport Comtruclion Emissions 

Number rt/ A "'~>go day> 
of Idle Tunc vehiclci Mileage por co ROC 

Sowoo Trocb (minlowt) o.,. (mi/rt) quartor lbslday tons/qtr lbsiday tons/qtr 

bt Quarter Construction Activities 

Grading Misc. Trucks s 10 I 40 2 17.88 0.02 1.03 0.001 
Tlllk Foundation Misc. Trucb s 10 I 40 2 17.88 0.02 1.03 0.001 
Tank Construction Misc. 1'rueb s 10 I 40 IS 17.88 0.13 1.03 0.008 
Tank Painting Misc. Trucb s 10 I 40 10 17.88 0.09 1.03 o.oos 
Pump SI:L Found. Misc. Trucb s 10 I 40 2 17.88 0.02 1.03 0.001 

ExcvtniBcktll Misc. Trucb s 10 I 40 6 17.88 0.05 1.03 ().C)03 

Compaction Mise::. Trucks s 10 I 40 I 17.88 0.01 1.03 0.001 
Bldg B Found Misc. Trucb s 10 I 40 7.S 17.88 0.07 1.03 0.004 

Bldg B Const. Misc. Trucb s 10 I 40 7.S 17.88 0.07 1.03 0.004 
Dump Truck (pipeline) I 10 I 40 2 3.S8 0.00 0.21 0.000 

lnd Quarter Construction Adivltles 

Bldg B Painting Misc. TOO s 10 I 40 10.0 17.88 0.09 1.03 0.005 
Demolition Misc. Trueb s 10 I 40 7.S 17.88 0.07 1.03 0.004 
Dump Trod: (Demo.) 3 10 I 40 IS 10.73 0.08 0.62 o.oos 
Bldg A Found. Misc. Trucb s 10 I 40 7.S 17.88 0.07 1.03 0.004 

Building A Const. Misc. Trucb s 10 I 40 7.S 17.88 0.07 1.03 0.004 

Jrd Quarter Construction Activities 

Bldg A Painting Misc. Trucks s 10 I 40 10.0 17.88 0.09 1.03 0.005 
Max. Daily and Total Otriv Emissions 

---- ------- __ p.88 0.71 1.03 0.041 

owr = one-way trip 
Number of vehicle round trips is based on number of daily '\'Chlclc:s making one round bip per day, mileage arc estimates 
Total crn.issions include moWtg truck and idle truck emissions 

Miscellancom trucb are U!lumcd to deliveJy supplies during each portion of the construction (e.g. grading, pipclaying, clc.) 

Building A· New Operations Building; Building B -New Maintenance Building 

Emissions 
NOx SOx 

lbsiday tons/qtr lbsiday tons/qtr 

1.30 0.001 0.01 0.000()1 

1.30 0.001 0.01 0.00001 

1.30 0.010 0.01 0.00004 
1.30 0.0()1 0.01 0.00003 
1.30 0.001 0.01 0.000()1 

1.30 0.004 0.01 0.00002 

1.30 0.001 0.01 0.00000 

1.30 0.005 0.01 0.00002 
1.30 0.005 0.01 0.00002 
0.26 0.000 0.00 0.00000 

1.30 0.007 0.01 0.00003 

1.30 o.oos 0.01 0.00002 

0.78 0.006 0.00 0.00003 
1.30 o.oos 0.01 0.00002 

1.30 o.oos 0.01 0.0000~ 

1.30 0.007 0.01 0.00003 
1.30 o~g 0.01 0.000~ 

TRUCK EMISSION FACTORS (IJ 

PMIO 

lbslday tonsiqtr Modo co ROC NOx S02<11 PMIO 

Cold'"" Wvoructotday) 37.55 2.55 1.99 N/A NIA 

Hot stu1 (glvchiclciday) 4.10 0.80 1.00 NIA NIA 
0.01 0.00001 
0.01 0.00001 Hot soak (glvchiclciday) N/A 1.48 N/A N/A NIA 1 

0.01 0.00004 
0.01 0.00003 DiunW (Wvo!Uo!o/day) NIA 2.66 N/A N/A N/A 
0.01 0.00001 

0.01 0.00002 Idle (gfvehicle/min) "1 3.92 0.42 0.55 0.03 0.03 

0.01 0.00000 

0.01 0.00002 (l). Based on: 

0.01 0.00002 • SCAQMD CEQAHandbook, .Apri11993, Table M-5-K-J,Atta 2 

0.00 0.00000 • Avenge speed o£20 mph forNOx and CO 

• Avense speed o£35 mph for ROG 

·Vehicles Mth gro,.s, vd!ielc ,..,eight 6001 Ibs and up including medium-

duty md lighllheavy-duty, medi1IJII/bellvy-duty and heavy/beavy-duty 

0.01 0.00003 vehicles 

0.01 0.00002 ·Average trip5/vdUclc .. 2 (I R1) 

0.00 0.00003 • Trueb: 49.28% CS an.d 50.12% HS 

0.01 0.00002 • PM emissions include extumst particu.l&.ks and tire ,..,ear 

0.01 0.00002 
(2) • Based on: 

• SCAQMD CEQA Handbook, Apri11993, Table A9·5-L 

0.01 0.00003 (3) - BBSed on: 

0.01 0.000_1~- • SCAQMD CEQA Handbook, April1993, Table A9-5-K·3, Atta 2 

• 5 mph for rwuting exhaust an.d e¥t~poB!ive 

• 20 minu~ icDe time per owt 

• PMIO emissions are vduwst only 



DATE: 5/23/97 

PORT OF LONG BEACH 
PLANNING DIVISION 

INITIAL STUDY AND CHECKLIST 

HDP No. 97042 

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 

I. 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, Zl-2 Tank Farm and Gas Processing Facility 

WEST: Coal Shed 

EAST: AIM COR, Bulk Pad #14, Petroleum Coke Storage Facility 

SOUTH: Koch Carbon, Pad #7 
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ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT CHECKLIST 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS: 

I. EARTH. Will the proposal result in: 

a) Unstable earth conditions or io changes in geologic substructures? 

b) Disruption, displacement, compaction, or overcovering of the soil? 

c) Changes io topography or ground surface relief features? 

d) Destruction, covering, or modification of any unique geologic or 
physical features? 

e) Any increase in wiod or water erosion of soils, either on or off the site? 

f) 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, iolet or lake? 

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

2. AIR. Will the proposal result in: 

a) Substantial air emissions or deterioration of ambient air quality? 

b) Generation of construction emissions? 

c) The creation of objectionable odors? 

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

3. WATER. Will the proposal result in: 

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

b) Changes io absorption rates, draioage patterns, or the rate and 
amount of surface runoff? 

c) Alterations to the course or flow of floodwaters? 
d) Changes in the amount of surface water io any water body? 
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e) Discharge into surface waters, or in any alteration of surface water 
quality, including, but not limited to, temperature, dissolved oxygen 
or turbidity? 

f) Alteration of the direction or rate of flow of groundwaters? 

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

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

i) Exposure of people or property to water-related hazards such as 
flooding or tidal waves? 

4. PLANT AND ANIMAL LIFE. Will the proposal result in: 

a) Changes in the diversity of species or number of any species? 

b) A reduction of the numbers of any unique, rare, or endangered 
species? 

c) Introduction of new species into an area, or be a barrier to the 
normal replenishment of existing species? 

d) Changes in existing wildlife habitat? 

5. NOISE. Will the proposal result in: 

a) Any increase existing noise levels? 

b) Exposure of people to severe noise levels? 

c) Nonconformance with applicable noise ordinances? 

6. LIGHT and GLARE. Will the proposal result in: 

a) The production of new light or glare? 
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7. LAND USE/DESIGN. Will the proposal result in: 

a) Nonconformance with: 

(I) Adopted General Plan and elements? 

(2) Zoning Ordinances? 

(3) Relevant regional plans and policies? 

b) Incompatibility with adjacent land uses (i.e., preservation of 
privacy, spatial cohesiveness, personal safety)? 

c) Changes in intensity of development (i.e., rate and density of 
development)? 

d) Insufficient building setbacks for sunlight and views? 

e) Insufficient natural air circulation in and around buildings? 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

t) Any changes in parking facilities in terms of number, design, and access 
from the street? 

8. NATURAL RESOURCES. Will the proposal result in: 

a) Increases in the rate of use of any natural resources? 

9. RISK OF UPSET. Will the proposal result in: 

a) 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? 

b) A change in response times or emergency services or possible interference 
with an emergency response plan or an emergency evacuation plan? 

c) Nonconformance with the Port Risk Management Plan? 

10. POPULATION. Will the proposal result in: 

a) Alteration of the location, distribution, density, or growth rate of the 
human population of an area? 
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11. HOUSING. Will the proposal result in: 

a) Affects to existing housing or create a demand for additional housing? 

12. TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION. Will the proposal result in: 

a) Generation of substantial additional vehicular movement? 

b) Effects on existing parking facilities or a demand for new parking? 

c) Substantial impacts upon existing transportation systems? 

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

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

!) Any increase in traffic hazards to motor vehicles, bicyclists, or 
pedestrians? 

13. 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) Fire protection? 

b) Police protection? 

c) Schools? 

d) Parks or other recreational facilities? 

e) Maintenance of public facilities, including roads? 

!) Other governmental services? 

14. ENERGY. Will the proposal result in: 

a) The use of substantial amounts of fuel or energy? 

b) A substantial increase in the demand upon existing sources of energy, 
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or require the development of new sources of energy? 

c) A change in local/regional energy supplies? 

d) A change in efficiency of energy use? 

15. UTILITIES and SERVICE SYSTEMS. Will the proposal 
result in a need for new systems, or substantial alterations to the 
following utilities: 

a) Power or natural gas? 

b) Communications systems? 

c) Water? 

d) Sewer or septic tanks? 

e) Storm water drainage? 

f) Solid waste and disposal? 

16. ECONOMIC CONSIDERATIONS. Will the proposal result in: 

a) Impacts on tax and general revenue to the City? 

b) Impacts on local/regional economy? 

c) Impacts on employment opportunities? 

17. HUMAN HEALTH. Will the proposal result in: 

a) Creation of any health hazard or potential health hazard 
(excluding mental health)? 

b) Exposure of people to potential health hazards? 

18. AESTHETICS. Will the proposal result in: 

a) The obstruction of any scenic vista or view open to the public? 

b) The creation of an aesthetically offensive site open to public view? 
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19. RECREATION. Will the proposal result in: 

a) Any impact upon the quality or quantity of existing recreational 
opportunities? 

20. CULTURAL RESOURCES. Will the proposal result in: 

a) Alteration or destruction of a prehistoric or 
historic archaeological site? 

b) Adverse physical or aesthetic effects to a prehistoric or 
historic building, structure, or object? 

c) Physical changes which would affect 
unique ethnic cultural values? 

d) The restriction of existing religious or sacred uses within the potential 
impact area? 
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21. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE. 

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 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? 

b) Does the project have the potential to achieve short-term, to the 
disadvantage oflong-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.) 

c) Does the project have impacts which are individually limited, 
but cumulatively 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.) 

d) Does the project have environmental effects which will 
cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly 
or indirectly? 

22. DISCUSSION OF ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION. 

A discussion of the checklist items is provided in the attachments. 

Tentative recommendations: Negative Declaration: X 

EIR: 

Environmental Specialist Assistant 
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 Sununary 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 wiii 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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