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CHAPTER 4
COMMENTS AND COORDINATION

4.1 SCOPING PROCESS

An NOP/PEAR and Notice of Initiation of Studies
(NOIS) to prepare an EIR/EA was issued on
October 25, 2002, by the Port to notify affected
parties and to solicit comments from responsible
agencies and the public on the proposed project.
Additionally, the NOP/NOIS advertised a Scoping
Meeting/Open House, which was held November
12, 2002, at the Port Administration Building. The
Scoping Meeting/ Open House was also
advertised in several newspapers, including Long
Beach Press Telegram, The Daily Breeze, The
Philippine Times, Mundo L.A. (local Spanish
newspaper), and La Opinion (local Spanish
newspaper). The purpose of the Scoping
Meeting/Open House was to introduce the project
and preliminary design concepts to agencies and
members of the public and to receive comments.
The scoping meeting for public agencies was held
in the afternoon, and the open house for the
general public was held that evening. Several
exhibits were displayed, including design
concepts and computer-renderings of the project,
as well as an exhibit depicting the environmental
process. Project staff and consultants were
present to answer questions. No written
comments were received at the Open House.

Four comment letters were received during the
NOP review period and scoping meetings. Issues
of concern included utilities, water resources, and
hazardous waste/materials. A Draft EIR/EA was
released for public review on June 14, 2004, for a
60-day review period. Subsequent to the public
comment period for the Draft EIR/EA, the Port
elected to add a Toll-Operation Alternative and
expanded the limits of the proposed project study
area. As a result, the Port issued a revised NOP
for this revised Draft EIR/EA on December 5,
2005. No comments were received during the
revised NOP public comment period.

4.1.1 Agency Consultation

As part of the coordination necessary for the
environmental study process, the following
federal, state, regional, and local agencies were
consulted:

e USFWS

e USCG

e EPA

e State of California Office of Planning and
Research

e CDFG

e SHPO

e SCAQMD
e SCAG

e AQMD

¢ RWQCB

e California Conservation Corps

Staff from some of these agencies provided
information  regarding the presence of
environmental resources within the project area,
regulations governing those resources, impact
assessment methodologies, environmental
impacts, and mitigation measures (see Appendix
D for correspondence with the AQMD and CDFG).
The SHPO determined that the proposed project
would have no adverse effect on historic
properties, therefore granting their concurrence on
July 21, 2003 (Appendix C).

Prior to and during the preparation of this revised
Draft EIR/EA, ongoing Project Development Team
(PDT) meetings were held to discuss design
options, factors to be considered during the
environmental study process, and scheduling
issues. Representatives and technical staff from
the Port, Caltrans, FHWA, and the consultant
team attended these meetings.

4.1.1.1 Related Project Coordination

Subsequent to circulation of the June 2004 Draft
EIR/EA, the Port’s PDT for the Gerald Desmond
Bridge Replacement Project initiated ongoing
coordination meetings with the ACTA Schuyler
Heim Bridge Replacement and SR 47
Expressway Project planning team. The
coordination meetings were to communicate
project information, study methodologies, and
findings between the two planning teams for these
closely related projects. This facilitated
consistency in planning assumptions, specifically
in the area of traffic forecasting and assessment
of cumulative and secondary impacts. These
meetings are planned to continue throughout the
project  development process and into
construction, assuming both projects receive
environmental approvals and are funded.

4.1.2 Public Participation

A public hearing was held July 19, 2004, during
the 60-day public review period of the Draft
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EIR/EA. This meeting discussed the major
components and environmental impacts of this
project. Public comments and questions were
taken at the close of the hearing.

Twelve (12) entities provided comments on the
Draft EIR/EA. The commenter’s consisted of:

e Long Beach Department of Oil and Gas

e Division of Oil, Gas, and Geothermal

Resources
e California Department of Conservation

e San Pedro and Peninsula Homeowners’

Coalition
e DTSC
e CDFG
e MTA

e Natural Resources Defense Council
e SCAQMD

e THUMS Long Beach Company

e EPA

e USCG

4.2 PUBLIC COMMENTS AND
RESPONDING TO COMMENTS

The comments and concerns received from the 12
public entities (listed in Section 4.1.2) regarding
the 2004 Draft EIR/EA were addressed in the
revised Draft EIR/EA.

4.2.1 Revised Draft EIR/EA:
February 2010

The Revised Draft EIR/EA was approved for
circulation to the public by the Port and Caltrans
on January 11 and 21, respectively. A .pdf version
of the Draft EIR/EA and a transmittal letter
indicating the availability of the document, the
public comment period, public hearing locations
and times, locations that the Draft EIR/EA and
technical studies were available for public review,
and the address to submit public comments were
mailed on to all agencies/persons on the project
mailing list (see Draft EIR/EA Chapter 6) on
February 4, 2010. The Final EIR/EA will be mailed
to all state and federal agencies listed in Chapter
6 and all persons/entities who commented on the
Draft EIR/EA.

During the public comment period, hard copies of
the Draft EIR/EA were available for public review
at the following locations:

e Port of Long Beach Administration Building,
925 Harbor Plaza, Long Beach;

e Caltrans District 7 Office, 100 S. Main Street,
Los Angeles;

e The City of Long Beach, City Hall, 333 W.
Ocean Boulevard, Long Beach;

e Long Beach Main Library, 931 Gaffey Street,
San Pedro; and

e  Wilmington Branch Library, 1300 N. Avalon
Boulevard, Wilmington.

In addition, the document was made available for
download by the public through the Port and
Caltrans Web sites. The revised Draft EIR/EA
continues to be and the Final EIR/EA will be
available for review at both:

e http://www.polb.com/environment/docs.asp

e  hitp://www.dot.ca.gov/dist07/resources/envdocs/

Two public hearings for the project were held at
the following locations:

e February 17, 2010, at 6:00 p.m. in the City
Council Chambers, Long Beach City Hall, 333
West Ocean Boulevard, Long Beach,
California; and

e February 24, 2010, 6:00 p.m. at Silverado
Park, 1545 W. 31st Street, Long Beach,
California.

Notices of the public hearings were published in
the following newspapers:

e The LA Watts Times on February 4 and 11,
2010;

e Latin Publication on February 4 and 11,2010;

e The Long Beach Press Telegram on February
5" and 16, 2010; and

e The Long Beach Gazette on February 11 and
15,2010.

In addition, the project was featured and public
hearing information was included in the re:Port
community newsletter, which is mailed to every
Long Beach mailing address (200,000+). Finally,
the Port issued three press releases on February
4, 17, and 23, 2010. Coverage of the project and
public hearings was included in various
newspapers, trade publications, and by at least
one television news station. A copy of the
transmittal letter, public hearing notice, press
releases, and the re:Port are provided in Appendix
J of the Final EIR/EA.
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4.2.1.1 Summary of Public Comments
Received during the Public
Comment Period

During the public comment period, public
comments were received by both e-mail and
letter. A total of 49 comments were received from
a wide range of entities, including:

e 3 Elected Officials

e 1 State Government Agency

e 2 Regional State Government Agencies
e 2 local Government Agencies

e 4 Community Groups

e 15 Industry and Business Groups; and
e 22 Individuals

All comments received on the Draft EIR/EA and
responses to these comments are provided
below. Table 4-1 provides a matrix of the
commenters, letter ID number, and comment and
response page numbers.

February 17 Public Hearing Summary

The public hearing was held at the Long Beach
City Hall and started at 6:00 p.m. The public
hearing format consisted of a 1-hour informal

project informational boards for public review.
During the open house, Port, Caltrans, and Port
consultant staff were available to answer
questions prior to the public hearing. The open
house was followed by a formal public hearing
that included a project overview presentation by
the Port, followed by an open public comment
period. The formal public hearing was recorded by
a court reporter and translated through a sign
language interpreter. The Port also provided
Spanish-language translation at the meeting.

Seventy-two (72) people signed in at the public
hearing, and 14 people made public comments.
All public comments were in support of the
project. The public hearing transcripts and
responses to the 14 public comments are
provided below.

February 24 Public Hearing Summary

The public hearing was held at Silverado Park and
started at 6:00 p.m. The public hearing format was
the same as described above for the February 17
public hearing.

One-hundred thirty-two (132) people signed in at
the public hearing, and 21 people made public
comments. All but two of the commenters were in
support of the project. The public hearing
transcripts and responses to the 21 public hearing

open house and included refreshments and comments are provided below.
Table 4-1
Comment and Response Matrix

Commenter D Page Number | Page Number
Elected Officials 4-6 4-200
Laura Richardson, Congresswoman, 37th District LR(A) 4-7 — 4-11 4-201
Warren Furutani, Assemblymember, 55th District WF(A) 4-12 4-201
Robert Garcia, Long Beach City Council Member, 1st District RG 4-13 4-201
State Government 4-14 4-202
California Department of Fish and Game ‘ CDFG 4-15 4-203
Regional Government 4-16 4-204
Southern California Association of Governments SCAG 4-17 — 4-21 4-205 - 4-209
South Coast Air Quality Management District SCAQMD 4-22 — 4-26 4-209 — 4-213
Local Government 4-27 4-214
City of Long Beach Dept. of Development Services LBDS 4-28 — 4-29 4-215 - 4-217
Long Beach Unified School District LBUSD 4-30 — 4-48 4-218 — 4-224
Community Groups 4-49 4-225
Long Beach Coalition for a Safe Environment CSE 4-50 — 4-62 4-226 — 4-242
Natural Resources Defense Council NRDC 4-63 — 4-75 4-242 — 4-261
The Propeller Club of Los Angeles-Long Beach PCLA 4-76 4-261
Southern California Environmental Health Sciences Center SCEHSC 4-77 — 4-89 4-261 — 4-269
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Table 4-1
Comment and Response Matrix

Commenter D Page Number | Page Number
Industry & Business Groups 4-90 4-270
American Council of Engineering Companies ACEC 4-91 4-271
Future Ports FP(B) 4-92 — 4-94 4-271 - 4-272
Harbor Association of Industry & Commerce HAIC 4-95 4-272
Harbor Truckers for a Sustainable Future HTFSF 4-96 4-272
Intermodal Association of North America IANA 4-97 4-272
Long Beach Generation LLC LBG 4-98 — 4-99 4-272 — 4-273
Los Angeles County Business Federation LCBF 4-100 4-273
XZ:O%:?astiﬁE,gﬁ:i.s Customs Brokers & Freight Forwarders LACB&FFA 4-101 4-273
Mobility 21 M21 4-102 - 4-103 4-273
National Retail Federation NRF 4-104 4-273
Plains West Coast Terminals PWCT 4-105-4-106 | 4-274 —4-275
Port Petroleum PP 4-107 —4-109 | 4-275-4-276
Retail Industry Leaders Association RILA 4-110 - 4-112 4-276
Southern California Edison SCE 4-113 - 4-114 4-276
Waterfront Coalition wC 4-115-4-116 4-276
Individuals 4-117 4-277
David J. Barboza DB 4-118 4-278
Nicole Bissonnette NB 4-119 4-278
Mercedes Broughton MB 4-120 4-278
Sue Castillo SC 4-121 4-278
Robert Curtis RC 4-122 4-278
Gerard T. Desmond GD 4-123 - 4-124 4-278
Alexis M. Dragony AD 4-125 4-278
Drew D 4-126 —4-128 | 4-278 — 4-279
Ken Fredrickson KF(A) 4-129 4-279
Jane Kelleher JK 4-130 4-279 — 4-280
Michael J. Meichtry MMei 4-131 4-280
Jessica Mickelson JMi 4-132 4-280
Ted J. Olson TO 4-133 4-280
Andrew Reed AR 4-134 — 4-135 4-280
Tony Rivera TR 4-136 4-280 — 4-281
Ron Smith RS 4-137 4-281
Bruce D. Sutherland BS 4-138 4-281
Amy Tingirides AT 4-139 4-281
Marie Trotter MT 4-140 4-281
Jack Volkov Il JV 4-141 4-281
Brian Wolfe BW 4-142 4-281 — 4-282
Kumars Zandparsa KZ 4-143 4-282
Public Hearing Comments — February 17, 2010 4-144 4-283
On behalf of Assembly Member Bonnie Lowenthal BL 4-149 4-284
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Table 4-1
Comment and Response Matrix

Commenter D page Number | Page Number
Geraldine Knatz POLA 4-149 - 4-150 4-284
International Longshore and Warehouse Union Local 63 ILWUL63 4-150 4-284
I(_:,g,ugéﬁnge County Building and Construction Trades LA/OCBCTC 4-150 — 4-151 4-284
Michael Larison ML 4-151 4-284
Foreign Trade Association of Southern California FTASC 4-151 4-284
LA County Chapter - ACEC LACACEC 4-151 — 4-152 4-284
Mark Jurisic MJ 4-152 4-284
Painters and Allied Trades District Council 36 PATDC36(A) 4-152 4-284
International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers, Los Angeles IBEWLA 4-152 4-284
Pacific Merchant Shipping Association PMSA 4-152 — 4-153 4-284
Jane Templin JTe 4-153 4-285
Butterfield Communications BCOM 4-153 4-285
Propeller Club PCLALB 4-153 — 4-154 4-285
Public Hearing Comments — February 24, 2010 4-155 4-286
Statement on behalf of Congresswoman Laura Richardson LR(B) 4-168 — 4-173 4-287
Statement on behalf of Assemblyman Warren Furutani WF(B) 4-174 4-287
Bartlett Patton BP 4-174 — 4175 4-287
Anthony Wayne Ford AF 4-175 4-287
John Schafer JSc 4-176 — 4177 4-287
Painters and Allied Trades PATDC36(B) 4-177 — 4-178 4-287
Jesse Marquez JMa 4-179 — 4-180 | 4-287 —4-288
Mark Mendonga MMe 4-180 — 4-181 4-288
International Operating Engineers Local 12 IOE12 4-181 4-288
Future Ports FP(B) 4-181 —-4-182 4-288
Simi McMoore SM 4-182 4-288
International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers, Local 11 IBEW11 4-183 — 4-184 4-288
Tyrone Taaga TT 4-184 4-288
Davis Teofilo DT 4-185 4-288
Future Ports FP(C) 4-185 - 4-188 4-288
Ken Fredrickson KF(B) 4-188 — 4-189 4-288
John Sommers JSo 4-189 — 4-191 4-288 — 4-289
John Taleifi JTa 4-191 - 4-192 4-289
Thor Carlson TC 4-192 — 4-193 4-289
Ms. Salera S 4-193 — 4-195 4-289
Gary Anderson GA 4-195 4-290

4.3 COMMENTS ON DRAFT EIR/EA AND PUBLIC HEARING TRANSCRIPTS

4-5
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Elected Officials
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LAURA RICHARDSON

A7+ DisTRicT, CALFORMIA

1725 LonNGWORTH BuLbmg
WasHinaton, DC 20515-0537
(202) 225-7924 — PHONE
(202) 225-7926 — Fax

100 WEST BROADWAY
WesT ToweR, Sume 600
Lowa BeacH, CA 80802
(562) 436-3826 — Prone

(562) 437-6434 - Fax

hittp:www house.gowrichardson

@ongress of the United States
finuge of Represeutatives
Washington, BE 20515

COMMITTEE ON
TRANSPORTATION AND
INFRASTRUCTURE
SUBCOMMITTEES ON
AVIATION
HIGHWAYS, TRANSIT
AND PIPELINES
GOAST GUARD AND
MARITIME TRANSPORTATION
RAILROADS, PIPELINES AND
HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

COMMITTEE ON
HOMELAND SECURITY
SUBCOMMITTEES ON
ENERGY THREATS, CYBERSECURITY
AND SCIENGE AND TECHNOLOGY
EMERGENCY COMMUNICATIONS,

February 24, 2010

Statements for the Record regarding

Gerald Desmond Bridge

| want to express my appreciation and support for the continued foc@
the community has placed on the Gerald Desmond Bridge. As we all
know, the Gerald Desmond Bridge is an essential part of port
operations, and thus an essential part of our national infrastructure.
The Interstate 710 and Gerald Desmond Bridge carry approximately

15% and 10% of all U.S. waterborne container volume, respectively.

While the recently opened Alameda Corridor can be thought of as the
trade "railway" gateway to the nation, the |-710/Desmond Gateway is
the de facto trade "highway" gateway to the nation. However the
Desmond Bridge is presently experiencing serious performance

problems due to a number of interrelated reasons, including traffic

PREPAREDNESS, AND RESPONSE

LR(A)

congestion and safety. j
U.S. Rep. Laura Richardson * Gerald Desmond Bridge Remarks *2.24.010 Page 1
PRINTED ON AECYGLED PAPER
Bl
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LR(A)

As you all know, the bridge contains a “diaper” to catch falling debris
which is a telling sign that the time for a new bridge is now. | recently
met with Long Beach Port officials and Transportation and
Infrastructure Committee Chairman Oberstar in Washington DC to talk
about this bridge. Chairman Oberstar already knew about the
importance of this bridge, but explaining to him that this bridge has a
sufficiency rating WORSE than the one that collapsed in his home state
of Minnesota helped reinforce how urgent our situation is. The bridge

currently has a level of service rating of an “F” during peak periods.

And while the current situation is serious, if we do not act now things
are only going to get worse. While we currently see congestion on the
bridge, these poor existing traffic conditions will be further exacerbated
due to the forecasted robust growth in international trade and growth
in the region. Standing pat is not an option, and the time to act is now
while the port is experiencing a temporary reduction in freight traffic
due to the economy and can thus better cope with a large scale

construction project.

| have been working hard in Washington to get every dime | can to help
fund this project. | know we need to start construction as soon as

ossible.

U.S. Rep. Laura Richardson * Gerald Desmond Bridge Remarks * 2.24.010 Page 2
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It is a sad fact with large scalé construction projects that necessary
funding can be a moving target as time goes on and construction costs
escalate. It's disheartenin_g to know that the projected costs have nearly
doubled over the past five years as we have worked to raise money, but

this only strengthens my resolve to find funding as soon as possible.

The bridge has already received funding from several federal

government sources. These include $100 million in the 2005 surface

transportation reauthorization bill, SAFETEA-LU, and almost $6 million

in annual earmarks.
LR(A)

| am looking forward to the reauthorization of the surface
transportation that Congress is currently considering to find the
remaining funds for the bridge. For the current reauthorization |
requested $375M for the Gerald Desmond Bridge back in May which

would go a long way towards fully funding the project.

Beyond specific dollar requests, | am excited that there seems to be

Congressional resolve for this reauthorization bill to include programs

and a large amount of money to be awarded through competitive

—— e —————————
U.S. Rep. Laura Richardson * Gerald Desmond Bridge Remarks *2.24.010 Page 3
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processes. | am VERY confidént that the merits of this project will be
understood in Washington and at the Department of Transportation

and large sums of money would be awarded to this project and other
important goods movement projects in this area through the Projects

of National Significance and the Freight Improvement Program.

To leave as little as possible to chance, | have already worked with the

committee to change no less than eight different sections of their draft

reauthorization bill so when these competitive programs are
established the particular needs of this area and this particular bridge

LR(A) are fully considered.

To ensure officials that will work to make funding decisions fully
understand the needs of this area and the acute importance of this
particular bridge, | have brought dozens of Washington officials to
come visit the bridge to better understand what a key component it is
for our nation’s goods movement infrastructure. These visits include
Deputy Transportation Secretary Porcari, Acting MARAD Administrator

Matsuda, Chairman of the Federal Maritime Commission Richard

Lidinski, and more than a dozen of my fellow Members of Congress

ver just the past year.

U.S. Rep. Laura Richardson * Gerald Desmond Bridge Remarks * 2.24.010 Page 4
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| also know that we must be careful in our planning of the bridge to \
ensure that the communities near the port and along the 710 freeway
are not negatively impacted by the increased freight traffic that will
likely come with this expansion. | work hard in congress to help the
ports expand their business because they are such an important
economic driver for our area, but at the same time | work to ensure

that every time the port expands, efforts are made to mitigate the

environmental impact of this expansion and ensure the quality of life

and health of those in the area do not suffer. LR(A)

| want to thank you all again for coming out to discuss this project and
express my regrets that | was not able to be here in person today to
give these remarks, but unfortunately my schedule and voting
obligations did not allow me to be here. Please feel free to reach out to

me or any of my staff to ask us any questions or if you have any

requests that we may able to help with. /
Thank You.
U.S. Rep. Laura Richardson * Gerald Desmond Bridge Remarks * 2.24.010 Page 5
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WARREN T. FURUTANI
ASSEMBLYMEMBER, FIFTY-FIFTH DISTRICT

March 19, 2010

Richard D. Cameron
Port of Long Beach
925 Harbor Plaza Drive
Long Beach, CA 90802

RE: GERALD DESMOND RDEIR PUBLIC COMMENT

Dear Mr. Cameron:

I write this letter in'strong support of the recently released Revised Draft Environmental
Impact Report for the Gerald Desmond Bridge Replacement Project. After carefully
reviewing the report, it is clear that this project is of the utmost importance.

The proposed project would provide a much needed boost to the local economy. Ata
WF(A)< time of record unemployment in the region—this project creates good paying jobs which
are greatly needed. It provides an opportunity for local students enrolled in Trade
Schools the opportunity to find a job where their labor skills are absolutely essential.

I look forward to working with the Port of Long Beach and the community stakeholders
Qensure that this project moves forward,

Regards,

Wb 7 Gnitind

WARREN T. FURUTANI
ASSEMBLYMEMBER, 55™ DISTRICT

PR e MAR 2 2 2010
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ROBERT GARCIA
COUNCILMEMBER, FIRST DISTRICT

March 19, 2010

Richard Cameron

Director of Environmental Planning
Port of Long Beach

925 Harbor Plaza

Long Beach, CA 90802

Dear Mr Cameron:

The Desmond Bridge is not only a key component of our transportation and trade \

infrastructure, it is a dominant feature of the Long Beach/Port skyline; as well as, an

unmistakable part of the image of our city for residents and visitors. It is important that this

bridge present an attractive, and indeed iconic, image to everyone who sees it. It should be

architecturally significant and aesthetically relevant. >
RG

The bridge and the region would also benefit from aesthetic lighting. Since such lighting will
require an EIR, it is essential aesthetic lighting be included in the original EIR this year,
otherwise a new EIR will be needed, at great expense, to add such lighting to the bridge.

| hope you will include these considerations in your EIR. Y,

Tt —

obert Garcia

RG:db

333 West Ocean Boulevard, 14th Floor » Long Beach e California 90802
Office (562) 570-6919 = Fax: (562) 570-6590 = Email: District] @ LongBeach.gov
- MAR 1 9 2010
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State of California — The Natural Resources Agency ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Govemor
DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME JOHN MCCAMMAN, Director
South Coast Region

4949 Viewridge Avenue

San Diego, CA 92123

(858) 467-4201

www.dfg.ca.gov

March 15, 2010

Richard D. Cameron
Port of Long Beach

925 Harbor Plaza

Long Beach, CA 90802

Subject: CEQA Filing Fee Exemption Request
Dear Mr. Cameron:

Thank you for your submittal of the CEQA filing fee exemption request and revised draft
Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment for the Gerald Desmond Bridge

Replacement Project.
)

The Department of Fish and Game (Department) has determined that the Gerald Desmond
Bridge Replacement Project (Port of Long Beach acting as the CEQA lead agency) is not
eligible for a no effect determination. Based on the documentation we have reviewed for
the proposed project, the Department has determined that, for purposes of the assessment
of CEQA filing fees [Fish and Game Code Section 711.4(c)], the project may affect fish >CDFG
and/or wildlife' (have the potential to result in harm, harassment or take of peregrine falcon

and several species of bats; direct destruction of habitat that may support wildlife species;
and operational lighting [14 CCR Section 753.5(d)(1), (2), and (4)]). Therefore, a CEQA
filing fee of $2,792.25 for a Environmental Impact Report must be paid for the project upon
filing of the Notice of Determination to the County Clerk (check made payable to the
appropriate county clerk). _/

A copy of the applicable regulations is available on the Depariment web site
(http://www.dfg.ca.gov/habcon/ceqa/ceqa_changes.himl). Please contact me at (858) 467-
4281 if you have any questions regarding this decision.

Sincerely,

b Vb 124

Leslee Newton-Reed
Environmental Scientist

! Fish and Game Code Section 711.2(a) For purposes of this code, unless the context otherwise requires,
"wildlife" means and includes all wild animals, birds, plants, fish, amphibians, reptiles, and related
ecological communities, including the habitat upon which the wildlife depends for its continued viability.

Conserving California’s Wildlife Since 1870

MAR 1 8 2010
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SCAG-1
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Mr. Cameron SCAG 1D# 120100051
March 10, 2010

Adopied Gateway Cities Council of Governments (GCCOG) Subregion Forecasts'

2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 \
Population 2,143,979 2,190,471 2,236,253 2,280,588 2,328,438 2,364,199
Households 591,028 607,440 623,862 636,482 648,759 658,696
Employment 762,987 776,857 785715 796,129 807,251 817,891

Adopted Unincorporated GCCOG Subregion Forecasts’

2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035
Popuiation - 350,853 358,727 367,085 375,093 382,818 390,183
Households 85,356 89,168 93,186 96,323 99,353 101,847 SCAG-2
Employment 86,142 88,293 89,666 91,281 93,006 94,656

Adopted City of Long Beach Forecasts'

2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 203
Poputation 503,251 517,226 531,854 545,980 559,598 572,614
Households 169,739 175,415 181,397 186.067 190,576 194,287
Employment 185,938 189,987 192,573 195,614 188,860 201,967

1. The 2008 RTP growth forecast at the regional, county and subregional level was adopted by the Regional
Council in May 2008. City tofals are the sum of small area data and should be used for advisory purposes anly.

SCAG Staff Comments:

As stated in the Draft EIR/EA, “The proposed project does not include construction of residential housing,

commercial, office, industrial, institutional, or any other use other than transportation. No permanent SCAG-3
empioyment or associated population growth would occur due to the construction or operation of the

project. No housing would be displaced, and construction of replacement housing would not be required.

The proposed project would have less than significant impacts on population and housing.”

The 2008 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) also has goals and policies that are pertinent {o this proposed
project. This RTP links the goal of sustaining mobility with the goals of fostering economic development, enhancing
the environment, reducing energy consumption, promofing fransportation-friendly development patterns, and
encouraging fair and equitable access to residenis affected by socio-economic, geographic and commercial
fimitations. The RTP continues to support all applicable federal and state laws in implementing the proposed project.
Among the relevant goals and policies of the RTP are the following:

Regional Transportafion Plan Goals:

RTP G1  Maximize mobility and accessibility for all people and goods in the region.

RTP G2z  Ensure fravel safety and reliability for alf people and goods in the region.

RTP G3  Preserve and ensure a sustainable regional transportation system.

RTP G4  Maximize the productivily of our transportation system.

RTP G5 Profect the environment, improve air quality and promote energy efficiency.

RTP G6  Encourage fand use and growth patterns that complement our transportation investments.

RTP G7  Maximize the security of our {ransportation system through improved system monitoring,
rapid recovery planning, and coordination with other security agencies.

SCAG Staff Comments:

The proposed project would improve mobility, accessibility, reliability, sustainability, safety, and productivity. SCAG-4
The project would replace an existing bridge that has been found to be both structurally and seismically
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deficient. The replacement bridge would include shoulders to improve safety and prevent impedance of
fraffic in the event of broken-down vehicles. Regional traffic (both pert- and non-port related) on the bridge
ts expected 10 increase, regardiess of whether or not the bridge is rehabilitated/replaced. Therefore, SCAG
staff concludes the project is consistent with RTP G1, RTP G2, RTP G3, RTP G4, and RTP GB.

SCAG-4

The proposed project will contribute fo unavoidable, significant air quality effects associated with
exceedances of SCAQMD daily construction and operational thresholds for NOx and GHGs. Although the

SCAG-5 project will contribute to cumulative greenhouse gas emissions impacts, the proposed project will
implement the Green Port Policy and Clean Air Action Plan to reduce air quality impacts. Therefore SCAG
staff concludes the project is partially consistent with RTP G5.

RTP G7 is not appflicable.
SCAG-6

GROWTH VISIONING

The fundamental goal of the Compass Growth Visioning effort is to make the SCAG region a betier place to
live, work and play for all residents regardless of race, ethnicily or income class. Thus, decisions regarding
growth, transportation, land use, and economic developmernt should be made to promote and sustain for future
generations the region’s mobility, livability and prosperity. The following “Regional Growth Principles” are
proposed to provide a framework for local and regional decision making that improves the quality of life for all
SCAG residents. Each principle is followed by a specific set of strategies intended to achieve this goal.

Principle 1: Improve mobility for all residents.
GV P1.1  Encourage transportation investments and land use decisions that are mutually supporfive.
GV P1.2  Locate new housing near existing jobs and new jobs near existing housing.
GV P1.3  Encourage transit-oriented development.
GV P14  Promole a variely of ravel choices

SCAG Staff Comments:

The proposed project is a bridge replacement project located in an area zoned for industrial uses,
SCAG-7 therefore, GV P1.2, GV P1.3, and GV P1.4, are not applicable. The project is consistent with GV P1.1.

Principle 2: Foster livability in all communities.
GV P21 Promote infil development and redevelopment fo revitalize existing communities.
GV P22  Promote developments, which provide a mix of uses.
GV P23  Promole ‘people scaled,” walkable communities.
GV P24  Support the preservation of stable, single-family neighborhoods.,

SCAG Staff Comments:

SCAG-8 The proposed project is a bridge replacement project located in an area zoned for industrial uses,
therefore, GV P2.1. GV P2.2, GV P2.3, and GV P2.4, are not applicable,

Principle 3: Enable prosperity for all pecple.
GV P31 Provide, in each cormmunily, a variety of housing types fo meet the housing needs of all income
fevels.
GV P3.2  Support educational opportunities thaf promote balanced growth,
GV P3.3  Ensure environmential justice regardiess of race, ethnicity or income class.
GV P34  Support local and state fiscal policies that encourage balanced growth
GV P3.5  Encourage civic engagement.
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SCAG Staff Comments:

The proposed project is a bridge replacement project located in an area zoned for industrial uses, L gCAG-9
therefore, GV P3,1. GV P3.2, GV 3.3, GV P3.4, and GV P3.5 are not applicable.

Principle 4: Promote sustainability for future generations.
GV P41 Preserve rural, agricultural, recreational, and environmentally sensitive areas
GV P4.2  Focus development in urban centers and existing cities.
GV P4.3  Develop strategies to accommodate growth that uses resources efficiently, eliminate pollution
and significantly reduce waste.
GV P44 Utilize "green” development techniques

SCAG Staff Comments:

The proposed project is a bridge replacement project located in an area zoned for industrial uses.

Construction and operational impacts to sensitive species will be mitigated as set forth in Section 2.3.5 of

the Draft EIR/EA to less than significant effects. The proposed project is not sited in an area that contains SCAG-10
agricultural, rural, recreational or environmentally sensitive areas, therefore, GV P4.1 is not applicable.

The proposed project will replace or rehabilitate an existing bridge located in an area zoned for induslrial}SCAG-ll
use, therefore it is consistent with GV P4.2.

The proposed project would increase the amount of impermeable surfaces and use biofiltration swales

and media filters to treat run-off. The proposed project will recycle construction and demolition materials

in accordance with the City of Long Beach Construction and Demolition Program, The proposed project SCAG-12
will implement the Green Port Policy and Clean Air Action Plan to reduce air quality impacts. Therefore,

SCAG staff concludes the proposed project is generally consistent with GV 4.3 and GV P4.4.

CONCLUSION

All feasible measures needed to mitigate any potentially negative regional impacls associated with the proposed
project should be implemented and monitored, as required by CEQA. Refer to the SCAG List of Mitigation
Measures for additional guidance.

The list can be found at: http:/fwww.scag.ca.gov/igr/documents/SCAG_IGRMMRP_2008.pdf }S CAG-13

When a project is of statewide, regional, or areawide significance, transportation information generated by a
required monitoring or reporting program shall be submitted to SCAG as such information becomes reasonably
available, in accordance with CEQA, Public Resource Code Section 21018.7, and CEQA Guidelines Section

15097 (g).

J
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South Coast
Air Quality Management District

21865 Copley Drve, Diamend BEax, CA 917654182
(09 396-2000 # vananar aqimd . g oe

E-MATLED: APRIL 2 2010 Lpml 2, 2010
Bichard Carerorn, [hrector

Ersaronmental Plavrung

Fort of Long Beach

925 Harbor Flaza

Long Beach, C& B0&02

G s e, T L
(rerall Desmond Bridoe BEeplacement Project

(" South Coast fir Duality Managernent District (50 AQWDY) staft appeeclates the
opporhuraty to comment on the above-mentioned docurnent, e luding with an extended
rewewpenn:nd The following comments are meant as gwdance for the Lead Agencyand
< shonld be incorporated into the Final EIRJEL.

SCAQMD-1
S CAOND staft corrmends the Lead Azency for providing a quanbtatmee iy gquality
analyss of ths travsportation project. This gquantification and cormparison with
established thresholds pronades the public and decision makers with the relevant
\_nformation needed to deterrmine potentally siznificant impacts from the project.

( 2 CAOND staff reguests clanfication regarding how ar gquality mayhbe mpacted by
vesse] traftic that isrerouted due to the new brdge height. If additional vessel emissions
will occur beneath the bridge due to additional traffic or mereazed vessel size, these
SCAQMD-2< v temtial air quality irapacts should be addressed in the Final EIR/ES . Also, if
constuction related traffic irgacts (1e., parbal terporary closure of rail lines and roads)
havwe the potential fo increase or sigraficantly reroute tuck fraffic, then gquantfication and
\ analyms of thess emissions maybe required.

( hs YO are aware, 1t s important that the ports continue to maximize on-dock rail fo

rird e draj.rage of cargo to near and off-dock rail yards. The SCAQIVID staff s
SCAQMD-3< concermed that the placeraent of footings mme diately adjacent to existing rail lines ray
1rnpact futare on-dock ral expansion projects. The SCACND staff requests addifional
information to clanfy that the design of the proposed project will not 1ropede futare on-
\ dock rail projects. Ivlore detatled cormments ave meluded in the attachinent.
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O

SCAQMD-5<

SCAQMD-6<

PERATION

Vessel emissions
(Emissions associated with rerouted vessel movement facilitated by this project have
not been quantified in the Draft EIR/EA. As stated in Section 1.1.2.2 of the Draft
EIR/EA, the current bridge does not provide enough clearance for passage of some
existing container ships. A new, higher bridge would allow the passage of larger
ships with higher emissions. Although this project does not necessarily increase the
capacity of port berths (as stated in Section 2.1.2.3 of the Draft EIR/EA), the
proposed project enables ship traffic to be rerouted through the channel beneath the
higher bridge. Potential emission impacts associated with this rerouted ship traffic
\should be quantified in the Final EIR/EA.

Design constraints

(Tt appears that some footings and abutments will be placed in close proximity to
existing rail lines. SCAQMD staff requests clarification regarding the placement of
these structures and whether they will restrict or modify projects that plan to increasce
on-dock rail. Restriction of future on-dock rail could indirectly require an increase in
truck traffic (and associated emissions) between the ports and off-dock areas, such as
rail yards. If the proposed project limits future planned expansion of on-dock rail, air
quality impacts associated with potential increased truck emissions should be

SCAQM D-7<

\addressed prior to certification of the Final EIR/EA.

Criteria pollutants
(The trend analysis of particulate matter impacts is unclear. Port specific data may
provide a more revealing and useful analysis of particulate matter trends near the
project location. For example, Table 2.2.5-17 only presents data from the North Long
Beach monitoring station, and neglects data from stations closer to the projeet such as
the monitoring station on East Pacific Coast Highway (Station ID 701 10) and port
stations. These stations show significant vartations in data, especially for PM10.
Lastly, Table 2.2.5-17, Table 2.2.5-18, and Exhibit 2.2.5-3 do not present a
comparison of ambient air quality levels with more stringent state air quality
standards. These background data should be reviewed and updated in the Final

SCAQM D—8<

\ EIR/EA.

Model parameters

(SCAQMD staff noted the following discrepancies between the description of model
parameters in the text of the Draft EIR/EA and the electronic model fifes. An
explanation or a revised analysis should be presented in the Final EIR/EA.

e Release heights described on page 77 of the Revised Air Quality Technical
Study (AQTS) do not appear to match the model inputs.

s Asstated in Appendix D of the AQTS (pg. D-13), acute health effects from
diesel exhaust were calculated using speciation factors from CARB.
Calculations using these speciated emissions are not clear in the appendix, nor
is it clear if these emissions were carried through into the modeling.

e Source names identified in Table D-2 of Appendix D of the AQTS do not
match the source names in the model files. Henee it is difficult to track

\_ emission rates from the AQTS through the modeling.

3
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CONSTRUCTION

Construction related traffic impacts

[t appears that the Draft EIR/EA has not assessed potential localized increases in M
emissions during construction due to traffic impacts such as rerouting or delays.
Given the large percentage of heavy duty diesel vehicles that travel within the project
boundary, any potential disruption of traffic flow (c.g., detours, shut down of lanes)
may shift this diesel traffic into adjacent areas. As an example, it is unclear if > SCAQMD-9
reconfiguration of the rail line north of Ocean Boulevard on Pier S (as indicated on
pg. 1-24 of the Draft EIR/EA) will result in temporary increased truck traffic due to
shut down of this rail line. Potential air quality impacts due to construction related
traffic impacts should be discussed in the Final EIR/EA. _/

NOx impacts

The screening level LST analysis presented in Table 2.2.5-7 indicates that a
significant impact may oceur during years 2 and 3 of construction. Given the
irregular project boundary shape, and associated construction activity, more refined
modeling may provide insights into why this impact is significant. This more refined >—SCAQM D-10
analysis may reveal potential opportunities for additional mitigation measures that
could reduce this impact to a [ess than significant level (such as reducing certain
construction activity, like stationary diesel generators, close to sensitive receptors). J

™

Construction equipment cmission rates

SCAQMD staff is concerned that several mitigation measures (MM) are not \
accounted for in the emission calculations. If mitigation is feasible, then the emission
calculations should reftect their implementation. If implementation is unclear, then a
comparison of the effects with and without mitigation should be presented. For
example:

s [n the construction equipment emission calculations, it appears that mitigation
measures will only reduce exhaust emissions by 5%. However, mitigation
measure (MM) AQ-C9 states that “Where feasible, construction equipment shall
meet the EPA Tier 4 non-road engine standards.” The reductions from using Tier
4 equipment would be much greater than 5%. SCAQMD-11

o MM AQ-C8 states that “Trucks used for construction prior to 2015 shall use
engines with the lowest certified NOx emission levels, but not greater than the
2007 NOx emission standards.” This reduction also does not appear to be
accounted for in the emission calculations.

[ AQ-C4 states that “To the extent feasible, use electricity from power poles
er than temporary diesel or gasoline power generators.” The emission
calcutations do not reflect any reduced use of diesel generators.

Emission calculations in the Final EIR/EA should also include the effects of using
Tier 4 non-road equipment and 2007 and newer trucks for construction activitics. /

Criteria pollutants
SCAQMD staft noted several discrepancies related to criteria pollutants. They SCAQMD-12
include:
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/" The historical criteria pollutants reported in Tables 2.2.5-4 should be reviewed
and updated as the data there may be underreported. In particular, PM2.5 levels
may have typographical errors when compared to SCAQMD tables available
here: http://www.agmd. sov/smog/historicaldata.htm.

SCAQM D-12< e Table 2.2.5-5 should be updated to include the highest values from the last three
years of data, if available.

¢ The SCAQMD LST thresholds presented in Table 2.2.5-7 appear to be incorrectly
reported for the cited 483 meter source-receptor distance. These values should be
\_ reviewed and updated as necessary.
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CITY OF LONG BEACH ;e

NG BIDS
DEPARTMENT OF DEVELOPMENT SERVICES e

353 W. Ocean Boulevard, 4" Floor Long Beach, CA 90802 (562) 5?0-5%} [] M Aﬁmsxgm irsg;-azgq L5
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March 19, 2010

Richard D. Cameron

Director of Environmental Planning
Port of Long Beach

925 Harbor Plaza

Long Beach, CA 90802

RE: Gerald Desmond Bridge Replacement Draft EIR

Dear Mr, Cameron:

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for
the Gerald Desmond Bridge Replacement project (the new Bridge). The DEIR is both

thorough and comprehensive. We concur with the overall goals of the project, which are
clear and necessary, and we are supportive of the Bridge replacement as the preferred

(alternative.

The City has identified one major issue that is a prominent and undesirable omission from
the concept for the new Bridge, We are requesting that the new Bridge be designed to

LBDS_ZTaccommodate non-motorized access (pedestrians and bicycles). The following comments

are submitted in support of the City's position on this issue:

should not be designated as part of SR 710. This designation will automatically prohibit
non-mototized access to the Bridge per the California Vehicle Code, Section 21960.

s The new Bridge and the section of Ocean Boulevard at the eastern end of the project
LBDS-3
(o

LBDS-4<

LBDS-5<

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) is a partner in the project and
the new Bridge will be partly financed by state funds. Once the Bridge is finished, it will
be turned over to Caltrans as a State facility. Caltrans has a Deputy Directive No. 64,
entitled Complete Streets — Integrating the Transportation System, originaily written in
2001 and revised in 2008, The policies set forth in this document should apply to the
design of the new Bridge. Deputy Directive No. 64 is included as Attachment 1.

o\

The new Bridge will also be parlly financed by federal funds. The United States
Department of Transportation (DOT) just released a new policy statement entitled
United States Department of Transportation Policy Statement on_Bicycle and
Pedestrian Accommodation Requlations and Recommendations. The policies set forth
in this document should apply to the design of the new Bridge. The policy statement is
included as Attachment 2.
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¢ The connections and access between Long Beach and the San Pedro/Palos Verdes)

peninsula/ South Bay portion of southemn Los Angeles County should be encouraged
and enhanced rather than discouraged. Designing the new Bridge to accommodate
non-motorized access will support the future development of other segments of the >~ LBDS-6
route, such as the Vincent Thomas Bridge, to non-motorized travelers. While it is true
that Terminal Island is an industrial area with no residential, retail or public recreational
facilities and no designated bicycle routes, as stated in the DEIR, the new Bridge
should not be viewed as just a connection to Terminal Island. _/

*  The concept for the new Bridge dates from 2004. In the last six years, the population
has become more aware of the benefits of a healthy lifestyle and the number of people {_| gps-7
who walk and bicycle for exercise has increased. Recent state and federal policies
reflect this shift in lifestyle and promote the concept of a healthy community.

« Many large bridges in the United States are designed to accommodate non-motorized )
access. The George Washington Bridge and the Golden Gate Bridge are two well-
known examples. The Bay Bridge, which connects Qakland .and San Francisco, is
scheduled to have "maintenance” pathways incorporated in the future that will, in fact,
function as pedestrian and bicycle links between the two cities. A bridge can be LBDS-8
designed to include non-motorized access and have rules in place that control when the
non-motorized access is allowed. Sidewalk Access for Pedestrians and Bicyclists, the
established guidelines for the Golden Gate Bridge. are included as Attachment 3 to
illustrate how this concept can work. /

The City has appreciated having the opportunity to submit the comments included in this
letter. We look forward to working with the Port and Caltrans to resolve the outstanding
issues we have identified. If there are questions regarding the City's comments, | can be
reached at 562-570-6428.

Sincerely,

gthald I. Harrison
Interim Director of Development Services

Attachments

1, California Depariment of Transportation Deputy Directive DD-64-R1 (October 2, 2008)
2. United States Department of Transportation Policy Statement on Bicycle and
Pedestrian Accommodation Regulations and Recommendations (March 11, 2010)

3. Sidewalk Access for Pedestrians and Bicyclists, from www.goldengate.org

coc. Pat West, City Manager
Suzanne Frick, Assistant City Manager
Derek Burnham, Development Services
Jill Griffiths, Development Services
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The DEIR/EA concludes that the Project will result in unavoidable significant air quality’)
impacts to LBUSD schools, in particular from NOy emissions during the five year
construction period and operation of the bridge after construction. The DEIR/EA also
indicates that the Project will be required to provide additional funding for the POLB
Mitigation Grant Program for schools and related sites to reduce cumulative air quality
impacts associated with the Project. The District supports the decision by the POLB to
provide addrtional mitigation funds. However, it is our opinion that the DEIR/EA does
not adequately analyze impacts and appropriate mitigation measures related to Toxic Air
Contaminants (TAC), health risks, and noise affecting Chavez ES and Edison MS during
Project construction and operation. A brief summary of our concerns is presented in Ihe/
Specific Comments section of this letter below.

>LBUSD—2

SPECIFIC COMMENTS
Air Quality and Risk Assessment

Construction TAC Exposure Duration and Risk: The DEIR/EA’s health nh
assessment approach precludes a comprehensive assessment of cancer risk from the
Project. The DEIR/EA’s conclusion regarding TAC risk is unsupported.

The DEIR/EA indicated that a calculation of health tisk from emissions of TACs during
the S~year counstruction period was not performed because the health risk posed by TACs
is based on long term (70-year lifetime) exposure (p. 2-262). Based on this rationale, the
DEIR/EA concluded that poteniial impacts related to TAC emissions during construction
would be considered less than adverse.

>LBUSD 3

The DEIR/EA’s rationale ignores a range of acceptable options for caloulating cancer risk
from exposure durations of less than 70 years. Moreover, the Office of Health Hazard
Assessment (OEHHA) has indicated that there is evidenmce that less-than-lifelime
exposure of some carcinogens lo children and infants may be more potent in inducing
cancer than the same exposure later in life. Because exposures at school sites are
changing from year to year. and because they may be for shorter time periods than
residential or occupational exposures, QEHHA deems it beneficial to assess risks on a
vear-by-year basis. (Guidance for Assessing Exposures and Health Risks at Existing and
Propoesed School Sites Pursuant to Health and Safety Code §901(f): Final Repoy
OEHHA, February 2004; p. 29)

Non-Cancer Health Risk for Children: The DEIR/EA does not indicate the limitatioQ
inherent in estimating non-cancer chronic health impacts of diesel PM inhalation based
on a health hazard index (HHI) calculated using the available Reference Exposure Level
(REL) for diesc! particulate matter.

The Health Risk Assessment (IRA) in the DEIR/EA uses a non-cancer REL of § ug/m3
for inhalation of diesel exhaust particulate matter (DPM) in the calculation of non-cancer
chronic HHL This REL is essentially the USEPA reference dose first developed in the
carly 1990s based on histological changes i rats. According to OEHHA (2004})
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(considerable uncertainty exists for RELs based on laboratory animal studics. The need

for a reference dose reflecting the potentially greater semsitivity of children to toxic
effects of diescl exhaust has been under evajuation by OEHHA for some time
LBUSD-4< Meanwhile, OEHHA continues to identify diesel particulate matter as a TAC that may
disproportionately impact infants and children. Among the listed endpoints of concern for
children are: cnhancement of allergic response; exaccrbation of asthma; developraental
effects, genotoxicity and lung cancer.

ﬁ?ance_r Health Risk for Children: The cancer risk factor for diesel particulate matter
used in the HRA for the DEIR/EA does not account for the greater sensitivity of children
1o TACs.

The District acknowledges that the HRA mcthodology and dsk factors used in the
DEIR/EA are generally consistent with accepted historical protocol for such analyses. We
also recognize the value of using consistent HRA methods for purposes of comparison of
LBUSD—5< relative risks among different projects and alternatives, However, research data in
humans and animals for a variety of carcinogens suggest that exposurcs to such
carcinogens early in life may result in a greater lifetime risk of cancer compared to
exposures later in life. As a result, guidance from OEHHA now recommends that cancer
risk factors be weighted by a factor of three for exposure of children ages 2 to 15
(Technical Support Docuntent for Cancer Potency Factors: Methodologies for derivation,
listing of available vazlues, and adjustments to allow for early life stage exposures;
\OEHHA, May 2009).

Noise Impacts and Mitigation

@nise Impact Analysis The LBUSD is concerned that the Project may result in noise
levels that exceed significance thresholds for exterior neise at Cesar Chavez School and
Edison Elementary School.

The DEIR/EA (p. 2-298) reports that baseline (Year 2005) noise measurements
conducted by the POLB for the Middle Harbor Project within the noise-sensitive areas
on the east side of the Los Angeles River -- corresponding to the Cesar Chavez School
outdoor use area ~ ranged from 61 to 67 dBA. However, the Middle Ilarbor DEIS/EIR
indicates the minimum ambient noise level measured at “Site 3" (representative of Cesar
Chavez school) was 37 dBA Leq (DEIS/EIR Table 3.9-5). The Site 3 noise monitorin
station is located about 1500 feet from the Project boundary, on Golden Ave. between 4™
Street and 5™ Street and is representative of the two schools near the Project: Cesar
Chavez ES (to the south) and Edison ES (to the north). The ambient noisc level of 57
\dBA measured at Site 3 should be included in the DEIR/EA noisc analysis.

LBUSD—6<

/
The DEIR/EA (p.2-301) states Noise levels during piling activities ar the nearest
LBUSD-7< sensitive receptors outside of the industrial land use district (i.e, Cesar Chavez Park
"N [1,300 fi] and Cesar Chavez Elementary School [1.500 fi]) are predicted to be 61 and 60

dBA. respectively. As a result, the DEIR/EA concludes no significant noise impacts to
N~
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Cesar Chavez School. However, compared to a baseline of 57 dBA Leq, the Project pile)
driving would be expected to raise the ambient notsc level by 3 dBA at Chavez school

Given the general criterion that significant noise impacts occur when ambient noise levels

are clevated by three {3) dBA, this analysis shows a significant noise impact at the » LBUSD-7
school. We also note this analysis is based on the assumptions in the DEIR/EA regarding
pile driving noise levels. which are more conservative with respect to noise impacts than
those used for the Middle Harbor project DEIS/EIR (see Pile Driver Noise Impacts )
comment below).

The DEIR/EA only analyzes noise impacts to one school -~ Cesar Chaves ES ~ as a

sensitive noise receptor. The analysis sbould also include Edison ES. Edison ES is -LBUSD-8
located approximately the same distance from the project as Cesar Chaver ES.

Pile Driver Noise Impacts: Why are the estimated noise impacts from pile driving sa
much lower for the Bridge project than for the Middle Harbor project?

The DEIR/EA concludes pile driving will result in no significant noise impacts - at a
distance of 1,500 feet. However, the Middle Harbor project DEIS/EIR on page 3.9-12
(fourth paragraph under Construction Impacts) indicates pile driving activities will result
in noise levels of 64 - 66 dBA Leq — and significant noise impacts -~ at a distance of
2,500 feet.

Pile Driving Operation noise levels. The usape factors listed for most other equipment
types are higher. In addition, the DEIR/EA (p. 2-298) states: fun computing the Leg jor
equipment noise, it was assumed thar during use most of the equipment would be
vperaiing at, or near, maximum sound levels 30 percent of the time and the pile driver
would be operating at maximum sound levels 20 percent of the time.

Table 2.2.6-2 of the DEIR/EA indicates an “Effective Usage Factor” of 0.15 applied to >LBUSD-9

Can the POLB provide rationale for the assumed usage factors and percent maximum
sound levels for pile driving equipment? How do changes in these asswmptions affect the
noise analysis? Are these assumptions the same as used for the Middle Harbor Project? If
different, do the differences cxplain the discrepancy between the two projects with
respect to estimated pile driving noise levels?

Noise Mitigation: The DEIR/EA. should consider mitigation of project noise impacts at)
Cesar Chavez School and Edison School during school hours of operation and testing
periods.

The DEIR/EA should identify and evaluate appropriate and feasible mitigation measures > LBUSD-10
to reduce significant noise and vibration impacts from the construction phase of the
Project on sensitive receptors, including the LBUSD schools. In addition, the District
requests that the analysis and mitigation measures consider the school hours of operation
which are Menday through Friday 7:00 am to 4:00 pm, and testing periods (specific dat@
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vibration impacts during these time periods,

LBUSD-10 {0 be determined) during the school year, to avoid potentially significant no

LBUSD—11<

LBUSD-12<

KFormaI Notification: The LBUSD requests formal notification of all CEQA doc
for any POLB project. In addition, the LBUSD requests advance notifica
construction schedules or public meetings regarding the Gerald Desmond
Replacement Project.

The LBUSD has previously requested to be included on all project distribution |
POLB project CEQA notices and documents. The LBUSD did not receive No
Availability, or distribution of the DEIR/EA, for the Gerald Desmond
Q{epiacemen,t Project.

CONCLUSION
f

The POLB articulates a compelling case for the need to provide a structurally sou
seismically resistant bridge, as well as to improve vehicular capacity and marine
safety. In addition, we acknowledge that the environmental controls proposed

Projecy, including the use of all applicable control measures included in the Cle
Action Plan (CAAP) and relevant clean viv technologies, would further the ultima
of reducing the health risks and other impacts from the POLB operations and
movement to acceptable levels. However, as summarized in our comments, it
opinion that the DEIR/EA does not adequately address noise, air quality, and risk i

o LBUSD schools during Project congtruction and operation.

Page §

We appreciate the opportunity to participate in the environmental review process for this
project and look forward to working with the POLB with regard to the development and

impicmentation of effective mitigation measures for impacts to LBUSD schools.

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at (562) 997-7550.

Sincerely,

Carri M. Matsumoto

Executive Director

Facilities Development & Planning Branch
[.ong Beach Unified School District

ce: Chris Steinhauser — LBUSD Supetintendent of Schools
Kim Stallings ~ LBUSD Chief Business & Financial Otficer
Kar| Rodenbaugh ~ The Planning Center
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