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RESOLUTION NO. HD- 9498

A -RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF HARBOR
- COMMISSIONERS OF -THE CITY OF LONG BEAGH:
CERTIFYING THE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
REPORT FOR 'TI.-IE MIDDLE HARBOR REDEVELOPMENT
PROJECT (SCH No. 2004091010); MAKING CERTAIN
FINDINGS AND DETERMINATIONS RELATIVE THERETO;
ADOPTING A~ STATEMENT ' bF OVERRIDING
CONSIDERATIONS; * ADOPTING A MITIGATION
MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM; APPROVING
" THE PROJECT; ADOPTING THE APPLICATION SUMMARY |
REPORT AND APPROVING A HARBOR DEVELOPMENT .
PERMIT
| WHEREAS, the. City of Long Beach, acting by"arid through its Board of
Harbor Commissioners (Board) has authority over the City of Long Beach’s Harbor
District, commonly known as the Port of Long Beach and
WHEREAS, on November 5, 2003, the Deputy Chief Harbor Engineer of
the Long Beach Harbor_Department submitted an application for a Harbor Development
Permit (HDP) for the Port of Long Beach Middle Hafbor Redevelopment Project (Project); '
|l and ‘ R
- WHEREAS, the Pfoject concerns Piers D,. E, and F and wouid rehabilitate
or replace obsalete terminal facilities; provide deeper water at berths and in basins and .
channels; create new land; modernize marine terminal facilities; and implement
environmental controls, including the Port's Green Port Policy' and Clean Air Action Plan,
expanding thé existing 294-acre site,” consisting of the Pier E terminal, the Pier F

terminal, 18 acres of underutilized land north of the Gerald Desmond Bridge and Ocean

/i Boulevard;-and the Berth E24 subsided oil area, into a single,modem 345-acre terminal; - |- -~
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and
WHEREAS, in addition to the HDP, the Project would require the issuance

of permtts by the U.S. Army Corps' of Engineers (USACE) authorizing work and
structures in the navigable waters of the United States and the discharge of fill in those
waters; and ..

WHEREAS, the Board is the lead agency for California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) (Public' Resources Code '.§§ 21000 ef seq.) .compliance for the
Project, and USACE is the federal Jead agency for National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) (42 USC §§ 4341 et seq.) compliance for the. Project; and

WHEREAS, the Boa_rd determined that because the Project could have a
significant effect on the environment, an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) should be
: brepared to assess the environmental impacts associated with the cortstruetion and
operatlon of the Project; and

o WHEREAS USACE determlned that an Envrronmental lmpact Statement ._
(EIS) 'should be prepared to assess the environmental impacts associated with the
'issuance of the federal permits authorizing work and structures in the navigable waters of
the United States and the discharge of fill in those waters; and’

WHEREAS, the Board and USACE jointly prepared a combined Draft
EIS/EIR in the interest of efficiency and to avoid duplication of effort; and

WHEREAS, USACE will consider certification and approval of the EIS
separate from the Board’s consideration of the EIR; and '

WHEREAS, a Notice of Preparatlon (NOP) of the Draft EIS/EIR was mailed
to public agencies,‘organizations, and persons likely to be interested in‘the potential
impacts of the proposed Project on Deeember 18, 2005, and two public scoping meetings
were thereafter held on Jahuary 30, 2006, and February 8, 2006, to gather public and
agency comments concerning the preparatron of the Draft EIS/EIR; and '

WHEREAS, the Board and USACE thereafter jointly caused the Draft

-EIS/EIR to be prepared, which took into account the comments. received on the-NOP,.. }. . ... ... .
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described the Project, the environmental impacts resulting therefrom, and the proposed
mitigation measures; and '
.WHER‘.EAS, on May 19, 2008, the Draft EIS/EIR was circulated for public
and agency review and comment; and . _
WHEREAS, public hearings were held on the Draft EIS/EIR on June 11,
2008 and June. 18, 2008, which hearings were noticed by publications’in the. Press-
Telegram, a newspaper of general circulation, énd by news releases in the Press
“Telegram, the Business Journal, and the Gazettes, as well as through letters, e-mail
blasts, postings on the City's website, and contacts with over 100 organizations; and
WH~EREAS, the public comment period, as extended, closed on 'Augf'ust 8,
2008; and -
WHEREAS, the comments received on the Draft EIS/EIR were reviewed,
and full and complete responses thereto were prepared and distributed on April 2, 2009,
in accordance with Public Resources Code section 21092.5; and S B »
WHEREAS, the Final Environmental Impact Report (Fiﬁal EIR) for the
Project was presented to the Board, as the decision making body of the leéd agency, for
certification as having been completed in compliance with the provisions of CEQA and
he State and local CEQA Guidelines; and 4
WHEREAS, the Bc;ard has carefully reviewed and considered all
environmental documentation comprising the Final EIR, including the Draft EIS/EIR and
the comments and the responses thereto, and has found that the Final EIR considers all
potentially signfﬂcant environmental impacts of thé proposed project and is complete and
adequate, and fully corﬁplies with all requirements of CEQA and the State and local
CEQA Guidelines; and
'WHEREAS, prlo_r to gction on this Project, the Board coﬁsidere,d all
signiﬁcant' impacts, mitigation mea'sures,: and Project alternatives identified in the Final
EIR and-found that all potentially significant impacts of the Project have been.lessened or

avoided fo the extent feasible_; and
' 3
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WHEREAS, CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines provide that no public agency
shall approve of carry out a-project for which an EIR has been compléted that identifies
cne or more sigﬁiﬁcant effects of the project uﬁlessthe_ public agency. makes certain
written findings for each of the significant effects, accompanied by a _statement of facts ‘
supporting each finding; and _

WHEREAS, CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines require that Whe_re an agency
| approves a project that would allow the occurrenice of significant environmental effects
which are identified in an EIR, but are not mitigated to a level of insignificance, the
.agency state in writing the specific reasons supporting its action based on the Final EIR
and/or other information in the record; and . .

WHEREAS, the Board has balanced the benefits of the Project against its
unavoidabie environmental risks in determining to approve the Project as necessary to
serve the existing and future needs of the Port of Long Beach, and has de’termined‘that
any remaining unavoidable signiﬂcant impacts are outweigﬁed by specific economic, )
legal, social, technologlcal or other benefits-of the Project. '

NOW, THEREFORE, the Board of Harbor Commlssmners of the Ctty of
 Long Beach resolves as follows:

Section 1. Certification. Based on its review and consideration of the
_Final EIR and all. written coﬁlmunications and oral testimony regarding the Project whiﬁh
have been submitted to, and received by, the Port, the Board certifies that the Final EIR. | -
H for the Project has been combleted in compliaﬁce with CEQA and. the State and local |
CEQA Guidelines. The Board, having final approval authority over the Project, finds that
the Final EIR reflects the Board's independent judgment and analysis as lead agency
under CEQA, and hereby adopts and certifies thé Final EIR as complete and- adequate.
The Board further certifies that the Final-EIR was presented to the Board and that the

Board reviewed and.considered the information contained in it priof fo approving the

Project.
Section 2. CEQA Findings and Statement of Facts. Pursuant to Public
- . 4 .
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Resources Code section 21081 and CEQA Guidelines section 15091, the Board has
reviewed, and hereby makes and adopts, the CEQA Findings of Fact for the Project,
attached aé and included in Exhibit "A," which is incorporated herein by reference as
though set forth in full. . , |

Section'3.  Statement_of Overriding Considerations. - Pursuant to Public:
Resources Code section 21081 and CEQA Guideliﬁes section 15093, the Board has -
reviewed and hereby makes and adopts the Statement of Overriding Considerations for
the Project, attached as and includéd in Exhibit "A," which is iqcorporated herein by
reference as though set forth in full. '

Section 4.  Mitigation Plan_Approval. Although the Final EIR identifies
certain significant environmental effects that would result from abproval of the Project,
most environmental effects can feasibly be avoided or mitigatéd and will be avoided or

mitigated by imposition of rhitigation measures inbludecj in the Final EIR and the

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. Pursuant to. Public Resources Code | = = |

section 21081 and CEQA Guidelines section 15097, the Board hereby adopts and
approvés the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for the Project, attached
hereto as Exhibit "B," which is incorporéied herein by reference as though set forth in full
The Board further finds that the mitigation measures identified in the Final EIR are
feasible, and specifically makes each mitigation measure a condition of Project approval.
Section 5. No Signiﬁcant New lnfofmatiqn Added to Draft EIS/EIR. The
|| information provided in the various reports submitted in connection with the Project and in
the responses to comments on. the Draft EIS/EIR, the information added to the Final
EIS/EIR, and the evidence presented in written and oral testimony at public hearings on
| the Project and the Draft EIS/EIR, do not constitute‘signiﬁcant new information that would
require fecirculation of the Draft EIS/EIR pursuant to Public Resources Code section
11 21092.1 and CEQA Guidelines section 15088.85.
- " Section 8. ~ Conformity with Port Master Plan.. The Board finds on the

basis of the whole record before it that the Project is-in conformity with the Port Master-
: , s :
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Plan and is consistent with the goals and objectives of the plan. .

Section 7. Location _and Custodian of Record of Proceedings. The

Director of Environmental Planning of the Long Beach Harbor Department, whose office
is Iocated at 925 Harbor Plaza, Long Beac_h, California 90802. is hereby designated as
the custodian. of the documents and other materials which constitute the record of
proceedings upon which the Board's depision is based, which documents and materials
shall be available for public inspection and copying in accordance with the provisions of
the Californ'ia Public Records Act (Government Code §§ 6250 et seq.).

Section 8.  Notice of Determination, The Director of Environmental

Planning shall file a notice of determination with the County Clerk of the County of Los
Angeles and with the state Office of Planning and Research within five (5) working days
after this abproval. '

Section 9. Approval of Proiéct, Adoption of Application Summary Report

and Approval of Harbor Development Permit. The Board hereby approves the Project,

adopts the Application Summary Report, and approves a Level [ll Harbor Development
Permit pursuant to'the Californié Coastal Act, the cerﬁfied Port Masfcer' Plan, and Article
XII, Section 1215 of the Long Beach City Charter. , |

Section 10. | Certification, Posting and Filing. The Secretary of the Board
shall certify the passage of this. Resolution by the Board, .shall cause the same to be
posted in three (3)‘~conspicuoﬁs places ini the City of Long‘Beach, and shall cause a
certified copy of this Resolution to be filed forthwith with the Gity Clerk, at which time it
shall také effect.
/.
/i
i
n
/)
4

ocal y Intome t Fies\Conlant,QullooXi8Ct, 1 Bosrd poc

CADucumants and ' A0S-01088
RESOLUTION [04108/0) . MIDDLE HARBOR [B3M]




OFFICE OF THE CITY ATTORNEY
ROBERT E. SHANNON, City Attorney
333 West Ocean Boulevard, 11th Floor

© O N O gk~ W0 N

Long Beach, CA 90802-4664

-

N N N NN DN NN N N = e =) el o8 - A A o
00 ~ O O & W N 2 O © 00 ~N O o H W N =~ O

. | hereby certify that the foregoing Resolution was adopted by the Board of
Harbor. Commissioners of the City of Long Beach at its meeting of April 13, 2009 by the

following vote:

Ayes:  Commissioners: _Wige, Cordero, Sramek, Walter, Hankla

Noes: = Commissioners:

Absent:  Commissioners:

Not Voting: ~ Commissioners:

Secretary

BJM:arh 04/08/09 #A09-01088 . -
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PORT OF LONG BEACH FINDINGS OF FACT AND STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATION

MIDDLE HARBOR REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT
FINDINGS OF FACT and STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS

1.0 INTRODUCTION

These Findings of Fact have been prepared by the City of Long Beach acting by and through its Board of Har-
bor Commissioners (POLB or Port) in its capacity as lead agency pursuant to the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) to support a decision on the Middle Harbor Redevelopment Project (Project or proposed
Project).1 Section 21081 of the California Public Resources Code and Section 15091 of the CEQA Guidelines
provide that no public agency shall approve or carry out a project for which an environmental impact report
(EIR) has been certified which identifies one or more significant environmental effects of the project unless the
public agency makes one or more written findings for each of those significant effects, accompanied by a brief
explanation of the rationale for each finding. The possible findings are:

1. Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project, which avoid or sub-
stantially iessen the significant environmental effects as identified in the Final EIR.

2. Such changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of another public agency and
not the agency making the finding. Such changes have been adopted by such other agency or can
and should be adopted by such other agency.

3. Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including provisions of em-
ployment opportunities for highly trained works, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project al-
ternatives identified in the Final EIR.

Additionally, the lead agency must not approve a project that wilt have a significant effect or the environment
unless it finds that specific overriding economic, legal, social, technological, or other benefits of the project
outweigh the unavoidable adverse environmental effects. (Pub. Res. Code § 21081(b); 14 Cal. Code Regs. §
15093.) The Statement of Overriding Considerations set forth below identifies the specific overriding econom-
ic, legal, social, technological, or other benefits of the project that outweigh the significant environmental im-
pacts identified in the Final EIR.

2.0 MIDDLE HARBOR REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT
2.1 Project Objectives

CEQA requires that an EIR state the objectives of a proposed project to explain the reasons for project develop-
ment and why this particular solution is being recommended. Additionally, the project objectives are instrumental
in determining which alternatives should be considered in the EIR.

The Port's overall goal for the proposed Project is to provide a portion of the facilities needed to accommodate
the projected growth in volume of containerized cargo through the Port and to maximize the efficiency and ca-
pacity of terminals, while mitigating the impacts of projected growth on the local communities by implementing
pollution control measures and ail feasible mitigation measures. In order to accomplish these basic goalsin a
manner consistent with the Port’s public trust responsibilities, the objectives of the proposed Project are to:

1. Consolidate common operations and wharves of two terminals (Piers E and F) into one terminal;

2. Rehabilitate and modernize existing primary Port facilities, including replacement of obsolete and de-
teriorated wharf structures with adequate, well-equipped wharf areas, along with channels and berths

' The proposed Project includes project elements that will require federal permits from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE). As
such, an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) was also prepared for the proposed Project. The USACE and POLB prepared a joint
EIS/EIR in the interest of efficiency and to avoid duplication of effort. The USACE will consider the EIS separate from the Board of Har-
bor Commissioner’s consideration of this EIR.

MIDDLE HARBOR REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT 1 APRIL 2009
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of sufficient width, length, and depth to aliow access to the docks by existing and future cargo ves-
sels, and provide for replacement of obsolete gantry cranes with new generation cranes that are able
to reach across the new, larger vessels;

Implement the Green Port Policy and the San Pedro Bay Ports Clean Air Action Plan (CAAP);
Provide for efficient terminal traffic flow and cargo handling operations; and

Link new and improved dock and wharf operations to planned and existing on-dock intermodal rai-
lyard facilities and separate on-dock intermodal terminal lead track operations (i.e., loading/unloading
and switching) from mainline track operations.

2.2 Project Overview

The Project would rehabilitate or replace deteriorated and obsolete terminal facilities; provide deeper water (-
55 feet Mean Lower Low Water [MLLW?1) at berths and in basins and channels; create new land; modernize
marine terminal facilities; and implement environmental controls, including the Port's Green Port Policy and
CAAP, to accommodate a portion of the predicted future increases in containerized cargo volume and the
modern, larger cargo vessels that are expected to transport these goods to and from the Port. The existing
294-acre Project site would be increased to 345-acres, including 54.6 net acres of newly created land. The
Project includes terminal consolidation, redevelopment, and expansion on areas of existing and newly created
land, dredge and fill operations, wharf construction to create three deep water berths with -55 feet MLLW
depths, and rail infrastructure improvements (e.g., mainline track realignment at Ocean Boulevard/Harbor
Scenic Drive, Pier F Avenue storage yard and tracks, Pier F tail track, and expanding the existing Pier F in-
termodal railyard). The Project also would include construction of a 66kV substation (Pier E Substation) to
provide power that would support Middle Harbor container terminal operations, including supplying shore-to-
ship power, and future power needs for other Port facilities.

Project construction would occur in two phases, the first phase in five stages and the second in four stages, and
would be scheduled for completion in 2019 (i.e., Project build-out year). However, the proposed Middle Harbor
container terminal is forecasted to be fully optimized at maximum capacity by 2025.

When completed, the Project would consist of one consolidated container terminal that would be designed to
load and unload containerized cargo to and from marine vessels. When optimized at maximum throughput
capacity (by year 2025), the consolidated container terminal would be designed to accommodate approximate-
ly 3,320,000 TEUs per year. The proposed expanded Pier F intermodal railyard would handle approximately
26.3 percent (873,160 TEUs per year) of the terminal’'s expected throughput. Middle Harbor container terminal
operations would result in a maximum of approximately 364 vessel calls per year. Truck trips to and from the
Middle Harbor container terminal would increase from the 2005 baseline average of 6,528 trips per day to an
average of approximately 10,112 trips per day in the year 2030. Approximately 2,098 annual train trips would
be required at maximum capacity in 2025 to support Middle Harbor container terminal operations. The ter-
minal would operate under a new lease between the terminal operator and the Port that would include envi-
ronmental controls imposed pursuant to the Port's Green Port Policy and the CAAP. The proposed Project
would include participation in the POLB/POLA Vessel Speed Reduction Program (VSRP) (CAAP measure
OGV1) and compliance with applicable U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), California Air Resource
Board (ARB), and South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) regulations.

3.0 CEQA FINDINGS

The Findings of Fact are based on information contained in the Final EIS/EIR for the proposed Project, as well
as information contained within the administrative record. The administrative record includes, but is not limited
to, the Project application, Project staff reports, Project public hearing records, pubiic notices, written com-
ments on the Project, proposed decisions and findings on the Project, and all other documents relating to the
agency decision on the Project. When making CEQA findings required by Public Resources Code Section
21081(a), a public agency shall specify the location and custodian of the documents or other material, which
constitute the record of proceedings upon which its decision is based. The Director of Environmental Planning
of the Long Beach Harbor Department, whose office is located at 925 Harbor Plaza, Long Beach, California
90802, is designated as the custodian of the documents and other materials which constitute the record of
proceedings upon which the Board's decision is based, which documents and materials shall be available for

MIDDLE HARBOR REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT 2 APRIL 2009
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public inspection and copying in accordance with the provisions of the California Public Records Act (Govern-
ment Code §§ 6250 ef seq.).

The Draft EIS/EIR addresses the Project’s potential effects on the environment, and was circulated for public
review and comment pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines. Comments were received from a variety of public
agencies, organizations, and individuals. The Final EIS/EIR contains copies of all comments and recommen-
dations received on the Draft EIS/EIR, a list of persons, organizations and public agencies commenting on the
Draft EIS/EIR, responses to comments received during the public review, and identifies changes to the Draft
EIS/EIR. This section provides a summary of the environmental effects of the project that are discussed in the
EIS/EIR, and provides written findings for each of the significant effects, which are accompanied by a brief
explanation of the rationale for each finding.

3.1 Environmental Impacts of the Proposed Project
Less Than Significant Impacts

The EIS/EIR determined that some impacts in the following environmental resource areas would be less-than-
significant prior to mitigation if the proposed Project were implemented:

Geology, Groundwater, and Soils;
Air Quality;

Hydrology and Water Quality;
Biota and Habitats;

Ground Transportation;

Vessel Transportation;

Land Use;

Public Services/Heaith and Safety;

© N o o~ w N =

©

Noise;

10. Hazards and Hazardous Materials;

11. Recreation;

12. Socioeconomics;

13. Cultural Resources; and

14. Aesthetics/Visual Resources.
Significant Impacts That Will Be Mitigated

The EIS/EIR determined that some impacts in the following environmental resource areas would be significant
but feasibly mitigated with adoption of mitigation measures if the proposed Project were implemented:

1. Air Quality;

2. Biota and Habitats;

3. Ground Transportation;

4. Public Services/Health and Safety; and
5. Cultural Resources.

Significant and Unavoidable Impacts

The EIS/EIR determined that some impacts in the following environmental resource areas would be significant
and unavoidable if the proposed Project were implemented:

MIDDLE HARBOR REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT 3 APRIL 2009
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Air Quality;

Biological Resources;

e

Noise.

Ground Transportation; and

3.2 Findings Regarding Environmental Impacts Determined to be Not Significant or

Less Than Significant

The Board of Harbor Commissioners hereby finds that the following environmental impacts of the Project are
less than significant. Under CEQA, no mitigation measures are required for impacts that are less than signifi-
cant (14 Cal. Code Regs. §15126.4(a)(3)).

Resource Area

impact

Board Finding

Geology, Groundwater, and Soils

GEO-1: The Project would not substantially
alter the topography beyond that resulting
from natural erosion and depositional
processes.

This impact will be less than significant
because the topography in the vicinity of the
Project site is flat and not subject to
landslides or mudflows, and the Project
would not result in alteration of the topogra-
phy, beyond that resulting from natural
erosion and depositional processes.

Geology, Groundwater, and Soils

GEO-2: The Project would not disturb or
otherwise adversely affect unique geologic
features (e.g., paleontological resources) or
geologic features of unusual scientific val-
ue.

The Project area is relatively fiat and paved,
with no prominent geologic or topographic
features. The Project would not resultin any
distinct and prominent geologic, paleontolog-
ical, or topographic features being destroyed,
pemanently covered, or materially and ad-
versely modified. Therefore, for the reasons
described in Final EIS/EIR Section 3.1.2.3,
impacts will be less than significant.

Geology, Groundwater, and Soils

GEO-3: The Project would not accelerate
geologic processes, such as erosion.

This impact will be less than significant be-
cause runoff of soil during Project construc-
tion would be controlled by use of BMPs, as
required by either the General Construction
Activity Stormwater Permit or a site-specific
SWPPP for the Project, issued by the
RWQCB. This would minimize the amount of
soil runoff and deposition in the harbor.

Geology, Groundwater, and Soils

GEO-4: The Project site is underlain by
the Wilmington Oil Field.

Two oil production areas are present on
existing Pier E. Although one of these
areas would be abandoned during Project
construction, the second area would remain
active. Petroleum reserves beneath the
site could be accessed from remote loca-
tions, using directional (or slant) drilling
techniques. Therefore, for the reasons
described in Final EIS/EIR Section 3.1.2.3,
impacts will be less than significant.

Geology, Groundwater, and Soils

GEO-5: Construction activities may en-
counter toxic substances or other contami-
nants associated with historical uses of the
Port, resuiting in short-term exposure (dura-
tion of construction) to construction person-
nel.

This impact will be less than significant
because the contractor would remediate
and/or dispose undocumented oil field
equipment and/or contaminated soil and
groundwater encountered during construc-
tion in accordance with all federal, state,
and local regulations.

Geology, Groundwater, and Soils

GEO-6: No active faults are located be-
neath the Project site.

No impact will occur because there are no
known active or potentially active faults
crossing the Project area that might result
in ground rupture and attendant damage to
structures, limiting their use due to safety
considerations or physical condition.

MIDDLE HARBOR REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT 4
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Resource Area

Impact

Board Finding

Geology, Groundwater, and Soils

GEO-7: Seismic activity along numerous
regional faults could produce seismic
ground shaking, liquefaction, differential
settlement, or other seismically induced
ground failure that would expose people
and structures to greater than normal risk.

This impact will be less than significant be-
cause Project construction would be in ac-
cordance with the City of Long Beach Build-
ing Code requirements and State-mandated
MOTEMS, which would limit the probability of
occurrence and the severity of consequences
from severe seismically induced ground
movement during operations.

Geology, Groundwater, and Soils

GEO-8: Project construction and opera-
tion in the Middle Harbor area would not
likely expose people and structures to
greater than normal risk involving tsunamis
or seiches.

Impacts due to seismically induced tsuna-
mis and seiches are typical for the entire
Califomia coastline and would not be in-
creased by construction of the proposed
Project. However, because the Project
elevation is located within 10 to 16 feet
above MLLW, there is a risk of coastal
flooding due to tsunamis and seiches.
Regardless, the likelihood of such an occur-
rence is extremely low. Therefore, for the
reasons described in Final EIS/EIR Section
3.1.2.3, impacts will be less than significant.

Air Quality

AQ-3: The proposed Project would resultin
operational emissions that exceed
SCAQMD thresholds of significance.

Annual average daily emissions from op-
erations of the proposed Project would be
less than significant in all project years.
The peak daily emissions from operations
would be less than significant for ali pollu-
tants except NO, in 2010, which is mitigated
to be less than significant.

Air Quality

AQ-5: The proposed Project would not
create objectionable odors to sensitive
receptors.

This impact will be less than significant
because in all future years, the operation of
the proposed Project would produce lower
diesel combustion products (mainly VOC
and PM) and associated odors compared to
the CEQA Baseline. Project operational
activities would generate air pollutants from
the combustion of diesel fuels.

Air Quality

AQ-6: The proposed Project would not
expose receptors to significant levels of
TACs.

The proposed Project would result in a re-
duction in cancer risk for all receptor types
compared to the CEQA Baseline. While the
proposed Project also would result in an
increase in non-cancer chronic health effects
at the maximum occupational receptor loca-
tion, the increase would be less than signifi-
cant. Therefore, for the reasons describedin
Final EIS/EIR Section 3.2.2.3, this impact will
be less than significant.

Air Quality

AQ-7: The proposed Project would not
conflict with or obstruct implementation of
the applicable AQMP.

This impact will be less than significant
because the proposed Project would comp-
ly with the 2007 AQMP emission reduction
measures that are designed to bring the
SCAB into attainment of the national and
state ambient air quality standards. twould
not conflict with or obstruct implementation
of the SIP. See also the conformity analy-
sis in Appendix A-4.

Hydrology and Water Quality

WwWQ-1.1: Wharf demolition, dredging, and
excavation in Slip 3 and Berth F201, and fill
in Slip 1 and the East Basin could result in
violation of regulatory standards or guide-
lines.

This impact wilt be less than significant
because in-water construction activities
would not create pollution, contamination, a
nuisance, or violate any water quality stan-
dards. All in-water work would be con-
ducted in accordance with Project-specific
permits that include measures to minimize
impacts to water quality and monitoring to
verify the performance of those measures.
Therefore, for the reasons described in
Final EIS/EIR Section 3.3.2.3, impacts will
be less than significant.
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Hydrology and Water Quality

WQ-1.2: Backland construction activities
could result in violation of regulatory stan-
dards or guidelines.

This impact will be less than significant
because implementation of BMPs (e.g.,
daily equipment inspection, designat-
ed/contained refueling areas, use of drip
pans under stationary equipment, all drip
pans would be covered during rainfall, and
BMP monitoring to ensure compliance) to
control runoff of soils and pollutants from
general construction activities means that
the proposed Project would have only
short-term, localized impacts on water qual-
ity.

Hydrology and Water Quality

WQ-2: Construction activities would not
substantially alter harbor water circulation.

Circulation patterns, tides, and wave action
in the Middle to Inner Harbor would change
very little as a result of the Project dredging
and filling activities. Therefore, for the rea-
sons described in Final EIS/EIR Section
3.3.2.3, impacts will be less than significant.

Hydrology and Water Quality

WQ-3.1: Project construction would not
result in increased flooding that would have
the potential o harm people or damage
property or sensitive biological resources.

Project site elevations would remain gener-
ally the same as a result of Project con-
struction, and runoff would be directed to
storm drains. This impact will be less than
significant because flooding would not be
increased by Project construction.

Hydrology and Water Quality

WQ-4.1: Construction activities have the
potential to accelerate natural processes of
wind and water erosion and sedimentation,
resulting in substantial soil runoff or deposi-
tion which could not be contained or con-
trolled onsite.

Construction activities would generally not
accelerate natural processes of wind and
water erosion resulting in soil runoff or de-
position that could not be contained or con-
trolled onsite through implementation of
BMPs to control runoff. This impact will be
less than significant because runoff from
general construction activities would have
short-term, localized impacts on water qual-

ity.

Hydrology and Water Quality

WQ-1.3: Operation of Project facilities
could result in violation of regulatory stan-
dards or guidelines.

Existing regulatory controls for runoff and
storm drain discharges, as implemented by
the Port's Stormwater Program, are de-
signed to reduce impacts to water quality;
the terminal operator would be required to
implement pollution control measures in
compliance with the Port's Stormwater
Program.

Potential runoff of pollutants from a large
accidental spill to marine waters and sedi-
ments would be minimized through existing
regulatory controls, which minimize the
likelihood of a large spill reaching the ma-
rine waters and sediments. The Release
Response Plan prepared in accordance
with the Hazardous Material Release Re-
sponse Plans and Inventory Law (California
Health and Safety Code, Chapter 6.95),
which is administered by the LBFD, also
regulates hazardous material activities
within the Port. These activities are con-
ducted under the review of a number of
agencies and regulations including the
USCG, fire department, and state and fed-
eral departments of transportation (48 CFR
Part 176).

The small amount of pollutants in dis-
charges from Project vessels would be
controlled by existing regulations. There-
fore, for the reasons described in Final
EIS/EIR Section 3.3.2.3, impacts will be
less than significant.
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Hydrology and Water Quality

WQ-3.2: Operation of Project facilities
would not result in increased flooding,
which would have the potential to harm
people or damage property or sensitive
biological resources.

Impacts will be less than significant be-
cause the likelihood of flooding would not
be increased by operations at Project facili-
ties.

Hydrology and Water Quality

WQ-4.2: Operations have a low potential
to accelerate natural processes of wind and
water erosion and sedimentation, resulting
in substantial soil runoff or deposition which
would not be contained or controlled onsite.

This impact will be less than significant
because the reduction in unpaved surface
area and the implementation of BMPs to
control soil runoff as required by existing
regulations would minimize erosion and soil
runoff from the Project site.

Biota and Habitats

BIO-1.1: Construction activities would not
substantially affect any rare, threatened, or
endangered species or their habitat.

Construction activities would result in no
loss of individuals or habitat for rare,
threatened, or endangered species. Im-
plementation of proposed environmental
controls that would require construction
contractors to use sound abatement tech-
niques, implement a “soft start” technique,
and biological monitoring in the vicinity of
pile driving techniques would ensure that
sound pressure waves from construction
activities in the water would not injure ma-
rine mammals. Project-related vessel
strikes of blue whales, gray whales, and
sea turtles would be unlikely to occur.
Therefore, for the reasons described in
Final EIS/EIR Section 3.4.2.3, impacts will
be less than significant.

Biota and Habitats

B10-2.1: Construction activities would not
interfere with wildlife movement/migration
corridors.

No impact will occur because no wildlife
movement or migration corridors would be
affected by the Project.

Biota and Habitats

BIO-5.1: Dredging, filling, and wharf con-
struction activities would not substantially
disrupt local biological communities.

This impact will be less than significant
because local benthic, fish, and plankton
communities would not be substantially
disrupted by the smali change in the
amount of hard substrate habitat present at
the Project site relative to that in the harbor.
Short duration turbidity in the water would
not exceed water quality standards, and
impacts to aquatic biota would be less than
significant due to the short duration and
small area likely to be affected.

Runoff of pollutants from backland con-
struction activities would have localized,
short-term, and less than significant effects
on marine organisms in the vicinity of drain
outiets due to implementation of runoff
control measures that are part of the
Project. Accidental spills from equipment
during dredging are unlikely to occur, and
any small spills would be cleaned up imme-
diately, resulting in only localized effects.
Therefore, for the reasons described in
Final EIS/EIR Section 3.4.2.3, impacts will
be less than significant.

Biota and Habitats

BI0-1.2: Operations would not substantial-
ly affect any endangered, threatened, or
rare species or their habitat.

This impact will be less than significant
because operational activities would result
in no loss of individuals or habitat for rare,
threatened, or endangered species, and
underwater sound from Project-related
vessels would affect few, if any, marine
mammals. Vessel collisions with whales or
sea turtles in offshore waters are unlikely.
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Biota and Habitats

BIO-2.2: Operations activities would not
interfere with wildlife movement/migration
corridors.

No impact will occur because no wildlife
movement or migration corridors would be
affected by the Project.

Biota and Habitats

BI0-3.2: Operation of Project facilities
would not substantially reduce or alter ma-
rine habitat.

This impact will be less than significant
because no marine habitat would be lost or
substantially altered as a result of Project
operations.

Biota and Habitats

BIO-4.2: Operations of Project facilities
could substantially affect a natural habitat
or plant community.

Increased vessel traffic and runoff from the
terminal during operations would have less
than significant impacts on EFH. Opera-
tions would have no impacts on natural
communities such as kelp, eelgrass beds,
salt marsh, and freshwater wetlands.
Therefore, for the reasons described in
Final EIS/EIR Section 3.4.2.3, impacts will
be less than significant.

Biota and Habitats

BIO-5.2: Operation of Project facilities
would not substantially disrupt local biologi-
cal communities.

This impact will be less than significant
because operations would not substantially
disrupt local biological communities as a
result of runoff of contaminants, increased
vessel traffic, or lighting.

Ground Transportation

TRANS-3.1: Construction would not in-
crease the demand for transit services.

The only public transit in the vicinity of the
Project site is a tourist-oriented line that
runs from downtown Long Beach to the
Queen Mary. Due to the lack of available
public transit options, impacts will be less
than significant because use of public tran-
sit by construction workers would be neglig-
ible.

Ground Transportation

TRANS-4.1: Construction would not result
in any increases in rail activity.

This impact will be less than significant
because construction-related activities
would not use rail services, including the
two grade crossings in the Port vicinity.
Because the contractor would be required
to use construction truck routes that avoid
the grade crossings in order to minimize
delays (Mitigation Measure TRANS-1.1a),
the additional traffic associated with con-
struction would be negligible at the grade
crossings.

Ground Transportation

TRANS-3.2: Project operations would not
increase the demand for fransit services.

This impact will be less than significant
because the additional onsite employees
would not affect public transit in the Project

vicinity. The public does not travel to the
Project site. The vehicle traffic generated
by the Project will be largely truck traffic that
would not involve public transit, and termin-
al operators currently operate shuttles to
transport longshoremen to the terminals
when ships arrive. This practice will contin-
ue and is part of the Clean Air Action Plan
that the Port will continue to enforce
through leases with the terminal operators.

Ground Transportation

TRANS-4.2: Project operations would not
result in any significant rail impacts.

This impact will be less than significant
because the Project-related increase in
train trips can be easily accommodated by
the Alameda Corridor and regional rail
facilities without causing any significant
impact. Also, the proposed Project would
have a negligible impact on vehicular de-
lays at the two grade crossings in the vicini-
ty of the Project site and at grade crossings
in the Inland Empire.
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Vessel Transportation

VT-1.1: Project construction-related marine
traffic would not interfere with normal navi-
gational activities within and near the
POLB.

This impact will be less than significant
because all in-water construction vessel
traffic would be subject to established regu-
latory conditions ensuring safety of usersin
Long Beach Harbor waters, and activities
would be scheduled to avoid existing ma-
rine container terminal traffic.

Vessel Transportation

VT-1.2: Project operations would not resuit
in a substantial increase in vessel fraffic or
a change in patterns of vessel movements
that would impair the level of safety for
vessels navigating in the Middle Harbor
area and/or the precautionary areas.

This impact will be less than significant
because the estimated number of Project-
related vessel accidents would increase the
overall annual average accident rate within
the POLB and POLA by only 2.3 percent.

Land Use

LU-1.1: Project construction would be
consistent with the adopted goals, objec-
tives, and/or policies of applicable land use
plans.

This impact will be less than significant
because Project construction would be
consistent with the adopted environmental
goals and policies contained in the POLB
Master Plan (PMP)/California Coastal Act
(CCA) and the Coastal Zone Management
Act (CZMA).

Land Use

LU-21: Project construction would be
consistent with the adopted goals, objec-
tives, and/or policies of applicable land use
plans.

This impact will be less than significant
because Project construction activities
would be consistent with surrounding Port-
industrial land uses.

Land Use

LU-1.2: Project operations would be con-
sistent with the adopted goals, objectives,
and/or policies of the PMP.

This impact will be less than significant
because proposed Middle Harbor terminal
activities would be consistent with the envi-
ronmental goals and policies identified in
the PMP and the CCA.

Land Use

LU-2.2: Proposed Middle Harbor container
terminal activities would be consistent with
surrounding Port-related industrial land
uses.

This impact will be less than significant
because proposed Middle Harbor terminal
activities would be consistent with the per-
mitted Port-related industrial land uses
identified in the PMP and the CCA/CZMA.

Public Services/Health and Safety

PHS-1.1: Project construction activities
would not sufficiently burden existing staff
levels and facilities whereby the LBPD
would not be able to maintain an adequate
level of service.

Standard Maritime Transportation Security
Act (MTSA) security measures would re-
main in place throughout the duration of
Project construction, therefore minimizing
the burden on Long Beach Police Depart-
ment (LBPD) staff levels and facilities dur-
ing proposed container terminal construc-
tion activities. Additionally, as the construc-
tion activities requiring roadway modifica-
tions would be conducted in accordance
with the proposed Traffic Management Plan
and subject to review and approval by the
LBPD, the proposed Project would not
impede law enforcement services in the
Project area. Therefore, for the reasons
described in Final EIS/EIR Section 3.8.2.3,
impacts will be less than significant.

Public Services/Health and Safety

PHS-3.1: Project construction would not
substantially increase demands on USCG
staff levels and facilities.

This impact will be less than significant
because the Project would implement stan-
dard existing safety precautions governing
POLB navigation on all support vessels in
the Project area. Proposed Project con-
struction activities would be located within
the same operating distance of other facili-
ties served by the USCG and, therefore,
would not increase emergency response
times.
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Public Services/Health and Safety

PHS-4.1: Project construction would not
result in a substantially diminished level of
public protection services provided by the
SCCC.

This impact will be less than significant
because standard security measures would
be implemented during construction that
would reduce the likelihood of an event
occurring that would require Security Com-
mand and Control Center (SCCC) services.
Implementation of the proposed Traffic
Management Plan would ensure advanced
coordination with LBPD and Long Beach
Fire Department (LBFD) to establish alter-
native response routes, ensuring conti-
nuous access to surrounding areas.

Public Services/Health and Safety

PHS-5.1: Construction activities would not
substantially interfere with an existing
emergency response or evacuation plan,
capable of increasing risk of injury or death.

Project contractors would be required to
adhere to all LBFD emergency response
and evacuation regulations, ensuring com-
pliance with existing emergency response
plans. Therefore, for the reasons described
in Final EIS/EIR Section 3.8.2.3, impacts
will be less than significant.

Public Services/Health and Safety

PHS-1.2: Project operations would not
sufficiently burden existing staff levels and
facilities such that the LBPD would not be
able to maintain an adequate level of ser-
vice.

This impact will be less than significant
because provisions for security features
including terminal security personnel, gated
entrances, perimeter fencing, terminal and
backlands lighting, camera systems, and
additional security feature mandated by the
MTSA would reduce the demand for law
enforcement.

Public Services/Health and Safety

PHS-3.2: Project operations would not
substantially increase demands on USCG
staff levels and facilities such that the ade-
quate service levels would be maintained.

This impact will be less than significant
because the proposed Project would be
located within the same operating distance
of other facilities served by the USCG and,
therefore, would not increase emergency
response times.

Public Services/Health and Safety

PHS-4.2: Project operations would not
result in a substantially diminished level of
public protection services provided by the
SCCC.

Standard security measures would be im-
plemented during Project operation that
would reduce the likelihood of an event
occurring that would require SCCC servic-
es. As land based emergency response
does not originate from the SCCC facility,
the permanent relocation of site access
would not affect SCCC emergency coordi-
nation services; all waterside access would
be maintained during Project operations.
Therefore, for the reasons described in
Final EIS/EIR Section 3.8.2.3, impacts will
be less than significant.

Public Services/Health and Safety

PHS-5.2: Project operations would not
substantially interfere with any existing
emergency response plans or emergency
evacuation plans.

This impact will be less than significant
because the terminal would continue to
operate as a container terminal, proposed
road improvements would provide addition-
al emergency access, and Project opera-
tions would be subject to emergency re-
sponse and evacuation systems imple-
mented by the LBFD. Project operations
would not interfere with any emergency
response or emergency evacuation plans.

Noise

NOI-1.2: Project operations would not
generate noise levels that would increase
ambient noise levels by three dBA.

This impact will be less than significant
because operational noise levels asso-
ciated with the Project (not including contri-
butions from non-Project reiated growth in
traffic) would increase ambient noise levels
by a maximum of 0.5 dBA.
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Noise

NOI-2.2: Project operations would not
exceed City of Long Beach Municipal Code
maximum noise levels.

This impact will be less than significant
because future increases in traffic noise
levels would not be significantly influenced
by the Project. Therefore, Project-related
traffic would not result in noise levels that
exceed the maximum thresholds allowed by
the LBMC.

Noise

NOI-3.1: Project operations would not
generate ground vibration levels that would
exceed ANSI S3.29-1983 acceptability
limits.

Vibration measurements at Site 3 did not
indicate a significant difference between
ambient ground vibration and ground vibra-
tion during train movements on the Port
mainline tracks. Measured vibration levels
are well below the acceptability curve pre-
scribed by ANSI S$3.29-1983. Train move-
ments on the Port mainline tracks asso-
ciated with Project operations would have a
less than significant vibration impact on
sensitive receptors at or near Cesar Cha-
vez Park. Therefore, for the reasons de-
scribed in Final EIS/EIR Section 3.9.2.3,
impacts will be less than significant.

Noise

NOI-4.1: Project operations would not
increase the number of vibration events that
would exceed ANSI S3.29 acceptability
limits.

Project operations would substantially in-
crease rail traffic in and out of the Port.
Measurements from Site 3 show that
ground vibration levels in Cesar Chavez
Park produced by each train movement
would not exceed the limits prescribed by
ANSI $3.29-1983. Therefore, train move-
ments associated with Project operations
on the Port mainline tracks would not gen-
erate substantial vibration impacts on sensi-
tive receptors at or near Cesar Chavez
Park. Therefore, for the reasons described
in Final EIS/EIR Section 3.9.2.3, impacts
will be less than significant.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

HAZ-1: Construction activities would not
result in an accidental release of hazardous
materials from onshore facilities or from
vessels that would adversely affect the
heaith and safety of the general public or
workers.

This impact will be less than significant
because the Project would ensure imple-
mentation of standard BMPs, proper use
and storage of hazardous materials and
petroleum products, and proper removal of
ACMs, lead-based paint, and PCBs, in
accordance with applicable federal, state,
and local regulations.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

HAZ-2: The Project would not result in
noncompliance with state guidelines asso-
ciated with abandoned oil wells.

Associated oil field infrastructure, such as oil
separation facilities, storage tanks, and pipe-
lines (oil, gas, and water) continue to be used
on Pier E to support oil and gas production.
However, implementation of standard
DOGGR measures would reduce adverse
health and safety impacts to construction and
operational personnel. Therefore, for the
reasons described in Final EIS/EIR Section
3.10.2.3, impacts will be less than significant.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

HAZ-3: Project operations would not sub-
stantially increase the probable frequency
and severity of consequences to people or
property as a result of accidental release of
a petroleum product or hazardous sub-
stance.

This impact will be less than significant
because compliance with applicable feder-
al, state, and local laws and regulations
governing the transport of hazardous mate-
rials and emergency response to hazardous
material spills would minimize the potentials
for adverse public health impacts. There-
fore, proposed Project operations would not
substantially increase the probable fre-
quency and severity of consequences to
people or property as a result of a potential
accidental release or explosion of a ha-
zardous substance.
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Hazards and Hazardous Materials

HAZ-4: The Project would comply with Risk
Management Program policies guiding
development within the Port.

No impact will occur because liquid bulk
storage facilities are not proposed as part
of the Project.

Recreation

REC-1.1: Project construction would not
result in a substantial loss or diminished
quality of recreational, educational, or visi-
tor-oriented opportunities, facilities, or re-
sources.

This impact will be less than significant
because Project construction would not
remove or affect existing recreational facili-
ties, including parks and marine recreation-
al opportunities.

Recreation

REC-2.1: Project construction would not
result in a demand for recreation and park
services that exceeds the available re-
sources.

This impact will be less than significant
because no substantial influx of workers in
the local communities is anticipated due to
the existing sizable iocal and regional labor
pool in the Long Beach area.

Recreation

REC-1.2: Project operation would not re-
suitin a substantial loss or diminished qual-
ity of recreational, educational, or visitor-
oriented opportunities, facilities, or re-
sources.

The Project site is located in an industrial
area that is not generally used for recrea-
tional purposes, and the potential for inter-
ference with pleasure craft traffic located in
the immediate Project area would be no-
minal. Therefore, for the reasons described
in Final EIS/EIR Section 3.11.2.3, impacts
will be less than significant.

Recreation

REC-2.2: Project operation would not result
in a demand for recreation and park servic-
es that exceeds the available resources.

Indirect impacts from the Project on recrea-
tional resources resulting from increased
employment and housing in the Gateway
Cities subregion would be incrementally
mitigated through the local housing project
permitting process. Therefore, for the rea-
sons described in Final EIS/EIR Section
3.11.2.3, impacts will be less than signifi-
cant.

Socioeconomics

SOCIO-1.1: The Project would not in-
crease employment in the five-county re-
gion by 0.5 percent or more.

This impact will be less than significant
because construction-related employment
associated with the Project would comprise
between 0.003 percent and 0.005 percent
of regional employment.

Socioeconomics

SOCIO-2.1: The Project would not in-
crease population in the Gateway Cities
subregion by 0.5 percent or more.

This impact wilt be less than significant
because it is likely that most of the con-
struction workers involved already reside in
the Gateway Cities subregion and would
not migrate to the area and increase the
population.

Socioeconomics

SOCIO-3.1: The Project would not in-
crease the demand for housing units in the
Gateway Cities subregion by 0.5 percent or
more.

This impact will be less than significant
because the construction labor force in the
region would be sufficient to complete the
construction projects without workers mi-
grating to the region. Therefore, no new
housing units would be necessary and the
construction spending would not impact
housing demand.

Socioeconomics

SOCI0-1.2: The Project would not in-
crease employment in the five-county re-
gion by 0.5 percent or more.

This impact will be less than significant
because the share of employment generat-
ed by the Project would only range between
zero percent and 0.25 percent.

Socioeconomics

SOCIO-2.2: The Project would not in-
crease population in the Gateway Cities
subregion by 0.5 percent or more.

This impact will be less than significant
because the additional population through
the Gateway Cities would comprise at most
0.3 percent of the total population in each
individual city. Therefore, the additional
population would not comprise 0.5 percent
or more of the region’s population,
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Socioeconomics

SOCIO-3.2: The Project would not in-
crease the demand for housing units in the
Gateway Cities subregion by 0.5 percent or
more.

This impact will be less than significant
because the additional housing units that
would be demanded in the Gateway Cities
subregion would comprise between 0.1
percent in 2010 and 0.4 percent in 2020
and 2025 of the total number of housing
units.

Utilities and Service Systems

UTIL-1.1: Project construction activities
would result in the extension of new utility
line connections to Project sites.

This impact will be less than significant
because all demolition of existing utility
infrastructure and construction of new infra-
structure would be conducted in a manner
designed to prevent service interruptions
for adjacent tenants, and new construction
would be in conformance with current de-
sign standards.

Utilities and Service Systems

UTIL-2.1: Proposed Project construction
activities would not exceed existing water
supply, wastewater, or landfill capacities.

This impact will be less than significant
because the proposed Project would resuilt
in minimal demands on municipal utiii-
ties/service systems during construction
activities, including water services, waste-
water, and solid waste, that would not ex-
ceed existing capacities.

Utilities and Service Systems

UTIL-1.2: Project operations would resultin
the extension of new utility line connections
to the Project site.

This impact will be less than significant
because the number of new Project em-
ployees and increased terminal electrical
demand would not be substantial relative to
the existing and projected regional electric-
al supply.

Utilities and Service Systems

UTIL-2.2;: Project operations would not
exceed existing water supply, wastewater,
or landfill capacities.

This impact will be less than significant
because Project operations would
represent minimal increases in demands on
water supply, wastewater treatment, and
solid waste disposal that would no exceed
existing capacities.

Cultural Resources

CR-1.1: Project ground disturbances would
not impact potentially significant archaeo-
logical resources.

Project construction would not reasonably
be expected to disturb, damage, or degrade
unknown, intact, potentially significant arc-
haeological resources. As the potential for
damaging unknown prehistoric remains is
remote, potential impacts on ethnographic
resources considered significant to con-
temporary Native Americans are also not
reasonably expected. However, in the
unlikely event that any archaeological ma-
terial is discovered during construction, all
work would be haited within the vicinity of
the archaeological discovery until an as-
sessment of the significance by a qualified
archaeologist is completed (Mitigation
Measure CR-1.1.1). Therefore, for the
reasons described in Final EIS/EIR Section
3.14.2.3, impacts will be less than signifi-
cant.

Cultural Resources

CR-2.1: The Project would not resultin the
permanent loss of or loss of access to a
paleontological resource.

The artificial fill material within the upland
portion of the Project area has no potential
to contain intact vertebrate fossils. Similar-
ly, the Middle Harbor in-water area has
been historically dredged, and it is reason-
able to assume that any intact vertebrate
fossils within these dredged areas would
have been removed or severely disturbed.
Therefore, for the reasons described in
Final EIS/EIR Section 3.14.2.3, impacts will
be less than significant.
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Resource Area

Impact

Board Finding

Cultural Resources

CR-1.3: Industrial reuse of the three poten-
tially relocated historic properties would be
consistent with their original Port-related
function.

If the two historic properties (i.e., 1953
Smoke Houses/Offices) were relocated
within the Port and reused for similar indus-
trial activities, they would be consistent with
their original function. if the structures were
used for other interpretive purposes illu-
strating the development of the Port after
WWH, this use would also be consistent
with their historic significance. Therefore,
for the reasons described in Final EIS/EIR
Section 3.14.2.3, impacts will be less than
significant.

Aesthetics/Visual Resources

VIS-1.1: Project construction activities
would not substantially contrast with the
existing industrial visual quality of the
Project area.

This impact will be less than significant
because no substantial contrast with the
existing visual quality of the Project site and
vicinity would occur during Project construc-
tion activities.

Aesthetics/Visual Resources

VIS-2.1: Project construction activities
would not adversely impact the existing
visual industrial character and quality of the
Project site and its surroundings.

This impact will be less than significant
because the presence of vessel and land-
based equipment over the approximate 10-
year construction period would be compati-
ble with the existing industrial character and
visual quality of the Project site and sur-
roundings.

Aesthetics/Visual Resources

VIS-3.1: Project construction activities
wouid not create a new source of substan-
tial light or glare that would adversely affect
day or nighttime views in the area.

Project construction activities would not
occur during the evening hours. Additional-
ly, construction equipmentincluding vessels
and land based vehicles would not have
reflective surfaces capable of increasing
sunlight glare. Therefore, for the reasons
described in Final EIS/EIR Section 3.16.2.3,
impacts will be iess than significant.

Aesthetics/Visual Resources

VIS-1.2: Project development would not
substantially contrast with the visual indus-
trial quality of the Project area.

This impact will be less than significant
because the change in visual industrial
quality of background views from public
vantage points would be minor reiative to
the existing highly industrialized inner Port
complex perceived in distant background
and closer foreground public views.

Aesthetics/Visual Resources

VIS-2.2: Project development would not
substantially degrade the existing industrial
character or quality of the site and its sur-
roundings.

This impact will be less than significant
because Project development would be
consistent with the general industrial nature
of the Port and would not introduce incom-
patible visual characteristics.

Aesthetics/Visual Resources

VIS-3.2: Project development would intro-
duce new glare sources that would poten-
tially degrade existing visual conditions.

The implementation of proposed Environ-
mental Lighting Controls including photo
cellsftimers, low energy fixtures, and light-
spillover reduction features into new ter-
minal lighting would result in less than sub-
stantial increases in night light over the
Project site and surrounding areas com-
pared to existing levels. Any increase in
potential daytime glare resulting from in-
creased massing of terminal structures and
containers on the Project site would be
minimal. Therefore, for the reasons de-
scribed in Final EIS/EIR Section 3.16.2.3,
impacts will be less than significant.
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3.3 Findings Regarding Environmental Impacts Determined to be Mitigated to Less
Than Significant Levels

The EIS/EIR identified certain potentially significant effects that could result from the proposed Project. How-
ever, the Port finds for each of the significant or potentially significant impacts defined in this section, based
upon substantial evidence in the record, that changes or alterations have been required or incorporated into
the proposed Project that avoid or substantially lessen the significant effect as identified in the EIS/EIR. As a
result, adoption of the mitigation measures set forth below would reduce the identified significant effects to a
less than significant level.

3.3.1 Biota and Habitats

As discussed in Final EIS/EIR Section 3.4.2.3, there would be two significant impacts to biota and habitats that
would be mitigated to less than significant levels as a result of mitigation measures that have been incorpo-
rated into the proposed Project. The impacts and mitigation measures are discussed below.

Impact BIO-3.1: Construction would result in a substantial loss or alteration of marine habitat through
filling (in Slip 1, for the Berth E24 extension, and in a portion of the East Basin) and excavation (widen-
ing Slip 1 and at Berth F201) for a net loss of 54.6 acres.

Placement of fill would cause a loss of marine habitat, including water surface, water column, soft bottom, and
hard substrate. Based on preliminary design, approximately 65.3 acres of marine habitat would be permanently
jost (Table 3.3-1) due to fill placement in Slip 1 and the East Basin. Widening Slip 3 would create approximately
6.3 acres of marine habitat, and excavation at Berth F201 would create about 4.4 acres of marine habitat. The
net loss of marine habitat would be an estimated 54.6 acres (Table 3.3-1). The exact amount of habitat gain and
loss would be calculated by the Port and the agencies who are signatories to the inter-Agency Bolsa Chica Me-
morandum of Agreement (MOA) after completion of the Project, on the basis of the “as-built” surveys. Those
final figures would not be expected to vary from the above estimates by more than a few acres, so that the final
loss of habitat could range from 50 to 60 acres. For this analysis, however, the estimates from the preliminary
design are used.

Table 3.3-1. Middle Harbor Project Habitat Impact Summary (in acres)
Con:lt‘;usc:wn L.ocation Mtgz:,g::’r:?t Inner Harbor | Outer Harbor

1 Slip 1 fill -25.6 -25.6 -
2 East Basin fill -34.3 -10.0 24.3
1 Pier E Extension -5.4 - -5.4
Total Habitat Loss 65.3 -35.6 -29.7

1 Slip 3 widening +6.3 +6.3 -
2 Berth F201 excavation +4.4 - +4.4
Total Habitat Created +10.7 +6.3 +4.4
Net Hahitat Loss -54.6 -29.3 -25.3

Notes:
1. Water column, soft bottom, and hard substrate.
Acreages are approximate. + = gain and - = loss.

The rocky dike constructed along Pier D and at Berths E23-E26 would create approximately 14.4 acres of new
hard substrate that would partially offset the 16.1-acre loss from the fill placement in Slip 1 and East Basin for a
net loss of 1.7 acres. Hard substrate habitat in the form of pilings associated with the wharves in Slip 1 (1,746
piles and fenders), in Slip 3 (805 piles and fenders), and along Pier F (1,071 piles and fenders) in East Basin
would also be lost, but 2,707 new pilings would be installed for Berths E23-E26 with over half in the water. The
vertical bulkhead in the water along Pier D and Pier E in Slip 3 and along Pier F in Slip 1 would also be removed
or covered with fill (total of 5,897 linear feet), and 410 linear feet of bulkhead would be constructed in the water
along Pier E. The net effect of these changes would be a loss of hard substrate habitat. The permanent netloss
of 54.6 acres of marine habitat in Long Beach Harbor would be a potentially significant impact.
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Finding

Unavoidable losses of marine habitat in the Long Beach/Los Angeles Harbor complex are mitigated by the use
of habitat credits from mitigation banks created by the two ports. This policy was developed by the USACE,
USFWS, NOAA Fisheries, and CDFG in consultation with the ports and has been applied to Port development
projects for the past 20 years. The goal of the mitigation policy is “no net loss of in-kind habitat value,” where
in-kind refers to marine tidal water of value to fish and birds. Given the infeasibility of undertaking any sub-
stantial onsite mitigation and the public interest mandate of accommodating maritime cargo conferred upon
the Port by the California Coastal Act, offsite mitigation is allowed between Pt. Conception and the Mexican
border (area of ecological continuity). Impiementation of mitigation measures shall occur prior to or concurrent
with Project impact. The preferred mitigation is the restoration of coastal embayment habitat (i.e., tidal wet-
lands).

Accordingly, the two ports have undertaken several wetlands restoration projects (e.g., Anaheim Bay and Ba-
tiquitos Lagoon) that generated habitat mitigation credits. The most recent credits have been generated by
funding a multi-agency project to restore tidal wetland habitats in the Bolsa Chica lowlands in Orange County.
The credits were vested via the Inter-Agency Bola Chica MOA that was negotiated in 1996 and amended in
2003 to provide in-kind credits for Port fills. The parties to the MOA include NMFS, USFWS, CDFG, USACE,
California Coastal Conservancy, Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach, EPA, California Resources Agency,
and CSLC; thus the MOA incorporates all applicable federal and state agencies and their associated mitiga-
tion policies.

Recognizing that the credits would be applied to a harbor complex in which habitat quality varies, the Inter-
Agency Bolsa Chica MOA also defined how those credits were to be used. Under the MOA, areas of the harbor
designated as “Inner Harbor” for habitat mitigation purposes require the application of 0.5 credit to offset each
acre of lost habitat, whereas areas designated as “Outer Harbor” require the application of 1.0 credit per acre of
loss. The delineation of Inner and Outer Harbor is contained in Exhibit C of the MOA (Figure 3.4-1).

For the proposed Project, habitat credits from restoration of Bolsa Chica would be used to offset the 54.6-acre
loss of marine habitat in accordance with the MOA. The entire Slip 1 fill (25.6 acres) and 10.0 acres of the
East Basin 34.3-acre fill would constitute Inner Harbor habitat (Table 3.3-2), while the remaining 24.3 acres of
East Basin Fill and the 5.4-acre Pier E extension fill would constitute Outer Harbor habitat. Widening Slip 3
would result in the creation of 8.3 acres of Inner Harbor habitat leaving a net loss of 29.3 acres of Inner Harbor
habitat. Excavation at Berth F201 would result in the creation of 4.4 acres of Outer Harbor habitat, leaving a
net loss of 25.3 acres of Outer Harbor habitat.

Table 3.3-2. Available Bolsa Chica Mitigation Credits (through ~2007)
Project Credits’ Debits” Balance

Projects Prior to 1997 195.2 194.5 0.7
Release of Escrow (1997) 14.0 14.7
Bolsa Chica Initial (1997) 227.0 241.7
Bolsa Chica Subsequent (1997) 40.0 281.7
Slip 2 Pier E 29-acre Fill 14.5 267.2
Pier S/T Mole 22-acre Fill 22.0 2452
Pier G/J Phase | 10.1-acre Fill 10.1 235.1
Pier T Navy Mole Fill 2.4 232.7
Bolsa Chica 3rh Agreement (2005) 38.0 270.7
Pier G/J Phase 2 39.8-acre fill 19.9° 250.8
Middie Harbor 54.6-acre fill 40.0 210.8
Pier S Wharf (dike cut) 9.2 220.0
Notes:

1. Credits are estimated and may change based on as-built surveys.

2. As of 1997, pursuant to Exhibit C of the Bolsa Chica interagency MOA, mitigation credits
utilized for harbor fills will be deducted at the ratio of 1.0 credit:1.0 acre of fill in the outer har-
bor, and at the rate of 0.5 credit:1.0 acre of fill in the inner harbor.

3. Mitigated as Inner Harbor per Bolsa Chica MOA.
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To mitigate these losses, Bolsa Chica credits would need to be applied as follows: 14.7 credits to mitigate
29.3 acres of Inner Harbor fill at a ratio of 0.5 credit:1 acre of fill and 25.3 credits to mitigate the Outer Harbor
fill at a ratio of 1:1, for a total of 40.0 credits. As noted above, the completed Project could result in the use of
more or fewer credits, but the difference would only be four or five credits at most, meaning that actuat mitiga-
tion credits needed would be between 35 and 45. Currently, the Port has approximately 270 Bolsa Chica cre-
dits remaining in its account (Table 3.3-2). Therefore, sufficient credits remain in the Port’s account to miti-
gate the marine habitat lost due to construction of the Project even if the as-built survey results show the need
for as many as 45 credits.

Changes or alterations have been incorporated into the Project that avoid or substantially lessen the significant
environmental effect as identified in the Final EIS/EIR. These changes are set forth in Mitigation Measure
BIO-3 below.

Mitigation Measure BIO-3: The Port would apply approximately 40 credits available in the Bolsa
Chica bank to compensate for loss of fish and wildlife habitat due to construction of fill in Slip 1 and
East Basin. Implementation of this mitigation measure would occur upon completion of construction
of the Project, although permits to begin construction would normally not be issued until the permitting
agencies (USACE and POLB for this Project) have received assurance that sufficient mitigation is or
will be available. The Final EIS/EIR constitutes that assurance.

Rationale for Finding

Implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-3 would fully mitigate the significant loss of marine habitat for ag-
uatic species by replacing the lost habitat. Therefore, impacts to biota and habitats would be less than signifi-
cant.

Impact BIO-4.1: Construction activities would substantially affect a natural habitat or plant community.

The Project could have effects on Fishery Management Plan (FMP) species that are rare or uncommon, such as
California skate, big skate, California scorpionfish, and black rockfish (MEC Analytical Systems, Inc. 2002), al-
though few if any individuals would likely be in the disturbance area. The net loss of marine habitat due to place-
ment of fill and excavation (54.6 acres), however, would result in a substantial loss of habitat for the FMP species
that use Middle Harbor, including water column and benthic habitats. Both habitats provide food sources for FMP
species occurring in the Project region. Dredging, pile removal, and wharf construction/reconstruction at Berths
E23-E27 along with excavation at Berths D29-D31 and F201 also could affect FMP species through habitat dis-
turbance; turbidity and resuspension of contaminants from sediments; and vibration from pile and sheetpile driv-
ing and stone column installation. These effects would be temporary and would occur at intervals throughout the
construction period, with a return to baseline conditions following construction. Therefore, no permanent loss of
habitat would occur from the wharf work, and few, if any, individual fish would be lost because most individuals
could avoid the work area.

Construction activities on land would have no direct effects on EFH, which is located in the water. Runoff of
sediments from such construction, however, could enter harbor waters. As discussed in Final EIS/EIR Section
3.3.2.3, Hydrology and Water Quality, implementation of sediment control measures would avoid or minimize
such runoff.

No kelp, eelgrass beds, salt marsh, or freshwater wetlands are present in the Project area, and those in other
parts of the harbor would not be affected by construction activities in the Middle Harbor Project area due to
their distance from Middie Harbor and the localized effects of sediment suspended during dredging and filling
(Section 3.3). No designated Significant Ecological Areas (SEA), including the least tern nesting site on Pier
400, would be affected by the Project.

Filling of Slip 1 and part of East Basin would result in a permanent loss of EFH in Middle Harbor, a significant
impact
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Finding

Mitigation Measure BIO-3 would apply to this impact. Mitigation of the fill impacts would be by the use of
approximately 40 existing mitigation credits. This mitigation measure would fully offset Project impacts to sus-
tainable fisheries.

Rationale for Finding

Implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-3 would fully mitigate the significant ioss of EFH by replacing the
lost habitat. Therefore, impacts to biota and habitats would be less than significant.

3.3.2 Ground Transportation

As discussed in Final EIS/EIR Section 3.4.2.3, there wouid be one significant impact to ground transportation
that would be mitigated to a less than significant level as a result of mitigation measures that have been incor-
porated into the proposed Project. The impacts and mitigation measures are discussed below.

Impact TRANS-1.1: Construction would result in short-term, temporary increases in auto and truck
traffic at certain study intersections.

Construction would have significant impacts at the following study intersections:
¢ Pico Avenue/Pier G Avenue and Harbor Plaza (2010);
e Pico Avenue and Pier E Street/Ocean Blvd. EB On- and Off-Ramps (2020); and
¢ Pico Avenue and Pier D Street (2020)

Finding

Changes or alterations have been incorporated into the Project that avoid or substantially lessen the significant
environmental effect as identified in the Final EIS/EIR. These changes are set forth in Mitigation Measure
TRANS-1.1a through TRANS-1.1e below. Implementation of Mitigation Measure TRANS-1.1a further re-
fines the environmental control identified in Final EIS/EIR Section 1.7.3.

Mitigation Measure TRANS-1.1a: Prior to beginning construction, the construction contractor shall prepare a
detailed traffic management plan, which in addition to work shift start/end times, shall include the following:
detour plans, coordination with emergency services, coordination with adjacent property owners and tenants,
advanced notice of temporary parking loss, identification of temporary parking replacement or alternative ad-
jacent parking within a reasonable walking distance, use of designated haul routes, use of truck staging areas,
observance of hours of operations restrictions and appropriate signing for construction activities. The traffic
management plan shall be submitted to Port of Long Beach for approval before beginning construction.

Mitigation Measure TRANS-1.1b: Consistent with City of Long Beach Public Works Department practice,
the construction-related traffic to/from the Project site shall be restricted during morning and afternoon peak
commute hours. Furthermore, no closure of major road corridors shall be permitted as a result of construction
activities.

Mitigation Measure TRANS-1.1c: The Port shail install a signal at the intersection of Pico Avenue and Pier E
Street/Ocean Bivd EB On- and Off-Ramps.

Mitigation Measure TRANS-1.1d: The Port shall install a signal at the intersection of Pico Avenue and Pier
D Street.

Mitigation Measure TRANS-1.1e: The Port shall install a signal at the intersection of Pico Avenue/Pier G
Avenue and Harbor Plaza.

Because Mitigation Measures TRANS-1.1c and TRANS-1.1e are local measures, construction work related
to these improvements could be completed primarily during the off-peak hours. Therefore, there would not be
any secondary impacts associated with the construction of these mitigation measures.
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Rationale for Finding

Implementation of Mitigation Measures TRANS-1.1a through TRANS-1.1e would fully mitigate significant
impacts on intersections. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.

Impact TRANS-1.2: Additional traffic generated by the Project would have significant impacts at cer-
tain study area intersections.

The proposed Project wouid have significant impacts at the following four study area intersections:
e Pico Avenue/Pier G Avenue and Harbor Plaza;
e Pico Avenue and Pier E Street/Ocean Blvd EB On- and Off-Ramps;
¢ Pico Avenue/Ocean Blvd WB Off-Ramp; and

¢ Pico Avenue and Pier D Street.
Finding

Changes or alterations have been incorporated into the Project that avoid or substantially lessen the significant
environmental effect as identified in the Final EIS/EIR. These changes are set forth in Mitigation Measure
TRANS-1.1a through TRANS-1.1e below. Implementation of Mitigation Measure TRANS-1.1a further re-
fines the environmental control identified in Final EIS/EIR Section 1.7.3.

Mitigation MeasureTRANS-1.1a: Prior to beginning construction, the construction contractor shall
prepare a detailed traffic management plan, which in addition to work shift start/end times, shall in-
clude the following: detour plans, coordination with emergency services, coordination with adjacent
property owners and tenants, advanced notice of temporary parking loss, identification of temporary
parking replacement or alternative adjacent parking within a reasonable walking distance, use of des-
ignated haul routes, use of truck staging areas, observance of hours of operations restrictions and
appropriate signing for construction activities. The traffic management plan shall be submitted to Port
of Long Beach for approval before beginning construction.

Mitigation MeasureTRANS-1.1b: Consistent with City of Long Beach Public Works Department
practice, the construction-related traffic to/from the Project site shall be restricted during morning and
afternoon peak commute hours. Furthermore, no closure of major road corridors shall be permitted
as a result of construction activities.

Mitigation MeasureTRANS-1.1¢: The Port shall install a signal at the intersection of Pico Avenue
and Pier E Street/Ocean Blvd EB On- and Off-Ramps.

Mitigation MeasureTRANS-1.1d: The Port shall install a signal at the intersection of Pico Avenue
and Pier D Street.

Mitigation MeasureTRANS-1.1e: The Port shall install a signal at the intersection of Pico Ave-
nue/Pier G Avenue and Harbor Plaza.

Because Mitigation Measures TRANS-1.1c, TRANS-1.1d, and TRANS-1.1e are local measures, construc-
tion work related to these improvements could be compieted primarily during the off-peak hours. Therefore,
there would not be any secondary impacts associated with the construction of these mitigation measures.

Rationale for Finding

Implementation of Mitigation Measures TRANS-1.1a through TRANS-1.1e would fully mitigation significant
impacts on intersections. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.

MIDDLE HARBOR REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT 19 APRIL 2009



PORT OF LONG BEACH FINDINGS OF FACT AND STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATION

3.3.3 Public Services/Health and Safety

As discussed in Final EIS/EIR Section 3.8.2.3, there would be two significant impacts to public services/health
and safety that would be mitigated to less than significant levels as a result of mitigation measures that have
been incorporated into the proposed Project. The impacts and mitigation measures are discussed below.

Impact PHS-2.1: Project construction activities would require upgrades to existing antiquated fire pro-
tection facilities to maintain acceptable emergency response times.

Development of the proposed Project would not substantially increase the occurrence or risk of fire or other
emergencies. It would, however, require the removal and relocation of fire hydrants and water supply trunk
lines and distribution mains in the Project area. This would have the potential to temporarily interrupt fire water
supplies in the Project area. However, utility relocations frequently occur during POLB terminal developments;
these activities are typically conducted with minimal, if any, disruptions in service. Prior to Project construction,
removal and relocation of fire hydrants and water supply trunk lines and distribution mains would be subject to
review and approval by the LBFD and/or jurisdictional agencies to ensure that adequate fire flow water sup-
plies within the Project vicinity would be provided. The LBFD would be notified in advance and afforded the
opportunity to review and comment on Project features affecting fire suppression infrastructure. In addition,
the Project would be designed and constructed according to all applicable state and local codes and ordin-
ances to ensure adequate fire protection. The LBFD would conduct a fire-life-safety review during the design
review process to assess the required fire flow for the Project. However, as the existing antiquated facilities at
Stations 15 and 20 affect LBFD’s ability to provide acceptable emergency response times, Project construction
activities would further exacerbate inadequate fire service response times.

Proposed roadway modifications would restrict and/or temporarily remove access to roadways in the Project
vicinity. These roadway modifications would include realignment of Harbor Scenic Drive, construction of main-
line track under Ocean Boulevard, modification to Pier F Avenue, and construction of a loop road around the
track on Pier F. The proposed Pier F loop road would provide an alternate vehicular emergency access route.

However, proposed construction activities requiring roadway modifications would potentially result in the tem-
porary interruption and/or delays for fire emergency response services.

The Port would prepare a Traffic Management Plan (Final EIS/EIR Section 1.7.3) as part of the proposed
Project. This ptan would ensure advanced coordination with LBFD to establish alternative fire and emergency
response access routes, ensuring continuous access to surrounding areas. Although construction activities
requiring roadway modifications would not substantially burden LBFD, proposed construction activities would
further exacerbate existing inadequate emergency response times. Therefore, impacts on fire services would
be potentially significant.

Finding

Changes or alterations have been incorporated into the Project that avoid or substantially lessen the significant
environmental effect as identified in the Final EIS/EIR. These changes are set forth in Mitigation Measure
PHS-2.1 below.

Mitigation Measure PHS-2.1: The Port shall enter into a mitigation agreement to upgrade existing
facilities at Stations 15 and 20. The Port shall submit proof to the City of Long Beach that an agree-
ment has been executed prior to commencement of construction activities.

Rationale for Finding

Implementation of Mitigation Measure PHS-2.1 would ensure upgrades to existing LBFD facilities that would
be required to ensure acceptable LBFD emergency response times. Accordingly, construction activities would
not substantially burden the LBFD, and adequate emergency response services would occur during construc-
tion. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.
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Impact PHS-2.2: Project operations would require upgrades to existing antiquated fire protection fa-
cilities to maintain acceptable emergency response times.

Proposed Project fire infrastructure would be designed in accordance with applicable City of Long Beach Fire
Codes and state codes. Fire protection features (e.g., fire hydrants and water supply frunk lines) would be
incorporated into the design process of the proposed terminal, Project operations would not substantially in-
crease the demand for fire protection services. Furthermore, construction of the Pier F tail track would result
in a foop road that extends around the track on Pier F. This roadway would provide an alternate vehicular
emergency access route, therefore improving fire and emergency access during Project operation. However,
the existing antiquated facilities at Stations 15 and 20 would affect LBFD’s ability to provide acceptable emer-
gency response times. Although the proposed Project would not result in substantial operational demands on
fire protection services, Middle Harbor container terminal operations would further exacerbate inadequate
emergency response times in the Project area. Therefore, impacts would be potentially significant.

LBFD would be notified in advance and afforded the opportunity to review and comment on proposed Project
design plans to ensure adequate provisions for emergency circulation throughout Middie Harbor, including
roadway width, turning radii, and staging areas for emergency equipment.

Finding
Mitigation Measure PHS-2.1 would apply to this impact.
Rationale for Finding

Implementation of Mitigation Measure PHS-2.1 would ensure upgrades to existing LBFD facilities that would
be required to ensure acceptable LBFD emergency response times. Accordingly, Middle Harbor container
terminal activities would not substantially burden the LBFD, and adequate emergency response services
would occur during Project operations. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.

3.3.3 Cultural Resources

As discussed in Final EIS/EIR Section 3.14.2.3, there would be one significant impact to cultural resources
that would be mitigated to a less than significant level as a result of a mitigation measure that has been incor-
porated into the proposed Project. The impact and mitigation measure is discussed below.

impact CR-1.2: Construction activities would adversely impact potentially significant historic architectural
resources.

Two potentially significant historic architectural resources, including the two 1953 Smoke Houses/Offices, are
located within the proposed terminal area. Both resources would be relocated during Project construction.
This would be a significant impact on historic resources.

Finding

Changes or alterations have been incorporated into the Project that avoid or substantially lessen the significant
environmental effect as identified in the Final EIS/EIR. These changes are set forth in Mitigation Measure
CR-1.2.1 below.

Mitigation Measure CR-1.2.1: The two historic architectural resources shall be temporarily moved
during construction and then relocated to another suitable location within the Project area subsequent
to construction under the direction of a qualified Architectural Historian. A survey shall be conducted
after the relocation to document, identify, and describe any internal and external cracking, condition of
walls, and other elements as a resuit of their movement. The survey shall be undertaken under the
direction of a qualified Architectural Historian and shall be in accordance with accepted standard me-
thods. A written report documenting conditions after Project completion shall be prepared under the
supervision and approval of a qualified Architectural Historian. The report shall provide any neces-
sary measures to address stabilization and repair of areas that have been disturbed during relocation,
including photo-documentation. The repairs shall be undertaken by the Port in a timely manner.
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Rationale for Finding

The two Smoke Houses were designed to be moved as needed, so relocating them within the Project area
would not result in a loss of their historical context. Therefore, impacts on historic architectural structures
would be less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure CR-1.2.1.

3.3.4 Air Quality

As discussed in Final EIS/EIR Section 3.2.2.3, there would be one significant impact to air quality that would
be mitigated to less than significance as a result of mitigation measures that have been incorporated into the
proposed Project. The impact and mitigation measures are discussed below.

Impact AQ-3: The proposed Project would result in operational emissions that exceed SCAQMD
thresholds of significance.

On a peak day, operation of the proposed Project prior to mitigation would result in NO, emissions in 2010
(although not in subsequent years) that exceed SCAQMD thresholds. As a result, the unmitigated Project
would produce significant peak daily NO, emissions in 2010.

Finding

Mitigations have been incorporated into the Project that avoid or substantially lessen its significant environ-
mental effect as identified in the Final EIS/EIR. These changes are set forth in Mitigation Measures AQ-4,
AQ-5, AQ-6, AQ-7, AQ-7a, AQ-8, AQ-9, AQ-10, AQ-11, AQ-25, and AQ-26 below.

Mitigation Measure AQ-4: Expanded VSRP. All OGV that call at the Middle Harbor container ter-
minal shall comply with the expanded VSRP of 12 knots from 40 nm, that is, from Point Fermin to the
Precautionary Area. This measure equates to CAAP measure OGV1.

Mitigation Measure AQ-5: Shore-to-Ship Power (“Cold Ironing”). OGV that call at the Middle Harbor
container terminal shall utilize shore-to-ship power while at berth. Lease stipulations shall include
consideration of alternative technologies that achieve 86 100 percent of the emission reductions of
cold-ironing. Three new berths with the capacity to cold-iron OGV would become available according
to the following Project construction schedule: (1) December 2009; (2) March 2012; and (3) Decem-
ber 2014. This measure is consistent with CAAP measure OGV2.

Mitigation Measure AQ-6: Low-sulfur Fuels in OGV. All OGV shall use 0.2 percent or lower sulfur
MGO fuel in vessel auxiliary and main engines at berth and out to a distance of 40 nm from Point
Fermin, or implement equivalent emission reductions. This measure equates to CAAP measures
OGV3 and OGV4.

Mitigation Measure AQ-7: Container Handling Equipment. All Project CHE shall meet the following
performance standards. This measure equates to CAAP measures CHE1: By the end of 2010, all
yard tractors shall meet, at a minimum, the EPA non-road Tier 4 engine standards;

e By the end of 2012, all pre-2007 on-road or pre-Tier 4 non-road top picks, forklifts, reach
stackers, RTGs, and straddle carriers less than 750 Hp shall meet, at a minimum, the EPA
non-road Tier 4 engine standards; and

e Bythe end of 2014, all CHE with engines greater than 750 Hp shall meet, at a minimum, the
EPA Tier 4 non-road engine standards. Starting in 2009 (until equipment is replaced with Tier
4), all CHE with engines greater than 750 Hp shall install the cleanest available VDEC, as es-
tabiished by the ARB.

Mitigation Measure AQ-7a: High Efficiency Rail Mounted Gantry (RMG) Cranes. The Project ter-
minal operator shall replace all diesel-powered RTGs with electric-powered RMGs, as soon as feasi-
ble, but no later than the completion of construction in 2020. Each RMG shall include high efficiency,
regenerative drive systems.
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Mitigation Measure AQ-8: Heavy-Duty Trucks. Container trucks that call at the Middle Harbor con-
tainer terminal shall comply with the following replacement schedule as part of the POLB Clean Truck
Program tariff. This measure goes beyond the ARB's requirements for reducing truck emissions. itis
similar to CAAP measure HDV1 (Clean Trucks Program), however it is more stringent and would re-
sult in the following:

e Ban pre-1989 trucks by 10/1/2008;
e Ban 1989-1993 trucks by 1/1/2010;
e Ban un-retrofitted 1994-2003 trucks by 1/1/2010; and

e Ban all trucks that do not meet the EPA 2007 Heavy-Duty Highway Rule emission standards
by 1/1/2012.

Under Mitigation Measure AQ-8, the truck emission reductions were analyzed assuming all engines
would continue to burn diesel. This is conservative as the CTP proposed has a goal that 50 percent
of the trucks funded through the CTP be alternative-fueled trucks,, which would result in lower emis-
sions for the mitigated Project than analyzed.

Although not quantified in the analysis of the mitigated Project operational emissions, the following would re-
sult in reductions in criteria pollutant emissions from Project operations.

Mitigation Measure AQ-9: Clean Rail yard Standards. The expanded Pier F intermodal rail yard
shall incorporate the cleanest locomotive technologies into its operations. Technologies that reduce
fuel consumption or use alternative fuels would reduce criteria pollutant emissions. These include di-
esel-electric hybrids, multiple engine generator sets, use of alternative fuels, and idling shut-off devic-
es. Because some of these systems are not yet available, but are expected to be available within the
next few years, this measure has not been quantified. However, implementation of this measure
would reduce the Project’s criteria pollutant emissions by less than 0.1 percent.

Mitigation Measure AQ-10: Truck idling Reduction Measures. The Middle Harbor container termin-
al operator shall minimize on-terminal truck idling and emissions. Potential methods to reduce idiing
include, but are not limited to (1) maximize the durations when the main gates are left open, including
during off-peak hours, and (2) implement a container tracking and appointment-based truck delivery
and pick-up system to minimize fuel consumption and resuiting criteria pollutant emissions. The es-
timate of unmitigated on-terminal trucking emissions considered the efficiencies of movement de-
signed into the proposed Middie Harbor container terminal and, therefore, assumed a fow rate of on-
terminal idling. Nevertheless, additional design measures proposed in Mitigation Measure AQ-10
would further reduce on-terminal truck activities and associated criteria pollutant emissions. However,
this measure was not quantified.

Mitigation Measure AQ-11: Slide Valves on OGV Main Engines. OGVs that call at the Project con-
tainer terminal shall have slide fuel valves instalied on their main engines, or implement an equivalent
emission reduction technology. This retrofit is most applicable to OGVs with MAN B&W engines.
This technology would reduce emissions of VOC, NO,, and DPM from OGV main engines.

Mitigation Measure AQ-25: Periodic Technology Review. To promote new emission control tech-
nologies, the tenant shall implement in 2015 and every 5 years following the effective date of the
lease agreement, a review of new air quality technological advancements, subject to mutual agree-
ment on operational feasibility, technical feasibility, and cost-effectiveness and financial feasibility,
which agreement shall not be unreasonably withheid. If a technology is determined to be feasible in
terms of cost, technical and operational feasibility, the tenant shall work with the Port to implement
such technology.

Mitigation Measure AQ-26: Cargo Throughput Monitoring. Every five years, the Port shall compare
actual cargo throughput that occurred at the terminal to the cargo assumptions used to develop the
Final EIS/EIR. The years used in this analysis shall include 2015, 2020, 2025, and 2030. The Port
shall calculate annual air emissions associated with these throughput levels (for OGVs, assist tugs,
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locomotives, cargo handling equipment, and trucks) and compare them to the annual air emissions
presented in the Final EIS/EIR. If actual emissions exceed those presented in the Final EIS/EIR, then
new/additional mitigations would be applied through Mitigation Measure AQ-25.

Rationale for Finding

Implementation of Mitigation Measures AQ-4 through AQ-8 would reduce the emissions from proposed
Project operations from unmitigated levels. Although not quantified in the analysis, Mitigation Measures AQ-
7a, AQ-9 through AQ-11, AQ-25, and AQ-26 would further reduce combustive emissions. With these mitiga-
tion measures, peak daily Project operations would produce less than significant emissions of NO in 2010.
Thus, there would be no significant impacts from operations.

3.4 Findings Regarding Significant Environmental Impacts that Cannot be Mitigated
to a Less Than Significant Level

The EIS/EIR identified certain potentially significant effects that could result from the proposed Project. The
Port finds for each of the significant impacts identified in this section, based upon substantial evidence in the
record, that changes or alterations have been required or incorporated into the proposed Project that substan-
tially lessen the significant effects as identified in the Final EIS/EIR. However, even with adoption of the miti-
gation measures set forth below, Project impacts are not reduced below a level of significance.

Attachment A contains a list of comments received on the Draft EIS/EIR that contain suggested mitigation
measures and/or alternatives suggested to reduce significant and unavoidable impacts. The discussion below
refers to Attachment A and indicates whether the proposed mitigation measures and/or alternatives have been
added to the Final EIS/EIR and/or incorporated into the Project. It has determined that certain proposed miti-
gation measures and/or alternatives are infeasible in light of specific economic, legal, social, technoiogical,
and other considerations and, therefore, have not been incorporated into the Project. The evidence of such
infeasibility is explained in Attachment A.

3.41  Air Quality

As discussed in Final EIS/EIR Section 3.2, there would be four significant impacts to air quality as a result of
the proposed Project during construction and operation that would remain significant and unavoidable.

Impact AQ-1: Proposed Project construction would produce emissions that exceed SCAQMD emis-
sion significance thresholds.

During a peak day of activity, Project construction would produce levels of VOC, CO, NOy, PMyq, and PMys
emissions that exceed SCAQMD daily emission thresholds. These levels would represent significant air quali-
ty impacts.

Finding

The Board of Harbor Commissioners hereby finds that changes or alterations have been incorporated into the
project that avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect identified in the Final EIS/EIR.
These changes are set forth in Mitigation Measures AQ-1, AQ-2, AQ-2a, AQ-2b, AQ-3, and AQ-3a below.

Mitigation Measure AQ-1: Additional Fugitive Dust Controls. The calculation of unmitigated fugi-
tive dust emissions from Project earth-moving activities is based on Project compliance with
SCAQMD Rule 403, which is assumed to produce a 75 percent reduction in PM,o emissions from un-
controlled levels to simulate rigorous watering of the site and use of other measures. To provide a 90
percent reduction of fugitive dust emissions from uncontrolled levels, the Project construction contrac-
tor shall develop and implement dust control methods that shall achieve this control level in a
SCAQMD Rule 403 dust control plan; and designate personnel to monitor the dust control program
and order increased watering, as necessary, to ensure a 90 percent control level. Their duties shall
include holiday and weekend periods when work may not be in progress.

Additional control measures to reduce fugitive dust shall include, but are not limited to, the following:
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Apply approved non-toxic chemical soil stabilizers according to manufacturers’ specifications
to all inactive construction areas or replace groundcover in disturbed areas;

Provide temporary wind fencing around sites being graded or cleared;

Cover truck loads that haul dirt, sand, or gravel or maintain at least two feet of freeboard in
accordance with Section 23114 of the California Vehicle Code;

Install wheel washers where vehicles enter and exit unpaved roads onto paved roads, or
wash off tires of vehicles and any equipment leaving the construction site;

Suspend all soil disturbance activities when winds exceed 25 mph as instantaneous gusts or
when visible dust plumes emanate from the site, and stabilize all disturbed areas;

Appoint a construction relations officer to act as a community liaison concerning on-site con-
struction activity including resolution of issues related to PM;, generation;

Sweep all streets at least once a day using SCAQMD Rule 1186.1 certified street sweepers
or roadway washing trucks if visible soil materials are carried to adjacent streets (recommend
water sweepers with reclaimed water);

Apply water three times daily, or non-toxic soil stabilizers according to manufacturers’ specifi-
cations, fo all unpaved parking or staging areas or unpaved road surfaces;

Pave road and road shoulders; and

Apply water three times daily or as needed to areas where soil is disturbed.

Mitigation Measure AQ-2: Emission Controls for Non-road Construction Equipment. Although
not quantified in the analysis, to reduce combustive emissions, construction equipment shall meet the
EPA Tier 4 non-road engine standards, where feasible. The Tier 4 standards become available start-
ing in year 2012.

Mitigation Measure AQ-2a: Best Management Practices (BMPs) for Construction Equipment.
The construction contractor shall implement the following BMPs on construction equipment, where
feasible, to further reduce emissions from these sources:

Use of diesel oxidation catalysts and/or catalyzed diese! particulate traps, as feasible;
Maintain equipment according to manufacturer specifications;

Restrict idling of equipment and trucks to a maximum of 5 minutes (per ARB regulation);
Use of high-pressure fuel injectors on diesel-powered equipment; and

Use of electricity from power poles rather than temporary diesel- or gasoline-powered gene-
rators.

Mitigation Measure AQ-2b: Construction Traffic Emission Reductions. The construction con-
tractor shall implement the following measures to further reduce emissions from construction:

Trucks used for construction (a) prior to 2015 shall use engines certified to no less than 2007
NO, emissions levels and (b) in 2015 and beyond shall meet USEPA 2010 emission stan-
dards;

Provide temporary traffic control such as flag person, during all phases of construction to
maintain smooth traffic flow;

Schedule construction activities that affect traffic flow on arterial systems to off-peak hour
where possible;

Re-route construction trucks away from congested streets or sensitive receptor areas;

Provide dedicated turn lanes for movement of construction trucks and equipment on- and off-
site;

MIDDLE HARBOR REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT 25 APRIL 2009



PORT OF LONG BEACH FINDINGS OF FACT AND STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATION

e Configure construction parking to minimize traffic interference;
e Improve traffic flow by signal synchronization;

e All vehicie and equipment will be properly tuned and maintained according to manufacturer
specification; and

e Reduce traffic speeds on all unpaved roads to 15 miles per hour or less.

Mitigation Measure AQ-3: Emission Controls for Construction Tugboats. The unmitigated
Project analysis assumes partial implementation of Tier 2 engine standards on construction tug boats.
Although not quantified in the analysis, to reduce combustive emissions, all tug boats used in con-
struction shall meet the EPA Tier 2 marine engine standards, and if feasible use construction tugs
that meet the EPA Tier 3 marine engine standards. The Tier 3 standards become available starting in
year 2009.

Mitigation Measure AQ-3a (Added to Final EIS/EIR): Construction Tugbhoat Home Fleeting.
The construction contractor shall require all construction tug boats that home fleet in the San Pedro
Bay Ports to (a) shut down their main engines and (b) refrain from using auxiliary engines while they
are at docked or to use electrical shore power, if need be.

Although not calculated, Mitigation Measures AQ-2, AQ-2a, AQ-2b, AQ-3, and AQ-3a would reduce com-
bustive emissions and their resulting ambient impacts from Project construction. incorporation of these miti-
gation measures, however, would not reduce impacts to air quality below significance. Specific legal, econom-
ical and technological considerations make additional mitigation measures infeasible, as explained below.

Rationale for Finding

The analysis assumes as part of the Project description that all construction off-road equipment would meet
EPA Tier 3 standards. No feasible mitigation measures are available to further reduce combustive emissions
from proposed sources. Construction equipment that meets EPA Tier 4 standards will become available start-
ing in year 2012. Mitigation Measure AQ-2 requires construction equipment to meet EPA Tier 4 non-road en-
gine standards, where feasible. it will not be feasible to require compliance with that standard in 2012. Due to
the slow penetration of Tier 4 engines into the construction fleet, it would be impractical and economically in-
feasible to require these engines on all proposed construction equipment until several years after the rule ef-
fective date. The USEPA assumes that 100% compliance by the national equipment fleet with these stan-
dards will not occur until 2030, based on estimated fleet turn over rates. A 5% annual turnover rate means
that it will take a number of years before there will be a meaningful penetration of the new equipment into
southern California, thereby making it infeasible to require as part of a Project’s bid specifications. In spite of
this expected penetration rate, Final EIS/EIR Mitigation Measure AQ-2 requires Tier 4 standard engines in
construction equipment, whenever feasible. An assessment of feasibility will need to be made at the time the
construction project is bid.

A number of mitigation measures related to Project construction were provided during the comment period of
the Draft EIS/EIR. The mitigation matrix included as Attachment A of this report identifies those mitigation
measures that were incorporated into the Final EIS/EIR, and it presents the rationale for rejecting other mitiga-
tion measures, based upon their infeasibility.

Impact AQ-2: Proposed Project construction would result in offsite ambient air pollutant concentra-
tions that exceed a SCAQMD threshold of significance.

For a peak day of Project construction, emissions from fugitive dust and onsite construction equment and haul
trucks would result in maximum ambient offsite concentratlons of 24-hour PM, of 40.4 ug/m® that would exceed
the SCAQMD significance threshold of 10.4 ug/m The maximum ambient offsite concentration of all other
pollutants would be less than significant prior to mitigation.
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Finding

The Board of Harbor Commissioners hereby finds that changes or alterations have been incorporated into the
project that avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect identified in the Final EIS/EIR.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-1 would reduce emissions of fugitive dust (PM/PMz5) during
Project construction. Although not assessed, Mitigation Measures AQ-2, AQ-2a, AQ-2b, AQ-3, and AQ-3a
would reduce combustive emissions and their resulting ambient impacts from proposed construction. These
mitigation measures are described above (listed in the discussion of Impact AQ-1).

With all fea5|ble mitigation measures, the maximum mitigated offsite concentratuons of 24-hour PM4owould be
171 pg/m This would still exceed the SCAQMD threshold of 10.4 pg/m As a result, Project construction
would remain significant for 24-hour PM,, ambient concentration impact.

Rationale for Finding

As described above under Impact AQ-1, no additional feasible mitigation measures are available to further
reduce PM,, emissions, either from fugitive dust or combustive emissions from construction sources. The
analysis assumes as part of the Project description that all construction off-road equipment would meet Tier 3
standards, although it is expected that some equipment would meet Tier 4 standards during the later years of
Project construction. Additionally, Mitigation Measure AQ-2a (BMPs for Construction Equipment) was added
in the Final EIS/EIR (but its effects were not quantified) and is expected to future reduce construction equip-
ment emissions.

As discussed above under Impact AQ-1, a number of mitigation measures related to Project construction
were provided during the comment period of the Draft EIS/EIR. The mitigation matrix, included as Attachment
A of this report, identifies those mitigation measures that were incorporated into the Final EIS/EIR, and it
presents the rationale for rejecting other mitigation measures, based upon their infeasibility.

Impact AQ-4: Proposed Project operations would result in offsite ambient air pollutant concentrations
that exceed a SCAQMD threshold of significance.

Proposed Project operational emissions would result in maximum ambient offsite concentrations of 1-hour and an-
nual NO, that would exceed the SCAQMD significance thresholds. The maximum ambient offsite concentra-
tion of all other pollutants would be Iess than significant prior to mitigation.

Finding

The Board of Harbor Commissioners hereby finds that changes or alterations have been incorporated into the
project that lessen the significant environmental effect identified in the Final EIS/EIR. Implementation of Miti-
gation Measures AQ-4 through AQ-8 would reduce the Project’s contribution to ambient pollutant concentra-
tions from unmitigated levels. Although not quantified in the analysis, Mitigation Measures AQ-7a, AQ-9
through AQ-11, AQ-25, and AQ-26 would further reduce operational emissions and their ambient concentra-
tions. These mitigation measures are described in Section 3.3.4 of this document and they represent all feas-
ible means to reduce air emissions and ambient pollutant impacts from Project operations.

With all feasible mitigation measures, maximum mitigated offsite 1-hour and annual NO, concentrations would
remain in excess of SCAQMD thresholds (refer to discussions on pages 3.2-38 and 3.2-39 of the Final
EIS/EIR). As aresult, Project operations would have significant and unavoidable impacts on 1-hour and an-
nual NO, ambient concentrations.

Rationale for Finding
Ship Emissions

With regard to ship emissions, Project shippers must comply with the IMO MARPOL Annex VI NOx limits that
took effect in 2005 and the new standards approved in October 2008 that limit fuel sulfur content and NOx
emissions. These requirements include (1) global standards and (2) tighter standards for ships that operate in
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areas with air quality problems, designated as Emission Control Areas (ECAs). The engine standards inciude
the following:

1. The ECA engine emission standards are Tier 3 for new engines and equate to 80 percent NOx
reduction starting January 2016 (based on the use of advanced catalytic after treatment systems).
EPA is in the process of preparing an application for ECA status for U.S. coastal waters. The Portis
working with the EPA to develop a West Coast ECA and they fully support the establishment of the
West Coast as an ECA.

2. The global engine emission standards are (1) Tier 2 for new engines (20 percent NOx reduction start-
ing January 2011) and (2) Tier 1 for existing engines, or equal to those adopted by EPA in 2003 and
the current IMO Annex VI standards (15-20 percent NOx reduction from current uncontrolled levels).

The unmitigated Project scenarios would operate according to the ARB Fuel Sulfur Regulation for OGVs,
meaning use of 1.5/0.1 percent sulfur fuel in Project year 1/year 2012. The mitigated Project scenarios would
implement Mitigation Measure AQ-6 at the commencement of the lease (Project year 1), which requires the
use of 0.2 percent sulfur diesel in OGV auxiliary generators and main engines. Additionally, the new Interna-
tional Maritime Organization (IMO) regulations recently adopted do not require 0.1 percent sulfur until January
2015 and only for the Emission Control Areas. Beginning in year 2012, the mitigated Project scenarios would
use 0.1 percent sulfur diesel in auxiliary generators, main engines, and boilers and consistent with the re-
quirements of the ARB Regulation. For the years prior to 2012, the mitigation measure is more stringent than
the ARB Fuel Sulfur Regulation. For years prior to 2015, the mitigation measure is more stringent than the
IMO Fuel Sulfur limits for ECAs. |t is expected that with the implementation of Project Mitigation Measure
AQ-11 (slide valves), Mitigation Measure AQ-6 (low sulfur fuels in OGVs), and introduction of IMO-compliant
OGVs, the Project OGV fleet would achieve significant reductions in fleet average NOx and PM emissions.
Additionally, emission controls in new OGV engines is a topic of research by the CAAP TAP process. Addi-
tional emission controls on new OGV builds will be implemented as they become required by regulations or
are deemed feasibie through the TAP process. Final EIS/EIR Mitigation Measure AQ-25 requires the ter-
minal tenant in 2015 and every 5 years afterwards to review new air quality technological advancements for
the purpose of implementing new feasibie mitigations.

Three new berths with the capacity to cold-iron OGV would become available according to the following
Project construction schedule: (1) December 2009; (1) March 2012; and (3) December 2014. As each of
these berths become available, they would cold-iron one-third of the total annual ship visits at the Middle Har-
bor container terminal. Therefore, by December 2014, 100 percent of the Project’s ship visits would cold-iron.
Given the magnitude and scale of proposed construction, this is the earliest that the Project could provide
cold-iron capable berths. This schedule complies with the CAAP and exceeds requirements of the ARB At-
Berth Ocean-Going Vessels Regulation. Essentially, any Project OGV that is retrofitted to cold-iron would
moor at a berth with cold-ironing capabilities unless it is already in use. This requirement wouid be part of the
new lease for the terminal facility.

A number of mitigation measures related to Project ship operations were provided during the comment period
of the Draft EIS/EIR. The mitigation matrix included as Attachment A of this report identifies those mitigation
measures that were incorporated into the Final EIS/EIR, and it presents the rationale for rejecting other mitiga-
tion measures, based upon their infeasibility.

Truck Emissions

With regard to truck emissions, the Port of Long Beach adopted a port-wide approach to dealing with drayage
trucks rather than a project by project approach due to a number of complicating factors. As a result, the Port
has taken an approach that spreads fleet modernization costs over an accelerated five-year schedule that
covers all terminals on port-owned property in the Ports of Long Beach and Los Angeles. Through this ap-
proach, the Board of Harbor Commissioners also adopted, as part of the CTP, Clean Truck Fee exemptions
that encourage the purchase of alternatively-fueled trucks by industry and adopted a goal that 50% of the
CTP-funded trucks be liquefied natural gas (LNG). It is important to note that emissions benefits achieved
through the use of LNG-fueled trucks would only provide marginal emissions benefits. Currently, most of the
diesel trucks being funded through the CTP program have lower particulate matter emissions than LNG
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trucks. While LNG trucks do currently have lower emissions of nitrogen oxides, by 2010 new diesel and new
LNG trucks will have the same emission rates for nitrogen oxides.

A number of mitigation measures related to Project truck operations were provided during the comment period
of the Draft EIS/EIR. The mitigation matrix included as Attachment A of this report identifies those mitigation
measures that were incorporated into the Final EIS/EIR, and it presents the rationale for rejecting other mitiga-
tion measures, based upon their infeasibility.

Rail Emissions

On March 14, 2008, the EPA adopted Tier 3 and Tier 4 emission standards for diesel line-haul and switcher
locomotives. Conversion of the national line haul locomotive fleet to these standards will substantially reduce
emissions from these sources as compared to the fleet with only Tier 2 standards. With regard to train emis-
sions, the Final EIS/EIR has been revised to assume that, based on EPA-estimated remanufacturing rates
and new purchases, the fleet of locomotives serving the proposed Project and SCAB region would have the
equivalent of Tier 3 emissions beginning in 2025. Since locomotive engines with Tier 4 standards will not be
available until 2015, it is infeasible to assume the entire fleet could comply with this requirement. Thus, addi-
tional emissions reduction which were not quantified in the Final EIS/EIR would be further reduce Project op-
erational emissions.

A number of mitigation measures related to Project rail operations were provided during the comment period
of the Draft EIS/EIR. The mitigation matrix included as Attachment A of this report identifies those mitigation
measures that were incorporated into the Final EIS/EIR, and it presents the rationale for rejecting other mitiga-
tion measures, based upon their infeasibility.

Cargo Handling Equipment

With regard to implementing zero- or near-zero emission transport technologies such as rail electrification, the
Alameda Corridor Use and Operating Agreement specifically prohibits the Ports from unilaterally mandating
rail electrification. The Portis in the process of reviewing possible zero- or near-zero emission transport tech-
nologies as envisioned in the CAAP. In 2007, Cambridge Systematics prepared the Alternative Container
Technology Evaluation and Comparison assessment for the Ports of Long Beach and Los Angeles. The Port
is exploring feasible technologies and in 2009 will release a Request for Proposals for the design of a zero- or
low-emission container movement demonstration project between one marine terminal and a near-dock rail
facility. The demonstration project will address certain key issues that will help determine whether this tech-
nology can be feasibly employed in Port operations, including the functionality of the system, the availability of
rights-of-way to accommodate the system, the capital costs for the construction of the system and the costs of
operations and maintenance, and the needed interface between the terminals and the rail yards. Should the
Port's demonstration project establish that a zero- or near-zero emission transport technology is operationally
and financially feasible, the Port will investigate expanding the system to include the Middle Harbor operations.
At this point, the Board finds that t is not financially or operationally feasible to include a zero- or near-zero
emission transport technology as a mitigation measure for the Project. However, the Final EIS/EIR includes a
new Mitigation Measure AQ-25 that requires the terminal tenant in 2015 and every 5 years thereafter, to re-
view new air quality technological advancements for the purpose of implementing new feasible mitigations.

The unmitigated Project scenarios include CAAP measures that are Port-wide and would occur regardless of
terminal lease agreements. In addition, as part of the Port's commitment to promote the POLB Green Port
Policy and implement the CAAP, the mitigated operational activities associated with Alternative 1 include all
applicable CAAP control measures and additional clean air technologies. Due to this high level of emission
control, few feasible mitigation measures are avaitable to further reduce proposed Project emissions and air
quality impacts. As discussed under Impact AQ-3 in Final EIS/EIR Section 3.2.2.3, the unmitigated and miti-
gated Project would produce lower operational emissions compared to CEQA Baseline levels in 2005. This is
the case since due to currently adopted regulations (Table 3.2-11) most unmitigated Project vehicle fieets
would turn over to substantially lower emission standards with time, compared to 2005 existing conditions.
These lower emission rates would offset throughput increases and activities associated with the Project. Un-
mitigated scenarios include emission reductions that are associated with the implementation of Port-wide
CAAP measures (see Final EIS/EIR Table 3.2-11). However, Mitigation Measures AQ-4 through AQ-11
that are proposed in the Final EIS/EIR are attributed to implementation of the Project, as these control meas-
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ures (e.g., Mitigation Measure AQ-5, Shore-to-Ship Power) could not be put in place unless the terminal is re-
developed and new lease is established that includes these mitigation measures.

With regard to Cargo Handling Equipment (CHE), the most feasibie and economical way to comply with Miti-
gation Measure AQ-7 is to replace current CHE with new equipment that achieve the USEPA nonroad Tier 4
standards. This infusion of new, more fuel efficient engines would minimize emissions from the proposed
CHE fleet. Additionally, the Final EIS/EIR includes a new Mitigation Measure AQ-7a that would replace all
diesel-powered Rubber-tired Gantry (RTG) Cranes with electrified rail-mounted gantry cranes (RMGs) with
high efficiency, regenerative drive systems by the end of proposed construction, or year 2020 at the latest.
This time lag is needed, as it would be necessary to wait until near completion of Project construction to effi-
ciently install the associated rail system throughout the terminal. However, electrification of other CHE is
deemed economically infeasible at this time. Nevertheless, to promote an ongoing evaluation of future air
emission control technologies, Final EIS/EIR Mitigation Measure AQ-25 requires the terminal tenantin 2015
and every 5 years afterwards to review such advancements for the purpose of implementing new feasible mi-
tigations.

A number of mitigation measures related to Project CHE operations were provided during the comment period
of the Draft E!S/EIR. The mitigation matrix included as Attachment A of this report identifies those mitigation
measures that were incorporated into the Final EIS/EIR, and it presents the rationale for rejecting other mitiga-
tion measures, based upon their infeasibility.

No additional feasible measures are available for consideration at this time to reduce ship, train, truck, rail, or
CHE emissions.

Impact AQ-8: The proposed Project would produce GHG emissions that would exceed the CEQA
threshold.

An individual project does not generate by itself enough GHG emissions to significantly influence global cli-
mate change (AEP 2007). Thus, the issue of global climate change is a cumulative impact, such that an ap-
preciable impact on global climate change would only occur when GHG emissions from a project combine with
GHG emissions from other man-made activities on a global scale. Nevertheless, for the purposes of this
EIS/EIR, the Port has chosen to assess GHG emissions as a project-ievel impact, as project GHG emissions
would incrementally contribute to global effects.

The Project GHG significance criterion states that any increase in GHG emissions above CEQA Baseline levels is
significant. The proposed Project would generate GHG emissions during each future year of construction and
operation that would exceed CEQA Baseline levels. Therefore, GHG emissions from Project construction and op-
eration would produce a significant impact to global climate change.

Finding

The Board of Harbor Commissioners hereby finds that changes or alterations have been incorporated into the
project that would substantially iessen the significant environmental effect identified in the Final EIS/EIR.
These changes include implementation of Mitigation Measures AQ-2 through AQ-11, AQ-25, and AQ-26,
as described in Section 3.3.4 of this document, which would reduce Project contributions of both criteria pollu-
tants and GHG emissions from unmitigated levels. The Middle Harbor Redevelopment Project Draft EIS/EIR
proposed additional mitigation measures that would reduce operational GHG emissions. They include the
foliowing:

Mitigation Measure AQ-12: Expanded VSRP for GHG. All OGYV that call at the Middle Harbor con-
tainer terminal shall comply with the expanded VSRP of 12 knots from the California overwater border
to the Precautionary Area.

Mitigation Measure AQ-13: Low-sulfur Fuels in OGV for GHG. All OGV shall use 0.2 percent or
lower sulfur MGO fuel in vessel auxiliary and main engines at berth and within California State Wa-
ters, or implement equivalent emission reductions.
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Mitigation Measure AQ-14: LEED. The main terminal building shall obtain the LEED gold certifica-
tion level.

Mitigation Measure AQ-15: Compact Fluorescent Light Bulbs. All interior terminal building light-
ing shall use compact fluorescent light bulbs. Fluorescent light bulbs produce less waste heat and
use substantially less electricity than incandescent light bulbs.

Mitigation Measure AQ-16: Energy Audit. The Middle Harbor Terminal tenant shall conduct a third
party energy audit every five years and install innovative power saving technologies where feasible,
such as power factor correction systems and lighting power regulators. Such systems help to maxim-
ize usable electric current and eliminate wasted electricity, thereby lowering overall electricity use.

Mitigation Measure AQ-17: Solar Panels. The applicant shall install solar panels on the main ter-
minal building.

Mitigation Measure AQ-18: Recycling. The terminal buildings shall achieve a minimum of 40 per-
cent recycling by 2012 and 80 percent recycling by 2015. Recycled materials shall include:

¢ \White and colored paper;

* Post-it notes;

* Magazines;

¢ Newspaper;

¢ File folders;

« All envelopes inciuding those with plastic windows;
e Al cardboard boxes and cartons;

e All metal and aluminum cans;

e Glass bottles and jars; and

¢ All plastic bottles.

Mitigation Measure AQ-19: Tree Planting. The Port shall plant shade trees around the main ter-
minal building. Trees act as insulators from weather, thereby decreasing energy requirements. Onsite
trees also provide carbon storage (AEP 2007).

Subsequent to publication of the Draft EIS/EIR, the Port conducted a rigorous evaluation to identify feasible
measures that could further mitigate GHG emissions from the Project. This included a thorough review of
regulatory measures proposed or adopted by state, federal and international governments to reduce GHG
emissions, measures being considered by goods movement industry organizations for voluntary implementa-
tion, measures adopted by other public agencies in environmental impact statements or reports, master plans,
climate action plans, or other environmental programs, and measures requested in public comments on the
Project Draft EIS/EIR. In addition, the Port considered other technologies that may not have been used in a
maritime port setting but could be transferred to goods movement activities and applied to the Project. The
evaluation process to determine the feasibility of measures to reduce GHG emissions from the Project is do-
cumented in Final EIS/EIR Section 10, responses to air quality comments (in particular, response to comment
DOQJ-5) and the mitigation matrix included as Attachment A of this document.

The findings of the GHG mitigation evaluation determined that the following additional measures could feasibly
mitigate GHG emissions from the Project, as proposed in the Final EIS/EIR.

Mitigation Measure AQ-17a: Solar Carports. The applicant will install carport-mounted PV solar
panels over the employee and visitor parking areas to the maximum extent feasible.

MIDDLE HARBOR REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT 31 APRIL 2009



PORT OF LONG BEACH FINDINGS OF FACT AND STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATION

Mitigation Measure AQ-19a: Tree Planting — Transportation Corridors. The Port shall plant new
shade trees on Port-controlled lands adjacent to the roads into the Middle Harbor terminal to the ex-
tent practicable given safety and other land use considerations.

Mitigation Measure AQ-20: Cool Roofs. Buildings on the Middle Harbor terminal will incorporate
cool roofing systems to the extent feasible. Building rooftop areas which are covered with solar pa-
nels in accordance with Mitigation Measure AQ-17 shall be exempt from this measure.

Mitigation Measure AQ-21: Energy Efficient Boom Flood Lights. The Port shall install boom
flood lights with energy efficient features on existing and new dock cranes to the extent feasible.
Such features may include, but are not limited to, use of photo cells/timers, low energy fixtures, and
light-spillover reduction features, electronic ballasts, use of double filaments, and applying auto-
switch-off controls when the crane boom is up.

Mitigation Measure AQ-22: Reefer Lighting. The terminal tenant shall downsize light fittings and
associated electrical power usage at reefer platforms to the extent feasible.

Mitigation Measure AQ-23: Employee Carpooling. The construction contractor and terminal te-
nant shall encourage construction and terminal employees to carpool or to use public transportation.
These employers shall provide incentives to promote the measure, include preferential parking for
carpoolers, vanpool subsidies, and they shall provide information to employees regarding the benefits
of alternative transportation methods.

Mitigation Measure AQ-24: Mitigation for Indirect GHG Emissions. The terminal tenant shall be
required to use green commodities, such as those available from the California Climate Action Regi-
stry’s Climate Action Reserve, to offset carbon emissions associated with terminal’s electricity con-
sumption subject to the limitation specified below. This measure applies to all electricity consumed at
the terminal, including shore-to-ship power usage (“cold ironing”). The terminal-related carbon emis-
sions from electricity consumption will be calculated each year based on the local utility’s carbon in-
tensity for that year as recognized by the State of California. The tenant may adjust the carbon inten-
sity value to wholly refiect any carbon offsets provided by the electricity deliverer (i.e., point of genera-
tion or point of importation) under applicable California and/or Federal cap-and-trade regulations (i.e.,
no double offsetting). The maximum expenditure for purchased offsets required under this measure
shall not exceed 15 percent of the terminal electricity costs for any given year (i.e., cost of offsets
shall not exceed 15 percent of terminal electricity costs (US$ basis).

Mitigation Measure AQ-27: Electrical Regenerative Systems on Dock Cranes. Port will require
that the terminal operator to have electric regenerative systems on all Project dock cranes in Project
year 1.

The Port is developing a Climate Change/Greenhouse Gas (CC/GHG) Strategic Plan (CC/GHG Plan), whose
goal is to reduce the cumulative impact of GHG emissions from Port operations. One element of the CC/GHG
Plan is the Greenhouse Gas Emission Reduction Program Guidelines (GHG Guidelines). These Guidelines
describe a procedure that the Port will use to select GHG emission reduction programs that meet the CC/GHG
Plan reduction goals. Since the Project would produce significant levels of GHG emissions, the GHG Guide-
lines are included as the following mitigation measure to further reduce Project GHG emissions:

Mitigation Measure AQ-28: Greenhouse Gas Emission Reduction Program Guidelines (GHG
Program). To partially address the cumulative GHG impacts of the Middie Harbor Project, the Port
will require this Project to provide funding for the GHG Program in the amount of $5 million. This
money will be used to pay for measures pursuant to the GHG Emission Reduction Program Guide-
lines, and include, but are not limited to, generation of green power from renewable energy sources,
ship electrification, goods movement efficiency measures, cool roofs to reduce building cooling loads
and the urban heat island effect, building upgrades for operational efficiency, tree planting for biologi-
cal sequestration of CO,, energy-saving lighting, and purchase of renewable energy certificates
(RECs).
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Implementation of Mitigation Measures AQ-5, AQ-7a, AQ-12, and AQ-13 would reduce Project emissions of
CO.e by 16 to 18 percent from unmitigated levels, depending on the Project year. Although not quantified in
this analysis, implementation of Mitigation Measures AQ-8 through AQ-11 and AQ-14 through AQ-28
would further reduce Project GHG emissions. Specific legal, economic, and technical considerations, as iden-
tified in Final EIS/EIR Section 10 and Attachment A of this document, make additional mitigation measures
infeasible. As such, GHG emissions from the Project would remain significant after consideration of all feasi-
ble mitigation measures.

Rationale for Finding

The Final EIS/EIR has thoroughly disclosed the potential GHG emissions associated with the Project and it
has expended considerable effort to identify all feasible measures to mitigate proposed GHG emissions. it
would be technologically and economically infeasible and outside of the control of the Port or Project terminal
tenant to implement any additional measures beyond those described above. Therefore, after mitigation,
Project impacts to global climate change would be significant and unavoidable.

in the future, the Port will continue to pursue additional GHG mitigation measures under the CC/GHG Plan.
This will result in additional reductions in GHG emissions beyond those that would be achieved through the
direct project mitigation measures described above. Future Port-wide greenhouse gas emission reductions are
also anticipated through AB 32 rule promulgation. However, the methods of such reductions have not been
identified, and the associated reductions have not yet been quantified, as AB 32 implementation is still under
development by the ARB. Although the State has yet to formalize GHG regulations for the goods movement
sector, the Port has already begun work in this area. In September 2008, the Port’s Board of Harbor Commis-
sioners adopted a resolution establishing a framework for reducing GHG emissions. The framework outlined
efforts that are already underway at the Port toward addressing the issue of climate change. These efforts
inciude:

1. The Port collaborated with other City departments to produce the City'’s first voluntary GHG emissions
inventory (calendar year 2007) which was submitted to the California Climate Action Registry (CCAR).

2. The Portjoined other City departments in preparing a plan to increase energy efficiency in City-owned
facilities, in turn reducing indirect GHG emissions from energy generation. This initiative is known as
the Southern California Edison 2009-2011 Local Government Partnership.

3. The Port participates in tree planting and urban forest renewal efforts through its support of the City of
Long Beach’s Urban Forest Master Plan.

4. Port staff consulted with the Long Beach Gas and Oil Department (LBGO) and Tidelands Oil Produc-
tion Company (Tidelands) to evaluate potential opportunities for capturing carbon dioxide produced by
oil operations in the Harbor District and re-injecting (sequestration) it through wells at the Port back in-
to the subsurface formations.

5. Beginning with the 2006 POLB air emissions inventory, GHG emissions from ocean-going vessels,
heavy-duty trucks, cargo-handling equipment, harbor craft, and locomotives are quantified to enable
the establishment of GHG reduction goals.

6. The Port's Renewable Energy Working Group is developing strategies to expand renewable energy at
the Port. Criteria for emerging technologies will be established so that the technologies can be eva-
luated in a manner similar to the existing CAAP Technology Advancement Program (TAP).

7. The Port’s Renewable Energy Working Group recently finalized a Solar Energy Technology and Siting
Study (“Solar Siting Study”) that reviewed available solar technologies and the estimated solar energy
generation potential for the entire Harbor District. The study determined that there are many sites
within the Harbor District where solar energy generating technologies could be developed on building
rooftops and at ground-level.
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8. Based on the Solar Siting Study, Port staff are developing a program to provide incentive funding to
Port tenants for the installation of solar panels on tenant-controlled facilities.

A number of mitigation measures related to Project GHG emissions were provided during the comment period
of the Draft EIS/EIR. The mitigation matrix included as Attachment A of this report and Final EIS/EIR Section
10 responses to air quality comments (in particular, response to comment DOJ-5) identifies those mitigation
measures that were incorporated into the Final EIS/EIR and they present the rationale for rejecting other miti-
gation measures, based upon their infeasibility.

3.4.2 Biota and Habitats

As discussed in Final EIS/EIR Section 3.4, there would be one significant impact on biota and habitat as a re-
sult of the proposed Project during construction and operation. This impact would remain significant and un-
avoidable.

impact BIO-5.3: Project operations could disrupt local biological communities through introduction of
non-native species.

The amount of ballast water discharged into East Basin and, thus, the potential for introduction of invasive ex-
otic species could increase since more and larger container ships would use the Port as a result of the Project.
Because these vessels would come primarily from outside the Economic Exclusion Zone (EEZ), they would
be subject to regulations to minimize the introduction of non-native species in baliast water, such as discharg-
ing to approved receivers and not exchanging ballast water within ports. Vessels unioading cargo would need
to take on ballast water, while those loading cargo would need to discharge ballast water. Most container ves-
sels entering the Port would be unioading cargo and, thus, not discharging ballast water.

Non-native algal species and invertebrates can also be spread via vessel hulls and external machinery (Final
EIS/EIR Section 3.4.1.2). Algal species such as Undaria pinnatifida, discovered in Long Beach/Los Angeles
Harbor in 2000 (MEC Analytical Systems, Inc. 2002), and Sargassum filicinum could be transported to the
harbor via vessels traveling between ports within the EEZ. The new facilities in the Middle Harbor would result
in a small increase (approximately 3.4 percent) in vessel traffic compared to the total number of vessels enter-
ing the harbor. Considering this small increment and the ballast water regulations currently in effect, the po-
tential for introduction of additional exotic species via ballast water would be tow from vessels entering from or
going outside the EEZ. For these reasons, the Project has a low potential to increase the introduction of non-
native algal and invertebrate species into the harbor. The potential for introduction or spread of the invasive
alga, Caulerpa taxifolia, as a result of Project operations is very low because the species is most likely intro-
duced from disposal of aquarium plants and water, and is spread by fragmentation rather than from ship hulls
or ballast water.

Operation of the Project facilities has the potential, even though of low probability, to result inthe introduction
of non-native species into the harbor via ballast water or vessel hulls, thereby substantially disrupting local bio-
logical communities. Impacts would, therefore, be significant.

Finding

Ballast water discharges are now regulated, which has significantly reduced the potential for introduction of
invasive exotic species. The potential for introduction of exotic species via vessel hulls has been reduced by
using antifouling paints and periodic cleaning of hulls to minimize frictional drag from growth of organisms.
However, due to the lack of a proven technology, no feasible mitigation measures are available to prevent in-
troduction of invasive species via ballast water and/or vessel hulls. The Board hereby finds that specific tech-
nological considerations make additional mitigation measures infeasible that would reduce these impacts to
less than significant levels.

Rationale for Finding

Although regulations are currently being developed by the state to address ballast water discharges, no feasi-
bie mitigation is currently available to totally prevent introduction of invasive species via vessel hulls or even
ballast water, due to the lack of a proven technology. New technologies are being explored, and if methods
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become available in the future, they would be implemented as appropriate at that time. Therefore, impacts on
biota and habitats would be significant and unavoidable.

3.4.3 Ground Transportation

As discussed in Final EIS/EIR Section 3.5, there would be two significant impacts to ground transportation as
a result of the proposed Project during construction and operation. These impacts would remain significant
and unavoidable.

Impact TRANS-2.1: Additional traffic generated by construction activities would have short-term sig-
nificant impacts on certain highway locations in the study area.

The proposed Project’s construction traffic would have short-term significant impacts on study highway seg-
ments up to the horizon year 2020. To be conservative, the same highway segments identified under the op-
erational analysis are assumed to be impacted by the increase in construction-related traffic. The proposed
Project would have significant impacts on the following study highway segments:

e [-405 n/o I-710, both Directions (starting 2010);

e |-405 s/o I-710, both directions (starting 2010);

e |-710 between Willow Street and Pacific Coast Highway, both directions (starting 2010);
e SR-91 e/o I-710, both directions (starting 2010); and

e SR-91 w/o I-710, both directions (starting 2015).

Finding

The Board of Harbor Commissioners hereby finds that changes or alterations have been incorporated into the
Project that avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect identified in the Final EIS/EIR.
Incorporation of Mitigation Measure TRANS-2.1, however, would not reduce impacts to ground transporta-
tion below significance. Specific legal, economical, and technological considerations make additional mitiga-
tion measures infeasible, as explained below.

The Port does not own, control, or maintain any of the impacted highway segments. These segments fall un-
der the jurisdiction of Caltrans. Therefore, the Port does not have authority to unilaterally implement any miti-
gation measures on the highway segments. However, implementation of the following measure would minim-
ize impacts on highway segments.

Mitigation MeasureTRANS-2.1: If Caltrans either (a) adopts a fair share based program to collect
funds for actual mitigation that Caltrans commits itself to impiement, or (b) otherwise obtains the bal-
ance of funding needed to improve the impacted study highway segments in a manner that will im-
prove the segments level of operation, POLB shall pay its fair share into that program.

If Caltrans does not implement either of these steps, the impact on these freeway segments would remain
significant and unavoidable.

in addition, it should be noted that the POLB is currently participating in the following on-going regional trans-
portation programs, which are intended to address future regional traffic growth and resulting congestion on
area freeways.

1-710 Corridor EIS/EIR 2008. The Port is presently working with Caltrans, Metro, SCAG, and Gateway Cities
Council of Governments (COG) (of which the Port and City of Long Beach are member agencies) on the I-710
Corridor EIR/E!IS and Caltrans Project Report. POLB has committed $5 million to this $34-million, 42-month
study, which was commenced in early 2008. This project entails analyzing potential impacts and advancing
preliminary engineering of the Locally Preferred Strategy (LPS) adopted by the communities and participating
agencies in 2004/2005. The LPS consists of dedicated truck lanes commencing at Ocean Boulevard, addi-
tional mixed flows on 1-710 between Ocean Boulevard and Washington Street, and numerous freeway to
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freeway and arterial street interchange improvements. The POLB, City of Long Beach, and Gateway Cities
COG are aggressively seeking federal, state, and Metro funds for the 1-710 Corridor.

Advanced Transportation Management, information and Security (ATMIS). The POLB/POLA will also be
implementing an intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) project by 2009. This $11-million program will pro-
vide real-time information to travelers in the Port vicinity and on adjacent regional transportation facilities. The
ATMIS System will monitor vehicle traffic conditions through the use of closed circuit television cameras and
vehicle detection devices at the terminal gates. The ATMIS System will distribute the traffic information to
truck drivers, motorists, other agencies, and intermodal industry information systems through the use of stra-
tegically placed changeable message signs, internet video, and appropriate data sharing means. While the
ATMIS system will assist in addressing recurring daily congestion, its major benefit will be providing informa-
tion to inform drivers, including trucks exiting the Port gates, of non-recurring incidents and congestion and to
allow them to choose, if possible, alternative routes to avoid congested areas.

The ATMIS System will be a major component in an overall ITS program for the 1-710 Corridor/Geraid Des-
mond Bridge Gateway Program. This planned project will help to mitigate the I-710 impacts of the Project.

SR-91 Corridor Study. The Gateway Cities COG has initiated a SR-91 Corridor Study to explore options that
will improve traffic conditions on this freeway. POLB continues to work in cooperation with the COG, Caltrans,
and other agencies to find solutions to improving operating conditions on SR-91.

No additional feasible mitigation measures are available at this time.
Rationale for Finding

it can be assumed that until Caltrans implements improvements on the |-710, 1-405, and SR-91 highway seg-
ments, the Project would have significant impacts at these locations. Therefore, impacts on highway seg-
ments would be significant and unavoidable.

Impact TRANS-2.2: Additional traffic generated by operation of the Project would have significant im-
pacts on certain highway locations in the study area.

The operation of the proposed Project would have significant impacts on the following study highway seg-
ments:

e [-405 Freeway n/o I-710 Freeway, both Directions (starting 2010, max fair share of one percent in
2020);

e 1-405 Freeway s/o I-710 Freeway, both directions (starting 2010, max fair of 5 percent in 2010);

s 1-710 Freeway between Willow Street and Pacific Coast Highway, both directions (starting 2010, max
fair share of four percent in 2020);

e |-110 Freeway n/o C-Street, northbound (2030, max fair share of 1.5 percent in 2030);

e SR-91 Freeway e/o |-710 Freeway, both directions (starting 2010, max fair share of four percent in
2030); and

e SR-91 Freeway w/o |-710 Freeway, both directions (starting 2015, max fair share of 3.5 percent in
2030).

The Project would cause an impact on more highway segments under this scenario because the CEQA Base-
line (2005) traffic levels are compared to future traffic levels that include not only Project traffic, but also all
forecasted future traffic on these highway segments resulting from regional growth and other area projects
and activities unrelated to this Project. Although total highway traffic would increase substantially in the future,
this Project contributes only a small portion of the anticipated future traffic. The Project’s maximum share of
the future traffic on each individual link ranges from approximately one to five percent.
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Finding

The Board of Harbor Commissioners hereby finds that changes or alterations have been incorporated into the
Project that avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect identified in the Final EIS/EIR.
incorporation of Mitigation Measure TRANS-2.1, however, would not reduce impacts to ground transporta-
tion below significance. Specific legal, economical, and technological considerations make additional mitiga-
tion measures infeasible, as explained below.

The Port does not own, control, or maintain any of the impacted highway segments. These segments fall un-
der the jurisdiction of Caltrans. Therefore, the Port does not have authority to unilaterally implement any miti-
gation measures on the highway segments. However, implementation of Mitigation Measure TRANS-2.1
would minimize impacts on highway segments.

If Caltrans does not implement either of the steps identified in Mitigation Measure TRANS-2.1, inciuding
adopting a fair share based program to collect funds for actual mitigation that Caltrans commits itself to im-
plement, or obtaining the balance of funding needed to improve the impacted study highway segments in a
manner that will improve the segments level of operation, the impact on these freeway segments would re-
main significant and unavoidable.

In addition, it should be noted that the Port is currently participating in the on-going regional transportation pro-
grams, as described above, which are intended to address future regional traffic growth and resulting conges-
tion on area freeways.

No additional feasible mitigation measures are available at this time.
Rationale for Finding

It can be assumed that until Caltrans implements improvements on the |-710, 1-405, and SR-91 highway seg-
ments, the Project would have significant impacts at these locations. Therefore, impacts on highway segments
would be significant and unavoidable.

Comment CBD-69 suggested increased public transit as a way to mitigate impacts to freeway segments.
However, increased public transit would not take Project trips off the road. It is not a technically or economi-
cally feasible mitigation measure. The public does not travel to the Project site. The vehicle traffic generated
by the Project will be largely truck traffic that would not involve public transit. Terminal operators currently op-
erate shuttles to transport longshoremen to the terminals when ships arrive. This practice will continue and is
part of the Clean Air Action Plan that the Port will continue to enforce through leases with the terminal opera-
tors. Therefore, increased transit service would not address Project traffic issues.

Comment CBD-70 suggested employee-model truck programs to reduce trips to the Project site. However, -
employee-model truck programs have not yet been proven to improve truck efficiency and reduce truck traffic.
There have not been any comprehensive studies supporting a finding that the employee-model reduces com-
mute-only truck trips. Nor have there been documented findings on efficiency differential since an owner-
operated truck could also be used for multiple shifts. In fact, under the POLA concession more personal frips
by truck drivers will likely occur as they commute to and from work site for their shifts. Such increase in per-
sonal trips would simply shift traffic congestion from one region to another and yield no environmental benefit.
The employee-model truck program is not technically, legally, or socially a viable mitigation measure.

Comment SCAQMD-7 and CBD-20 proposed increasing the amount of cargo that moves from the Project by
on-dock rail. Increased use of on-dock rail above and beyond the Project is not a technically feasibie mitiga-
tion measure. Every effort was made from the design and operation perspective to maximize the rail yard ca-
pacity, taking into account the need for the additional container yard capacity necessary to accommodate pro-
jected demand. Even were there a legitimate need for more on-dock rail capacity, which there is not, the
planned on-dock rail yard could not be expanded into the planned container yard because overall terminal ca-
pacity would be reduced, thus creating a less efficient terminal. In light of the physical constraints of the site
and the need to provide sufficient container yard capacity to handle the projected cargo throughput, the pro-
posed Project maximizes on-dock rail capacity. The proposed re-use of this site has been carefully planned to
ensure adequate space for operations, storage, and trackage that will result in an increase of 613,160 TEUs
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between the 2030 No Project and 2030 Project alternatives (the only difference in throughput being the design
of the site). Moreover, a sizeable amount of the Project throughput will be made up of low-volume destination
cargo that must be assembled at the near- and off-dock rail yards throughout the region. Specifically, low-
volume-destination containers (i.e. non-Chicago-bound containers) oftentimes cannot wait for a unit train to be
built on-dock. Rather, these boxes are assembied off-dock from multiple terminals in order to achieve the ap-
propriate volumes to generate a single train in a timely fashion. Therefore, some direct intermodal containers
will always need to be drayed to the Intermodal Container Transfer Facility, Hobart Yards, and other rail yards
throughout the region regardless of the size of the on-dock rail yard at Middle Harbor.

Comments SCAQMD-27, CBD-20, CBD-21, CBD-71, CBD-100, CSE(A)-3, CSE(A)-4, CSE(B)-3, and JW-3
suggested Maglev or electrified rail. CBD-71 and CSE(B)-3 also suggested the construction of an intermodal
facility on Port property, such as the import car lot off Anaheim Street, as ways to reduce truck trips. However,
Maglev and an intermodal facility at the import car lot are not feasible mitigation measures. The Portis inthe
process of reviewing possible zero- or near-zero emission transport technologies as envisioned in the CAAP.
In 2007, Cambridge Systematics prepared the Alternative Container Technology Evaluation and Comparison
assessment for the Ports of Long Beach and Los Angeles. The Port is exploring feasible technologies and in
2009 will release a Request for Proposals for the design of a zero- or low-emission container movement dem-
onstration project between one marine terminal and a near-dock rail facility. The demonstration project will
address certain key issues that will help determine whether this technology can be feasibly employed in Port
operations, including the functionality of the system, the availability of rights-of-way to accommodate the sys-
tem, the capital costs for the construction of the system and the costs of operations and maintenance, and the
needed interface between the terminals and the rail yards. Should the Port's demonstration project establish
that a zero- or near-zero emission transport technology is operationally and financially feasible, the Port will
investigate expanding the system to include the Middle Harbor operations. At this point, the Board finds that t
is not financially or operationally feasible to include a zero- or near-zero emission transport technology as a
mitigation measure for the Project. However, the Final EIS/EIR includes a new Mitigation Measure AQ-25
that requires the terminal tenant in 2015 and every 5 years thereafter, to review new air quality technological
advancements for the purpose of implementing new feasible mitigations. Electrification of the rail corridors is
well outside of the scope of the Project. Electrifying the Alameda Corridor has been studied fully and is not
being pursued for several reasons, including operational feasibility during loading/unioading of trains and envi-
ronmental and fiscal impacts of constructing a new power plant that could supply a sufficient source of power.
The Southern California Association of Governments conducted a study on electrifying the Southern California
rail system in the 1990s and concluded it was prohibitively expensive to do so, and thus infeasible at that time.

Electrifying the region's rail system is still being evaluated to address air quality attainment objectives. The
cost to electrify rail in Southern California was estimated to be in excess of $6 billion, thus it is an economically
infeasible mitigation measure. Regarding construction of a parking structure to free up space for a Maglev sys-
tem, the cost per parking space for a parking structure ranges from $20,000 to $25,000. Constructing a4 or
5-story parking structure on Pier B, which is leased terminal space, would greatly limit future lease options and
could significantly constrain the future use on this terminal. Not only is Maglev not yet a proven alternative, but
the cost of constructing a parking structure for a limited period of time is economically infeasible.

No additional traffic mitigation measures have been identified at this time. Unless Caltrans implements a me-
chanism to assess a fair share contribution, the Project’s traffic impacts will be significant and unavoidabie.

3.4.4 Noise

As discussed in Final EIS/EIR Section 3.9, there would be two significant impacts to noise as a result of the pro-
posed Project during construction and operation. These impacts would remain significant and unavoidable.

Impact NOI-1.1: Project construction activities would increase ambient noise levels by three dBA.

The minimum ambient daytime hourly Leq noise level recorded at the closest sensitive receptor site (i.e., Site
1) was 61 dBA. During Project pile driving activities, calculated hourly Leq noise levels at Site 1 would range
between 64 — 66 dBA, which would exceed a three dB increase. Pile-driving activities mostly would occur dur-
ing Construction Phase 1, but also during part of Phase 2. The longest scheduled period of pile-driving would
occur for 12 months during Construction Phase 1/Stage 1 for the new Berth E24 extension and redevelopment
of the existing berth at Berth E24. Project construction activities would cause ambient noise levels to be in-
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creased by more than three dBA at nearby sensitive receptors (i.e., Site 1), resulting in significant short-term im-
pacts. Pile-driving activities would also occur during Construction Phase 1/ Stage 2, Construction Phase 1/Stage
3, and Construction Phase 2/Stage 2 in-water activities associated with new wharf construction at Berth £23 and
wharf redevelopment/ improvements at Berths E25, E26, and E27.

At receiver Site 2, levels of existing daytime ambient noise are significantly higher than those at Site 1. Calcu-
lated construction noise levels at this location would not exceed the existing daytime ambient noise level by
three dBA.

At receiver Sites 3 through 7, increased distance from the Project and the shielding effects of intervening
structures and topography would reduce construction noise levels to below the existing ambient jevel.

Finding

The Project includes the following standard construction noise controls described in Final EIS/EIR Section
1.7.3.

1. Construction Equipment — All construction equipment powered by internal combustion engines wouid
be properly muffled and maintained.

2. Idling Prohibitions — The idling of internal combustion engines near noise-sensitive areas would be
prohibited during Project construction.

3. Equipment Location — All stationary noise-generating construction equipment, such as air compres-
sors and portable power generators, would be located as far as practical from existing noise-sensitive
land uses. /

4. Quiet Equipment Selection — Quiet construction equipment would be used during Project construction
to the extent feasible.

5. Notification — The Port would publish notices in the Press Telegram and all property managers adja-
cent to the Project site would be notified in advance of the construction schedule. The Port would
coordinate with schools and other affected agencies to ensure construction activities would not sub-
stantially interfere with facility operations.

The Board of Harbor Commissioners hereby finds that changes or alterations have been incorporated into the
Project that avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect identified in the Final EIS/EIR.
These changes are set forth in Mitigation Measures NOI-1.1a and NOI-1.1b, set forth below.

Mitigation Measure NOI-1.1a: Temporary noise barriers shall be located between noise-generating
construction activities (e.g., pile driving) and hotel/residential buildings and Cesar Chavez School to
the east.

Mitigation Measure NOI-1.1b: Pile-driving activities shall be fimited to the hours of 7:00 am to 7:00
pm on weekdays, between 9:00 am and 6:00 pm on Saturdays, and prohibited anytime on Sundays
and holidays as prescribed by Section 8.80.202 of the LBMC.

Incorporation of these mitigation measures will not reduce construction noise impacts to less than significant.
Rationale for Finding

Due to the difficulty of effectively mitigating substantial noise-generating activities, adherence to standard con-
trols and construction of temporary noise barriers would not be sufficient to reduce projected increases in am-
bient noise levels to the point where it would no longer cause a substantial increase. Therefore, impacts
would remain significant after mitigation.

Comment LBUSD-20 suggested limiting construction activities during school hours of operation and testing
periods to reduce this significant unavoidable impact. This recommendation has been incorporated into the
Project’s construction noise controls as a notification requirement. Furthermore, Final EIS/EIR Mitigation
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Measure NOI-1.1a has been modified to require installation of temporary noise barriers between pile driving
activities and Cesar Chavez School.

Impact NOI-2.1: Construction activities would exceed City of Long Beach Municipal Code maximum
noise levels.

Receiver Site 1 is in the City of Long Beach General Plan Land Use District (LUD) Three, for which the maxi-
mum noise level allowed by the Long Beach Municipal Code (LBMC) is 65 dBA (Leq, one-hour) (Final EIS/EIR
Table 3.9-6). However, many of the construction activities would invoke the five dBA penalty for impul-
sive/tonal noise character, which would reduce the maximum allowabie noise level in this location to 60 dBA.
Calculated hourly average construction noise levels would intermittently exceed 60 dBA at receiver Site 1 until
the end of Construction Phase 2.

Receiver Site 2 is in LUD One (Final EIS/EIR Table 3.9-6). Taking existing ambient noise levels into account,
as well as the impulsive/tonal noise penalty, the maximum daytime noise level allowed in this location under
the LBMC would be 65 dBA (Leq, one-hour). Calculated hourly average construction noise levels at Site 2
would exceed 65 dBA during the noisiest periods of construction.

At receiver Sites 3 through 7, increased distance from the Project site and the shielding effects of intervening
structures and topography would reduce construction noise to levels below the maximum aliowed by the
LBMC.

Project construction activities would cause ambient noise levels to exceed LBMC maximum noise levels at
Sites 1 and 2; therefore, significant short-term impacts would occur.

Finding

The Board of Harbor Commissioners hereby finds that changes or alterations have been incorporated into the
Project that avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect identified in the Final EIS/EIR.
These changes are set forth in Mitigation Measures NOI-1.1a and NOI-1.1b, set forth above. Incorporation
of these mitigation measures will not reduce construction noise impacts to less than significant.

Rationale for Finding

Due to the difficulty of effectively mitigating substantial noise-generating activities, adherence to standard con-
trols and construction of temporary noise barriers would not be sufficient to reduce projected increases in am-
bient noise levels to the point where it would no longer cause a substantial increase. Therefore, impacts
would remain significant after mitigation.

3.5 Cumulatively Considerable Impacts

CEQA Guidelines (Section 15130) require an analysis of the Project’s contribution to significant and unavoida-
ble cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts include “two or more individual effects which, when considered
together, are considerable or which compound or increase other environmental impacts” (CEQA Guidelines,
Section 15355).

The discussion below identifies cumulatively significant and unavoidable impacts. The Board of Harbor Com-
missioners has determined that certain proposed mitigation measures and/or alternatives that may reduce
these impacts below significance are infeasible in light of specific economic, legal, social, technological, and
other considerations and, therefore, have not been incorporated into the Project. The evidence of such infea-
sibility is explained below.

3.56.1 Air Quality
Cumulative Criteria Pollutants Impacts

This impact represents the potential of the proposed Project to contribute, in conjunction with other cumulative
projects, to significant mass emissions or ambient offsite concentrations of criteria poliutants.
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Finding

With regard to Impacts AQ-1 and AQ-2, peak daily Project construction activities, with implementation of Mi-
tigation Measures AQ-1, AQ-2, AQ-2a, AQ-2b, AQ-3, and AQ-3a, would produce mitigated emissions that
would exceed the SCAQMD peak daily emission thresholds for VOC, CO, NOyx, PM1o, and PM s, and the 24-
hour PM,, ambient thresholds. This Project-specific significant impact would also represent a cumulatively
considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact. No additional mitigation measures beyond those
identified in the Final EIS/EIR for project-specific impacts are available to mitigate these significant cumulative
impacts, as identified in Attachment A of this document.

With regard to Impact AQ-4, Project operations, with implementation of Mitigation Measures AQ-4 through
AQ-8, AQ-9 through AQ-11, AQ-25, and AQ-26, would produce ambient impacts that would exceed the
SCAQMD one-hour and annual NO, ambient thresholds. As a result, mitigated Project operations, in combi-
nation with existing and future related projects, would produce cumulatively considerable and unavoidable
contributions to ambient NO, levels. However, these impacts represent lower cumulative NO, impacts com-
pared to those produced from existing terminal operations in 2005. No additional mitigation measures beyond
those identified in the Final EIS/EIR for project-specific impacts are available to mitigate these significant cu-
mulative impacts, as identified in Attachment A of this document.

The Board hereby finds that changes or alterations have been incorporated into the Project that minimize the
significant cumulative environmental effect identified in the Final EIS/EIR. Incorporation of all feasible mitiga-
tion measures and adherence to proposed environmental controis, however, would not reduce criteria pollu-
tant cumulative impacts to below significance. Specific legal, economical, and technological considerations
make additional mitigation measures infeasible.

Rationale for Finding

Due to its large population, substantial numbers of emission sources, and geographical/ meteorological condi-
tions that inhibit atmospheric dispersion, the SCAB experiences degraded air quality. As stated in Section 3.2,
the region presently does not attain the national and/or state ambient air quality standards for O3, PM(, and
PM.s. These pollutant nonattainment conditions within the Project region are considered to be cumulatively
significant. However, the 2007 AQMP predicts attainment of all NAAQS within the SCAB, including PM; 5 by
2014 and O3 by 2024, although these predictions are speculative.

Construction activities resuiting from some of the cumulative and related projects (e.g., Pier G & J Terminal
Redevelopment Project; Berths 97-109 Container Terminal Project, West Basin; Channel Deepening Project;
Berths 136-147 Marine Terminal; Berth 206-209 interim Container Terminal Reuse Project; Pacific Los An-
geles Marine Terminal; Port of Los Angeles Charter School and Port Police Headquarters Project; and San
Pedro Waterfront Enhancement Project) would add to the emission levels and ambient concentrations around
the Ports due to their construction schedules, which overlap with that of this proposed Project.

Any activity that occurs concurrently in the vicinity of proposed Project terminal operations would add to the
significant ambient concentration impact of air poliutants from Project operations. As a result, impacts from
mitigated Project operations would produce cumulatively considerable and unavoidable impacts to 1-hour and
annual NO, levels. Operational activities resulting from projects such as the Pier G & J Terminal Redevelop-
ment Project; Berths 97-109 Container Terminal Project, West Basin; Channel Deepening Project; Berths 136-
147 Marine Terminal; Berth 206-209 Interim Container Terminal Reuse Project; Pacific Los Angeles Marine
Terminal; Port of Los Angeles Charter School and Port Police Headquarters Project; and San Pedro Water-
front Enhancement Project) would add to the ambient concentrations around the Ports due to their overlapping
construction and operation schedules, which overlap with the operation of the proposed Project.

The San Pedro Bay Standards (described below) will be a valuable tool for long-term air quality planning, aid-
ing the Ports of Long Beach and Los Angeles and air agencies to achieve substantial reductions in long-term
cumulative air quality impacts of emissions from ongoing and future Port operations in conjunction with imple-
mentation of CAAP measures and existing regulations.

The Final EIS/EIR has thoroughly disclosed potential criteria pollutant emissions and associated cumulative
impacts due to the Project and it has expended considerable effort to identify all feasible measures to mitigate
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these impacts. It would be technologically and economically infeasible and outside of the control of the Port or
Project terminal tenant to implement any additional measures beyond those described above. Therefore, after
mitigation, Project cumulative impacts to criteria pollutant levels would be significant and unavoidable.

In the future, the Project lease agreement would include a condition requiring that every 5 years the Project
lease would be re-opened to consider implementation of new feasible mitigations in accordance with Final
EIS/EIR Mitigation Measure AQ-25. This and Final EIS/EIR Mitigation Measure AQ-29 (presented below)
would mitigate Project cumulative air quality impacts in addition to those presented in the Final EIS/EIR.

Cumulative Toxic Air Contaminants Impacts

This impact represents the potential of the proposed Project to contribute, in conjunction with other cumulative
projects, to a significant cancer risk or non-cancer chronic or acute health effects on residential, offsite occupa-
tional, or sensitive receptors.

Finding

With regard to Impact AQ-6, emissions of TACs from Project construction and operation, with implementation
of Mitigation Measures AQ-2 through AQ-12, AQ-25, and AQ-26, would reduce cancer risks to all receptor
types within the Project region compared to the CEQA Baseline. As a result, the mitigated Project would
produce less than cumulatively considerable contributions to cancer effects under CEQA. The mitigated
Project would increase chronic non-cancer effects at the maximum occupational receptor locations, but all other re-
ceptors in the Project region would have chronic non-cancer impacts which are less than those identified at the max-
imum occupational receptor location. This increase would represent cumulatively considerable contributions of air-
borne non-cancer effects to occupational receptors.

Since the Project would produce significant cumuiative health impacts, the Final EIS/EIR proposes the follow-
ing mitigation measure to further reduce the effects of this impact on the community. Details of the cumulative
guidelines are presented in the Rationale for Finding section below:

Mitigation Measure AQ-29: Cumulative Air Quality Impact Reduction Program. To help reduce
cumulative air quality impacts of the Middle Harbor Redevelopment Project, the Port will require the
Project to provide funding in support of the Schools and Related Sites Guidelines for the Port of Long
Beach Grant Programs and Healthcare and Seniors Facility Program Guidelines for the Port of Long
Beach Grant Programs in the amount of $5 million each. The distribution of these funds to potential
applicants and projects will be determined through a public evaluation process and by approvat of the
Board of Harbor Commissioners.

The timing of the payments pursuant to Mitigation Measure AQ-29 shall be made by the later of the
following two dates: (1) the date that the Port issues a Notice to Proceed or otherwise authorizes the
commencement of construction on the Phase 1 Construction Contract or (2) the date that the Middle
Harbor Final EIR is conciusively determined to be valid, either by operation of Public Resources Code
Section 21167.2 or by final judgment or final adjudication.

The Board hereby finds that changes or alterations have been incorporated into the Project that minimize the
significant cumulative environmental effect identified in the Final EIS/EIR. Specific legal, economic, and tech-
nical considerations, as identified in Attachment A of this document, make additional mitigation measures in-
feasible. As such, cumulative non-cancer effects from the Project would remain significant after consideration
of all feasible mitigation measures.

Rationale for Finding

The SCAQMD in their MATES-Il and MATES-III (current draft) reports and the ARB in their Diesel Particulate
Matter Exposure Assessment Study for the Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach estimated that elevated le-
vels of cancer risks due to operational emissions from the POLB and POLA occur within and in proximity to
the two Ports (SCAQMD 2000 and 2008; ARB 2006). Regarding non-cancer effects, the ARB identifies that
elevated levels of air poliution that can occur within the Ports region are associated with adverse health ef-
fects, including asthma, bronchitis, reduced lung function, and increased mortality and morbidity (ARB 2006d).
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Based on this information, the existing and future baseline airborne cancer and non-cancer conditions within
the Project region are cumulatively significant.

Emissions of TACs from construction and operation of the mitigated Project would reduce cancer risks to all
receptor types within the Project region. As a result, the mitigated Project would produce less than cumula-
tively considerable contributions to cancer effects.

Emissions of TACs from construction and operation of the mitigated Project would reduce non-cancer health
effects to all receptor types within the Project region, except for chronic non-cancer effects to occupational
receptors. As a result, the mitigated Project would produce less than cumulatively considerable contribu-
tions to non-cancer effects, except for chronic non-cancer effects to occupational receptors. The maximum
Project chronic non-cancer effects to occupational receptors would not exceed the 1.0 hazard index significance
criterion. However, since the mitigated Project would increase chronic non-cancer effects in the Project region, it
would produce a cumulatively considerable and unavoidable contribution of airborne non-cancer effects to occupa-
tional receptors.

In developing the San Pedro Bay Ports CAAP, the Ports of Long Beach and Los Angeles established a series
of principles and goals designed to reduce air emissions and related health impacts while allowing Ports de-
velopment to continue. The CAAP committed the Ports, with the assistance of their agency partners (the
technical working group or TWG, comprised of representatives from ARB, SCAQMD, and the USEPA) to es-
tablish San Pedro Bay Standards (SPBS) to define targets for reduction of Ports-related air impacts, specifical-
ly air quality and health risk impacts. The SPBS address the Ports’ primary air quality goals of reducing health
risks to local communities from Ports’ operations and reducing emissions to allow the region to reach attain-
ment with the health-based ambient air quality standards. The Ports have been actively engaged in discus-
sions with the TWG to reach agreement on the Standards since the CAAP was adopted in November 2006.
The development of the Standards has been challenging, as no precedent existed that could be used as a
framework. The Ports recently completed the Draft SPBS, which is currently under review by the other mem-
bers of the SPBS working group, including the SCAQMD. The Ports anticipate that agreement between the
TWG and the Ports on the SPBS will be achieved shortly, and at that time the Standards will be available for
public review.

The primary purpose of the San Pedro Bay Standards will be to provide a valuable tool for long-term air quality
planning, aiding the Ports and the agencies to achieve substantial reductions in the long-term cumulative air
quality impacts of emissions from ongoing and future ports operations over time in conjunction with implemen-
tation of CAAP measures and existing regulations. In developing the San Pedro Bay Standards the Ports rec-
ognize the importance of ensuring that new projects are designed to be consistent with the CAAP, as well as
with other applicable regulations, and that implementation of the project will allow the Ports to meet their long-
term health risk and emission reduction goals. The forecasting used for developing the Health Risk Reduction
and Emission Reduction components of the San Pedro Bay Standards was based on implementation of the
CAAP through the specified implementation mechanisms, such as CEQA mitigations and terminal leases, and
implementation of existing regulations. As long as a project meets the assumptions used to develop the San
Pedro Bay Standards, including all then-applicable CAAP measures and regulatory requirements, as well as
any new emissions control measures determined to be feasible, available and effective at reducing emissions
covered under the Standards, then it will be consistent with the San Pedro Bay Standards. The Port of Long
Beach has worked to ensure that the Middle Harbor Project fully meets these criteria; the proposed Project is
consistent with the Draft San Pedro Bay Standards as it includes all applicable CAAP measures, existing regu-
lations, and, in some areas exceeds compliance with applicable CAAP measures.

The Port has developed two programs with corresponding guidelines in an effort to mitigate potential cumula-
tive air quality and noise impacts of projects in the San Pedro Bay Ports’ area (including marine terminal ex-
pansions/modernizations for the Ports of Long Beach and Los Angeles and related transportation projects). In
particular, the programs are designed to (1) reduce emissions (e.g., school bus diesel particulate matter
(DPM) filters) and/or (2) exposure to air emissions and noise impacts directly (e.g., high-efficiency particulate
air (HEPA) filters, noise berms, etc.) or though prevention, education, and outreach programs. The programs
are specifically aimed at sensitive populations (i.e., school-age children, senior citizens, and persons with spe-
cific respiratory illnesses), which have been identified by state and iocal air agencies as particularly sensitive to
air pollutants. One program is focused on school-age children; the Port has prepared Schools and Related
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Sites Guidelines for the Port of Long Beach Grant Programs that identify eligible applicants as schools, pre-
schools, and daycare centers where children spend a significant portion of their waking hours. The other pro-
gram is focused on specific prevention, education, and outreach programs, as well as direct mitigation
projects for hospitals, healthcare facilities, retirement homes, senior centers, and convalescent homes. The
Port has prepared Healthcare and Seniors Facility Program Guidelines for the Port of Long Beach Grant Pro-
grams, which includes funding opportunities for prevention/education/outreach programs to help sensitive re-
ceptors which include children, senior citizens, and people with respiratory ilinesses in areas determined to be
most affected by cumulative air impacts near the ports as well as direct mitigation projects for certain facilities
described previously. Mitigation Measure AQ-29.

The Port will fund mitigation projects and prevention programs for people sensitive to air poliutants, as well as
certain noise mitigation projects. Projects/programs would be submitted to the Board of Harbor Commission-
ers by applicants for review and approval. The Grant Guidelines, adopted on March 23, 2009, establish: (1)
the eligibility criteria for applicants and projects/ programs; (2) the ranking criteria for proposed
projects/programs if proposal requests exceed available funding; and (3) review and approval procedures.
Funding established by the approval of the Middle Harbor Project would enable the expeditious implementa-
tion of many cumulative impact mitigation projects and health-related prevention programs in the areas most
directly affected by port area sources. These measures are designed to supplement source-reduction meas-
ures in the near term when cumuiative impacts are predicted to be highest.

The Final EIS/EIR has thoroughly disclosed potential TACs emissions and associated cumulative impacts due
to the Project and it has expended considerable effort to identify all feasible measures to mitigate these im-
pacts. It would be technologically and economically infeasible and outside of the control of the Port or Project
terminal tenant to implement any additional measures beyond those described above. Therefore, after mitiga-
tion, Project cumulative impacts to non-cancer levels would be significant and unavoidable.

Cumulative GHG Impacts

This impact represents the potential of proposed Project construction and operation in conjunction with other cu-
mulative projects to cause a substantial increase in GHG emissions and contribute to climate change.

Finding

As described above (Section 3.4.1), the proposed Project in combination with related and cumulative projects
would generate GHG emissions that would contribute to climate change. The Board hereby finds that
changes or alterations have been incorporated into the Project that minimize the significant cumulative envi-
ronmental effect identified in the Final EIS/EIR. Incorporation of Mitigation Measures AQ-5, AQ-7a, AQ-9
through AQ-28, however, would not reduce cumulative impacts below significance. Specific legal, économic,
and technical considerations, as identified in Final EIS/EIR Section 10 and Attachment A of this document,
make additional mitigation measures infeasible.

Rationale for Finding

Any concurrent emissions-generating activity that occurs worldwide would add additional air emission burdens to
the GHG emission levels associated with the Project. It is unclear whether GHG emissions from the Project
would make a significant contribution to the impact of global climate change when considered with GHG emis-
sions generated by all natural and human activities. However, the Project GHG significance criterion states that
any increase in GHG emissions is significant. Therefore, emissions of GHG from construction and operation of
the mitigated Project would produce cumutatively considerable and unavoidable contributions to global climate
change.

The Port is now in the process of developing a Climate Change/Greenhouse Gas (CC/GHG) Strategic Plan
(CCIGHG Plan). This plan, which will be comprehensive in nature, will examine GHG impacts for all activities
within the Harbor District, and will identify strategies for reducing the overall carbon footprint of those activities.
Similar to the CAAP, the Port's GHG/CC Plan will identify strategies for activities under direct Port control and
those that are the controlled by third parties, such as tenants. This Plan will outline the overall approach for
mitigating potential project-specific and/or cumulative GHG impacts of projects through the modernization
and/or upgrading of marine terminals and other facilities in the Long Beach Harbor District.
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One element of the Port's CC/GHG Plan is the Greenhouse Gas Emission Reduction Program Guidelines
(Guidelines). The Guidelines describe a procedure for the evaluation and prioritization of GHG emission re-
duction projects and practices that the Port may fund consistent with the Port's overall CC/GHG reduction
goals. The Port has conducted an exhaustive search for additional measures that could feasibly mitigate
GHG emissions from the proposed Middle Harbor Redevelopment Project. This included a thorough review of
regulatory measures proposed or adopted by state, federal and international governments to reduce GHG
emissions, measures being considered by goods movement industry organizations for voluntary implementa-
tion, and measures adopted by other public agencies in environmental impact statements or reports, master
plans, climate action plans, or other environmental programs. In addition, the Port considered other technolo-
gies that may not have been used in a maritime port setting but could be transferred to the goods movement
activities and applied to the Project. As discussed, under the Project-specific impacts under Impact AQ-8, new
mitigation measures have been implemented in the Project to mitigate project-specific and cumulative GHG im-
pacts from the Project.

The Final EIS/EIR has thoroughly disclosed potential GHG emissions and associated cumulative impacts due
to the Project and it has expended considerable effort to identify all feasible measures to mitigate these im-
pacts. It would be technologically and economically infeasible and outside of the control of the Port or Project
terminal tenant to implement any additional measures beyond those described above. Therefore, after mitiga-
tion, Project cumulative impacts to global climate change would be significant and unavoidable.

3.5.2 Biota and Habitats
Cumulative Impact BIO-1: Special Status Species

This impact represents the potential of the proposed Project in conjunction with other cumulative projects to
cause a substantial increase in vessel activity and corresponding potential for vessel strikes with blue whales
within the cumulative region of influence.

Finding

The potential for a Project-related support vessel collision with a biue whale while in transit within the Long
Beach Breakwater and Outer Harbor would be unlikely due to the infrequent presence of these mammais.
Furthermore, all vessels would be required to slow to 12 knots when within 40 nm of Point Fermin as part of
the VSRP (Mitigation Measure AQ-4). Normal swimming speeds of blue whales are 22 km/hr, which is ap-
proximately 10 knots; however, blue whales can swim up to 48 km/hr when alarmed (Wilson and Ruff 1999).
Therefore, it is very unlikely that Project-related vessels traveling at 12 knots wouid increase the potential for
whale strikes. No feasible measures are currently available to reduce whale strikes in the open ocean at
greater than 40 nm from the harbor. However, in the event that a Project-related vessel strike with a blue whale
did occur, it would make a cumulative contribution to significant and unavoidabie impacts associated with vessel
strikes to that species. The smallincrease in vessel traffic in the harbor (3.4 percent) caused by the Project would
add to that cumulative potential, resulting in a significant cumulative impact.

The Board hereby finds that changes or alterations have been incorporated into the Project that minimize the
significant environmental effect identified in the Final EIS/EIR. Incorporation of this mitigation measure and
adherence to proposed environmental controls, however, would not reduce cumulative impacts below signific-
ance. Specific legal, economical, and technological considerations make additional mitigation measures in-
feasible.

Rationale for Finding

The list of related and cumulative projects was reviewed to determine if construction and operation activities
associated with any of these projects could, in combination with the proposed Project, cause a cumulative in-
crease in vessel activity and associated increase in potential vessel strikes to blue whales, a federally listed
endangered species. Mortality of biue whales is a particular concern, and cumulative impacts would be signif-
icant and unavoidable for this species.

Cumulative marine terminal projects (e.g., Piers G & J (#2), Pier A East (#5), Pier S (#3) San Pedro Water-
front (#22), Channel Deepening (#15), Evergreen Redevelopment (#13), Pier 400 Oil Marine Terminal (#17),
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Ultramar (#19), China Shipping (#14), Berths 171-181 (#16) would increase vessel transportation activity in the
Long Beach Breakwater and Outer Harbor. The increase in vessel traffic, particularly large vessels travelling
at greater than 10 knots, would increase the potential for vessel strikes of whales. Mortality of blue whales is a
particular concern, and cumulative impacts woulid be significant and unavoidable for this species. Itis reason-
able to assume that cumulative projects would be required to adhere to VSRP regulations requiring vessels to
slow to 12 knots within 40 nm of Point Fermin (CAAP Measure OGV1). As blue whales can swim up to 48
km/hr when alarmed (Wilson and Ruff 1999), it is very unlikely that vessels traveling at 12 knots wouid in-
crease the potential for whale strikes. Although vessel strikes to biue whales would be unlikely to occur, any
that did occur would make a cumulatively considerable contribution to significant and unavoidable cumulative
impacts associated with vessel strikes to that species. No feasible measures are currently available to reduce
whale strikes in the open ocean at greater than 40 nm from the harbor.

Comments USEPA(B)-12 and -34 suggested a sound alarm system be required to warn of the existence of
whales. Because whale strikes by Project-related vessels could occur a considerable distance from the har-
bor, a warning system in nearshore waters would not prevent those strikes. Furthermore, the vessel traffic
lanes along the coast are used by vessels that are not travelling to or from the harbor, and the ports have no
authority to request those vessels to slow down when whales are present. Based on the reference cited in the
comment, the warning system technology is still in the preliminary design stages. Because the location and
species of whales (and their behaviors) are different, testing in the vicinity of the Long Beach — Los Angeles
Harbor would need to be conducted to determine if this technology would be feasible and effective before it
could be installed. Based on currently available information, this technology is not feasible for this Project at
this time.

Cumulative Impact BIO-5: Disruption of Local Biological Communities

This impact represents the potential of the proposed Project in conjunction with other cumulative projects to
cause a cumulatively substantial disruption of local biological communities (e.g., from the introduction invasive
species).

Finding

The Project-related increase in vessel traffic in the harbor (3.4 percent) would add to the cumulative potential
of introducing invasive species in the harbor, resulting in a cumulatively considerable effect. Ballast water dis-
charges are now regulated, which has significantly reduced the potential for introduction of invasive exotic
species. The potential for introduction of exotic species via vessel hulls has been reduced by using antifouling
paints and periodic cleaning of hulls to minimize frictional drag from growth of organisms. However, due to the
lack of a proven technology, no feasible mitigation measures are available to prevent introduction of invasive
species via ballast water and/or vessel hulls. The Board hereby finds that specific technological considera-
tions make additional mitigation measures infeasible that would reduce these impacts to less than significant
levels.

Rationale for Finding

Cumulative marine terminal projects (e.g., Piers G & J (#2), Pier A East (#5), Pier S (#3) San Pedro Water-
front (#22), Channel Deepening (#15), Evergreen Redevelopment (#13), Pier 400 Oil Marine Terminal (#17),
Ultramar (#19), China Shipping (#14), Berths 171-181 (#16)) that involve vessel transport of cargo into and out
of the harbor would increase vessel traffic in harbor waters. Past, present, and reasonably foreseeable vessel
traffic has introduced invasive exotic species into the harbor through ballast water discharges and via their
hulls. Ballast water discharges are now regulated, which has significantly reduced the potential for introduc-
tion of invasive exotic species. The potential for introduction of exotic species via vessel hulls has been re-
duced by using antifouling paints and periodic cleaning of hulls to minimize frictional drag from growth of or-
ganisms. While exotic species are present in the harbor, there is no evidence that these species have dis-
rupted the biological communities in the harbor. Biological baseline studies conducted in the harbor continue
to show the existence of diverse and abundant biclogical communities. However, absent the ability to elimi-
nate the introduction of new species through ballast water or on vessel hulls, it is possible that additional inva-
sive exotic species could become established in the harbor, even with these control measures.
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3.5.3 Ground Transportation

Cumuiative Impact TRANS-2: Increase the Demand to Capacity Ratio at Study Area Highway Seg-
ments

This impact represents the potential of proposed Project construction and operations activities in conjunction
with other cumulative projects to substantially impact the existing level of service on highway segments within
the cumulative region of influence.

Finding

The Project when considered cumulatively would have significant impacts at certain study highway segments.
Additional traffic generated by the Project to the cumulative background traffic conditions would deteriorate
existing LOS at certain highway locations in the study area. Therefore, the Project would have a significant
cumulative contribution to highway segment impacts.

The Port does not own, control, or maintain any of the impacted highway segments. These segments fall un-
der the jurisdiction of Caltrans. Therefore, the Port does not have authority to unilaterally implement any miti-
gation measures on the highway segments. Accordingly, the Project’s contribution to cumulative impacts dur-
ing construction and operation would remain significant and unavoidable, even with implementation of Mitiga-
tion Measure TRANS-2.1, requiring the Project's fair-share contribution to Caltrans highway improvement
programs. The Board hereby finds that changes or alterations have been incorporated into the Project that
minimize the significant environmental effects identified in the Final EIS/EIR. If Caltrans does not adopt a fair
share based program to collect funds for actual mitigation that Caltrans commits itself to implement, or obtain
the balance of funding needed to improve the impacted study highway segments in a manner that will improve
the segments level of operation, the Project’s contribution to regional cumulative impacts on these freeway
segments would remain significant and unavoidable. Specific legal, economical, and technological considera-
tions make additional mitigation measures infeasible.

It should be noted that the Port is currently participating in on-going regional transportation programs, which
are intended to address future regional traffic growth and resulting congestion on area freeways.

Rationale for Finding

The list of related and cumulative projects was reviewed to determine if construction and operation activities
associated with any of these projects could, in combination with the proposed Project, cause cumulative im-
pacts on highway segments in the cumulative region of influence. The Future Year Baseline model used in
this analysis includes traffic from the related projects identified in Table 2.1-1 and Regional Transportation
Plan projects to be in place as assumed in the SCAG'’s base model. The San Pedro Bay Ports growth is not
an integral part of the SCAG model, but is added on top of the SCAG regional base model. The Ports model
was also refined to provide more accurate assignment of special generator trips such as those in downtown
Long Beach, San Pedro, and other projects in the Port vicinity. These reasonably foreseeable cumulative
projects were incorporated in the Ports model to assess the cumulative background traffic growth in the study
area.

A cumulative impact analysis was conducted to determine if Project-specific impacts on highway segments
would together with the effects of other related projects, result in cumulatively significant impacts. The com-
parison of the Project and alternatives to the Future Year Baseline conditions primarily constitutes the cumula-
tive impact analysis and is presented in Final EIS/EIR Sections 3.5.2.3. Both construction and operation of the
Project would contribute to the cumulative significant traffic impacts at certain highway locations.

It can be assumed that until Caltrans implements improvements on the |-710, I-405, and SR-91 highway seg-
ments, the Project would have significant impacts at these locations Therefore, impacts on highway segments
would be significant and unavoidable.

Comment CBD-69 suggested increased public transit as a way to mitigate impacts to freeway segments.
However, increased public transit would not take Project trips off the road. Itis not a technically or economi-
cally feasibie mitigation measure. The public does not travel to the Project site. The vehicle traffic generated
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by the Project will be largely truck traffic that would not involve public transit. Terminal operators currently op-
erate shuttles to transport longshoremen to the terminals when ships arrive. This practice will continue and is
part of the Clean Air Action Plan that the Port will continue to enforce through leases with the terminal opera-
tors. Therefore, increased transit service would not address Project traffic issues.

Comment CBD-70 suggested employee-model truck programs to reduce trips to the Project site. However,
employee-model truck programs have not yet been proven to improve truck efficiency and reduce truck traffic.
There have not been any comprehensive studies supporting a finding that the employee-model reduces
commute-only truck trips. Nor have there been documented findings on efficiency differential since an owner-
operated truck could also be used for multiple shifts. In fact, under the POLA concession more personal trips
by truck drivers will likely occur as they commute to and from work site for their shifts. Such increase in per-
sonat trips would simply shift traffic congestion from one region to another and yield no environmental benefit.
The employee-model truck program is not technically, legally, or socially a viable mitigation measure.

Comment SCAQMD-7 and CBD-20 proposed increasing the amount of cargo that moves from the Project by
on-dock rail. Increased use of on-dock rail above and beyond the Project is not a technically feasible mitiga-
tion measure. Every effort was made from the design and operation perspective to maximize the rail yard ca-
pacity, taking into account the need for the additional container yard capacity necessary to accommodate pro-
jected demand. Even were there a legitimate need for more on-dock rail capacity, which there is not, the
planned on-dock rail yard could not be expanded into the planned container yard because overall terminal ca-
pacity would be reduced, thus creating a less efficient terminal. In light of the physical constraints of the site
and the need to provide sufficient container yard capacity to handle the projected cargo throughput, the pro-
posed Project maximizes on-dock rail capacity. The proposed re-use of this site has been carefully planned to
ensure adequate space for operations, storage, and trackage that will result in an increase of 613,160 TEUs
between the 2030 No Project and 2030 Project alternatives (the only difference in throughput being the design
of the site). Moreover, a sizeable amount of the Project throughput will be made up of low-volume destination
cargo that must be assembled at the near- and off-dock rail yards throughout the region. Specifically, low-
volume-destination containers (i.e. non-Chicago-bound containers) oftentimes cannot wait for a unit train to be
built on-dock. Rather, these boxes are assembled off-dock from multiple terminals in order to achieve the ap-
propriate volumes to generate a single train in a timely fashion. Therefore, some direct intermodal containers
will always need to be drayed to the Intermodal Container Transfer Facility, Hobart Yards, and other rail yards
throughout the region regardless of the size of the on-dock rail yard at Middle Harbor.

Comments SCAQMD-27, CBD-20, CBD-21, CBD-71, CBD-100, CSE(A)-3, CSE(A)-4, CSE(B)-3, and JW-3
suggested Maglev or electrified rail. CBD-71 and CSE(B)-3 also suggested the construction of an intermodai
facility on Port property, such as the import car lot off Anaheim Street, as ways to reduce truck trips. However,
Maglev and an intermodal facility at the import car lot are not feasible mitigation measures. The Portis in the
process of reviewing possible zero- or near-zero emission transport technologies as envisioned in the CAAP.
in 2007, Cambridge Systematics prepared the Alternative Container Technology Evaluation and Comparison
assessment for the Ports of Long Beach and Los Angeles. The Port is exploring feasible technologies and in
2009 will release a Request for Proposals for the design of a zero- or low-emission container movement dem-
onstration project between one marine terminal and a near-dock rail facility. The demonstration project will
address certain key issues that will help determine whether this technology can be feasibly employed in Port
operations, including the functionality of the system, the availability of rights-of-way to accommodate the sys-
tem, the capital costs for the construction of the system and the costs of operations and maintenance, and the
needed interface between the terminals and the rail yards. Should the Port’s demonstration project establish
that a zero- or near-zero emission transport technology is operationally and financially feasible, the Port will
investigate expanding the system to include the Middle Harbor operations. At this point, the Board finds that t
is not financially or operationally feasible to include a zero- or near-zero emission transport technology as a
mitigation measure for the Project. However, the Final EIS/EIR includes a new Mitigation Measure AQ-25
that requires the terminal tenant in 2015 and every 5 years thereafter, to review new air quality technological
advancements for the purpose of implementing new feasible mitigations. Electrification of the rail corridors is
well outside of the scope of the Project. Electrifying the Alameda Corridor has been studied fully and is not
being pursued for several reasons, including operational feasibility during loading/unloading of trains and envi-
ronmental and fiscal impacts of constructing a new power plant that could supply a sufficient source of power.
The Southern California Association of Governments conducted a study on electrifying the Southern California
rail system in the 1990s and concluded it was prohibitively expensive to do so, and thus infeasible at that time.
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Electrifying the region's rail system is still being evaluated to address air quality attainment objectives. The
cost to electrify rail in Southern California was estimated to be in excess of $6 billion, thus itis an economically
infeasible mitigation measure. Regarding construction of a parking structure to free up space for a Maglev sys-
tem, the cost per parking space for a parking structure ranges from $20,000 to $25,000. Constructing a4 or
5-story parking structure on Pier B, which is leased terminal space, would greatly limit future lease options and
could significantly constrain the future use on this terminal. Not only is Maglev not yet a proven alternative, but
the cost of constructing a parking structure for a limited period of time is economically infeasible.

Comment SCAQMD-7 proposed adding unsorted trains as an operational feature of the Project. However,
this suggestion would not enhance on-dock rail capacity or mitigate any traffic impact o the Project. It should
be understoad that Parson’s rail yard capacity model assumes that trains are fed constantly with containers, in
essence mimicking the effect of building unsorted trains. Consequently, the capacity numbers would not be
increased by including unsorted trains as an alternative operating procedure. Further, the Class-1 raiiroads
(UP and BNSF) already have the ability to sort unsorted trains inland, and the railroads will do so if, and when,
it makes business and operating sense. This decision involves a change in business operations, and it is not
within the control of the Port to unilaterally impose such a condition, especially since the feasibility of such a
condition has not yet been established. The Port is currently undertaking a feasibility study to explore other
opportunities for inland port operations (not to be confused with maximizing on-dock rail capacity) that would
minimize truck trips.

No additional traffic mitigation measures have been identified at this time. Unless Caltrans implements a me-
chanism to assess a fair share contribution, the Project’s traffic impacts will be significant and unavoidable.

3.5.4 Noise
Cumulative Construction Noise Impacts

This impact represents the potential of proposed Project construction activities in conjunction with other cumula-
tive projects to cause a substantial increase in ambient noise levels at sensitive receptors within the cumulative
region of influence.

Finding

All of the projects listed in Final EIS/EIR Table 2.1-1 wouid have some potential for construction noise impacts,
with the exception of the projects that do not involve construction activities (i.e., Berths 206-209 Interim Container
Terminal Reuse Project and Uliramar Lease Renewal Project). Where project construction schedules overiap,
there is the potential for cumulative construction noise impacts because muitiple sources could jointly contribute
to increases in ambient noise at one or more locations.

Due to the difficulty of effectively mitigating substantial noise-generating activities, adherence to standard con-
trols and construction of temporary noise barriers would not be sufficient to reduce projected increases inam-
bient noise levels to the point where it would no longer cause a substantial increase. Therefore, during con-
struction, the Project’s contribution to cumulative impacts would remain significant and unavoidable, even with
implementation of Mitigation Measures NOI-1.1a and NOI-1.1b, and adherence to modern construction engi-
neering and safety standards.

To help address the significant cumulative construction noise impacts of the Project, the Port will require this
Project to fund the Schools and Related Sites Program that was adopted by the Board of Harbor Commis-
sioners on March 23, 2009, as required by Mitigation Measure AQ-29. The funding will be used for eligible
noise mitigation projects as specified in the Schools and Related Sites Program Guidelines. The guidelines:
(1) establish eligibility criteria for potential applicants based on facility type and proximity to the San Pedro Bay
Ports; (2) provide metrics that will be used to assess a proposed project’s noise impact mitigation potential
based on established regulatory mitigation programs and recent scientific information on noise impacts, and
(3) explains how the Port of Long Beach Harbor Commissioners will choose among eligible proposals and ap-
prove funding.

The Board hereby finds that changes or alterations have been incorporated into the Project that minimize the
significant environmental effect identified in the Final EIS/EIR. Incorporation of these mitigation measures,
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however, would not reduce cumulative noise impacts below significance. Specific legal, economical, and
technological considerations make additional mitigation measures infeasible.

Rationale for Finding

The list of related and cumulative projects was reviewed to determine if construction activities associated with
any of these projects could, in combination with the proposed Project, cause a cumulative construction noise
impact.

The Chemoil Marine Terminal Tank Installation Project (#6) would be located immediately adjacent to Pier F
container terminal improvements element of the proposed Project. Itis likely that construction activities asso-
ciated with the Chemoil Marine Terminal Tank Installation Project would be concurrent with construction activi-
ties necessary for the proposed Pier F improvements, or would occur in about the same timeframe, extending
the period of elevated noise levels. While a detailed assessment of construction noise levels that could result
from this related project has not been completed, it is likely that construction activities and associated noise
levels would be similar to those expected from the proposed Project. There are other projects in the related
and cumulative project list that could also affect sensitive receptors within the cumulative region of influence.
The Administration Building Replacement Project (#8) that was approved in 2008 is located in close proximity
to sensitive receptors at the West Coast LLong Beach Hotel. The |-710 Major Corridor Study (#36), which is in
the conceptual planning stages, is located adjacent to sensitive receptors along the |-710 corridor. The City of
Long Beach Shoreline Gateway Project (#11) that would include a mixed-use development north of Ocean
Boulevard, between Atlanta Avenue and Alamitos Avenue, would be located east of sensitive receptors at the
Long Beach Hilton.

One comment was received during the public review period that suggested mitigation to reduce this significant
unavoidable impact (Comment LBUSD-20). The comment proposed limiting construction activities during
school hours of operation and testing periods, which has been incorporated into the Project’s construction
noise controls as a notification requirement. Furthermore, Final EIS/EIR Mitigation Measure NOI-1.1a has
been modified to require installation of temporary noise barriers between pile driving activities and Cesar Cha-
vez School.

3.6 Finding Regarding Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS/EIR

The Board of Harbor Commissioners finds that information added to the EIS/EIR after public notice of the
availability of the Draft EIS/EIR for public review, but before certification merely clarifies or makes minor mod-
ification to an adequate EIS/EIR and does not require recirculation.

Recirculation is required only when “significant” new information is added to an EIR after public review and
comment on the draft EIR but before certification. (PRC § 21092.1) Not all new information added to an EIR
is “significant.” According to the CEQA Guidelines, new information added to an EIR is significant only if “the
EIR is changed in a way that deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial
adverse environmental effect of the project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such effect (including a feas-
ible project alternative) that the project's proponents have declined to implement.” (14 C.C.R. § 15088.5).
Examples of significant new information inciude: (1) a new significant impact of the project or from a new mi-
tigation measure proposed to be implemented; (2) a substantial increase in the severity of an environmental
impact for which no mitigation measures are added which reduce the impact to a level of insignificance; or (3)
a feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others previously analyzed
would clearly lessen the environmental impacts of the project, but the project proponent declines to adopt it.
Based on these standards, there is no reason to recirculate the Draft EIS/EIR. Aithough some new informa-
tion has been added to the Final EIS/EIR in response to comments, none of the information is significant. No
new impacts have been identified, the severity of the impacts identified in the Draft EIS/EIR are not substan-
tially increased over what is described in the document, and no feasible alternatives or mitigation measures
were identified which would clearly lessen the environmental impacts of the Project.
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4.0 ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 requires that an EIR examine alternatives to a project in order to explore a
reasonable range of alternatives that meet most of the basic project objectives, while reducing the severity of
potentially significant environmental impacts. CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a) states:

An EIR shall describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project,
which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially les-
sen any of the significant effects of the project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives.
An EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a project. Rather it must consider a reasonable
range of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision making and public participation.
The lead agency is responsible for selecting a range of project alternatives for examination and must pub-
licly disclose its reasoning for selecting those alternatives. There is no ironclad rule governing the nature
or scope of the alternatives to be discussed other than the rule of reason.

The alternatives were also assessed in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f) which states:

The range of alternatives required in an EIR is governed by a “rule of reason” that requires the EIR to set
forth only those alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned choice. The alternatives shall be limited to
ones that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the Project. Ofthose alterna-
tives, the EIR need examine in detail only the ones that the lead agency determines could feasibly attain
most of the basic objectives of the project.

Ten alternatives were considered during preparation of this EIS/EIR, including alternative terminal configura-
tions and locations. However, only four alternatives meet most of the proposed Project’s objectives and have
been selected to be carried forward for detailed analysis (Section 4.2). Alternatives considered but not carried
forward are addressed in Section 4.1.

4.1 Alternatives Considered but Not Carried Forward for Analysis

The screening process used in the EIS/EIR to evaluate a reasonabie range of alternatives was based on the
Project's objectives (Section 2.1). Screening criteria were also used to determine feasibility in accordance
with the Port's legal mandates under the state Tidelands Trust and the Long Beach City Charter. The Port is
one of only five locations in the State identified in the California Coastal Act (CCA) for the purposes of interna-
tional maritime commerce. These mandates identify the Port and its facilities as an essential element of the
national maritime industry. Port activities should be water dependent and give highest priority to navigation,
shipping, and necessary support facilities to accommodate the demands of foreign and domestic waterborne
commerce. Based on existing capacity limitations on industrial Port uses, the majority of industrial facilities
adjacent to deep water are required to accommodate forecasted increases in containerized cargo.

Alternatives that are remote or speculative, or the effects of which cannot be reasonably predicted, need not
be considered (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126ff][2]). Alternatives may be eliminated from detailed consid-
eration in an EIR if they fail to meet most of the project objectives, are infeasible, or do not avoid any signifi-
cant environmental effects (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6[c]). The following alternatives were consi-
dered but eliminated from further discussion in the EIS/EIR. Additional details regarding the rationale for deci-
sions to eliminate alternatives from detailed analysis are included in Final EIS/EIR Section 1.6.2. Those alter-
natives are:

e Construction of a new near-dock intermodal container railyard to serve multiple marine terminals;

e Use of other North American ports (i.e., those located on the West, East, and Gulf Coasts) to ac-
commodate the Port’s forecasted increases in container cargo;

s Expansion of marine terminals within southern California but outside of the Long Beach Harbor;
¢ Inland port (an intermodal facility for exclusive handiing of international cargo);

e Marine terminal automation; and
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e Offsite backlands facility alternative (i.e., using underdeveloped land outside the Port as a container
storage and handling facility).

An additional alternative was identified by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) during the Draft
EIS/EIR public review period. The proposed alternative would not include any fill activities, but would provide
deeper water (-55 feet MLLW) at berths and in basins and channels to accommodate the current and ex-
pected future generations of cargo vessels. However, under this alternative the existing terminal areas would
remain insufficient to support the activities and modern equipment necessary to efficiently and safely handle
the anticipated containerized cargo volumes. Furthermore, Slips 1 and 3 would remain too narrow (395 feet
and 364 feet, respectively) for the current larger vessels that require a width of approximately 480 feet to ma-
neuver safely up to and away from the existing berths; and Pier E docks and adjacent backland areas would
be separated from the intermodal rail facilities on Pier F, resulting in an existing Pier E terminal that would be
inadequately connected to the essential infrastructure required to handle intermodal containerized cargo. Al-
so, as dredged material would not be reused under this alternative, the Port would need to locate new disposal
locations and conduct additional sediment characterization. Therefore, this alternative was eliminated from
further consideration in the Final EIS/EIR and is considered infeasible.

4.2 Alternatives Analyzed in the Draft EIS/EIR

Four alternatives meet most of the proposed Project’s objectives and were selected to be carried forward for
detailed analysis in the EIS/EIR. The aiternatives carried forward for detailed analysis include:

e Alternative 1 — 345-Acre Alternative (the Project);
e Alternative 2 — 315-Acre Alternative;
e Alternative 3 — Landside Improvements Alternative; and

e Alternative 4 — No Project Alternative.

Final EIS/EIR Chapter 4 presents a comparison of the proposed Project to the alternatives that were consi-
dered during preparation of the Final EIS/EIR. The four alternatives are summarized in Table 4.2-1. Table
4.2-2 summarizes the results of the impact analysis for the proposed Project and alternatives.

Table 4.2-1. Summary of Proposed Project and Alternatives at Full Buildout

Alternative 1: Alternative 2: AIternatl.v e3: Alternative 4:
345-Acre Landside .
Alternative 315-Ac|"e Improvements No Prou_act
. Alternative p . Alternative
(the Project) Alternative
Project Site Gross Acreage 345 315 294 294
Total Container Terminal Acreage’ 322 292 267 244
Total TEUs® 3,320,000 2,870,000 2,910,000 2,600,000
Annual Vessel Calls 364 364 416 312
Average Daily Truck Trips 10,112 8,026 9,830 9,594
Annual Trains® 2,098 2,095 1,380 786
Total Container Berth Length (LF)* 4,250 4,250 4,480 4,480
Joint Terminal intermodal Yard Acreage 47 47 25 0°

Notes:

1. The total container yard acreage is assumed to be slightly smaller than the Project site area due to other uses on the site (e.g., break-
bulk cargo). The container yard is defined as the area dedicated to container activities, wharves, and spaces related to buildings and
personal vehicles. :

2. TEUs = Twenty-foot Equivalent Units. The TEU-per-acre estimates are based on the approximate size of the container yard projected for
year 2025.

3. Estimate assumes 25 rail cars per train.

4. All Pier D berths and E-12-13 are break-bulk berths and are not included in container berth length. The fotal container berth lengths
include both Pier E and Pier F berths.

5. Assumes the existing LBCT nine acre intermodal railyard would remain operational.

Sources: Moffatt & Nichol. 2006b. Middle Harbor Container Terminal EIS/EIR Documents Backup, February 16.
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Table 4.2-2. Summary of CEQA Significance Analysis by Alternative

Alternative 3:
Landside
Improvements
Alternative

Alternative 4:
No Project
Alternative

Alternative 1: Alternative 2:
345 Acre 315 Acre
Alternative Alternative

Environmental
Resource Area

Geology, Groundwater, and Soils Il ] il 1]

Air Quality and Health Risk 1 [ I i

Hydrology and Water Quality 1l ] 1l 1]

Biota and Habitats 1 | I |

Ground Transportation | | I 1

Vessel Transportation 1l It 1 1]

Land Use 1t ! ] 1]

Public Services/Health and Safety Il il ] i

Noise I | | v

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 1l ] il 1]

Recreation ] [} 11 v

Socioeconomics 1 ] [} ]}

Utilities and Service Systems Il 1} Il 1]

Cultural Resources 1l ] il v

Environmental Justice | | 1] 1]

Aesthetics/Visual Resources | i l 1]

Notes:
| = Unavoidable significant impact
Il = Significant but mitigable impact
iIl = Less than significant impact (not significant)
IV = No impact

4.3 Findings for Alternatives Analyzed

Project Purpose

The purpose of the Project is to increase and optimize the cargo handiing efficiency and capacity of the Port,
by constructing sufficient berthing and infrastructure capacity to accommodate a proportional share of fore-
seeable increases in containerized cargo. Additionai Project purposes include improving marine terminal op-
erational efficiency that would expand the use of existing waterways for international maritime commerce, and
upgrading utility infrastructure to support the implementation of environmental controls necessary to reduce
poliution and conserve energy.

The Port is operated under legal mandates of the Tidelands Trust, which identify the Port and its facilities as a
primary economic/coastal resource of the State and an essential element of the national maritime industry for
promotion of commerce, navigation, fisheries, and harbor operations. According to the Tidelands Trust, Port-
related activities should be water dependent and should give highest priority to navigation, shipping, and neces-
sary support and access facilities to accommodate the demands of foreign and domestic waterborne commerce.

Project Objectives
The objectives of the Middle Harbor Redevelopment Project are to:

1. Consolidate common operations and wharves of two terminals (Piers E and F) into one terminal;

2. Rehabilitate and modernize existing primary Port facilities, including replacement of obsolete and dete-
riorated wharf structures with adequate, well-equipped wharf areas, along with channels and berths of
sufficient width, length, and depth to allow access to the docks by existing and future cargo vessels, and
provide for replacement of obsolete gantry cranes with new generation cranes that are able to reach
across the new, larger vessels;

3. Implement the Green Port Policy (Section 1.7.1) and the CAAP (Section 1.7.2);

4. Provide for efficient terminal traffic flow and cargo handling operations; and
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5. Link new and improved dock and wharf operations to planned and existing on-dock intermodal railyard
facilities and separate on-dock intermodal terminal lead track operations (i.e., loading/unloading and
switching) from mainline track operations.

4.3.1 Alternative 1 — 345-Acre Alternative (the Project)

The Project would rehabiiitate or replace deteriorated and obsolete terminal facilities; provide deeper water (-
55 feet Mean Lower Low Water [MLLW]) at berths and in basins and channels; create new land; modernize
marine terminal facilities; and implement environmental controls, including the Port’s Green Port Policy and
CAAP, to accommodate a portion of the predicted future increases in containerized cargo volume and the
modern, larger cargo vessels that are expected to transport these goods to and from the Port. The existing
294-acre Project site would be increased to 345-acres, including 54.6 net acres of newly created land. The
Project includes terminal consolidation, redevelopment, and expansion on areas of existing and newly created
land, dredge and fill operations, wharf construction to create three deep water berths with -55 feet MLLW
depths, and rail infrastructure improvements (e.g., mainline track realignment at Ocean Boulevard/Harbor
Scenic Drive, Pier F Avenue storage yard and tracks, Pier F tail track, and expanding the existing Pier F in-
termodal railyard). The Project would include construction of a 66kV substation (Pier E Substation) to provide
power that would support Middle Harbor container terminal operations, including supplying shore-to-ship pow-
er, and future power needs for other Port facilities.

Project construction would occur in two phases, the first phase in five stages and the second in four stages, and
would be scheduled for completion in 2019 (i.e., Project build-out year). However, the proposed Middle Harbor
container terminal is forecasted to be fully optimized at maximum capacity by 2025. Detailed construction ele-
ments of the Project are presented in Final EIS/EIR Section 1.6.3.1.

When completed, the Project would consist of one consolidated container terminal that would be designed to
load and unload containerized cargo to and from marine vessels. When optimized at maximum throughput
capacity (by year 2025), the consolidated container terminal would be designed to accommodate approximate-
ly 3,320,000 TEUs per year. The proposed expanded Pier F intermodal railyard would handle approximately
26.3 percent (873,160 TEUs per year) of the terminal’s expected throughput. Middle Harbor container terminal
operations would result in a maximum of approximately 364 vessei calls per year. Truck trips to and from the
Middie Harbor container terminal would increase from the 2005 baseline average of 6,528 trips per day to an
average of approximately 10,112 trips per day in the year 2030. Approximately 2,098 annual train trips would
be required at maximum capacity in 2025 to support Middle Harbor container terminal operations. The ter-
minal would operate under a new iease between the terminal operator and the Port that would include envi-
ronmental controls imposed pursuant to the Port's Green Port Policy and the CAAP. This EIS/EIR assumes
the proposed Project includes participation in the POLB/POLA Vessel Speed Reduction Program (VSRP)
(CAAP measure OGV1) and compliance with applicable U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), Cali-
fornia Air Resource Board (ARB), and South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) regulations.

Finding

The Board hereby finds that the proposed Project is the only feasible alternative that best meets the Project
objectives of maximizing the cargo handling efficiency and capacity of the Port, and for the reasons set forth in
the Statement of Overriding Considerations (Section 5.0), the benefits of the proposed Project justify its ap-
proval.

Facts in Support of Finding

The Project would rehabilitate or replace deteriorated and obsolete terminal facilities; provide deeper water (-
55 feet MLLW) at berths and in basins and channels; create new land; modernize marine terminal facilities;
provide rail infrastructure improvements (e.g., mainline track realignment at Ocean Boulevard/Harbor Scenic
Drive, Pier F Avenue storage yard and tracks, Pier F tail track, and expansion of the existing Pier F intermodal
railyard); construct a 66kV substation to support Middle Harbor container terminal operations, including shore-
to-ship power; and implement environmental controls, including the Port's Green Port Policy and CAAP, to
accommodate a portion of the predicted future increases in containerized cargo volume and the modern, larg-
er cargo vessels that are expected to transport these goods to and from the Port. Project throughput volumes
(3,320,000 TEUs) would adequately accommodate forecasted container throughput growth at the Port. This
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approach is consistent with the CZMA and the CCA that encourage modernization of existing facilities within
existing Port boundaries.

4.3.2 Alternative 2 — 315-Acre Alternative

The 315-Acre Alternative would add 24.7 net acres of newly created land to the existing 294-acre Project site
by filling Slip 1 between Piers E and F (Berths E12-E14 and F1-F4). This alternative would include terminal
expansion on adjacent areas of existing and newly created land, dredge and fill operations, and new wharf
construction. Under the 315-Acre Alternative, a new wharf wouid be constructed to handle increased cargo
throughput and accommodate deep-draft container ships, and to replace existing, insufficient wharves. The
new 2,900-foot wharf would consist of two deep water berths with -55 feet MLLW depth. Buildout under this
alternative would include the rail improvements identified for the Project (e.g., mainline track realignment at
Ocean Boulevard/Harbor Scenic Drive, Pier F Avenue storage yard and tracks, Pier F tail track, and expand-
ing the existing Pier F intermodal railyard). The proposed 66kV Pier E Substation would also be constructed,
as described for Alternative 1.

When completed, the 315-Acre Alternative would consist of one consolidated container terminaf that would be
designed to load and offload containerized cargo from marine vessels. When optimized at maximum
throughput capacity (anticipated by approximately 2025), the consolidated container terminal would be de-
signed to accommodate approximately 2,870,000 TEUs per year. The proposed expanded Pier F intermodal
railyard would handle approximately 30.4 percent (872,480 TEUs per year) of the terminal's expected
throughput. Under this alternative, Middie Harbor container terminal operations would result in approximately
364 maximum vessel calls per year. Truck trips to and from the Middle Harbor container terminal would in-
crease from the 2005 baseline average of 6,528 trips per day to an average of approximately 8,026 trips per
day in 2030. Approximately 2,095 trips annual train trips would be required at maximum capacity in 2025 to
support Middle Harbor container terminal operations.

The terminal would operate under a new lease between the terminal operator and the Port that wouid include
environmental controls imposed pursuant to the Port's Green Port Policy and the CAAP. Similar to the
Project, this EIS/EIR assumes Alternative 2 would include participation in the POLB/POLA VSRP (CAAP
measure OGV1) and compliance with applicable EPA, ARB, and SCAQMD regulations.

Finding

The Board hereby finds that Alternative 2 (315-Acre Alternative) would not meet the overall Project purpose
and need of increasing container terminal efficiency to accommodate a portion of the predicted future contai-
nerized cargo throughput volumes. Therefore, the Board finds that Alternative 2 is infeasible relative to fulfil-
ling the overall Project purpose and need and will not be adopted in lieu of the proposed Project.

Facts in Support of Finding

Alternative 2 would be similar to the proposed Project except that the 34.3-acre East Basin area would not be
filled and the Berth E23 wharf would not be constructed. The elimination of the East Basin fill and Berth E23
wharf would decrease container movement efficiency compared to the Project. Alternative 2 would result in
the consolidation of common operations and wharves of the existing two terminals on Piers E and F into one
terminal, as would occur under the proposed Project. However, under this design the availabie area along the
expanded Pier F intermodal railyard would be substantially limited in width and, consequently, would not sup-
port efficient access by trucks transporting containerized cargo. Therefore, under Alternative 2 the proposed
terminal areas would not support the activities and modern equipment necessary to efficiently and safely han-
dle the anticipated containerized cargo volumes. Overall, Alternative 2 would be less environmentally damag-
ing than the Project; however, it would not meet the overall Project purpose and need of increasing container
terminal efficiency to accommodate a portion of the predicted future containerized cargo throughput voiumes.

4.3.3 Alternative 3 — Landside Improvements Alternative

The Landside Improvements Alternative would redevelop existing terminal areas on Piers E and F and convert
underutilized land north of the Gerald Desmond Bridge and Ocean Boulevard within the Project site to a con-
tainer yard (Final EIS/EIR Figure 1.6-10). The alternative would include construction of the following upland
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site improvements: redevelopment and backland expansion on existing lands within the Project site (the Berth
E23 oil area would be abandoned and redeveloped as container yard area); construction of a new 66 kV Pier
E Substation; and construction of shore-to-ship infrastructure at Piers E and F to cold-iron vessels while at
berth. This alternative would also include construction of a mainiine track realignment at Ocean Boule-
vard/Harbor Scenic Drive and the Pier F storage yard and tracks. The alternative would expand the existing
Pier F intermodal railyard to six tracks.

When completed, the Landside improvements Alternative would consist of a consolidated container terminal
that would be operated by one terminal operator. The terminal would be operated under a new lease between
the terminal operator and the Port that would include environmental controls imposed pursuant to the Port’s
Green Port Policy and the CAAP. In addition to compliance with applicable EPA, ARB, and SCAQMD regula-
tions assumed for the Project, Alternative 3 would implement all applicable CAAP measures and regulations,
including emission standards for terminal equipment (CAAP measure CHE1), the VSRP (CAAP measure
OGV1), low-sulfur fuel requirements for vessels (CAAP measures OGV3 and OGV4), OGV cold-ironing
(CAAP measure OGV2), and the POLA/POLB Clean Trucks Program (CAAP measure HDV1).

When optimized at maximum throughput capacity (anticipated by approximately 2025), the terminals would be
designed to accommodate a combined total of about 2,910,000 TEUs per year. Approximately 416 vessel calls
per year would be expected by 2025. This alternative would result in 9,830 average daily truck trips to and from
Middie Harbor terminals in 2030. Approximately 1,380 train trips per year would be required to support Middle
Harbor container terminal operations at maximum capacity in 2025.

Under this alternative, there would be no in-water activities (e.g., dredging, filling Slip 1 and the East Basin,
new wharf construction) as proposed for the Project, no wharf upgrades would occur (except the provisions for
shore-to-ship power), and channel and berth deepening would not occur.

Finding

The Board hereby finds that while Alternative 3 (Landside improvements Alternative) would not meet the over-
all Project purpose of increasing and optimizing the cargo handling efficiency and capacity of the Port, by con-
structing sufficient berthing and infrastructure capacity to accommodate a proportional share of foreseeable
increases in containerized cargo. Alternative 3 would not allow for improving marine terminal operational effi-
ciencies that would expand the use of existing waterways for international maritime commerce. Therefore, the
Board finds that Alternative 3 is infeasible and will not be adopted in lieu of the proposed Project.

Facts in Support of Finding

Under Alternative 3, there would be no in-water activities (e.g., dredging, filling Slip 1 and the East Basin, new
wharf construction) as proposed for the Project, no wharf upgrades would occur (except the provisions for
shore-to-ship power), and channe! and berth deepening would not occur. Accordingly, this alternative would
not meet the Project objectives associated with constructing sufficient berthing and infrastructure capacity to
accommodate the modern cargo vessels that would transport goods to and from the Port. Furthermore, Alter-
native 3 would not best optimize the use of existing waterways consistent with the Port’s overall use of availa-
ble shoreline, accommodate foreseeable containerized cargo volumes through the Port, increase container
handling efficiency including on/offloading of container ships in a safe and efficient manner, and improve or
construct container ship berthing and infrastructure capacity where necessary to accommodate projected con-
tainerized cargo volumes through the Port. Because of the lack of waterside improvements, this alternative
does not maximize use of the larger modern ships and would result in limited cargo capacity due to berth con-
straints.

4.3.4 Alternative 4 — No Project Alternative

This alternative considers what would reasonably be expected to occur on the site if the Port did not imple-
ment the proposed Project. The Port would take no further action to construct additional backlands or redeve-
lop the 294 acres that currently exist. The USACE would not issue permits for dredge and fill or wharf con-
struction activities. This alternative wouid not aliow implementation of the proposed Project or other physical
improvements at Middle Harbor. The No Project Alternative would maintain the current CUT and LBCT con-
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tainer terminals at a combined size of 294 acres and in their current configuration. Forecasted increases in
cargo would still occur as greater operational efficiencies are implemented.

Under this alternative no construction and, consequently, no construction-related impacts would occur. How-
ever, the two terminals would continue to generate operational impacts: cargo ships that currently berth and
load/unload at the terminal would continue to do so; terminal equipment would continue to handle cargo con-
tainers; and trucks would continue to transport containers to outlying distribution facilities. Because no rail
improvements would be constructed under this alternative, the majority of the intermodal cargo to and from the
two terminals would continue to be hauled by truck. In addition, the Pier E Substation would not be constructed,
which would eliminate the potential for vessels to cold-iron under this alternative. However, in addition to envi-
ronmental controls imposed by federal, state, and local regulatory agencies, the terminal would implement the
POLB/POLA VSRP (CAAP measure OGV1) under this alternative. No other CAAP measures would be im-
plemented under this alternative.

The No Project Alternative would result in a maximum throughput of approximately 2,600,000 TEUs per year.
Approximately 312 vessel calls per year would be expected by 2025. As the existing Pier F intermodal railyard
would remain operational, proposed terminal operations would result in approximately 786 annual train trips.
This alternative would result in approximately 9,594 average daily truck trips to and from Middle Harbor ter-
minals in 2030.

Finding

The Board hereby finds that the No Project Alternative is infeasible and will not achieve the majority of the
overall Project objectives. Therefore, this alternative will not be adopted in lieu of the proposed Project.

Facts in Support of Finding

If the No Project Alternative were implemented, the Port would not be able to accommodate the projected in-
creased in containerized cargo throughput volumes and the modern cargo vessels that transport those goods
to and from the Port. Under this alternative, existing site conditions would constrain the ability of Middie Har-
bor to function as modern and efficient primary Port facilities. The lack of waterside and upland improvements
would mean that the current inefficiency of cargo movement through the site’s existing marine terminals would
continue. As Pier E has minimal rail capability (i.e., Slip 1 separates Pier E docks and backlands from existing
intermodal rail facilities) and the existing intermodal Pier F railyard is too small to accommodate regular ser-
vice of modern intermodal trains, the No Project Alternative would not provide sufficient rail infrastructure to
handle intermodal containerized cargo. Additionally, without the necessary dredging to deepen the channels
and berths in the Middle Harbor to the planned -55-foot MLLW depth, the existing marine terminals wouid be
limited in their ability to service modern, large, deep-draft cargo ships.

5.0 STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS

CEQA requires a public agency to balance the benefits of a proposed project against its unavoidabie, adverse
environmental impacts in determining whether fo approve the project.

Section 15093 of the State CEQA Guidelines provides the following:

(a) CEQA requires the decision-making agency to balance, as applicable, the economic, legal, social,
technological, or other benefits of a proposed project against its unavoidable environmental risks
when determining whether to approve the project. If the specific economic, legal, social, technological,
or other benefits of a proposed project outweigh the unavoidable adverse environmental effects, the
adverse environmental effects may be considered “acceptable.”

(b) When the lead agency approves a project which will result in the occurrence of significant effects
which are identified in the Final Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR) but are not avoided or sub-
stantially lessened, the agency shall state in writing the specific reasons to support its action based on
the Final EIR and/or other information in the record. The statement of overriding considerations shall
be supported by substantial evidence in the record.
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(c) Ifan agency makes a statement of overriding considerations, the statement should be included in the
record of the project approval and should be mentioned in the notice of determination. This statement
does not substitute for, and shall be in addition to, finding required pursuant to Section 15091.

5.1 PROJECT SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS

The proposed Project would result in significant unavoidable impacts related to air quality, biota and habitats,
ground transportation, and noise.

511  Air Quality

During a peak day of activity, Project construction would produce levels of VOC, CO, NO,, PMo, and PM; 5
emissions that exceed SCAQMD daily emission thresholds. In addition, for a peak day of Project construction,
emissions from fugitive dust and onsite construction equipment and haul frucks would resultin maximum ambient
offsite concentrations of 24-hour PM,, that would exceed the SCAQMD significance threshold. Even with ap-
plication of all feasible mitigations, these peak daily construction emissions and 24-hour PM4, concentrations
would remain in excess of SCAQMD thresholds, and would represent Project-specific and cumulative signifi-
cant air quality impacts.

Proposed Project operational emissions would resultin maximum ambient offsite concentrations of 1-hour and an-
nual NO, that would exceed the SCAQMD significance thresholds. This impact would represent a Project-
specific and a significant cumulative impact.

The mitigated Project would increase chronic non-cancer effects on occupational receptors in the Project region.
Although not significant for the Project individually, this increase would represent a cumulatively considerable and
unavoidable contribution of airborne non-cancer effects to occupational receptors. These increased non-cancer
effects could include asthma, bronchitis, reduced lung function, and increased mortality and morbidity.

An individual project does not generate by itself enough GHG emissions to significantly influence global cli-
mate change (AEP 2007). Thus, the issue of global climate change is a cumulative impact, such that an ap-
preciable impact on global climate change would only occur when GHG emissions from a project combine with
GHG emissions from other man-made activities on a global scale. Nevertheless, for the purposes of this
EIS/EIR, the Port has chosen to assess GHG emissions as a project-level impact, as project GHG emissions
would incrementally contribute to global effects. Construction and operation of the proposed Project would
generate GHG emissions in each Project construction phase/stage and future year of operation. The Project GHG
significance criterion states that any increase in GHG emissions is significant; therefore, these increases would
produce a significant impact.

5.1.2 Biota and Habitats

The potential for a Project-related support vessel collision with a blue whale while in transit within the Long
Beach Breakwater and Outer Harbor would be unlikely due to the infrequent presence of these mammails.
Furthermore, all vessels would be required to slow to 12 knots when within 40 nm of Point Fermin as part of
the VSRP (Mitigation Measure AQ-4). Normal swimming speeds of blue whales are 22 km/hr, which is ap-
proximately 10 knots; however, blue whales can swim up to 48 km/hr when alarmed (Wilson and Ruff 1999).
Therefore, it is very unlikely that Project-related vessels traveling at 12 knots would increase the potential for
whale strikes. No feasible measures are currently available to reduce whale strikes in the open ocean at
greater than 40 nm from the harbor. Although vessel strikes to blue whales would be unlikely to occur, any
that did occur would make a cumulatively considerable contribution to significant and unavoidable cumulative
impacts associated with vessel strikes to that species. Therefore, as provided in the findings above for Cumu-
lative Impact BIO-4, the small increase in Project-related vessel traffic in the harbor (3.4 percent) wouid add to
that cumulative potential, resulting in a significant cumulative impact.

The amount of ballast water discharged into the harbor and, thus, the potential for introduction of invasive ex-
otic species could increase because more and larger container ships would use the Port as a result of related
and cumulative projects. In addition, it is also possible that exotic species could enter harbor waters on the
ship hulls, anchors, and anchor chains. These vessels would come primarily from outside the Economic Ex-
clusion Zone (EEZ) and would be subject to regulations to minimize the introduction of non-native species in
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ballast water as described in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.4.3. Most ships also utilize bottom paint that is resistant
to accumulation of fouling organisms. In addition, container ships coming into the Port loaded woulid be taking
on local water while unloading and discharging this water when reloading. This would also diminish the oppor-
tunity for discharge of non-native species. Thus, ballast water discharges during cargo transfers in the Port
would be unlikely to contain non-native species but is still a possibility, as is the potential introduction of non-
native species on ship hulls. No feasible mitigation is currently available to totally prevent introduction of inva-
sive species via ballast water or vessel hulls, due to the lack of a proven technology. New technologies are
being explored, and if methods become available in the future, they would be impiemented as required at that
time through federal and state regulations. Therefore, as provided in the findings above for Cumulative impact
BIO-5, the introduction of invasive species in ballast water or on the hulls of ships are significant, unavoidable
impacts.

51.3 Ground Transportation

Additional traffic generated by Project construction and operational activities would have significant impacts on
certain highway locations in the Project area. The proposed Project’s construction traffic would have short-
term significant impacts on the following highway segments up to the horizon year 2020:

e |-405 n/o |-710, both Directions (starting 2010);

e 1-405 s/o 1-710, both directions (starting 2010);

e 1710 between Willow Street and Pacific Coast Highway, both directions (starting 2010);
e SR-91 efo I-710, both directions (starting 2010); and

e SR-91 w/o 1-710, both directions (starting 2015).

The proposed Project would have significant impacts on the following study highway segments during opera-
tions:

e 1-405 Freeway n/o I-710 Freeway, both Directions (starting 2010, max fair share of one percent in
2020);

o |-405 Freeway s/o I-710 Freeway, both directions (starting 2010, max fair of 5 percent in 2010);

e |-710 Freeway between Willow Street and Pacific Coast Highway, both directions (starting 2010, max
fair share of four percent in 2020);

e 1-110 Freeway n/o C-Street, northbound (2030, max fair share of 1.5 percent in 2030);

e SR-91 Freeway e/o |-710 Freeway, both directions (starting 2010, max fair share of four percent in
2030); and

e SR-91 Freeway w/o |-710 Freeway, both directions (starting 2015, max fair share of 3.5 percent in
2030).

When considered cumulatively, the Project would have significant impacts at certain study highway segments.
Additional traffic generated by the Project to the cumulative background traffic conditions would deteriorate
the existing LOS at certain highway locations in the study area.

The Port does not own, control, or maintain any of the impacted highway segments. These segments fall un-
der the jurisdiction of Caltrans. Therefore, the Port does not have authority to unilateraily implement any miti-
gation measures on the highway segments. Accordingly, the Project’s contribution to cumulative impacts dur-
ing construction and operation would remain significant and unavoidable, even with implementation of Mitiga-
tion Measure TRANS-2.1, requiring the Project’s fair-share contribution to Caltrans highway improvement
programs. If Caltrans does not adopt a fair share based program to collect funds for actual mitigation that Cal-
trans commits itself to implement, or obtain the balance of funding needed to improve the impacted study
highway segments in a manner that willimprove the segments level of operation, the Project’s contribution to
regional cumulative impacts on these freeway segments would remain significant and unavoidable. Specific
legal, economical, and technological considerations make additional mitigation measures infeasible. There-
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fore, as provided in the findings above for Impact TRANS-1.1, Impact TRANS-2.1, and Cumulative Impact
TRANS-2, impacts on certain highway segments in the Project area would be significant and unavoidable.

51.4 Noise

Project construction activities would increase ambient noise levels by three dBA at the West Coast Long
Beach Hotel sensitive receptor site (Site 1), and would exceed LBMC maximum noise levels at Site 1 and the
Long Beach Hilton Hotel sensitive receiver site (Site 2).

The minimum ambient daytime hourly Leq noise level recorded at the closest sensitive receptor site (i.e., Site
1) was 61 dBA. During Project pile driving activities, calculated hourly Leq noise levels at Site 1 would range
between 64 — 66 dBA, which would exceed a three dB increase. The longest scheduled period of pile-driving
would occur for 12 months in Construction Phase 1/Stage 1 during construction of the new Berth £E24 exten-
sion and redevelopment of the existing berth at Berth E24. Project construction activities would cause ambient
noise levels to be increased by more than three dBA at nearby sensitive receptors (i.e., Site 1), resulting in signifi-
cant short-term impacts.

Receiver Site 1 is in the City of Long Beach General Plan LUD Three, for which the maximum noise level al-
lowed by the LBMC is 65 dBA (Leq, one-hour). However, many of the construction activities would invoke the
five dBA penalty for impuisive/tonal noise character, which would reduce the maximum allowable noise level in
this location to 60 dBA. Calculated hourly average construction noise levels woulid intermittently exceed 60
dBA at receiver Site 1 until the end of Construction Phase 2. Receiver Site 2 is in LUD One. Taking existing
ambient noise levels into account, as well as the impulsive/tonal noise penalty, the maximum daytime noise
level allowed in this location under the LBMC would be 65 dBA (Leq, one-hour). Calculated hourly average
construction noise levels at Site 2 would exceed 65 dBA during the noisiest periods of construction. Project
construction activities would cause ambient noise levels to exceed LBMC maximum noise levels at Sites 1
and 2; therefore, significant short-term impacts would occur.

In addition to the standard construction noise controls described in Final EIS/EIR Section 1.7.3, Mitigation
Measures NOI-1.1a and NOI-1.1b would apply to this impact. Due to the difficulty of effectively mitigating
substantial noise-generating activities, adherence to standard controls and construction of temporary noise
barriers would not be sufficient to reduce projected increases in ambient noise levels to the point where it
would no longer cause a substantial increase. Therefore, as provided in the findings above for impact NOI-
1.1, Impact NOI-1.2, and Cumulative Construction Noise impact, noise impacts during Project construction
would be significant and unavoidable.

To help address the significant cumulative construction noise impacts of the Project, the Port wilt require this
Project to fund the Schools and Related Sites Program that was adopted by the Board of Harbor Commis-
sioners on March 23, 2009, as required by Mitigation Measure AQ-29. The funding will be used for eligible
noise mitigation projects as specified in the Schools and Related Sites Program Guidelines. The guidelines:
(1) establish eligibility criteria for potential applicants based on facility type and proximity to the San Pedro Bay
Ports; (2) provide metrics that will be used to assess a proposed project’s noise impact mitigation potential
based on established regulatory mitigation programs and recent scientific information on noise impacts, and
(3) explains how the Port of Long Beach Harbor Commissioners will choose among eligible proposals and ap-
prove funding.

5.2 OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS

The proposed Project offers numerous benefits that outweigh the unavoidable adverse environmental effects
of the Project. The Board recognizes that significant and unavoidable impacts will result from implementation
of the Project, as discussed above. Having (1) adopted all feasible mitigation measures, (2) recognized all
significant, unavoidable impacts, and (3) balanced the benefits of the Project against the Project’s significant
and unavoidable impacts, the Board finds that there are specific overriding economic, legal, social, technologi-
cal, or other benefits of the proposed Project that outweigh those impacts and provide sufficient reasons for
approving the proposed Project. These overriding considerations justify adoption of the Project and certifica-
tion of the Final EIS/EIR. Those reasons are as follows:
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Fulfills Port legal mandates and objectives. The proposed Project would fulfill the Port's Tidelands Trustto
promote and develop commerce, navigation and fisheries, and other uses of statewide interest and benefit
including industrial, and transportation uses. The Coastal Act identifies the Port as an essential element of the
national maritime industry and obligates the Port to modernize and construct necessary facilities to accommo-
date deep-draft vessels and the demands of foreign and domestic waterborne commerce in order to preclude
the necessity for developing new ports elsewhere in the state. Furthermore, the Coastal Act provides that the
Port should give highest priority to the use of existing land space within harbors for Port purposes, including,
but not limited to navigational facilities, shipping industries and necessary ancillary and access facilities. The
proposed Project meets these requirements by modernizing the channels, wharves and backlands at Middle
Harbor to accommodate anticipated growth in water dependent maritime cargo. The Project also modernizes
existing backlands by providing facilitated support and access facilities such as truck gates, road improve-
ments and on-dock rail to allow for the effective import and export of maritime cargo.

Diverts containers from truck to intermodal railyard. The existing Middle Harbor container terminal has
limited rail capability and the existing Pier F railyard is insufficient to accommodate regular service of modem
intermodal trains. A portion of the current and future cargo would be diverted from trucks to the expanded Pier
F intermodal railyard, avoiding the drayage to near-dock railyards or downtown facilities.

The Project includes an intermodal railyard to promote the direct transfer of cargo between ship and rail. The
Project terminal operator shall replace all diesel-powered RTGs with electric-powered RMGs, as soon as feas-
ible, but no later than the completion of construction in 2020. Mitigation Measure AQ-9 requires that the ex-
panded Pier F intermodal railyard incorporate the cleanest locomotive technologies into its operations. Tech-
nologies that reduce fuel consumption or use alternative fuels would reduce criteria pollutant emissions.
These include diesel-electric hybrids, multiple engine generator sets, use of alternative fuels, and idling shut-
off devices. Because some of these systems are not yet available, but are expected to be available within the
next few years, this measure has not been quantified. However, implementation of this measure would reduce
the Project’s criteria pollutant emissions by less than 0.1 percent.

The proposed Pier F intermodal railyard is beneficial because it lowers the number of trucks that would other-
wise be required to transport discretionary cargo to near-dock and downtown railyards. This will reduce road-
way congestion in the Port vicinity and the emissions associated with these truck operations. Utilization of
electric RMGs reduces emissions of criteria pollutants and GHGs.

includes energy efficiency in building/construction/operation. The proposed Project includes construc-
tion of a Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) certified “Gold” main terminal building and
other efficiency measures including: use of compact fluorescent light bulbs, conducting third-party energy au-
dits, use of solar panels on the main terminal building, use of carport-mounted PV solar panels over the em-
ployee and visitor parking areas, implementing recycling and planting trees around the main building and on
Port-controlled lands adjacent to the roads into the Middle Harbor terminal.

implements the San Pedro Bay Clean Air Action Plan (CAAP). In developing the San Pedro Bay Ports
CAAP, the Ports established a series of principles and goals designed to reduce air emissions and related
health impacts while allowing Ports development to continue. The CAAP committed the Ports, with the assis-
tance of their agency partners (the technical working group or TWG, comprised of representatives from ARB,
SCAQMD, and the USEPA) to establish San Pedro Bay Standards to define targets for reduction of Ports-
related air impacts, specifically air quality and health risk impacts. The Port has worked to ensure that the
Project includes all applicable CAAP measures, existing regulations, and, in some areas, exceeds compliance
with applicable CAAP measures. In fact, implementation of the Project provides a mechanism for implement-
ing new control measures identified through TAP and that are implemented in updates to th CAAP. This
would be accomplished through the lease reopener mechanism included in the Project.

Reduces criteria pollutants from terminal operations. Emission reductions for unmitigated scenarios that
would occur due to CAAP measures that are part of the Project lease agreement are attributed to the Project
(Final EIS/EIR Table 3.2-11). Ali feasible mitigation measures have been included in the Project and those
measures are consistent with or go beyond the CAAP requirements applicable to each source type. A number
of mitigation measure would be implemented if the project is approved that will reduce current emissions from
existing terminal operations. They include:
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Mitigation Measures AQ-4 (Expanded VSRP), which expands VSP of 12 knots from 40 nm, i.e.,
from Point Fermin to the Precautionary Area;

AQ-5 (Shore-to-Ship Power [“Cold Ironing”]), requiring100 percent of OGV to “cold iron” or use al-
ternative technology that can achieve 90% reduction in emissions by 2014;

AQ-6 (Low-sulfur Fuels in OGV), which requires all OGV to use 0.2 percent or lower sulfur MGO
fuel in vessel auxiliary and main engines at berth and out to a distance of 40 nm from Point Fermin, or
implement equivalent emission reductions (equal to CAAP measures OGV3 and OGV4);

AQ-7 (Container Handling Equipment), which implements aggressive control measure over a set
schedule (equates to CAAP measure CHE1);

AQ-7a (High Efficiency Rail Mounted Gantry (RMG) Cranes), which requires the terminal operator
to replace all diesel-powered RTGs with electric-powered RMGs, as soon as feasible, but no later
than the completion of construction in 2020;

AQ-8 (Heavy-Duty Trucks), a measure that goes beyond the ARB's requirements for reducing truck
emissions, similar to CAAP measure HDV1 (CTP);

AQ-9 (Clean Railyard Standards), which requires the expanded Pier F intermodal railyard to incor-
porate the cleanest locomotive technologies into its operations;

AQ-10 (Truck ldling Reduction Measures), which requires the container terminal operator to minim-
ize on-terminal truck idling and emissions. Additional design measures proposed in this mitigation
measure would further reduce on-terminal truck activities and associated criteria pollutant emissions;

AQ-11 (Slide Valves on OGV Main Engines), which requires OGYV that call at the Project container
terminal to have slide fuel valves installed on their main engines, or implement an equivalent emission
reduction technology; and

AQ-25 (Periodic Technology Review), which requires the tenant to periodically review new air quality
technological advancements, and if any of the technologies is determined to be feasible in terms of cost,
technical and operational feasibility, to work with the Port to implement such technology.

Many of these mitigation measures would not feasible or could not be enforced if the Project is not imple-
mented as the Port would not a mechanism to enforce them. Final EIS/FEIR Section 3.2.4 (MMRP) identifies
enforcement mechanisms for each mitigation measure. Ali of the identified measures will be implemented,
regardless of changes or delays in the implementation of the CAAP. Itis expected that a future CAAP meas-
ure for a given source category would be at least as stringent as the current measure, and therefore imple-
mentation of future CAAP measures would result in higher emission reductions. The Project lease agreement
would include a condition requiring that every 5 years the Project lease would be re-opened to consider im-
plementation of new feasible mitigations in accordance with Mitigation Measure AQ-25.

The Port has worked to ensure that the Project is consistent with the draft San Pedro Bay Standards as it in-
cludes all applicable CAAP measures, existing regulations, and, in some areas, exceeds compliance with ap-
plicable CAAP measures.

Reduces estimated health risk from terminal operation. The proposed Project would result in a reduction
in cancer and acute health risks for all receptor types. While the proposed Project would result in an increase
in non-cancer chronic health effects at the maximum occupational receptor location, the increase would be
less than significant. Additionally, all other receptors in the Project region would have chronic non-cancer impacts
that are less than those identified at the at the maximum occupational receptor location. Implementation of the
proposed operational mitigation measures described above would result in significant reductions in diesel par-
ticulate matter (DPM) emissions from current CEQA baseline conditions and a corresponding reductions in
health risks. Therefore, the Board finds that for the reasons described in Final EIS/EIR Section 3.2.2.3, this
impact will be less than significant.
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Provides new jobs during the life of the project. Net changes in employment attributable to terminal op-
erations under the proposed Project could reach 2,961 jobs annually by the year 2030 (refer to Final EIS/EIR
Section 1.6.3.1 and Table 1.6-1 for a comparison of alternatives). Absent construction contract and lease ap-
provals associated with this Project, the Project would not be implemented, and therefore there would be no
additional jobs or wages.

Efficient accommodation of increased throughput. In accordance with Project objectives, the proposed
Project provides for improved efficiencies in the accommodation of containerized cargo in the following ways:
improved gate facilities to facilitate truck ingress and egress from the facility; expanded Pier F intermodal rai-
lyard; new electric container cranes to allow for efficient unloading of the larger container ships; and more
berth capacity and deeper berths to maximize the use of the deep channel of the Port by larger container
ships. It would not be possible to achieve these efficiencies or to reach maximum terminal capacity absent
implementation of these improvements through Project approval.

The Port finds that there are specific considerations associated with the proposed Project that serve to over-
ride and outweigh the Project’s significant environmental impacts. The Project will allow the Port to meet its
legal mandates to accommodate growing international commerce, while reducing Port air emissions, and pro-
vide jobs to the local economy. The Board hereby finds that the benefits of the proposed project outweigh the
significant and unavoidable environmental impacts of the Project, which are therefore considered acceptable.

Upgrades critical fire fighting/safety facilities. The proposed Project would result in significant upgrades to

Long Beach Fire Stations 15 and 20 within the POLB. Stations 15 and 20, which are fireboat stations that are
critically important first responders in the harbor area, are antiguated and inadequate to support current opera-

tions. Mitigation Measure PHS-2.1 requires an executed mitigation agreement to upgrade these existing fire
facilities prior to the commencement of Project construction in order to ensure adequate emergency response
time in the area. Without the Project, these upgrades, which benefit the harbor area as well as the surrounding
region, would not occur.
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MIDDLE HARBOR REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT MITIGATION
MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

INTRODUCTION

This Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
(MMRP) fulfilis the requirements of California
Public Resources Code Section 21081.6 and
CEQA Guidelines Section 15097. As stated in
Public Resources Code Section 21081.6(a)(1):

The public agency shall adopt a reporting or
monitoring program for the changes made fo
the project, or conditions of approval, adopted
in order to mitigate or avoid significant effects
on the environment.

The Port of Long Beach (POLB or Port) is the lead
agency for the proposed Middie Harbor
Redevelopment Project (Project) under CEQA
and, therefore, responsible for administrating and
implementing the MMRP. The U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers (USACE) is the federal lead agency for
the proposed Project under the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), and responsible
for ensuring implementation of mitigation
measures within areas under federal jurisdiction.

The primary purpose of the MMRP is to ensure
that the mitigation measures identified in the Final
Environmental impact Statement/Environmental
impact Report (EIS/EIR) are implemented to
reduce or avoid identified environmental effects
and to appropriately assign the mitigation
responsibilities for implementing the proposed
Project. The mitigation measures listed in the
MMRP will be adopted by the POLB Board of
Harbor Commissioners as a condition of the
primary Project approval.

PROJECT OVERVIEW

The USACE and the City of Long Beach, acting by
and through its Board of Harbor Commissioners, is
proposing to redevelop, expand, and modernize
existing terminal facilities and waterfront property
within the Port to accommodate a portion of the
forecasted increases in containerized cargo
throughput volumes.

The Project would consolidate and expand the
existing 294-acre Project site, consisting of the
Pier E terminal (170 acres), the Pier F terminal
(101 acres), 18 acres of underutilized land north of
the Gerald Desmond Bridge and Ocean
Boulevard, and the Berth E24 subsided oil area
(five acres), into a single, modern, 345-acre

container terminal. The Project would include a
berth depth of -55 feet mean lower low water level
(MLLW) to accommodate the current and
expected future generations of cargo vessels and
to support modernized operations. The Project
would incorporate environmental practices and
equipment pursuant to the Port's Green Port Policy
and the San Pedro Bay Ports (SPBP) Clean Air
Action Plan (CAAP).

The Project would rehabilitate old terminal
facilities; provide deeper water at berths; improve
and expand rail infrastructure; create new land;
modernize marine terminal facilities; and
implement environmental controls, including the
Port's Green Port Policy and CAAP. The Project
would include construction of a 66kV substation
(Pier E Substation) to provide power to support
Middle Harbor container terminal operations,
including supplying shore-to-ship power, and
future power needs for other Port facilities. The
existing 294-acre Project site would be increased
to 345 acres, by creating approximately 54.6 net
acres of new land (the net acreage estimate takes
into account proposed fill areas, new wharf
construction to create three deep water berths with
-55 feet MLLW depths, and the demolition of
existing wharves and land that would not be
replaced).

Project construction would occur in two phases,
the first phase in five stages and the second phase
in four stages, and is scheduled to be completed in
2019 (i.e., Project build-out year); however, the
proposed Middie Harbor container terminal is
forecasted to be fully optimized at maximum
capacity by 2025. Specific construction elements
of the Project, as well as operation of the Project,
are described below.

Dredging, excavation, and fill would be required
during a number of the construction stages.
Approximately 10.7 acres of existing land would be
cut away and converted to water area. The Project
would generate approximately 680,000 cubic yards
(cy) of dredged material and approximately
1,290,000 cy of excavated material. All dredged
and excavated materials generated by the Project
would be reused onsite as fill and/or surcharge
(surcharge is soilffill material that is placed on top
of the fill area to promote settling and compression
of the new fill area to the desired density).
Approximately 65.3 acres of water area would be
filled. Import fill would be required in addition to
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Project generated materials to create the landfill.
Approximately 6,730,000 cy of additional imported
fill material from sources inside (including material
dredged/excavated for the Project) and outside the
Harbor District would also be required. The net
result of these construction activities would be the
creation of approximately 54.6 acres of new land
which, when added to the existing Project site,
would total approximately 345 acres of land.

When completed, the Project would consist of one
consolidated container terminal that would load
and unload containerized cargo to and from
marine vessels.

When optimized at maximum throughput capacity
(by year 2025), the terminal would accommodate
approximately 3,320,000 twenty-foot equivalent
units (TEUs) per year. The proposed expanded
Pier F intermodal railyard would handle
approximately 26.3 percent (873,160 TEUs per
year) of the terminal's expected throughput.

Construction

Construction — Phase 1

Phase 1 construction would redevelop the existing
Piers D/E container terminal area in five stages. It
is anticipated that Phase 1 construction would
begin in 2009 and continue until 2017.

Stage 1. Stage 1 construction activities would
widen and deepen Slip 3 by removing portions of
Pier D (Berths D29-D31) and Pier E (Berths E23-
E24); include demolition of existing wharf structures,
backland areas, and existing facilities; and dredge
portions of Slip 3 to elevation -55 MLLW.
Approximately four acres on the southwest portion
of Pier E (existing subsided Tideland oil area) would
be raised approximately four feet to elevation +15
MLLW, and approximately 5.4 acres of new land
would be created to extend the Berth E24 wharf.
Stage 1 activities would also include filling the 25.6-
acre Slip 1 and surcharging 10 acres at the northern
end of the fill, realigning the mainline track at Ocean
Boulevard/Harbor Scenic Drive, constructing the
Pier F storage yard and tracks, and constructing a
66kV electrical substation (Pier E Substation) north
of Ocean Boulevard. Stage 1 would begin in 2009
and continue through 2010, assuming all permits
are secured.

Stage 2: Stage 2 construction activities would
include development of Slip 1 for container yard
use, and redevelopment of Berth E25. Stage 2
would begin in approximately 2010 and continue
through 2012,

Stage 3. Stage 3 construction activities would
include wharf development at Berth E26 and Berth
E27. Stage 3 would begin in 2012 and continue
through 2014.

Stage 4: Stage 4 construction activities would
include redevelopment of the Seaside Railyard
area on Pier E and construction of new terminal
buildings. Stage 4 would begin in 2015 and
continue through 2017.

Stage 5: Stage 5 construction activities would
redevelop 18 acres north of the Gerald Desmond
Bridge and Ocean Boulevard. Stage 5 would begin
in 2015 and continue through 2017.

Construction — Phase 2

Proposed Phase 2 improvements would fill the
East Basin to connect the existing Pier E terminal
to the existing Pier F container terminal, develop
this newly created land for container terminal use,
and extend the wharf constructed in Phase 1 by
1,350 linear feet (LF).

it is anticipated that Phase 2 construction activities
would begin in 2011 and continue through 2019,
and would consist of four stages.

Stage 1: Stage 1 construction yard activities would
involve developing the remaining 12 acres of the
Slip 1 fill as container yard, filling in 12 acres of the
East Basin area, and constructing an expanded
intermodal railyard. This stage would begin in 2011
and continue through 2014.

Stage 2: Stage 2 construction activities would
demolish the remaining Berths F6-F10 wharf
structures, fill the remaining 21 acres of the East
Basin between Piers E and F, and construct a new
connecting wharf (Berth E23). Stage 2 would begin
in 2014 and continue through 2018.

Stage 3: Stage 3 construction activities would
redevelop the existing Pier F container yard. Stage
3 would begin in 2016 and continue through 2018.

Stage 4: Stage 4 construction would build a tail
track and a loop road around the track on Pier F.
Stage 4 would begin in 2018.

Operations

When completed, the Project would consist of one
consolidated container terminal that would load
and offload containerized cargo from marine
vessels.
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Termina! Security

Containers would be screened and protected by a
number of safety and security features including,
but not necessarily limited to:

Radiation Portal Monitors (RPM) — The Project
site would incorporate RPM equipment at the exit
gate area for the initial automated inspection of the
contents of containers prior to exiting the marine
terminal.

Customs Radiation Inspection Facilty — A
secondary RPM facility inside the marine terminal
would be installed and used for detailed inspection
of container contents where radiation was detected
in the initial RPM inspection. U.S. Customs Border
Patrol would operate this facility and provide the
inspection service.

Project Site Fencing — Existing fencing would be
modified to provide adequate security for the
marine terminal as required by U.S. Customs
Border Patrol.

Terminal Operations

At full operation (anticipated in approximately year
2025), the proposed container terminal would
operate approximately 21 hours per day, 365 days
per year, and would accommodate approximately
3,320,000 TEUs per year. The new combined
terminal would operate under a new lease
between the terminal operator and the Port that
wouid include environmental controls imposed
pursuant to the Port's Green Port Policy and the
CAAP. This EIS/EIR assumes the proposed
Project includes participation in the POLB/POLA
Vessel Speed Reduction Program (VSRP) (CAAP
measure OGV1) and compliance with applicable
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA),
California Air Resource Board (ARB), and South
Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD)
regulations.

Middle Harbor container terminal operations would
include stevedoring (loading/unloading ships),
container storage activities, intermodal railyard
operations, and trucking to offsite locations such
as warehouses and railyards. Once containers
have been off-loaded from the ship or received
through the gates on trucks and trains, they wouid
be stored and moved around the container
terminal storage yard using one of three systems:
1) a grounded or “stacked” system (where
containers are stacked); 2) a chassis or “wheeled”
system (where the containers are stored on a

single, wheeled chassis and are not stacked); or 3)
a combination grounded/chassis system.

Electric gantry cranes would load and unload cargo
containers between vessels and the terminal. Yard
tractors would transport the cargo containers to and
from the container storage areas within the terminal
and to and from railcars at the intermodal railyard.
Offloaded (import) containers would either be stored
temporarily in the container terminal storage yard or
immediately shipped out of the terminal via truck or
rail. Loaded (export) cargo would be imported to the
Middle Harbor container terminal by truck or rail;
export cargo shipped via rail would either arrive
directly at the proposed expanded Pier F intermodal
railyard or would arrive at another local railyard and
then be trucked to the terminal gate for receiving.
Export cargo containers would be transferred by
“toppick” or Rubber Tired Gantry (RTG) cranes from
the rail cars to chassis hauled by yard tractors, and
the tractors would then transport the cargo to the
container terminal storage yard where the cargo
would be lifted to grounded locations by toppicks or
RTG cranes.

Vessel Operations

The proposed Middle Harbor container terminal
operations would result in a maximum of
approximately 364 vessel calls per year. All vessel
unloading/loading activities associated with the
Project would occur at proposed Berths E23-E27
and F6-F10. Due to scheduling constraints and U.S.
Coast Guard (USCG) Captain of the Port (COTP)
regulations, the schedules used to estimate future
berth activity/capacity predict that a maximum of
four vessels could be berthed at one time.

Vessels accessing the Middle Harbor container
terminal would be required to use a Port Pilot for
transit in and out of San Pedro Bay (except for U.S.
vessels that have a federally licensed pilot onboard),
and have tug assistance within the POLB harbor.
Vessels calling at the new terminal would be
required to slow to 12 knots within 40 nautical miles
(nm) of Point Fermin. Once at berth, the off-
loading/loading process begins; the vessels typically
“hotel” or stay at the terminal for approximately 36
hours (1.5 days), but the largest ships may stay as
long as three days. While at berth, all vessels would
be required to utilize shore-to-ship power to provide
electrical power for vessel functions. In addition, all
vessels calling at the Middle Harbor container
terminal would be required to use 0.2 percent or
lower suifur Marine Gas Oil (MGO) fuel in auxiliary
and main engines at berth and out to a distance of
40 nm from Point Fermin.
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Truck Operations

Preliminary estimates indicate that the total
number of truck trips to and from the Middle
Harbor container terminal would increase from the
2005 baseline average of 6,528 trips per day to an
average of approximately 10,112 trips per day in
the year 2025 as a result of increased import and
export of containerized cargo. At maximum
terminal capacity in 2025, approximately 2,446,840
TEUs would be moved to and from the terminal via
truck. About 10 percent of those truck movements
would transport containers to and from off-dock
and near-dock railyards. The remaining truck-
hauled containers would be transported to and
from warehouses and distribution centers in the
Los Angeles Basin, southern Cailifornia, and
nearby western states. Middle Harbor container
terminal operations include use of an automated
appointment system that would enable trucks to
reschedule their trips to avoid peak hour traffic and
congestion.

Rail Operations

When the Project terminal is fully optimized at
maximum throughput capacity in 2025, the railyard
would operate approximately 21 hours per day,
365 days per year, and handle approximately
873,160 TEUs per year, which would represent
approximately 26.3 percent of the terminal’s
expected throughput. Preliminary estimates
indicate that annual train trips would increase from
the 2005 baseline average of 138 trips per year {o
an average of approximately 2,098 trips per year
at maximum capacity in 2025. Rail operations
assume three line haul locomotives per train for
each inbound/outbound trip and one switch
locomotive in operation within the expanded Pier F
intermodal railyard for each inbound/outbound trip.
intermodal export cargo would arrive either directly
at the expanded Pier F intermodal railyard or at
another local railyard (e.g., the Intermodal
Container Transfer Facility [ICTF] in Carson,
BNSF's yards at Hobart and City of Industry, or
UP’s East L.A. and Los Angeles Transportation
Center [LATC] yards) and then be trucked to the
terminal gate for receiving.

IMPACTS REQUIRING MITIGATION

impacts of the proposed Project that require
mitigation include:

e Emissions from construction activities that
exceed SCAQMD emission significance
thresholds;

e Offsite ambient air pollutant concentrations
during construction that exceed a
SCAQMD threshold of significance;

e Offsite impacts during operations that
exceed SCAQMD ambient thresholds of
significance for one-hour and annual NO;

e GHG emissions during construction and
operation that would exceed the CEQA
threshold;

s Substantial loss or alteration of marine
habitat through filling (in Slip 1, for the
Berth E24 extension, and in a portion of the
East Basin) and excavation (widening Slip
1 and at Berth F201) for a net loss of 54.6
acres;

e Substantial effects on Essential Fish
Habitat (EFH) and temporary disturbances
to habitat for Fishery Management Plan
(FMP) species;

e Short-term, temporary increases in auto
and truck traffic at certain study area
intersections during Project construction;

e  Short-term impacts on highway locations in
the study area during Project construction;

e Increases in auto and truck traffic at certain
study intersections during operations;

s Impacts on highway locations in the study
area during operations;

e Exacerbation of existing inadequate Long
Beach Fire Department emergency
response times during Project construction
and operations;

e Increase in noise levels by more than three
dBA at nearby sensitive receptors during
Project construction (i.e., pile driving);

e Increase in noise levels such that the Long
Beach Municipal Code (LBMC) maximum
noise levels would be exceeded at two
sensitive receptor sites (i.e., West Coast
Long Beach Hotel and Long Beach Hilton
Hotel) during Project construction;

¢ Potentially significant -impacts to
archaeological resources during ground
disturbing activities; and

e Adverse impacts to historic architectural
resources, including two 1953 Smoke
Houses/Offices during Project construction.
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CEQA GUIDELINES

CEQA Guidelines Section 15097 explains the
requirements of Public Resources Code Section
21081.6(a) regarding mitigation monitoring and
reporting. Mitigation is defined in CEQA
Guidelines Section 15370 as a measure that:

¢ Avoids the impact altogether by not taking a
certain action or parts of an action;

« Minimizes impacts by limiting the degree or
magnitude of the action and its
implementation;

¢ Rectifies the impact by repairing, rehabilitating,
or restoring the impacted environment,

¢ Reduces or eliminates the impact over time
by preservation and maintenance activities
during the life of the project; and

e Compensates for the impacts by replacing
or providing substitute resources or
environments.

Mitigation measures provided in this MMRP were
identified in Final EIS/EIR Chapter 3
(Environmental Setting and Project impacts), as
feasible and effective in mitigating Project-related
environmental impacts.

POLB MMRP APPROACH

For each adopted mitigation measure, the MMRP
identifies the following:

e Required action;

e When the action is required to be taken;
e Agency responsible for action;

¢ Agency responsible for tracking;

e Submittal date;

e Person verifying implementation;

¢ Aftachments required to verify implementation;
and

e« Comments made by verifying personnel.

The POLB maintains the primary responsibility for
ensuring that the mitigation measures are
implemented. When Project work is undertaken by
the Port's contractors, the pertinent mitigation
measures will be included in the terms and
conditions of the contracts. Port construction
inspectors will undertake regular inspections of the
job site to ensure that contractors are

implementing the mitigaton measures and
complying with their contract. The Port’s project
manager will be responsible for ensuring that
mitigation measures which are the responsibility of
the Port are carried out.

MITIGATION MONITORING AND
REPORTING PROGRAM PROCEDURES

The POLB's designated environmental monitor will
track and document compliance with mitigation
measures, note any problems that may result, and
take appropriate action to remedy problems.
Specific responsibilities of the POLB are listed
below.

¢ Coordination of all mitigation monitoring
activities;
e Management of the preparation, approval,

and filing of monitoring or permit compliance
reports;

e Maintenance of records concerning the
status of all approved mitigation measures;

¢ Quality control assurance of field monitoring
personnel;

¢ Coordination with other agencies regarding
compliance with mitigation or permit
requirements;

¢ Reviewing and recommending acceptance and
certification of implementation documentation;
and

¢ Acting as a contact for interested parties or
surrounding property owners who wish to
register complaints; and

e Documenting observations of unsafe
conditions or environmental violations, and
developing any necessary corrective actions.

MITIGATION AND MONITORING
REPORTING PLAN CHECKLIST

The MMRP is organized in a checklist format, with
each mitigation measure on a separate page. A
summary of all mitigation measures is provided on
the cover page to the checklist. The agency
responsible for taking the action (POLB Real Estate
and/or POLB Engineering Division) will submit the
appropriate attachment to the agency responsible
for tracking the action (POLB Pianning Division). By
his or her signature, the POLB Planning Division
representative verifies that the mitigation measure
has been implemented.
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Summary of Mitigation Measures
AR QUALITY

Mitigation Measure AQ-1: Additional Fugitive Dust Controls. The Project construction contractor shall develop and
implement dust control methods that shall achieve this control level in a SCAQMD Rule 403 dust control plan; and
designate personnel to monitor the dust control program and order increased watering, as necessary, to ensure a 90
percent control level.

Mitigation Measure AQ-2: Emission Controls for Non-road Construction Equipment. Construction equipment shall
meet the EPA Tier 4 non-road engine standards, where feasible. The Tier 4 standards become available starting in year
2011. Until Tier 4 equipment is feasible, Tier 3 construction equipment shall be required.

Mitigation Measure AQ-2a: Best Management Practices (BMPs) for Construction Equipment. The construction
contractor shall implement additional BMPs on construction equipment, where feasible, to further reduce emissions from
emissions sources.

Mitigation Measure AQ-2b: Construction Traffic Emission Reductions. The construction contractor shallimplement
measures to further reduce emissions from construction traffic.

Mitigation Measure AQ-3: Emission Controls for Construction Tugboats. All tugboats used in construction shall
meet the EPA Tier 2 marine engine standards, and if feasible use construction tugs that meet the EPA Tier 3 marine
engine standards.

Mitigation Measure AQ-3a: Construction Tugboat Home Fleeting. The construction contractor shall require all
construction tugboats that home fleet in the SPBP to (a) shut down their main engines and (b) refrain from using auxiliary
engines at dock or to use electrical shore power.

Mitigation Measure AQ-4: Expanded VSRP. All OGV that call at the Middle Harbor container terminal shall comply with the
expanded VSRP of 12 knots from 40 nm from Point Fermin to the Precautionary Area.

Mitigation Measure AQ-5: Shore-to-Ship Power (“Cold lroning”). All OGV that call at the Middle Harbor container terminal
shall utilize shore-to-ship power while at berth.

Mitigation Measure AQ-6: Low-sulfur Fuels in OGV. All OGV that call at the Middle Harbor container terminal shall use 0.2
percent or lower sulfur MGO fuel in vessel auxiliary and main engines at berth and out to a distance of 40 nm from Point
Fermin.

Mitigation Measure AQ-7: Container Handling Equipment. All Project CHE shall meet the requirements of CAAP
measure CHE-1. )

Mitigation Measure AQ-7a: High Efficiency Rail Mounted Gantry (RMG) Cranes. The Project terminal operator shall
replace all diesel-powered RTGs with electric-powered RMGs, as soon as feasible, but no later than the completion of
construction in 2020.

Mitigation Measure AQ-8: Heavy-Duty Trucks. Container trucks that call at the Middie Harbor container terminal shall
comply with the replacement schedule as part of the POLB CTP tariff.

Mitigation Measure AQ-9: Clean Railyard Standards. The expanded Pier F intermodal railyard shall incorporate the
cleanest locomotive technologies into its operations.

Mitigation Measure AQ-10: Truck ldling Reduction Measures. The Middle Harbor container terminal operator shall
minimize on-terminal truck idling and emissions.

Mitigation Measure AQ-11: Slide Valves on OGV Main Engines. All OGV that call at the Project container terminal shall
have slide fuel vaives installed on their main engines, or implement an equivalent emission reduction technology.

Mitigation Measure AQ-12: Expanded VSRP for GHG. All OGV that call at the Middle Harbor container terminal shall
comply with the expanded VSRP of 12 knots from the California overwater border to the Precautionary Area.

Mitigation Measure AQ-13: Low-sulfur Fuels in OGV for GHG. All OGV that call at the Project container terminal shall
use 0.2 percent or lower sulfur MGO fuel in vessel auxiliary and main engines at berth and within California State Waters.

Mitigation Measure AQ-14: LEED. The main terminal building shall obtain the LEED gold certification level

Mitigation Measure AQ-15: Compact Fluorescent Light Bulbs. All interior terminal building lighting shall use compact
fluorescent light bulbs.

Mitigation Measure AQ-16: Energy Audit. The Middle Harbor container terminal tenant shall conduct a third party energy
audit every five years and install innovative power saving technologies where feasible.

Mitigation Measure AQ-17: Solar Panels. The applicant shall install solar panels on the main terminal building.

Mitigation Measure AQ-17a: Solar Carports. The applicant will install carport-mounted PV solar panels over the
employee and visitor parking areas to the maximum extent feasible.
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Summary of Mitigation Measures (continued)

AIR QUALITY (CONTINUED)

Mitigation Measure AQ-18: Recycling. The terminal buildings shall achieve a minimum of 40 percent recycling by 2012
and 60 percent recycling by 2015.

Mitigation Measure AQ-19: Tree Planting. The Port shall plant shade trees around the main terminal building.

Mitigation Measure AQ-19a: Tree Planting — Transportation Corridors. The Port shall plant new shade trees on Port-
controlled lands adjacent to the roads into the Middie Harbor container terminal to the extent practicable given safety and
other land use considerations.

Mitigation Measure AQ-20: Cool Roofs. Buildings on the Middle Harbor container terminal will incorporate cool roofing
systems to the extent feasible.

Mitigation Measure AQ-21: Energy Efficient Boom Flood Lights. The Port shall install boom flood lights with energy
efficient features on existing and new dock cranes to the extent feasible.

Mitigation Measure AQ-22: Reefer Lighting. The terminal tenant shall downsize light fittings and associated electrical
power usage at reefer platforms to the extent feasible.

Mitigation Measure AQ-23: Employee Carpooling. The construction contractor and terminal tenant shall encourage
construction and terminal employees to carpool or to use public transportation.

Mitigation Measure AQ-24: Mitigation for indirect GHG Emissions. The terminal tenant shall be required to use green
commodities, such as those available from the California Climate Action Registry’s Climate Action Reserve, to offset
carbon emissions associated with terminal’s electricity consumption. . This measure applies to all electricity consumed at
the terminal, including shore-to-ship power usage (“cold ironing”), with costs not to exceed 15% of annual terminal
electricity costs.

Mitigation Measure AQ-25: Periodic Technology Review. To promote new emission control technologies, the tenant shall
implement in 2015 and every five years following the effective date of the lease agreement, a review of new air quality
technological advancements, subject to mufual agreement on operational feasibility, technical feasibility, and cost-
effectiveness and financial feasibility, which shall not be unreasonably withheld.

Mitigation Measure AQ-26: Cargo Throughput Monitoring: Every five years, the Port shall compare actual cargo
throughput that occurred at the terminal to the cargo assumptions used to develop the Final EIS/EIR.

Mitigation Measure AQ-27: Electrical Regenerative Systems on Dock Cranes. Port will require the terminal operator to
have electric regenerative systems on all Project dock cranes in Project year 1.

Mitigation Measure AQ-28: Greenhouse Gas Emission Reduction Program Guidelines (GHG Program). To partially
address the cumulative GHG impacts of the Middie Harbor Redevelopment Project, the Port will require this Project to
provide funding for the GHG Emission Reduction Program in the amount of $5 million. This money will be used to pay for
measures pursuant to the GHG Emission Reduction Program Guidelines, including but not limited to generation of green
power from renewable energy sources, ship electrification, goods movement efficiency measures, cool roofs to reduce
building cooling loads and the urban heat island effect, building upgrades for operational efficiency, tree planting for
biological sequestration of CO,, energy-saving lighting, and purchase of renewable energy certificates (RECs).

Mitigation Measure AQ-29: Cumulative Air Quality Impact Reduction Program. To help reduce cumulative air quality
impacts of the Middle Harbor Redevelopment Project, the Port will require the Project to provide funding in support of the
Schools and Related Sites Guidelines for the Port of Long Beach Grant Programs and Healthcare and Seniors Facility
Program Guidelines for the Port of Long Beach Grant Programs in the amount of $5 million each. The distribution of these
funds to potential applicants and projects will be determined through a public evaluation process and by approval of the
Board of Harbor Commissioners.

Mitigation Measure AQ-30; Investigation of Marine Vessel Main Engine Technology. The Port and terminal tenant will
expeditiously contact marine vessel engine manufacturers to identify the maximum technicaliy achievable NOX and PM
emission reduction strategies that can be implemented no later than 2014 for main engines on the specific vessels (oron
the vessel engine types) that will call on the Project terminal. The Port and terminal tenant will work with the California Air
Resources Board and the South Coast Air Quality Management District, with public input, to develop an_expeditious
schedule to implement such strategies.

’ BioTA AND HABITATS

Mitigation Measure BIO-3: Compensation for Loss of Marine Habitat. Compensate for loss of marine habitatin Slip 1
and the East basin through use of existing mitigation bank credits.

GROUND TRANSPORTATION

Mitigation Measure TRANS-1.1a: Traffic Management Plan. Prior to beginning construction, the construction
contractor shall prepare a detailed traffic management plan, which in addition to work shift start/end times, shall include
the following: detour plans, coordination with emergency services, coordination with adjacent property owners and
tenants, advanced notice of temporary parking loss, identification of temporary parking replacement or alternative
adjacent parking within a reasonable walking distance, use of designated haul routes, use of truck staging areas,
observance of hours of operations restrictions, and use of appropriate signing for construction activities. The traffic
management plan shall be submitted to Port of Long Beach for approval before beginning construction.
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PORT OF LONG BEACH MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

Summary of Mitigation Measures (continued)

GROUND TRANSPORTATION (CONTINUED)

Mitigation Measure TRANS-1.1b: Restricted Construction-Related Traffic Hours. Consistent with City of Long
Beach Public Works Department practice, the construction-related traffic to/from the Project site shall be restricted during
morning and afternoon peak commute hours. Furthermore, no closure of major road corridors shall be permitted as a
result of construction activities.

Mitigation Measure TRANS-1.1c: Signal Installation. The Port shall install a signal at the intersection of Pico Avenue
and Pier E Street/Ocean Blvd EB On- and Off-Ramps.

Mitigation Measure TRANS-1.1d: Signal Installation. The Port shall install a signal at the intersection of Pico Avenue
and Pier D Street.

Mitigation Measure TRANS-1.1e: Signal Installation. The Port shall instail a signal at the intersection of Pico
Avenue/Pier G Avenue and Harbor Plaza.

Mitigation Measure TRANS-1.2: Signal installation. The Port shall install a signal at the intersection of Pico Avenue
and Ocean Blvd WB Off-Ramp.

Mitigation Measure TRANS-2.1: Fair Share Based Program. If Caltrans either a) adopts a fair share based program to
collect funds for actual mitigation that Caltrans commits itself to implement, or b) otherwise obtains the balance of funding
needed to improve the impacted study highway segments in a manner that will improve the segments level of operation,
POLB shall pay its fair share into that program.

PuBLIC SERVICES/HEALTH AND SAFETY

Mitigation Measure PHS-2.1: Mitigation Agreement. The Port shall enter into a mitigation agreement to upgrade
existing facilities at Stations 15 and 20. The Port shall submit proof to the City of Long Beach that an
| agreement has been executed prior to commencement of construction activities.

NoISE

Mitigation Measure NOI-1.1a: Temporary Noise Barriers. Temporary noise barriers shall be located between noise-
generating construction activities (e.g., pile driving) and hotel/residential buildings and Cesar Chavez School to the east.

Mitigation Measures NOI-1.1b: Restricted Hours for Pile-driving Activities. Pile-driving activities shall be limited to
the hours of 7:00 am to 7:00 pm on weekdays, between 9:00 am and 6:00 pm on Saturdays, and prohibited anytime on
Sundays and holidays as prescribed by Section 8.80.202 of the LBMC.

CULTURAL RESOURCES

Mitigation Measure CR-1.1.1: Archaeological Material Discovery Plan. in the unlikely event that any
archaeological material is discovered during construction, all work must be halted within the vicinity of the
archaeological discovery until an assessment of the significance by a qualified archaeologist is completed. If the
resources are found to be significant, they shall be avoided or shall be mitigated consistent with SHPO Guidelines.
Treatment plans must be developed in consuitation with the County, SHPO, and local Native Americans. If human
remains are encountered, the Los Angeles County Coroner shall be contacted immediately. If the remains appear to
be Native American, the coroner shall contact the Native American Heritage Commission who will appoint the Most
Likely Descendent. Additionally, if the human remains are determined to be Native American, a plan wilt be
developed regarding the treatment of human remains and associated burial objects, and the plan will be
implemented under the direction of the Most Likely Descendent.

Mitigation Measures CR-1.2.1: Relocation of Historic Architectural Resources. The two historic architectural
resources shall be temporarily moved during construction and then relocated to another suitable location within the
Project area subsequent to construction under the direction of a qualified Architectural Historian. A survey shall be
conducted after their relocation to document, identify, and describe any internal and external cracking, condition of walls,
and other elements as a resuit of their movement. The survey shall be undertaken under the direction of a qualified
Architectural Historian and shall be in accordance with accepted standard methods. A written report documenting
conditions after Project completion shall be prepared under the supervision and approval of a qualified Architectural
Historian. The report shall provide any necessary measures to address stabilization and repair of areas that have been
disturbed during relocation, including photo-documentation. The repairs shall be undertaken by the Port in a timely
manner.
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PORT OF LONG BEACH MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

Mitigation Measure AQ-1: Additional Fugitive Dust Controls

Required Action: Mitigation Measure AQ-1: Additional Fugitive Dust Controls. The Project construction
contractor shall develop and implement dust control methods that shall achieve this control level in a
SCAQMD Rule 403 dust control plan; and designate personnel to monitor the dust control program and order
increased watering, as necessary, to ensure a 90 percent control level. Their duties shall include holiday and
weekend periods when work may not be in progress. Additional control measures to reduce fugitive dust shall
include, but are not limited to, the following:

« Apply approved non-toxic chemical soil stabilizers according to manufacturers’ specifications to allinactive
construction areas or replace groundcover in disturbed areas;

o Provide temporary wind fencing around sites being graded or cleared;

o Cover truck loads that haul dirt, sand, or gravel or maintain at least two feet of freeboard in accordance with
Section 23114 of the California Vehicle Code;

o Install whee! washers where vehicles enter and exit unpaved roads onto paved roads, or wash off tires of
vehicles and any equipment leaving the construction site;

e Suspend all soil disturbance activities when winds exceed 25 mph as instantaneous gusts or when visible
dust plumes emanate from the site and stabilize all disturbed areas;

» Appoint a construction relations officer to act as a community liaison concerning on-site construction activity
including resolution of issues related to PM4o generation;

e Sweep all streets at least once a day using SCAQMD Rule 1186, 1186.1 certified street sweepers or
roadway washing trucks if visible soil materials are carried to adjacent streets (recommend water sweepers
with reclaimed water);

o Apply water three times daily, or non-toxic soil stabilizers according to manufacturers’ specifications, to all
unpaved parking or staging areas or unpaved road surfaces;

¢ Pave road and road shoulders; and

e Apply water three times daily or as needed to areas where soil is disturbed.

When Required: Daily during all construction activities.

Agency Responsible for Action: POLB Engineering Division.

Agency Responsible for Tracking: POLB Environmental Planning Division.

Action (i): Engineering Division to include requirements in Project construction specifications and bid process.

Action (ii): Construction Management Division to verify that the dust control program is monitored; non-toxic
chemical soil stabilizers are applied; wind fencing is provided; trucks hauling dirt, sand, or gravel are either
covered or maintain at least two feet of freeboard; wheel washers are installed or tires are washed prior to
leaving construction site; and soil disturbance activities are suspended when winds exceed 25 mph or when
dust plumes are visible.

Submittal Date:

Verified By: Title:

Attachments:

Comments:
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PORT OF LONG BEACH MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

Mitigation Measure AQ-2: Emission Controls for Non-road Construction Equipment

Required Action: Mitigation Measure AQ-2: Emission Controls for Non-road Construction Equipment.
Construction equipment shall meet the EPA Tier 4 non-road engine standards, where feasible. The Tier 4

standards become available starting in year 2011. Until Tier 4 equipment is feasible, Tier 3 construction
equipment shall be required.

When Required: During all construction activities..

Agency Responsible for Action: POLB Engineering Division.

Agency Responsible for Tracking: POLB Environmental Planning Division.

Action (i): Engineering Division to include requirements in Project construction specifications and bid process.

Action (ii): Construction Management Division to verify that Tier 3 non-road engines and/or Tier 4 non-road
engines, as feasible, are being used.

Submittal Date:

Verified By: Title:

Attachments:

Comments:
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Mitigation Measure AQ-2a: Best Management Practices (BMPs) for Construction
Equipment

Required Action: Mitigation Measure AQ-2a; Best Management Practices (BMPs) for Construction
Equipment. The construction contractor shall implement the following BMPs on construction equipment, where
feasible, to further reduce emissions from these sources.

¢ Use of diesel oxidation catalysts and/or catalyzed diesel particulate traps, as feasible.

s Maintain equipment according to manufacturer specifications.

« Restrict idling of equipment and trucks to a maximum of five minutes (per ARB regulation).

e Use of high-pressure fuel injectors on diesel-powered equipment.

e Use of electricity from power poles rather than temporary diesel- or gasoline-powered generators.
When Required: Daily during all construction activities. :

Agency Responsible for Action: POLB Engineering Division.

Agency Responsible for Tracking: POLB Environmental Planning Division.

Action (i): Engineering Division to include requirements in Project construction specifications and bid process.

Action (ii): Construction Management Division to verify that construction BMPs including diesel oxidation
catalyst, maintaining equipment according to manufacturers specifications, restrict idling of equipment and
trucks to a maximum of five minutes, use of high-pressure fuel injectors on diesel-powered equipment, and us
electricity from power poles, are being used.

Submittal Date:

Verified By: Title:

Attachments:

Comments:
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Mitigation Measure AQ-2b: Mitigation Measure AQ-2b: Construction Traffic Emission
Reductions

Required Action: Mitigation Measure AQ-2b: Construction Traffic Emission Reductions. The construction
contractor shall implement the following measures to further reduce emissions from construction.

o Trucks used for construction (a) prior to 2015 shall use engines certified to no less than 2007 NOx
emissions standards and (b) in 2015 and beyond shall meet EPA 2010 emission standards.

*» Provide temporary traffic control such as a fiag person, during all phases of construction to maintain smooth
traffic flow.

¢ Schedule construction activities that affect traffic flow on arterial systems to off-peak hour where possible.

* Re-route construction trucks away from congested streets or sensitive receptor areas.

e Provide dedicated turn ianes for movement of construction trucks and equipment on- and off-site.

e Configure construction parking to minimize traffic interference.

o Improve traffic flow by signal synchronization.

» Ali vehicle and equipment will be properly tuned and maintained according to manufacturer specification.

» Reduce fraffic speeds on all unpaved roads to 15 mph or less.

When Required: During all construction activities; per the specified schedule for truck emission standards,
and daily for traffic measures.

Agency Responsible for Action: POLB Engineering Division.

Agency Responsible for Tracking: POLB Environmental Planning Division.

Action (i): Engineering Division to include requirements in Project construction specifications and bid process.

Action (ii): Construction Management Division to verify that contractor is implementing emission reduction
measures.

Submittal Date:

Verified By: Title:

Attachments:

Comments:
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Mitigation Measure AQ-3: Emission Controls for Construction Tugboats

Required Action: Mitigation Measure AQ-3: Emission Controls for Construction Tugboats. All tugboats used
in construction shall meet the EPA Tier 2 marine engine standards, and if feasible use construction tugs that

meet the EPA Tier 3 marine engine standards. The Tier 3 standards become available starting in year 2009.

When Required: During all construction activities involving construction tugboats ..

Agency Responsible for Action: POLB Engineering Division.

Agency Responsible for Tracking: POLB Environmental Planning Division.

Action (i): Engineering Division to include requirements in Project construction specifications and bid process.

Action (ii): Construction Management Division to verify that all tugboats use a minimum of Tier 2 marine
engines.

Submittal Date:

Verified By: Title:

Attachments:

Comments:
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Mitigation Measure AQ-3a: Construction Tugboat Home Fleeting

Required Action: Mitigation Measure AQ-3a: Construction Tugboat Home Fleeting. The construction
contractor shall require all construction tugboats that home fleet in the SPBP to (a) shut down their main

engines and (b) refrain from using auxiliary engines at dock or to use electrical shore power, if need be.
When Required: Daily during all construction activities.

Agency Responsible for Action: POLB Engineering Division.

Agency Responsible for Tracking: POLB Environmental Planning Division.

Action (i): Engineering Division to include requirements in Project construction specifications and bid process.

Action (ii): Construction Management Division to verify that construction tugboats (a) shut down their main
engines and (b) refrain from using auxiliary engines at dock or to use electrical shore power.

Submittal Date:

Verified By: Title:

Attachments:

Comments:
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Mitigation Measure AQ-4: Mitigation Measure AQ-4: Expanded VSRP

Required Action: Mitigation Measure AQ-4: Expanded VSRP. All OGV that call at the Middle Harbor

container terminal shall comply with the expanded VSRP of 12 knots from 40 nm from Point Fermin to the
Precautionary Area.

When Required: Daily at the commencement of a fully executed lease.

Agency Responsible for Action: POLB Real Estate Division.

Agency Responsible for Tracking: POLB Environmental Planning Division.

Action (i): Real Estate Division shall include requirements in Project lease agreement.
Submittal Date:

Verified By: Title:
Attachments:
Comments:
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Mitigation Measure AQ-5: Shore-to-Ship Power (“Cold Ironing™)

Required Action: Mitigation Measure AQ-5: Shore-to-Ship Power (“Cold lroning”). All OGV that cali at the
Middie Harbor container terminal shall utilize shore-to-ship power while at berth according to the following
schedule: (1) 33 percent of all OGV by December 2009 (2) 66 percent of all OGV by March 2012, and (3) 100
percent of all OGV by December 2014. Lease stipulations shall include consideration of alternative
technologies that achieve 88-100 percent of the emission reductions of cold-ironing.

When Required: Daily according to the operational schedule in measure.

Agency Responsible for Action: POLB Real Estate Division.

Agency Responsible for Tracking: POLB Environmental Planning Division.

Action (i): Real Estate Division to include requirements in Project lease agreement.

Submittal Date:

Verified By: Title:

Attachments:

Comments:
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Mitigation Measure AQ-6: Low-sulfur Fuels in OGV

Required Action: Mitigation Measure AQ-6: Low-sulfur Fuels in OGV. All OGV that call at the Middle Harbor
container terminal shall use 0.2 percent or lower sulfur MGO fuel in vessel auxiliary and main engines at berth
and out to a distance of 40 nm from Point Fermin, or implement equivalent emission reductions.

When Required: Daily at the commencement of a full executed lease.

Agency Responsible for Action: POLB Real Estate Division.

Agency Responsible for Tracking: POLB Environmental Planning Division.

Action (i): Real Estate Division to include requirements in Project lease agreement.

Submittal Date:

Verified By: Title:

Attachments:

Comments:
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Mitigation Measure AQ-7: Container Handling Equipment

Required Action: Mitigation Measure AQ-7: Container Handling Equipment. All Project CHE shall meet the
following performance standards.

o By the end of 2010, all yard tractors shall meet, at a minimum, the EPA non-road Tier 4 engine
standards;

e By the end of 2012, all pre-2007 on-road or pre-Tier 4 non-road top picks, forklifts, reach stackers,
RTGs, and straddie carriers less than 750 Hp shall meet, at a minimum, the EPA non-road Tier 4 engine
standards; and

e By the end of 2014, all CHE with engines greater than 750 Hp shall meet, at a minimum, the EPA Tier 4
non-road engine standards. Starting in 2009 (until equipment is replaced with Tier 4), alt CHE with engines
| greater than 750 Hp shall install the cleanest available VDEC, as established by the ARB.

When Required: Daily according to the operational scheduile in measure.

Agency Responsible for Action: POLB Real Estate Division.

Agency Responsible for Tracking: POLB Environmental Planning Division.

Action (i): Real Estate Division to include requirements in Project lease agreement.

Submittal Date:

Verified By: Title:

Attachments:

Comments:
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Mitigation Measure AQ-7a: High Efficiency Rail Mounted Gantry (RMG) Cranes

Required Action: Mitigation Measure AQ-7a: High Efficiency Rail Mounted Gantry (RMG) Cranes. The

Project terminal operator shall replace all diesel-powered RTGs with electric-powered RMGs, as soon as
feasible, but no later than the completion of construction in 2020. Each RMG shall include high efficiency,

regenerative drive systems.

When Required: Daily, as soon as possible, but no later than 2020.

Agency Responsible for Action: POLB Engineering Division and Real Estate Division.

Agency Responsible for Tracking: POLB Environmental Planning Division.

Action (i): Engineering Division shall construct the necessary infrastructure during Project construction to
support the use of RMGs.

Action (ii): Real Estate Division to include requirements in Project lease agreement to use RMGs, as opposed
to RTGs.

Submittal Date:

Verified By: Title:

Attachments:

Comments:
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Mitigation Measure AQ-8: Heavy-Duty Trucks

Required Action: Mitigation Measure AQ-8: Heavy-Duty Trucks. Container trucks that call at the Middle
Harbor container terminal shall comply with the following replacement schedule as part of the POLB Clean
Truck Program (CTP) Tariff No. 4. This measure goes beyond the ARB’s requirements for reducing truck
emissions. However, it is more stringent and would result in the following:

e Ban pre-1989 trucks by 10/1/2008,;

e Ban 1989-1993 trucks by 1/1/2010;

e Ban un-retrofitted 1994-2003 trucks by 1/1/2010; and

e Ban all trucks that do not meet the EPA 2007 Heavy-Duty Highway Rule emission standards by
1/1/2012.

When Required: At the commencement of a fully executed lease and daily according to the operational
schedule in POLB Tariff No. 4.

Agency Responsible for Action: POLB Real Estate Division.

Agency Responsible for Tracking: POLB Environmental Planning Division.

Action (i): Real Estate Division to include requirements in the Project lease agreement that the tenant must
comply with POLB Tariff No. 4, which contains the requirements of the Clean Trucks Program.

Submittal Date:

Verified By: Title:
Attachments:
Comments:
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Mitigation Measure AQ-9: Clean Railyard Standards

Required Action: Mitigation Measure AQ-9: Clean Railyard Standards. The expanded Pier F intermodal
railyard shall incorporate the cleanest locomotive technologies into its operations.

When Required: Daily at the commencement of a fully executed lease.

Agency Responsible for Action: POLB Real Estate Division.

Agency Responsible for Tracking: POLB Environmentai Planning Division.

Action (i): Real Estate Division shall include requirements in Project lease agreement.

Submittal Date:

Verified By: Title:

Attachments:

Comments:
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Mitigation Measure AQ-10: Truck Idling Reduction Measures

Required Action: Mitigation Measure AQ-10: Truck Idling Reduction Measures. The Middle Harbor container
terminal operator shall minimize on-terminal truck idling and emissions. Potential methods to reduce idling
include, but are not limited to (1) maximize the durations when the main gates are left open, including during
off-peak hours, and (2) implement a container tracking and appointment-based truck delivery and pick-up
system to minimize fuel consumption and resulting criteria pollutant emissions.

When Required: Daily at the commencement of a fully executed lease.

Agency Responsible for Action: POLB Real Estate Division.

Agency Responsible for Tracking: POLB Environmental Planning Division.

Action (i): Real Estate Division to include requirements in Project lease agreement.

Submittal Date:

Verified By: Title:

Attachments:

Comments:
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Mitigation Measure AQ-11: Slide Valves on OGV Main Engines

Required Action: Mitigation Measure AQ-11: Slide Valves on OGV Main Engines. All OGV that call at the
Project container terminal shall have slide fuel valves installed on their main engines, or implement an
equivalent emission reduction technology. This retrofit is most applicable to OGV with MAN B&W engines.

When Required: Daily at the commencement of a fully executed lease.

Agency Responsible for Action: POLB Real Estate Division.

Agency Responsible for Tracking: POLB Environmental Planning Division.

Action (i): Real Estate Division to include requirements in Project lease agreement.

Submittal Date:

Verified By: Title:

Attachments:

Comments:
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Mitigation Measure AQ-12: Expanded VSRP for GHG

Required Action: Mitigation Measure AQ-12: Expanded VSRP for GHG. All OGV that call at the Middle

Harbor container terminal shall comply with the expanded VSRP of 12 knots from the California overwater
border to the Precautionary Area.

When Required: Daily at the commencement of a fully executed lease.

Agency Responsible for Action: POLB Real Estate Division.

Agency Responsible for Tracking: POLB Environmental Planning Division.

Action (i): Real Estate Division to include requirements in Project lease agreement.
Submittal Date:

Verified By: Title:
Attachments:
Comments:
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Mitigation Measure AQ-13: Low-sulfur Fuels in OGV for GHG

Required Action: Mitigation Measure AQ-13: Low-sulfur Fuels in OGV for GHG. All OGV that call at the
Project container terminal shall use 0.2 percent or lower sulfur MGO fuel in vessel auxiliary and main
engines at berth and within California State Waters, or implement equivalent emission reductions.

When Required: Daily at the commencement of a fully executed lease.

Agency Responsible for Action: POLB Real Estate Division.

Agency Responsible for Tracking: POLB Environmental Planning Division.

Action (i): Real Estate Division to include requirements in Project lease agreement.

Submittal Date:

Verified By: Title:

Attachments:

Comments:
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Mitigation Measure AQ-14: LEED

Required Action: Mitigation Measure AQ-14: LEED. The main terminal building shall obtain the LEED gold
certification level.

When Required: Upon completion of Project construction of main terminal building.

Agency Responsible for Action: POLB Engineering Division.

Agency Responsible for Tracking: POLB Environmental Planning Division.

Action (i): Engineering Division to include requirements in Project construction specifications and bid process.

Action (ii): Construction Management Division to verify that the main terminal building meets the LEED gold
certification level.

Submittal Date:

Verified By: Title:

Attachments:

Comments:
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Mitigation Measure AQ-15: Compact Fluorescent Light Bulbs

Required Action: Mitigation Measure AQ-15: Compact Fluorescent Light Bulbs. All interior terminal
building lighting shall use compact fluorescent light bulbs.

When Required: Daily at the commencement of a fully executed lease.

Agency Responsible for Action: POLB Real Estate Division.

Agency Responsible for Tracking: POLB Environmental Planning Division.

Action (i): Real Estate Division shall include requirements in Project lease agreement.

Submittal Date:

Verified By: Title:

Attachments:

Comments:
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Mitigation Measure AQ-16: Energy Audit

Required Action: Mitigation Measure AQ-16: Energy Audit. The Middle Harbor container terminal tenant
shall conduct a third party energy audit every five years and install innovative power saving technologies
where feasible, such as power factor correction systems and lighting power regulators.

When Required: At the commencement of a fully executed lease and every five years during Project
operations.

Agency Responsible for Action: POLB Real Estate Division.

Agency Responsible for Tracking: POLB Environmental Planning Division.

Action (i): Real Estate Division to include requirements in Project lease agreement.

Submittal Date:

Verified By: Title:

Attachments:

Comments:
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Mitigation Measure AQ-17: Solar Panels

Required Action: Mitigation Measure AQ-17: Solar Panels. The Port shall install solar panels on the main
terminal building.

When Required: By completion of Project construction of the main terminal building.

Agency Responsible for Action: POLB Engineering Division.

Agency Responsible for Tracking: POLB Environmental Planning Division.

Action (i): Engineering Division to include requirements in Project construction specifications and bid process.

Action (ii): Construction Management Division to verify that solar panels are installed on the main terminal
buiiding.

Submittal Date:

Verified By: Title:

Attachments:

Comments:
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Mitigation Measure AQ-17a: Solar Carports

Required Action: Mitigation Measure AQ-17a: Solar Carports. The Port shall install carport-mounted PV
solar panels over the employee and visitor parking areas to the maximum extent feasible.

When Required: By completion of Project construction.

Agency Responsible for Action: POLB Engineering Division.

Agency Responsible for Tracking: POLB Environmental Planning Division.

Action (i): Engineering Division to include requirements in Project construction specifications and bid process.

Action (ii): Construction Management Division to verify that carport-mounted PV solar panels are installed
over the employee and visitor parking area to the maximum extent feasible.

Submittal Date:

Verified By: Title:

Attachments:

Comments:
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Mitigation Measure AQ-18: Recycling

Required Action: Mitigation Measure AQ-18: Recycling. The terminal buildings shall achieve a minimum of
40 percent recycling by 2012 and 60 percent recycling by 2015. Recycled materials shall include:
e White and colored paper;

Post-it notes;

Magazines;

Newspaper;

File folders;

All envelopes including those with plastic windows;

All cardboard boxes and cartons;

All metal and aluminum cans;

Glass botties and jars; and

All plastic bottles.

When Required: Daily according to operational schedule in measure.

Agency Responsible for Action: POLB Real Estate Division.

Agency Responsible for Tracking: POLB Environmental Planning Division.

Action (i): Real Estate Division to include requirements in Project lease agreement.

Submittal Date:

Verified By: Title:

Attachments:

Comments:
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Mitigation Measure AQ-19: Tree Planting

Required Action: Mitigation Measure AQ-19: Tree Planting. The Port shall plant shade trees around the
main terminal building.

When Required: By completion of Project construction.

Agency Responsible for Action: POLB Engineering Division.

Agency Responsible for Tracking: POLB Environmental Planning Division.

Action (i): Engineering Division to include requirements in Project construction specifications and bid process.

Action (ii): Construction Management Division to verify that shade trees are planted around the main terminal
building.

Submittal Date:

Verified By: Title:

Attachments:

Comments:
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Mitigation Measure AQ-19a: Tree Planting — Transportation Corridors

Required Action: Mitigation Measure AQ-19a: Tree Planting — Transportation Corridors. The Port shall
plant new shade trees on Port-controlled lands adjacent to the roads into the Middle Harbor container
terminal to the extent practicable given safety and other land use considerations. The terminal will
incorporate cool roofing systems to the extent feasible. Building rooftop areas which are covered with solar
paneis in accordance with Mitigation Measure AQ-17 shall be exempt from this measure.

When Required: By completion of Project construction.

Agency Responsible for Action: POLB Engineering Division.

Agency Responsibie for Tracking: POLB Environmental Planning Division.

Action (i): Engineering Division shall include requirements in Project construction specifications and bid
process

Action (ii): Construction Management Division to verify that shade trees are planted on Port-controlled land
adjacent to roads into the terminal to the extent practicable.

Submittal Date:

Verified By: Title:
Attachments:
Comments:
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Mitigation Measure AQ-20: Cool Roofs

Required Action: Mitigation Measure AQ-20: Cool Roofs. Buildings on the Middle Harbor container
terminal will incorporate cool roofing systems to the extent feasibie. Building rooftop areas which are

covered with solar panels in accordance with Mitigation Measure AQ-17 shall be exempt from this
measure.

When Required: By completion of Project construction.
Agency Responsible for Action: POLB Engineering Division.

Agency Responsible for Tracking: POLB Environmental Planning Division.

Action (i): Engineering Division to include requirements in Project construction specifications and bid process.

Action (ii): Construction Management Division to verify that cool roofing systems are incorporated into
building design for buildings without solar panels.

Submittal Date:

Verified By: Title:
Attachments:
Comments:
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Mitigation Measure AQ-21: Energy Efficient Boom Flood Lights

Required Action: Mitigation Measure AQ-21: Enerqy Efficient Boom Flood Lights. The Port shall install
boom flood lights with energy efficient features on existing and new dock cranes to the extent feasible.

Such features may include, but are not limited to, use of photo cells/timers, low energy fixtures, and light-
spillover reduction features, electronic ballasts, use of double filaments, and applying auto-switch-off
controls when the crane boom is up.

When Required: By completion of Project construction.

Agency Responsible for Action: POLB Engineering Division.

Agency Responsible for Tracking: POLB Environmental Planning Division.

Action (i): Engineering Division to inciude requirements in Project construction specifications and bid process.

Action (ii): Construction Management Division to verify that boom flood lights with energy efficient features are
installed on existing and new dock cranes to the extent feasible.

Submittal Date:

Verified By: Title:

Attachments:

Comments:
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Mitigation Measure AQ-22: Reefer Lighting

Required Action: Mitigation Measure AQ-22: Reefer Lighting. The Port shall downsize light fittings and
associated electrical power usage at reefer platforms to the extent feasible.

When Required: Daily at the commencement of a fully executed lease.

Agency Responsible for Action: POLB Engineering Division.

Agency Responsible for Tracking: POLB Environmental Planning Division.

Action (i): Real Estate Division to inciude requirements in Project lease agreement.

Submittal Date:

Verified By: Title:

Attachments:

Comments:
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Mitigation Measure AQ-23: Employee Carpooling

Required Action: Mitigation Measure AQ-23: Employee Carpooling. The construction contractor and
terminal tenant shall encourage construction and terminal employees to carpool or to use public
transportation. These employers shall provide incentives to promote the measure, include preferential
parking for carpoolers, vanpool subsidies, and they shall provide information to employees regarding the
benefits of alternative fransportation methods.

When Required: Daily during Project construction and at the commencement of a fully executed lease.

Agency Responsible for Action: POLB Engineering Division.

Agency Responsible for Tracking: POLB Environmental Planning Division.

Action (i): Engineering Division to include requirements in Project construction specifications.
Action (i): Real Estate Division to include requirements in the Project lease agreement.
Submittal Date:

Verified By: Title:
Attachments:
Comments:
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Mitigation Measure AQ-24: Mitigation for Indirect GHG Emissions

Required Action: Mitigation Measure AQ-24: Mitigation for Indirect GHG Emissions. The terminal tenant
shall be required to use green commodities, such as those available from the California Climate Action
Registry’s Climate Action Reserve, to offset carbon emissions associated with terminal’s electricity
consumption subject to the limitation specified below. This measure applies to all electricity consumed at
the terminal, including shore-to-ship power usage (“cold ironing”). The terminal-related carbon emissions
from electricity consumption will be calculated each year based on the local utility's carbon intensity for that
year as recognized by the State of California. The tenant may adjust the carbon intensity value to wholly
reflect any carbon offsets provided by the elecricity deliverer (i.e., point of generation or point of
importation) under applicable California and/or federal cap-and-trade regulations (i.e., no double offsetting).
The Port is limiting the potential cost of this measure. The maximum expenditure for purchased offsets
required under this measure shall not exceed 15 percent of the terminal electricity costs for any given year
(i.e., cost of offsets shall not exceed 15 percent of terminal electricity costs (US$ basis)).

When Required: Annually during Project operations at the commencement of a fully executed lease.

Agency Responsibie for Action: POLB Real Estate Division.

Agency Responsible for Tracking: POLB Environmental Planning Division.

Action (i): Real Estate Division to include requirements in Project lease agreement.
Submittal Date:

Verified By: Title:

Attachments:

Comments:
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Mitigation Measure AQ-25: Periodic Technology Review

Required Action: Mitigation Measure AQ-25: Periodic Technology Review. To promote new emission
control technologies, the tenant shall implement in 2015 and every five years following the effective date of the

lease agreement, a review of new air quality technological advancements, subject to mutual agreement on
operational feasibility, technical feasibility, and cost-effectiveness and financial feasibility, which shall not be
unreasonably withheld. If a technology is determined to be feasible in terms of cost, technical and operatlonal
feasibility, the tenant shall work with the Port to implement such technology.

When Required: Every five years during Project operations after the commencement of a fully executed
lease.

Agency Responsible for Action: POLB Real Estate Division.

Agency Responsible for Tracking: POLB Environmental Planning Division.

Action (i): Real Estate Division shall include requirements in Project lease agreement.-

Submittal Date:

Verified By: Title:

Attachments:

Comments:
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Mitigation Measure AQ-26: Cargo Throughput Monitoring

Required Action: Mitigation Measure AQ-26: Cargo Throughput Monitoring. Every five years, the Port shall
compare actual cargo throughput that occurred at the terminal to the cargo assumptions used to develop the

Final EIS/EIR. The years used in this analysis shall include 2015, 2020, 2025, and 2030. The Port shall
calculate annual air emissions associated with these throughput levels (for OGV, assist tugs, locomotives,
cargo handling equipment, and trucks) and compare them to the annual air emissions presented in the Final
EIS/EIR. If actual emissions exceed those presented in the Final EIS/EIR, then new/additional mitigations
would be applied through Mitigation Measure AQ-25.

When Required: Every five years during Project operations after the commencement of a fully executed
lease.

Agency Responsible for Action: POLB Real Estate Division.

Agency Responsible for Tracking: POLB Environmental Planning Division.

Action (i): Real Estate Division to include requirements in Project lease agreement.

Action (ii): Environmental Planning Division will conduct the analysis every 5 years, determine if additional
mitigation is necessary, and, if so, the nature of the mitigation.

Submittal Date:

Verified By: Title:

Attachments:

Comments:
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Mitigation Measure AQ-27: Electrical Regenerative Systems on Dock Cranes

Required Action: Mitigation Measure AQ-27: Electrical Regenerative Systems on Dock Cranes. Port will

require that the terminal operator to have electric regenerative systems on all Project dock cranes in
Project year 1.

When Required: One year after commencement of a fully executed lease.

Agency Responsible for Action: POLB Real Estate Division.

Agency Responsible for Tracking: POLB Environmental Planning Division.

Action (i): Real Estate Division to include requirements in Project lease agreement.
Submittal Date:

Verified By: Title:
Attachments:
Comments:
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Mitigation Measure AQ-28: Greenhouse Gas Emission Reduction Program Guidelines
(GHG Program)

Required Action: Mitigation Measure AQ-28: Greenhouse Gas Emission Reduction Program Guidelines
(GHG Program). To partially address the cumulative GHG impacts of the Middle Harbor Redevelopment
Project, the Port will require this Project to provide funding for the GHG Program in the amount of $5
million. This money will be used to pay for measures pursuant to the GHG Emission Reduction Program
Guidelines, include, but are not limited to, generation of green power from renewable energy sources, ship
electrification, goods movement efficiency measures, cool roofs to reduce building cooling loads and the
urban heat island effect, building upgrades for operational efficiency, tree planting for biological
sequestration of CO,, energy-saving lighting, and purchase of renewable energy certificates (RECs).

The timing of the payments pursuant to this mitigation measure shall be made by the later of the following
two dates: (1) the date that the Port issues a Notice to Proceed or otherwise authorizes the
commencement of construction on the Phase 1 Construction Contract; or (2) the date that the Middle
Harbor Final EIS/EIR is conciusively determined to be valid, either by operation of PRC Section 21167.2 or
by final judgment or final adjudication. :

When Required: Following allocation of funding by the Board, the timing of the payments pursuant to
Mitigation Measures AQ-28 shall be made by the later of the following two dates: (1) the date that the Port
issues a Notice to Proceed or otherwise authorizes the commencement of construction on the Phase 1
Construction Contract; or (2) the date that the Middle Harbor Final EIR is conclusively determined to be valid,
either by operation of Public Resources Code Section 21167.2 or by final judgment or final adjudication.

Agency Responsible for Action: Board of Harbor Commissioners

Agency Responsible for Tracking: POLB Environmental Planning Division.

Action (i): Board of Harbor Commissioners allocates funding.

Action (ii): Environmental Planning Division shall implement the GHG Program Guidelines after allocation of
funding.

Submittal Date:

Verified By: Title:

Attachments:

Comments:
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Mitigation Measure AQ-29: Cumulative Air Quality Impact Reduction Program

Required Action: Mitigation Measure AQ-29: Cumulative Air Quality Impact Reduction Program. To help
reduce cumulative air quality impacts of the Middle Harbor Redevelopment Project, the Port will require the

Project to provide funding in support of the Schools and Related Sites Guidelines for the Port of Long
Beach Grant Programs and Healthcare and Seniors Facility Program Guidelines for the Port of Long Beach
Grant Programs in the amount of $5 million each. The distribution of these funds to potential applicants and
projects will be determined through a public evaluation process and by approval of the Board of Harbor
Commissioners. :

The timing of the payments pursuant to this mitigation measure shall be made by the later of the foliowing
two dates: (1) the date that the Port issues a Notice to Proceed or otherwise authorizes the
commencement of construction on the Phase 1 Construction Contract; or (2) the date that the Middle
Harbor Final EIS/EIR is conciusively determined to be valid, either by operation of PRC Section 21167.2 or
by final judgment or final adjudication.

When Required: Following allocation of funding by the Board, the timing of the payments pursuant to
Mitigation Measures AQ-29 shall be made by the later of the following two dates: (1) the date that the Port
issues a Notice to Proceed or otherwise authorizes the commencement of construction on the Phase 1
Construction Contract; or (2) the date that the Middle Harbor Final EIR is conclusively determined to be valid,
either by operation of Public Resources Code Section 21167.2 or by final judgment or final adjudication.

Agency Responsible for Action: Board of Harbor Commissioners.

Agency Responsible for Tracking: POLB Environmental Planning Division.

Action (i): Board of Harbor Commissioners allocates funding.

Action (ii): Environmental Planning shall implement the Schools and Related Sites and Heathcare and
Seniors Facility Guidelines after allocation of funding.

Submittal Date:

Verified By: Title:

Attachments:

Comments:
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Mitigation Measure AQ-30: Investigation of Marine Vessel Main Engine Technology

Required Action: Mitigation Measure AQ-30. The Port and terminal tenant will expeditiously contact
marine vessel engine manufacturers to identify the maximum technically achievable NOX and PM emission
reduction strateaies that can be implemented no later than 2014 for main engines on the specific vessels
(or on the vessel engine types) that will call on the Project terminal. The Port and terminal tenant will work
with the California Air Resources Board and the South_Coast Air Quality Management District, with public
input, to develop an expeditious schedule to implement such strategies.

When Required: Contacts to begin no later than the commencement of construction.

Agency Responsible for Action: POLBE Planning.

Agency Responsible for Tracking: POLB Planning.

Action (i): Initiate contact with marine vessel engine manufacturers.

Action (ii): Coordinate with the California Air Resources Board and the South Coast Air Quality Management
District.

Submittal Date:

Verified By: Title:

Attachments:

Comments:
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Mitigation Measure BIO-3: Compensation for Loss of Marine Habitat

Required Action: Mitigation Measure BIO-3: Compensation for Loss of Marine Habitat. The Port shall apply
approximately 40 credits available in the Bolsa Chica bank to compensate for loss of fish and wildlife habitat
due to construction of fill in Slip 1 and East Basin. Implementation of this mitigation measure would occur upon
completion of construction of the Project, although permits to begin construction would normally not be issued
until the permitting agencies (USACE and POLB for this Project) have received assurance that sufficient
mitigation is or will be available. This document constitutes that assurance.

When Required: Upon completion of Project construction and as-built surveys.

Agency Responsible for Action: POLB Engineering Division.

Agency Responsible for Tracking: POLB Planning Division.

Action (i): Engineering Division shall provide as-builts upon completion of construction of the Project landfills..

Action (ii): Planning Division shall submit a final report, with as-builts, to the resource agencies for final
approval..

Submittal Date:

Verified By: Title:
Attachments:
Comments:
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Mitigation Measure TRANS-1.1a: Traffic Management Plan

Required Action: Mitigation Measure TRANS-1.1a: Traffic Management Plan. Prior to beginning construction,
the construction contractor shall prepare a detailed traffic management plan, which in addition to work shift
start/end times, shall include the following: detour plans, coordination with emergency services, coordination
with adjacent property owners and tenants, advanced notice of temporary parking loss, identification of
temporary parking replacement or alternative adjacent parking within a reasonable walking distance, use of
designated haul routes, use of truck staging areas, observance of hours of operations restrictions and
appropriate signing for construction activities. The traffic management plan shall be submitted to Port of Long
Beach for approval before beginning construction.

When Required: Prior to commencement of construction activities.
Agency Responsible for Action: POLB Engineering Division.

Agency Responsible for Tracking: POLB Environmental Planning Division.

Action (i): Engineering Division to include requirements in Project construction specifications and bid process.

Action (ii): Construction Management Division to verify that the traffic management plan is implemented.
Submittal Date:

Verified By: Title:
Attachments:
Comments:
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Mitigation Measure TRANS-1.1b: Restricted Construction-Related Traffic Hours

Required Action: Mitigation Measure TRANS-1.1b: Restricted Construction-Related Traffic Hours.
Consistent with City of Long Beach Public Works Department practice, the construction-related traffic
to/from the Project site shall be restricted during morning and afternoon peak commute hours.
Furthermore, no closure of major road corridors shall be permitted as a result of construction activities.

When Required: Prior to commencement of construction activities.

Agency Responsible for Action: POLB Engineering Division.

Agency Responsible for Tracking: POLB Environmental Planning Division.

Action (i): Engineering Division to include requirements in Project construction specifications. -

Action {ii): Construction Management Division to verify that restrictions are implemented.
Submittal Date:

Verified By: Title:
Attachments:
Comments:
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Mitigation Measure TRANS-1.1c: Signal Installation

Required Action: Mitigation Measure TRANS-1.1c; _Signal Installation. The Port shall install a signal at the
intersection of Pico Avenue and Pier E Street/Ocean Blvd EB On- and Off-Ramps.

When Required: Prior to commencement of Project terminal construction.

Agency Responsible for Action: POLB Engineering Division.

Agency Responsible for Tracking: POLB Environmental Planning Division.

Action (i): Engineering Division to include requirements in Project construction specifications and bid process.

Action (ii): Construction Management Division to verify that traffic signal is installed.

Submittal Date:

Verified By: Title:

Attachments:

Comments:
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Mitigation Measure TRANS-1.1d: Signal Installation

Required Action: Mitigation Measure TRANS-1.1d: Signal Installation. The Port shall install a signal at the
intersection of Pico Avenue and Pier D Street.

When Required: Prior to commencement of Project terminal construction.

Agency Responsible for Action: POLB Engineering Division.

Agency Responsible for Tracking: POLB Environmental Planning Division.

Action (i): Engineering Division to include requirements in Project construction specifications and bid process.

Action (ii): Construction Management Division to verify that traffic signal is installed.

Submittal Date:

Verified By: Title:

Attachments:

Comments:
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Mitigation Measure TRANS-1.1e: Signal Installation

Required Action: Mitigation Measure TRANS-1.1e: Signal Instaltation. The Port shall install a signal at the
intersection of Pico Avenue/Pier G Avenue and Harbor Plaza.

When Required: Prior to commencement of Project terminal construction.

Agency Responsible for Action: POLB Engineering Division.

Agency Responsible for Tracking: POLB Environmental Planning Division.

Action (i): Engineering Division to include requirements in Project construction specifications and bid process.

Action (ii): Construction Management Division to verify that traffic signal is installed.

Submittal Date:

Verified By: Title:

Atftachments:

Comments:
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Mitigation Measure TRANS-1.2: Signal Installation

Required Action: Mitigation MeasureTRANS-1.2: Signal Installation. The Port shall install a signal at the
intersection of Pico Avenue and Ocean Blvd WB Off-Ramp.

When Required: Prior to commencement of Project terminal construction.

Agency Responsible for Action: POLB Engineering Division.

Agency Responsible for Tracking: POLB Environmental Planning Division.

Action (i): Engineering Division to include requirements in Project construction specifications and bid process.

Action (ii): Construction Management Division to verify that traffic signal is installed.

Submittal Date:

Verified By: Title:

Attachments:

Comments:
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Mitigation Measure TRANS-2.1: Fair Share Based Program

Required Action: Mitigation MeasureTRANS-2.1: Fair Share Based Program. If Caltrans either: a) adopts

a fair share based program to collect funds for actual mitigation that Caltrans commits itself to implement; or
b) otherwise obtains the balance of funding needed to improve the impacted study highway segments in a
manner that will improve the segments level of operation, POLB shall pay its fair share into that program.

When Required: Undetermined at this time.

Agency Responsible for Action: Caltrans.

Agency Responsible for Tracking: POLB Environmental Planning Division.

Action (i): POLB Transportation Pianning Division to coordinate annually with Caltrans.

Submittal Date:

Verified By: Title:

Attachments:

Comments:
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Mitigation Measure PHS-2.1: Mitigation Agreement

Required Action: Mitigation Measure PHS-2.1: Mitigation Agreement. The Port shall enter into a mitigation
agreement to upgrade existing facilities at Stations 15 and 20. The Port shall submit proof to the City of Long
Beach that an agreement has been executed prior to commencement of construction activities.

When Required: Prior to commencement of construction activities on fire stations.

Agency Responsible for Action: POLB Real Estate Division.

Agency Responsible for Tracking: POLB Environmental Planning Division.

Action (i): Real Estate Division to enter into an agreement with the City of Long Beach.

Action (ii): Construction Management Division to verify that fire station facilities are upgraded.

Submittal Date:

Verified By: Title:

Attachments:

Comments:
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Mitigation Measure NOI-1.1a: Temporary Noise Barriers

Required Action: Mitigation Measure NOI-1.1a: Temporary Noise Barriers. Temporary noise barriers shall be
located between noise-generating construction activities (e.g., pile driving) and hotel/residential buildings and
Cesar Chavez School to the east.

When Required: During pile-driving activity.

Agency Responsible for Action: POLB Engineering Division.

Agency Responsible for Tracking: POLB Environmental Planning Division.

Action (i): Engineering Division to include requirements in Project construction specification and bid process.

Action (ii): Construction Management Division to verify that temporary noise barriers are used.

Submittal Date:

Verified By: Title:

Attachments:

Comments:
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Mitigation Measure NOI-1.1b: Restricted Hours for Pile-driving Activities

Required Action: Mitigation Measure NOI-1.1b: Restricted Hours for Pile-Driving Activities. Pile-driving
activities shall be limited to the hours of 7:00 am to 7:00 pm on weekdays, between 9:00 am and 6:00 pm on

Saturdays, and prohibited anytime on Sundays and holidays as prescribed by Section 8.80.202 of the LBMC.

When Required: During pile-driving activity.

Agency Responsible for Action: POLB Engineering Division.

Agency Responsible for Tracking: POLB Environmental Planning Division.

Action (i): Engineering Division to include requirements in Project construction specification.

Action (ii): Construction Management Division to verify that pile-driving activities occur only during specified
hours.

Submittal Date:

Verified By: Title:

Attachments:

Comments:
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Mitigation Measure CR-1.1.1: Archaeological Material Discovery Plan

Required Action: Mitigation Measure CR-1.1.1: Archaeological Material Discovery Plan. in the unlikely event
that any archaeological material is discovered during construction, all work must be halted within the vicinity of
the archaeological discovery until an assessment of the significance by a qualified archaeologist is compieted.
If the resources are found to be significant, they shall be avoided or shall be mitigated consistent with SHPO
Guidelines. Treatment plans must be developed in consultation with the County, SHPO, and local Native
Americans. If human remains are encountered, the Los Angeles County Coroner shall be contacted
immediately. If the remains appear to be Native American, the coroner shall contact the Native American
Heritage Commission who will appoint the Most Likely Descendent. Additionally, if the human remains are
determined to be Native American, a plan will be developed regarding the treatment of human remains and
associated burial objects, and the plan will be implemented under the direction of the Most Likely Descendent.

When Regquired: Daily during Project construction.

Agency Responsible for Action: POLB Engineering Division.

Agency Responsible for Tracking: POLB Environmental Planning Division.

Action (i): Engineering Division to include requirements in Project construction specifications and bid process.

Action (ii): Construction Management Division to verify that upon discovery of archaeological material that
work has stopped and the proper authorities notified.

Submittal Date:

Verified By: Title:

Attachments:

Comments:
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Mitigation Measure CR-1.2.1: Relocation of Historic Architectural Resources

Required Action: CR-1.2.1: Relocation of Historic Architectural Resources. The two historic architectural
resources shall be temporarily moved during construction and then relocated to another suitable location
within the Project area subsequent to construction under the direction of a qualified Architectural Historian. A
survey shall be conducted after their relocation to document, identify, and describe any internal and external
cracking, condition of walls, and other elements as a result of their movement. The survey shall be undertaken
under the direction of a qualified Architectural Historian and shall be in accordance with accepted standard
methods. A written report documenting conditions after Project completion shall be prepared under the
supervision and approval of a qualified Architectural Historian. The report shall provide any necessary
measures to address stabilization and repair of areas that have been disturbed during relocation, including
photo-documentation. The repairs shall be undertaken by the Port in a timely manner.

When Required: Prior to proposed Project construction.

Agency Responsible for Action: POLB Engineering Division.

Agency Responsible for Tracking: POLB Environmental Planning Division.

Action (i): Engineering Division to include requirements in Project construction specification.

Action (ii): Construction Management Division to verify the relocation of the existing historic architectural
resources.

Submittal Date:

Verified By: Title:

Attachments:

Comments:
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