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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This revised Draft Environmental Impact Report
(EIR)/Environmental Assessment (EA) analyzes
project-specific impacts of the proposed Gerald
Desmond Bridge Replacement Project (project).
This document has been prepared by the City of
Long Beach acting by and through its Board of
Harbor Commissioners (Port of Long Beach [Port
or POLB]) as lead agency for the EIR and the
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans)
as lead agency for the EA, in accordance with
Section 6005 of the Safe, Accountable, Flexible,
and Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy
for Users (SAFETEA-LU) of 2005 (23 United
States Code [U.S.C.] 327[a][2][A]), the National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) (42
U.S.C. 4321 et seq.); the Council on Environmental
Quality (CEQ) Regulations implementing NEPA
(40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 1500-
1508); Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)
Environmental Regulations (23 CFR 771); and the
California Environmental Quality Act of 1970
(CEQA) (Public Resources Code [PRC] 21000 et
seq. as amended) and implementing guidelines
(California Code of Regulations [CCR], Title 14,
Section 15000 et seq.).

ES 1.1 SUMMARY OF CHANGES TO
THE PROJECT FOLLOWING
CIRCULATION OF THE JUNE 2004
“DRAFT” EIR/EA

Subsequent to the public comment period for the
previously circulated Draft EIR/EA (June 2004),
the Port elected to consider two additional
alternatives: a bridge rehabilitation alternative and
a tolling alternative (using tolls to fund bridge
construction and operation). In addition, the Port
updated the analysis of existing and future traffic
conditions by collecting more recent traffic data
and updating the projection of future traffic
conditions based on recent forecasts of marine
terminal activity and configuration.

The proposed project limits (i.e., new bridge and
related improvements, and Southern California
Edison [SCE] transmission line relocation) remain
the same as that presented in the 2004 Draft
EIR/EA; however, the study area was expanded,
as described in the 2005 revised Notice of
Preparation (NOP), to address the tolling
alternative as follows: Willow Street/Sepulveda
Boulevard on the north end and Interstate 110
(I-110) on the west end. The tolling alternative

was found to have effects beyond these expanded
study limits, extending to Interstate 405 (1-405) to
the north, 1-110/State Route (SR) 91 to the west,
and into downtown Long Beach at Pine Avenue to
the east. The south end of the project study area
has not changed, terminating at Pico Avenue
south of the Ocean Boulevard interchange.

Subsequently, the tolling alternative was not
carried forward for further consideration as
dicussed below in Section ES 1.9 and in Chapter
1, Section 1.7. The study area was then reduced
and is now slightly larger than the study area
discussed within the 2004 Draft EIR/EA. The
study area now extends along Ocean Boulevard
from just west of Navy Way/Seaside Avenue on
Terminal Island to Pine Avenue in downtown Long
Beach. Project limits to the north and south have
not changed from the 2004 Draft EIR/EA and
extend to 9th Street on SR 710 to the north and to
Pico Avenue south of Ocean Boulevard to the
south.

The Bridge Rehabilitation Alternative would
seismically retrofit the existing bridge by
improvements including replacing the bridge deck
and expansion joints, adding steel casings at all
columns, foundation retrofit, replacing sway
bracings, and painting of all steel members. After
bridge rehabilitation, roadway operations within
the project areas would be the same as existing.

With the addition of the Rehabilitation Alternative,
tolling alternative, expanded study area limits, and
updated traffic forecasts, the Port elected to
update several technical studies supporting this
revised Draft EIR/EA. These consisted of the Air
Quality Analysis, Traffic Impact Analysis, Noise
Study, Natural Environment Study, Community
Impact Analysis, Visual Impact Analysis, Water
Resources, and Hazardous Waste Initial Site
Assessment (ISA). This revised Draft EIR/EA also
includes a Health Risk Assessment (HRA). POLB
issued the revised NOP in December 2005 and
made it available to the public and responsible/
trustee agencies to provide comments regarding
the revisions to the proposed project. No
comments were received from either the public or
responsible/trustee agencies during the public
review period of the revised NOP.

ES-1
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ES 1.2 INTENDED USES AND

AUTHORIZING ACTIONS

The Port and Caltrans are acting as the lead
agencies for the proposed project in accordance
with CEQA and NEPA, respectively. The Port and
Caltrans have prepared a joint EIR/EA for the
proposed project.

This revised Draft EIR/EA includes analysis of the
expanded project study area. In addition, the
public comments received on the June 2004 Draft
EIR/EA have been addressed in the revised Draft
EIR/EA.

The purpose of this document is to evaluate the
proposed project alternatives, including the No
Action Alternative. This revised Draft EIR/EA is
being circulated and made available, as required
by CEQA and NEPA, to interested and concerned
parties, including private citizens, community
groups, the business community, elected officials,
and public agencies. After the public review and
comment period, a Final EIR/EA will provide the
basis for decision making by the local and federal
lead agencies.

ES 1.2.1

Caltrans is the lead agency for the proposed
project under NEPA, primarily because federal
funding would be obtained and the affected
transportation segment would become part of the
National Highway System. Caltrans would
approve the project under NEPA on behalf of
FHWA under its assumption of responsibility
pursuant to 23 U.S.C. 327.

ES 1.2.2 Port of Long Beach Intended
Uses

Caltrans Intended Uses

The Port seeks federal and state approvals to
proceed with construction of the project. The Port
is responsible for the preparation of the joint
CEQA and NEPA documentation, pursuant to the
respective  environmental regulations and
guidelines of Caltrans and FHWA.

Subsequent to completion of the Final EIR/EA, the
Board of Harbor Commissioners (BHC) would
certify the EIR. If the project is appealed to the
California Coastal Commission (CCC), then the
Port would use the Final EIR/EA to demonstrate
compliance with CEQA and NEPA and to justify
approval of the project. In the event that the
project is approved, the BHC would approve a
transportation easement and issue a Harbor
Development Permit.

ES 1.3 PROJECT LOCATION AND
SETTING

The Gerald Desmond Bridge is one of three
bridges connecting surface highways to Terminal
Island in the harbor area (see Exhibit ES-1). The
bridge is located within the Port in an area zoned
industrial. The Port owns most of this land, with
several relatively small, privately owned properties
located in the Inner Harbor area and northernmost
sections of the Port. The bridge crosses the Back
Channel and generally runs east-west across Pier
D. It is located in three different Planning Districts
in the Long Beach Harbor. These include the
Northeast Harbor Planning District, the Terminal
Island Planning District, and the Middle Harbor
Planning District (POLB, 1999).

The proposed project and alternatives are located
in the southwest portion of the City of Long Beach
at the southern end of Interstate 710 (I-710). I-710
is classified as SR 710 south of Pacific Coast
Highway (PCH) in the State of California’s Streets
and Highways Code. Under the Bridge Replacement
Alternatives, the bridge and Ocean Boulevard
would become part of SR 710 and would operate
as a freeway facility with controlled access. The
improvements between the existing SR 710 and
SR 47, including the bridge, would be transferred
to Caltrans by easement following route adoption
and execution of a freeway agreement. It is
estimated that the transfer would be completed
within 2 years after construction.

The proposed project is over the Back Channel/
Cerritos Channel area of the Port. It is centered
along Ocean Boulevard from the intersection of
the Terminal Island Freeway (SR 47) at the
western end to its eastern terminus at the westerly
end of the bridge over the Los Angeles River. The
southern limit of the project is located on Pico
Avenue approximately 660 feet (ft) (201 meters
[m]) south of the Ocean Boulevard interchange.
The northern limit of the project is along SR 710,
approximately 2,630 ft (801 m) north of Ocean
Boulevard, and to the southernmost limit of the
SCE tower on Pier A.

ES 1.4 PROJECT OBJECTIVES

The objectives of the proposed project include
providing a structurally sound bridge linking
Terminal Island and Long Beach/SR 710 over the
next hundred years, given that the existing bridge
is seismically deficient and could be seriously
damaged in a major earthquake. Another
objective is to provide sufficient roadway capacity
to handle current and projected vehicular traffic
volume demand, which the existing bridge cannot
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provide with only two through lanes and no
outside shoulders. Lastly, the proposed project
would provide sufficient vertical clearance for safe
navigation through the Back Channel to the Inner
Harbor, which the existing bridge, at only 156 ft
(47.5 m) above mean high water level (MHWL),
does not provide. (See Section 1.1.2.2 for detailed
information supporting these objectives.)

The project would replace or rehablitate the
existing seismically deficient Gerald Desmond
Bridge. Additionally, the North- and South-side
Alternative Alignment Alternatives would improve
vehicular traffic flow and marine vessel safety for
current and future marine vessels requiring
passage through the Back Channel. The Bridge
Replacment Alternatives would provide additional
benefit to the Port and region by handling existing
operations and forecasted growth in vehicular
traffic, vessel traffic, and goods movement. The
project objectives are consistent with similar goals
addressed in the Port Master Plan (PMP), as
amended.

ES 1.5 PURPOSE AND NEED

The main purpose of the proposed project is to
provide a structurally sound/seismically resistant
bridge, in addition to improved vehicular capacity
and marine vessel safety. The project purpose is
consistent with similar goals addressed in the
PMP, as amended.

This project is included in the Southern California
Association of Governments (SCAG) 2008
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and 2008
Regional Transportation Improvement Program
(RTIP) for Local Highway Projects (Project ID
LA000512).

The current estimated cost of the proposed
project for the North- and South-side Bridge
Replacement Alternatives and the Rehabilitation
Alternative is approximately $983 million, $1.0 billion,
and $289.3 million (in 2008 dollars), respectively.
The Port would secure funding for the project from
federal, state, regional, and local agency
resources, and it would continue to pursue public-
private partnerships to the extent required to
supplement public funds.

ES 1.5.1

The purpose of the proposed project is four-fold —
to provide a bridge that would:

Project Purpose

3. Provide sufficient roadway capacity to handle
current and future car and truck traffic
volumes; and

4. Provide vertical clearance that would afford
safe passage of existing container ships and
for new-generation larger vessels currently
being constructed.

Only the Bridge Replacement Alternatives would
meet all four purposes of the project, as well as
provide a structure that would meet the
transportation needs of the Port and the region for
its planned 100-year design life. The Rehabilitation
Alternative would still require replacement after its
30-year design life (see Section ES 1.10 for
additional discussion comparing the proposed
alternatives).

ES 1.5.2 Project Need

The following discussion summarizes the present
and projected deficiencies in the Gerald Desmond
Bridge that constitute the basic needs for
rehabilitation or replacement of the bridge.

Bridge Condition

According to a County of Los Angeles Department
of Public Works Bridge Inspection Report dated
September 5, 2007, the bridge has a sufficiency
rating of 43. Bridges that are found to be
structurally deficient or functionally obsolete, as
defined by FHWA, with a sufficiency rating of less
than 80 are eligible for federal funding for
rehabilitation. Bridges are eligible for replacement
when they have a sufficiency rating of less than
50 (Caltrans, 2001).

The existing bridge is physically deteriorated. One
of the major physical deficiencies of the bridge is
that the concrete is spalling off the bridge in many
areas. Pieces of fallen concrete weighing several
pounds have been found, requiring the Port to
install netting underneath the bridge to protect
Port facilities and workers below.

The bridge is also seismically deficient. It was
designed in the early 1960s and completed in
1968. As with all bridges of that era in high
seismic regions, its original construction has
seismic performance issues that do not meet
current seismic standards required by the
American Association of State Highway and
Transportation Officials (AASHTO), as well as
Caltrans  Seismic Design  Criteria  (SDC).

1. Be structurally sound and seismically Additional seismic deficiencies that do not meet
resistant; current AASHTO or SDC requirements include the
. presence of lap splices at the base of columns

2. Reduce approach grades; . - X
and an insufficient amount of confinement
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reinforcement in the bridge columns. Both of
these deficiencies will make it very difficult for the
bridge to withstand a major earthquake without
incurring significant damage to the columns and
potentially threatening overall bridge integrity.

An assessment of the existing bridge was
performed to evaluate whether it is in compliance
with current AASHTO codes, as well as Caltrans
seismic criteria, and to determine the extent of
any bridge rehabilitation needed to comply with
current codes.

Several reports, including a 2005 Inspection
Report, 2002 Load Rating Report, and 1989
Fatigue Memorandum, were reviewed to confirm
the condition of the existing bridge and estimate
the amount of work and cost associated with
bringing it up to current AASHTO and Caltrans
standards. A brief summary of findings from these
reports is provided below:

e The Inspection Report cited the condition of the
deck as “critical,” and the condition of the paint
as “extremely poor.” With the existing deck
crossing seawater and now being 40 years old,
the inspection found it would have to be
replaced in the near future to protect the overall
structural integrity of the bridge and improve its
seismic response. Deck replacement would
also necessitate replacement of all expansion
joints. To prevent major deterioration of the
bridge steel members, painting would also be
required in the near future.

e The Load Rating Report indicated that the
members of the arch main span were
overstressed for all design truck loads and
would need to be replaced.

The existing bridge underwent a seismic retrofit
study in the early 1990s, followed by a seismic
retrofit to improve its seismic performance. To
minimize retrofit cost, partial steel column casings
were added at select columns, such as Piers 15
and 16, to support the main steel truss span.

Traffic Capacity/Roadway Deficiencies

Capacity

In 2005, which is the NOP baseline year,
approximately 38 percent of all traffic on the
Gerald Desmond Bridge had an origin or
destination in the Ports of Long Beach and Los
Angeles (Ports) (lteris, 2009). Of the
approximately 59,700 vehicles per day (vpd) on
the bridge, 15,200 or 25 percent were trucks.

The presence of substantial numbers of vehicles
other than passenger cars (i.e., heavy-duty trucks)

affects traffic flow in two ways: (1) these vehicles
occupy more roadway space than passenger
cars; and (2) the operational capabilities of these
vehicles, including acceleration, deceleration, and
maintenance of speed, are inferior to passenger
cars and result in the formation of large gaps in
the ftraffic stream, which reduces highway
capacity. On long sustained grades and segments
where trucks operate considerably slower,
formation of these large gaps can have a
profound impact on the ftraffic stream (lteris,
2009).

The bridge is forecast to carry a substantial
amount (39 percent) of non-port, regional through
traffic in 2030 (lteris, 2009). Regional traffic will
increase due to several major development
projects that have been constructed in downtown
Long Beach, such as the Pike at Rainbow Harbor
and the proposed San Pedro Waterfront
Development in the Port of Los Angeles (POLA).

Year 2030 forecasted traffic volumes without the
project are approximately 124,670 total trips per
day (including 54,360 trucks or 43.6 percent of the
total traffic) on the Gerald Desmond Bridge (lteris,
2009).

Level of Service (LOS). LOS is defined in six
levels, from A through F. Level A is free-flow,
high-speed conditions. At Level D, speed and
maneuverability are reduced due to congestion,
and Level F is a breakdown in flow, with speeds
and vehicular throughput potentially dropping to
zero. In 2005, peak-hour (i.e., morning, midday,
and evening) traffic on the uphill segments (i.e.,
base of bridge to the crest) of the existing Gerald
Desmond Bridge operated at LOS B or C in both
the westbound (WB) and eastbound (EB)
directions. In 2030, without the project, operations
during peak hours are projected to be LOS F WB
toward Terminal Island and LOS C EB toward
Long Beach (lteris, 2009).

Deficiencies

The primary roadway deficiencies are the lack of
outside shoulders and the steep approach grades.

Shoulders. The lack of shoulders often results in
broken-down trucks or passenger vehicles being
stuck in the outside lane, effectively blocking or
severely restricting the entire traffic flow in that
direction of travel until the incident is cleared. The
lack of shoulders also makes it more difficult for
emergency vehicles and tow vehicles to gain
access to the incidents. Providing outside
shoulders would improve safety to the emergency
responders and traveling public in these
situations. The recent addition of climbing lanes
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on the bridge does not mitigate the need for
breakdown shoulders because breakdowns still tie
up the outside lanes as wider, slow-moving trucks
must negotiate around incidents.

Approach Grades. The long, steep approach
grades cause trucks to operate considerably
slower, especially when passing, which creates
large gaps in the traffic stream and further
reduces highway capacity. The current approach
grades are 5.5 percent on the west side of the
bridge and 6 percent on the east side.

Vertical Clearance

The existing bridge is located over the main
federal navigation channel (i.e., Back Channel)
that serves the Port. It provides a vertical
clearance of 156 ft (47.5 m) above MHWL, which
is insufficient for the clearance of some existing
container ships, as well as new vessels currently
being constructed. The Gerald Desmond Bridge is
one of the lowest bridges of any large commercial
port in the world.

In addition, the vertical clearance afforded by the
SCE transmission lines crossing Cerritos Channel
north of the bridge is only 153 ft (46.6 m) above
MHWL. These transmission lines would be the
primary vertical clearance hazard to navigation if
the bridge clearance were to be increased.

ES 1.6 PROJECT BACKGROUND

The existing Gerald Desmond Bridge was
constructed in the mid 1960s and seismically
upgraded in 1995. It provides four through travel
lanes (i.e., two in each direction). On the uphill
segments, climbing lanes were added by
reconstructing the roadway area of the bridge to
handle container trucks and improve LOS on the
bridge. This improvement resulted in three
ascending lanes and two descending lanes in
each travel direction. Each climbing lane ends at
the crest of the bridge. The bridge is a steel
tied-arch truss structure, in which the horizontal
forces of the arch are borne by the bridge deck,
rather than the ground or the bridge foundations.
The bridge has a 409.5-ft-long (124.8-m-long)
suspended span that crosses the deep-water
navigable channel connecting the middle and
inner harbors of the Port (Parsons-HNTB, 2002a).

As the fifth largest seaport complex in the world,
the Ports handle more than 30 percent of U.S.
waterborne container cargo (POLB, 2006b). The
bridge is a vital link in Port-area goods movement
infrastructure because it is the westerly extension
of SR 710, which is the primary access route for
the Ports and carries approximately 15 percent of

all U.S. port-related container traffic (Caltrans et
al., 2005).

ES 1.7 PROJECT DESCRIPTION
ES 1.7.1

The proposed project would construct a new
bridge across the Back Channel and associated
roadway connectors, demolish the existing Gerald
Desmond Bridge, and relocate the SCE
transmission lines crossing the Cerritos Channel
north of the bridge.

The new bridge, excluding approach structures,
would be 2,000 ft (610 m) long, and it would be
elevated 200 ft (61 m) above the MHWL of the
Back Channel. Bridge replacement would also
necessitate reconfiguration of adjacent freeway
and arterial interchanges.

Bridge Replacement

ES 1.7.2 Bridge Replacement Concepts

A study of the various types of possible bridges
determined that a cable-stayed bridge would be
the best option. A cable-stayed bridge consists of
a continuous girder with one or more towers
erected above piers in the middle of the span.
From these towers, cables stretch down
diagonally (usually to both sides) and support the
girder. A design team consisting of Port staff
representatives, an architect, and project
engineers began the aesthetic design process
with a review of the overall design parameters,
such as the context of the surrounding site, the
bridge roadway geometry, the recommended
height and span for the bridge, and the estimated
dimensions of the major structural members.

The team next considered aesthetics, cost,
constructability, seismic performance, right-of-way
(ROW) issues, schedule risk, impact to Port
operations, and maintenance.

Based on the results of the design review, four
cable-stayed alternatives were chosen for further
consideration:

Single Mast Tower

Delta Tower

H-Tower with Vertical Legs
H-Tower with Slanted Legs

An in-depth study of these four design options
was conducted over an 8-month period and
included more detailed analysis and design for
each alternative. Concepts for architectural
lighting of the bridges were developed.
Additionally, the potential ROW impacts to third-
party properties were more fully defined.

ES-7
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Based on this in-depth study, two design options
were selected to be carried forward for further
development: Single Mast Tower and H-Tower
with Slanted Legs. With further refinements to the
bridge concept study, the Port staff elected to
proceed with the development of the Single Mast
Towers with a steel composite deck.

ES 1.7.3 SCE Transmission Line
Relocation

Because the new bridge would be 200 ft (61 m)
above the MHWL, in contrast to the existing
bridge at 156 ft (47.4 m) above MHWL, the project
also requires that the SCE high-voltage
transmission towers and lines that cross the
Cerritos Channel north of the bridge be raised.

ES 1.8 ALTERNATIVES

The June 2004 Draft EIR/EA evaluated two
alignment alternatives (Build Alternatives) and the
No Action Alternative. Like the previous
document, this revised Draft EIR/EA fully analyzes
the North-side Alignment (identified as the
preferred alternative), the South-side Alignment,
and No Action Alternatives; it adds a fourth
alternative, Bridge Rehabilitation, which was not
considered in the previous document.

ES 1.8.1

Under the No Action Alternative, the Gerald
Desmond Bridge would not be replaced or
rehabilitated. It would remain in its existing
deteriorated condition until a retrofit schedule is
established. It would remain with insufficient
roadway capacity to handle projected car and
truck traffic volumes, and inadequate channel
clearance for safe passage of some existing and
new-generation container ships.

No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, the existing
bridge would continue in use as the sole direct
connection between SR 710, the City of Long
Beach, and Terminal Island. Existing measures to
protect against falling structural elements would
need to be enhanced as the bridge continued to
deteriorate, and the related safety issues would
increase in severity. Seismic safety of the channel
crossing would not be enhanced with a new or
rehabilitated bridge meeting current seismic
standards. Increasing traffic volumes would result
in steadily deteriorating LOS; this impact would
also occur with the Rehabilitation Alternative.

Under the No Action Alternative (as with the
Rehabilitation Alternative), the existing SCE
transmission lines would not be removed or
relocated.

ES 1.8.2 North-side Alignment Alternative
(Preferred Alternative)

The North-side Alignment Alternative would
provide a new bridge located approximately 140 ft
(42.7 m) north of the existing bridge (measured
from centerline to centerline). This bridge
alignment would have a vertical profile over the
Back Channel of 200 ft (61 m) above the MHWL.
The roadway grades would be 5 percent in both
directions.

The new bridge would be a cable-stayed design.
The total bridge length would be 2,000 ft (610 m)
long, with a main span opening across the
channel of 1,000 feet (306 m), tower to tower. The
west and east approach structures would be
3,117 ft (950 m) and 3,035 ft (925 m) in length,
respectively.

The bridge cross section and approaches to the
new bridge would include the following project
features:

e Three 12-ft-wide (3.6-m) lanes in each

direction

e A 10-ft-wide (3-m) outside shoulder in each
direction

e A 10- to 12-ft-wide (3- to 3.6-m) inside
shoulder in each direction

e A 32-inch (in.)-high (81.3-centimeter [cm])
barrier that would run along the outside of
each shoulder

e Reconstruction of the existing Horseshoe
interchange ramp connectors

e Reconstruction of the existing connectors to
SR 710 and the two ramp connections to Pico
Avenue

The approach spans would be of concrete box
girder construction, either segmental or cast-in-
place.

This alignment alternative would use the land
between the existing bridge and the Long Beach
Generating Station (LBGS) (former SCE plant),
and it would require construction of new ramps for
the existing Horseshoe interchange. The
proposed alignment would transition to join Ocean
Boulevard approximately 3,280 ft (1,000 m) east
of the channel, and the new connections would
join SR 710 approximately 2,630 ft (801 m) north
of Ocean Boulevard.

The Horseshoe interchange would use
reconfigured ramps to provide access from the
WB Gerald Desmond Bridge to Pier T Avenue and
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from Pier T Avenue to the EB Gerald Desmond
Bridge. Additional ramp connections would be
provided between Pier T Avenue and both Ocean
Boulevard and the one-way frontage roads
created by the newly constructed POLB Ocean
Boulevard and SR 47 Interchange Project. These
ramps would allow full access between Pier T
Avenue and Ocean Boulevard in all directions.

At the SR 710 interchange, a new median
connection to Ocean Boulevard in downtown Long
Beach would be constructed, as would a new pair
of connector ramps between SR 710 and the new
bridge. A new hook ramp or loop ramp would be
used to replace the existing on-ramp between
Pico Avenue and the WB Gerald Desmond
Bridge. The current ramp between Pico Avenue
would be partially reconstructed to join the new
connectors from SR 710. This interchange
concept would enable trucks traveling to and from
SR 710 to remain in the outside lanes, while cars
traveling to and from downtown Long Beach via
Ocean Boulevard would remain in the inside
lanes. This approach would minimize the
intermixing of cars and trucks accessing the
above facilities. The estimated cost for this
alternative is approximately $983 million.

ES 1.8.3 South-side Alignment Alternative

The South-side Alignment Alternative would
provide a new bridge located approximately 177 ft
(53.9 m) south of the existing bridge (measured
from centerline to centerline). As with the North-
side Alignment Alternative, this bridge alignment
would have a vertical profile over the Back
Channel of 200 ft (61 m). The main span bridge
design options would be the same as those
proposed for the North-side Alignment Alternative.
The bridge cross section and approaches to the
new bridge would include the same project
features as described for the North-side Alignment
Alternative.

The proposed alignment would transition to join
existing Ocean Boulevard approximately 3,280 ft
(1,000 m) west of the channel. This alignment
would require reconstruction of all ramps for the
existing Horseshoe Interchange and a portion of
the existing Pier T terminal main gate facility. The
proposed alignment would transition to join
existing Ocean Boulevard approximately 3,280 ft
(1,000 m) east of the channel, and the new
connections would join existing SR 710
approximately 2,820 ft (860 m) north of Ocean
Boulevard. The four existing ramp connections to
Pico Avenue would have to be reconstructed for
this alternative. The interchange design variations

used for the North-side Alignment Alternative
would also be applied to the South-side Alignment
Alternative. The estimated cost for this alternative
is approximately $1.0 billon.

ES 1.8.4 Bridge Rehabilitation Alternative

With this alternative, the existing bridge would be
rehabilitated to improve its seismic performance
and to extend its operational life span. No new
traffic lanes would be added, and the height of the
bridge would remain at 156 ft (47.5 m) above the
MHWL. To comply with current seismic detailing
standards for new bridges, the lap splices at the
base of the columns would need to be eliminated
and the amount of confinement reinforcement
increased. Because there are no practical means
to accomplish this, the best solution would be to
add steel casings at all columns. Lacking a
detailed seismic performance study, it is assumed
that the casings would be placed along the full
height of the columns. These retrofit measures
would allow for the level of deformation needed
for the bridge to withstand a major earthquake
and to comply with Caltrans SDC requirements for
capacity protection of column foundations and
bent caps.

Main span trussed arch members would likely
require strengthening and connection retrofit to
meet SDC joint capacity protection requirements.
Typical for this type of bridge in the state of
California, retrofit measures for truss members
include member strengthening and installation of
additional bolted through steel plates at truss
joints, similar to the retrofit of the existing
Carquinez Bridge, San Francisco Oakland Bay
Bridge Main Span, and others.

In summary, to bring the existing Gerald Desmond
Bridge up to current AASHTO standards and to
mitigate continuous bridge deterioration would
require the following measures:

¢ Replacement of the bridge deck
o Replacement of expansion joints

o Replacement of the sway bracings for the main
span

¢ Painting of all steel members

e Seismic retrofit of foundations, columns, bent
caps, abutments, and superstructure

The estimated cost for these corrective measures
is approximately $289.3 million. The conceptual-
level cost could only be determined after the
retrofit measures are better defined.
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All of the above measures would be consistent
with the level of retrofit undergone by major
bridges in California, where retrofit measures
were designed for a “No Collapse” design criteria.
The “No Collapse” criteria imply that the bridge
would survive the maximum credible earthquake
(MCE) without collapse and loss of life, but it
would have a high probability of being condemned
after an extreme seismic event such as the MCE.
Thus, even with implementation of the above
seismic retrofit measures, the existing bridge
seismic performance would not be on par with the
proposed new bridge. The new bridge would be
designed to withstand the MCE with only
repairable damage allowed and an ability to be in
service within days after the MCE event.

ES 1.9 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED
BUT NOT CARRIED FORWARD
FOR FURTHER ANALYSIS

The June 2004 Draft EIR/EA evaluated several
other alternatives, including tunnel options, main
span and approach span options, design options,
and interchange options, which were all withdrawn
from further evaluation. In addition, to those
alternatives, this Draft EIR/EA considers a tolling
alternative as an alternative evaluated but
eliminated from further consideration. The
alternates are described and the rationale for their
elimination is discussed in Section 1.7 of this
document.

ES 1.10 COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES

The North-side and South-side Alignment
Alternatives would achieve the project’'s purpose
and need. Specifically, these alternatives would:

1. Provide a new bridge that is structurally sound
and seismically resistant;

Reduce approach grades;

Provide sufficient roadway capacity to handle
current and future car and truck traffic
volumes; and

4. Provide vertical clearance that would afford
safe passage of existing container ships and
for new-generation vessels currently being
constructed.

The North-side Alignment Alternative would
impact Port and private properties, including
tenant businesses and utilities. It would require
demolition of the Port Maintenance Yard and
temporary relocation of Fireboat Station No. 20.
The North-side Alignment Alternative would result
in the conversion of approximately 0.7-acre (0.3-

hectare [ha] of privately held Port-related
industrial land to public/ transportation use.
Privately owned facilities affected include Pacific
Pipelines, LLC, LBGS, SCE, Connolly Pacific and
Los Angeles County Flood Control District
(LACFCD). Potential effects on these properties
could include loss of land due to acquisition,
modified access due to bridge footings and
easements, and relocation/replacement of utilities
and/or facilities. The current estimate for the value
of the land for the affected private properties is
$2.0 million (see Section 2.1.3.2 [Relocations] for
further discussion).

The South-side Alignment Alternative would also
achieve the project’'s purpose and need as
discussed under the North-side Alignment
Alternative. This alternative would impact primarily
Port properties, utilities, and tenant businesses.
This alternative would require reconfiguration of
both the California United Terminals and Total
Terminal International, Inc. (TTI) operations on
Piers D, E, and T. The Pier E gate at the
California United Terminal facility would require
relocation and would include reconfiguration of the
following elements: entrance and exit roadways,
inbound optical character recognition (OCR)
devices, receiving gate lanes with pedestals,
scales, cameras and queuing area, trouble
resolution building and parking area, outbound
primary radiation portal monitors (RPM) and OCR,
outbound secondary RPM, exit gate lanes with
pedestals and cameras, associated underground
electrical and communication lines, and pavement
markings/ barriers. It is estimated that the
reconfiguration on Piers D and E would cost
approximately $10.0 million. Reconfiguration of
Pier T would result in the permanent loss of 2.4
acres (1-ha) within the TTI terminal storage facility
currently used for refrigerated container storage.
Additionally, reconfiguration on Pier T would
require modification of the following elements:
relocation of a portion of the main gate canopy,
driver’s service building and trouble parking, steel
high-mast light poles, chassis storage, and
associated utilities, barriers, and pavement
markings. It is estimated that the reconfiguration
on Pier T would also cost approximately $10.0
million. The South-side Alignment Alternative
would also permanently reduce leasable Port
acreage by approximately 2.4 acres (1-ha). The
estimated present value of lost Port lease revenue
would be $7.0 million over a typical 20-year lease
(see Section 2.1.3.2 [Relocations] for further
discussion).
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When comparing the anticipated environmental
effects of the North- and Southside Alighment
Alternatives, there are no substantial differences
in the environmental effects associated with
construction and operation of these alternatives.

Under the Rehabilitation Alternative, the bridge
would survive an extreme seismic event without
collapse and loss of life, but it would have a high
probability of being condemned and taken out of
service; therefore, even with implementation of the
retrofit measures in the Rehabilitation Alternative,
at an estimated cost of $289.3 million, the bridge
seismic performance would not be on par with a
new bridge. Furthermore, bridge rehabilitation
would not handle current and future traffic volumes,
nor would it provide the vertical clearance needed
for safe passage of container ships.

The No Action Alternative would not meet the
purpose and need for the proposed project, and it
would not eliminate the need for rehabilitation or
replacement of the Gerald Desmond Bridge. The
No Action Alternative would not improve
clearance for the safe passage of container ships
or handle current or forecasted traffic volumes.
Under the No Action Alternative the bridge would
likely be severely damaged during an MCE and
would endanger life and property for those using
the bridge, ships in the Back Channel, and at
adjacent Port and private facilities.

ES 1.10.1 Preferred Alternative

The Port has determined that the North-side
Alignment Alternative satisfies the project's
purpose and need and is more cost effective
to implement. Therefore, after comparing and
weighing the benefits and impacts of all the
feasible alternatives summarized above, the Port
has identified the North-side Alignment Alternative
as the preferred alternative, subject to public
review. Final identification of a preferred
alternative will occur subsequent to the public
review and comment period.

ES 1.10.2 Project Approval

After the public circulation period, all comments
will be considered, and the Port and Caltrans will
select a preferred alternative and make the final
determination of the project’'s effect on the
environment. The Port will certify that the project
complies with CEQA, prepare findings for all
significant impacts identified, prepare a Statement
of Overriding Considerations for any impacts that
cannot be mitigated below a level of significance,
and certify that the findings and Statement of
Overriding Considerations have been considered

prior to project approval. The Port will then file a
Notice of Determination with the State
Clearinghouse that will identify whether the project
will have significant impacts, mitigation measures
were included as conditions of project approval,
findings were made, and a Statement of
Overriding Considerations was adopted. Similarly,
if Caltrans, as assigned by FHWA, determines
that the NEPA action does not significantly impact
the environment, then Caltrans will issue a
Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) in
accordance with NEPA.

ES 1.11 RIGHT-OF-WAY IMPACTS

Estimates of nonresidential displacements and
partial acquisitions were made by reviewing
engineering design plans, aerial photographs, and
through field reviews. There is no residential
acquisition required for the Build Alternatives.
Several private properties and Port tenants would
be impacted by ROW acquisition and property
relocation. As more detailed engineering becomes
available during the final design phase, the ROW
impacts will be defined. The POLB will comply
with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real
Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 (42
U.S.C. 4601, et seq.), as amended, for any ROW
acquisitions on private property.

ES 1.12 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

An  NOP/Preliminary Environmental Analysis
Report (PEAR) to prepare an EIR/EA and a
Notice of Initiation of Studies (NOIS) for the
proposed project were issued on October 25,
2002, by POLB. An agency scoping meeting was
held on November 12, 2002, at the POLB
Administration Building to solicit comments and
discussion from responsible and trustee agencies
regarding the proposed project. In addition, a
public scoping meeting was held at the POLB
Administration Building later the same day. Four
comment letters were received during the NOP
review period and scoping meetings. Issues of
concern were traffic, utilities, water resources, and
hazardous waste/materials.

The Draft EIR/EA was issued by the Lead
Agencies on June 15, 2004, with the public
comment period concluding on July 29, 2004.
Twelve (12) comments were received during the
Draft EIR/EA public review and comment period.
Also, a public hearing was held July 19, 2004.
These comments have been addressed in this
revised Draft EIR/EA. Because the project study
area was expanded and Rehabilitation and Toll
Operation Alternatives were considered for the
build alternatives, the Port issued a revised NOP
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in December 2005 and made it available to the
public and responsible/trustee agencies. No
comments were received from either the public or
responsible/trustee agencies during the public
review of the NOP. The revised Draft EIR/EA, with
the updated project information, affords interested
parties an opportunity to provide their input on the
project for a 45-day public review/comment
period. Two public hearings are being held for the
project during this revised Draft EIR/EA public
review/comment period.

ES 1.13 EIR/EA CONTENTS

A detailed project description is presented in
Chapter 1 of this environmental document. The
environmental consequences associated with the
proposed project on the affected Human,
Physical, and Biological Environments, as well as
measures to avoid, minimize, and/or mitigate
these effects are presented in Chapter 2. Also,
included in Chapter 2 is an analysis of potential
cumulative impacts of the proposed project.

Chapter 3 presents the analysis of project impacts
pursuant to CEQA. Chapter 4 summarizes the
consultation and coordination undertaken with
agencies and the public. Chapter 5 provides a list
of preparers for this revised Draft EIR/EA. Chapter
6 contains the distribution list of government
agencies and interested parties that received a
copy of the Draft EIR/EA during public circulation.
Chapter 7 lists the references used for the
technical analyses. Chapter 8 contains the Port’s
Application Summary Report to satisfy PMP and
California Coastal Act requirements.

ES 1.14 SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT AND
ADVERSE IMPACTS AND
MITIGATION MEASURES

Table ES-1 summarizes adverse and significant
project effects, proposed minimization/mitigation
measures and residual effects subsequent to
implementation of minimization and mitigation
measures.
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CHAPTER 1

PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND ALTERNATIVES

1.1 INTRODUCTION

The proposed project is located in the southwest
portion of Long Beach at the southern end of
State Route (SR) 710 in Los Angeles County
(Exhibit  1-1). This joint revised Draft
Environmental Impact Report (EIR)/Environmental
Assessment (EA) analyzes project-specific
impacts of the proposed Gerald Desmond Bridge
Replacement Project (project). This document has
been prepared by the City of Long Beach acting
by and through its Board of Harbor
Commissioners (Port of Long Beach [Port or
POLB]) as lead agency for the EIR and the
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans)
as lead agency for the EA, in accordance with
Section 6005 of the Safe, Accountable, Flexible,
and Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy
for Users (SAFETEA-LU) of 2005 (23 United
States Code [U.S.C.] 327[a][2][A]), the National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA)
(42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.); the Council
on Environmental Quality (CEQ) Regulations
implementing NEPA (40 Code of Federal
Regulations [CFR] 1500-1508); Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) Environmental
Regulations (23 CFR 771); and the California
Environmental Quality Act of 1970 (CEQA) (Public
Resources Code [PRC] 21000 et seq. as
amended) and implementing guidelines (California
Code of Regulations [CCR], Title 14, Section
15000 et seq.).

Chapter 1 of this document presents the project
objectives and the purpose and need for the
proposed project, as well as discussion on the
project alternatives and project history. Chapter 2
analyzes the potential effects of the project
pursuant to NEPA. Chapter 3 utilizes the analysis
in Chapter 2 and provides supplemental analysis,
as applicable, to make a determination of
significance of the potential impacts pursuant to
CEQA. One of the primary differences between
NEPA and CEQA is the way significance is
determined. With NEPA, it is the magnitude of the
impact that is evaluated, and no judgment of its
individual significance is deemed important. NEPA
does not require that a determination of significant
impacts be stated in environmental documents.
With NEPA, significance is used to determine
whether an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
or some lower level of documentation would be
required. NEPA requires that an EIS be prepared
when the proposed federal action (project) as a
whole has the potential to “significantly affect the

quality of the human environment.” This
determination of significance is based on context
and intensity of the project and its potential
effects. The Project Development Team (PDT)
has determined that the proposed project, as a
whole, would not have the potential to significantly
affect the quality of the human environment;
therefore, an EA has been prepared pursuant to
NEPA. Information supporting this determination
is provided in Chapter 2.

CEQA, on the other hand, does require the lead
agency to identify each “significant effect on the
environment” resulting from the project and ways
to mitigate each significant effect. If the project
may have a significant effect on any
environmental resource, then an EIR must be
prepared. Each and every significant effect on the
environment must be disclosed in the EIR and
mitigated if feasible. In addition, the CEQA
Guidelines list many mandatory findings of
significance that also require preparation of an
EIR. There are no types of actions under NEPA
that parallel the findings of mandatory significance
of CEQA. Some impacts determined significant
under CEQA may not be of sufficient magnitude to
be determined significant under NEPA. Based on
the determination that the project may have a
significant effect on environmental resources, an
EIR has been prepared for the proposed project
pursuant to CEQA.

1.1.1

The objectives of the proposed project include
providing a structurally sound bridge linking
Terminal Island and Long Beach/SR 710 over the
next hundred years, given that the existing bridge
is seismically deficient and could be seriously
damaged in a major earthquake. Another
objective is to provide sufficient roadway capacity
to handle current and projected vehicular traffic
volume demand, which the existing bridge cannot
provide with only two through lanes and no
shoulders. Lastly, the proposed project would
provide sufficient vertical clearance for safe
navigation through the Back Channel to the Inner
Harbor, which the existing bridge, at only 156 feet
(ft) (47.5 meters [m]) above mean high water level
(MHWL), does not provide. (See Section 1.1.2.2
for detailed information supporting these
objectives.)

Project Objectives

The project would replace or rehabilitate the
existing seismically deficient Gerald Desmond
Bridge. Additionally, the North- and South-side

1-1
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Alignment Alternatives would improve vehicular
traffic flow and marine vessel safety. The Bridge
Replacement  Alternatives  would  provide
additional benefit to the Port and region by
handling existing operations and forecasted
growth in vehicular traffic, vessel traffic, and
goods movement. The project objectives are
consistent with similar goals addressed in the Port
Master Plan (PMP), as amended.

1.1.2 Purpose and Need

This project is included in the Southern California
Association of Governments (SCAG) 2008
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and 2008
Regional Transportation Improvement Program
(RTIP) for Local Highway Projects (Project ID
LA000512).

The current estimated cost of the proposed North-
and South-side Bridge Replacement Alternatives
and the Rehabilitation Alternative is approximately
$983 million, $1.0 billion, and $289.3 million (in
2008 dollars), respectively. The Port would secure
funding for the project from federal, state,
regional, and local agency resources, and it would
continue to pursue public-private partnerships to
the extent required to supplement public funds.

1.1.2.1 Project Purpose

Based on the overall project objectives in Section
1.1.1 and the specific needs and deficiencies
described below, the purpose of the proposed
project is four-fold — to provide a bridge that
would:

1. Be structurally sound and seismically resistant;
2. Reduce approach grades;

3. Provide sufficient roadway capacity to handle
current and future car and truck traffic
volumes; and

4. Provide vertical clearance that would afford
safe passage of existing container ships and
for new-generation larger vessels currently
being constructed.

Only the Bridge Replacement Alternatives would
meet all four purposes of the project, as well as
provide a structure that would meet the
transportation needs of the Port and the region for
its planned 100-year design life. The
Rehabilitation  Alternative would still require
replacement after its 30-year design life (see
Section 1.8 for additional discussion comparing
the proposed alternatives).

1.1.2.2 Project Need

The following discussion summarizes the present
and projected deficiencies in the existing Gerald
Desmond Bridge. These deficiencies explain the
need for replacement of the bridge.

Bridge Condition

According to a County of Los Angeles Department
of Public Works Bridge Inspection Report dated
September 5, 2007, the bridge has a sufficiency
rating of 43. Bridges that are found to be
structurally deficient or functionally obsolete, as
defined by FHWA, with a sufficiency rating of less
than 80 are eligible for federal funding for
rehabilitation. Bridges are eligible for replacement
when they have a sufficiency rating of less than
50 (Caltrans, 2001).

The existing bridge is physically deteriorated. One
of the major physical deficiencies of the bridge is
that the concrete is spalling off the bridge in many
areas. Pieces of fallen concrete weighing several
pounds have been found, requiring the Port to
install netting underneath the bridge to protect
Port facilities and workers below.

The bridge is also seismically deficient. It was
designed in the early 1960s and completed in
1968. As with all bridges of that era in high
seismic regions, its original construction has
seismic performance issues that do not meet
current seismic standards required by the
American Association of State Highway and
Transportation Officials (AASHTO), as well as
Caltrans Seismic Design  Criteria  (SDC).
Additional seismic deficiencies that do not meet
current AASHTO or SDC requirements include the
presence of lap splices at the base of columns
and an insufficient amount of confinement
reinforcement in the bridge columns. Both of
these deficiencies will make it very difficult for the
bridge to withstand a major earthquake without
incurring significant damage to the columns and
potentially threatening overall bridge integrity.

An assessment of the existing bridge was
performed to evaluate whether it is in compliance
with current AASHTO codes, as well as Caltrans
seismic criteria, and to determine the extent of
any bridge rehabilitation needed to comply with
current codes.

Several reports, including a 2005 Inspection
Report, 2002 Load Rating Report, and 1989
Fatigue Memorandum, were reviewed to confirm
the condition of the existing bridge and estimate
the amount of work and cost associated with
bringing it up to the current AASHTO and Caltrans
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standards. A brief summary of findings from these
reports is provided below:

e The Inspection Report cited the condition of
the deck as “critical” and the condition of the
paint as “extremely poor.” With the existing
deck crossing seawater and now being 40
years old, the inspection found it would have
to be replaced in the near future to protect the
overall structural integrity of the bridge and
improve its seismic response. Deck
replacement would also necessitate
replacement of all expansion joints. To
prevent major deterioration of the bridge steel
members, painting would also be required in
the near future.

e The Load Rating Report indicated that the
members of the arch main span were
overstressed for all design truck loads and
would need to be replaced.

The existing bridge underwent a seismic retrofit
study in the early 1990s, followed by a seismic
retrofit to improve its seismic performance. To
minimize retrofit cost, partial steel column casings
were added at select columns, such as Piers 15
and 16, to support the main steel truss span.

Traffic Capacity/Roadway Deficiencies

Capacity

In 2005, which is the Notice of Preparation (NOP)
baseline year, approximately 38 percent of all
traffic on the Gerald Desmond Bridge had an
origin or destination in the Port of Long Beach and
Port of Los Angeles (Ports) (lteris, 2009). Of the
approximately 59,700 vehicles per day (vpd) on
the bridge, 15,200 or 25 percent were trucks (see
Table 1-1).

The presence of substantial numbers of vehicles
other than passenger cars (i.e., heavy-duty trucks)
affects traffic flow in two ways: (1) these vehicles
occupy more roadway space than passenger
cars; and (2) the operational capabilities of these
vehicles, including acceleration, deceleration, and
maintenance of speed, are inferior to passenger
cars and result in the formation of large gaps in
the ftraffic stream, which reduces highway
capacity. On long sustained grades and segments
where trucks operate considerably slower,
formation of these large gaps can have a
profound impact on the ftraffic stream (lteris,
2009).

The bridge is forecast to carry a substantial
amount (39 percent) of non-port, regional through
traffic in 2030 (lteris, 2009). Regional traffic will
increase due to several major development

projects that have been constructed in downtown
Long Beach, such as the Pike at Rainbow Harbor
and the proposed San Pedro Waterfront
Development in the Port of Los Angeles (POLA).

Year 2030 forecasted traffic volumes without the
project are approximately 124,670 total trips per
day (including 54,360 trucks or 43.6 percent of the
total traffic) on the Gerald Desmond Bridge (lteris,
2009). Table 1-1 summarizes the daily traffic and
truck percentages over the project planning years.

Table 1-1
Daily Truck Percentages
Daily Percent Daily
Year Trucks Trucks Traffic
2005 15,200 25 59,700
2015 No Action 22,790 30 77,070
2015 Build 26,100 30 86,730
2030 No Action 54,360 44 124,670
2030 Build 59,730 44 135,930

Level of Service (LOS)

LOS is defined in six levels, from A through F.
Level A is free-flow, high-speed conditions. At
Level D, speed and maneuverability are reduced
due to congestion, and Level F is a breakdown in
flow, with speeds and vehicular throughput
potentially dropping to zero. In 2005, peak-hour
(i.e., morning, midday, and evening) traffic on the
uphill segments (i.e., base of bridge to the crest)
of the existing Gerald Desmond Bridge operated
at LOS B or C in both the westbound (WB) and
eastbound (EB) directions. In 2030, without the
project, operations during peak hours are
projected to be LOS F WB toward Terminal Island
and LOS C EB toward Long Beach (lteris, 2009).

Deficiencies

The primary roadway deficiencies are the lack of
outside shoulders and the steep approach grades.

Shoulders: The lack of shoulders often results in
broken-down trucks or passenger vehicles being
stuck in the outside lane, effectively blocking or
severely restricting the entire traffic flow in that
direction of travel until the incident is cleared. The
lack of shoulders also makes it more difficult for
emergency vehicles and tow vehicles to gain
access to the incidents. Providing outside
shoulders would improve safety to the emergency
responders and traveling public in these
situations. The recent addition of climbing lanes
on the bridge does not mitigate the need for
breakdown shoulders because breakdowns still tie
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up the outside lanes as wider, slow-moving trucks
must negotiate around incidents.

Approach Grades: The long, steep approach
grades cause trucks to operate considerably
slower, especially when passing, which creates
large gaps in the traffic stream and further
reduces highway capacity. The current approach
grades are 5.5 percent on the west side of the
bridge and 6 percent on the east side.

Vertical Clearance

The existing bridge is located over the main
federal navigation channel (i.e., Back Channel)
that serves the Port. It provides a vertical
clearance of 156 ft (47.5 m) above MHWL, which
is insufficient for the clearance of some existing
container ships, as well as new vessels currently
being constructed. The Gerald Desmond Bridge is
one of the lowest bridges in any large commercial
port in the world.

In addition, the vertical clearance afforded by the
Southern California Edison (SCE) transmission
lines crossing Cerritos Channel north of the bridge
is only 153 ft (46.6 m) above MHWL. These
transmission lines would be the primary vertical
clearance hazard to navigation if the bridge
clearance were to be increased.

1.2 SUMMARY OF CHANGES TO
THE PROJECT FOLLOWING
CIRCULATION OF THE
JUNE 2004 DRAFT EIR/EA

Subsequent to the public comment period for the
previously circulated Draft EIR/EA in June 2004,
the Port elected to consider two additional
alternatives: a bridge rehabilitation alternative and
a tolling alternative (i.e., using tolls to fund bridge
construction and operation). In addition, the Port
updated the analysis of existing and future traffic
conditions by collecting more recent traffic data
and updating the projection of future traffic
conditions based on recent forecasts of marine
terminal activity and configuration.

The Bridge Rehabilitation Alternative would
seismically retrofit the existing bridge by replacing
the bridge deck and expansion joints, adding steel
casings at all columns, foundation retrofit,
replacing sway bracings, and painting of all steel
members. After bridge rehabilitation, roadway
operations within the project area would be the
same as existing.

The proposed project limits (i.e., new bridge and
related improvements, and SCE transmission line
relocation) remain the same as that presented in
the 2004 Draft EIR/EA; however, the study area
was expanded, as described in the 2005 revised
NOP, to address the tolling alternative as follows:
Willow Street/Sepulveda Boulevard on the north
end and Interstate 110 (I-110) on the west end.
The tolling alternative was found to have effects
beyond these expanded study limits, extending to
Interstate 405 (I-405) to the north, I-110/SR 91 to
the west, and into downtown Long Beach at Pine
Avenue to the east (see Section 1.7.1). The south
end of the project study area has not changed,
terminating at Pico Avenue south of the Ocean
Boulevard interchange.

Subsequently, the tolling alternative was not
carried forward for further consideration, as
discussed in Section 1.7. The study area was then
reduced and is now slightly larger than the study
area discussed within the 2004 Draft EIR/EA. The
study area now extends along Ocean Boulevard
from just west of Navy Way/Seaside Avenue on
Terminal Island to Pine Avenue in downtown Long
Beach. Project limits to the north and south have
not changed from the 2004 Draft EIR/EA and
extend to 9" Street on SR 710 to the north and to
Pico Avenue south of Ocean Boulevard to the
south.

With the addition of the tolling alternative, the
rehabilitation alternative, the expanded study area
limits, and updated traffic forecasts, the Port
elected to update several technical studies
supporting this revised Draft EIR/EA. These
consisted of the Air Quality Analysis, Traffic
Impact  Analysis, Noise  Study, Natural
Environment Study, Visual Impact Analysis, Water
Resources, and Hazardous Waste Initial Site
Assessment (ISA). This revised Draft EIR/EA also
includes a Health Risk Assessment (HRA). POLB
issued the revised NOP in December 2005 and
made it available to the public and responsible/
trustee agencies to provide comments regarding
the revisions to the proposed project. No
comments were received from either the public or
responsible/trustee agencies during the public
review period of the revised NOP.

Table 1-2 summarizes the major differences
between the June 2004 Draft EIR/EA and this
revised Draft EIR/EA for the Gerald Desmond
Bridge Replacement Project.
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Table 1-2
Summary of Key Differences between 2004 Draft EIR/EA and 2009 Revised Draft EIR/EA

Subject 2004 Draft EIR/EA 2009 Revised Draft EIR/EA

Alternatives Analyzed a North-side Alignment Analyzes a North-side Alignment Alternative, a
Alternative, a South-side Alignment South-side Alignment Alternative, a Bridge
Alternative, and the No Action Alternative. Rehabilitation Alternative, and the No Action

Alternative. Also considers a Toll-Operation
Alternative, but is not carried forward for further
analysis (see Section 1.7.1).

Study Limits Route 710 approximately 2,630 ft (801 m) The study limits are expanded along Ocean
north of Ocean Boulevard on the north end; | Boulevard to Navy Way/Seaside Avenue to the
the Terminal Island Freeway (SR 47) west and Pine Avenue in downtown Long Beach
intersection on the west end; Los Angeles to the east.

River on the east end; and Pico Avenue
south of the Ocean Boulevard interchange
on the south end.

New Bridge Considered both 185-ft (56-m) and 200-ft Considers only a 200-ft (61-m) vertical clearance

Vertical (61-m) vertical clearance options. option, concluding that the 185-ft (56-m)

Clearance clearance option does not provide sufficient

vertical clearance for the design ship.1

Traffic Study, Air
Quality Study,
Noise Study,
and Energy
Analysis

Forecasted project effects to 2025 design
year.

Forecasts project effects to 2030 design year.
Also includes 2015 interim/opening year horizon,
specifically for analysis of traffic and air quality
effects.

CEQA Baseline

Compared traffic and relevant environmental
effects based on analysis of future 2025
Build versus No Action Alternatives.

Compares traffic and relevant environmental
effects to 2005 conditions (CEQA baseline —
date of revised NOP).

Traffic
Forecasts

Based on the previous traffic study,

70 percent of all traffic generated at the
Ports was reported to use the Gerald
Desmond Bridge. This equated to
approximately 55,030 vpd, with 36 percent
truck use during peak hours. By 2020, the
number of containers in both ports was
estimated to increase by approximately
276 percent. Forecasted traffic volumes
were approximately 79,180 trips per day
(including 27,700 trucks or 35 percent of
total traffic) under the No Action Alternative
and 88,690 under the Build Alternative on
the Gerald Desmond Bridge by 2025.

Current traffic forecasts indicate that
approximately 38 percent of all traffic generated
at the Ports used the Gerald Desmond Bridge in
2005 (NOP baseline year). This equates to
approximately 59,700 vpd with 25 percent truck
use. Forecasted daily traffic volumes are
approximately 124,670 (including 54,360 trucks
or 44 percent of the total traffic) in 2030 under
the No Action Alternative and 135,930 (including
59,730 trucks or 44 percent of total traffic) in
2030 under the Build Alternative.

Traffic Baseline

Existing year was 2002.

Existing year is 2005. As a consequence, the
“existing condition” LOS analysis is different.

Traffic Two (2) intersections were analyzed for Eleven (11) intersections are analyzed for
Operations impacts. impacts.

Traffic Analysis | The operational analysis for The operational analysis for Ocean Boulevard
Methodology Ocean Boulevard was conducted using the uses CORSIM (Corridor Simulation) software

Highway Capacity Manual (HCM)
procedures. The HCM method cannot model

developed by FHWA. CORSIM tracks each
vehicle independently through the modeled

' The Danish Maritime Institute (DMI) performed a study of the next generation of cargo vessels expected to be
coming online. The purpose of the study was to define the design ship to use for establishing the height of the
replacement bridge, given the proposed 100-year design life for the new bridge. The DMI recommended a
12,500 twenty-foot equivalent unit (TEU) ship as the design ship for the bridge replacement (FORCE Technology-
DMI, 2002). This vessel has a vertical clearance of 180 ft (54.5 m). The design team concluded that a 5-ft (1.5-m)
clearance was sufficient for the 100-year life of the new bridge and dropped the 185-ft (56-m) alternative from
further consideration.

1-7
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Table 1-2

Summary of Key Differences between 2004 Draft EIR/EA and 2009 Revised Draft EIR/EA

Subject 2004 Draft EIR/EA 2009 Revised Draft EIR/EA
a discontinuous lane (i.e., the truck climbing | network of roadways. The method accounts for
lane), resulting in the existing bridge being upstream and downstream segment operational
analyzed with two lanes in each direction. effects on each roadway, whereas the HCM treats
Also, the HCM method is limited to 25 each segment in isolation. CORSIM can model a
percent trucks, so the additional truck discontinuous lane, resulting in the existing bridge
percentage was analyzed by converting the being analyzed with the truck climbing lanes (see
additional trucks to passenger car below). (Use of CORSIM resulted in analysis
equivalents (PCEs). with three lanes on the bridge upgrade and two
lanes on the downgrade.) Also, the CORSIM
model has no limitation on truck percentage.
Traffic LOS Bridge — Existing (4-lane): Bridge — Existing (4-lane with climb lanes):
Analysis® WB LOS F (AM) WB LOS C (AM)

WB LOS F (Midday)
WB LOS F (PM)
EB LOS F (AM)
EB LOS F (Midday)
EB LOS F (PM)

Bridge — 2025 No Action (4-lane):
e EBLOSF (AM)

e EBLOS F (Midday)

e EBLOSF (PM)

Pico Avenue/Pier E Street/EB Ocean
Boulevard Ramps (2025 No Action):
e LOSB (AM)

e LOS C (Midday)

e LOSD (PM)

New Bridge — 2025:
WB LOS D (AM)
WB LOS D (Midday)
WB LOS D (PM)
EB LOS D (AM)
EB LOS D (Midday)
EB LOS D (PM)

New Ramp Junctions — 2025:
e Pico Avenue to SR 710 Connector:
— LOS B (AM)
— LOS C (Midday)
- LOS B (PM)
e Off-ramp from SR 710 Connector to Pico
Avenue:
— LOS C (AM)
— LOS C (Midday)
- LOS C (PM)

Pico Avenue/Pier E Street Intersection — 2025:
e LOS B (AM)

e LOS C (Midday)

e LOSD (PM)

WB LOS C (Midday)
WB LOS C (PM)
EB LOS C (AM)
EB LOS C (Midday)
EB LOS C (PM)

Bridge — 2030 No Action (4-lane with climb lanes):
e EBLOSC (AM)

e EBLOS C (Midday)

e EBLOSC (PM)

Pico Avenue/Pier E Street/EB Ocean Boulevard
Ramps (2030 No Action):

e LOSC (AM)

e LOS C (Midday)

e LOSE (PM)

New Bridge — 2030:
WB LOS C (AM)
WB LOS C (Midday)
WB LOS C (PM)
EB LOS D (AM)
EB LOS C (Midday)
EB LOS D (PM)

New Ramp Junctions — 2030:
e Pico Avenue to SR 710 Connector:
- LOS B (AM)
— LOS B (Midday)
- LOS B (PM)
e Off-ramp from SR 710 Connector to Pico
Avenue:
- LOS B (AM)
— LOS C (Midday)
- LOS C (PM)

Pico Avenue/Pier E Street Intersection — 2030:
e LOSA (AM)

e LOS A (Midday)

e LOSC (PM)

2 Differences between the 2004 and 2009 Draft EIR/EA LOS are attributable to addition of PierPASS in later analysis
(which reduced daytime truck volumes), change of the forecast year from 2025 to 2030, and new forecasts
incorporating improvements made to the forecasting model, including throughput of TEUs at the ports, rail use,
truck traffic data by shift, empty container traffic, an updated SCAG model forecast, a change in the existing year,
and updated trip distribution.
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Table 1-2
Summary of Key Differences between 2004 Draft EIR/EA and 2009 Revised Draft EIR/EA

Subject 2004 Draft EIR/EA 2009 Revised Draft EIR/EA
Water Identified three (3) locations where Proposes eight (8) locations for treatment BMPs.
Resources treatment best management practices The potential treatment BMPs identified are
(BMPs) were proposed. The potential media filters and biofiltration swales.
treatment BMPs identified were media
filters, multi-chambered treatment trains, or
detention basins.
Utilities and Disclosed it would be necessary to raise or Discloses that it will be necessary to raise or
Service otherwise relocate the SCE transmission otherwise relocate the SCE transmission towers

Systems — SCE
Transmission

Tower and Line | specific plan was developed.

towers and lines between the Long Beach
Generating Station (LBGS) and Pier A. No

and lines between the LBGS and Pier A. A
detailed analysis was completed and
recommended Option 3 as the most feasible

Relocation solution for relocating the transmission lines.
NEPA Lead Approved by FHWA, as lead agency under Caltrans will be lead agency under NEPA due to
Agency NEPA. passage of the Surface Transportation Project

Delivery Pilot Program (Section 6005), under
SAFETEA-LU.

1.3 PROJECT DESCRIPTION
1.3.1

As previously noted, the proposed project would
construct a new bridge across the Back Channel
and associated roadway connectors, demolish the
existing Gerald Desmond Bridge, and relocate the
SCE transmission lines crossing Cerritos Channel
north of the bridge (see Exhibit 1-2).

The new bridge, excluding approach structures,
would be 2,000 ft (610 m) long, and it would
be elevated 200 ft (61 m) above the MHWL of
the Back Channel (see Section 1.6 for a detailed
description). Bridge replacement would also
necessitate reconfiguration of adjacent freeway
and arterial interchanges.

Bridge Replacement

1.3.2 Bridge Replacement Concepts

A study of the various types of possible bridges
determined that a cable-stayed bridge would be
the best option. A cable-stayed bridge consists of
a continuous girder with one or more towers
erected above piers in the middle of the span.
From these towers, cables stretch down
diagonally (usually to both sides) and support the
girder. A design team consisting of Port staff
representatives, an architect, and project
engineers began the aesthetic design process
with a review of the overall design parameters,
such as the context of the surrounding site, the
bridge roadway geometry, the recommended
height and span for the bridge, and the estimated
dimensions of the major structural members.

The team next considered aesthetics, cost,
constructability, seismic performance, right-of-way
(ROW) issues, schedule risk, impact to Port
operations, and maintenance.

Based on the results of the design review, four
cable-stayed alternatives were chosen for further
consideration (see Exhibits 1-3 and 1-4):

e Single Mast Tower

e Delta Tower

o H-Tower with Vertical Legs

e H-Tower with Slanted Legs

An in-depth study of these four design options
was conducted over an 8-month period and
included more detailed analysis and design for
each alternative. Concepts for architectural
lighting of the bridges were developed.
Additionally, the potential ROW impacts to third-
party properties were more fully defined.

Based on this in-depth study, two design options
were selected to be carried forward for further
development: Single Mast Tower and H-Tower
with Slanted Legs. With further refinements to the
bridge concept study, the Port staff elected to
proceed with the development of the Single Mast
Tower with a steel composite deck.

1.3.3 SCE Transmission Line Relocation

Because the new bridge would be 200 ft (61 m)
above the MHWL, in contrast to the existing
bridge at 156 ft (47.4 m) above MHWL, the project
also requires that the SCE high-voltage
transmission towers and lines that cross the
Cerritos Channel north of the bridge be raised
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(see Section 2.1.4 [Utilities and Service Systems]
and Appendix I). The vertical clearance afforded
by the existing transmission lines is approximately
153 ft (46.6 m); therefore, the transmission lines
would be the primary vertical clearance hazard to
navigation if the bridge is raised. Exhibit 1-5
shows the location of the existing SCE
transmission lines, Gerald Desmond Bridge, and
other relevant features.

1.4 PROJECT BACKGROUND

The existing Gerald Desmond Bridge was
constructed in 1968 and seismically upgraded in
1995. It provides four through travel lanes (i.e.,
two in each direction). On the uphill segments,
climbing lanes were added by reconstructing the
roadway area of the bridge to handle container
trucks and improve LOS on the bridge. This
improvement resulted in three ascending lanes
and two descending lanes in each travel direction.
Each climbing lane ends at the crest of the bridge.
The bridge is a steel tied-arch truss structure, in
which the horizontal forces of the arch are borne
by the bridge deck, rather than the ground or the
bridge foundations. The bridge has a 409.5-ft-long
(124.8-m-long) suspended span that crosses the
deep-water navigable channel connecting the
middle and inner harbors of the Port
(Parsons-HNTB, 2002a).

As the fifth largest seaport complex in the world,
the Ports handle more than 30 percent of U.S.
waterborne container cargo (POLB, 2006a). The
bridge is a vital link in Port-area goods movement
infrastructures because it is the westerly extension
of SR 710, which is the primary access route for
the ports and carries approximately 15 percent of
all U.S. port-related container traffic (Caltrans et
al., 2005).

1.5 PROJECT LOCATION AND SETTING

The Gerald Desmond Bridge is one of three
bridges connecting surface highways to Terminal
Island in the harbor area. The bridge is located
within the Port in an area zoned industrial. All
land within the project limits is developed for
port-related uses, and there is no special habitat
or other environmental resource in the area.
All areas surrounding the site are designated
as industrial or commercial land use by
Wilmington’s Community Plan. There are several
residences located east and north within 1-mile
(mi) (1.6 kilometers [km]) of the site. The nearest
receptor is the Golden Shores recreational vehicle
(RV) park located approximately 0.3-mi (483 m)
southeast of the eastern boundary of the project,
across the Los Angeles River.

The Port owns most of this land, with several
relatively small, privately owned properties located
in the Inner Harbor area and northernmost
sections of the Port. The bridge crosses the Back
Channel and generally runs east-west across
Pier D. It is located in three different Planning
Districts in the Long Beach Harbor. These include
the Northeast Harbor Planning District, the
Terminal Island Planning District, and the Middle
Harbor Planning District (POLB, 1999).

The proposed project and alternatives are located in
the southwest portion of Long Beach at the southern
end of Interstate 710 (I-710). I-710 is classified as
SR 710 south of Pacific Coast Highway (PCH) in the
State of California’s Streets and Highways Code.
Under the Bridge Replacement Alternatives, the
bridge and Ocean Boulevard, would become part of
SR 710 and would operate as a freeway facility with
controlled access. The improvements between the
existing SR 710 and SR 47, including the bridge,
would be transferred to Caltrans by easement
following route adoption and execution of a freeway
agreement. It is estimated that the transfer would
be completed within 2 years after construction.

The proposed project is in the Back Channel/Cerritos
Channel area of the Port. It is centered along Ocean
Boulevard from the intersection of the Terminal Island
Freeway (SR 47) at the western end to its eastern
terminus at the westerly end of the bridge over the
Los Angeles River. The southern limit of the project is
located on Pico Avenue approximately 660 ft (201 m)
south of the Ocean Boulevard interchange. The
northern limit of the project is along SR 710,
approximately 2,630 ft (801 m) north of Ocean
Boulevard, and to the southernmost SCE tower on
Pier A. Ocean Boulevard spans the Back Channel
via the Gerald Desmond Bridge. The Ocean
Boulevard/ Gerald Desmond Bridge portion of the
project is located in the Middle Harbor and
Terminal Island Harbor Planning Districts of the
Port, and the SR 710 portion is located in the
Northeast Harbor Planning District.

1.6 ALTERNATIVES

The June 2004 Draft EIR/EA analyzed two
alignment alternatives (Build Alternatives) and a
No Action Alternative. Like the previous
document, this revised Draft EIR/EA fully analyzes
the North-side Alignment Alternative (identified as
the preferred alternative [see Section 1.8.1.1]), the
South-side Alignment Alternative, and the No
Action Alternative; it adds a fourth alternative,
Bridge Rehabilitation, which was not considered in
the previous document. Exhibit 1-6 shows the
North-side Alignment Alternative, and Exhibit 1-7
depicts the South-side Alignment Alternative.
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Single Mast Tower

Delta Tower

Exhibit 1-3
Bridge Design Options
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H-Tower with Vertical Legs

H-Tower with Slanted Legs

Exhibit 1-4
Bridge Design Options
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and Alternatives

1.6.1

1.6.1.1 North-side Alignment Alternative
(Preferred Alternative)

The North-side Alignment Alternative would
provide a new bridge located approximately
140 ft (42.7 m) north of the existing bridge
(measured from centerline to centerline). This
bridge alignment would have a vertical profile over
the Back Channel of 200 ft (61 m) above the
MHWL. The roadway grades would be 5 percent
in both directions.

Bridge Replacement Alternatives

The new bridge would be a cable-stayed design.
The total bridge length would be 2,000 ft (610 m)
long, with a main span opening across the channel
of 1,000 ft (306 m), tower to tower. The west and
east approach structures would be 3,117 ft (950
m) and 3,025 ft (925 m) in length, respectively.

The bridge cross section and approaches to the
new bridge would include the following project
features:

e Three 12-ft-wide (3.6-m)
direction

lanes in each

e A 10-ft-wide (3-m) outside shoulder in each
direction

e A 10-ft (3-m) to 12-ft-wide (3.6-m) inside
shoulder in each direction

e A 32-inch (in.)-high (81.3-centimeter [cm])
barrier that would run along the outside of
each shoulder

e Reconstruction of the existing Horseshoe
interchange ramp connectors

¢ Reconstruction of the existing connectors to
SR 710 and the two ramp connections to Pico
Avenue

The approach spans would be of concrete box
girder construction, either segmental or cast-in-
place.

This alignment alternative would use the land
between the existing bridge and the LBGS (former
SCE plant), and it would require construction of
new ramps for the existing Horseshoe
interchange. The proposed alignment would
transition to join Ocean Boulevard approximately
3,280 ft (1,000 m) east of the channel, and the
new connections would join SR 710 approximately
2,630 ft (801 m) north of Ocean Boulevard.

The Horseshoe interchange would use
reconfigured ramps to provide access from the
WB Gerald Desmond Bridge to Pier T Avenue and
from Pier T Avenue to the EB Gerald Desmond

Bridge. Additional ramp connections would be
provided between Pier T Avenue and both Ocean
Boulevard and the one-way frontage roads
created by the newly constructed POLB Ocean
Boulevard and SR 47 Interchange Project. These
ramps would allow full access between Pier T
Avenue and Ocean Boulevard in all directions.

At the SR 710 interchange, a new median connection
to Ocean Boulevard in downtown Long Beach would
be constructed, as would a new pair of connector
ramps between SR 710 and the new bridge. A new
hook ramp or loop ramp would be used to replace the
existing on-ramp between Pico Avenue and the WB
Gerald Desmond Bridge. The current ramps between
Pico Avenue would be partially reconstructed to join
the new connectors from SR 710. This interchange
concept would enable trucks traveling to and from
SR 710 to remain in the outside lanes, while cars
traveling to and from downtown Long Beach via
Ocean Boulevard would remain in the inside
lanes. This approach would minimize the
intermixing of cars and trucks accessing the
above-mentioned facilities. The estimated cost for
this alternative is approximately $983 million.

1.6.1.2 South-side Alignment Alternative

The South-side Alignment Alternative would
provide a new bridge located approximately 177 ft
(53.9 m) south of the existing bridge (measured
from centerline to centerline). As for the North-side
Alignment Alternative, this bridge alignment would
have a vertical profile over the Back Channel of
200 ft (61 m). The main span bridge design
options would be the same as those proposed for
the North-side Alignment. The bridge cross
section and approaches to the new bridge would
include the same project features as described for
the North-side Alignment Alternative.

The proposed alignment would transition to join
existing Ocean Boulevard approximately 3,280 ft
(1,000 m) west of the channel. This alignment
would require reconstruction of all ramps for the
existing Horseshoe interchange and a portion of
the existing Pier T terminal main gate facility. The
proposed alignment would transition to join
existing Ocean Boulevard approximately 3,280 ft
(1,000 m) east of the channel, and the new
connections would join existing SR 710
approximately 2,820 ft (860 m) north of Ocean
Boulevard. The four existing ramp connections to
Pico Avenue would have to be reconstructed for
this alternative. The interchange design variations
used for the North-side Alignment Alternative
would also be applied to the South-side Alignment
Alternative. The estimated cost for this alternative
is approximately $1.0 billion.
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1.6.1.3 Proposed Construction and
Phasing

Construction of the new bridge, for either the
North-side Alignment Alternative or the South-side
Alignment Alternative, would take approximately
48 months, in five overlapping phases (Table 1-3;
Phase 6 Gerald Desmond Bridge demolition
would take 15 months, as discussed in Section
1.6.1.4). Construction is currently estimated to
commence in September 2011 and terminate by
September 2015, but the actual schedule is
contingent upon the completion of final design and
the availability of funding for the project.

At this time, it is envisioned that there would be two
potential contractor staging areas. One could be
located in or around the lumberyard located on
the southwest side of the existing Gerald
Desmond Bridge on Pier T Avenue, and the other at
the current location of the Port Maintenance Yard on
the east side of the existing bridge on Broadway.
The Port Maintenance Yard is proposed to be
relocated prior to construction of the new bridge.

Construction Phasing

Each construction phase is anticipated to take
approximately 1-year (Table 1-3), but it is
expected that the latter part of each phase would
overlap with the beginning of the next phase, so
that the total construction time would be
approximately 48 months.

Phase 1:

In the first phase, the utilities in the project area
would be relocated, and the railroad that parallels
Ocean Boulevard on Pier S would be realigned. A

WB ramp would be constructed to connect Pier T
Avenue to SR 47, replacing the existing WB lane.
Traffic would be diverted to the new ramp. Detour
routes would be installed at Ocean Boulevard and
the WB Ocean Boulevard/Pico Avenue on- and off-
ramps. The inner left lane of southbound (SB)
traffic on Harbor Scenic Drive would be maintained
during construction of a SB on-ramp connecting
Harbor Scenic Drive with Ocean Boulevard.
Buildings and appurtenances at the Port
Maintenance Yard facility would be demolished
and removed in this phase for the North-side
Alignment Alternative only. Relocation of the Port
Maintenance Yard operations would temporarily
be moved to an interim site and separately
permitted by the Port. Ultimately, the Maintenance
Yard would be co-located with the Administration
Building Complex, as identified in the Final EIR for
the Administration Building and Maintenance
Facility Project. This phase would also involve the
bridge Pier 16 foundation construction, including
excavation, sheet pile installation, cast-in-steel
shell pile placement, and construction of footings.

Phase 2:

The second phase would involve routing traffic
onto the detour routes installed in Phase 1,
establishing additional detours and temporary
closures, and beginning work on the new main-
span bridge and high-level approaches. This
phase would also involve preparatory roadway
work at each interchange. The following tasks
describe construction of the main span and high-
level approaches (see Exhibits 1-6 and 1-7 for the
locations of the bridge piers referred to below):

Table 1-3
Draft Construction Schedule: Gerald Desmond Bridge Replacement

Months

3/6|9[12[15[1821[24[27(30]3

3/36[39/42[45]|48|51[54 |57 (60

Phase 2

Phase 3

Phase 4

Phase 1: Utilities

Phase 2: Detours and Main Span

Phase 3: SR 710/Horseshoe Interchange

Phase 4: Connectors and Main Span

Phase 5: Tie-ins

Phase 6: Demolition (15 Months)
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e Task 1 — Main-span tower construction at Pier
16, proceeding from the foundation to the top of
the tower.

e Task 2 — Construction of the steel composite
deck at Pier 16.

e Task 3 — Bridge Pier 17 foundation construction;
Pier 17 construction activities would follow
Pier 16 construction by approximately 6 months
and would involve similar activities.

e Task 4 — Main-span tower construction at
Pier 17.

e Task 5 — Construction of steel composite deck
at Pier 17.

e Task 6 — Bridge Pier 15 foundation construction;
foundation construction would follow Pier 17
construction by approximately 6 months and
would involve similar activities.

e Task 7 — Bridge Pier 15 construction; bridge
pier construction would occur approximately
midway during main span construction and
involve construction of columns and pier cap.

e Task 8 — Bridge Pier 18 foundation construction;
foundation construction would follow Pier 15
construction by approximately 6 months and
would involve similar activities.

e Task 9 — Bridge Pier 18 construction; bridge
pier construction would follow Task 8 Bridge
Pier 15 construction by approximately 6 months
and would involve similar activities.

e Task 10 — Main-span  superstructure
completion, including structure closure, deck
overlay, and traffic barrier construction.

e Task 11 — High-level approach foundation
construction would start in parallel with the main
span construction, involving similar activities for
main span foundation construction with smaller
diameter piles.

e Task 12 - High-level approach columns
construction would follow and stagger as each
foundation is complete.

e Task 13 — High-level approach superstructure
construction would follow using the balanced
cantilever segmental construction method.
Cast-in-place or precast segments may be
used.

Phase 3:

In the third construction phase, a portion of the SR
710 and Horseshoe interchange structures on
either side of the channel would be reconstructed.

A portion of Harbor Scenic Drive roadway would
be constructed.

Phase 4:

The fourth phase would involve removal and
reconstruction of the EB mainline curve to
northbound (NB) SR 710, the WB Horseshoe off-
ramp, and the east and west tie-ins of the EB
mainline. A retaining wall would be constructed at
the south side of Ocean Boulevard near SR 47.
During this phase, the WB Ocean Boulevard
traffic would be shifted onto the new Gerald
Desmond Bridge, and one lane of traffic on EB
Ocean Boulevard would be maintained. The
remaining portion of Harbor Scenic Drive would
also be constructed.

Phase 5:

In this last construction phase, the final tie-ins with
the existing ramps and mainline curves would be
constructed, equipment would be demobilized, all
detours would be removed, and final grading
would be completed. In this phase, WB and EB
Ocean Boulevard traffic would be utilizing the new
Gerald Desmond Bridge.

1.6.1.4 Proposed Demolition and Phasing

Existing Bridge Demolition

Demolition of the existing bridge in Phase 6 would
be the same for either the North-side Alignment
Alternative or the South-side  Alignment
Alternative. Demolition would be completed in
approximately 15 months. It would include
removal of the main steel truss spans, the steel
plate girder approaches, and the ramps, including
both superstructure and bents.

No explosives would be allowed for removing any
part of the bridge. Space under the bridge would
be available to allow sections of the
superstructure to be lowered onto the ground for
more efficient demolition and removal. The
navigational channel under the main span may be
temporarily closed during demolition. The
suspension spans of the truss spans can be
lowered onto barges, towed to shore, and off-
loaded to the same space under the bridge used
for demolition and removal of the sections over
land. Substructure columns would be removed to
an elevation 2 ft (0.6-m) below existing grade,
leaving the existing pile caps and piles in place.
Steel salvaged from the demolition would become
the property of the demolition contractor to offset
some of the cost. Lead-based paint (LBP),
asbestos-containing materials (ACM), or any other
hazardous materials would be handled and
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disposed of in accordance with federal, state, and
local laws and ordinances.

Demolition of Main Steel Truss Spans
Stage 1:

The main span truss structure would be removed
beginning with the "suspended" portion of the
deck, which is located over the channel. The
concrete deck slab and steel floor beams
supporting the deck slab would be removed
progressively from midspan toward each end of
the suspended portion of the span. The truss
members and lateral sway bracing would not be
removed at this stage to ensure stability during
deck removal.

Stage 2:

Once the deck was removed in the suspended
portion of the bridge, the suspended truss section
would be cut loose from the remaining truss and
suspenders and lowered onto a barge as one unit.
This section would be disassembled at a remote
site.

Stage 3:

With the suspended section now removed,
removal of the remaining deck slab and floor
beams would progress from the suspended span
toward the ends of the main span truss. As for the
suspended span, the truss and sway bracing
would remain in place for stability during this
process.

Stage 4:

Once all of the deck is removed, the remaining
truss would be disassembled beginning near the
midspan section over the channel and
progressing toward each end of the truss. It is
likely that large sections of the truss would be cut
loose and lowered to the ground where they
would be cut up and transported offsite.
Temporary support towers would be used for the
anchor spans, as needed, to stabilize the existing
truss as sections were removed.

Stage 5:

The temporary support towers and existing
concrete columns would be removed to 2 ft
(0.6-m) below the finished ground elevation.

Demolition of Steel Plate Girder Approaches
and Ramp
Stage 1:

The concrete deck of the approach spans would
be saw cut and removed.

Stage 2:

The steel plate girders at every other span would
be cut off near the hanger assembly and
removed.

Stage 3:

The remaining steel plate girders would be
removed.

Stage 4:

The concrete columns would be removed down to
2 ft (0.6-m) bgs.

During all phases of construction and demolition
over the Back Channel, protective netting would
be utilized to prevent debris from falling into the
channel. Heavy construction activities over the
channel would be coordinated with shipping
activities to ensure safety for vessels and
construction workers.

All demolition materials would be recycled to the
extent feasible, in accordance with the City of
Long Beach Construction and Demolition
Recycling Program.

Other Demolition Requirements

Both the North- and South-side Alignments would
require demolition and/or relocation of adjacent
structures within the proposed new bridge
alignments. The North-side Alignment would
affect several buildings on Port-administered
property and one building on privately owned
property. The South-side Alignment would affect
several buildings on Port-administered land. The
environmental consequences related to demolition
and/or relocation of adjacent facilities are
addressed in Chapter 2. A determination of
significance of the potential environmental
consequences resulting from the proposed
alternatives pursuant to CEQA is provided in
Chapter 3.

1.6.1.5 SCE Transmission Line Relocation

The proposed project, with either of the bridge
replacement alternatives, also includes raising the
SCE lines (12.5 kilovolt [kV], 66-kV, and 220-kV)
that cross the Cerritos Channel from Pier S to Pier
A, north of the bridge (see Section 2.1.4 [Utilities
and Service Systems] and Appendix I). The timing
of the transmission line relocation is not known at
this stage of project development, but it can be
assumed that this action would not be required
until the bridge replacement is completed.

The recommended option for raising the SCE
lines is to construct new towers on Piers S and A
next to the existing towers. The new towers would
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increase the clearance over the Back Channel
from 153 ft to 200 ft. Subsequent to construction
of the new towers, all lines would be relocated to
the new towers (see Exhibit 2.1.4-1 for the
proposed configuration under this scenario).
Although the transmission lines would be
relocated to the new towers, the existing towers,
which have been determined to be eligible for
listing on the National Register of Historic Places
(NRHP) (see concurrence letter from State
Historic Preservation Officer [SHPO], July 21,
2003, Appendix C) would remain in place.

1.6.2 Bridge Rehabilitation Alternative

With this alternative, the existing bridge would be
rehabilitated to improve its seismic performance
and to extend its operational life span. No new
traffic lanes would be added, and the height of the
bridge would remain at 156 ft (47.5 m) above the
MHWL. To comply with current seismic detailing
standards for new bridges, the lap splices at the
base of the columns would need to be eliminated
and the amount of confinement reinforcement
increased. Because there are no practical means
to accomplish this, the best solution would be to
add steel casings at all columns. Lacking a
detailed seismic performance study, it is assumed
that the casings would be placed along the full
height of the columns. These retrofit measures
would allow for the level of deformation needed
for the bridge to withstand a major earthquake
and to comply with Caltrans SDC requirements for
capacity protection of column foundations and
bent caps.

Main span trussed arch members would likely
require strengthening and connection retrofit to
meet SDC joint capacity protection requirements.
Typical for this type of bridge in the state of
California, retrofit measures for truss members
include member strengthening and installation of
additional bolted through steel plates at truss
joints, similar to the retrofit of the existing
Carquinez Bridge, San Francisco Oakland Bay
Bridge Main Span, and others.

In summary, to bring the existing Gerald Desmond
Bridge up to current AASHTO standards and to
mitigate continuous bridge deterioration would
require the following construction activities:

¢ Replacement of the bridge deck
o Replacement of expansion joints

¢ Replacement of the sway bracings for the main
span

o Painting of all steel members

e Seismic retrofit of foundations, columns, bent
caps, abutments, and superstructure

The bridge rehabilitation activities would occur
within the footprint of the existing bridge. This
alternative would not require demolition of any
structures on adjacent properties and would also
not require any modifications to the SCE towers.
The estimated cost for these corrective measures
is approximately $289.3 million.

All of the above measures would be consistent
with the level of retrofit undergone by major
bridges in California, where retrofit measures
were designed for a “No Collapse” design criteria.
The “No Collapse” criteria imply that the bridge
would survive the maximum credible earthquake
(MCE) without collapse and loss of life, but it
would have a high probability of being condemned
after an extreme seismic event such as the MCE.
Thus, even with implementation of the above
seismic retrofit measures, the existing bridge
seismic performance would not be on par with the
proposed new bridge. The new bridge would be
designed to withstand the MCE with only
repairable damage allowed and an ability to be in
service within days after the MCE event. Although
seismic safety of the channel crossing would be
enhanced with a rehabilitated bridge, forecasted
increases in future traffic volumes would still result
in steadily deteriorating levels of service.

1.6.3 No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, the Gerald
Desmond Bridge would not be replaced or
rehabilitated. It would remain in its existing
deteriorated condition until a retrofit schedule is
established. It would remain with insufficient
roadway capacity to handle projected car and
truck traffic volumes, and inadequate channel
clearance for safe passage of some existing and
new-generation container ships.

Under the No Action Alternative, the existing
bridge would continue in use as the sole direct
connection between SR 710, Long Beach, and
Terminal Island. Existing measures to protect
against falling structural elements would need to
be enhanced as the bridge continues to
deteriorate, and the related safety issues would
increase in severity. Seismic safety of the channel
crossing would not be enhanced with a new or
rehabilitated bridge meeting current seismic
standards. Increasing traffic volumes would result
in steadily deteriorating levels of service.

Under the No Action Alternative (as with the
Rehabilitation Alternative), the existing SCE
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transmission lines would not be removed or
relocated.

1.7 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT
NOT CARRIED FORWARD FOR
ANALYSIS

The June 2004 Draft EIR/EA evaluated several
other alternatives, including tunnel options, main
span and approach span options, design options,
and interchange options, that were all withdrawn
from further evaluation. In addition, a Toll-
Operation Alternative was considered in this
revised Draft EIR/EA; however, it was withdrawn
from further evaluation based on the findings
discussed below. The rationale for withdrawal of
the Toll-Operation Alternative, as well as the other
alternatives previously considered, is discussed in
this section.

1.71

A tolling alternative was considered because the
Port is looking at various funding sources
(including federal, state, and local sources) to help
pay for the cost of the new bridge. This alternative
was considered given that tolling is used on many
northern California bridges as a primary revenue
source; therefore, POLB and POLA jointly
sponsored a Terminal Island Traffic and Toll
Revenue Study to assess the following options:

1. Tolling the Gerald Desmond
replacement structure alone; and

Toll-Operation Alternative

Bridge

2. Tolling all three bridges that provide access to
Terminal Island (i.e., Gerald Desmond
replacement, Vincent Thomas, and Schuyler
Heim) in a toll district.

The Toll-Operation Alternative was introduced in
the revised NOP, and it has the same footprint as
the North-side Alignment Alternative. Under this
alternative, vehicles that enter/leave Terminal
Island from any of the three bridges (i.e., Gerald
Desmond replacement, Vincent Thomas, or
Schuyler Heim) would be assessed a toll in each
direction. Except for the toll element, which would
involve placement of sensors on all three bridges,
the bridge design features would be the same as
described for the North-side Alignment
Alternative.

The Toll-Operation Alternative would utilize both
automatic License Plate Recognition (LPR) and
transponder technologies, and it would operate
without toll booths. The LPR technology would
assess tolls to the vehicles that do not have a
transponder.

1.7.1.1 Implications of Toll-Operation
Alternative

The Gerald Desmond Bridge Traffic Study
identified substantial traffic diversions from this
alternative (lIteris, 2009). The following provides a
summary of both the traffic diversion and
environmental issues associated with the Toll-
Operation Alternative.

1.7.1.2 Traffic Diversion

The 2030 traffic diversion impacts associated with
this alternative compared to the North-side
Alignment Alternative (non-toll) and the No Action
Alternative for a series of key roadway links are
summarized below. Year 2030, rather than the
2015 opening year horizon, was analyzed due to
higher forecast traffic volumes in 2030 simulating
the worst-case scenario.

e |-405; This freeway would experience an
increase of approximately 1,500 to 2,600
autos, or approximately 3 to 5 percent,
directionally during the peak periods. Truck
volumes would increase roughly 3 to
4 percent.

e 1-110: This freeway would experience an
increase in auto volumes of up to 20 percent,
or nearly 3,500 vehicles in one direction
during the PM peak period. Truck volumes
would increase up to 41 percent during all
peak periods.

e SR 710: This freeway would experience a
decrease in auto volumes of up to 16 percent
directionally, which equates to nearly 3,500
autos during the PM peak period. Truck
volumes would decrease up to 7 percent
directionally, or approximately 1,200 trucks
during the peak period.

e SR 91: This freeway would experience an
increase of nearly 2,000 autos directionally
during the PM peak period, which represents
a 5 percent increase. Truck volumes would
increase more than 340 vehicles in one
direction, which is an increase of more than
18 percent in truck flow.

e SR 47/103: This freeway would experience an
11 to 28 percent decrease in auto volumes
near Terminal Island and a decrease in truck
volume of up to 13 percent.

e PCH and Anaheim Street: These local
arterials would experience an increase in auto
volumes from 500 to 1,000 vehicles during the
peak periods. Between SR 710 and SR 47,
auto volumes on both facilities would increase
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up to 24 percent directionally. Truck volumes
on both of these routes would increase
approximately 10 percent.

e Ocean Boulevard/Seaside Avenue: The traffic
modeling results indicate an auto volume
decrease of approximately 40 to 45 percent,
or up to 5,400 peak-period vehicles in each
direction. The drop in auto volumes would be
similar on both the Vincent Thomas Bridge
and the replacement bridge. Truck volumes
would drop 12 percent, or 485 peak-period
trucks, on the replacement bridge.

Due to the traffic diversion discussed above, the
following roadway segments would require
mitigation in the form of an additional travel lane in
each direction:

I-405 between SR 710 and 1-110

I-110 south of SR 91

SR 91 between SR 710 and 1-110

Anaheim Street between 9th Street and I-110
PCH between SR 47/103 and [-110

The above improvements equate to approximately
41.2 lane miles of additional capacity needed on
the freeways and 13.6 additional lane miles on the
arterials. To provide the additional lane capacity
along the arterials, existing on-street parking
would be restricted during the peak periods. At
locations where on-street parking is already
restricted during the peak periods, or there is
insufficient width to handle the additional lane,
then outside widening would be necessary and
ROW impacts would occur.

1.7.1.3 Environmental Effects

The Toll-Operation Alternative would result in
substantial unavoidable adverse impacts to the
environment, when compared with the non-toll
North-side Alignment Alternative, which would be
necessitated by the widening of major arterials
and freeway segments in the affected areas to
handle the traffic diversion that would occur. The
following discussion highlights the expected ROW
and land use impacts due to this traffic diversion.

e Anaheim Street: Widening would lead to
environmental impacts, including ROW
acquisitions and relocations, hazardous
wastes exposure, community impacts, utility
relocations, and use of Section 4(f) properties
(i.e., public parks and recreation areas, which
are protected under the U.S. Department of
Transportation Act of 1966). Approximate

ROW displacements would be as follows:

— 10 residential apartment complexes,
primarily on the north side. These
apartment complexes range in size from
10 to 50 units. They are set back
approximately 6 to 10 ft (1.8 to 3 m) from
the edge of the street. Given the
demographics of this area, with a higher
population of low-income and minority
residents, these apartment complexes
would likely be inhabited by a higher
percentage of low-income residents, who
are subject to federal environmental
justice provisions.

— 50 businesses (e.g., used car sales, fast
food, auto parts, check cashing, adult
entertainment uses, liquor stores, and
small retail).

— 40 auto wrecking yards/auto repair and
gas stations.

— Saints Peter and Paul School ball field
located on the south side of Anaheim
Street. This would be a potential
Section 4(f) use.

PCH: Widening would lead to environmental
impacts, including ROW  acquisitions,
hazardous wastes, community impacts,
utilities, and Section 4(f) use. Approximate
ROW displacements would be as follows:

— 10 residential apartment complexes.
These apartment complexes range in size
from 10 to 30 units. They are set back
approximately 6 to 10 ft (1.8 to 3 m) from
the edge of the street. Given the
demographics of this area, with a higher
population of low-income and minority
residents, these apartment complexes
would likely be inhabited by a higher
percentage of low-income residents, who
are subject to federal environmental
justice provisions.

— 35 businesses (e.g., used car sales, fast
food, motels, auto parts, check cashing,
adult entertainment, liquor stores, and
small retail).

— 30 auto wrecking yards/auto repair and
gas stations.

— Banning High School is located on the
north side of PCH, and Banning Park is
located on the south side, both near
Avalon Boulevard. There would be
impacts to the ball field that is adjacent to
PCH, which could constitute a Section 4(f)
use.

1-29
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— Senior Citizen Community Center, which
is located near Eubank Avenue, could be
impacted by the street widening.

e [|-110, 1-405, and SR 91: Widening these
freeways to handle traffic diversion from the

tolling alternatives would likely require
acquisition of adjacent residential
and commercial properties at arterial
interchanges.

1.7.2 Tunnel Options

Two types of tunnels were evaluated: (1) a
concrete immersed tube tunnel; and (2) a bored
tunnel through grouted soils. While both tunnel
options were determined to be constructible, they
were found to have more Port operational
problems than any of the bridge options that were
considered. The tunnel alternatives would cost
approximately 3.5 times more to construct than
either the North- or South-side Alignment
Alternatives. In addition, the cost of the operation
and maintenance of the tunnel alternative would
be approximately 2 times the cost of the bridge
alternative (Parsons Brinckerhoff Quade &
Douglas, Inc., 2001). The tunnel options would
have required Back Channel closure during
construction.

Environmental impacts included containment and
disposal of contaminated bay muds, hazardous
materials control, and a new source of air pollution
at the tunnel portals. In addition, water infiltration
of tunnels and approaches below the water table
would have been inevitable; therefore, the system
would require a drainage system (Parsons
Brinckerhoff Quade & Douglas, Inc., 2001).

The design of a tunnel would have required a
6 percent grade, 1-percent greater than the bridge
alternative, which would have slowed down truck
traffic. Also, the tunnel roadway would have been
narrower than that of the bridge, as full-width
shoulders could not have been handled. A tunnel
option would have required work to be performed
from barges in the Back Channel. This would
have impeded access for vessels trying to reach
piers in the Inner Harbor. The channel would have
been closed at various times during the
approximate 5 years of construction. Channel
closures and access restrictions would have
caused a slowdown in Port operations, as cargo
would not have been loaded/unloaded to and from
the vessels in a timely manner. Several existing
piers and other facilities would have had their
access blocked by the construction as well.

For the above reasons, tunnel options were
withdrawn from further consideration as infeasible.
Detailed information on the above tunnel options
is presented in the Draft Alternative Bridge
Evaluation Study (Parsons-HNTB, 2002b).

1.7.3 Bridge Design Options

A variety of bridge and approach span options
were examined, and they are described in the
Draft Alternative Bridge Evaluation Study
(Parsons-HNTB, 2002b). Potential environmental
impacts of the main-span and approach span
options were not examined, but they would not
have differed among the options considered or
from those identified for the build alternatives
studied in detail. Several options were determined
to be unsuitable for the project, as noted below.

1.7.3.1 Main-Span Options

Five types of main-span bridges were examined:
movable bridge, steel box girder, cable-stayed,
steel truss, and steel tied arch. Additionally, a
suspension bridge crossing was considered but
not pursued because a conventional suspension
bridge would not be possible at the location of the
Gerald Desmond Bridge due to poor soil
conditions, while a self-anchored suspension
bridge would be prohibitively expensive compared
to a cable-stayed bridge for a project of this type.

The movable bridge was determined to be
unsuitable for the Gerald Desmond Bridge site
due to its impacts to traffic operations, large
annual operating and maintenance (O&M) costs,
susceptibility to seismic events, and restrictions
on horizontal navigation clearance. A movable
bridge would also cause substantial disruptions to
Port operations. The steel box girder was also
found to be unsuitable, as it requires more
structural depth than the other options, resulting in
the need for more than 600 ft (183 m) in additional
approach span length on each end of the bridge.

Preliminary design was performed on the cable-
stayed, steel truss, and steel tied arch bridges
so that estimated costs could be calculated
and weighed along with the aesthetics and
maintenance requirements of each bridge, as well
as their possible impact upon Port operations. The
cable-stayed bridge was found to be the most
suitable option for the new bridge, as it had the
lowest cost, required the least maintenance,
would affect Port operations the least during its
construction, and was most aesthetically pleasing.
Consequently, the steel truss and steel tied-arch
options were also removed from further
consideration.
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1.7.3.2 Approach Span Options

Five types of approach spans were evaluated:
pre-cast concrete bulb-tee girder, concrete
segmental box girder, cast-in-place concrete box
girder, steel I-girder, and steel box girder.
Preliminary design was performed for each
approach span to determine the size of bridge
members and quantities so that estimated costs
could be calculated. The approach span options
were then compared on the basis of cost,
aesthetics, maintenance requirements, and
impact on Port operations. Based on the above
analysis, concrete segmental box girders were
selected for the high-level approaches, and cast-
in-place concrete box girders were selected for
the low-level approaches.

1.7.4 Horseshoe Interchange Variations

Two variations were examined for integrating the
new bridge with a reconstructed Horseshoe
interchange: the “Modified Parclo” interchange
and the “Modified Diamond” interchange. Potential
environmental impacts of the Horseshoe
interchange variations were not examined, but
they would not have differed among the variations
considered or from those identified for the build
alternatives studied in detail.

A "Parclo" interchange ("partial-cloverleaf")
provides grade separation for the through lanes of
two intersecting roadways, typically a local street
crossing a freeway, and it provides a combination
of ramps and traffic signal-controlled intersections
to facilitate traffic flow between the two roads. A
Parclo interchange provides two loop-ramps
located in opposite quadrants such that both off-
ramps from the freeway (in both directions) are
handled by loop ramps. The on-ramps are
provided using "direct ramps" that terminate at
signalized intersections on the local street.
Conversely, a Parclo may also be configured to
have the loop ramps serve the on-ramps in both
directions, and the other movements facilitated
using ramps that terminate at signalized
intersections on the local cross street. A "Modified
Parclo" is a variation for the standard Parclo
configuration such that one or more of the typical
ramps or typical configuration is modified in some
way.

A "Diamond" interchange provides grade
separation for the through lanes of two
intersecting roadways, typically a local street
crossing a freeway, and it provides a combination
of ramps and two traffic signal-controlled
intersections at the intersection of the ramps with
the cross street to facilitate traffic flow between

the two roads. The left- and right-turn movements
to the on-ramps and from the off-ramps are
facilitated at the traffic signal-controlled ramp/local
street intersections. A "Modified Diamond" is a
variation of a "Standard Diamond" configuration
where one or more of the ramps or the typical
geometry is modified in some way.

The "Modified Parclo" and "Modified Diamond"
designs for the Horseshoe interchange were
called "modified" because the cross street (i.e.,
Pier T Avenue) is parallel to Ocean Boulevard;
hence, providing ramps and interconnection
between the two roadways did not result in
standard "Parclo" or "Diamond" configurations.

1.7.4.1 Modified Parclo

The “Modified Parclo” interchange would use a
loop ramp from WB Ocean Boulevard to provide
access to Pier T Avenue, carrying traffic off of the
new bridge and then under Ocean Boulevard to
meet Pier T Avenue. An on-ramp for accessing
EB Ocean Boulevard from Pier T Avenue, similar
to the current ramp, would also be established.
Additional ramp connections would be provided
between Pier T Avenue and both Ocean
Boulevard and the one-way frontage roads
created by the Ocean Boulevard and SR 47
Interchange Project. These ramps would allow for
full access between Pier T Avenue and Ocean
Boulevard in all directions. Due to the additional
ROW impacts to Pier S associated with the loop
ramp, this alternative was removed from further
consideration.

1.7.4.2 Modified Diamond

The “Modified Diamond” interchange would use
diamond ramps from the WB replacement bridge
to a new road that would pass underneath the
elevated Ocean Boulevard, and from that road to
the EB replacement bridge. This new road would
provide access to the new Pier T Avenue and
would be linked by a one-way frontage road to the
signalized intersection at the end of SR 47 to the
west. Due to the additional delays created by the
new intersections with this alternative and the
operational inefficiencies to the trucks accessing
the Pier T terminal facility at this interchange, the
“Modified Diamond” was removed from further
consideration.

1.7.5 Route 710 Interchange Variations

Two variations were examined for integrating the
new bridge with a reconstructed Route 710
interchange: the “Mainline Connection to Route
710" and the “Connector Connection to Route
710.” Potential environmental impacts of the
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Route 710 interchange variations were not
examined, but they would not have differed
among the variations considered or from those
identified for the build alternatives studied in
detail.

1.7.5.1 Mainline Connection to Route 710

The “Mainline Connection to Route 710” design
variation called for the construction of a new six-
lane mainline connector between the median of
Route 710 and new connector ramps to downtown
Long Beach via Ocean Boulevard. The new
connections to downtown Long Beach would be
relocated to/from the right of the new bridge.
Elevated hook ramps supported on bridge
structures would replace the existing WB ramps
from the replacement bridge to Pico Avenue. The
existing hook ramps for the EB replacement
bridge would remain in place. Due to the
unmitigatable LOS F operating conditions that
would occur at the merge of the Ocean Boulevard
ramps to/from downtown Long Beach, this design
variation was removed from further consideration.

1.7.5.2 Connector to Route 710

The “Connector to Route 710" would replace the
existing two-lane connector from the EB Gerald
Desmond Bridge to NB Route 710 with a new
2-lane connector at the same location. The
existing 2-lane connector from SB Route 710
to the WB Gerald Desmond Bridge would be
retained, as would the current ramps between
EB Ocean Boulevard and Pico Avenue. The
existing diamond ramp from Pico Avenue to WB
Ocean Boulevard would be replaced by a loop
ramp. This variation, known as the “minimum
service alternative,” would also require 6 percent
approach grades on the new bridge and be limited
to a vertical clearance of 185 ft (56 m). Due to the
desire to provide improved truck operations on the
new bridge (i.e., having approach grades of less
than 6 percent), this alternative was removed from
further consideration.

1.8 COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES

The North-side Alignment Alternative would
achieve the project's purpose and need.
Specifically, this alternative would:

1. Provide a new bridge that is structurally sound
and seismically resistant;

Reduce approach grades;

Provide sufficient roadway capacity to handle
current and future car and truck traffic
volumes; and

4. Provide vertical clearance that would afford
safe passage of existing container ships and
for new-generation vessels currently being
constructed.

The North-side Alignment Alternative would affect
Port and private properties, including tenant
businesses and utilities. It would require
demolition of the Port Maintenance Yard and
temporary relocation of Fireboat Station No. 20.
The North-side Alignment Alternative would result
in the conversion of approximately 0.7-acre (0.3-
hectare [ha]) of privately held Port- related
industrial land to public/transportation use.
Privately owned facilities affected include Los
Angeles County Flood Control District (LACFCD);
LBGS; SCE; Connolly Pacific; and Pacific Energy
Resources. Potential effects on these properties
could include loss of land due to acquisition,
modified access due to bridge footings and
easements, and relocation/replacement of utilities
and/or facilities. The current estimate for the value
of the land for the affected private properties is
$2.0 million (see Section 2.1.3.2 [Relocations], for
further discussion).

The South-side Alignment Alternative would also
achieve the project’'s purpose and need as
discussed under the North-side Alignment
Alternative. This alternative would impact primarily
Port properties, utilities, and tenant businesses.
This alternative would require reconfiguration of
both the California United Terminals and Total
Terminal International, Inc. (TTI), operations on
Piers D, E, and T. The Pier E gate at the
California United Terminal facility would require
relocation and would include reconfiguration of the
following elements: entrance and exit roadways,
inbound optical character recognition (OCR)
devices, receiving gate lanes with pedestals,
scales, cameras and queuing area, the trouble
resolution building and parking area, outbound
primary radiation portal monitors (RPMs) and
OCR devices, outbound secondary RPM, exit
gate lanes with pedestals and cameras, and
associated underground electrical, communication
lines, and pavement markings/barriers. It is
estimated that the reconfiguration on Piers D and
E would cost approximately $10.0 million. With
demolition of the existing bridge, there would be
no loss of leasable Port acreage in the Middle
Harbor area. Reconfiguration of Pier T would
result in the permanent loss of 2.4 acres (1-ha)
within the TTI terminal storage facility currently
used for refrigerated container storage.
Additionally, reconfiguration on Pier T would
require modification to the following elements:
relocation of a portion of the main gate canopy,
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driver’s service building and trouble parking, steel
high mast light poles, chassis storage, and
associated utilities, barriers, and pavement
markings. It is estimated that the reconfiguration
on Pier T would also cost approximately $10.0
million. The estimated present value of 2.4 acres
(1-ha) of lost Port lease revenue would be $7.0
million over a typical 20-year lease (see Section
2.1.3.2 [Relocations], for further discussion).

Under the Rehabilitation Alternative, the bridge
would survive an extreme seismic event without
collapse and loss of life, but it would have a high
probability of being condemned and taken out of
service. Thus, even with implementation of the
retrofit measures in the Rehabilitation Alternative,
at an estimated cost of $289.3 million, the bridge
seismic performance would not be on par with a
new bridge. Furthermore, bridge rehabilitation
would not handle future traffic volumes, nor would
it provide the vertical clearance needed for safe
passage of container ships. Also, a life-cycle cost
analysis for the project was completed to evaluate
the costs of bridge rehabilitation versus
replacement over a 130-year time horizon. The
two scenarios evaluated in the life-cycle cost
included the following:

A. Build the new bridge now, which would open
to traffic in 2015 and have a design life of 100
years. Rehabilitation of the new bridge would
take place in 2115, which would extend its
service life to 2145.

Rehabilitate and seismically retrofit the
existing bridge now to meet current AASHTO
code requirements with completion in 2015,
which would extend its service life to 2045.
Replace the rehabilitated bridge in 2045 with
a new bridge identical to the one assumed in
Scenario A. The new bridge would have a
design life of 100 years, thus lasting until
2145.

The results of the life-cycle cost analysis showed
that the Bridge Rehabilitation Alternative
(Scenario B) has a greater net present value cost
($208 million) than the Bridge Replacement
Alternatives (Scenario A).

The No Action Alternative would not meet the
purpose and need for the proposed project and
would not eliminate the need for rehabilitation or
replacement of the Gerald Desmond Bridge. The
No Action Alternative would not improve
clearance for the safe passage of container ships
or handle current or forecasted traffic volumes.
Under the No Action Alternative, the bridge would
likely be severely damaged during an MCE and
would endanger life and property for those using
the bridge, ships in the Back Channel, and
adjacent Port and private facilities.

1.8.1.1 Preferred Alternative

The Port has determined that the North-side
Alignment Alternative satisfies the project’s
purpose and need and is more cost effective to
implement. Therefore, after comparing and
weighing the benefits and impacts of all the
feasible alternatives summarized above, the Port
has identified the North-side Alignment Alternative
as the preferred alternative, subject to public
review. Final identification of a preferred
alternative will occur subsequent to the public
review and comment period.

1.9 PERMITS AND APPROVALS
NEEDED

Table 1-4 lists the permits, reviews, and approvals
that would be required for project construction.
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Table 1-4
Permits and Approvals
Agency Permit/Approval Comment
Federal
FHWA Air Quality Conformity

U.S. Coast Guard (USCG)

Bridge Permit (Section 9, Rivers and Harbors
Appropriations Act)

State

California Department of Fish
and Game (CDFG)

California Endangered Species Act (CESA)
Incidental Take Permit

Required only if listed bats are
present during preconstruction
surveys

Caltrans

EA and Project Report Approval
Encroachment Permits

California Coastal
Commission (CCC)

Coastal Development Permit

Required only if local Coastal
Development Permits are
appealed

State Historic Preservation
Officer (SHPO)

Consultation; Concurrence under Section 106
(National Historic Preservation Act [NHPA])

Regional Water Quality
Control Board (RWQCB)

Section 402 National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) Permit (Clean
Water Act [CWA])

Report of Waste Discharge

Southern California
Association of Governments
(SCAG)

Transportation Conformity Working Group
(PMs/ PM1g) approval

State Water Resources
Control Board (SWRCB)

Compliance with Statewide NPDES General
Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated
with Construction Activity (General Permit),
Order No. 99-08-DWQ, NPDES No. CAS000002

SWRCB

Compliance with Caltrans Statewide NPDES
Storm Water Permit, Order No. 99-06-DWQ,
NPDES No. CAS000003

California Department of
Conservation — Division of Oil
Gas and Geo Thermal
Resources (DOGGR)

Approval of plan to relocate, abandon, and/or
reabandon oil wells within the construction
footprint

California Public Utilities
Commission (CPUC)

Compliance with CPUC General Order 131-D
regarding relocation of transmission towers

Local

City of Long Beach

Discretionary approvals

Port of Long Beach

Harbor Development Permit

1-34

February 2010




Chapter 2

Affected Environment,
Environmental Consequences, and
Avoidance, Minimization and/or
Mitigation Measures






Section 2.1

Human Environment






CHAPTER 2

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT, ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES, AND AVOIDANCE,
MINIMIZATION AND/OR MITIGATION MEASURES

Chapter 2 evaluates potential effects on
environmental resources resulting from the
proposed construction, demolition, and operation
of the Gerald Desmond Bridge Replacement,
Rehabilitation, and No Action Alternatives.
Presented for each environmental topic analysis
are the following subject areas:

o Affected Environment
e Environmental Consequences

e Avoidance, Minimization and/or

Measures

Mitigation

When the project effects on the environment are
found to be potentially adverse, pursuant to
NEPA, then avoidance, minimization, and/or
mitigation measures are identified. A Minimization/
Mitigation Monitoring Program is provided in
Appendix H. Unavoidable adverse effects of the
project are discussed if the residual effects after
avoidance and minimization would still be
considered adverse. Environmental analyses
presented in this chapter are primarily based on a
series of technical studies prepared for
environmental topics of concern for the project,
including:

¢ Air Quality Technical S’[udy3 (Parsons, 2009)

e Draft Project Study Report (Parsons-HNTB,
2002a)

e Historic Properties Survey Report (Parsons,
2003f)

e Initial Site Assessment (Diaz Yourman &
Associates, 2008)

e Natural Environment Study (Parsons, 2009)
¢ Noise Technical Study (Parsons, 2009)
o Traffic Analysis Report (lteris, 2009)

e Visual Impact Assessment (Parsons-HNTB,
2008)

o Water Resources (Parsons, 2009)

® This and all “Parsons” references are referring to
Parsons-HNTB joint venture.

During the preparation of this revised Draft
EIR/EA, several technical studies that were
prepared for the June 2004 Draft EIR/EA were
updated to reflect changes to the existing
environment, addition of the tolling alternative and
associated expanded study area, addition of the
Rehabilitation Alternative, and the Port’'s new
environmental protocols. The technical studies
that were updated consist of Air Quality, Traffic
Analysis, Natural Environment Study, Noise,
Water Resources, and Visual Impact Assessment.

The above technical studies are incorporated
by reference into this EIR/EA document, and
they are available for review at the Port office
(contact Ms. Stacey Crouch at 562-590-4160) and
Parsons office (contact Mr. Jeffery Bingham at
949-233-8912).

As part of the scoping and environmental analysis
conducted for the proposed project, the following
environmental issues were considered, but no
potential for adverse effects was identified.
Consequently, there is no further discussion in
this document regarding the following issues:

¢ Wild and Scenic Rivers: There are no wild and
scenic rivers within the project study area. No
impacts to wild and scenic rivers would result
from the proposed project.

e Farmlands/Timber/Agricultural Resources: The
proposed project is not located on existing
farmland or on land within the immediate
vicinity of agricultural operations; therefore,
the project would not have the potential to
affect any farmlands or other agricultural

operations. No impacts to agricultural
resources would result from the proposed
project.

e Paleontology: The land on which the project
would be built roughly coincides with the
former shoreline; thus, it would be unlikely to
contain fossils. Furthermore, the area is
heavily subsided and over the past 100 years
has been covered by up to 30 ft (9 m) of
imported  structural fill and stabilizing
materials, and it has been redeveloped
several times as the Port has grown and
modernized. Accordingly, it is highly unlikely
that impacts to paleontological resources
would result from the proposed project.
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21 HUMAN ENVIRONMENT

2.1.1 Land Use, Recreation, and Coastal
Zone

Within this section, land use effects are evaluated
based on consistency with local and regional
plans, as well as compatibility with existing and
planned development and land uses.

2.1.1.1 Regulatory Setting

City of Long Beach General Plan

Land use within the project study area, as
discussed in Chapter 1, is designated by the City
of Long Beach General Plan. The Long Beach
Harbor area falls within General Plan Land Use
District Number 12. This district includes existing
freeways, the Port, and the Long Beach Airport.
The General Plan indicates that the water and
land use designations within the harbor area are
separately formulated and adopted by due
process known as the Specific Plan of the Long
Beach Harbor (also known as the PMP, as
amended). The General Plan indicates that the
responsibilities for planning  within  legal
boundaries of the harbor lie with the Board of
Harbor Commissioners.

Port Master Plan

The PMP has nine designated land uses and four
designated water uses consisting of:

Primary Port facilities

Hazardous cargo facilities
Port-related industries and facilities
Ancillary Port facilities
Commercial recreational facilities
Federal use

Oil and gas production

Utilities

Non-Port-related areas
Anchorage area

Maneuvering areas

Navigable corridors
Recreational/sportfishing

The PMP Land Use Element has six goals for
developing  policies involving future Port
development and expansion. The goals are also
shaped by the influences of the California Coastal
Act, legislative grants of the Tide and Submerged
Lands, City of Long Beach Charter, Municipal
Code, and the City of Long Beach General Plan
(POLB, 1999). The land use goals noted in this
element include:

Goal 1: Consolidate similar and compatible land
and water areas.

Goal 2: Encourage maximum use of facilities.

Goal 3: Improve internal circulation involving
roadways and rail.

Goal 4: Provide for the safe cargo handling and
movement of vessels within the Port.

Goal 5: Develop land for primary Port facilities and
Port-related uses.

Goal 6: Protect, maintain, and enhance the overall
quality of the coastal development.

The Land Use Element also provides a summary
of long-range plans for cargo facility and
infrastructure requirements to the year 2020. The
long-range plans are informational discussions
that would not be considered by the California
Coastal Commission (CCC) as a submission for
certification (POLB, 1999).

Coastal Zone Management Act

The Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972
(CZMA) is the primary federal law enacted to
preserve and protect coastal resources. The
CZMA sets up a program under which coastal
states are encouraged to develop coastal
management programs. States with an approved
coastal management plan are able to review
federal permits and activities to determine if they
are consistent with the state’s management plan.

California has developed a coastal zone
management plan and has enacted its own law,
the California Coastal Act of 1976, to protect the
coastline. The policies established by the
California Coastal Act are similar to those for the
CZMA; they include the protection and expansion
of public access and recreation; the protection,
enhancement, and restoration of environmentally
sensitive areas; the protection of agricultural
lands; the protection of scenic beauty; and the
protection of property and life from coastal
hazards. The CCC is responsible for implementation
and oversight under the California Coastal Act.

Uses of land and water within the Ports have been
outlined in the PMP (POLB, 1999). The first PMP
was prepared to conform with the California
Coastal Act of 1976, and it was finalized in June
1978. Thereafter, the PMP has been amended
several times. The latest amended PMP was
approved by the Board of Harbor Commissioners
in 1999.
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2.1.1.2 Affected Environment

The Gerald Desmond Bridge is located within the
Port in an area zoned Port-related Industrial (IP,
see Exhibit 2.1.1-1). The Port owns most of this
land; however, there are several relatively small
privately owned and operated landholdings located
in the Inner Harbor area and northernmost sections
of the Port (see Exhibit 2.1.1.-2). The Gerald
Desmond Bridge crosses the Back Channel and
generally runs east-west dividing Pier D into two
separate sections. The Gerald Desmond Bridge
encroaches upon approximately 92 acres (37 ha)
of three different Planning Districts in the Long
Beach Harbor (see Exhibit 2.1.1-3). These include
the Northeast Harbor Planning District, the
Terminal Island Planning District, and the Middle
Harbor Planning District (POLB, 1999).

The Northeast Planning District is the oldest part
of the Long Beach Harbor and contains privately
owned land — Pier C and a portion of Pier S.
Permitted land uses include primary port facilities;
port-related industries and facilities that do not
require access to berthing facilities or water
frontage; hazardous cargo facilities; ancillary port
facilities; oil production uses; navigable corridors;
utilities; and non-port-related uses.

The Terminal Island Planning District consists of
property that was originally occupied by the
U.S. Naval Complex. With the closure of the naval
facilities in 1997, the Port currently has title to or a
lease for most of the former Naval Complex
property. Most of this land has been rededicated
to be part of the Pier T complex. The Terminal
Planning District also includes Pier S. Permitted
land uses within the District include primary port
facilities; port-related industries and facilities that
do not require access to berthing facilities or water
frontage; hazardous cargo facilities; ancillary port
facilities; oil production uses; navigable corridors;
utilities, including the LBGS; and federal uses,
such as the Navy Fuel Depot on the Pier T Mole.

The Middle Harbor Planning District is bound on
the north by the Gerald Desmond Bridge and
Ocean Boulevard. This Planning District includes
Piers D, E, and a portion of F. Permitted land uses
include primary port facilities; port-related
industries and facilities that do not require access
to berthing facilities or water frontage; ancillary
port facilities; oil production uses; and utilities.

Parks and Recreation Facilities

San Pedro Bay supports recreational uses such
as marinas, sportfishing facilities, and other public
access areas (Exhibit 2.1.1-4). Most public and

commercial recreational opportunities are located
by design within the Queensway Bay Planning
District. The District acts as a buffer between the
higher-industrialized inner port complex and the
waterfront recreation activities of the Port and City
of Long Beach (POLB, 1999).

Recreational amenities within the area include the
Long Beach Marina, Queen Mary, Queensway
Bay, Golden Shore RV Resort, public fishing
access on the eastern side of Pier J, and Long
Beach Sportfishing on Berth 55. None of these
recreational facilities and attractions or any parks,
recreational hiking, or biking trails are located
within the immediate project vicinity.

Recreational boating is the major water-related
recreational activity within Long Beach Harbor.
The City’s three marinas include more than
5,800 slips for boats between 18 and 80 ft
(5.5 and 24 m) long, and they have an overall
20.6 percent slip vacancy rate.

Several recreational boating organizations,
including yacht clubs, sponsor boating activities
within Long Beach Harbor and San Pedro Bay.
Private boats provide fishing and scuba diving
opportunities year-round throughout San Pedro
Bay. Queen’s Wharf Sportfishing, located at the
terminus of Channel 3, is a major sportfishing
landing in the Long Beach area. Several major
tour boat companies based in San Pedro Bay
operate cruises to Santa Catalina Island and
conduct harbor tours. No public boat ramps or
dockside faciliies are located within the
immediate vicinity of the proposed project site or
along the Back Channel; however, boats
chartered from Long Beach Sportfishing pass
under the Gerald Desmond Bridge several times a
day.

Section 4(f) Resources: Public park and
recreational resources may be eligible for special
consideration under Section 4(f) of the
Department of Transportation Act of 1966,
codified in federal law at 49 U.S.C. 303. Section
4(f) declares that ‘it is the policy of the United
States Government that special effort should be
made to preserve the natural beauty of the
countryside and public park and recreation lands,
wildlife and waterfowl refuges, and historic sites.”
Resource criteria for special consideration under
Section 4(f) require that the resource is a public
park, recreation, wildlife and waterfowl refuge, or
historic site.

No public parks, recreation, or wildlife and
waterfowl refuges were identified within the
proposed project footprint.
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2.1.1.3 Environmental Consequences

Evaluation Criteria

An adverse effect upon land use would occur if
the project:

e Introduces an activity that would be
inconsistent with existing zoning regulation

e Results in activities conflicting with existing
surrounding uses

e |s incompatible with nearby conforming areas,
as determined by intensity, degradation of
circulation through delay, inhibiting access, or
nuisance activities

e Results in uses that jeopardize public safety
e Isinconsistent with the PMP

An adverse effect on recreation would occur if the
project would:

e Be in conflict with the land use plan and policy
outlined in the PMP and the California Coastal
Act of 1976

e Be in conflict with any applicable habitat
conservation plan or natural community
conservation plan

e Permanently impair or indirectly affect parks
or access to and from a park, recreational
area, or wildlife/water fowl refuge

No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, the Gerald
Desmond Bridge would continue in use in its
existing condition. No construction activities would
occur under this alternative, and there would be no
changes to the existing land uses, or coastal zone
access/resources along the footprint of the Gerald
Desmond Bridge or recreational opportunities
within the San Pedro Bay. The existing bridge
footprint covers approximately 92 acres (37 ha).

Construction and Demolition Impacts

North-side Alignment Alternative

Compatibility with Existing Land Use and
Recreation: Impacts associated with construction
and demolition activities would be considered
temporary, being confined to the construction
phase. The proposed project would be
constructed, as discussed in Chapter 1, in six
phases over a period of approximately 62 months
(including demolition of the existing Gerald
Desmond Bridge). Construction of the new bridge
would take approximately 48 months. Full
demolition of the existing bridge would begin upon

completion of the new bridge. Demolition of the
Gerald Desmond Bridge and structures would
take an additional 15 months. The footprint of the
proposed bridge and roadways would be
approximately 124 acres (50 ha).

The North-side Alignment Alternative would be
located within and adjacent to an existing
transportation corridor. Excavation, grading, pile-
driving, and other activities related to construction
of roadway and bridge structures would result in
temporary direct and indirect land use effects.
Large areas within the construction footprint would
be required exclusively for construction and would
result in restricted, reduced, or modified land use.
Facilities adjacent to the construction footprint
would experience site-specific disruptions to land
use, primarily related to construction traffic, site
access modifications/disruptions, and increases in
ambient noise and air pollutants (see Sections
2.2.5 [Air Quality] and 2.2.6 [Noise]). The entire
alignment proposed under this alternative would
be constructed within an existing industrial area
zoned for Port-related industries (see Exhibit
2.1.1-1). Potential effects on facility operations
within the project area are discussed in Section
2.1.3.2 (Relocations). The construction/demolition
effects on land use would be short-term and/or
intermittent and limited to daytime hours. Thus,
construction and demolition land use effects
would not be considered adverse.

No park or recreation facilities would be used for
construction staging or material laydown. The
parks and recreation facilities located within 0.5-
mi of project area include Cesar Chavez Park,
located 0.5-mi (0.8-km) east of the project area,
Queen’s Wharf Sportfishing, Golden Shore Ramp
Relocation Site, Golden Shore RV Resort, and
Queen’s Landing (see Exhibit 2.1.1-4). Potential
construction effects on these areas would be
temporary and would not likely affect recreational
enjoyment of these areas. Thus, construction and
demolition effects on recreational land use would
not be considered adverse.

The North-side Alignment Alternative would not
result in new or incompatible land uses. The
alignment would pass through existing ROWs and
industrial areas. No residential neighborhoods are
located within the project area. The nearest
residential areas are located more than 0.5-mi
(0.8-km) from the proposed project area.
Residential areas are located to the east of the
Los Angles River and to the north of Anaheim
Street. Construction and demolition activities
would be conducted in accordance with typical
measures to minimize effects on adjacent facilities
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Property Ownership Map
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and the surrounding communities during the
construction and demolition phases; therefore, no
adverse effects to land use are expected.
Applicable construction and demolition minimization
measures are discussed in more detail in Sections
2.1.2 through 2.4 4.

Consistency with Plans and Policies: The
North-side Alignment Alternative is consistent with
local land use plans, policies, and guidelines.
Construction activities associated with this
alternative would not materially conflict with any
plans, policies, or guidelines.

Coastal Zone: Construction of the North-side
Alignment Alternative would not prevent public or
commercial access to Terminal Island. Traffic
would be maintained on the existing bridge during
construction and then would be transferred to the
new bridge during demolition of the Gerald
Desmond Bridge. Demolition of the existing bridge
would occur after opening of the new bridge,
allowing Ocean Boulevard to remain open to
through traffic at all times. Therefore, no limitation
on access to recreational resources within the
harbor area would result; however, some travelers
would experience periodic traffic slowdowns on
major roadways within the project area due to
construction material hauling and heavy
equipment transportation. Potential traffic impacts
and avoidance and minimization measures are
discussed in Sections 2.1.5 (Traffic and
Circulation) and 2.2.4 (Public Health and Safety).

Recreational users and businesses would be
notified in advance of construction and demolition
activities over the Back Channel. Delays or
restrictions occurring during construction and
demolition would be temporary and would not
adversely affect recreational traffic or access
within the Back Channel or Port. Demolition and
construction effects of this alternative would have
no effect on coastal zone public access or
resources.

Additionally, demolition of the Gerald Desmond
Bridge would eliminate the existing pedestrian
sidewalk, and the proposed bridge would not be
designed to accommodate pedestrians. Removal
of pedestrian access at this location would have
minimal effects on access to Terminal Island.
Removal of pedestrian access is discussed in
detail in Section 2.1.5 (Traffic and Circulation).

South-side Alignment Alternative

The South-side Alignment is located on the south-
side of the Gerald Desmond Bridge. The footprint
of the proposed bridge and roadways would be
approximately 117 acres (47 ha).

Although this alternative would have different
effects than the North-side Alignment Alternative
on the operations of individual facilities within the
Port, the construction and demolition effects on
land use within the project would be very similar.
The South-side Alignment Alternative would not
adversely affect land use planning compatibility/
consistency or recreation/coastal zone access or
resources. See Section 2.1.3.2 (Relocations) for
analysis of construction and demolition effects on
existing facilities and operations.

Rehabilitation Alternative

The Rehabilitation  Alternative  would be
constructed as discussed in Chapter 1. All
construction land use effects would occur within
and adjacent to the existing footprint of the Gerald
Desmond Bridge. Construction activities would
result in temporary direct and indirect land use
effects adjacent to the existing columns, pile and
bent caps, and abutments. Areas within the
construction footprint and access to these areas
may be required exclusively for construction and
would result in a restricted, reduced, or modified
land use during retrofit activities. In addition,
facilities adjacent to the construction footprint
could experience site-specific disruptions to land
use, primarily related to construction traffic and
site  access maodifications/disruptions.  The
construction effects on land use would be short
term and/or intermittent. Most of the retrofit
activities would occur during daytime hours;
however, extensive work during bridge deck
replacement activities would occur from 7:00 p.m.
to 7:00 a.m. Construction land use effects would
not be considered adverse.

No park or recreation facilities would be used for
construction staging or material lay-down. The
scope of the Rehabilitation Alternative, in regard to
ground disturbance and construction equipment,
would be considered minimal when compared to
the scope of the bridge replacement alternatives.
Potential effects of this alternative on parks and/or
recreational enjoyment would also be considered
minimal. Thus, construction effects on recreational
land use would not be considered adverse.

The Rehabilitation Alternative would seismically
upgrade an existing transportation facility. This
alternative would not affect coastal zone access
or resources or result in new or incompatible land
uses. Construction activities for this alternative
would be conducted in accordance with typical
measures to minimize effects during the
construction period; therefore, no adverse effects
on land use would occur.
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Operational Impacts

North-side Alignment Alternative

Compatibility with Planned Land Use and
Recreation: Operation of the North-side
Alignment Alternative would result in the
conversion of approximately 0.7-acre (0.3-ha) of
privately held Port-related industrial land to
public/transportation  use. Privately owned
facilities affected include Pacific Pipelines, LLC;
LBGS; SCE; Connolly Pacific; and Pacific Energy
Resources. Potential effects on these properties
could include loss of land due to acquisition,
modified access due to bridge footings and
easements, and relocation/ replacement of utilities
and/or facilities. The current estimate for effects
on private facilities is $2.0 million (see Section
2.1.3.2 [Relocations] for further discussion).

Anticipated ROW requirements for this alternative
would not have a substantial effect on facility
operations and would not result in permanent land
use conflicts. The proposed bridge would be
consistent with designated land use within the Port.
It would be an industrial-type transportation use
located in an area where all surrounding land uses
are designated Port-related Industrial. The
operation of the bridge would be consistent with the
six long-range planning goals and objectives for
future port development and expansion, as stated
in the PMP and as listed in the Application
Summary Report in Chapter 8 of this document.
The implementing objective is to promote efficient
vehicular and vessel circulation and access to
Terminal Island and within the Port. The new
bridge would not adversely affect future land use
planning or require Plan amendments for proposed
minor changes in existing land use. During
operation, areas within the former footprint of the
Gerald Desmond Bridge and, where appropriate,
beneath the new bridge, would be available for
Port-related industrial uses. The North-side
Alignment Alternative utilizes more support
columns instead of fill, potentially resulting in a net
increase of 4 acres (1.6 ha) of area that would be
available for future Port-related industrial use. Most
of this increase is associated with removal of fill
during demolition of existing abutments and
approach roadways. The new bridge would also
result in a long-term, safe connection between
Long Beach and Terminal Island even after an
extreme seismic event; therefore, no adverse
effects associated with the operation of the North-
side Alignment Alternative are anticipated.

This alternative would not require acquisition of
any nearby park or recreation land use areas.

Consequently, no direct effects to the surrounding
parks and recreational facilities are expected. The
project would not induce more population to
reside in the Harbor District area; thus, it would
not result in an increased use of existing
recreational facilities within the area. The
proposed project would not attract more tourists to
visit the harbor than planned for by the City of
Long Beach and the Port. Operation of the
proposed project would have no effect on parks or
recreational land uses.

This alternative would not increase population and
employment in the project area. Therefore, it
would not contribute to increased demand for new
or expanded parks, recreational areas, or
wildlife/waterfowl refuges; however, any potential
increase in jobs would be temporary (related to
construction) and come from throughout the
region. Associated increases in permanent local
residents would be considered minimal and would
not likely result in new and expanded
park/recreation services or facilities. Additionally,
the North-side Alignment Alternative is intended to
accommodate the anticipated growth in regional
commuter and Port-related truck traffic. Local
agencies are assumed to have already
considered potential regional and Port-related
growth in their capital facilities planning (see
Section 2.1.2 [Growth]). No adverse effects
related to the negligible indirect operational land
use effects of this alternative are anticipated.

Consistency with Plans and Policies: The North-
side Alignment Alternative is consistent with land
use plans and policies applicable to the study area.
Although the project is not specifically identified in
many of the plans or policies, all of them identify
general transportation and circulation issues in the
area, particularly with respect to port-related
transportation. This alternative would result in
improved regional and local access to and from the
port, as well as regional traffic in general, and it is
consistent with local plans and policies (see
Section 2.1.2 [Growth]). This alternative would not
directly conflict with applicable plans and policies;
therefore, it would not result in an adverse effect.
The Long Beach General Plan states that the
responsibilities for planning within legal boundaries
of the harbor lie with the Board of Harbor
Commissioners. Uses of land and water within the
Port have been outlined in the PMP (POLB, 1999).

Operation of the North-side Alignment Alternative
would not have an adverse effect on coastal zone
management, the Long Beach General Plan, or its
specific plan for the port as discussed within the
PMP. Operation of the proposed project is
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consistent with these plans and would not
adversely affect current or future planning.

Coastal Zone: Operation of the North-side
Alignment Alternative would not affect public
access within the coastal zone. The Port areas
within the coastal zone are utilized by heavy
industry, and many of the areas are restricted to
public access. Additionally, this alternative would
improve safety for current and future vessels
within the Back Channel. Operation of the North-
side Alignment Alternative would improve access
to existing industrial facilities located within the
coastal zone. The alternative would not attract
more tourists to visit the harbor than planned for
by the City of Long Beach and the Port. Operation
of the proposed project would have no effect on
public coastal zone access or resources.

The North-side Alignment Alternative is consistent
with the California Coastal Act, which states that
all port-related developments shall be located,
designed, and constructed so as to minimize
substantial adverse environmental impacts;
minimize potential traffic conflicts between
vessels; 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 support and
access facilities; provide for other beneficial uses
consistent with the public trust including, but not
limited to, recreation and wildlife habitat uses, to
the extent feasible; and encourage rail service to
port areas and multi-company use of facilities.

South-side Alignment Alternative

Operation of the South-side Alignment Alternative
would require reconfiguration of operations at
both the California United Terminals (Piers D/E)
and TTI (Pier T) facilities. Estimates to reconfigure
these terminals to accommodate the South-
side Alignment Alternative are approximately
$10 million at each terminal. With demolition of
the existing bridge, the South-side Alignment
Alternative would not result in a loss of leasable
Port acreage in the Middle Harbor area; however,
it would permanently reduce the area available
for container terminal operations within the
TTl terminal and leasable Port acreage by
approximately 2.4 acres (1-ha). The estimated
present value of lost Port lease revenue would be
$7.0 million over a typical 20-year lease (see
Section 2.1.3.2 [Relocations] for further discussion).

Anticipated ROW requirements for this alternative
would not have a substantial effect on facility
operations and would not result in permanent land
use conflicts. The proposed bridge would be

consistent with designated land use within the
Port. It would be an industrial-type transportation
use located in an area where all surrounding land
uses are designated Port-related Industrial. The
operation of the bridge would be consistent with
the six long-range planning goals and objectives
for future port development and expansion, as
stated in the PMP and as listed in the Application
Summary Report in Chapter 8 of this document.
The implementing objective is to promote efficient
vehicular and vessel circulation and access to
Terminal Island and within the Port. Although
the South-side Alignment Alternative would
permanently affect 2.4 acres (1-ha) of existing
container terminal, the loss is along the edge of
the terminal and would not affect long-range Port
development plans. The new bridge would not
adversely affect future land use planning or
require Plan amendments for proposed minor
changes in existing land use.

During operation, areas within the former footprint
of the Gerald Desmond Bridge and, where
appropriate, beneath the new bridge, would be
available for Port-related industrial uses. The
South-side Alignment also utilizes more support
columns instead of fill, and it would also
potentially result in a net increase of 4 acres
(1.6 ha) of area that would be available for future
Port-related industrial use. Most of this increase is
associated with removal of fill during demolition of
existing abutments and approach roadways. The
new bridge would also result in a long-term, safe
connection between Long Beach and Terminal
Island even after an extreme seismic event.

Operational effects of the South-side Alignment
Alternative on recreation/coastal zone access or
resources would be the same as discussed under
the North-side Alignment Alternative. The South-
side Alignment Alternative would not result in
adverse effects on land use planning compatibility/
consistency or recreation/coastal zone access or
resources.

Rehabilitation Alternative

Operation of the Rehabilitation Alternative would
not result in any changes from the existing land use
within the project area. Operation of this alternative
would have no effect on existing or future land use
planning, compatibility, or consistency on
recreation or coastal zone access or resources.

2.1.1.4 Avoidance, Minimization and/or
Mitigation Measures

No measures are required.
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2.1.2 Growth Inducement

This section discusses the project's “land side”
and maritime growth inducement potential,
prepared by the POLB, related to the cargo
capacity of the Ports and growth outside the ports
in the adjacent communities.

2.1.2.1 Regulatory Setting

The CEQ regulations, which implement NEPA,
require evaluation of the potential environmental
consequences of all proposed federal activities
and programs. The regulations also include a
requirement to examine indirect consequences
that may occur in areas beyond the immediate
influence of a proposed action and at some time
in the future. The CEQ regulations, 40 CFR
1508.8, refer to these consequences as
secondary impacts. Secondary impacts may
include changes in land use, economic vitality,
and population density, which are all elements of
growth.

CEQA also requires the analysis of a project’s
potential to induce growth. CEQA guidelines,
Section 15126.2(d), require that environmental

documents “...discuss the ways in which the
proposed project could foster economic or
population growth, or the construction of

additional housing, either directly or indirectly, in
the surrounding environment...”

City of Long Beach General Plan

In the project study area, land uses and future
planned growth are designated by the City of
Long Beach General Plan. The Long Beach
Harbor area falls within General Plan Land Use
District Number 12. This district includes existing
freeways, the POLB, and the Long Beach Airport.
The General Plan indicates that the water and
land use designations within the harbor area are
separately formulated and adopted by due
process known as the Specific Plan of the Long
Beach Harbor [also known as the PMP, as
amended]. The General Plan indicates that the
responsibilities  for planning  within  legal
boundaries of the harbor lie with the Board of
Harbor Commissioners.

Port Master Plan

The PMP has nine designated land uses and four
designated water uses consisting of:

e Primary Port facilities

e Hazardous cargo facilities

e Port-related industries and facilities
e Ancillary Port facilities

Commercial recreational facilities
Federal use

Oil and gas production

Utilities

Non-Port-related areas
Anchorage area

Maneuvering areas

Navigable corridors
Recreational/sportfishing

The PMP Land Use Element has six goals for
developing policies involving future POLB
development and expansion. The goals are also
shaped by the influences of the California Coastal
Act, legislative grants of the Tide and Submerged
Lands, City of Long Beach Charter, Municipal
Code, and the City of Long Beach General Plan
(POLB, 1999). The land use goals noted in this
element include:

Goal 1: Consolidate similar and compatible land
and water areas.

Goal 2: Encourage maximum use of facilities.

Goal 3: Improve internal circulation involving
roadways and rail.

Goal 4: Provide for the safe cargo handling and
movement of vessels within the Port.

Goal 5: Develop land for primary Port facilities and
Port-related uses.

Goal 6: Protect, maintain, and enhance the overall
quality of the coastal development.

The Land Use Element also provides a summary
of long-range plans for cargo facilty and
infrastructure requirements to the year 2020. The
long-range plans are informational discussions
that would not be considered by the California
Coastal Commission (CCC) as a submission for
certification (POLB, 1999).

2.1.2.2 Affected Environment

The proposed project would provide a
replacement surface transportation connection
between Terminal Island, SR 710, and downtown
Long Beach. Long Beach lies to the north and
east of the existing Gerald Desmond Bridge, while
the communities of San Pedro and Wilmington
(both part of the City of Los Angeles) lie to the
northwest and southwest, respectively.

The project site is located within the Port in an
area zoned Port-related Industrial (IP). POLB
owns most of this land; however, there are several
relatively small privately owned and operated
landholdings located in the Inner Harbor area and
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northernmost sections of the Port. Refer to
Section 2.1.1.2 (Land Use, Affected Environment)
for information about the three Planning Districts
in the Long Beach Harbor that encompass the
project site.

2.1.2.3 Environmental Consequences

Traffic Growth Inducement Methodology
and Assumptions

The additional vehicle trips generated by planned
transportation and land development projects (i.e.,
cumulative traffic growth) within the Ports and
surrounding communities are included in the
traffic forecasting model used for this study. Refer
to Section 2.1.5 (Traffic and Circulation) for details
on the development of the traffic forecasting
model used for this study.

The traffic model used to develop the travel
forecasts for development and growth in the
region through the year 2030 is based upon the
travel demand forecasting model developed for
the Ports of Long Beach and Los Angeles
Transportation Study (Ports  Transportation
Study). That model, completed in 2000, is based
upon the SCAG Regional Travel Demand
Forecasting Model. Elements of the SCAG heavy-
duty truck model were used, as well as input data
from the City of Long Beach model and the City of
Los Angeles Transportation Improvement
Mitigation Program models for Wilmington and
San Pedro.

The year 2030 regional trip tables were developed
using the SCAG 2030 regional trip tables. These
regional trip tables were also augmented with
focus area trips from non-port and port zones
based on other major developments in the focus
study area, as well as port trips based primarily on
the Ports Transportation Study. The focus area
and regional person trips were then converted into
vehicle trips based on SCAG’s trip distribution
model, mode-split factors, and average auto-
occupancy tables. The model was validated to
2005 base year conditions and used to project
both year 2015 and year 2030 travel demand.

Land-side Direct Growth Inducement
Potential: The North-side Alignment Alternative
and the South-side Alignment Alternative (Bridge
Replacement Alternatives) would not result in
changes to zoning or land use designations that
would have the potential to directly influence
growth in the area. It is likely that adjacent areas
would be utilized by the Port for marine terminals
and infrastructure. These potential uses would
compensate for the areas occupied by the new

bridge and would represent additional land-side
growth pressure. In effect, the Bridge Replacement
Alternatives would not result in a greater amount
of land available for redevelopment within the Port
than that which exists today. Future Port
development projects would be evaluated per the
Port’'s Environmental Protocol and approved as
required by the PMP, as amended.

The congestion relief benefits of the Bridge
Replacement Alternatives would not likely be a
direct cause of new vehicle trips (i.e., traffic
growth) in the region because the bridge in and of
itself is not the destination of vehicle trips. Rather,
the congestion relief benefits of the Bridge
Replacement Alternatives are expected to redirect
traffic to the bridge to avoid other more-congested
roadways. This redistribution could have the effect
of freeing up capacity on other roadways within the
vicinity of the Port. This redistribution of traffic is
expected to increase traffic on the bridge. As
discussed in Section 2.1.5 (Traffic and
Circulation), the improvements provided by the
proposed Bridge Replacement Alternatives would
result in an estimated 9 percent more traffic
(135,930 vpd) on the new bridge in year 2030
than would be on the bridge under the No
Action/Rehabilitation Alternatives (124,670 vpd).
The additional traffic, approximately 11,260 vpd,
would likely be the result of motorists changing
their paths rather than the result of additional trips
associated with additional land development
directly induced by the Bridge Replacement
Alternatives; therefore, the Bridge Replacement
Alternatives would not be a direct cause of traffic
growth.

Land-side Indirect Growth Inducement
Potential: The proposed bridge replacement
project likely would indirectly induce growth. When
considered in the context of future cumulative
development that is likely to occur within the Ports
and surrounding communities, the traffic
congestion relief benefits associated with the
Bridge Replacement Alternatives would have the
potential to indirectly influence growth as a result
of more-efficient or improved access to and from
areas within the Port and surrounding
communities. Indirectly induced growth associated
with future land development could result from the
traffic congestion relief benefits provided by the
new bridge and the lessening of congestion on
other roadways within the vicinity of the Port as
more vehicles utilize the bridge as a preferred
route. Thus, the proposed new bridge would
reduce future traffic congestion that might
otherwise serve to limit future development or
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cargo movement potential. This type of growth is
highly speculative; therefore, it is extremely
difficult to quantify in an urban environment that is
already developed. In terms of land-site acreage,
there are limited opportunities for additional
development beyond what is already included in
the land use forecasts used in the traffic
forecasting process. The Ports themselves are
assumed to reach build-out before year 2030. Any
indirectly induced growth that involved a new
project would be subject to the regulatory process
at the time that it occurs.

It is possible that the improved access to and from
areas within the Port could also contribute to more
intense use of existing cargo terminals. The key
question is whether the new bridge would have
the potential to cause a greater amount of cargo
to be brought in the Port than would otherwise
occur with the existing bridge left in place. The
amount of cargo brought into the Port directly
influences the volume of truck and train trips
needed to carry away the cargo to its ultimate
destination. The maximum amount of cargo that
can be accommodated by the Ports is directly
related to the capacity of the marine terminals.
The capacity of the Ports container terminals is
generally considered to be a function of the
following:

e The size and configuration of the wharfs and
backland storage yards

e Labor practices
e The type and quantity of yard equipment

e The type of containers
empties and intermodal/local)

(imports/exports/

e The size distribution of the ships calling at the
terminals

The maximum Ports container cargo capacity is
estimated to be 42 million TEUs, which will be
reached between years 2020 and 2025 based on
projected market demand. The estimated capacity
of the Ports would not be directly affected by the
Bridge Replacement Alternatives. The market
demand for goods would be neither directly nor
indirectly affected by bridge replacement.

Because the truck traffic associated with the
maximum capacity cargo volumes (42 million
TEUs) has been provided to SCAG and is
incorporated in SCAG’s RTP, the regional
transportation system already takes into account
the estimated capacity of the Ports.

The new bridge would result in travel time savings
(2.2 minutes per truck in both directions [Port of

Long Beach Traffic Model]) for trucks moving the
cargo. This reduction on one small segment of the
global distribution network is not likely to cause a
shipper to shift cargo to POLB or POLA from other
ports. The 2.2-minute savings is a negligible part
of the total cargo transit time from manufacturer to
the ultimate destination, which is measured in
days (typically ranging from 9 to 15 days) (Pacific
Shipper Magazine, 2006).

The Port and Model Elasticity Study (Leachman &
Associates, 2005), which was prepared for SCAG,
and supplemental analyses conducted by SCAG
indicate that a container fee of under $200 per
forty-foot equivalent unit (FEU), combined with
transportation congestion relief projects, would not
alter shipper supply chain logistics. Another study,
Cargo on the Move through California (Energy
and Environmental Research Associates, 2006)
prepared for the Natural Resources Defense
Council (NRDC) concluded that a $30 container
fee for capital improvements would not result in
the diversion of cargo. The estimated value of
time for goods movement estimated by SCAG in
their supplemental diversion study analyses
indicates that the time savings for the proposed
replacement bridge could equate to approximately
$2.66 per trip. Given the thresholds of elasticity
estimated in the aforementioned studies, it is
reasonable to assume that supply cost savings of
$2.66 would not result in the shifting of cargo from
other ports.

The Port has concluded that the reduction in
traffic congestion and the improved efficiency and
enhanced capacity resulting from the Bridge
Replacement Alternatives and the relatively small
savings in overall cargo transit time attributable to
the new bridge would not provide a meaningful
incentive for shippers to divert their cargo from
other ports to the POLB/POLA; however, it is not
possible to predict whether the improved and
enhanced access to and from areas of the Port
would have other indirect effects on the intensity
of cargo movement through existing Port
terminals. Some of the factors that suggest there
is unlikely to be an increase in cargo movement
as a result of the new bridge and roadway
improvements include (1) the capacity of the
Ports’ container terminals generally is limited by

factors other than the surrounding roadway
system, such as berth capacity, backland
capacity, crane capacity, and terminal gate

capacity; (2) the market demand for goods
traveling through the Ports would be neither
directly nor indirectly affected by bridge
replacement; and (3) the potential travel time
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savings is not sufficient to induce the shifting of
cargo from other ports. Nonetheless, to be
conservative, this DEIR/EA assumes there is a
potential for indirect growth inducement
associated with the Bridge Replacement
Alternatives and that the Bridge Replacement
Alternatives could result in some level of growth-
related adverse effects on the environment.
Quantifying any such effects would be highly
speculative and is made more difficult by the fact
that the project is occurring in an urban
environment and port complex that are already
highly developed with very limited opportunities
for additional development. For this reason, while
the potential for growth inducement in cargo
movement is identified as a possible impact of the
roadway improvements associated with the bridge
replacement project, the effects are too
speculative to reliably evaluate and essentially
remain unknown.

It is also important to note that future development
growth within the Port and surrounding
communities is planned for in the PMP and the
City of Long Beach General Plan. In addition, the
additional vehicle trips generated by planned
transportation and land development projects (i.e.,
cumulative traffic growth) within the Port and
surrounding communities are included in the
traffic forecasting model used for this study.

Mode Splits
from
Rail Master Plan

l

Maritime Growth Inducement Potential

Container Terminal Capacity

The key question in assessing the potential for the
Bridge Replacement Alternatives to induce port
growth is whether the additional 44 ft (13.4 m) of
clearance for ships passing under the bridge will
lead to more cargo being handled by the terminals
upstream of the bridge. In other words, if the
current bridge height had served as a constraint
on cargo throughput at those upstream terminals,
then the removal of that constraint would be
“growth inducing.”

The Port’s process for determining the capacity of
any Port container terminal begins by estimating
the terminal’'s backland throughput capacity.
Given this estimate, a collection of vessels that
can accommodate that throughput is determined
from a container fleet forecast. The physical
constraints of the terminal (e.g., wharf length,
channel width, or air draft) will be accommodated
by the selected vessels. The selected vessels are
assigned an arrival schedule that is assessed for
acceptable LOS at the berth, measured by the
expected probability of queuing. Port terminal
capacities reflect existing, known development
and expansion plans.

Exhibit 2.1.2-1 summarizes the process for
calculating container terminal capacity.

Backland

Final Terminal

Capacity

Final Berth
Capacity

Capacity Model
from JWD Berth Capacity
> Model from
Moffatt & Nichol
‘ l
Shi i
Vessel Mix IT\AQOEZIUIHQ
Forecast from from JWD
Mercator Fleet

Forecast

Source: POLB, 2007a.

Exhibit 2.1.2-1
Marine Terminal Capacity Flow Chart
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Backland Capacity

JWD Group (an engineering consulting group that
specializes in marine planning capabilities)
developed a spreadsheet model used by ports
nationwide to calculate maximum container-yard
capacity for a given existing or planned terminal.

Key model variables include the size of the
storage area, how the containers are stored (i.e.,
chassis versus grounded) and how long the
containers remain in storage. Container storage
and dwell times4, in turn, are largely a function of
where the container is destined and whether it is
loaded with cargo. Tables 2.1.2-1 and 2.1.2-2
provide a list of assumptions about the types of
containers handled and various backland
operations that feed into the model.

The model uses these inputs along with the size
of the container yard and expected split of cargo
among the various container types (Table 2.1.2-1)
to estimate the overall capacity of the yard.

Berth Capacity

The number and size of vessels expected to call
at the terminal are taken from the San Pedro Bay
distribution of vessels forecast for 2020. This
forecast is taken from the 2005 fleet forecast
prepared by Mercator Transport Group (MTG).
This fleet forecast is designed to accommodate
San Pedro Bay’s expected 2020 container cargo
(identified as the “Base-Case Scenario” in the
MTG study). The projected fleet will be a
representative subset of the San Pedro Bay fleet
capable of handling the container yard capacity
throughput.

An initial projected fleet is developed by selecting
a diverse collection of ships from the 2020
Mercator distribution that can handle terminal
throughput approximately equal to the estimated
container yard capacity. (In certain cases, the
collection of services for a given terminal may
have an expected annual capacity greater than
the capacity of the terminal’s container yard.) This
fleet is input to the Moffatt & Nichol (M&N) berth
capacity model to determine if the initial fleet can
be accommodated at the wharf. The model
considers the overall length of each ship, the
number of containers discharged and loaded, and
various assumptions about berth operations to
estimate how long each vessel will remain at berth
and how much berth space it will use.

* Dwell Time: The number of days that a ton of cargo
remains in port.

Table 2.1.2-1
Detailed Container-Type Assumptions for
Calculating Backland Capacity

Mean Mean
Dwell Time % Stack
Container Type (days) Wheeled | Height
Import local load 4.0 10 3.5
Import on-dock 20 10 3.5
intermodal load
Import off-dock 15 10 3.5
intermodal load
Export local load 6.0 5 3.5
Export on-dock 6.0 0 35
intermodal load
Export off-dock 6.0 10 3.5
intermodal load
Import empty NA NA 5.5
Export empty 7.0 5 5.5
Source: POLB, 2007e.
Table 2.1.2-2

Utilization Rate and
Static Density Assumptions for
Calculating Backland Capacity

Utilization rate for stocked 1/ o
85%
storage area (peak/mean)
Maximum wheeled utilization - 90%
Wheel shape efficiency factor - 80%
Slot density for wheeled TEU slots 50
storage per acre
Slot density for top and side TEU slots 100
pick (T/SP)* per acre
Slot density for rubber tire TEU slots 115
gantry (RTG)* per acre

* Stacks of loaded containers to be handled by RTGs; Stacks
of empty containers to be handled by T/SP.

Source: POLB, 2007.

The vessel distribution produced from this process
is then evaluated to determine the probability of
vessel queuing using JWD’s terminal resources
model. If the vessel distribution exceeds a
queuing probability of 5 percent, then the
distribution will be modified by adjusting the mix of
vessels to find a combination of weekly services
that can accommodate the container yard
capacity throughput while avoiding a queuing
expectation of 5 percent or greater. These
modified vessel schedules may no longer be
representative of the overall distribution of vessels
forecast for San Pedro Bay; however, the POLB
fleet should remain as close to representative of
the San Pedro Bay total as possible.
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The need for calculating queuing probability stems
from the fact that a terminal wharf cannot be
occupied 100 percent of the time (i.e., its
theoretical capacity). To the extent that ship
arrival times will vary, a certain amount of useable
wharf will need to remain unoccupied for a period
of time to avoid unacceptable ship queuing.
JWD’s terminal resources model calculates this
queuing probability using vessel call schedules
developed from the M&N model and empirical
data on the frequency and length of time that
container vessels calling San Pedro Bay arrive
late due to weather and other factors.

Overall Capacity

Comparing the berth capacity to the container
yard capacity reveals where terminal capacity
constraints arise, the greater constraint will dictate
the overall constraint of the terminal. A berth-
constrained terminal has a container yard capacity
greater than the berth capacity (i.e., the berth
cannot accommodate the vessel activity required
to deliver the entire throughput that the container
yard could handle). A container yard-constrained
terminal has a berth capacity greater than the
capacity of the storage yard (i.e., the terminal’'s
berths will be underutilized because the container
yard cannot handle all of the containers that could
be moved over the wharf).

Maritime Growth Inducement Potential: The
existing Gerald Desmond Bridge is approximately
156 ft (47.5 m) above the Back Channel at
MHWL. Given the size and type of existing and
planned marine terminals located north of the
Gerald Desmond Bridge, only the existing Pier A
and the planned Pier S container terminals are
potentially affected by the Bridge Replacement
Alternatives. This is because the only other
container terminal north of the Gerald Desmond
Bridge is Pier C, which is a small facility leased by
Matson Navigation Company primarily for its
Hawaii trade, which does not warrant the use of
larger container vessels. The other terminals north
of the bridge are bulk or automobile terminals
serviced by different types of vessels for which the
height of the current Gerald Desmond Bridge is
not expected to be a limitation in the foreseeable
future.

The Port’s pilots can navigate under the bridge
with a minimum 3-ft (1-m) overhead clearance for
their vessels. Accordingly, this guideline limits
ships to a height, or air draft, of approximately
153 ft (46.6 m) (POLB, 2005a). Air draft is defined
as the height of a vessel from the keel to the
antenna, minus its draft in the water. The actual
draft of a container vessel varies depending on

the cargo it carries. Generally this variation ranges
from the design draft, or the draft associated with
what the vessel is expected to carry, to the
scantling draft, or the draft at maximum possible
load.

The projected capacities of Piers A and S are
approximately 2.1 and 1.4 million TEUs,
respectively. These capacities were calculated
using a computer modeling system developed for
the Port in 2005 by JWD Group and M&N. Key
model factors include the amount of container
yard acreage, length of the wharf, and size of the
ships expected to call at the terminal. A projection
of the San Pedro Bay container fleet was
prepared in 2005 for the Ports by MTG. Table
2.1.2-3 shows the distribution of all vessels by
TEU capacity expected to call at the two ports by
year 2020.

Table 2.1.2-3
San Pedro Bay 2020 Vessel Forecast
Vessel Size Categories Number of Weekly
(TEUs) Services
1000-1099 1
2000-2999 9
3000-3999 10
4000-4999 23
5000-5999 16
6000-6999 15
7000-7999 12
8000-8999 11
11000-11999 11
Total 108

Both Piers A and S would be capable of handling
any forecasted vessel above if there were no
navigational constraints; however, the expectation
is that ships in the largest size category would not
likely call at Pier S given that in year 2020 Pier S
would be one of the smallest container terminals
in San Pedro Bay. Excluding Pier C, the San
Pedro Bay Ports will have 13 container terminals,
but they project only 11 weekly services of the
largest vessels (see Table 2.1.2-3). Because not
every terminal will have a weekly service of the
largest vessels, it is highly unlikely that these
vessels will call at a smaller terminal such as
Pier S.

Given the current plans for Pier A, which for the
purpose of this analysis was assumed to include
the 30 acres (12 ha) of the old Wilmington Rail
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yard to the east that currently are not part of Pier
A, the facilities are constrained by the size of the
container storage yard (i.e., the berth can
accommodate more cargo than the container
storage yard can handle). Table 2.1.2-4 shows a
projected fleet for Terminal A that provides cargo
flows equal to container yard capacities. The
projected fleet is consistent with the overall San
Pedro Bay fleet distribution, as well as the
assumption that Pier A would be able to receive
the largest vessels.

Table 2.1.2-4
Pier A Vessel Forecast at Capacity -
No Navigational Constraints

Pier A
Vessel Size Number of
Categories Weekly
(TEUSs) Services Annual TEUs

1000-1099 - -
2000-2999 - -
3000-3999 - -
4000-4999 1 173,160
5000-5999 - -
6000-6999 1 509,860
7000-7999 1 596,440
8000-8999 - -

11000-11999 822,510

Total 4 2,101,970

are not considered feasible or cost effective for
the foreseeable future; however, this growth
inducement analysis considered larger ships in
case the channel constraints are removed in the
future.

Table 2.1.2-5 shows that a distribution of ships
from the current San Pedro Bay fleet can provide
terminal throughput within the capacity of Pier A
and is not substantially constrained by the existing
bridge height. According to the Port's model,
which calculates each vessel’s time at berth and
factors in periodic late ship arrivals, even with the
two additional weekly services, there would be no
ship queuing problem. Based on this modeling, it
does not appear that the Bridge Replacement
Alternatives will meaningfully enhance terminal
capacity at Pier A even though they facilitate
larger ships calling at the terminal. In other words,
even though the height constraint on larger ships
getting into the Back Channel would be removed
with the Bridge Replacement Alternatives, this
does not appear to translate into substantially
more cargo being handled through Pier A. Thus,
raising the height of the bridge does not appear to
serve to generate meaningfully more container
throughput than would occur without the project.
Based upon the modeling shown in Tables 2.1.2-4
and 2.1.2-5, it is possible that there would be
some modest increase in throughput. This
potential increase in throughput would likely have
environmental effects typically associated with
cargo transport. The effects would typically
include additional truck, train, ship, and cargo

Without the proposed bridge replacement project,
it is assumed that the weekly service by vessels in
the 11,000 to 11,999 TEU size category would not
service Pier A due to air draft constraints;
however, it should be noted that the Gerald
Desmond Bridge is not the only navigational
constraint for Piers A and S. As identified in the
Port’s Pier S Marine Terminal and Back Channel
Navigational Safety Improvements Project,
navigational safety concerns would require the
Port to widen the navigable width of the channel
to approximately 315 ft (96 m) at a minimum and
maximum water depth of 52 ft (15.8 m) and 54 ft
(16.5 m), respectively, at mean lower low water
(MLLW). Even with the proposed bridge
replacement, the largest ship that would be able
to navigate the channel safely would be between
8,000 and 8,999 TEUs. Larger vessels would
require a wider channel and deeper water, which

Table 2.1.2-5
Pier A Vessel Forecast at Capacity —
Air Draft Constraints

Vessel Size Number of
Categories Weekly
(TEUs) Services Annual TEUs

1000-1099 - _
2000-2999 - -
3000-3999 1 211,640
4000-4999 2 346,320
5000-5999 1 384,800
6000-6999 1 509,860
7000-7999 1 596,440
8000-8999 - -

11000-11999 - -

Total 6 2,049,060
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handling equipment operational emissions and
cumulative contribution to greenhouse gases
(GHGs) and additional effects on the Port, City,
and State roadways to accommodate potential
additional truck trips to move the additional
throughput into the State and national distribution
networks. Because predicting the level of any
such increase in throughput is speculative, further
analysis of the environmental impacts associated
with any possible increase cannot be performed.
This is consistent with the recommendation of
CEQA Guidelines 15145 and NEPA.

No Action/Rehabilitation Alternatives

Under the No Action/Rehabilitation Alternatives,
the Gerald Desmond Bridge would continue to

operate in its existing configuration. There would
be no changes in land use or zoning, no changes
to the existing surface transportation system or
terminal cargo capacity in the vicinity of the
existing bridge, no congestion relief associated
with additional traffic capacity on the bridge, and
no travel time savings achieved. As such, there
would be no potential for the No Action or
Rehabilitation Alternatives to directly or indirectly
induce growth in the project area.

2.1.2.4 Avoidance, Minimization and/or
Mitigation Measures

No measures are required.
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2.1.3 Community Impacts

This section addresses potential effects on
community character and cohesion (Section
2.1.3.1), relocations (Section 2.1.3.2), and low-
income and minority populations (Section 2.1.3.3)
associated with the construction and operation of
the proposed build alternatives. Because there
are no specific guidelines under NEPA or CEQA
for determining potential areas of influence of
community impacts, the Caltrans Environmental
Handbook, Volume 4 (1997) — Community Impact
Assessment was consulted. The handbook states
that the boundary of potentially affected social and
economic environments should be drawn to
include surrounding buildings, transportation
facilities, land, and neighborhood and community
features. On this basis, the project study area was
delineated to include the Port and those portions
of the adjacent communities potentially affected
within the cities of Long Beach and Los Angeles.
The project study area includes all census tracts
within 0.75-mi (2.4 km) of the project corridor
(0.75-mi [2.4 km] on both sides of the project
corridor, as shown in Exhibit 2.1.3-1).

2.1.3.1 Community Character and
Cohesion

2.1.3.1.1 Regulatory Setting

NEPA established that the federal government
use all practicable means to ensure for all
Americans safe, healthful, productive, and
aesthetically and culturally pleasing surroundings
[42 U.S.C. 4331(b)(2)]. FHWA, in its implementation
of NEPA [23 U.S.C. 109(h)], directs that final
decisions regarding projects are made in the best
overall public interest. This requires taking into
account adverse environmental impacts, such as
destruction or disruption of human-made
resources, community cohesion, and the
availability of public facilities and services.

Under CEQA, an economic or social change by
itself is not to be considered a significant effect on
the environment; however, if a social or economic
change is related to a physical change, then
social or economic change may be considered in
determining whether the physical change is
significant. Because this project would result in
physical change to the environment, it is
appropriate to consider changes to community
character and cohesion in assessing the
significance of the project’s effects.

2.1.3.1.2 Affected Environment

Study Area

The EIR/EA was reviewed to identify potentially
adverse effects of the project on the adjacent
communities within the project area. Based on
consideration of the potential project effects as
discussed within this EIR/EA, traffic effects were
determined to have the largest potential direct
effects area, extending into downtown Long
Beach. The 0.75-mi (2.4-km) study area is
centered on the project corridor within the project
limits and encompasses the entire traffic study
area (see Section 2.1.5, Exhibit 2.1.5-1). The
0.75-mi  (2.4-km) study area includes the
proposed project area, its immediate surrounding
areas, and an additional area to account for
potential project effects on community character
and cohesion.

The study area consists of 11 census tracts (see
Exhibit 2.1.3-1). Due to the irregular shape of the
census tracts, some tracts extend outside of the
0.75-mi (2.4-km) project study area. Census data
were not adjusted to account for this; therefore,
census data presented for the study area actually
account for an area slightly larger than the project
study area. It should also be noted that Tracts
5756 and 2961 are located within the Ports of
Long Beach and Los Angeles.

In addition to the planning areas of the Ports of
Long Beach and Los Angeles, the study area
census tracts include portions of the community of
Wilmington and the City of Long Beach.
Socioeconomic and demographic data for the
study area census tracts discussed below were
obtained from the 2000 census data. The City of
Long Beach and the County of Los Angeles are
also discussed for comparison to provide local
and regional socioeconomic and demographic
context for the study area.

Community Facilities and Services

The Cities of Long Beach and Los Angeles supply
water and sewer services to the project site and
the entire study area. Electricity and natural gas
within the study area are provided by SCE and
Long Beach Energy, respectively. Solid waste
collection within the Port is handled by private
contractors. Trash and other nontoxic solid waste
are disposed of at various landfills in Los Angeles
County. No shortages of these facility capacities
in the Port or the larger study area currently exist
or are anticipated.
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Other community resources located within the
study area include schools and recreational
facilities. The nearest schools to the project are
located within the City of Long Beach and are
located approximately 0.3-mi (0.5-km) from the
eastern edge of the proposed project: Edison
Elementary is a public school at 625 Maine
Avenue, and Cesar Chavez Elementary School is
a public school located at 730 West 3rd Street.

Recreational Amenities

San Pedro Bay supports recreational uses such
as marinas, sportfishing facilities, and other public
access areas (POLB, 1999). Specific recreational
amenities within the area include the Long Beach
Marina, Queen Mary, Queensway Bay, Golden
Shore RV Resort, public fishing access on the
eastern side of Pier J, and Long Beach
Sportfishing on Berth 55. None of these
recreational facilities and attractions is located
within the immediate project vicinity (see Section
2.1.1 [Land Use] for further discussion)

Study Area Socioeconomic and Demographic
Characteristics

Population socioeconomic data from the U.S.
Census Bureau (U.S. Census, 2000) were
analyzed at the census tract level. A census tract
is a statistical subdivision of a county delineated
by a local committee of census data users for the
purpose of presenting data. Census tract
boundaries normally follow visible features, but
they may follow governmental unit boundaries and
other nonvisible features in some instances.
During their development, census tracts are
designed to be relatively homogeneous units with
respect to population characteristics, economic
status, and living conditions. Each census tract
contains an average of 4,000 inhabitants (U.S.
Census, 2000), and it may be split by any

discussed, the study area consists of 11 census
tracts. All but 2 of the 11 census tracts, Tracts
2947 and 2961, are located within the City of Long
Beach (see Exhibit 2.1.3-1).

Study Area Population Demographics

Population reported for the study area census
tracts are provided in Table 2.1.3-1, and study
area population age and racial composition are
provided in Tables 2.1.3-2 and 2.1.3-3. The
reported population of the 11 census tracts is
approximately 31,000 people. The percentage of
working age (19 to 64) adults within the study
census tracts range from a low of 50.4 (Tract
5758.01) to 90.6 (Tract 5760). Overall, 58.4
percent of the study area population is working
age adults. This compares to 58.6 percent and
59.3 percent for the City of Long Beach and the
County of Los Angeles, respectively.

With the exception of Census Tract 5760, persons
classified as Hispanic or Latino constitute most of
the population in the study area census tracts.
The percentage of Hispanic or Latino populations
ranges from 28.8 percent (Tract 5760) to 86.7
percent (Tract 5758.01). Overall, 64 percent of the
study area census tract population is Latino or
Hispanic. This compares to 35.8 percent and 44.6
percent for the City of Long Beach and the County
of Los Angeles, respectively; however, all census
tracts have majority minority populations. Minority
percentages of the study area census tracts range
from 60.4 percent (Tract 5760) to 95.4 percent
(Tract 574.01). Overall, 85.6 percent% of the
study area census tract population is minority (not
white). This compares to 66.9 percent and 68.6
percent for the City of Long Beach and the County
of Los Angeles, respectively. Except for Tracts
2961, 5759.02, and 5760, the percentage of white
persons is much lower in the study area census

of Los Angeles. Based on the information
Table 2.1.3-1
Historical Population Data within the Project Study Area
2006 Percent Change | Percent Change
Communities 1990 2000 Estimates 1990-2000 2000-2006

Study Area’ -2 30,978 N/A* 0.2 N/A
City of Long Beach 429,433 461,522 466,520 7.5 1.1
County of Los Angeles 8,863,164 9,519,338 8,878,554 7.4 -6.7

"Project study area includes all census tracts within 0.75-mi (2.4 km) of the project area.

2Census tract boundaries in 1990 Census are different from census tract boundaries for 2000 Census.

*N/A: data not available for census tracts.
Sources: U.S. Census, 2000; and U.S. Census, 1990.
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provided in Table 2.1.3-3, the study area is
considered a predominantly minority community
when compared to the City of Long Beach and
County of Los Angeles

Study Area Socioeconomic Demographics

Socioeconomic demographic data for the study
area census tracts are provided in Tables 2.1.3-4
and 2.1.3-5. The information is summarized
below.

According to the 2000 census data, 9,973
households and 5,740 families are within the
study area census tracts. Average household and
family size within the study area range from 1.67
(Tract 2961) to 5.09 (Tract 5755) and 2.14 (Tract
5760) to 4.51 (Tract 5758.01), respectively. This
compares to 2.77 and 3.55 for the City of Long
Beach and 2.98 and 3.61 for the County of Los
Angeles. Median family and household incomes
within the study area census tracts range from $0
(Tract 5756; no families) to $69,375 (Tract 2961)
and $13,750 (Tract 5755) to $152,338 (Tract
5756), respectively. This compares to $40,002
and $37,270 for the City of Long Beach and
$46,492 and $42,189 for the County of Los
Angeles. Even when leaving out the study area
census ftracts that contain the Ports (2961 and
5756), the median family and household incomes
reported for the study area are much lower than
those reported for the City of Long Beach and the
County of Los Angeles.

The study area census tracts contain 9,693
housing units. No housing or residential
communities are located within the project
footprint or larger Port area (Tract 5756).
Residential neighborhoods are located within the
bordering census tracts in the City of Long Beach.
According to U.S. Census 2000 data, residential
communities are found east of the Los Angeles
River (8,626 units) and also north of Anaheim
Street (100 units). Housing units within the study
area vary from high-density apartments to single-
family homes built on individual lots.
Approximately 84 percent of the housing units
within the study area census tracts are classified
as renter occupied. This compares to 59 percent
of renter-occupied housing units in the City of
Long Beach and 52 percent of renter-occupied
housing units in the County of Los Angeles.

According to the City of Long Beach Housing
Authority and Los Angeles County Community
Development Commission, six low-income
affordable housing developments that provide
affordable housing for seniors, disabled, and

people with HIV/AIDS are located within the study
area census tracts.

Employment data for the study area census tracts
show that there are 11,306 individuals in the
civilian labor force (i.e., does not include military).
Unemployment within the study area census
tracts range from zero percent (Tracts 5755 and
5756) to 27.8 percent (Tract 5754.01). Overall
unemployment within study area census tracts is
16.9 percent. This compares to 9.4 percent and
8.2 percent for the City of Long Beach and County
of Los Angeles, respectively.

Individual earnings in 1999 that are below the
poverty level within study area census tracts
range from 21.9 percent (Tract 5760) to 53.4
percent (Tract 5754.01). With the exception of
Tract 5760, all study area tracts have greater
percentages of individuals earning below the
poverty level than both the City of Long Beach
(22.8 percent) and County of Los Angeles
(17.9 percent).

The U.S. Census Bureau uses a set of income
thresholds that vary by family size and
composition to determine poverty status. If a
family's total income is less than the poverty
threshold income, then that family is considered
impoverished. The poverty thresholds do not vary
geographically, and they are updated annually to
reflect inflation using the Consumer Price Index
(CPI). The official poverty definition considers
monetary income before taxes and does not
include capital gains and non-cash benefits (e.g.,
public housing, Medicaid, and food stamps).
Poverty is not defined for people in military
barracks, institutional group quarters, or for
unrelated individuals under age 15 (e.g., foster
children) (Dalaker and Proctor, 1999).

Except for tracts 2961, 5756, and 5760 (no
families or no families below the poverty level),
percentages of families with incomes below the
poverty level ranged from 32.4 percent (Tract
5759.02) to 77.3 percent (Tract 5755). Overall,
40.1 percent of the families within study area
census ftracts have incomes that fall below the
poverty level, and is much higher than the City of
Long Beach (19.3 percent) and County of Los
Angeles (14.4 percent). Based on the higher
percentages of individuals and families living
below the poverty level when compared to the
City of Long Beach and County of Los Angeles, all
study area tracts, except for 2961 (located in the
Port of Los Angeles), 5756 (located in the Port of
Long Beach), and 5760, are considered low-
income populations.
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REVISED DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

Affected Environment, Environmental
Consequences, and Avoidance,
Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures

2.1.3.1.3 Environmental Consequences

Evaluation Criteria

NEPA requires consideration of social and
economic impacts of projects in the preparation of
environmental documents. NEPA states that
consideration is to be given to qualitative factors
and unquantifiable environmental amenities and
values, along with economic and technical
considerations, in decision making that may affect
the following:

e Human-made and natural resources and/or
aesthetic values

e Community cohesion and the availability of
public facilities and services

e Adverse employment effects and tax and
property value losses

e Disruption of desirable
regional growth

community and

No Action Alternative

Continued operation of the Gerald Desmond
Bridge would have no effect on community
character. It would not divide or weaken the
cohesion of any established communities or affect
any community or recreation facilities or services
or access to facilities or services.

Construction and Demolition Impacts

North-side Alignment Alternative

Community Facilities and Services. Approximately
150 construction workers would be required to
build the North-side Alignment Alternative. It is
likely, as is the case with most construction
projects in southern California, that the
construction workforce would consist of workers
from existing regional labor pools. Due to the
temporary nature of construction industry jobs, the
relatively large regional construction industry, and
the fact that construction workers do not typically
relocate to near the jobsite, it is unlikely that new
construction jobs would lead to increases in local
or regional population; however, it should be
noted that even if the workforce resulted in a
permanent relocation of the workforce to the City
of Long Beach, the increase associated with 150
construction workers and their families would not
likely result in a measurable increase in demand
on local facilities and services or cause a
substantial increase in the demand for existing
electrical sources or require the development of
new sources.

North-side
substantially

Construction of the
Alternative would not

Alignment
increase

demand for public utilities in the Port or region
(see Section 2.1.4 [Utilties and Service
Systems]). Based on the temporary nature of
construction industry jobs, construction of the
North-side Alignment Alternative is not anticipated
to have a substantial effect on local school
enrollments, hospital admissions, or other
demand-sensitive facilities or services. Demand-
sensitive public services and facilities would not
be substantially affected by the small workforce
anticipated for construction of the North-side
Alignment Alternative.

Demolition of the existing bridge would not occur
until after the opening of the new bridge, allowing
Ocean Boulevard to remain open to through traffic
at all times; however, there would be some
temporary closures of lanes and adjacent roads,
as well as access changes or restrictions. To
minimize delays and inconvenience, a Transportation
Management Plan (TMP) identifying alternative
routes would be developed. As part of the TMP,
portable changeable message signs and
advanced warning roadway signs would be used
to direct traffic to these alternative routes.
Emergency access would be maintained during
construction. All affected emergency routes would
be identified in the TMP and coordinated with all
agencies prior to construction (see Section 2.1.5
[Traffic and Circulation]). Construction of this
alternative would not adversely affect existing
emergency facilities or services (see Section 2.2.4
[Public Health and Safety]).

The North-side Alignment Alternative would not
result in any loss of public parking. The proposed
demolition of the Gerald Desmond Bridge would
eliminate the existing pedestrian sidewalk.
Removal of the sidewalk would not adversely
affect pedestrian access to community facilities or
services because there are none within the Port
areas. Removal of the pedestrian access is
discussed in detail in Section 2.1.5 (Traffic and
Circulation).

Recreational Amenities. There would be no
limitation on access to recreational resources
within the harbor during construction of the North-
side Alignment Alternative; however, there may be
some traffic slowdowns near the project area as a
result of heavy equipment movement and material
hauling. Recreational boating businesses that use
the Back Channel would be notified of any
restrictions to the Back Channel well in advance
of construction and demolition activities

The North-side Alignment Alternative would not
result in an increased use of existing recreational
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facilities in the area. The North-side Alignment
Alternative would not adversely affect recreational
opportunities within the project study area (see
Section 2.1.1 [Land Use]).

Population. Construction of the North-side
Alignment Alternative is located within an area
zoned for industrial use, would not result in the
creation or elimination of permanent jobs, and
would not result in any land use changes that
would affect local or regional growth projections.

Housing. Construction of the North-side
Alignment Alternative would not result in the
removal of any residences or construction of
additional residences. The project involves the
replacement of an existing bridge in an industrial
area, and it would not divide or weaken the
cohesion of any established communities. There
are no residential neighborhoods within the
immediate project vicinity. Residential
neighborhoods closest to the project site are
found beyond the industrial use area, outside the
Port to the north and east. The nearest residential
development is at least 0.3-mi (0.5-km) east of the
project site on the east side of the Los Angeles
River near the Cesar Chavez Elementary School.
No impacts to housing would result from
construction or demolition activities associated
with this alternative.

South-side Alignment Alternative

The South-side Alignment Alternative would
essentially be a mirror image of the North-side
Alignment Alternative. The potential construction
and demolition effects of this alternative on
community facilities and services, recreational
amenities, population, and housing would be the
same as those described under the North-side
Alignment Alternative.

Rehabilitation Alternative

Community Facilities and Services. Similar to
the North- and South-side Alignment Alternatives,
construction workers for the Rehabilitation
Alternative would likely be drawn from existing
regional labor pools,and would not measurably
increase demand on local facilities and services.
Construction of this alternative would not cause a
substantial increase in the demand on existing
electrical sources or require the development of
new sources. The proposed bridge rehabilitation
would not substantially increase demand on public
utilities in the Port or region (see Section 2.1.4
[Utilities and Service Systems]).

The small increase in the number of workers in
the Port during construction of this alternative is

not anticipated to affect local school enroliments,
hospitals admissions, or other demand-sensitive
facilities or services. Workers would likely be
selected from existing local labor pools. Demand-
sensitive public services and facilities would not
be affected by this alternative.

During construction of the Rehabilitation
Alternative, lane closures for roadway and bridge
deck replacement would occur from 7:00 p.m. to
7:00 a.m. Two lanes of traffic would be open in
each direction at all times on the bridge.
Construction of this alternative would likely not
require access changes or restrictions; however,
to minimize delays and inconvenience, a TMP
would be prepared to identify alternative routes
as applicable. As part of the TMP, portable
changeable message signs and advanced
warning roadway signs would be used to direct
traffic if additional lane closures or detour routes
would be required. Emergency access would be
maintained across the bridge at all
times during construction; however, planning for
alternative emergency routes would be included in
the TMP and coordinated with all agencies prior to
construction (see Section 2.1.5 [Traffic and
Circulation]). Construction of the Rehabilitation
Alternative would not adversely affect existing
emergency facilities and services (see Section
2.2.4 [Public Health and Safety]).

Construction of the Rehabilitation Alternative
would occur within the existing footprint of the
Gerald Desmond Bridge and would not result in
any loss of public parking.

Recreational Amenities. There are no
recreational amenities within the footprint of the
Gerald Desmond Bridge. No recreational
amenities would be affected by construction
activities associated with this alternative.

Population. Construction of the Rehabilitation
Alternative would occur within an area zoned for
industrial use and would not result in any land use
changes that affect local or regional growth
projections.

Housing. Construction of the Rehabilitation
Alternative would occur within the footprint of the
existing Gerald Desmond Bridge. There is no
housing within the existing footprint, and
construction of this alternative would have no
effect on housing.

Operational Impacts

North-side Alignment Alternative

Operation of the North-side Alignment Alternative
would not adversely affect community character or
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Consequences, and Avoidance,
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cohesion. This alternative involves the replacement
of an existing bridge in an industrial area, and it
would not divide or weaken the cohesion of any
established communities or affect any community
recreation facilities or services, or access to those
facilities or services. There are no residential
neighborhoods within the immediate project
vicinity. Residential neighborhoods closest to the
project site are found beyond the industrial use
area, outside the Port to the north and east. The
nearest residential development or school is
located at least 0.3-mi (0.5-km) from the project
site. No effect on population or housing would
result from operation of this alternative.

South-side Alignment Alternative

The South-side Alignment Alternative would
essentially be a mirror image of the North-side
Alignment Alternative. The potential operational
effects of this alternative on community facilities
and service, recreational amenities, population,
and housing would be the same as those
described under the North-side Alignment
Alternative.

Rehabilitation Alternative

Once construction is complete, the Rehabilitation
Alternative would operate the same as the No
Action Alternative. Operation of the rehabilitated
Gerald Desmond Bridge would have no effect on
community character or cohesion. It would not
divide or weaken the cohesion of any established
communities or affect any community or
recreation facilities or services or access to
community or recreation facilities or services.

2.1.3.1.4 Avoidance, Minimization and/or
Mitigation Measures

No measures are required.

2.1.3.2 Relocations

2.1.3.2.1 Regulatory Setting

The Caltrans Relocation Assistance Program
(RAP) is based on the Federal Uniform Relocation
Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies
Act of 1970 (as amended) and 49 CFR Part 24.

The purpose of the Uniform Relocation Act is to
“ensure that persons displaced as a direct result
of federal or federally assisted projects are treated
fairly, consistently, and equitably” so as not to
suffer disproportionately from projects designed
for the benefit of the public as a whole [49 CFR
24 .1(b)]. Unlike for residential displacees, the
Uniform Relocation Act does not require that
nonresidential displacees (i.e., businesses, farms,
nonprofit organizations) be made whole; thus,

they receive fewer benefits (Caltrans, 2001). To
qualify for benefits, one must legally occupy the
property as an owner or lessee/tenant when
negotiations commence or when possession of
the property is taken. Benefits are limited to
moving and related expenses. The acquisition of
replacement business property is not included in
the provisions and is the responsibility of the
displacee; however, the displacee may qualify for
re-establishment payment to cover some of the
costs involved in re-establishing their business.

All  relocation services and benefits are
administered without regard to race, color,
national origin, or sex in compliance with Title VI
of the Civil Rights Act (42 U.S.C. 2000d, et seq.).
See Appendix B for a copy of the Caltrans Title VI
Policy Statement.

2.1.3.2.2 Affected Environment

The project site is completely surrounded by
industrial uses associated with the Port. The Port
is located in the southwestern portion of Long
Beach, and it is adjacent to the downtown area.
The project area is zoned for Port-related
industrial. Only heavy industrial operations and
associated facilities are located within the project
area. Exhibits 2.1.3-2 and 2.1.3-3 provide an
aerial view of the project area and identify the
companies operating within the construction
footprint of the proposed project. No residential
neighborhoods or farms are located within the
census tract (Census Tract 5756, see Exhibit
2.1.3-1) in which the project site is located.

The Port and industrial development that make up
most of the study area are characterized by large
areas of cargo container and bulk handling
infrastructure. Some of the larger structures
adjacent to the project limits are the Tidelands Oil
Production Company warehouse (1370 W.
Broadway) and the LBGS power plant building
north of Ocean Boulevard along the west
approach to the Gerald Desmond Bridge. Two
large areas at the western end of the project area
are vacant or partially vacant, and they are
undergoing/completed redevelopment: Pier S
north of Ocean Boulevard is a former oil
production property, which the Port is proposing to
redevelop as a marine cargo terminal, and Pier T
was the former Naval Complex, which is now
occupied by TTI (Hanjin Shipping Company; see
Exhibits 2.1.3-1 and 2.1.3-2).
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2.1.3.2.3 Environmental Consequences

Evaluation Criteria

The proposed project may result in adverse
effects if it would:

e Result in injurious displacement of people or
businesses

No Action Alternative

The No Action Alternative would not result in
acquisition of ROW and would not displace any
people or businesses. The No Action Alternative
would not require relocations.

North-side Alignment Alternative:

Most of the potentially affected businesses are
located on lands owned and administered by the
Port. The level of impact on the affected
businesses could include rearrangement of onsite
facilities within existing property boundaries,
reconfiguration of access to properties, complete
relocation of businesses to other areas within the
Port, purchase of properties from private property
owners, or termination of leases with affected Port
tenants. Table 2.1.3-6 provides a list of
businesses and associated features potentially
affected by this alternative. Detailed descriptions
of potential property effects follow the table.

Table 2.1.3-6
List of Facilities Potentially Affected by North-side Alignment Alternative
Property
No. Facility Name Facility Description Ownership Potentially Affected Features
1 Tidelands Oil Oil production COLB Harbor e Gravel lot
Production Co. facilities, oil wells, Department o Active oil wells (adjacent to the oil
pipelines storage tank farm)
e Aboveground pipelines
o “W-strip” Oil Field near Ocean
Boulevard and SR 47
e Three active oil wells adjacent to
LBGS (between the building and
the existing bridge)
2 Pacific Pipeline Oil storage tank farm | Pacific Pipeline e Access road
System, LLC System, LLC
3 LBGS (NRG Power station Long Beach e Access road
Energy) Generation, LLC ¢ Pipelines (pipes are adjacent to
fence)
4 SCE Substation, power SCE e High-voltage transmission towers
lines, and towers and lines
5 Fireboat Station Fireboat station COLB Harbor e Air space over garage for fire truck
#20 Department « Air space over main building
(1980 Pier D Street)
e AC lot
6 Connolly Pacific Storage yard L.G. Everist, Inc. e Gravel parking lot
e Gravel lot (material storage)
o Driveway and access road
e Main office building
(1925 Pier D Street) and
office parking
7 California United Storage yard COLB Harbor e PCC lot adjacent to terminal gate
Terminals Department at northern end of terminal
8 Port Maintenance Maintenance yard COLB Harbor e AC lot (material storage)
Yard Department « Buildings (1401 W. Broadway)
o 1 active oil well
February 2010 2-38
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Table 2.1.3-6
List of Facilities Potentially Affected by North-side Alignment Alternative
Property
No. Facility Name Facility Description Ownership Potentially Affected Features
9 Tidelands Oil Warehouse area COLB Harbor AC lot (material storage)
PTFOdLJCt'\?n 530- Department Main building (1370 W. Broadway)
(Topko Yard) Ancillary buildings
10 COLB Harbor Vacant office building | COLB Harbor AC parking lot
Department Department
11 THUMS Long Gas processing COLB Harbor Aboveground pipelines (adjacent
Beach Company facility and custody Department to Pico Avenue)
transfer station Access
12 Loren Scale Truck scales COLB Harbor Main building (249 Pico Avenue)
Company, Inc. Department Truck scale
AC parking lot
13 Quick Stop Oil and lube service COLB Harbor Main service building
Commercial Oil and Department (180 Pico Avenue)
Lube Service AC access road
14 Pacific Energy Offshore oil COLB Harbor Concrete wall and fencing
processing station Department Gravel lot
Oil storage tank (170 Pico Avenue)
15 Port Petroleum, Inc. | Gas station COLB Harbor AC access road
Department Fuel pumps
Truck scale
16 International Support services, COLB Harbor No impact to International
Seafarers Center clinic, and office Department Seafarers Center permanent
Memorial Maritime building structure (trailer/sheds and
Clinic construction impacts)
Vacant Lot Memorial Maritime Clinic rear
parking lot — Caltrans Maintenance
Easement
Vacant lot
AC lot
17 Pacific Energy Production facility LACFCD Gravel access road
Resources Oil wells
Pipelines
18 TTI Storage and Office U.S. Navy Lease to Modified access
Facilities Port and COLB
Harbor Department
19 Weyerhaeuser Lumber yard and COLB Harbor New bridge footings and air space
Company storage facility Department over lumber yard
Storage area during construction
and demolition
AC: Asphalt concrete
COLB: City of Long Beach
LACFCD: Los Angeles County Flood Control District
PCC: Portland cement concrete
Source: POLB, 2005d.
2-39 February 2010



Affected Environment, Environmental
Consequences, and Avoidance,
Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures

REVISED DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

The North-side Alignment Alternative would
potentially affect 19 properties within the project
area (Exhibit 2.1.3-2). Five of these 19 properties
are privately owned or owned by other public
agencies. Private property owners would be
compensated in accordance with the Federal
Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property
Acquisition Policies Act. Property owners would
be compensated at fair market value for their
property, determined on the basis of the highest
and best use. All effects of the proposed project
on Port tenants would be resolved based on the
terms and conditions of each tenant’s agreement
with the Port or negotiated with the Port.
Discussion and negotiation between the affected
businesses and the Port would take place well
before the scheduled construction of the bridge to
avoid any adverse economic impacts. This
typically occurs during the final design phase
when more detailed engineering is available.

Estimates of business displacements and
acquisition requirements are based on review of
preliminary engineering design plans, aerial
photographs, and field reviews. Note that the
potential ROW impacts described in Table 2.1.3-6
are based on the available preliminary
engineering plans. The number of affected
properties could change during final design as
more detailed engineering is completed. The
anticipated acquisition and, as necessary, site
access and facility reconfiguration and relocation
of potentially affected businesses would not
displace a substantial number of businesses, but
they may necessitate identification of replacement
facilities or land elsewhere within the Port, as
applicable.

Where building demolition is required, buildings
would be surveyed for asbestos and LBP. Any
ACMs would be removed and disposed of
in accordance with state and federal guidelines
prior to demolition. LBP debris would be disposed
of in accordance with regulatory requirements
prior to demolition (see Section 2.2.3 [Hazardous
Materials/Wastes]).

In areas where the Port would be acquiring private
property, the Port hopes to obtain the voluntary
sale of these properties by entering into purchase-
sales transaction and acquiring the properties for
fair market value (an “Early Acquisition Program”).
If voluntary sale is not feasible and the Port
determines to proceed with condemnation, then
the Port would pay fair market value to acquire the
properties commensurate with statutory and
constitutional requirements. Furthermore,
California law requires the Port to provide

relocation benefits to the affected private property
owners (or their tenants, if appropriate) either as
part of an Early Acquisition Program, in the case
of voluntary acquisitions, or as required by state
law and regulations, in the case of involuntary
acquisitions. Under California law and regulations,
displaced businesses are entitled to
reimbursement of certain actual, reasonable
moving expenses pursuant to 25 CCR § 6090.

Potentially Affected Properties: North-side
Alignment Alternative

Site No. 1: Tidelands Oil Production Co. facilities
would be affected by the proposed bridge footings
in areas between the bridge and LBGS and within
the “W-Strip” at the location of the new loop
ramps. Temporary construction impacts could
include modified access to these areas to

accommodate  construction  activites  and
equipment. Abandoned oil wells within the
affected areas would require testing and

reabandonment. Several active oil wells and
aboveground pipelines would require relocation.
Subsequent to construction, limited vertical
clearance associated with proposed overhead
structures and access for oil extraction and
transport within and adjacent to the new loop
ramps may restrict future operations in affected
areas. Tidelands Oil Production Co. is located on
land administered by the Port.

Site No. 2: No ROW would be required from the
Pacific Pipeline System, LLC, tank farm; however,
a temporary construction easement would be
required along the southeast corner of the
property. During construction, modified access
from the tank farm to/from Pier T Avenue would
be required. Access to this facility would be
maintained during construction of the proposed
project. Subsequent to construction, an easement
for bridge maintenance would be required. Pacific
Pipeline System, LLC, is located on privately
owned land. The Port would enter negotiations
with Pacific Pipeline System to address potential
effects on access, as well as terms and conditions
of the required construction and maintenance
easements.

Site No. 3: A sliver of the property, currently
occupied by LBGS pipeline facilities, located north
of the existing bridge, would be permanently
occupied by the proposed bridge footings, and
pipeline facilities/utilities would require relocation.
Access would be modified the same as discussed
for Site No. 2. A construction easement would be
required to accommodate construction activities
and equipment. The proposed project would also
affect LBGS air space, where the elevated bridge
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would encroach on the property, requiring an
aerial easement. Additionally, an easement would
be required for maintenance of the proposed
transportation facility. Approximately 1.33 acres
(0.54-ha) within the property would be required for
the easements. LBGS is located on privately
owned land. The Port would enter negotiations
with LBGS to address potential effects of
pipeline/utility relocation, as well as terms and
conditions of the required aerial, construction,
footing, and maintenance easements.

Site No. 4: SCE high-voltage transmission lines
cross the Cerritos Channel from LBGS. The line
elevation currently limits the air draft of vessels
transiting to Piers A and S, and it is a potential
hazard to navigation. The proposed project
includes relocation of the SCE lines for the bridge
replacement alternatives. The recommended
relocation option would require building new, taller
towers adjacent to the existing towers. The new
towers would be constructed to increase the
transmission line elevation to at least the vertical
clearance of the proposed bridge. The existing
towers would be left in place (see Section 2.1.8
[Cultural Resources]). Relocation would be
completed in accordance with the applicable laws
and regulations governing power transmission
lines over navigable waters (see Section 2.1.4
[Utilities and Service Systems] and Appendix | for
further discussion). SCE towers are privately
owned. Site No. 5: The air space above the City of
Long Beach Fireboat Station No. 20 would be
temporarily affected during construction of the
proposed project. The fire truck garage, which is
the main building at 1980 Pier D Street, would be
protected in place during construction. All
essential operations for Fireboat Station No. 20
would be relocated to temporary facilities located
approximately 100 ft (30.5 m) south of the Gerald
Desmond Bridge during construction. After
completion of the proposed project, Fireboat
Station No. 20 would be relocated back to its
existing location. The temporary relocation would
have no effect on its services or response times.
Fire Boat Station No. 20 is located on land
administered by the Port. Relocation of this facility
would be the responsibility of the local lead
agency as a separate project development
process.

Site No. 6: A temporary construction easement
would be required within the Connolly Pacific
facility to accommodate construction access.
Construction would also temporarily affect the
gravel parking lot, gravel lot, driveway, access
road, and main office building and parking lot at

1925 Pier D Street. Construction access and
proposed bridge footing locations would require
demolition/relocation of an office building within
the property. The proposed project would require
an aerial easement over the Connolly Pacific yard
space, along the north side of Ocean Boulevard at
1401 Pier D Street, and maintenance and footing
easements. Approximately 0.47-acre (0.19-ha)
within the yard would be required for the
easements. The Connolly Pacific facility is located
on privately owned land. The Port would enter
negotiations with L.G. Everest Inc., (property
owner) to address the potential effects of the
proposed project on the property and facilities.

Site No. 7: The PCC Iot adjacent to the terminal
gate, located at the northern end of California
United Terminal, would be permanently affected
by the ramp structures for the hook off-ramp
to Pico Avenue. During construction, modified
access may be required to accommodate
construction activities at this location. Additionally,
a temporary construction easement for the
area directly south of Ocean Boulevard along
the northern boundary of this property would
be required to accommodate demolition of the
Gerald Desmond Bridge. A bridge maintenance
easement would also be required. California
United Terminal is located on land administered
by the Port.

Site No. 8: The new bridge would occupy a
portion of the Port Maintenance Yard, located
along the north side of Ocean Boulevard and
east of the existing bridge. This would require
relocation of the maintenance yard, demolition of
existing structures and ancillary buildings, and
relocation/abandonment of an active oil well. The
Port Maintenance Yard would be demolished as
part of the proposed project, and operations would
temporarily be moved to an interim site and
separately permitted by the Port. Ultimately, the
maintenance yard would be co-located with the
Administration Building Complex, as identified in
the FEIR for the Administration Building and
Maintenance Facility Project. Two candidate
locations for the temporary relocation of the
Maintenance Building are as follows:

e At the proposed location for the new Port
Administration Building (669 Harbor Plaza
Drive).

e Former Long Beach Ironworks site south of
Anaheim Street, west of 9th Street.

The relocation and replacement of this facility
would be the responsibility of the Port as a
separate project development process being
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covered under the EIR for the Administration
Building and Maintenance Facility Project. The
Port Maintenance Yard is located on Iland
administered by the Port.

Site No. 9: The new bridge would occupy a
portion of the Tidelands Oil Production Co.
Topko Yard and would require the demolition
or relocation of the main office and ancillary
buildings. During construction, storage areas
and operations may be limited or restricted
to accommodate construction activities and
equipment. The easternmost portions of the site
would be permanently affected by the realignment
of West Broadway. The Tidelands Oil Production
Co. Topko Yard is located on land administered
by the Port.

Site No. 10: COLB Harbor Department Property
AC lot would be affected by the realignment of
West Broadway and would be occupied by
portions of the approach structure footings. The
vacant building on the property may be
demolished to accommodate construction
activities and equipment.

Site No. 11: The THUMS Long Beach Company’s
gas processing facility and custody transfer
station would be avoided by the proposed bridge
and

ramp construction; however, some aboveground
pipelines adjacent to Pico Avenue that connect to
this facility would be affected by the bridge
footings for the new Pico Avenue on-ramp and
would require relocation. Additionally, access to
the facility would be permanently relocated from
Pico Avenue to Pier D Street. THUMS Long
Beach Company is located on land administered
by the Port.

Site No. 12: The Loren Scale Company, Inc.,
building at 249 Pico Avenue, the truck scales, and
AC parking lot would be permanently affected by
the proposed WB Ocean Boulevard on-ramp from
Pico Avenue. Demolition/relocation of this facility
would be required. Loren Scale Company, Inc., is
located on land administered by the Port.

Site No. 13: The Quick Stop Commercial Oil
and Lube Service station would experience
temporary construction-related and permanent
effects due to its proximity to the proposed bridge
footings. The main service building, located at
180 Pico Avenue, may require relocation prior to
construction of the SB SR 710 connector to
WB Ocean Boulevard and the hook on-ramp from
Pico Avenue. Quick Stop Commercial Oil and
Lube Service is located on land administered by
the Port.

Site No. 14: The Pacific Energy, LLC, offshore oil
processing station would be affected by the
proposed bridge construction. Effects would
include falsework for bridge supports and an
aerial easement for the proposed overhead
structures above the valve assemblies. Some of
the pipelines would be affected by the proposed
bridge footings and would require relocation. The
concrete wall and fencing surrounding the oil
storage tank, portions of the gravel lot, and a
building would also be affected. The oil storage
tank might require relocation. Pacific Energy is
located on land administered by the Port.

Site No. 15: Port Petroleum, Inc., located at 260
N. Pico Avenue, consists of a gas station with
seven fuel pumps and a truck scale (Interstate
Scales) located in the rear (northeast) portion of
the lot. All facilities would be permanently affected
by the realigned Pico Avenue on-ramp to Ocean
Boulevard and would require demolition/
relocation. Port Petroleum, Inc. is located on land
administered by the Port.

Site No. 16: The International Seafarers Center,
Memorial Maritime Clinic, and a vacant building
(formerly the Marine Spill Response Corporation
[MSRC] office building), currently located inside
the hook off-ramp to Pico Avenue from EB Ocean
Boulevard, would experience temporary
construction-related and permanent effects due to
their proximity to the off-ramp. Construction-
related effects would require the partial and/or full
relocation/demolition of several existing trailers/
sheds located on the north portion of the lot. The
vacant building located at 190 S. Pico Avenue and
the metal storage containers to the rear portion of
the lot (west side of the SR 710 ramp) are
anticipated to be directly affected by the hook off-
ramp. The Memorial Maritime Clinic rear parking
lot would be closer to the west side of the hook
ramp. There would be no effect on the permanent
structures of the International Seafarers Center
main building at 120 S. Pico Avenue. A Caltrans
maintenance easement would be required in a
portion of the rear parking area for the Memorial
Maritime Clinic building at 150 S. Pico Avenue.
The International Seafarers Center, Memorial
Maritime Clinic, and vacant building are located
on lands administered by the Port.

Site No. 17: Pacific Energy Resources’ facilities
may be affected by proposed improvements to the
NB Harbor Scenic Drive and SR 710. Potential
effects on this parcel could include modifications
to the access/service roads during construction;
however, access to the site would be maintained
during construction. Additionally, some relocation
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of existing facilities may be required. Pacific
Energy Resources is on land owned by LACFCD.

Site No. 18: The TTI terminal would be
temporarily affected by a proposed construction
easement along the northern boundary of the site
in the area containing the entry gate. This may
require minor modification of access within the
site during construction, but it would not require
relocation of the gate. TTI is located on land
administered by the Port.

Site No. 19: Weyerhaeuser Company, located
south of the existing bridge adjacent to the Back
Channel, would be affected by proposed bridge
footings and aerial easement requirements.
Temporary construction and permanent
maintenance easements within the yard would be
required during demolition of the Gerald Desmond
Bridge and subsequent to construction of the new
bridge. Weyerhaeuser Company is located on
land administered by the Port.

South-side Alignment Alternative

Most of the businesses potentially affected by the
South-side Alignment Alternative are also located
on lands administered by the Port. The level of
impact on the affected businesses include
rearrangement of onsite facilities within existing
property boundaries, reconfiguration of access to

properties, complete relocation of businesses to
other areas within the Port, purchase of properties
from private property owners, or termination of
leases with affected Port tenants. Table 2.1.3-7
provides a list of businesses and associated
features potentially affected by this alternative.

The South-side Alignment Alternative would
potentially affect 16 properties within the project
area (Exhibit 2.1.3-3). Similar to the North-side
Alignment Alternative, potential effects on Port
tenants and private property owners were
considered. Potential ROW effects are described
in Table 2.1.3-7, and detailed descriptions follow
the table. Anticipated acquisition and, as
necessary, site access and facility reconfiguration
and relocation of potentially affected businesses
would not displace a substantial number of
businesses, but it may necessitate identification of
replacement facilities or land elsewhere within the
Port as applicable. Where building demolition is
required, buildings would be surveyed for
asbestos and LBP. Any ACMs would be removed
and disposed of in accordance with state and
federal guidelines prior to demolition. LBP debris
would be disposed of in accordance with
regulatory requirements prior to demolition (see
Section 2.2.3 [Hazardous Materials/Wastes]).

Table 2.1.3-7
List of Facilities Potentially Affected by South-side Alignment Alternative
Property
No. Facility Name Facility Description Ownership Potentially Impacted Features
1 Tidelands Oil Oil production facilities, | COLB Harbor e Gravel lot
Production Co. oil wells, pipelines Department e Active and abandoned oil wells
e Aboveground pipelines
o “W-strip” Qil Field near Ocean
Boulevard and SR 47
4 SCE Substation, power SCE ¢ High-voltage transmission towers
cables, and towers and lines
5 Fireboat Station #20 | Fireboat station COLB Harbor o Air space over garage for fire truck
Department « Air space over main building
(1980 Pier D Street)
e AC lot
7 California United Storage yard COLB Harbor o Entrance and exit gates
Terminals Department ¢ Radiation detection area
o Storage areas
e Buildings
8 Port Maintenance Maintenance yard COLB Harbor e Property access
Yard Department
2-45 February 2010
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Table 2.1.3-7
List of Facilities Potentially Affected by South-side Alignment Alternative
Property
No. Facility Name Facility Description Ownership Potentially Impacted Features
9 Tidelands Oil Warehouse area COLB Harbor AC lot (material storage)
Production Co. Department Storage sheds
(Topko Yard)
10 COLB Harbor Vacant office building COLB Harbor AC parking lot
Department Department Site access
11 THUMS Long Beach | Gas processing facility | COLB Harbor Aboveground pipelines (adjacent
Company and custody transfer Department to Pico Avenue)
station Dirt lot
Access
12 Loren Scale Truck scales COLB Harbor Main building (249 Pico Avenue)
Company, Inc. Department Truck scale
AC parking lot
13 Quick Stop Oil and lube service COLB Harbor Main service building
Commercial Oil and Department (180 Pico Avenue)
Lube Service AC access road
14 Pacific Energy Offshore oil processing | COLB Harbor Concrete wall and fencing
station Department Gravel lot
Qil storage tank (170 Pico Avenue)
15 Port Petroleum, Inc. Gas station COLB Harbor AC access road
Department Fuel pumps
Truck scale
16 International Support services, COLB Harbor No impact to International
Seafarers Center clinic, and office Department Seafarers Center permanent
Memorial Maritime building structure (trailer/sheds and
Clinic construction impacts)
Vacant Lot Memorial Maritime Clinic rear
parking lot — Caltrans Maintenance
Easement
Vacant lot
AC lot
17 Pacific Energy Production facility LACFCD Gravel access road
Resources Oil wells
Pipelines
18 TTI Storage and Office U.S. Navy Lease Property access
Facilities to Port and City Gates
of Long Beach St
Harbor orage area
Department Weight readers
Administrative building
19 Weyerhaeuser Lumber yard and COLB Harbor Storage area
Company storage facility Department
AC: Asphalt concrete
COLB: City of Long Beach
LACFCD: Los Angeles County Flood Control District
PCC: Portland cement concrete
Source: POLB, 2005d.
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Potentially Affected Properties: South-side
Alignment Alternative

Construction of the South-side Alignment would
have no effect on sites 2, 3, or 6, which are
affected by the North-side Alignment Alternative.
Similar  construction/demolition  effects, as
described under the North-side Alignment
Alternative, are anticipated for construction of the
South-side Alignment Alternative at the western
end of site 1 and for sites 4, 5, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14
15, 16, and 17. This alternative would also
potentially result in construction/demolition effects
on the properties discussed below.

Site No. 1: A construction easement within
Tidelands Qil Production Co. for the area between
the Gerald Desmond Bridge and LBGS would be
required during bridge demolition. Effects on the
“W-strip” at the western end of the project would
be the same as discussed under the North-side
Alignment Alternative. Tidelands Oil Production
Co. is located on land administered by the Port.

Site No. 7: For the California United Terminal (Piers
D and E), the South-side Alignment Alternative
would likely result in restricted use and modified
access during construction and reconfiguration of
operations subsequent to construction. Effects on
operations would require relocation of the Pier E
gate and reconfiguration of the following elements:
entrance and exit roadways, inbound OCR,
receiving gate lanes with pedestals, scales cameras
and queuing area, trouble resolution building with
parking area, outbound primary RPM and OCR,
outbound secondary RPM, exit gate lanes with
pedestals and cameras, and associated
underground electrical, communication, and
pavement markings/barriers. It is estimated that the
reconfiguration on Piers D and E would cost
approximately $10.0 million. The California United
Terminal is located on land administered by the Port.

Site No. 8: A construction easement within the
Port Maintenance Yard along the alignment of the
Gerald Desmond Bridge may be required during
bridge demolition. Access to the yard from West
Broadway and along an unnamed road to the
south of the property would likely be closed/
modified during bridge demolition. At this time,
building demolition within the Port Maintenance
Yard is not anticipated. The Port Maintenance
Yard is located on land administered by the Port.

Site No. 9: A construction easement would be
required along the southern property boundary of
the Tidelands Oil Production Co. adjacent to the
Gerald Desmond Bridge within the Topko Yard to
accommodate construction and demolition

activities. These activities would likely require the
relocation/demolition of several small storage
buildings within this area. Footing, aerial, and
maintenance easements would also be required
within the same areas. The easternmost portions
of the site would be permanently affected by the
realignment of West Broadway. The Tidelands QOil
Production Co. Topko Yard is located on land
administered by the Port.

Site No. 18: For TTI (Pier T), the South-side
Alignment Alternative would likely result in
restricted use and modified access during
construction and reconfiguration of operations
subsequent to construction. Effects on operations
would require reconfiguration of Pier T resulting in
the permanent loss of 2.4 acres (1-ha) within the
TTIl terminal storage facility currently used for
Reefer storage. Additionally, reconfiguration on
Pier T would require reconfiguration of the
following elements: relocation of a portion of the
main gate canopy, driver's service building and
trouble parking, steel high-mast light poles,
chassis storage, and associated utilities, barriers,
and pavement markings. It is estimated that the
reconfiguration on Pier T would cost
approximately $10.0 million. The South-side
Alignment Alternative would also permanently
reduce leasable Port acreage by approximately
2.4 acres (1-ha). The estimated present value of
lost Port lease revenue would be $7.0 million over
a typical 20-year lease. TTIl is located on land
administered by the Port.

Site No. 19: Weyerhaeuser Company storage
space would be affected by the South-side
Alignment Alternative due to restricted access
resulting from the proposed alignment and
footings and required aerial, construction, and
maintenance easements. Operations at this
facility would also be temporarily affected by
construction and demolition access and easement
requirements. If reconfiguration of Weyerhaeuser
Company operations during construction or for
long-term operation is not feasible, then total
relocation of Weyerhaeuser Company operations
would be required. The Weyerhaeuser Company
is located on land administered by the Port.

Rehabilitation Alternative

This alternative would require improvements to
the existing bridge and roadway structures only.
Construction easements would be required on all
properties adjacent to the existing bridge to
provide access to column and footing locations.
Additionally, this alternative would utilize similar
areas for construction storage and staging areas
identified for the North- and South-side Alignment
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Alternatives. This alternative would not have any
substantial effects on Port tenants or privately
owned businesses. This alternative would not
result in any permanent changes to facilities or
facility operations within the project area.

2.1.3.2.4 Avoidance, Minimization and/or
Mitigation Measures

No measures are required.

2.1.3.3 Environmental Justice

Over the last two decades, public awareness and
concern has increased due to evidence that low-
income and minority communities often suffer
disproportionately from exposure to unhealthy
environmental conditions. Key concerns for the
environmental justice movement include exposure
to lead, hazardous materials in the workplace,
noise and air pollution, and location of industry
and infrastructure within in these communities. In
response, Executive Order (EO) 12898 was
issued to raise awareness and bring
environmental justice issues into public policy.

2.1.3.3.1 Regulatory Setting

Federal

All projects involving a federal action (funding,
permit, or land) must comply with EO 12898,
Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice
in  Minority  Populations and Low-Income
Populations, signed by President Clinton on
February 11, 1994. This Executive Order directs
federal agencies to take the appropriate and
necessary steps to identify and address
disproportionately high and adverse effects of
federal projects on the health or environment of
minority and low-income populations to the
greatest extent practicable and permitted by law.

EO 12898 does not mandate special mitigation
measures for environmental justice impacts;
however, the Presidential Memorandum accompanying
the Executive Order does direct federal agencies
to include measures to mitigate disproportionately
high and adverse environmental effects of
proposed federal actions on minority and/or low-
income populations. Federal agencies are also
required to give affected communities opportunities
to provide input into the NEPA process, including
identification of mitigation measures.

EO 12898 focused attention on Title VI of the Civil
Rights Act of 1964, which is a policy of the United
States that prevents discrimination on the grounds
of race, color, or national origin in connection with
programs and activities receiving federal financial
assistance, by providing that “each federal agency

shall make achieving environmental justice part of
its mission by identifying and addressing, as
appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse
human health or environmental effects of its
programs, policies, and activities on minority
populations and low-income populations.”

All considerations under Title VI of the Civil Rights
Act of 1964 and related statutes have also been
included in this project. The Caltrans commitment to
upholding the mandates of Title VI is evidenced by
its Title VI Policy Statement, signed by the Director,
which can be found in Appendix B of this document.

Department of Transportation Order 5610.2

In accordance with EO 12898, in April 1997 the U.S
Department of Transportation (DOT) issued DOT
Order 5610.2 to Address Environmental Justice in
Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations.
The order generally describes the process for
incorporating environmental justice principles into
all DOT programs, policies, and activities, and it
instructs each DOT agency to develop specific
procedures to incorporate the goals of the DOT
and Executive Orders with the programs, policies,
and activities that they administer or implement.

FHWA Order 6640.23

As directed in DOT Order 5610.2, in December
1998 FHWA issued Order 6640.23 “FHWA
Actions to Address Environmental Justice in
Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations.”
This Order establishes policies and procedures for
FHWA to use in complying with EO 12898.

FHWA'’s environmental justice policy is dedicated
to three fundamental principles (FHWA, 2000):

¢ To avoid, minimize, or mitigate disproportionately
high and adverse human health and
environmental effects, including social and
economic effects, on minority populations and
low-income populations

e To ensure full and fair participation by all
potentially affected communities in the
transportation decision-making process

e To prevent denial of, reduction in, or
significant delay in the receipt of benefits by
minority and low-income populations

Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient
Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users

Enacted in 2005, SAFETEA-LU placed additional
emphasis on environmental stewardship as a part
of metropolitan and statewide transportation
planning. This strengthens the linkages between
planning and environmental protection and
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creates opportunities to examine the potential for
environmental justice issues early on and
throughout the project development process.

Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1970

This law established that agencies must assure
that the adverse economic, social, and
environmental effects of a federally supported
highway project have been fully considered during
project development, and final decisions on the
project are made in the best overall public
interest, taking into consideration the need for
fast, safe, and efficient transportation; public
services; and the costs of eliminating or
minimizing such adverse effects.

Executive Order 13166 — Improving Access to
Services for Persons with Limited English
Proficiency

EO 13166, signed by President Clinton in August
2000, requires federal agencies to “develop a
system by which limited-English proficiency
persons can meaningfully access...[federal]
services [including participation in the project
planning process] without unduly burdening the
fundamental mission of the agency.” Federal
agency response to this order has included the
provision for oral language assistance, translating
vital documents in languages other than English,
and training staff to serve non-English speakers.
As it applies to the proposed project, the
Executive Order requires that written materials
and oral presentations prepared for public
dissemination be made available to limited-
English speakers and readers.

State and Local

Environmental justice, as it pertains to EO 12898
and the Gerald Desmond Bridge Replacement
Project, is a federal requirement as implemented
by Caltrans and FHWA as the lead federal agency
for the project; however the State of California also
recognizes the concepts of environmental justice
through the California Government Code Section
65040.12, which defines environmental justice
slightly differently as “the fair treatment
of people of all races, cultures, and incomes
with respect to the development, adoption,
implementation, and enforcement of environmental
laws and policies.” While there is no requirement
under CEQA to address environmental justice, a
few pieces of state legislation have been signed
into law since 1999 that address the topic.
Legislative and executive actions relating to
environmental justice in California have largely
been procedural, including, but not limited to,
formation of environmental justice advisory

committees and assigning coordinating roles and
responsibilities to the Governor’'s Office of Planning
and Research and the California Environmental
Protection Agency (Cal-EPA). Although there is no
specific state law requiring the Port to assess
environmental justice issues, Port projects may
trigger the jurisdiction of two state agencies,
California State Lands Commission (CSLC) and
California Air Resources Board (CARB), which
have adopted environmental justice review
requirements consistent with the California
Government Code Section.

The CSLC adopted an Environmental Justice
Policy on October 1, 2002. In its policy, the CSLC
pledges to continue and enhance its processes,
decisions, and programs with environmental
justice as an essential consideration. The policy
also cites the definition of environmental justice in
state law and points out that this definition is
consistent with the Public Trust Doctrine principle
that the management of trust lands is for the
benefit of all of the people. To date, the CSLC has
not issued any guidance to implement the policy,
although environmental justice is discussed in
CSLC environmental documents.

CARB was one of the first state entities to adopt
an environmental justice policy (CARB, 2007e).
CARB has taken various steps to implement the
policy, such as publishing a public participation
handbook for agencies in English and Spanish,
developing an air quality handbook on land use,
and convening a multi-stakeholder environmental
justice group to serve as a forum to discuss its
environmental justice program.

In 1997, the SCAQMD adopted a set of guiding
principles of environmental justice to ensure
environmental equity. The principles address, for
example, the right of residents to live and work in
an environment of clean air free of airborne health
threats; the obligation of government to protect
the public health; the right of public and private
sectors to be informed about scientific findings
concerning hazardous and toxic emission levels;
and other principles.

The City of Long Beach has not adopted policies
related to environmental justice.

2.1.3.3.2 Affected Environment

After consideration of potential effects associated
with construction and operation of the proposed
project, as discussed in Chapter 2 of this
document, the study area for considering
environmental justice is the same as previously
described in Section 2.1.3.1 (see Exhibit 2.1.3-1).
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The study area (i.e., affected community) is
centered on the project corridor and extends
along Ocean Boulevard from near the SR 47
interchange to Pine Street in the City of Long
Beach, and also north along SR 710 (see Section
2.1.5). Race and income data from the 2000 U.S.
Census for the affected community were
previously discussed in Section 2.1.3.1. Pertinent
information regarding environmental justice
populations are summarized below.

The project site is located within the Port of Long
Beach and is surrounded by industrial land uses
associated with the Ports. No residential
neighborhoods or communities are present within
the census tract in which the project site is located
(Census Tract 5756).

The communities outside of the Port area include
the City of Long Beach and a portion of the
community of Wilmington (located within the City
of Los Angeles). All other areas within the study
area are within the Ports of Long Beach and Los
Angeles. The racial and ethnic composition of the
affected community is shown in Table 2.1.3-3.
The population of the study area census tracts is
characterized as a predominantly Hispanic and
Latino community, comprising 64 percent of the
total population within the affected community.
The overall makeup of the affected community is
85.6 percent minority. This compares with 66.9
percent and 68.9 percent for the City of Long
Beach and County of Los Angeles, respectively.

Income and poverty data are shown in Table
2.1.3-4. When comparing the median incomes,
the affected community has lower median family
and household incomes and higher percentages
of families and individuals below the poverty level
than the City of Long Beach and County of Los
Angeles. Considering the 2000 U.S. Census data
for race and economic characteristics of the study
area, it appears that the minority and low-income
populations are in readily identifiable groups
rather than dispersed pockets within the study
area. Low-income and minority populations within
the study area census tracts are considered
relatively homogenous, and the affected community
as a whole is considered both a low-income and
minority population for the purpose of this
environmental justice discussion.

The proposed project is a transportation project
near the Ports of Long Beach and Los Angeles,
which would reduce congestion and enhance
goods movement within the region. Thus, the
reference community, which consists of the
population that will benefit from the proposed

project, is the southern California region. The
reference community will be used as a
comparison population in determining if potential
project effects are disproportionately high and
adverse on the affected community when
considering both the project effects and benefits.

2.1.3.3.3 Environmental Consequences

Evaluation Criteria

EO 12898 requires federal agencies to identify
and address disproportionately high and adverse
effects of federal projects on the health or
environment of minority and low-income
populations. Caltrans, through the FHWA NEPA
delegation process, is the lead federal agency for
the project. This environmental justice analysis
has been prepared in accordance with the
applicable guidance for addressing environmental
justice. Consistent with FHWA policy and
guidance, the environmental justice analysis will
be based on the following:

o Potential adverse effects of the proposed
project associated with construction and
operation of the proposed project; and

o Disproportionately high and adverse effects on
minority and low-income populations
“minority,”

The definition of “low-income,”
“disproportionately high and adverse effect,”, “low
income population,” and “minority population” for
this environmental justice assessment are per
FHWA Policy 6640.23 (FHWA, 1998) and are as
follows:

e “Low-income” means a household income at or
below the Department of Human Health
Services poverty guidelines;

¢ “Minority” means a person who is:

— Black (having origins in any of the black
racial groups of Africa);

— Hispanic (of Mexican, Puerto Rican, Cuban,
Central or South American, or other Spanish
culture or origin, regardless of race);

— Asian American (having origins in any of the
original people of the Far East, Southeast
Asia, the Indian subcontinent, or the Pacific
Islands); or

— American Indian or Alaskan Native (having
origins in any of the original people of North
America and who maintains cultural
identification through tribal affiliation or
community recognition).
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o “Disproportionately high and adverse effect on
minority and low-income populations” means an
adverse effect that:

— Is predominantly borne by a minority
population and/or low-income population; or

— Will be suffered by the minority population
and/or low-income population and is
appreciably more severe or greater in
magnitude than the adverse effect that
would be suffered by the non-minority
population and/or non-low-income
population.

e “Low-income population” means any readily
identifiable group of low-income persons who live
in geographic proximity, and, if circumstances
warrant, geographically dispersed/transient
persons who would be similarly affected by a
proposed FHWA program, policy or activity.

e “Minority population” means any readily
identifiable group of minority persons who live
in geographic proximity, and, if circumstances
warrant, geographically dispersed/transient
persons who would be similarly affected by a
proposed FHWA program, policy or activity.

Methodology

The potential adverse effects associated with the
North- and South-side Alignment Alternatives
(Bridge Replacement Alternatives) and the
Rehabilitation ~ Alternative  associated  with
construction and operation of the proposed project
are discussed in Chapter 2. As applicable and
where feasible, Chapter 2 also includes avoidance,
minimization, and/or mitigation measures to avoid
and/or minimize potential adverse project effects
on resources affected by the construction and
operation of the proposed project.

For the proposed project, no distinct pockets or
areas of low-income or minority populations were
identified. The entire affected community is
considered a low-income and minority population
for the purpose of the environmental justice
assessment; therefore, to the extent that adverse
effects would be localized, resulting from either
the construction or operation of the proposed
project, they would be borne predominantly by a
minority and low-income population. Based upon
results of the impact analyses, and as described
below, such localized effects would be temporary
and confined to short-term construction activities.
Where the project effects have been reduced to a
level that is less than adverse, there is, by
definition, no potential for the effect to be
considered disproportionately high and adverse,

whether it be on minority or low-income
populations or the general population. Thus, only
potentially unavoidable adverse effects (i.e., those
that remain potentially adverse after
implementation of avoidance/minimization and or
mitigation measures) would have the potential to
be considered to have a disproportionately high
and adverse effect on minority or low-income
populations. This environmental justice analysis
considers all potentially unavoidable adverse
effects on the affected population, and the
potential to result in disproportionately high and
adverse effects on minority and low-income
populations when considered together with the
benefits of the proposed project.

This section also summarizes the planned public
outreach, focusing on efforts to provide information
and meaningful opportunities for participation for
potentially affected minority and low-income
populations. Chapter 4 discusses the project
coordination with the interested parties to date.

No Action Alternative

The Gerald Desmond Bridge was constructed in
1966. The Gerald Desmond Bridge was also
constructed prior to the issuance of EO 12898;
therefore, its requirements were not considered
within the scope of an environmental justice
evaluation. However, with the No Action
Alternative, the transportation facility would
continue to result in traffic congestion, as well as
potential for increased emergency response
times. Surface runoff from the transportation
facilities would continue to enter Long Beach
Harbor without treatment, potentially contributing
to water quality impairment. Lack of shoulders and
capacity on the bridge would continue to have
increased potential for accidents resulting in
releases of hazardous substances into the
environment; therefore, potential effects
associated with the No Action Alternative could
affect all communities within the study area.

Summary of Unavoidable Adverse Effects:
Bridge Replacement Alternatives

Traffic and Circulation

The unavoidable adverse effects on traffic and
circulation and minimization/mitigation measures
are summarized below (see Section 2.1.5 for
further discussion). Additionally, the proposed
mitigation measures would be considered and
implemented as part of the TMP required for the
project. Prior to construction, the TMP would be
submitted to the Port and Caltrans for approval.
The TMP, at a minimum, would include detour
routes, flagmen, fraffic controls, signing, and
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traffic lane closure scheduling to minimize
impacts. Unavoidable adverse traffic and
circulation effects summarized below are located
within the Port planning area on roadways that are
primarily used to provide local and regional
access to facilities and roadways within the Ports
(intersection of Pico Avenue, Pier B Street, and
9th Street; intersection of Pico Avenue and Pier D
Street; WB Ocean Boulevard between the
Horseshoe Ramps and the Terminal Island
Freeway interchange; and the north and south
intersections of the Ocean Boulevard ramps and
the Terminal Island Freeway). Adverse traffic and
circulation effects at these locations would be
highly localized; therefore, they would have little
effect on the adjacent community. As previously
discussed in Section 2.1.3.1, most of the
residences are located north of Anaheim Street
and east of the Los Angeles River. Persons within
the affected community would be able to continue
to access the City of Long Beach or the regional
transportation system (i.e., SR 710 and SR 47) via
Ocean Boulevard or Pacific Coast Highway.

o A temporary adverse traffic effect attributable to
the Bridge Replacement Alternatives would
occur at the Pico Avenue and Pier B Street/9th
Street intersection during construction Stages 3
and 4.

TC-1  Prior to the start of construction Stages 3
and 4, the following improvements will be
made to the intersection of Pico Avenue,
Pier B Street, and 9th Street to mitigate
the project's temporary adverse effect
during construction at that intersection
during Stages 3 and 4: remove NB-SB
split-signal phasing; restripe NB through
lane to a NB left-turn lane; widen SB
approach and provide two (2) left-turn
lanes and one (1) through lane; and
continue two (2) on-ramp lanes to NB
SR 710.

o A temporary adverse traffic effect attributable to
the Bridge Replacement Alternatives would
occur at the Pico Avenue and Pier D Street
intersection during construction Stages 2, 3,
and 4.

TC-2 Prior to the start of construction Stage 2,
a traffic signal will be installed at the
intersection of Pico Avenue and Pier D
Street to mitigate the project’'s temporary
adverse effect during construction at that
intersection during Stages 2, 3, and 4.
The traffic signal will be permanent and

will not be removed after completion of

construction of a Bridge Replacement
Alternative.

TC-3 During the design phase of the project,
and after approval of the TMP, the Port
shall identify those intersections requiring
temporary  signalization and  shall

implement the signalization.

¢ A short-term temporary adverse traffic condition
effect attributable to the Bridge Replacement
Alternatives would occur on WB Ocean
Boulevard between the Horseshoe Ramps and
the Terminal Island Freeway interchange.

No feasible measures to minimize traffic effects
at WB Ocean Boulevard between the
Horseshoe Ramps and the Terminal Island
Freeway interchange have been identified;
however, construction of the SR 47 Flyover as
part of the SR 47 project would eliminate the
temporary adverse traffic conditions effect.

A temporary adverse traffic effect has been
identified that would result from construction of
the proposed Bridge Replacement Alternatives
at the Ocean Boulevard and Terminal Island
Freeway interchange.

The two intersections of the Ocean Boulevard
ramps (north and south) and the Terminal
Island Freeway would have temporary
unavoidable adverse effects for 3 years, which
is the approximate combined duration of
construction Stages 2, 3, and 4 of either of the
proposed Bridge Replacement Alternatives.

Air Quality

The unavoidable adverse air quality effects and
associated minimization/mitigation measures are
summarized below (see Section 2.2.5 [Air Quality]
for further discussion). Construction emissions of
nitrogen oxides (NOyx) would exceed SCAQMD
peak daily regional construction emission
thresholds, based on worst-case construction
activity scenarios during the 9" month of
construction years 1 and 2 and the 3" month of
construction year 3 (see Section 2.2.5 [Air
Quality]). The associated construction activities
potentially occurring during these construction
years (i.e., Phases 1, 2, and 3) are discussed in
Section 1.6.1.3. This adverse effect is due to
exceedance of the SCAQMD regional peak daily
construction emission threshold and is associated
with regional air quality. The exceedance would
contribute to regional air quality degradation and
is independent of sensitive receptors or uses.

Localized NOy effects due to construction
activities would also result in offsite ambient NOy
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concentrations that would exceed SCAQMD
thresholds of significance during construction
years 2 and 3 at a distance of up to 1,640 ft (500
m) from the construction area. This is based on
the SCAQMD localized significance threshold
look-up tables for Source Receptor Area Number
4. As discussed in Section 2.2.5, even with
incorporation of the mitigation measures
summarized below, the exceedance would occur
during construction years 2 and 3. Areas with
potential receptors within 1,640 ft (500 m) include
areas within Census Tracts 5760 and 5759.01,
primarily south of west 6" Street and west of
Maine Avenue. Sensitive community receptors
within these tracts include Cesar Chavez Park
and Elementary School, the Golden Shore Marine
Reserve, Edison Elementary School, and a few
residences.

Emissions of NOx are mainly associated with
exhaust emissions from heavy-duty construction
equipment that operate simultaneously onsite.
Temporary adverse ambient offsite exceedances
would be intermittent over the 12-month period,
occur only during the most intense construction
activities, and be highly dependent upon
construction vehicle mix, location of activities, and
prevailing climactic conditions.

Exceedance of the SCAQMD daily operational
threshold would occur during the opening year
(2015) and would be below the threshold in the
horizon year (2030). This is attributed to increased
average daily traffic (ADT) within the project
corridor for which there is no feasible mitigation.
This adverse effect is also due to exceedance of a
regulatory threshold associated with regional air
quality in the SCAQMD. The exceedance during
operation would contribute to regional air quality
degradation, and is independent of sensitive
receptors or uses.

e Construction emissions associated with the
North- and South-Side Alignment Alternatives
would exceed SCAQMD NOx regional and
localized thresholds.

AQ-C1 Construction processes shall adhere
to all applicable SCAQMD rules and
regulations concerning the operation of
construction equipment and dust control.

AQ-C2 Construction equipment shall be properly
tuned and maintained in accordance with
manufacturer’s specifications.

AQ-C3 During construction, trucks and vehicles
in loading and unloading queues must be
kept with their engines off when not in use

to reduce vehicle emissions. Construction
emissions shall be phased and scheduled
to avoid emissions peaks, where feasible,
and discontinued during second-stage
smog alerts.

AQ-C4 To the extent feasible, use electricity from
power poles rather than temporary diesel
or gasoline power generators.

AQ-C5 As part of the Port's commitment to
promote the Green Port Policy and
implement the Clean Air Action Plan
(CAAP), proposed project construction
would employ all applicable control
measures included in the CAAP and
relevant clean air technologies. Project
heavy-duty construction equipment would
use alternative clean fuels, such as ultra-
low sulfur or emulsified diesel fuel, or
compressed natural gas, with oxidation
catalysts

AQ-C6 Construction activities that affect traffic
flow on the arterial roadways shall be
scheduled to off-peak hours to the extent
possible. Additionally, construction trucks
shall be directed away from congested
streets or sensitive receptor areas.

AQ-C7 During the construction period, provide
temporary traffic controls, such as flagger
person, and improved signal flow for
synchronization to maintain smooth traffic
flow shall be provided.

AQ-C8 Trucks used for construction prior to 2015
shall use engines with the lowest certified
NOyx emission levels, but not greater than
the 2007 NOx emission standards.

AQ-C9 Where feasible, use construction equipment
that shall meet the EPA Tier 4 non-road
engine standards. The equipment with
Tier 4 engine standards become available
starting in year 2012.

AQ-C10 Where feasible, heavy-duty diesel-fueled
construction equipment shall use diesel
oxidation catalyst and selective catalytic
reduction system for heavy-duty diesel-
fuel construction equipment. This measure
would reduce the NOyx and diesel
particulate matter (DPM) emissions by 40
percent and 25 percent, respectively.

e Operational emissions associated with the
North- and South-Side Alignment Alternatives
would exceed SCAQMD NOy daily operational
thresholds.
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There is no feasible mitigation. This
exceedance is attributed to increased ADT
within the project corridor. In the design horizon
(2030), operational emissions are expected to
be below the SCAQMD operational threshold.
The future emissions reduction is due to future
year modeling that incorporates a newer vehicle
fleet composition and compliance with adopted
regulations in the Air Quality Management Plan
(AQMP) that are aimed at controlling emissions
from mobile sources. Compliance measures
include use of alternative or reformulated fuels,
retrofit control on engines, and installing or
encouraging the use of new engines and
cleaner in-use heavy-duty vehicles.

Summary of Unavoidable Adverse Effects:
Bridge Rehabilitation Alternative

There are no unavoidable adverse effects
associated with the Bridge Rehabilitation
Alternative; however, similar to the No Action
Alternative, operations under this alternative
would result in increased traffic congestion and
potentially increased emergency response times
due to congestion during major incidents on the
roadway or at facilities on Terminal Island. Lack of
shoulders and needed capacity on the bridge
would continue to have increased potential for
accidents, potentially resulting in releases of
hazardous substances into the environment.
These potential effects would continue to degrade
the environment within the affected community.

It should be noted that the design life of the
rehabilitation alternative is 30 years versus 100
years for the Bridge Replacement Alternatives.
The existing transportation connection between
Terminal Island, SR 710, and the City of Long
Beach is locally and regionally important. It is
reasonable to assume that an alternative similar
to one of the Bridge Replacement Alternatives
would still be necessary at the end of the design
life of the Bridge Rehabilitation Alternative. It is
also reasonable to believe that there is a potential
for similar adverse effects for a future bridge
replacement alternative.

Project Benefits:
Bridge Replacement Alternatives

Implementation of either the North- or South-side
Alignment Alternatives would have offsetting
benefits that would accrue to the adjacent
community and the region. The proposed project
would result in a seismically superior bridge that
could be returned to service shortly after a major
seismic event. As discussed in Section 2.1.5
(Traffic and Circulation), the Bridge Replacement

Alternatives are expected to result in some local
redistribution of traffic as Port and regional traffic
modify their travel paths to take advantage of the
congestion-relief  benefits of the Bridge
Replacement Alternatives. This redistribution
would most likely occur from parallel roadways
north of the Ports, such as Anaheim Street,
Pacific Coast Highway, and Willow Street. Some
trips that would otherwise seek local street routes
may use the new bridge, thereby acting to
improve local circulation in the area. In addition,
all transportation users would be afforded a safer
and more reliable bridge. Other potential benefits
would include reduced regional congestion and
improved air quality; surface water runoff
treatment prior to being released into the Long
Beach Harbor; and shoulders and additional
capacity to enhance safety and minimize
emergency response times and enhanced safety
for workers and ships.

Project Benefits:
Bridge Rehabilitation Alternative

Implementation of the Bridge Rehabilitation
Alternative would provide a seismically safe
bridge that would minimize the potential for loss of
life during a major seismic event; however, it
would likely be condemned and require
replacement.

Potential Disproportionately High
and Adverse Effects

When considering the potential for unavoidable
adverse effects to also constitute disproportionately
high and adverse effects on minority and low-
income populations, two factors must be
considered: (1) whether the effects of the project
are predominantly borne by a minority population;
or (2) whether the effects of the project are
appreciably more severe or greater in magnitude
on minority and low-income populations compared
to the effect on non-minority and low-income
populations.

The first consideration above would be the most
appropriate for application to the proposed
project, because the potential project effects are
not substantially different in severity or magnitude
than other past or present transportation projects
within the region, and because they would be
distributed relatively uniformly across the adjacent
community, including areas of minority and low-
income residents, as well as nearby residents of
non-minority and/or low-income status.

The adverse effects that would occur, and which
are largely confined to portions of the construction
period, could be considered, at first observation,
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to be predominantly borne by nearby minority
and/or low-income residents, because of their
higher proportion of the nearby resident
population; however, when considering these
effects, potential offsetting benefits of the
proposed project must also be considered. A brief
summary of the comparison of both sets of factors
is as follows:

Traffic and Circulation

e Locations of potentially unavoidable adverse
traffic effects previously discussed are all
located within industrial areas and the port
planning area. These locations are primarily
used by Port and regional traffic to access the
Ports and regional transportation facilities. All
motorists using these intersections would be
affected during the construction period. Adverse
effects on traffic and circulation would therefore
not be disproportionately high and adverse on
minority or low-income populations. Moreover,
subsequent to construction, the affected
community would benefit from the potential
reduced congestion associated with redistribution
of traffic from arterials within the community to
the new bridge.

Air Quality:

e The unavoidable adverse air quality effects
associated with exceedances of SCAQMD daily
construction and operational thresholds, in
addition to being a temporary condition, would
occur at a regional scale; therefore, they are not
associated with the presence of sensitive
receptors or wuses. The effects of the
exceedances are regional in nature and all
residents of the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB)
would experience similar effects; therefore, the
exceedances would not be considered a
disproportionately high and adverse effect on
low-income or minority populations within the
affected community.

e Temporary adverse ambient offsite
exceedances could occur up to 1,640 ft (500 m)
from the project site during the most intense
construction  activities; however, these
exceedances would be intermittent. Project-
related NOyx concentrations resulting from
construction would be similar to those expected
with any similar large-scale construction project
in the SCAB. In addition, minority and non-
minority and low-income and non-low-income
residents living adjacent would be equally
affected. A full range of mitigation measures is
being implemented to reduce the emissions as
much as practicable, consistent with SCAQMD

requirements; therefore, the offsite NOx
exceedances would not be considered to
constitute a disproportionately high and adverse
effect on minority and low-income populations.

Consistent with the intent of EO 12898 to
maximize opportunity for meaningful participation
by the affected community during the
environmental process, public outreach, public
notice, project information, and meetings would be
conducted and accommodations made to involve
low-income and minority populations, including
language translation to persons for which English
may be a second language.

Based on the above discussion and analysis, the
proposed project alternatives would not cause
disproportionately high and adverse effects on
minority or low-income populations within the
meaning and intent of EO 12898.

Community Outreach and Public Involvement

To date, community outreach and public
involvement has included scoping meetings with
public agencies and the general public, distribution
of notices, presentations, public hearings, and
public review and comment on the 2004 Draft
EIR/EA described in Chapter 4 (Comments and
Coordination). Project coordination to date has
also resulted in an extensive distribution list of
interested parties, contained in Chapter 6, who
will receive copies of the hearing notices and a
copy of this revised Draft EIR/EA.

Efforts to provide meaningful opportunities for
public participation in the project planning and
development process will be ongoing until either
the project is approved and constructed or
abandoned. Two public hearings are anticipated
to occur during the public comment period for this
revised Draft EIR/EA. Additional efforts may also
include, but are not limited to, community
meetings, informational mailings, project Web site
information, and news releases to the local media.
The overall goal of all project-related community
outreach and public involvement activities is to
maximize opportunities for meaningful
participation by all interested persons within and
outside of the affected community by minimizing/
eliminating barriers to participation due to
economic status, cultural affiliation, or language.

2.1.3.3.4 Avoidance, Minimization and/or
Mitigation Measures

All measures summarized above and as

discussed in Sections 2.1.5 (Traffic and

Circulation) and Section 2.2.5 (Air Quality) would

be implemented.
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2.1.4 Utilities and Service Systems

This section addresses the potential impacts to
public utilities and service systems within the
project area as a result of project implementation.
Public utilities include electricity, natural gas,
water and sewer facilities, storm drains,
telephone, oil pipelines and wells, and solid waste
disposal. For each of the utilities and service
systems discussed, existing infrastructure, levels
of service, and capacity are described.

2.1.4.1 Affected Environment

Electricity

SCE currently supplies electricity to the Gerald
Desmond Bridge. The need for electrical power is
solely associated with lighting on the bridge. In
addition to supplying electricity to the bridge, SCE
owns several overhead transmission and
distribution lines in the project area, including the
lines that cross the Cerritos Channel from the
LBGS (220-kV, 66-kV, and 12.5-kV). NRG Energy,
Inc., owns the LBGS.

Natural Gas

Long Beach Gas and Oil, a division of the City of
Long Beach, supplies natural gas in the project
area. Several gas distribution pipelines are within
the project limits ranging from 3 to 20 in. (76 to
508 millimeters [mm]) in diameter.

Water

The City of Long Beach provides the water supply
in the project area. Several water lines run under
the bridge and through the project area that
measure from 4 to 35.5 in. (101 to 901 mm) in
diameter.

Sewer

The City of Long Beach provides sewers and
sewer services for the project area. Several
existing sewer pipes run under the bridge and
within the project limits. These sewer pipes range
in diameter from 8 to 24 in. (203 to 609 mm).

Stormwater

Drainage of stormwater is currently accommodated
through eight drainage networks that pass through
the project area and discharge into various
channels.

Telephone

Verizon owns and operates the telephone facilities
located within the project area. These facilities run
both above and below the ground.

Oil Lines and Wells

Terminal Island has been used as an oil field
since the 1930s. Due to its history, numerous
active and abandoned oil lines and wells are
within the project area. Approximately 125 large
and small oil pipelines traverse the project site.
Owners and/or operators of these lines include
Tidelands, Pacific Energy Resources, British
Petroleum (BP) Pipelines North America (formerly
Arco), AERA Energy, LLC, THUMS, Chemail, OIl
Operators, Cardinal/Equilon, and Conoco Philips.

Solid Waste

Regional planning for solid waste facilities in the
project area is under the jurisdiction of Los
Angeles County, which is the local enforcement
agency under integrated waste management
laws. The County and cities are encouraging
source reduction and recycling objectives that
meet or exceed the requirements of State
Assembly Bill (AB) 939. AB 939 mandates a
50 percent reduction in waste volumes from 1990
levels by the year 2010. In addition, hazardous
waste can be land filled or recycled at several
facilities throughout the state. Any hazardous
waste generated within the study area is managed
in accordance with federal and state requirements.
The closest municipal solid waste landfill to the
project is Chandler's Landfill, located at 26311
Palos Verdes Drive East, Rolling Hills Estates,
California.

2.1.4.2 Environmental Consequences

Evaluation Criteria

The utility issues of concern in this evaluation are
disruption of utility supply during construction,
increased demand for utility capacity, and
comparable increases in  capacity from
implementing the proposed project. In analyzing
the project impacts, the proposed project may
result in substantial impacts if it would:

e Require or result in construction of new storm
drainage facilities or expansion of existing
facilities, the construction of which could
cause substantial environmental effects

e Be served by a landfill with insufficient
permitted capacity to accommodate the solid
waste disposal needs of the project (primarily
for demolition of the existing bridge)

e Fail to comply with federal, state, and local
statutes and regulations related to solid waste

e Result in determination by the energy
providers, which serve or may serve the
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project, that there is inadequate capacity to
serve the projected demand of the project in
addition to the existing commitments of the
provider

No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, there would be
no impacts to the existing utilities and service
systems because of the existing bridge operation.

Construction Impacts

North-side Alignment Alternative

Impacts associated with construction activities are
temporary, lasting only as long as the construction
phase. Project construction would include two
major activities, including construction of the new
bridge and demolition of the existing bridge once
the new bridge is completed and placed in
service. Possible impacts to the existing utilities
systems would result from required utilities system
relocation, increase in utility demand, and
increase in solid waste volume. Each of these
impacts is discussed below:

Utilities Relocation

Electricity. The Gerald Desmond Bridge
Replacement project would replace the existing
bridge with a 200-ft (61-m) vertical clearance
(above MHWL) bridge. This requires the need to
address the existing transmission lines that
currently cross the Cerritos Channel, located
approximately 300-ft (91.4-m) north of the bridge,
with an approximate vertical clearance of 153-ft
(46.6-m) above the MHWL. The transmission lines
would be the only vertical navigation constraint if
the new, higher bridge is constructed. For this
reason, the proposed project also includes
relocating the SCE high-voltage transmission
towers and the lines that cross the Cerritos
Channel between Piers S and A (see Section
1.6.1.4 [Proposed Demolition and Phasing]).

NRG Energy, Inc., submitted their application for a
Harbor Development Permit in November 2006 for
the refurbishment of four of the seven gas turbine
generators at the existing LBGS. LBGS was taken
out of service in January 2005 for lack of a power
sales contract. It was later determined that there
was a need for a peaking plant to support the
extra energy needed during the summer months.
In compliance with California Public Utilities
Commission (CPUC) General Order 131-D, an
analysis was undertaken to explore the different
relocation options for the SCE transmission lines
that cross the Cerritos Channel between Piers A
and S. Option 3 from the Draft Transmission
Towers and Lines Relocation Options at the Port

of Long Beach (see Appendix 1), as discussed
below, is the recommended relocation option and
will be developed for additional study and
coordination with SCE.

Option 3 would construct new towers adjacent to
the existing towers on Piers S and A to
accommodate a 200-ft (61-m) clearance over the
Back Channel. Subsequent to construction of the
new towers, all SCE lines (12.5-, 66-, and 220-kV
lines) would be relocated to the new towers. The
existing towers would be left in place (see Exhibit
2.1.4-1).

Relocating the lines to the new towers at a higher
elevation would enable taller ships to traverse the
Cerritos Channel. Reducing navigational hazards
along the Cerritos Channel would prevent service
interruption to ships utilizing the Back Channel.
Building the new towers adjacent to the existing
towers would not require additional coordination
with the SHPO. The SHPO has concurred that by
leaving the existing towers in place, the project
would not have an adverse effect on the eligible
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)
resource (the former Edison Power Plant No. 3
and transmission towers were determined eligible
for the NRHP, see Section 2.1.8 [Cultural
Resources] for more information); therefore, it
would not affect the project schedule.

Construction of the new towers on Piers A and S
would require coordination with the tenants at
these respective piers. Depending if there are
parallel construction activities by these tenants,
this may affect the schedule for construction of the
new towers.

CPUC General Order 131-D

Since the project potentially involves relocating
high voltage transmission lines that are greater
than 50-kV, it would be subject to CPUC General
Order No. 131-D. This Rule and subsequent
sections (Section X [EMF] and Xl [Notice]) are
applied to the planning and construction of electric
generation, transmission/power/distribution line
facilities, and substations located in California.

Final determination of the design scenario for
relocation of the power lines will require further
coordination with SCE and Port tenants of Piers A
and S regarding timing for the new tower
construction. Through the respective coordination,
the relocation of power lines would not result in an
adverse effect on the Port Area, its tenants, or the
community of Long Beach.

Effects on Port Facilities: NRG Energy, Inc.,
would be impacted by the bridge construction at
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the southeast corner of their facility. The crane
tower used for construction of the bridge column
would require the removal or relocation of NRG
utilities at the southeast corner of the NRG facility.
Relocation of the affected utilities is not expected
to have a substantial effect on the operation of the
NRG facility.

Effects on Natural Gas. Several gas lines would
be impacted by the footings of the proposed
structures. The largest impact would be to a 16-in.
(41-cm) high-pressure gas main. Impacted gas
lines and mains would need to be relocated.

Effects on Water and Sewer. Several water and
sewer pipelines would be affected by the
proposed new bridge construction and would
need to be relocated before commencement of
construction and demolition activities.

Effects on Storm Drain. Several footings of the
proposed structures would impact sections of the
42-in (106-cm) supply pipe and 42-in (106-cm)
pressure discharge pipe of the Ocean Boulevard
Pump Station. In addition, many smaller collection
pipes and catch basins would also be impacted.
All impacted structures would need to be replaced
or modified to accommodate the proposed project.
No additional facilities would need to be
constructed.

Effects on Telephone. Telephone facilities would
be affected by the proposed project and would
require relocation.

Effects on Oil Lines and Wells. Active and
abandoned oil lines within the construction
footprint would be affected by the proposed
project. Active lines would be avoided where
possible. Abandoned lines would be removed as
required. However, during the final design phase
of the project, the owners of the pipelines would
perform detailed studies and recommend
provisions for the relocation or protection of these
facilities from  construction; studies and
relocation/protection would be compensated by
the Port.

Short-term  service interruptions could occur
during the relocation activities. The impact would
be temporary, and with close coordination with the
utilities service providers, interruption duration and
severity would be minimized.

Active and abandoned oil wells within the
construction footprint would also be affected by
the proposed project (see Exhibits 2.1.4-2 and
2.1.4-3). There are approximately 147 abandoned
wells located within the construction footprint that
may be affected. The abandoned wells affected

by the project would be tested and, as required,
they would be re-abandoned to meet California
Department of Conservation, Division of Oil,
Gas, and Geothermal Resources (DOGGR)
requirements and performance standards as
specified in California Laws for Conservation of
Petroleum and Gas, January 2001. Prior to
construction, an oil well abandonment plan, as
applicable, would be coordinated with the
DOGGR Construction Review Engineer.

Approximately 23 active or idle wells within the
construction footprint may be affected by the
proposed project. These wells could be
abandoned and redrilled (replaced) in a new
location, undergo a buy-out and be taken out of
service, or temporarily shut down during
construction and placed back in service following
completion of construction within the well area.
(personal communication, Sean Gamette, 2002);
however, the City of Long Beach Department of
Gas and Oil would make the final decision as to
which oil wells are redrilled or bought out.

Utilities Demand

Construction activities would utilize machinery and
tools that require the consumption of more
electrical power than is currently used for the
bridge. This increase in electrical usage would be
temporary, and the contractor would be able to
tap into the existing power grid of the Port. In
addition, a recently installed 12,000-volt
substation on the north side of the bridge would
accommodate the temporary increase in electricity
demand during construction activities (personal
communication, Jim Matthei, 2002).

There are 245 operational power plants located in
the counties of Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside,
and San Bernardino that produce at least
100 kilowatt (kW) (0.1-megawatt [MW]) of
electricity each (CEC, 1999b). These facilities
have a total online generating capacity of
16,922 MW. Electric energy in the region is
provided primarily through SCE and the Los
Angeles Department of Water and Power
(LADWP) distribution networks, along with three
municipalities having their own power plants
located in the region (Glendale, Burbank, and
Pasadena), and with the Imperial Irrigation District
and San Diego Gas & Electric providing service to
the extreme southern areas of Riverside and
Orange counties, respectively. Because of the
restructuring of the electric energy industry
throughout California, many of the facilities owned
by investor-owned utilities have been divested.
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Most of the electric energy used in southern
California is imported to the region from coal-fired
and hydroelectric generating facilities located
elsewhere in California and out of state. Utilities in
southern California participate in power-sharing
arrangements with many other entities throughout
the western United States.

Construction of the proposed project would not
cause a substantial increase in the demand on
existing electrical sources or require the
development of new sources; therefore, the
project would not result in a change to local or
regional energy supplies, or change the efficiency
of energy use.

Solid Waste Generation

Construction and demolition activities associated
with the proposed project would generate a large
amount of solid waste. Most of this waste would
be a product of demolition. Construction and
demolition materials would be recycled to the
extent feasible in accordance with the City of Long
Beach Construction and Demolition Program.
Recycling programs would be used to reduce the
amount of waste to be disposed of in the local
landfill. The quantity of waste is unknown at this
early stage of engineering, but it is not assumed
to be substantial. Various recycling stations are
located throughout Los Angeles County, and any
waste produced by construction activities could be
disposed of or recycled at these facilities or others
throughout the state. Solid waste that remains
after recycling would be disposed of at an
appropriate municipal landfill within the region.

South-side Alignment Alternative

Impacts associated with construction activities for
the South-side Alignment Alternative would be
temporary, lasting only as long as the construction
phase. Project construction would include two
major activities, including construction of the new
bridge and demolition of the existing bridge once
the new bridge is completed and placed in
service. Possible impacts to the existing utilities
systems would result from utility relocations,
increase in utility demand, and increase in solid
waste volume. Each of these impacts is discussed
below:

Utilities Relocation

Electricity. Impacts to the existing transmission
lines that currently cross the Cerritos Channel,
approximately 300-ft (91.4-m) north of the bridge,
with an approximate vertical clearance of 153-ft
(46.6-m) above the MHWL, are the same as the
North-side Alignment Alternative. The scenarios

and conclusions/recommendations are also the
same for the South-side Alignment Alternative.

Several SCE overhead and underground lines
within Pier T and Pier D would need to be
relocated. Tidelands electrical infrastructure for
existing facilities would also be affected by the
proposed bridge within the South-side Alignment
Alternative.

Effects on Natural Gas. Several gas lines would
be impacted by the footings of proposed
structures. The largest impact would be to a 16-in.
(41-cm) high-pressure gas main located in Piers T
and D. Several gas mains in Piers T and D with
various pipe sizes would be impacted and would
need to be relocated.

Effects on Water and Sewer. Several water and
sewer pipelines would be affected by the
proposed new bridge construction and would
need to be relocated before commencement of
construction and demolition activities. The largest
impact would be to 24-in. (61-cm) and 20-in.
(51-cm) water mains located in Piers T and D.

Effects on Storm Drain. Several footings of the
proposed structures would impact the existing
storm drain system. There is an existing 48-in.
(122-cm) storm drain in Pier D that drains to a
pump station that would need to be relocated. In
addition, many smaller collection pipes and catch
basins would also be impacted. All impacted
structures would need to be replaced or modified
to accommodate the proposed project. No
additional facilities would need to be constructed.

Effects on Telephone. Aboveground and
belowground telephone facilities would be
affected by the proposed project and would
require relocation.

Effects on Oil Lines and Wells. Active and
abandoned oil lines within the construction
footprint would be affected by the proposed
project. Active lines would be avoided where
possible. Abandoned lines would be removed as
required. However, during the final design phase
of the project, the owners of the pipelines would
perform detailed studies and recommend
provisions for relocation or protection of these
facilities  from  construction; studies and
relocation/protection would be compensated by
the Port.

Short-term  service interruptions could occur
during the relocation activities. The impact would
be temporary, and with close coordination with the
utilities service providers, interruption duration and
severity would be minimized.

February 2010



Affected Environment, Environmental
Consequences, and Avoidance,
Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures

REVISED DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

Active and abandoned oil wells within the
construction footprint would also be affected by
the proposed project (see Exhibits 2.1.4-4 and
2.1.4-5). Approximately 138 abandoned wells
located within the construction footprint may be
affected. The abandoned wells affected by the
project would be tested and, as required, they
would be re-abandoned to meet DOGGR
requirements and performance standards as
specified in California Laws for Conservation of
Petroleum and Gas, January 2001. Prior to
construction, an oil well abandonment plan, as
applicable, would be coordinated with the
DOGGR Construction Review Engineer.

Approximately 30 active or idle wells within the
construction footprint may be affected by the
proposed project. These wells could be
abandoned and redrilled (replaced) in a new
location, undergo a buy-out and be taken out of
service, or temporarily shut down during
construction and placed back in service following
completion of construction within the well area.
(personal communication, Sean Gamette, 2002);
however, the City of Long Beach Department of
Gas and Oil would make the final decision as to
which oil wells are redrilled or bought out.

Utilities Demand

The demand for electrical power for this
alternative would be similar to the North-side
Alignment Alternative.

Solid Waste Generation

Solid waste disposal and recycling for this
alternative would be similar to the North-side
Alignment Alternative.

Rehabilitation Alternative

Impacts associated with construction activities for
the Rehabilitation Alternative would be temporary,
lasting only as long as the construction phase.
Project construction would include rehabilitation of
the existing bridge deck, existing columns, and
existing bridge footings. Possible impacts to the
existing utilities systems would result from utility
relocations in the surrounding area of the existing
footings, increase in utility demand, and increase
in solid waste volume. Each of these impacts is
discussed below:

Utilities Relocation

Electricity. There would be no impacts to the
existing SCE transmission lines that cross the
Cerritos Channel. The vertical clearance of the
existing bridge would remain the same.

Several overhead light poles on the bridge would
need to be relocated for this alternative. Other
impacts include SCE overhead electrical lines in
Piers T and D and underground electrical lines in
Pier D.

Effects on Natural Gas. The gas lines in the
immediate vicinity of the existing bridge footings
would be affected by this alternative.

Effects on Water and Sewer. Water pipelines in
the immediate vicinity of the existing bridge
footings would be affected by the proposed
rehabilitation of the bridge footings and would
need to be relocated before commencement of
construction and demolition activities. This
includes a 20-in. (51-cm) pipeline in Pier D and
abandoned 24-in. (61-cm) and 10-in. (25-cm)
waterlines in Pier D. There are no sewer line
impacts with this alternative.

Effects on Storm Drain. An existing storm drain
that crosses underneath the bridge adjacent to the
footings would require relocation. The storm drain
would be relocated to an adjacent area, away
from the footing location.

Effects on Telephone. The existing underground
telecommunication lines near the existing footings
at Piers T and D would require relocation. The
lines would be relocated to an adjacent area,
away from the footing locations.

Effects on Oil Lines and Wells. Active and
abandoned oil lines within the construction
footprint would be affected by the proposed
project. Active lines would be avoided where
possible. Abandoned lines would be removed as
required. However, during the final design phase
of the project, the owners of the pipelines would
perform detailed studies and recommend
provisions for the relocation or protection of these
facilities  from  construction; studies and
relocation/protection would be compensated by
the Port.

Short-term  service interruptions could occur
during the relocation activities. The impact would
be temporary, and with close coordination with the
utilities service providers, interruption duration and
severity would be minimized.

Active and abandoned oil wells within the
construction footprint would also be affected by
the proposed project Approximately 52
abandoned wells located within the construction
footprint may be affected. The abandoned wells
affected by the project would be tested and, as
required, they would be re-abandoned to meet
DOGGR  requirements and performance
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EXHIBIT 2.1.4-5

South - Side Alignment Alternative
Active and Abandoned Oil Well Locations
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standards as specified in California Laws for
Conservation of Petroleum and Gas, January
2001. Prior to construction, an oil well
abandonment plan, as applicable, would be
coordinated with the DOGGR Construction
Review Engineer.

Approximately six active or idle wells may be
affected by the proposed project. These wells
could be abandoned and redrilled (replaced) in a
new location, undergo a buy-out and be taken out
of service, or temporarily shut down during
construction and placed back in service following
completion of construction within the well area.
(personal communication, Sean Gamette, 2002);
however, the City of Long Beach Department of
Gas and Oil would make the final decision as to
which oil wells are redrilled or bought out.

Utilities Demand

The demand for electrical power for constructing
this alternative would be less than the North-side
and South-side Alignment Alternatives.

Solid Waste Generation

Construction and demolition activities associated
with the Rehabilitation Alternative would generate
solid waste from the removal of the existing bridge
deck. Recycling programs would be used to
reduce the amount of waste to be disposed of in
the local landfill. The quantity of waste is unknown
at this early stage of engineering, but it is not
assumed to be substantial. Solid waste that
remains after recycling would be disposed of at an
appropriate municipal landfill within the region.

Operational Impacts

North-side Alignment Alternative

Electrical usage during operation of the proposed
project would be limited to the lighting of the
roadway and aesthetic lighting of the bridge.
Additional lighting would be required to illuminate

the proposed six lanes with standard shoulders
versus the existing five lanes and no shoulders;
however, the additional electricity required to
iluminate one additional lane and safety
shoulders would not represent a substantial
demand on local supplies when compared to the
regional capacity provided by SCE (personal
communication, Jim Matthei, 2002). The aesthetic
lighting would not require a substantial amount of
energy. The existing power grid has sufficient
capacity to relieve any increase in electrical
demand; therefore, the proposed project would
not result in a change to local or regional energy
supplies, and it would not change the efficiency of
energy use.

The new bridge would include an additional
through-lane on the EB and WB sides of the
bridge. The increased surface area of the bridge
would result in an increase in stormwater runoff
being directed from the bridge to the existing
storm drains. This increase may require
construction of new storm drainage facilities or the
expansion of existing facilities at the Port;
however, since the project area generally consists
of paved impervious surfaces, the net effect of the
bridge project would not substantially change the
volume of storm drain runoff in the vicinity.

South-Side Alignment Alternative

Operational impacts for the South-side Alignment
Alternative would be similar to the North-side
Alignment Alternative.

Rehabilitation Alternative

Operational impacts for the Rehabilitation
Alternative would be less than the North-side and
South-side Alignment Alternatives.

2.1.4.3 Avoidance, Minimization and/or
Mitigation Measures

No measures are required.
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2.1.5 Traffic and Circulation

This section addresses the potential impacts to
traffic and circulation associated with construction
and long-term operation of the proposed project.
The traffic and circulation impact analysis is based
on the results of a traffic study conducted for the
project (lteris, 2009). The study identified existing
(year 2005) and future projected (years 2015 and
2030) traffic volumes and lane configurations to
determine the traffic LOS for roadway elements
within the study area. For this analysis, the
“existing” ftraffic conditions are defined as the
conditions that existed in year 2005 at the time
that the CEQA NOP for this project was issued.

2.1.5.1 Regulatory Setting

Caltrans, as assigned by FHWA, directs that full
consideration should be given to the safe
accommodation of pedestrians and bicyclists
during the development of federal-aid highway
projects (see 23 CFR 652). It further directs that
the special needs of the elderly and the disabled
must be considered in all federal-aid projects that
include pedestrian facilities. When current or
anticipated pedestrian and/or bicycle traffic
presents a potential conflict with motor vehicle
traffic, every effort must be made to minimize the
detrimental effects on all highway users who
share the facility.

Caltrans is committed to carrying out the 1990
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) by building
transportation facilities that provide equal access
for all persons. The same degree of convenience,
accessibility, and safety available to the general
public will be provided to persons with disabilities.

2.1.5.2 Affected Environment

The existing lane configurations, traffic volumes,
and LOS within the study area are presented in
this subsection.

LOS denotes the possible range of ftraffic
operating conditions that may occur on a roadway
or at an intersection when it is subjected to
various traffic volumes. LOS analysis is based on
hourly traffic and typically examines the peak
travel hours of the day. It is a measure of the
“quality of flow” defined in six levels, A through F,
by the Highway Capacity Manual — 2000 Edition
(HCM) published by the Transportation Research
Board (TRB). The six levels, A to F, relate to
traffic congestion from best to worst, respectively.
In general, LOS A represents free-flow conditions
with no congestion. Conversely, LOS F represents
severe congestion with stop-and-go conditions.

Levels E and F typically are considered
unsatisfactory operating conditions. For a multi-
lane highway such as Ocean Boulevard in the
vicinity of the Gerald Desmond Bridge, LOS is
determined by the density of vehicles on the
roadway. A very low density allows free-flow
conditions, and a very high density provides stop-
and-go conditions. Table 2.1.5-1 presents LOS
information for multi-lane highways.

Table 2.1.5-1
Level of Service Criteria
for Highway Segment

Maximum
LOS | Density* Description of Conditions
A 11 “Free-flow” conditions
B 18 Slight congestion
C 26 Moderate congestion
D 35 Significant congestion
E 43** Extreme congestion
F >43** Gridlock/stop-and-go condition

* Density is measured in passenger cars per lane per mile.
** Assuming a free-flow speed of 50 miles per hour.
Source TRB, 2000.

The intersection capacity utilization (ICU) analysis
methodology compares the level of traffic volume
during the peak hours at an intersection to the
amount of traffic that intersection is able to carry
(capacity). Table 2.1.5-2 describes the LOS
concept and the operating conditions expected
with each LOS for signalized intersections.

Analysis of unsignalized intersections s
conducted differently than signalized intersections
due to different operating characteristics. For
unsignalized intersections, LOS is based on average
delay in seconds per vehicle. Table 2.1.5-3
describes the LOS concept for unsignalized
intersections. Stop-controlled intersections were
analyzed using the delay-based HCM method of
determining LOS.

Traffic Study Area

The traffic study area is shown in Exhibit 2.1.5-1.
The overall study area extends along Ocean
Boulevard from Navy Way on the west to
downtown Long Beach on the east. It includes the
access between Ocean Boulevard, SR 710, and
Pico Avenue. It extends north along Pico Avenue
and SR 710 to 9th Street, and it includes the
Terminal Island Freeway (SR 47) interchange with
Ocean Boulevard, as well as the Terminal Island
Freeway interchange with New Dock Street. The
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Table 2.1.5-2
Level of Service Criteria
for Signalized Intersections

LOS* VIC Ratio Description of Conditions
A 0to 0.60 Little or no delay/congestion
B >0.60 to 0.70 Slight congestion/delay
C >0.70 t0 0.80 Moderate delay/congestion
D >0.80 t0 0.90 Significant delay/congestion
E >0.90 to 1.00 Extreme congestion/delay
F 1.00 + Intersection failure/gridlock

LOS - Level of Service

* The intersection LOS calculations were based on a maximum lane volume of 1,600 vehicles per lane for through lanes and single
turn lanes and 2,880 vehicles per hour for multiple left-turn lanes as used by the POLB. For intersections within the City of Los
Angeles, the maximum lane volume was based on 1,425 vehicles per hour per the capacities in the Circular 212 Critical Movement
Analysis (CMA) methodology used by the City. Intersections with vehicular volumes that are at or near capacity (V/C = 1.0)

experience greater congestion and longer vehicle delays.
Source: TRB, 1985; and NCHRP, 1982.

Table 2.1.5-3
Level of Service Criteria for Unsignalized Intersections
Average Delay
LOS (seconds/vehicle) Description of Conditions
A <10 Little or no delay
B > 10 and £15 Slight delay
C >15and <25 Moderate delay
D >25and <35 Significant delay
E > 35 and <50 Extreme congestion
F > 50 Intersection gridlock

LOS - Level of Service
Source: TRB, 2000.

study area extends west along New Dock Street
from its interchange with the Terminal Island
Freeway to Pier S Avenue.

The traffic study area was defined to include the
project site and other roadways estimated to carry
sufficient additional traffic as a result of the
construction and long-term operation of the Bridge
Replacement Alternatives to potentially result in
adverse ftraffic effects. Roadways receiving
sufficient additional traffic to be included in the
traffic study area were determined based on the
criterion of including any intersection increasing in
volume by 50 or more trips in any one peak hour.
The number of additional trips was determined
from a comparison of the future traffic volumes

with and without the Bridge Replacement
Alternatives, as presented in the section Traffic
Forecasting Model below. The proposed build
alternatives of the project, which entall
rehabilitation or replacement of the existing
roadway and bridge facilities, would not directly
generate any additional new trips; however, the
bridge replacement alternatives are expected to
result in some local redistribution of traffic as
motorists modify their travel paths to take
advantage of the congestion-relief benefits of the
Bridge Replacement Alternatives.
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The study area includes roadway facilities where
traffic changes are expected to be of sufficient
magnitude to warrant study. The elimination from
further consideration of the Toll-Operation
Alternative substantially reduced the study area.
(Section 1.7.1 presents the reasons that the Toll-
Operation Alternative was eliminated from further
consideration.) A toll facility would potentially
impact traffic on 1-110, SR 91, and 1-405, as noted
in Section 1.2. The proposed Bridge Replacement
Alternatives would have more localized potential
traffic effects. The northern limit of the study area
on SR 710 is at 9" Street. Because there was no
adverse effect of the proposed project on the
portion of SR 710 south of 9" Street, which has
fewer lanes than portions to the north, it was
concluded that there would be no adverse effects
to SR 710 or I|-710 farther north where the
highway has more lanes.

Within the traffic study area, eight roadway
segments with potential traffic impacts associated
with the project have been investigated. These
are shown on Exhibit 2.1.5-2 and include:

1. Ocean Boulevard from Navy Way to Pier S
Avenue;

2. Ocean Boulevard from Pier S Avenue to the
Terminal Island Freeway;

3. Ocean Boulevard from the Terminal Island
Freeway to the Horseshoe Ramps;

4. EB bridge upgrade (direction of travel is uphill)
to the crest of the bridge;

WB bridge upgrade to the crest of the bridge;

Connectors between SR 710 and Ocean
Boulevard;

7. SR 710 north of the Ocean Boulevard
connectors; and

8. Ocean Boulevard from SR 710 Connectors to
downtown Long Beach.

Within the traffic study area, 13 intersections with
potential traffic impacts associated with the project
have been investigated. The intersections are
shown on Exhibit 2.1.5-3 and include:

1. Terminal Island Freeway and Ocean
Boulevard (signalized);
2. Pier S Avenue and Ocean Boulevard

(signalized);

3. Pier S Avenue and New Dock Street
(signalized);

4. Navy Way and Seaside Avenue (signalized);

5. Pico Avenue/Pier B Street and 9th Street
(signalized);

6. Pico Avenue and Pier C Street (signalized);

Terminal Island Freeway SB Off-Ramp and
New Dock Street (stop sign controlled);

8. Terminal Island Freeway Northbound (NB)
On-Ramp and New Dock Street (stop sign

controlled);

9. Pico Avenue and Pier D Street (stop sign
controlled);

10. Pico Avenue and Broadway (stop sign
controlled);

11. Pico Avenue and Pier E Street (stop sign
controlled);

12. Ocean Boulevard and Golden Shore

(signalized); and

13. Ocean Boulevard and Magnolia Avenue
(signalized).

The intersection of Navy Way and Seaside Avenue
(Intersection 4) is located in Los Angeles, while the
other intersections are located in Long Beach.
Intersections 1 through 6, 12, and 13 are signalized
in the existing year 2005 condition. Intersections 7
through 11 are currently controlled with stop signs.
Traffic signals are proposed at intersections 9 and
11 as part of the construction traffic detour plans for
the North-side and South-side  Alignment
Alternatives (bridge replacement alternatives), and
these signals would remain after implementation of
the proposed project; therefore, these signals are
considered implemented in the analysis of future
year 2015 and 2030 conditions with the proposed
Bridge Replacement Alternatives of the project.

The analysis of future year 2015 and 2030
conditions with the No Action/Rehabilitation
Alternatives assumes that signals would not be in
place at intersections 9 and 11, because no
construction traffic detour plans would be
necessary if the existing bridge is rehabilitated or
if no action is taken.

Existing Lane Configuration

Exhibits 2.1.5-4a and 2.1.5-4b show the existing
lane configuration of the Gerald Desmond Bridge
and roadways within the immediate project area.

Gerald Desmond Bridge

The Gerald Desmond Bridge is a five-lane
thoroughfare with two traffic lanes in each
direction and one truck lane in each direction on
the uphill side of the bridge. The truck lanes end
at the roadway crest on the bridge.
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Ocean Boulevard

The section of Ocean Boulevard connecting to the
Gerald Desmond Bridge also has two or three
lanes in each direction, depending upon the exact
location and direction. The roadway has three
lanes in each direction east of the Pico Avenue
interchange and west of the Ocean Boulevard/
Terminal Island Freeway interchange.

Interchanges and Ramps

Major interchanges along Ocean Boulevard within the
project area include Terminal Island East, SR 710,
and Pico Avenue, as shown in Exhibit 2.1.5-2.

The Terminal Island East interchange, which is
identified by its “horseshoe ramps,” is located at
the west end of the Gerald Desmond Bridge.
(Note: the Terminal Island East interchange is
referred to in this subsection as the Horseshoe
Ramps to avoid confusion with the Terminal
Island Freeway interchange.) The Horseshoe
Ramps provide access to the Pier T area and
include ramps to and from Ocean Boulevard in
both directions. The SR 710 freeway and Pico
Avenue interchanges lie immediately east of the
Gerald Desmond Bridge. The SB SR 710
connector ramp to WB Ocean Boulevard consists
of two lanes that merge into one lane prior to
merging with Ocean Boulevard. The connector
ramp for the opposite move (EB Ocean Boulevard
to NB SR 710) consists of two lanes.

Existing (Year 2005) Traffic Conditions

The existing (year 2005) average daily traffic
(ADT) on the Gerald Desmond Bridge is
approximately 59,700 vpd, which includes
approximately 25 percent trucks. This truck
percentage is higher than on typical urban
roadways and is principally attributable to the
large truck volumes generated by the ports.

Study Methodology

Based on traffic counts taken for the existing year
(2005), the morning (AM), midday (MD), and
evening (PM) peak traffic hours were determined
to be 8:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m., 2:00 p.m. to 3:00
p-m., and 4:00 p.m. to 5:00 p.m., respectively. The
AM and PM peak hours represent traffic peaks
typical of commuter fraffic. In addition to
commuter traffic, the traffic activity at the Ports
consists of a component associated with cargo
movement. The cargo movement ftraffic peaks
during the typical workday in the early afternoon
and creates a third peak hour (MD). Because of
this distinctive tri-modal peaking of traffic, all three
peak-hour time periods were used for analysis of
the existing and future traffic conditions.

Subsequent to 2005, the segment of Ocean
Boulevard between Pier S Avenue and the Terminal
Island Freeway was improved with a grade-separated
overpass for through traffic on Ocean Boulevard.
Because these improvements were implemented
subsequent to the 2005 issuance of the NOP, they
are not included in the analysis of existing year (2005)
traffic conditions; the improvements are included in all
analysis of future year traffic conditions. The grade
separation improvements elevate the mainline of
Ocean Boulevard over the Terminal Island Freeway
and Pier S Street, so that through traffic on Ocean
Boulevard avoids intersections at both the Terminal
Island Freeway and Pier S Street. At-grade segments
of Ocean Boulevard parallel to the elevated segment
serve Ocean Boulevard traffic going to and from
the Terminal Island Freeway and Pier S Street.
Thus, intersections of Ocean Boulevard with the
Terminal Island Freeway and Pier S Street remain
but are avoided by Ocean Boulevard motorists
continuing past both the Terminal Island Freeway
and Pier S Street. The intersections of Ocean
Boulevard with the Terminal Island Freeway and
Pier S Street are signalized.

Because Ocean Boulevard was a restricted-
access facility east of its intersection with the
Terminal Island Freeway in the year 2005
condition, it was analyzed using the HCM multi-
lane highway method. The segments of Ocean
Boulevard west of the Terminal Island Freeway
with at-grade intersections were analyzed as
arterial streets using the HCM method. Exhibit
2.1.5-2 indicates which segments were analyzed
as multi-lane highway segments and which were
analyzed as arterial segments.

The LOS analysis of multi-lane highway segments
was performed using the Traffic Software
Integrated System Corridor Simulation (CORSIM)
micro-simulation program developed by FHWA.
CORSIM uses microscopic traffic following logic to
simulate corridor segment operations on freeways
and arterial streets. Results are reported in terms of
vehicle density (vehicles per mile per lane) during
peak hours on analysis segments, along with travel
speeds, to determine the segment LOS, consistent
with the HCM methods. CORSIM was used
because it incorporates the effects of upstream and
downstream operations into each study segment,
and it can explicitty model the merge condition at
the crest of the Gerald Desmond Bridge where the
truck climbing lanes end under the existing and no
action/rehabilitation alternatives conditions.

LOS analysis was conducted for the unsignalized
study intersections in the City of Long Beach
using the HCM unsignalized intersection method.
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The signalized intersections in the City of Long
Beach were analyzed using the ICU method,
consistent with City of Long Beach requirements.
The one signalized intersection in the City of Los
Angeles was analyzed wusing the Critical
Movement Analysis (CMA) method, consistent
with City of Los Angeles requirements. Traffix
software was used to perform the HCM, ICU, and
CMA intersection analyses.

The merge and diverge areas (ramp junctions)
where ramps enter and leave a roadway represent
locations of potential congestion and delay. The
HCM ramp junction method was used for these
analyses. Because of the more complex traffic
maneuvers occurring at ramp merges and diverges
than on a multi-lane highway segment, similar
vehicle densities result in slightly lower LOS at
ramp junctions than on a mainline segment.
Merge/diverge analysis was performed for the
ramp junction areas where the ramp from SR 710
SB merges with Ocean Boulevard WB and the
ramp to SR 710 NB diverges from Ocean
Boulevard EB. On-ramp locations that join the
mainline by adding a mainline lane and off-ramps
that diverge by dropping a mainline lane were not
analyzed because they are not true ramp junctions
and do not constitute true merge/diverge sections.

Results of Analysis

Exhibit 2.1.5-5 shows the existing peak-hour
traffic volumes on roadway segments in the traffic
study area for the AM, MD, and PM peak periods.

The LOS analysis results of the study segments
with existing year 2005 conditions are shown in
Table 2.1.5-4. Generally, the segments operate at
acceptable LOS A to C in the peak hours; however,
on Ocean Boulevard between Pier S Avenue and
the Terminal Island Freeway (Segment 2), failing
LOS F conditions occur in both directions during
the peak hours, except for the EB direction during
the midday peak hour when there are LOS E
conditions. Additionally, WB Ocean Boulevard
between the Horseshoe Ramps and the Terminal
Island Freeway (Segment 3) has LOS E conditions
during all three peak periods.

The results of the ramp junction LOS analyses for
existing year 2005 conditions are shown in Table
2.1.5-5. All of the ramp junction areas analyzed
operate at acceptable LOS B during the peak hours.

The results of the study intersections LOS analyses
under existing year 2005 conditions are shown in
Table 2.1.5-6. All of the study intersections operate
at acceptable LOS D or better during peak hours
under the existing year 2005 conditions, except the
intersection of the Terminal Island Freeway and

Ocean Boulevard, which operates at LOS E
conditions in the PM peak hour.

2.1.5.3 Environmental Consequences
Evaluation Criteria

Criteria for the determination of an adverse effect
to traffic were identified by the Port and are
consistent with criteria used in other recent
projects within the Port. The criteria are those
required by the jurisdiction in which the study
roadway or intersection is situated, unless that
jurisdiction has no appropriate criteria, in which
case criteria identified by the Port were used.

For signalized intersections, the proposed project
would result in an adverse effect if the following
thresholds established by the cities of Long Beach
and Los Angeles are exceeded:

e City of Long Beach: Build condition LOS is E
or F and the intersection volume-to-capacity
ratio (V/C) increases by more than 0.020 from
the no build to the build condition;

e City of Los Angeles:

— Build condition LOS is C (defined as V/C
greater than 0.700 to 0.800) and the V/C
increases by more than 0.040;

— Build condition LOS is D (defined as V/C
greater than 0.800 to 0.900 and the V/C
increases by more than 0.020; or

— Build condition LOS is E or F (defined as
VI/C greater than 0.900) and the V/C
increases by more than 0.010.

All of the unsignalized study area intersections are
located in Long Beach. The City of Long Beach
has no established criteria for determination of
adverse effects at unsignalized intersections. The
criteria used in this analysis are:

If the Build condition has an LOS E or F at an
unsignalized intersection, then the intersection
is to be reanalyzed using the signalized
intersection method and criteria to identify any
adverse effects.

Similarly, the City of Long Beach has no criteria for
the determination of adverse effects for
intersections at which signal installation is part of
the proposed project. For comparisons of
intersections that are unsignalized with the no
action/rehabilitation alternatives and signalized with
the Bridge Replacement Alternatives, this analysis
assumes that there would be an adverse effect if
the Bridge Replacement Alternatives would result
in LOS E or F at the future signalized intersection.
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Table 2.1.5-4
Existing (Year 2005) Peak-Hour LOS
for Arterial and Highway Segments

Speed* or
Vehicle
Segment From To Density LOS
AM Peak Hour
EB Ocean Boulevard Navy Way Pier S Avenue 38.0* A
WB Ocean Boulevard Pier S Avenue Navy Way 30.4* B
EB Ocean Boulevard Pier S Avenue Terminal Island Freeway 10.6* F
WB Ocean Boulevard Terminal Island Freeway Pier S Avenue 9.4 F
EB Ocean Boulevard Terminal Island Freeway Horseshoe Ramps 29.6* B
WB Ocean Boulevard Horseshoe Ramps Terminal Island Freeway 14.4* E
EB Gerald Desmond Bridge Upgrade Crest 17.0 B
EB Gerald Desmond Bridge Crest Downgrade 21.8 C
WB Gerald Desmond Bridge Upgrade Crest 20.2 C
WB Gerald Desmond Bridge Crest Downgrade 20.1 C
NB Connector EB Ocean Boulevard NB SR 710 13.8 B
SB Connector SB SR 710 WB Ocean Boulevard 17.4 B
SR 710 NB NB Connector NB SR 710 Mainline 14.2 B
SR 710 SB SB SR 710 Mainline SB Connector 9.2 A
EB Ocean Boulevard NB Connector Downtown 4.6 A
WB Ocean Boulevard Downtown SB Connector 6.6 A
MD Peak Hour
EB Ocean Boulevard Navy Way Pier S Avenue 37.6* A
WB Ocean Boulevard Pier S Avenue Navy Way 31.8* B
EB Ocean Boulevard Pier S Avenue Terminal Island Freeway 14.0* E
WB Ocean Boulevard Terminal Island Freeway Pier S Avenue 9.2¢ F
EB Ocean Boulevard Terminal Island Freeway Horseshoe Ramps 29.5* B
WB Ocean Boulevard Horseshoe Ramps Terminal Island Freeway 13.7¢ E
EB Gerald Desmond Bridge Upgrade Crest 18.8 C
EB Gerald Desmond Bridge Crest Downgrade 231 C
WB Gerald Desmond Bridge Upgrade Crest 19.4 C
WB Gerald Desmond Bridge Crest Downgrade 19.0 C
NB Connector EB Ocean Boulevard NB SR 710 16.0 B
SB Connector SB SR 710 WB Ocean Boulevard 10.7 A
SR 710 NB NB Connector NB SR 710 Mainline 17.4 B
SR 710 SB SB SR 710 Mainline SB Connector 6.5 A
EB Ocean Boulevard NB Connector Downtown 1.8 A
WB Ocean Boulevard Downtown SB Connector 6.6 A
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Table 2.1.5-4
Existing (Year 2005) Peak-Hour LOS
for Arterial and Highway Segments

Speed* or
Vehicle
Segment From To Density LOS
PM Peak Hour
1 EB Ocean Boulevard Navy Way Pier S Avenue 36.1* A
WB Ocean Boulevard Pier S Avenue Navy Way 33.8* B
5 EB Ocean Boulevard Pier S Avenue Terminal Island Freeway 9.7 F
WB Ocean Boulevard Terminal Island Freeway Pier S Avenue 9.3* F
3 EB Ocean Boulevard Terminal Island Freeway Horseshoe Ramps 29.7* B
WB Ocean Boulevard Horseshoe Ramps Terminal Island Freeway 12.7* E
4 EB Gerald Desmond Bridge Upgrade Crest 20.2 C
EB Gerald Desmond Bridge Crest Downgrade 25.7 C
5 WB Gerald Desmond Bridge Upgrade Crest 18.9 C
WB Gerald Desmond Bridge Crest Downgrade 19.5 C
6 NB Connector EB Ocean Boulevard NB SR 710 13.2 B
SB Connector SB SR 710 WB Ocean Boulevard 14.4 B
. SR 710 NB NB Connector NB SR 710 Mainline 13.8 B
SR 710 SB SB SR 710 Mainline SB Connector 8.3 A
8 EB Ocean Boulevard NB Connector Downtown 8.5 A
WB Ocean Boulevard Downtown SB Connector 6.9 A

LOS — Level of Service; EB — eastbound; WB — westbound; NB — northbound; SB — southbound

* In the existing year 2005 condition, Segments 1 through 3 are analyzed as arterial segments because of the presence of traffic
signals on Ocean Boulevard at the Terminal Island Freeway, Pier S Avenue, and Navy Way. The LOS for arterials is
determined by speed (in miles per hour). For Urban Street Class Il arterials, the speed range for each LOS is LOS A >35 mph;
LOS B >28-35 mph; LOS C >22-28 mph; LOS D >17-22 mph; LOS E >13-17 mph; and LOS F < 13 mph. All other segments
are analyzed as multi-lane highways where LOS is determined by vehicle density (vehicles per lane per mile).

Source: lteris, 2009.

Table 2.1.5-5
Existing (Year 2005) Peak-Hour LOS for Ramp Junctions

AM Peak Hour MD Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Density Density Density
Ramp Location (pc/milln) | LOS* | (pc/milln) | LOS* (pc/milln) | LOS*
EB Ocean Boulevard to SR 710/
Downtown Diverge 11.1 B 10.9 B 15.5 B
SB SR 710 Connector Ramp and
WB Ocean Boulevard 16.7 B 15.2 B 16.2 B

LOS — Level of Service; NB — northbound; pc/mi/ln — passenger cars equivalents per mile per lane; SB — southbound

* LOS criteria for ramp junction areas are in density (pc/mi/ln). Density ranges for different LOS types:
LOS A:0-10; LOS B: 10.1 - 20; LOS C: 20.1 - 28; LOS D: 28.1 - 35; LOS E: 35.1 - 43; LOS F: >43.

Source: lteris, 2009.
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Table 2.1.5-6
Existing (Year 2005) Peak-Hour LOS for Intersections
Intersection LOS \[ﬁ:l:a;i
AM Peak Hour
1 Terminal Island Freeway / Ocean Boulevard C 0.792
2 Pier S Avenue / Ocean Boulevard C 0.709
3 Pier S Avenue / New Dock Street A 0.327
4 Navy Way / Seaside Avenue A 0.474
5 Pico Avenue / Pier B Street and 9th Street A 0.428
6 Pico Avenue / Pier C Street A 0.309
7 Terminal Island Freeway SB Off-Ramp / New Dock B 10.8
8 Terminal Island Freeway NB On-Ramp / New Dock A 7.4
9 Pico Avenue / Pier D Street B 10.1
10 Pico Avenue / Broadway B 10.6
11 Pico Avenue / Pier E Street A 9.9
12 Ocean Boulevard / Golden Shore Street A 0.570
13 Ocean Boulevard / Magnolia Avenue B 0.693
MD Peak Hour
1 Terminal Island Freeway / Ocean Boulevard D 0.833
2 Pier S Avenue / Ocean Boulevard C 0.700
3 Pier S Avenue / New Dock Street A 0.350
4 Navy Way / Seaside Avenue A 0.414
5 Pico Avenue / Pier B Street and 9th Street A 0.455
6 Pico Avenue / Pier C Street A 0.340
7 Terminal Island Freeway SB Off-Ramp / New Dock A 9.1
8 Terminal Island Freeway NB On-Ramp / New Dock A 7.6
9 Pico Avenue / Pier D Street B 11.3
10 Pico Avenue / Broadway B 11.2
11 Pico Avenue / Pier E Street B 11.8
12 Ocean Boulevard / Golden Shore Street A 0.569
13 Ocean Boulevard / Magnolia Avenue A 0.575
PM Peak Hour
1 Terminal Island Freeway / Ocean Boulevard E 0.912
2 Pier S Avenue / Ocean Boulevard D 0.824
3 Pier S Avenue / New Dock Street A 0.356
4 Navy Way / Seaside Avenue A 0.581
5 Pico Avenue / Pier B Street and 9th Street A 0.494
6 Pico Avenue / Pier C Street A 0.343
7 Terminal Island Freeway SB Off-Ramp / New Dock A 9.3
8 Terminal Island Freeway NB On-Ramp / New Dock A 7.9
9 Pico Avenue / Pier D Street B 10.7
10 Pico Avenue / Broadway B 10.5
11 Pico Avenue / Pier E Street B 11.3
12 Ocean Boulevard / Golden Shore Street A 0.593
13 Ocean Boulevard / Magnolia Avenue B 0.601

LOS - Level of Service; NB — northbound; SB — southbound

* VIC (volume-to-capacity ratio) is reported for signalized intersections, and average stopped delay in
seconds is reported for unsignalized intersections in italics.

Source: lteris, 2009.

2-93

February 2010



Affected Environment, Environmental
Consequences, and Avoidance,
Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures

REVISED DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

The determination of potential adverse effects on
roadway study segments is based on whether a
segment is forecast to operate at LOS F with the
bridge replacement alternatives, and if LOS F
were forecast, whether the vehicle density
(vehicles per mile per lane) during the peak hours
with the Bridge Replacement Alternatives would
be worse (higher) than with the No Action/
Rehabilitation Alternatives. A higher density is an
indicator of a worse LOS F condition.

Construction Impacts

Rehabilitation Alternative

The work associated with the Rehabilitation
Alternative would be limited to nighttime closures
of one lane at a time on the Gerald Desmond
Bridge and its approaches. The existing concrete
median barrier would be removed for the
construction period, and four lanes (two in each
direction) would be maintained during the
nighttime construction period. During the daytime,
the existing lane configuration would be
maintained. Rehabilitation of single-lane ramps
may require some ramp closures during the
nighttime hours. A TMP would be prepared for the
Rehabilitation Alternative to address signing for
the temporary lane closures, hours of closure,
placement of traffic cones and other temporary
channelizing devices, and other elements of traffic
management during the construction period. The
construction  activity associated with the
Rehabilitation Alternative is not expected to have
adverse traffic effects, and construction detour
routes would not be required under this
alternative. Traffic volumes at night are light and
not sufficient to warrant detours.

Bridge Replacement Alternatives

This section summarizes the plan for staged
construction of the proposed Bridge Replacement
Alternatives, including an identification of the
detours necessary during their construction. The
construction stages of the two Bridge
Replacement  Alternatives  (the  North-side
Alignment and the South-side Alignment) would
be the same in terms of their potential impacts on
traffic. A traffic analysis is presented of the detour
routes included in the stages of construction of the
Bridge Replacement Alternatives. The discussion
includes an identification of the construction-
related traffic effects that are anticipated under the
proposed Bridge Replacement Alternatives.

Each construction stage is anticipated to last
approximately 1-year; however, it is expected that
the latter part of each stage would overlap the
beginning of the next stage. Demolition of the

existing bridge would take place in the fifth stage of
the project following the four construction stages.
As part of the required TMP for the Bridge
Replacement Alternatives, coordination with the
construction activities associated with the Schuyler
Heim Bridge replacement project and proposed SR
47 improvements would occur, as necessary, to
minimize traffic effects during the potentially
overlapping construction phases of the projects.

First Stage. The first stage would include
construction of temporary pavement widening
along Pico Avenue and widening of ramps and
intersections as required.

Second Stage. During the second stage, the SB-
to-WB SR 710 connector would be closed. SB
traffic would be directed to Pico Avenue from SB
SR 710 at the existing Pico Avenue off-ramp.
Vehicles would then travel south on Pico Avenue
to the existing WB Ocean Boulevard on-ramp.
Widening is proposed at both ramps to
accommodate the detoured traffic. During this
stage of construction, Pico Avenue would be
modified to provide three SB lanes and two NB
lanes. Other changes along the corridor are also
proposed, as will be discussed later.

During both the second and third stages of
construction, traffic entering Pier T from WB
Ocean Boulevard would have to use the Terminal
Island Freeway interchange to make a U-turn and
access the EB Pier T off-ramp because the WB
Pier T off-ramp ramp would be removed from
service during those stages of construction.

Third and Fourth Stages. During the third and
fourth stages, the new WB portion of the bridge
and connector roadways would be open, and
traffic would be directed to the new facility. EB
traffic crossing the bridge to travel north on SR
710 would be directed to the Pico Avenue off-
ramp to travel NB on Pico Avenue. Vehicles would
access SR 710 using the existing Pico Avenue
on-ramp located north of C Street. During these
final stages, Pico Avenue would be restriped to
provide three NB lanes and two SB lanes.

Traffic Analysis of Detours

An analysis was conducted for the entire project
area, especially the Terminal Island Freeway
interchange and Pico Avenue, to determine if the
proposed construction phasing plan would be
feasible and to identify what modifications would be
required to accommodate projected traffic volumes
on detour routes. The analysis was conducted for
only the AM and PM peak hours because they
represent the higher and more critical peaks. Stage
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1 requires no analysis because the existing travel
lane configuration would be maintained.

Table 2.1.5-7 shows that the additional traffic
diverted to the detour routes in construction Stage
2 is expected to result in poor LOS (E or F) during

Table 2.1.5-8 shows that the additional traffic
diverted to the detour routes
Stages 3 and 4 is expected to result in poor LOS
(E or F) during either the AM or PM peak hour at
five intersections along the detour routes:

in construction

either the AM or PM peak hour at four e Ocean Boulevard and SR 47 (North Intersection);
intersections along the detour routes: e Ocean Boulevard and SR 47 (South Intersection);
e Ocean Boulevard and SR 47 (North Intersection); ~ ° E!CO ﬁvenue ang I;!er g 25["361/_ 9thdStreet;
e  Ocean Boulevard and SR 47 (South Intersection); ¢ P!CO Avenue and P!er EsS reet, an
e Pico Avenue and Pier B Street/9th Street; and ¢ ICO Avenue and Fier treet.
e Pico Avenue and Pier D Street.
Table 2.1.5-7
Bridge Replacement Alternatives: Detour Route Level of Service — Construction Stage 2
Without Mitigation
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

Intersection LOS Delay’ LOS Delay’
1a. Ocean Boulevard and SR -47 (North Intersection) D 50.2 E 64.6
1b. Ocean Boulevard and SR -47 (South Intersection) D 38.6 F 131.3
2a. Ocean Boulevard and Pier S Avenue (North Intersection) C 27.9 C 26.3
2b. Ocean Boulevard and Pier S Avenue (South Intersection) C 26.8 C 23.8
5. Pico Avenue and Pier B Street / 9th Street F 206.0 E 59.2
6. Pico Avenue and Pier C Street A 7.7 A 6.4
9. Pico Avenue and Pier D Street? F 428.9 F 227.8
11. Pico Avenue and Pier E Street? B 11.9 C 18.2
' Delay is in seconds per vehicle.
2 Existing 4-way stop intersection.
Source: lteris, 2009.

Table 2.1.5-8

Bridge Replacement Alternatives: Detour Route Level of Service -
Construction Stages 3 and 4

Without Mitigation
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

Intersection LOS Delay’ LOS Delay'
1a. Ocean Boulevard and SR 47 (North Intersection) D 50.2 E 64.6
1b. Ocean Boulevard and SR 47 (South Intersection) D 38.6 F 131.3
2a. Ocean Boulevard and Pier S Avenue (North Intersection) C 27.9 C 26.3
2b. Ocean Boulevard and Pier S Avenue (South Intersection) C 26.8 Cc 23.8
5. Pico Avenue and Pier B Street/9th Street F 389.9 F 383.5
6. Pico Avenue and Pier C Street A 3.2 A 3.8
9. Pico Avenue and Pier D Street’ F 450.9 F 418.3
11. Pico Avenue and Pier E Street’ F OVRFL® F OVRFL®

' Delay is in seconds per vehicle.

2 Existing 4-way stop intersection.

% V/C ratio too high to calculate delay. Delay would be excessive.
Source: lteris, 2009.
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Adverse Traffic Effects during Construction
of the Bridge Replacement Alternatives

LOS E or F at an intersection on a detour route is
considered an adverse ftraffic effect of
construction. This is a more stringent criterion
than stated above, but it provides a conservative
estimate of potential adverse effects of
construction on detour routes. Five intersections
on detour routes would have adverse traffic
effects during construction. The affected
intersections are discussed below.

e Ocean Boulevard and SR 47 North Intersection
would operate at LOS E during the PM peak
hour during construction Stages 2, 3, and 4.

The LOS E during the PM peak hour at this
intersection is an adverse temporary effect
attributed to construction detour traffic associated
with the Bridge Replacement Alternatives.
Additional lanes at the intersection were
investigated as mitigation. Due to ROW
constraints and lack of available land for
additional lanes, it was determined that there is no
feasible mitigation to address this temporary
adverse effect of the Bridge Replacement
Alternatives upon the operating condition at the
Terminal Island Freeway interchange. The effect
attributed to the Bridge Replacement Alternatives
is considered a temporary, adverse, and
unavoidable effect. This temporary condition
would occur during a portion of the construction
period, amounting to approximately 18 months of
the planned 4-year construction period.

e Ocean Boulevard and SR 47 South Intersection
would operate at LOS F during the PM peak
hour during construction Stages 2, 3, and 4.

The LOS F during the PM peak hour at this
intersection is an adverse temporary effect
attributed to construction detour traffic associated
with  the Bridge Replacement Alternatives.
Additional lanes at the intersection were
investigated as mitigation. Due to ROW
constraints and lack of available land for
additional lanes, it was determined that there is no
feasible mitigation to address this temporary
adverse effect of the Bridge Replacement
Alternatives upon the operating condition at the
Terminal Island Freeway interchange. The effect
attributed to the Bridge Replacement Alternatives
is considered a temporary, adverse, and
unavoidable effect. This temporary condition
would occur during a portion of the construction
period, amounting to approximately 18 months of
the planned 4-year construction period.

e Pico Avenue and Pier B Street/9th Street
intersection would operate at LOS E or F
during both the AM and PM peak hours during
construction Stages 2, 3, and 4.

The LOS E and F during the AM and PM peak
hours at this intersection is an adverse temporary
effect attributed to construction detour traffic
associated with the Bridge Replacement
Alternatives. Two sets of mitigations are proposed
at this intersection for the different construction
stages of a Bridge Replacement Alternative. One
set would be implemented during construction
Stage 2 and another set during construction
Stages 3 and 4. The mitigations proposed for
Stage 2 and for Stages 3 and 4 of a Bridge
Replacement Alternative are shown in Tables
2.1.5-9 and 2.1.5-10, respectively.

The proposed mitigation measures listed in
Tables 2.1.5-9 and 2.1.5-10 would be
implemented as part of the TMP required for the
project. Prior to construction, the TMP will be
submitted to the Port and Caltrans for approval.
The TMP, at a minimum, will include detour
routes, flagmen, traffic controls, signing, and
traffic lane closure scheduling to minimize
impacts. The TMP will be implemented after
approval.

The mitigations proposed for Stage 2 would
mitigate the temporary adverse effect and provide
an acceptable LOS B during peak hours.

During Stages 3 and 4, the diverted traffic on NB
Pico Avenue must turn left onto the ramp to
access NB SR 710. To improve the projected
operating conditions at this intersection, the
conflicting traffic movements (SB through volumes
from Pier B Street and WB-to-SB left turns from
9th Street) must be rerouted to eliminate the
conflict with the NB left-turning traffic from Pico
Avenue accessing the ramp. All feasible mitigation
measures have been proposed for Stages 3 and
4. The mitigation measures would reduce delay,
but LOS F and E would remain during the AM and
PM peak hours, respectively. This is considered a
temporary and unavoidable adverse effect during
Stages 3 and 4 of a Bridge Replacement
Alternative. This temporary condition would occur
during a portion of the construction period,
amounting to approximately 22 months of the
planned 4-year construction period.

e Pico Avenue and Pier D Street intersection
would operate at LOS F during both the AM
and PM peak hours during construction
Stages 2, 3, and 4.
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Table 2.1.5-9
Bridge Replacement Alternatives: Detour Route Level of Service with Mitigation —
Construction Stage 2

With Mitigation
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Intersection LOS | Delay' | LOS | Delay' Mitigation Notes
TC-1
. . - Add dual NB right-turn lanes

5. Pico Avenue and Pier B B 19.4 B 11.4 - Restripe EBTR to EBR.

Street/9th Street Provide one (1) EBT
- Continue two (2) SR 710 SB off-ramp lanes to

Pico Avenue

TC-

9. Pico Avenue/Pier D Street® D 47.7 C 26.2 c 3 .
- Signalize

LOS - level of service; NB — northbound; SB — southbound; EBT — eastbound through; EBTR — eastbound through/right;
EBR - eastbound right

" Delay is in seconds per vehicle.

2 Existing 4-way stop intersection.

Source: lteris, 2009.

Table 2.1.5-10
Bridge Replacement Alternatives: Detour Route Level of Service with Mitigation —
Construction Stages 3 and 4

With Mitigation
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

Intersection LOS | Delay' | LOS | Delay' Mitigation Notes
TC-2
. . - Remove NB-SB split signal phasing
5. Pico Avenue and Pier B F 91.9 E 78.7 - Re;stripe NBTL to NBL
Street/9th Street - Widen SB approach

Provide two (2) LT lanes and one (1) TR lane
- Continue two (2) on-ramp lanes to NB SR 710

9. Pico Avenue/Pier D Street’ E 58.6 D 41.7 T(.:-3 .
-Signalize
TC-4
- Signalize
11. Pico Avenue/Pier E Street’ B 16.5 B 147 | - Restripe NBTR to NBR to provide one (1) NBT

- Add dual free-flow WB right-turn lanes
- Continue two (2) EB Ocean Boulevard off-ramp
lanes to Pico Avenue

LOS - level of service; EB — eastbound;; NB — northbound; SB — southbound; WB — westbound; NBTL — northbound through/left;
NBL — northbound left; LT — left through; TR — through right; NBTR — northbound through/right; NBR — northbound right;

NBT — northbound through

! Delay is in seconds per vehicle.

2 Existing 4-way stop intersection.

Source: lteris, 2009.
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The LOS F during the AM and PM peak hours at
this intersection is an adverse temporary effect
attributed to construction detour traffic associated
with the Bridge Replacement Alternatives. Two
sets of mitigations are proposed at the
intersection of Pico Avenue and Pier D Street for
the different construction stages of a Bridge
Replacement Alternative. One set would be
implemented during construction Stage 2 and
another set during construction Stages 3 and 4.
The mitigations proposed for Stage 2 and for
Stages 3 and 4 of a Bridge Replacement
Alternative are shown in Tables 2.1.5-9 and
2.1.5-10, respectively.

The proposed mitigation measures listed in
Tables 2.15-9 and 2.1.5-10 would be
implemented as part of the TMP referenced
above.

The mitigations proposed for Stage 2 would
mitigate the adverse effect and provide
acceptable LOS C or D during peak hours.

The Pier D Street intersection with Pico Avenue
provides egress for all trucks from Piers D and E.
The exiting volumes, combined with the large
through volumes on NB Pico Avenue, result in the
poor operating conditions at this intersection. All
feasible mitigation measures have been proposed
for Stages 3 and 4. The mitigation measures
would reduce delay, but LOS E would remain
during the AM peak hour. This is considered a
temporary and unavoidable adverse effect during
Stages 3 and 4 of a Bridge Replacement
Alternative. This temporary condition would occur
during a portion of the construction period,
amounting to approximately 22 months of the
planned 4-year construction period.

e Pico Avenue and Pier E Street would operate
at LOS F during both the AM and PM peak
hours during construction Stages 3 and 4.

The LOS F during the AM and PM peak hours at
this intersection is an adverse temporary effect
attributed to construction detour traffic associated
with the Bridge Replacement Alternatives. A set of
mitigations is proposed at this intersection to be
implemented under the Bridge Replacement
Alternatives. The proposed mitigations are shown
in Table 2.1.5-10. The proposed mitigations would
mitigate the adverse effect under the Bridge
Replacement Alternative condition and provide an
acceptable LOS B during peak hours.

The proposed mitigation measures listed in Table
2.1.5-10 would be implemented as part of the
TMP referenced above.

Operational Impacts

For this analysis, the future traffic conditions are
assumed the same for both the No Action
Alternative and the Rehabilitation Alternative. This
is because the Rehabilitation Alternative would
have the same number of traffic lanes on the
bridge and ramps/connectors as the No Action
Alternative, and the design of roadways and
intersections in the project area would be the
same as with the No Action Alternative.

It is assumed in this analysis that for the Bridge
Replacement Alternatives future traffic conditions
would be the same for both the North-side
Alignment Alternative and the South-side
Alignment Alternative. This is because both the
North-side and South-side Alignment Alternatives
would have the same number of traffic lanes on
the bridge and ramps/connectors. Because these
two new bridge alignment options are spaced so
close to each other, it is anticipated that the
design and traffic operations on roadways and
intersections in the project area would be the
same with both alignment alternatives.

Year 2015 is the year in which the proposed
project is scheduled to be open to traffic if one of
the build options is implemented. Year 2030 is the
design horizon year for the proposed project build
alternatives; therefore, traffic analyses were
conducted for the following four future conditions:

e Year 2015 without the proposed new bridge or
with rehabilitation of the existing bridge,
referred to as the “Year 2015 No Action/
Rehabilitation Alternatives;”

e Year 2015 with the proposed new bridge
alternatives, referred to as the “Year 2015
Bridge Replacement Alternatives” (which
includes both the North-side and South-side
Alignment Alternatives);

e Year 2030 without the proposed new bridge or
with rehabilitation of the existing bridge,
referred to as the “Year 2030 No Action/
Rehabilitation Alternatives;” and

e Year 2030 with the proposed new bridge
alternatives, referred to as the “Year 2030
Bridge Replacement Alternatives” (which
includes both the North-side and South-side
Alignment Alternatives).

All roadway study segments in the future conditions
were analyzed as multi-lane highway segments
because signals were removed from Ocean
Boulevard (at Pier S Avenue and the Terminal
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Island Freeway) with the recent construction of
the Terminal Island Freeway interchange.

Traffic Forecasting Model

In addition to the existing (year 2005) traffic
conditions, the traffic LOS analysis was conducted
for the years 2015 and 2030 for the Bridge
Replacement Alternatives (which includes both the
North-side Alignment and South-side Alignment
Alternatives for the proposed new bridge) and the
No Action/Rehabilitation  Alternatives  (which
represents the traffic conditions that would occur
with the existing bridge configuration if no action is
taken or if the existing bridge is rehabilitated and not
replaced with a new bridge). A traffic forecasting
model was used as part of the study to forecast
future traffic volumes with and without the proposed
new bridge in the years 2015 and 2030. The project
is expected to be opened to traffic in year 2015, and
year 2030 is the project horizon (design) year.

Appendix G provides details about the traffic model
development methodology and model validation.

Year 2015 and 2030 Traffic Volume Forecasts

Year 2015 No Action/Rehabilitation Alternatives —
Traffic Volumes

The ADT volumes forecast for the Gerald Desmond
Bridge in year 2015 with the No Action/
Rehabilitation Alternatives is 77,000 vpd, which
includes approximately 30 percent trucks. The
increase in truck percentage over the existing
condition of 25 percent is principally attributable to
growth in TEU throughput at the Ports. Exhibit 2.1.5-
6 shows the forecast 2015 peak-hour traffic volumes
on study roadway segments in the ftraffic study
area with the No Action/Rehabilitation Alternatives.

Year 2015 Bridge Replacement Alternatives —
Traffic Volumes

The ADT volumes forecast for the bridge in year
2015 with the Bridge Replacement Alternatives is
87,000 vpd, which includes approximately 30
percent trucks. Exhibit 2.1.5-7 shows the forecast
2015 peak-hour traffic volumes on study roadway
segments in the traffic study area with the Bridge
Replacement Alternatives.

Year 2030 No Action/Rehabilitation Alternatives —
Traffic Volumes

The ADT volumes forecast for the Gerald Desmond
Bridge in year 2030 with the No Action/Rehabilitation
Alternatives is 125,000 vpd, which includes
approximately 44 percent trucks. Exhibit 2.1.5-8
shows the forecast 2030 peak-hour traffic volumes
on study roadway segments in the traffic study area
with the No Action/Rehabilitation Alternatives.

Year 2030 Bridge Replacement Alternatives —
Traffic Volumes

The ADT volumes forecast for the bridge in year
2030 with the Bridge Replacement Alternatives is
136,000 vpd, which includes approximately 44
percent trucks. Exhibit 2.1.5-9 shows the forecast
2030 peak-hour traffic volumes on study roadway
segments in the traffic study area with the Bridge
Replacement Alternatives.

Future Traffic Operations

The proposed Bridge Replacement Alternatives
provide a new bridge with grades of approximately 5
percent (compared to existing grades of 5.5 to 6.0
percent) carrying three lanes in each direction across
the bridge and on the roadways approaching and
leaving the bridge in both directions. The Bridge
Replacement Alternatives also include reconstruction
of direct connectors between Ocean Boulevard and
SR 710 in both directions and other improvements
more fully shown in Exhibit 1-6 (North-side Alignment)
and Exhibit 1-7 (South-side Alignment). The Bridge
Replacement Alternatives would construct the new
bridge either just north or just south of the existing
bridge and require some modifications to nearby
circulation and access. The proposed new bridge
would include left and right shoulders in both directions.

Nearby Circulation

As a result of implementation of the Bridge
Replacement Alternatives, some modifications to
the area’s circulation system and access would
also be implemented. The Bridge Replacement
Alternatives would not change traffic circulation
patterns in the vicinity of the Horseshoe Ramps
interchange because this interchange would
provide the same connections to Pier T Avenue
as the existing interchange. The following
circulation system modifications would be similar
for both the North-side Alignment and the South-
side Alignment options with the Bridge
Replacement Alternatives:

e Access to the LBGS would require modification of
the existing access road from Pier T Avenue to
allow bridge construction, but the general location
and length of the route would not change.

e Construction of approach roadways to the
proposed new bridge with the Bridge
Replacement Alternatives would require a
realignment of a section of West Broadway
west of the Tidelands Warehouse. This
realigned section of West Broadway, which is
not a public through route, would link with
Pico Avenue approximately 300 ft (91 m)
south of its existing location.
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¢ Circulation would be modified at the WB Ocean
Boulevard ramps from Pico Avenue. The location
of the WB off-ramp to Pico Avenue would remain
unchanged; however, the WB Ocean Boulevard
on-ramp from Pico Avenue would be reconfigured
by locating the ramp intersection with Pico Avenue
approximately 460 ft (140 m) north of its existing
location. The reconfigured on-ramp would loop to
the north and east over Pico Avenue and continue
looping to the south and west to join the ramp
from SB SR 710 before entering WB Ocean
Boulevard. The effect of this ramp redesign
would be to slightly increase the distance for
trips using the ramps compared to the existing
"diamond" configuration of the WB ramps.

Daily Traffic Comparisons

Total ADT is useful in determining overall vehicle
movement on the area roadway network and in
assessing the redistribution of traffic among
various origins and destinations; however, peak-
hour traffic is used to analyze operations and
determine the expected performance of project
improvements and their potential effects.
Operational analysis is presented below.

Table 2.1.5-11 shows the existing and forecast
ADT volumes on the segments of Ocean
Boulevard between the Horseshoe Ramps and
SR 710. The following observations are based on
averaging the volumes for all of the study
conditions in years 2005, 2015, and 2030.

Total daily traffic is expected to grow by
approximately 29 percent from 59,700 vpd to
77,070 vpd between years 2005 and 2015 with
the No Action/Rehabilitation Alternatives.

The improvements provided by the Bridge
Replacement Alternatives would potentially draw
an estimated 13 percent more vehicles (86,730

vpd) to the new bridge in year 2015 than the
vehicle volume projected under the No Action/
Rehabilitation Alternatives (77,070 vpd). Because
this project does not add any vehicle trips, the
additional traffic on the new bridge, approximately
9,660 vpd, would be redistributed to the new bridge
from other roadways and would not constitute an
increase in the number of trips within the region.

Total daily traffic is expected to increase by
approximately 62 percent, from 77,070 vpd to
124,670 vpd, between years 2015 and 2030 with
the No Action/Rehabilitation Alternatives.

The improvements provided by the proposed
Bridge Replacement Alternatives would potentially
draw an estimated nine percent more vehicles
(135,930 vpd) to the new bridge in year 2030 than
the vehicle volume projected under the No Action/
Rehabilitation Alternatives (124,670 vpd). Because
this project does not add any vehicle trips, the
additional traffic on the new bridge, approximately
11,260 vpd, would be redistributed to the new
bridge from other roadways and would not
constitute an increase in trips within the region.

Analysis of Future Traffic Operations

Future traffic operations for the four conditions
identified above were analyzed. Table 2.1.5-12
presents the results of the years 2015 and 2030
peak-hour LOS analysis of the eight roadway
study segments, along with the existing (year
2005) LOS for comparison purposes. Table
2.1.5-13 presents the results of the years 2015
and 2030 peak-hour LOS analysis at the ramp
junctions. Table 2.1.5-14 presents the results of
the years 2015 and 2030 peak-hour LOS analysis
at the study intersections, along with the existing
(year 2005) LOS for comparison purposes.

Table 2.1.5-11
Daily Traffic Volumes on Ocean Boulevard
between Terminal Island Interchange and SR 710

2015 2030
No Action/ 2015 Bridge No Action/ 2030 Bridge
Segment of Rehabilitation | Replacement | Rehabilitation | Replacement
Ocean Boulevard Existing Alternatives Alternatives Alternatives Alternatives
EB from Horseshoe Ramps to 34,100 40,870 46,070 62,170 68,850
SR 710
WB from SR 710 to 25,600 36,200 40,660 62,500 67,080
Horseshoe Ramps
TOTAL-SR710to 59,700 77,070 86,730 124,670 135,930
Horseshoe Ramps - Bridge
EB — eastbound; WB — westbound
Source: lteris, 2009.
February 2010 2-100



010z Aenige LOL-2

95T O e Jrﬂ SIUAWEIS AEMPROY U0 SIWNJOA JJEIL INOH HEdJ SIANEWIN]Y UOHENIQEYIH/UONIY ON SIOT JBIx
LigiHX3 S L2200 INTIWADIY TATH AR ANOWSHA A TVHID
FIVISOLLION
Wd | Was-ar
AW | vdg-iag vz | 90z
L Ll 414 26
SIUIIOL o 95 08. LY 144
omy PO \p. | ogz
ﬂﬂ e | zoe 9zl | 60l v9 | clee
681 65 zi8 [LopL
0e6 |€S92 451 LSL SE9 | £661
SrZl | TLr
yE] = gl |Le02
951 v SL¥ [
Gl ELL EXS ag MM“ MWM L59 s
BEL BE 0z [ o S0 | f09
25k 03 [E] Lil
- 0 107 | LGbE
e [ ¢ ELE_| 80k
Z oNg v | ezl
T ; t W e
E FRE | L92 —
U m@oﬂ%ﬁgﬁ A Cl e
TR 1 33:] TR Bi0e _._rw_m_mm w\ LELE | adaL
bre ) FLY FROL | 2127 oroL ] st
=11 L L I A e
& __u H_ Mm_ B2z | 8
m [ [ i ZRL col
= W G iZ
d@bmod. EE T : 0ZZ | VFE
W 9E_ | cor =
495 B2 ToL T
I oL 8| Jat
LEDL | 206 5]
Zoh | ZETk 260 | Zog) HOE
0i6 | Geg TFL 16
LEE | 182
LZEL L] EER
T T G 9£9 | w061 SIS | FELL
it _”_ Rm o ?m. gre laril GEc l0iG
[ , 6 & T T [ T T g
0GL | sl SEF | RiF £ e £as | oDak BAE | BAFL
TGL | FEF £S5 | EFE 0 |z 599 | 1o0k £GG | EOR |
€L | 281 N £el | 28e 0 0 16 < 65/ |esel | £ 1S9 | ¥BLL I
sainsea|\ uolebii| Jo/pue uolezIwWIuIN ININSSIASSVY TVLININNOHIANT
‘90UBPIOAY puE ‘saouanbasuo) 11d40d3d 1LOVdNI TVLNINNOYIANT 14vVdd Ad3SIAIY

[BIUSWUIUOIIAUT JUSWIUOIIAUT PaIoalY



Affected Environment, Environmental
Consequences, and Avoidance, REVISED DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/
Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

This page intentionally left blank.

February 2010 2-102



010z Aenige €0lL-2

L5e ST 1 SIUAWEIS AEMPEOY U0 SIWN[OA JYJRAL INOH YEI SIANBUIN]Y qudwadejday a3pLig §107 1wag
LigiHx3 &M. LA INTIWIADVTATH TS AONOWSEHA ATVHID
FIVISOLLION
Wd Wd  [wag-nagp
anw aw Wdg-Wdg 162 %3
| v | wy [wvgehvg L8F 6
S2njo. SN0,
.4.5“,...\_ _..E“‘..\_ portad a5 251 ¥y iz
TEg 523 BEZ [443 201
' ! 8L 85
>m¥ Ly 59 €51 osy || [LkS9_[ 96EC
6E6 | 2S/2 €48 | Gorl
€621 | 0sSL 129 | R0z
[Tl [ TF3 1=
[ 3
GEG ERY
Tl [T
L Sok
= irL B¥ [ G L1 D44
T e [ L / The_[FFIT
ek 4 2L mﬂh._.
EZ  JOIFL T T e ¥4 LHl L B
w #M| anm: 128 I [Fe | ool
Gl | EEB T T BT TS P2kl | BFFE
¥ g, [ommi=n Hr0L | fAOL
. [rE [EiE)
o
©
e
T NN
I Lie
[ El
S5 ] nET 7T BZ 0ZL
e | = J
iEC | G4 Iy | o |
[ alk ZLE HE
L L5 L N A T
Tt | 91 (308 | G5 |
(e [¥i]
LG [ ZFEL use BEE
£ER [EE] F] (B4
BEE 849 165 GEE
led [iglE §55 | GEdl
¥OE | EBEL LZ6 | 616
Tro e R Ao [ oeTs 16
(=) LT F LYE-1-] AL b [
[ ]i] 508 S0E [L] CET ] [ B [ EiE | FEEL
EEE | LEL [T Kl EHE | LR 0 HL GhL | 5501 [TEN
B0k | BOOL --..-.. BLL BAL h (] e “ 4] [ M.- LS LESL N L9 | EEEL h.
sainsea|\ uolebii| Jo/pue uolezIwWIuIN ININSSIASSVY TVLININNOHIANT
‘90UBPIOAY puE ‘saouanbasuo) 11d40d3d 1LOVdNI TVLNINNOYIANT 14vVdd Ad3SIAIY

[BIUSWUIUOIIAUT JUSWIUOIIAUT PaIoalY



Affected Environment, Environmental
Consequences, and Avoidance, REVISED DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/
Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

This page intentionally left blank.

February 2010 2-104



010z Aenige S0lL-2

851z O e Jrﬂ SIUAWEIS AEMPROY U0 SIWNJOA JJEIL INOH HEdJ SIANEWIN]Y UOHENIQEYIHUOLIY ON DENT 18R
LgHx3 g L0 INTWIDVIJAN AR ANOWSTA A TVHID
FIVISOLLION
Wd Wd
anw | aw ovy | ZiE
WF WF 1:74 801
SOMN[O]  SAMN]o] i Big 60L 6SC
yonag omy €60L | seg
AN sve | 80 SE G 81._|8Yse
44 001 L0l | 69EL
L9EL [ 1582 rez | 19z £58 | 8861
Gagl |Zsr
}
0 =5 SZEL | 0G6L
8L | I1 ehd | 0ZH
— st | vz | o | 20 | o (o
e R wmw MMM 828 | 65.
BiL | of ori_| v 0 T Y
L L BB | DAL
z oNg I
[i] [5:]9 h. BSE =71
[ s E @W EOB | 09%
[ a@%f?a e e o] £ [
7 £i: 7 .,_m_..m .«W\ 0951 | Grll
- - H86 | S80c R L BZrl | is6L
. BIIL | B0
~11 L33 5or | 7% | s
u 0Ll | 6h2
W. T At a¥L
m ToT T [T %4
= R Bre_ | I¢ L2
d@bmod. BBl | 18 £82 Al G
W i5 | eeo Zzg z15 | rir
vl | o0E = -
T
58] veel % i Lt
_.._.M_“_,. 198 P
£ L. Bol | oral BITL | E05
FigL | 602 BLZI | Dech
[T T
TIpL IE -
T T BBL | ZREL BP9 | LELL
11 o106 T =T 0lg awlt Zre | ek
. , & & 08 [0 |p [289 |z |z
IO | 5al 595 | GGk E | IkE 0l% |IEkE SHF | EL5L
L2 | w8l GG [ 06l 0 L N HIT [T L
eel Joiz |, | ss8 [SiE |9 0 Josz |¢ €96 |1l | £ 0z8 [ |f
sainses)\ uonebniy Jo/pue uoneziwiulip| INIINSSIASSV TVLNINNOYIANT
‘90UBPIOAY puE ‘S8duanbasuo) /1d0d3d LOVdINI TVLNIINNOYIANT 14vdd a3SIAIY

[BIUSWUIUOIIAUT JUSWIUOIIAUT PaIoalY



Affected Environment, Environmental
Consequences, and Avoidance, REVISED DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/
Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

This page intentionally left blank.

February 2010 2-106



010z Aenige 101-2

65T O e W, SJUAEaAg AEMPEOY UD SAWNJ0A NJJEI] IN0H Yead saaneuiay Juswadejday adpuag pepg aeay
LgIHx3 _r,w. L0 INTWIDVIJAN AR ANOWSTA A TVHID
IWISOLION
St [44
V6L | OFF
Wd Wd | mdg-nap [956 8.6 ool +oe
AW | G | mwag-nag €60} | Gee LEL | 6L
[ v | Wy |mgg Gv8_| 98F 652 | 16
SAWN[0]  SaWnjo, :1%4 862 g |l
g o\ pouad veel | 1508 Z10L | 08PL
yomif nf £/91 | 9951 rbg | 9Ll
z GZEL | EELE
AIN 188 | PiE
o e i
- - 70 | TBF
Brs it G [
[ W H«_ Mﬂ Lo L S
LG SL —
6L | LE [ T
A A — ST ore m. 0
¥ [wor )
37T Hﬂ, Set =7 T o a.y _ OP0 | PEEZ
= L | 05 Hubh | S TPGL | I¥el
ez | &5 P T LEPL | GL0Z
L i o % 628 | 16s
(T [r [ %%?@% %
0_|GEL P | IEE L
- T T ZFIL [ SEvE B e ._fl!ﬂ.n Pt
] LLFL | FEEL L £at
\ =i I 113 Grl
m..— — EBLL jOLbL 1 e T 89z | €Ol
£ Fit [
@ [TF ] o5t | £42
= 3 TE s G05 | LEL
L ﬂ_w_ﬁ.@ 0 | ooz 96 T 9] [%6z |zr)
= T T Tl | ook
U T I O 055 | 699
- To¢ | TR0 TECl | 00E
5 FE | 796 LEZL | DBEL FrLL [GELL N A L
[ ] BIEL | R [T12L | oS
oouL | Lo | EPE | LPOL FEOL | EBLL
0LLL | 96%
oot [EER
OFL | 26
W Col [ S8
ELE | S622 BEB | 0211
T TREl 1 k] Einl 1 CLE
-— - W e i &
_a IvE | ZGEL | 1oL | GEEL] &
4] Ei (1[4 ol | S0 ] HEL | LEDE 05 | easl
L2E | &0B BFE SEL 026 | 56 0| Akl c0g | £L01 BiL | Ged
e feeit Joleve | sve], |SooL] tee] g 0 s |¢ 182 Jeeel] 28 [veel |y
sainses)\ uonebniy Jo/pue uoneziwiulip| INIINSSIASSV TVLNINNOYIANT
‘90UBpIOAY pue ‘seousnbasuo) 1L40d3d LOVdINI TVLNIINNOYIANT 14vVdd d3SIATY

[BIUSWUIUOIIAUT JUSWIUOIIAUT PaIoalY



Affected Environment, Environmental
Consequences, and Avoidance, REVISED DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/
Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

This page intentionally left blank.

February 2010 2-108



010z Ateniga4 601-¢
| 0Ll v 8'G g 09l v €/ v 99 Jojsuuo) gs umomoq pAIg UBSOO gM
g oGl ' 8/ g vel v €6 v 9v umoumoq Jojosuuo) gN pAIg Ues00 g3
o) L6l g €9l | Vil | gcl v z6 Jojosuuo) gs auluielN OLL ¥S 9S gas 0L. dS
v 1'6 g Ll v 1oL g 6Gl g A auluBIN OLZ ¥S 8N Jojosuuo) gN aNO0LL ¥S
o) 96l a 9°0¢ | 8/l o) 1'S2 | Vil PAIg UB320 gM 0L ¥S gs Jojosuuo) gs
v €6 g 6Ll v 1oL g zZol g gcl 0L ¥S aN PAIg Ues00 g3 Jojosuuo) gN
o) zee a G'0¢ o) 661 a 0.2 o) 10z apesBumoq 15810 obpug puowsaq
pleses gMm
. . . . ) 8bpug puowsaq
S®. ape.bd §
o) ¥'sz E| 6L o) £2e 4 609 o) A 18810 peibdn DIRIOS B
5 £vz a L1z o) ez a 9'82 o) 812 apeiBumog 15910 obpug puowsaq
plesss g3
. . . . . abpug puowsaq
sal apelbd
a G'62 o) zee o) 8'vZ 2 €€z g 0L 18810 pesbdn DIEISS 3
: : : ) . >m>>®®._n_ sdwey aoyssasio Al UBdD
a 0ve | 8'GlL 3 ey g Lz 3 FvL DUEIS] [BUILLIS) Y a0y H pAIg 0 aM
o) 1'€2 o) L'l o) vz | 8/l | 962 sdwey soysesioH Aemaai4 puels| euiwia | PAIg Ues00 g3
o) 802 2 06l o) 861 | 99l B 76 anusAy S Jald Aemasi4 puejs| [eulwia | PAIg UBS20 gM
. . . : : >m>>®®k_n_ ONUBA 19l Alg Uead
o) 0'€z o) 122 o) 802 g vl E| 901 puels] [euilwe V S Jald pAIg 0 g3
2 v'sz 2 R74 2 1'€T 2 86l g b 0g Kep AneN anusAy S Jald pAIg UBSO0 gM
o) 96z E| L'GLL o) z0z 2 c6l \' +8€ anuany S Jald Kep AneN pAIg Ues00 g3
InoH yead NV
SO1 | Aususa | sO1 | Aususg | SO1 | Awsue@ | SOT | Awsue@ | sOT | Ausueg oL wou4 juswiBes
EIBIITEYY
Jo
«paadg
SoAljeuld)|y SoAljeuld)|y SaAljeuld)|y SOAlJeuId)|Y Bunsix3
juawaoe|day uoljeyjiqeyay juawaoe|day uoljejljiqeyay
abpug juonoy oN abpug fuonoy oN
0€0¢C 1es) GL0C 1ed ) G00¢C 1esa)

sjuswbag Aempeoy uo SO INOH-Yead }Se2a104 0S0Z PUB GLOZ SIedA
cl-g'L'eolqel

sainses|y uonebii Jo/pue uoneziwiuip|
‘90UBPIOAY pue ‘seousnbasuo)
[BIUSWUIUOIIAUT JUSWIUOIIAUT PaIoalY

ININSSIASSV TVININNOUIANI
1140d3d LOVdINI TVLNIINNOJIANT 14VHd a3SIATY



0L1-2 0102 Atenige4
a zTl v o g 0zl v 0S v 99 10}08UU0D g8 umojumog pugueo0 am |
v £l v £y v 06 v e v 8l umojumoq 1008UU0D @N PAIg UBSOO 3
2 00C a 691 a 09l a Ll v 59 1008UU0D g3 aUlUBIN 012 ¥IS €S as 012 us ,
v 06 a el g o€l 0 L8l g Vil aulueIN 012 YIS EN 108UU0D AN an ol us
2 002 a LLe a 0L a z9z v Lol PAIG UBSOO EM 0L/ ¥s s sopauuoo s |
v g8 g gLl g o€l g 08l g 09l 012 ¥S 8N PAIg UBS00 g3 10}08UU0D @N
2 vz a 962 9 06l 2 sz 2 06l apeiBumog 15010 obpug puowsaq
PleIsD gM .
. . . . . abpug puowsaq
S®. ape.bd §
o R 4 80, o 01z 4 0'es o V6l 15010 peiBdn i A
g ) 5 zze 0 0ee a 10g o) R apeiBumog 15010 obpug puowsaq
pless g3 ,
. . . . . abpug puowsaq
sal apelbd
2 612 9 €6l a 082 a 7’8z o g8l 18910 peiBdn oe
) ) " ) " >N>>®®._H_ sdwey aoysasio A ueag
4 9l 4 L1l 4 0Ly g 8zl 3 L€ ouBlS, TotiabeL ¥ 80USSI0H PG UR00 M |
g Zsl g 12 0 01z g L9l g 562 sdwey e0ysesioy | Aemeaid pues| feuiwa] |  PAIg uBSOQ g3
2 161 a on a 08l a 9Vl 4 26 anuany S Jaid Kemoaid puejs| [eulwio] |  pAlg UB8O0 gM
5 z6l g el 5 01z g 59l 3 vl Remsaiy anuBAY S Jaid pnguesoo g3 |
* puejs| jeuiwa | :
o 8ze o €6l o 0z 0 V'8l a .8'1€ Kem AreN anuaAy s Joid pugueo0 aM |
4 8's9l 4 = o 0'ez 0 0z v \9'€ anuaAy s Joid Kem AreN PAIg UBSOO g3
INOH Yead a
s01 | Ausueq | s01 | Aususa | 07 | Ausueg | s01 | Ausuea | 01 | Aususg o1 wouy yuswbog
aloIyaA
10
Lpaadg
SaAeWIRd)Y SaAljeUIR)Y SaAleUIRd)Y SaAneUIRd)Y Bunsixg
juawase|day uoneyijiqeyay juawase|day uoneyjiqeyay
abpug juonoy oN abpug fuonoy oN
0€0¢C Jed ) GLOC 1ed A G00¢C 1ed A

sjuswbag Aempeoy uo SO INOH-Yead }Se2a104 0S0Z PUB GLOZ SIedA

cl-s'L'e slqel

ININSSIASSV TVLININNOYUIANI
1140d3d LOVdINI TVLNIINNO™MIANG 14VHd A3SIATY

sainses|\ uonebni Jo/pue UoHnEZIWIUI
‘90UBpPIOAY pue ‘seousnbasuo)
[BIUSWIUOIIAUT JUSWIUOIIAUT PaIoaLY




010z Aenugay

bLi-¢

‘6002 ‘SW9} :99IN0S

‘(9)lw Jad aue| Jad sajoI1yaA)
Ajisuap a[o1yaa Ag pauiwialap si SO asoym sAemybiy suel-iinw se pazAjeue ale syuawbas Jaylo |y "(ydw ui) paads Ag paulwlialep si sjelaue 1oy SO 9yl Aepn AABN pue ‘enusay
S Jaid ‘Aemasld pue|s| |eulwla] 8y} Je pJeasjnog ueso Uo sjeubis olyel; Jo souasald ay) Jo asnedaq sjuswbes |elis)ie se pazAleue ale ¢-| sjuswbag ‘uonIpuod ooz Jeak Bunsixe ayi U]

PUNOGISOA - GM ‘PUNOg)SeT - g3 {pUNOQUINOS - S ‘PUNOGUUION - gN ¢ 89IAISS JO [9A8T - SO

5 76l v 62 2 80z v 98 v 69 10108UU0D g3 umojumoq PNg UBSO0 aM |
a 09l v 88 a g€l v ¢l v 58 umojumoq 1008UU0D EN PAIg UBS00 g3
a 951 a am g L€l v 90l v ¢ 10}08UU0D g3 aUlUBIN 01/ UIS 9S as 012 us ,
v 16 v 56 g L€l g zol g 8l aulUeIN 012 YIS EN 108UU0D AN an o0l us
a 09l 2 vee g £l 2 vz a e PAIg UBS00 M 01, ds s ojsuo gs |
v 56 v zoL g Lyl g 19l g zel 012 ds aN PAIg UBS00 g3 1028UU0D @N
5 zez a 9ze o) z0z a 6'82 o) 56l apeibumog 15010 obpug puowsaq
plEIoD aMm .
. . . . . abpug puowsaq
6d
2 552 4 1'60) o) 0ee 4 £'9g o) 68l 15910 apesBdn o A
2 £z 2 192 o) 12 a 628 o) 15z spesbumoq )s015 abpug puowsaq
plesso g3 ,
. . . . . abpug puowsaq
6d
a 8'82 2 102 a z62 a 192 o z0z 1810 apesbdn oot
5 v0z 5 602 g 6Ll 5 98l 3 12l Aemoaiy sdwey 0ysasIoH PAIG UESO0 M
* pue|s| [eulwa | ¢
a zse a Vol o 972 2 v0z a 162 sdwey e0ysesioy | Aemeaid puels| [euwa] |  PAg UBS00 g3
a 78z ) ez 0 8T 0 62 1 .£6 anuaAy S Joid Remoald puels| [eUlWIoL | PAg UBSOO GM
. ) ) ) ° >N>>®®LH_ SNUBA Jal | uead 4
a V62 o £z o £z 0 002 4 L6 ouBlS, JotiabeL v S Jold PAIg UBSOO 83
a 06C a 09z 2 0T 0 £0C g .8'€¢ Rem AreN anuaAy S Jid PN U0 BM | |
1 095} 3 081 2 8T o Ve v 19¢ anuaAY S 1oid Kem AneN PAIg UE800 g3
INoH ead Wd
So1 | Ausueg | so1 | Ausuea | so1 | Ausuea | so1 | Ausueg | so1 | Awsueq o1 woi4 yuswbag
aloIyaA
10
[paadg
SaAeWIRd)Y SaAljeUIR)Y SaAleUIRd)Y SaAneUIRd)Y Bunsixg
juawase|day uoneyijiqeyay juawase|day uoneyjiqeyay
abpug juonoy oN abpug fuonoy oN
0€0¢C Jed ) GLOC 1ed A G00¢C 1ed A
sjuowbog Aempeoy Uo SO JNOH-Yead }SEI3104 0S0Z PUE GL0Z SIEaA

cl-s'L'e 9lqel

sainses|y uonebii Jo/pue uoneziwiuip|

‘90UBPIOAY pue ‘seousnbasuo)

[BIUSWUIUOIIAUT JUSWIUOIIAUT PaIoalY

ININSSIASSV TVININNOUIANI
1140d3d LOVdINI TVLNIINNOJIANT 14VHd a3SIATY




Affected Environment, Environmental

Consequences, and Avoidance, REVISED DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/
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Table 2.1.5-13
Years 2015 and 2030 Forecast Peak-Hour LOS at Ramp Junctions

AM Peak MD Peak PM Peak
Density Density Density
Ramp Location (pc/mifin) | LOS' | (pc/mifin) | LOS" | (pc/mi/in) | LOS'

Year 2015 No Action/Rehabilitation Alternatives

WB Ocean Boulevard

Pico Avenue On-Ramp Merge to Ocean Boulevard 16.8 B 16.0 B 17.7

Horseshoe Off-Ramp to Pier T Avenue 249 C 23.3 C 24.5 C

EB Ocean Boulevard

Horseshoe On-Ramp from Pier T Avenue 16.9 B 17.8 B 20.2 C
Ocean Boulevard to SR 710/Downtown Diverge 14.2 B 15.6 B 20.0
Ocean Boulevard to Pico Avenue Off-Ramp 6.9 A 5.6 A 13.7 B

Year 2015 Bridge Replacement Alternatives

WB Ocean Boulevard

Pico Avenue On-Ramp to Ocean Boulevard 17.0 B 14.4 B 16.4 B

Off-Ramp to Pier T Avenue 21.5 C 20.3 C 20.4

EB Ocean Boulevard

On-Ramp from Pier T Avenue 18.9 B 19.8 B 229 C
Ocean Boulevard / SR 710 Diverge 22.5 C 24.6 C 25.8 C
Ocean Boulevard to Pico Avenue 17.6 B 20.3 C 18.0

Year 2030 No Action/Rehabilitation Alternatives

WB Ocean Boulevard

Pico Avenue On-Ramp Merge to Ocean Boulevard 17.9 B 17.0 B 18.6 B
Horseshoe Off-Ramp to Pier T Avenue 26.8 C 25.0 C 26.2

EB Ocean Boulevard

Horseshoe On-Ramp from Pier T Avenue 17.4 B 18.2 B 21.3 C
Ocean Boulevard to SR 710/Downtown Diverge 15.0 B 16.2 B 21.9

Ocean Boulevard to Pico Avenue Off-Ramp 6.9 A 6.6 A 13.8 B

Year 2030 Bridge Replacement Alternatives

WB Ocean Boulevard

Pico Avenue On-Ramp to Ocean Boulevard 18.8 B 16.7 B 19.6
Off-Ramp to Pier T Avenue 23.1 C 22.0 C 22.5
EB Ocean Boulevard

On-Ramp from Pier T Avenue 20.1 C 215 C 247
Ocean Boulevard / SR 710 Diverge 24.0 C 27.6 C 28.6
Ocean Boulevard to Pico Avenue 18.9 B 23.5 C 20.3

EB - eastbound; LOS — level of service; pc/mi/ln — passenger cars per mile per lane; WB — westbound

' LOS criteria for freeway weaving areas are in density (pc/mi/In). Density ranges for different LOS types: LOS A, 0 — 10;
LOS B, 10.1 —20; LOS C, 20.1 —28; LOS D, 28.1 — 35; LOS E, 35.1 —43; LOS F, > 43.

Source: lteris, 2009.

February 2010 2-112




010z Asenigag eLL-z
660°1 4 2860 3 6260 3 1060 3 €690 9 any eljoubej\/pAlg uesdO €l
090 g 8590 g 1€9°0 g 8290 g 0450 v 198.1S 910US UBP|0D/PAIG UBSOO | ZL
S9¥°0 v 181 o) LEE0 v & g 66 v LJ9alIS J Jald/enusAy 0old L
641 g 641 9 0L 9 904 g 904 g Aempeoig/enuany 0old ol
0€9°0 g 168 4 Z6v'0 v g€z o) L0k g L1931IS @ Jald/enuany 0ol 6
) . ) ) ) 1S %o0Q meN/dwey-uo 8
6°€l g 661 o) 68 v 16 v v/ v AN Aemolq pue(s| [eUILLe ]
€610 o) €160 3 6€€°0 v Lhv 0 v 1120 v pazijeubis se pazAleuy
) . . ) . 1S %00Q MaN/dwey-4O L
z8r 3 1°G6 4 804 | zeL g 80t g S AEMEaIL] PUB|S] [BUILLS]
9vv0 v vy v 8/€0 v 9/£0 v 60€°0 v 10311S O Jald/aNUaAy 0dld 9
) . . . . 103.1S Y16 B 192418 g Jold
8020 2 9970 o) ¥65°0 v 9090 g 8Z¥'0 v /oNUSAY 00y g
LE60 3 ¥06°0 E| 9110 2 GeL0 o) v.1¥°0 v any apiseag/Aep AneN %
1650 v 8970 9 zs€0 v 820 v 12€0 v 1S %00Q MBN/BAY S Jald g
800°} 4 oLLL 4 6,970 g 189°0 9 6020 o) PAIg UBSDO/BAY S Jaid z
. . . . . pA|g ues2Q
0sL'L 4 gsT'L 4 890 9 199°0 g 2610 o) /emoo14 pUBlS] [BUILLIS L
INOH Yead NV
oney | .yap | sO1 | .oned | .ysa | SO1 | «oney | YsA | SO1 | .oney | YsaA | SO1 | oney | YaA | SO1
2IN /1ed 2IN /1ea oIN /1ea 2IN /1ea 2IN /1ea
SaAljeuId) Y SoAlJeuld) Y SOAljeuUld)| Y SOAljeulId)| Y Bunsix3 UON98SI81U
juawaoe|day abpug uolnjejljiqeyay juawaoe|day abpug uonejjiqeyay h wi
Juondy oN juoioy oN
0£0Z 1edA G10T 1edA G00Z 1edA

SUOI1329S49}U| }Je SO INOH-Yead }Se23404 0S0Z PUe GL0Z SiedA

vi-g'L'z °lqel

sainses|y uonebii Jo/pue uoneziwiuip|
‘90UBPIOAY pue ‘seousnbasuo)
[BIUSWUIUOIIAUT JUSWIUOIIAUT PaIoalY

ININSSIASSV TVININNOUIANI

1140d3d LOVdINI TVLNIINNOJIANT 14VHd a3SIATY




174 4 010z Atenige4

2160 3 [ e9s0 a [ sszo o [ weo o [ s50 v oAV BIIOUBEIN/PAIG UES90 el
5eL0 o | eero o | sozo o | 1690 8 | 6950 v | 1988 eious usploo/paig UesoO |
6550 v 662 | O | 01v0 v orL | @ g1 | 1 JO911S 3 Jold/enuany 0old T
e | g Lot | 8 66 | v 86 | v zi | 8@ Aempeoig/enuany oold oL
6250 v ozr | 3 | zero v z6t | 0 e | 1 JO91IS 0 J0ld/enusAY old 6
szz | o 90¢ | a v | o8 61 | @ 92 v e e O | 8
¥6.°0 o | <680 a | 96c0 v | swo v | sizo v pozifeubls se pazAjeuy
96z | a e | 3 ver | 8 ger | @ b6 | v oo menauesso | ¢
1860 v | sseo v | 90e0 v | eogo v | oreo v 19015 O JoId/NUBNY 001d 9
0v9°0 a | 680 a | 90 g | 650 vV | gsr0 v S iy oo g
580 a | 80 a | seo o | esL0 5 | wro v ony opiseas/Aem AneN y
6620 o | evso a | zero v | ozro v | oseo v 15000 MON/OAY § Jold e
207, 4 | we 4 | 9se0 g | o0 o | oozo o PAIE UBSOO/OAY S Jold z
. . . . ) PAlg UBS2O
v08'L 1| 4 | 6680 a | 9960 3 | ees0 a Kemoond o UL L
INOH sead ai
coney | wuen | 5071 | .oned | e | s01 | .omeu | wuen [ 501 | .oned | .uen | s01 | .omeu | wuen | sOn
oA | /ea oIn | /e oIn | /e on | /ea A | /ea
saAneuId)|Y saAleuIs) Y SaAljeUI)Y SaAneUwIRd)Y Bunsixg
juswoaoejday abpug uoneyljiqeyay juswoaoejday abpug uoneyjiqeyay uonoesiaul
Juonoy oN Juonoy oN
0€0¢ 183\ G10C 1ed\ G00C 1edA

SUOI1329S49}U| }Je SO INOH-Yead }Se23404 0S0Z PUe GL0Z SiedA
vi-g’'L'¢ dlgel

LININSSIASSY TVLNIINNOYIANT sainsesaly uonebiji Jo/pue uoneziwiuln

1L40d3d LOVdINI TVLNIWNOYIANG L4VHd A3SIATY ‘@0UBpIOAY pue ‘sedusnbasuo)
[BIUSWIUOIIAUT ‘JUSLUUOIIAUT pPBJoaly



010z Aenugay

Gli-¢

‘6002 ‘SW8}| :924N0S
"SOAIEUIB)|Y UONE}I|IqeYSY/UOOY ON 8y} Jopun sieaA ainjny 0£0Z PUB GL0Z 8} Ul uonossiajul (pajjoliuod ubis-doys)
pazijeubisun ue se pazAjeue ussaq SeY UOI0SSIa)UI SIY} OS ‘SOAIJEUID)|Y UONE}|IGEYSY/UONOY ON 8y} Jopun uoioasiajul siy) Je pajjelsul [eubis ou 8q pinom a1ay| "SeAljeuls)|y uoneyigeysy
abpug ay) Japun sieak ainjny 0£0Z PUE GL0OZ dY} Ul uoloasiajul pazijeubls e se pazAjeue uaag Sey U0N0asIalul SIY) ‘@104a1ay) (G L0z Jeak Ag aoeld ul ag pjnom |eubis) saAneuId)Y
Juswoaoe|dey abplg ay) Jopun palinbai BuiiNoJ JNOJEP UOHINISUOD S}EPOWIWOIIE O} UOIIOSSIaIUI SIU} Je pappe aq pjnom [eubis oyjel) e pue ‘psjjouod ubis-dols Ajuaino s| uoloasIaul siyL
*Solfe)l ul SUON8sIv)UI pazijeubisun oy papodal si spuodas ul (YUaa/[oq) a1o1yaa Jad Aejap paddols abeiane pue suonoasiajul pazijeubis Joj payodal si oiel (D/A) Alloedes-0}-awn|op

a|qeoliddy JON - /N ‘PUnoquInos - gs ‘PUNOGuUON - gN : 80IAISS JO [eAsT - SO

:S8JON
0860 3 [ ses0 a [ seso o [ o o [ 1090 g oAy BIIOUBEIN/PAIG UES90 el
1080 a | esso o | ewo o | e690 g | 650 v | 198as e10us usplop/pAg uESOD | 1
2820 ) 927 | 3 | 2890 v 68, | O e | 1 JO911S 3 Jold/enuany 0old T

yi | @ cor | 8 00r | v €6 | v sor | g Aempeoig/anusny oold o
€50 v g9e | 3 | 66£0 v gt | 0 Lot | @ JO91IS 0 J0ld/enusAY old 6
riz | o lze | a ror | @ goL | g 62 v e e O | 8
7550 v | 9290 g | 9se0 v | s8eo v | esz0 v pozifeubls se pazAjeuy
ggr | 0 por | 0 gor | @ sor | @ £6 | v oo N0 | ¢
2070 v | zov0 v | 80e0 v | 90e0 v | ereo v 199115 O Jo1d/anuBAY 0oid 9
5290 g | 8890 g | 8850 vV | s50 vV | 610 v S iy oo g
gz1') 4 | 1607t 4 | se60 3 | w60 3 | 1850 v ony opiseas/Aem AneN y
8850 v | w890 g | 0 v | zee0 v | 9se0 v 15000 MON/OAY § Jold e
1L0'L 4 | w 4 | 650 v | 0890 g | reso a PAIE UBSOO/OAY S Jold z
. . . . . PAlg UBS2O
0L 1 | e 4 | 180 a | seso a | z60 3 Kemoond o UL L
INOH sead Wd
coney | wuen | 5071 | .oned | e | s01 | .omeu | wuen [ 501 | .oned | .uen | s01 | .omeu | wuen | sOn
J/IA /1’d JIA /1’a JIN /1Pd JIN /1°a JIA /1°a
saAneuId)|Y saAleuIs) Y SaAljeUI)Y SaAneUwIRd)Y Bunsixg
juswoaoejday abpug uoneyljiqeyay juswoaoejday abpug uoneyjiqeyay uonoesiaul
Juonoy oN Juonoy oN
0€0¢ 183\ G10C 1ed\ G00C 1edA

vi-g'L'z °lqel

SUOI1329S49}U| }Je SO INOH-Yead }Se23404 0S0Z PUe GL0Z SiedA

salnses)\ uonebii Jo/pue UoleZIWIUIA

‘90UBPIOAY pue ‘seousnbasuo)
[BIUSWUIUOIIAUT JUSWIUOIIAUT PaIoalY

ININSSIASSV TVININNOUIANI

1140d3d LOVdINI TVLNIINNOJIANT 14VHd a3SIATY




Affected Environment, Environmental
Consequences, and Avoidance,
Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures

REVISED DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

Year 2015 No Action/Rehabilitation Alternatives —
Traffic Operations. With the No Action/ Rehabilitation
Alternatives, the existing Gerald Desmond Bridge
structure and interchanges within the project limits
would remain in place; however, the future traffic
conditions with the No Action/Rehabilitation
Alternatives would be affected by other planned
improvements in the traffic study area, which would
affect traffic patterns at the project site. One recently
completed transportation network improvement is
the replacement of the existing at-grade
intersections along Ocean Boulevard at SR 47 and
Pier S Avenue. This project implemented grade-
separated split-diamond interchanges and resulted
in Ocean Boulevard becoming a restricted-access
facility east of Navy Way. Other planned
improvements, including transportation and land
development projects that would affect traffic
patterns in the traffic study area, are included among
the cumulative projects identified in Section 2.4
(Cumulative Impacts) of this document. The
additional vehicular trips generated by planned
transportation and land development projects are
included in the traffic forecasting model used for this
study (refer to Appendix G for details on the
development of the traffic forecasting model).

Two potential transportation improvement projects
are not included among the improvements included
in the traffic forecasting model. These projects
were not defined at the time that the traffic
forecasting model was specified. These projects
are truck lanes on SR 710 and I-710 and the SR 47
Expressway improvements, including the direct
“flyover” connector ramp serving traffic from EB
Ocean Boulevard to NB SR 47. These projects are
included in a sensitivity traffic analysis presented in
Section 2.4.4.3, which explicitly addresses the
traffic effects of these two projects, as well as the
effects of all other cumulative projects.

In general, in year 2015 with the No Action/
Rehabilitation Alternatives, peak-hour operating
conditions are forecast to be acceptable LOS D or
better in the traffic study area except that:

e LOS F would occur during all peak hours on
the WB upgrade of the Gerald Desmond
Bridge (Segment 5) where three Ilanes
transition to two at the crest of the bridge;

e LOS E conditions would occur at the Terminal
Island Freeway signalized intersection with
the Ocean Boulevard ramps (Intersection 1)
during the MD peak hour;

e LOS E is forecast for the PM peak hour at the
intersection of Navy Way and Seaside
Avenue (Intersection 4); and

e LOS E would occur during the AM peak hour at
the signalized intersection of Ocean Boulevard
and Magnolia Avenue (Intersection 13).

Year 2015 Bridge Replacement Alternatives —
Traffic Operations. Both the North-side and South-
side Alignment Alternatives would provide a new
bridge with grades of approximately 5 percent
carrying three lanes in each direction across the
bridge and on the roadways approaching and
leaving the bridge in both directions. Outside the
limits of the proposed project site, the roadway
network with the Year 2015 Bridge Replacement
Alternatives would be the same as described under
the Year 2015 No Action/Rehabilitation Alternatives.

In general, in year 2015 with the Bridge
Replacement Alternatives, peak-hour operating
conditions are forecast to be acceptable LOS A to
D in the traffic study area, except that:

e WB Ocean Boulevard from the Horseshoe
Ramps to the Terminal Island Freeway (Segment
3) during the AM and MD peak hours is forecast
to operate at LOS E and F, respectively;

e LOS E is forecast for the PM peak hour at the
intersection of Navy Way and Seaside
Avenue (Intersection 4); and

e LOS E would occur during the AM peak hour at
the signalized intersection of Ocean Boulevard
and Magnolia Avenue (Intersection 13).

Year 2030 No Action/Rehabilitation Alternatives —
Traffic Operations. The Year 2030 No Action/
Rehabilitation Alternatives roadway network would
be the same as described under the Year 2015
No Action/Rehabilitation Alternatives. In general,
in year 2030 with the No Action/Rehabilitation
Alternatives, peak-hour operating conditions are
forecast to be acceptable LOS D or better in the
traffic study area, except that:

e LOS F would occur on EB Ocean Boulevard
between Navy Way and Pier S Avenue
(Segment 1) during all peak hours;

e LOS F would occur on WB Ocean Boulevard
between the Horseshoe Ramps and the
Terminal Island Freeway (Segment 3) during
the MD peak hour;

e LOS F would occur during all peak hours on
the WB upgrade of the Gerald Desmond
Bridge (Segment 5) where three Ilanes
transition to two at the crest of the bridge; and

¢ Intersection LOS is forecast to be LOS E or
LOS F during one or more of the three peak
hours analyzed at the following locations:
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— Terminal Island Freeway and Ocean
Boulevard (Intersection 1);

— Pier S Avenue and Ocean Boulevard
(Intersection 2);

— Navy Way and Seaside Avenue

(Intersection 4);

— Terminal Island Freeway SB Off-Ramp
and New Dock (Intersection 7);

— Pico Avenue and Pier D Street
(Intersection 9);
— Pico Avenue and Pier E Street

(Intersection 11); and

— Ocean Boulevard and Magnolia Avenue
(Intersection 13).

Year 2030 Bridge Replacement Alternatives —
Traffic Operations. The roadway network with the
Bridge Replacement Alternatives would be the
same in year 2030 as in year 2015. In general, in
year 2030 with the Bridge Replacement
Alternatives, peak-hour operating conditions are
forecast to be acceptable LOS A to D, except that:

e EB Ocean Boulevard from Navy Way to Pier S
Avenue (Segment 1) is forecast to operate at
LOS F in the MD and PM peak hours;

e WB Ocean Boulevard from the Horseshoe
Ramps to the Terminal Island Freeway
(Segment 3) is forecast to operate at LOS F
during the MD peak hour;

¢ Intersection LOS is forecast to be LOS E or
LOS F during one or more of the three peak
hours analyzed at the following locations:

— Terminal Island Freeway and Ocean
Boulevard (Intersection 1);

— Pier S Avenue and Ocean Boulevard
(Intersection 2);

— Navy Way and Seaside Avenue

(Intersection 4);

— Terminal Island Freeway SB Off-Ramp
and New Dock (Intersection 7); and

— Ocean Boulevard and Magnolia Avenue
(Intersection 13).

e The unsignalized intersection of the Terminal
Island Freeway SB Off-Ramp with New Dock
Street (intersection 7) is forecast to operate at
LOS E in the AM peak hour. Because of the
forecast LOS E condition, this intersection

was reanalyzed for the AM peak hour as a
signalized intersection as stated in the
Evaluation Criteria section above. With a
future signal in place, this intersection would
operate at an acceptable LOS C during the
AM peak hour.

Adverse Effects to Traffic during
Operation of the Bridge Replacement
Alternatives

The process used to determine potential direct
adverse traffic effects of the Bridge Replacement
Alternatives involves comparisons of the future No
Action/Rehabilitation Alternatives in years 2015
and 2030 to the future Bridge Replacement
Alternatives in years 2015 and 2030. The traffic
volumes and traffic operations analysis presented
for the future No Action/Rehabilitation Alternatives
and the future Bridge Replacement Alternatives
include cumulative projects (i.e., those projects
presented in Table 2.4-1 and other transportation
and land development projects used in the travel
demand forecasting model to emulate year 2015
and 2030 land use forecasts for the southern
California region). (See Appendix G for more
information on the travel demand forecasting
model.)

The direct project effects were determined by
comparing the future No Action/Rehabilitation
Alternatives with the future Bridge Replacement
Alternatives. The comparison quantifies the
difference in ftraffic operations at study
intersections and on study roadway segments
between the future without the project (No Action/
Rehabilitation Alternatives) and the future with the
project (Bridge Replacement Alternatives). If the
amount of change expected in traffic operations
exceeds the criteria identified in Section 2.1.5.3
above, then mitigation for the direct project effect
was proposed. The comparison was made
independently for the two future years (2015 and
2030), and direct project effects were identified
separately for each year. (See Section 2.4.4.3
regarding cumulative effects on traffic.)

There are no criteria for determining adverse
effects in ramp junction (i.e., merge and diverge)
areas. A review of LOS conditions for ramp merge
and diverge locations indicates that in years 2015
and 2030 these locations would operate at
acceptable LOS A to D with both the No Action/
Rehabilitation Alternatives and Bridge
Replacement Alternatives (refer to Table 2.1.5-
13); therefore, no direct adverse effects of the
proposed Bridge Replacement Alternatives to
traffic are anticipated in the ramp junction areas.
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Intersection Analysis:

As shown in Table 2.1.5-15, the comparison of the
No Action/Rehabilitation Alternatives to the Bridge
Replacement Alternatives for the 13 study
intersections shows adverse effects attributed to
operation of the Bridge Replacement Alternatives
in 2015 and 2030 at Navy Way/Seaside Avenue
(Intersection 4) and Ocean Boulevard/Magnolia
Avenue (Intersection 13).

Navy Way/Seaside Avenue. The intersection of
Navy Way and Seaside Avenue exceeds the City
of Los Angeles criteria for adverse effects at an
intersection in years 2015 and 2030. LOS C is
expected at this intersection during the AM peak
hour in year 2015 under the Bridge Replacement
Alternative conditions. The V/C ratio is 0.041 higher
under the Bridge Replacement Alternative conditions
than under the No Action/Rehabilitation Alternatives,
which exceeds the threshold criterion of an increase
of 0.040 in the V/C ratio for a build condition LOS
C. LOS E is expected at this intersection during
the PM peak hour in year 2015 under the Bridge
Replacement Alternative conditions. The V/C ratio
is 0.021 higher under the Bridge Replacement
Alternative conditions than under the No
Action/Rehabilitation Alternatives, which exceeds
the threshold criterion of an increase of 0.010 in
the V/C ratio for a build condition LOS E or F.

During the AM peak hour in year 2030, LOS E is
expected under the Bridge Replacement Alternative
conditions at the intersection of Navy Way and
Seaside Avenue. The V/C ratio is 0.027 higher
under the Bridge Replacement Alternative
conditions than under the No Action/Rehabilitation
Alternatives, which exceeds the threshold criterion of
an increase of 0.010 in the V/C ratio for a build
condition LOS E. During the MD peak hour in year
2030, LOS D is expected under the Bridge
Replacement Alternative conditions. The V/C ratio is
0.021 higher under the Bridge Replacement
Alternative conditions than under the No Action/
Rehabilitation Alternatives, which exceeds the
threshold criterion of an increase of 0.020 in the V/C
ratio for a build condition LOS D. During the PM
peak hour in year 2030, LOS F is expected under
the Bridge Replacement Alternative conditions. The
V/C ratio is 0.034 higher under the Bridge
Replacement Alternative conditions than under the
No Action/Rehabilitation Alternatives, which exceeds
the threshold criterion of an increase of 0.010 in the
V/C ratio for a build condition LOS F.

An additional left-turn lane from NB Navy Way to
WB Seaside Avenue is proposed to mitigate the
adverse effect at this intersection. Table 2.1.5-16
shows that the proposed mitigation would result in

V/C ratios under the Bridge Replacement
Alternative that are less than the V/C ratios under
the No Action/Rehabilitation Alternatives; therefore,
the proposed mitigation removes the adverse
effect under the Bridge Replacement Alternatives.

Ocean Boulevard/Magnolia Avenue. The
intersection of Ocean Boulevard and Magnolia
Avenue in downtown Long Beach exceeds the
City of Long Beach criteria for adverse effects at
an intersection in years 2015 and 2030. LOS E is
expected at this intersection during the AM peak
hour in year 2015 under the Bridge Replacement
Alternative conditions. The V/C ratio is 0.022
higher under the Bridge Replacement Alternative
conditions than under the No Action/Rehabilitation
Alternatives, which exceeds the threshold criterion
of an increase of 0.020 in the V/C ratio for a build
condition LOS E. During all three peak hours in
year 2030, LOS E or F is expected at this
intersection under the Bridge Replacement
Alternative conditions. The V/C ratio is higher
under the Bridge Replacement Alternative
conditions than under the No Action/Rehabilitation
Alternatives by 0.117, 0.043, and 0.065 during the
AM, MD, and PM peak hours, respectively. All of
these increases in the V/C ratio exceed the
threshold criterion of an increase of 0.010 in the
V/C ratio for a build condition LOS E or F.

The expected intersection LOS and changes in
V/C ratio are presented in Table 2.1.5-13. One
cause of the increase in the V/C ratio is the
increased volume traveling through the
intersection because the congestion-relief benefits
of the Bridge Replacement Alternatives are
expected to redistribute traffic to the bridge and
approach roadways to avoid other more-
congested roadways.

Conversion of the #2 SB through lane on the
Magnolia Avenue approach to Ocean Boulevard to a
shared through/right-turn lane, along with associated
signalization improvements, has been identified as
one potential way to mitigate the adverse effect at this
intersection. Table 2.1.5-17 shows that the identified
restriping and signalization improvements would
result in V/C ratios under the Bridge Replacement
Alternative condition that are lower than under the No
Action/Rehabilitation Alternatives; therefore, restriping
and signalization improvements remove the adverse
effect under the Bridge Replacement Alternatives.
The Port will coordinate with the Long Beach City
Traffic Engineer and provide funding for restriping
and/or signalization improvements at the
intersection of Ocean Boulevard and Magnolia
Avenue as mitigation for the effect of a Bridge
Replacement Alternative at the intersection.
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REVISED DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

Affected Environment, Environmental
Consequences, and Avoidance,
Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures

Table 2.1.5-16
Intersection Effects With and Without Mitigation at Navy Way/Seaside Avenue
Year 2005 Year 2015 Year 2030
No Action/ Bridge No Action/ Bridge
Rehabilitation | Replacement | Rehabilitation | Replacement
Peak Existing Alternatives Alternatives Alternatives Alternatives
Hour LOS | VIC LOS VvIC LOS | ViC LOS Vv/C LOS Vv/C
Am | Navy Way/ A | 0474 | C |0735| C [0776| E | 0904 | E | 0931
Seaside Avenue
with Additional
NB Left-Turn Lane ¢ Befss D .
mp | Navy Way/ A |0414| Cc |0753| C |0768| D | 085 | D | 0875
Seaside Avenue
with Additional
NB Left-Turn Lane ¢ AL D 0607
pm | Navy Way/ A | 0581 | E |0914| E |0935| F | 1001 | F | 1125
Seaside Avenue
with Additional
NB Left-Turn Lane D 0.874 F 1.029
LOS - level of service; NB — northbound; V/C — volume-to-capacity ratio
Source: lteris, 2009.
Table 2.1.5-17
Intersection Effects With and Without Mitigation at Ocean Boulevard/Magnolia Avenue
Year 2005 Year 2015 Year 2030
No Action/ Bridge No Action/ Bridge
Rehabilitation | Replacement | Rehabilitation | Replacement
Peak Existing Alternatives Alternatives Alternatives Alternatives
Hour LOS | VIC LOS \'/[+ LOS | ViC LOS Vv/C LOS Vv/C
Am | Qcean Bivd/ B |0693| E |0907| E |0920| E | 0982 | F | 1.009
Magnolia Avenue
with proposed
restriping and C 0.769 E 0.931
signalization
mp | Ocean Blvd/ A |o575| ¢ |0741| c |o0785| D | 0869 | E | 0912
Magnolia Avenue
with proposed
restriping and B 0.657 D 0.812
signalization
pm | Ocean Blvd/ B |0601| Cc |0771| c |o0765| D | 0865 | E | 0930
Magnolia Avenue
with proposed
restriping and B 0.649 C 0.791
signalization
LOS - level of service; V/C — volume-to-capacity ratio
Source: Iteris, 2009.
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Affected Environment, Environmental
Consequences, and Avoidance,
Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures

REVISED DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

Roadway Segment Analysis:

As shown in Table 2.1.5-18, the comparison of the
study roadway segments in 2015 and 2030 for the
Bridge Replacement Alternatives to the No
Action/Rehabilitation  Alternatives shows an
adverse effect at WB Ocean Boulevard from the
Horseshoe Ramps to the Terminal Island Freeway
interchange (Segment 3) during the MD peak hour
in 2015 and no adverse effect on any roadway
segment in 2030.

WB Segment of Ocean Boulevard from the
Horseshoe Ramps to the Terminal Island
Freeway Interchange. This segment of Ocean
Boulevard is forecast to operate at LOS F during
the MD peak hour in year 2015 under the Bridge
Replacement Alternative condition with a density
of 47.0 vehicles per lane per mile, as shown in
Table 2.1.5-18. In year 2015 under the No Action/
Rehabilitation Alternatives, this segment is forecast
to operate at LOS B, with a density of 12.8;
therefore, an adverse effect is found under the
Bridge Replacement Alternative condition in year
2015 due to the forecast LOS F and increased
vehicle density that would occur along this WB
segment of Ocean Boulevard.

The better LOS and lower density predicted along
this WB segment of Ocean Boulevard under the No
Action/Rehabilitation Alternatives than under the
Bridge Replacement Alternatives is a result of the
existing lane configuration that is reduced from
three lanes to two at the crest of the Gerald
Desmond Bridge. The existing lane configuration
causes an increase in traffic congestion on WB
Ocean Boulevard, which limits the volume of
vehicles that can flow into the WB segment of
Ocean Boulevard from the Horseshoe Ramps to
the Terminal Island Freeway interchange, thereby
providing a relatively low density and better LOS
than would be experienced under the Bridge
Replacement Alternative condition. The proposed
Bridge Replacement Alternatives include three
through lanes in each direction on the bridge, thus
eliminating the existing transition from three to two
lanes at the crest of the bridge, and thereby
allowing a higher volume and density of traffic to
flow into the WB segment of Ocean Boulevard from
the Horseshoe Ramps to the Terminal Island
Freeway interchange. It is predicted that this
increase in ftraffic flow under the Bridge
Replacement Alternative condition would strain the
Terminal Island Freeway interchange, resulting in
an increased ftraffic queue (traffic backup). The
queue would cause traffic on WB Ocean Boulevard
from the Horseshoe Ramps to the Terminal Island
Freeway interchange to operate poorly at LOS F.

During the MD peak hour in year 2030, the WB
segment of Ocean Boulevard from the Horseshoe
Ramps to the Terminal Island Freeway interchange
is forecast to operate at LOS F under both the No
Action/Rehabilitation Alternatives and the Bridge
Replacement Alternative conditions, with vehicle
densities of 127.0 and 47.6, respectively. Because
the density is lower under the Bridge Replacement
Alternative condition, traffic operations are forecast
to be better under the Bridge Replacement
Alternative condition; therefore, no adverse effect
under the Bridge Replacement Alternative condition
would occur in year 2030. The finding of an adverse
effect in year 2015 and no adverse effect in year
2030 under the Bridge Replacement Alternative
condition results from a deterioration of operating
conditions under the No Action/ Rehabilitation
Alternatives attributable to local and regional traffic
growth between years 2015 and 2030. Operating
conditions under the No Action/ Rehabilitation
Alternatives deteriorate on this segment because
traffic from Pier T destined for Ocean Boulevard
west of the Terminal Island Freeway and for the
Terminal Island Freeway itself uses this segment of
the Ocean Boulevard mainline. Under the Bridge
Replacement Alternatives, traffic operations do not
deteriorate substantially because traffic from Pier T
does not use the Ocean Boulevard mainline
between the Horseshoe Ramps and the Terminal
Island Freeway; traffic from Pier T uses the parallel
Ocean Boulevard service road and enters the
Ocean Boulevard mainline west of Pier S Street.

Because the adverse effect is expected in year 2015
but not in year 2030, the adverse effect is considered
temporary. A grade-separated “flyover” ramp serving
traffic from EB Ocean Boulevard to NB SR 47 is
proposed as a component of the Schuyler Heim
Bridge Replacement and SR 47 Expressway project.
The proposed construction schedule shows
completion of the flyover in 2015 (Caltrans, 2007a).
Operation of the flyover in conjunction with either of
the Bridge Replacement Alternatives would relieve
the strain on the Terminal Island Freeway interchange
and result in improved LOS on WB Ocean Boulevard,
and there would be no adverse effect of the Bridge
Replacement Alternatives on WB Ocean Boulevard
from the Horseshoe Ramps to the Terminal Island
Freeway interchange. The effect of the proposed
Bridge Replacement Alternatives in conjunction
with the reasonable foreseeable construction of
the SR 47 Flyover under Schuyler Heim Bridge
Replacement and SR 47 Expressway project
would be a cumulative benefit to traffic operations
on the WB segment of Ocean Boulevard from the
Horseshoe Ramps to the Terminal Island Freeway
interchange, as discussed in Section 2.4.4.3.

February 2010
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REVISED DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

Affected Environment, Environmental
Consequences, and Avoidance,
Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures

If the flyover is not implemented prior to opening
one of the Bridge Replacement Alternatives, then
there would be a temporary unavoidable adverse
effect of the Bridge Replacement Alternatives on
the WB segment of Ocean Boulevard from the
Horseshoe Ramps to the Terminal Island Freeway
interchange that would exist until the flyover is
constructed or until 2030, as discussed above.

Nonrecurring Congestion

The Bridge Replacement Alternatives of the
proposed project would have the benefit of
reducing nonrecurring congestion in the project
area caused by automobile crashes, disabled
vehicles, work zones, adverse weather events,
and planned special events. The addition of
standard-width left- and right-side shoulders on
the bridge and its approaches would provide
adequate room for emergency response vehicles,
roadway maintenance vehicles, and disabled
automobiles without causing major congestion or
requiring roadway closures.

To better understand the potential effects caused
by a nonrecurring incident, a computer simulation
of a nonrecurring incident on the existing Gerald
Desmond Bridge was conducted for the Bridge
Replacement Alternatives and the No Action/
Rehabilitation Alternatives conditions in year
2030. The CORSIM program was used to conduct
the simulation. The analysis compares the
duration of restricted traffic operations resulting
from an accident or other nonrecurring incident.

One difference between the Bridge Replacement
Alternatives and the No Action/Rehabilitation
Alternatives conditions is the inclusion of a third
lane on the downhill side of the bridge with the
Bridge Replacement Alternatives. For this reason,
the simulation included an incident on that portion
of the bridge to comparatively estimate the
amount of time that would elapse before traffic
operations would return to pre-incident levels. The
incident was assumed to block the EB right lane
on the downhill side of the bridge. The incident
itself was assumed to last 1-hour during the PM
peak travel period. With the No Action/
Rehabilitation Alternatives condition, the incident
was assumed to block the right lane for the full
hour and then be cleared from the area. With the
Bridge Replacement Alternatives condition, the
incident was assumed to block the right lane for
10 minutes and then moved to the shoulder for
the next 50 minutes, at which time it would be
cleared from the area.

Exhibit 2.1.5-10 shows summary graphs of travel
speed in each lane approaching the incident for

1-hour before the incident occurred, 1-hour during
the incident, and 1-hour after the incident was
cleared from the bridge for the No Action/
Rehabilitation  Alternatives and the Bridge
Replacement Alternatives conditions. Each graph
shows the plotted mean speed for each 5-minute
increment during the 3-hour period and a
smoothed speed curve. A nearly horizontal line
links pre- and post-incident speed and illustrates
likely speeds with no incident.

The No Action/Rehabilitation Alternatives condition
results show that the average vehicle travel speed
would decrease from approximately 45 to 50 miles
per hour (mph) before the incident in both lanes to
20 to 25 mph after the incident occurs. Speeds
would remain slow for the whole hour of the
incident plus an additional 25 to 30 minutes after
the incident is cleared from the area, or a total
duration of 85 to 90 minutes after the incident
occurred. The Bridge Replacement Alternatives
condition results show that the average vehicle
travel speed would return to pre-incident levels
approximately 20 minutes after the incident is
moved to the shoulder, or a total duration of 30
minutes after the incident occurred; therefore,
over 1-hour of incident-related delay could be
saved as a result of implementing the Bridge
Replacement Alternatives.

Effects to Nonrecurring Congestion from the
Long-Term Operation of the Bridge Replacement
Alternatives

Nonrecurring congestion due to incidents such as
crashes and disabled vehicles would not be worse
under the Bridge Replacement Alternatives than
under the No Action/Rehabilitation Alternatives.
Rather, such nonrecurring congestion is likely to
be reduced by the presence of shoulders on the
new bridge that would be implemented under the
Bridge Replacement Alternatives; therefore, it is
concluded that the proposed Bridge Replacement
Alternatives would have a beneficial effect upon
nonrecurring congestion.

Bridge Bicycle and Pedestrian Access

The Bridge Replacement alternatives of the
proposed project would transform Ocean
Boulevard, which is currently a city street, into a
state highway that would be a limited-access
extension of the SR 710 freeway as far west as
the Terminal Island Freeway. Bicycle access to/
from downtown Long Beach across the new
bridge via Ocean Boulevard would be permitted
only at on- and off-ramps (see Exhibit 2.1.5-13).

Terminal Island is an industrial area within the
Harbor District where there is currently no
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residential, retail, or public recreational facilities.
Since the closing of the Naval Shipyard and the
opening of the Pier T container terminal, there has
been low demand from nonmotorized traffic (e.g.,
pedestrians or bicycles) on Ocean Boulevard over
the Gerald Desmond Bridge, despite a patchwork
of sidewalks that exist along the roadway. In
addition, Terminal Island does not include any
designated bicycle route.

The finished roadway improvements of the Bridge
Replacement Alternatives would include standard,
full-width paved inside and outside shoulders for
emergency vehicle breakdown and motorist
safety. No designated bike routes or pedestrian
sidewalks are included in the project plans. Both
pedestrians and cyclists can utilize the regularly
scheduled bus service equipped with bicycle
racks provided by the Los Angeles Department of
Transportation to travel between downtown Long
Beach, Terminal Island, and San Pedro. A
designated bike route exists to the north of the
Port on Anaheim Street at the northern edge of
the Harbor District.

Of the other two bridges that provide access to
Terminal Island, neither the Schuyler Heim Bridge
nor the Vincent Thomas Bridge provides
shoulders or walkways for nonmotorized traffic.
The current bicycle master plans for the cities of
Long Beach and Los Angeles do not include any
designated bike routes in the Harbor Districts,
including Terminal Island (refer to Exhibits
2.1.5-11 and 2.1.5-12 for the maps of the bicycle
master plans for the cities of Long Beach and Los
Angeles). In June 2006, the Los Angeles County
Metropolitan  Transportation Authority (MTA)
adopted two bicycle planning documents: Metro
Bicycle Transportation Strategic Plan (Strategic
Plan) and Bicycle Transportation Account
Compliance (BTA) document. These two plans
replace the Countywide Bicycle Policy Document
and six area bicycle plans. The Strategic Plan and
BTA document are consistent with Metro’s Long
Range Transportation Plan. The BTA document
fulfills a Caltrans requirement by consolidating
information into one countywide document that
each City and the County can adopt as their local
bicycle plan. The Strategic Plan was designed for
use by local agencies to plan bicycle facilities
around transit and set priorities to improve
regional mobility. One aspect of the Strategic Plan
is to identify gaps in the inter-jurisdictional bike
network. The Strategic Plan identifies an Ocean
Boulevard Corridor connecting the Harbor bike
lanes in San Pedro to the LA River Bike Trail
terminus in the City of Long Beach, as

recommended by “LA City/Stakeholders.” As
previously discussed, the proposed project is
within the Cities of Long Beach and Los Angeles,
and there are no proposed or designated bike
routes in City plans within the Port of Long Beach.

Federal regulation requires the inclusion of
nonmotorized routes in roadway improvement
projects only if the facility already includes an
existing major nonmotorized route. The existing
Gerald Desmond Bridge has a pedestrian
walkway, but it is not considered a “major
nonmotorized route.” The Port addressed this
issue in January 2004 in consideration of federal
statute Title 23, section 217, as amended by the
Transportation Equity Act for the 21% Century
(TEA-21) and SAFETEA-LU, which states, “The
Secretary shall not approve any project or take
any regulatory action that will sever an existing
major nonmotorized route or adversely affect the
safety of nonmotorized ftraffic and light
motorcycles, unless a reasonable alternate route
exists or is established. [1202(c)].”

Based on a memorandum dated January 6, 2004,
which discusses coordination with the MTA
Bikeway Modal Lead and Gateway Cities Team
Planner, the MTA staff determined that a bikeway
or a pedestrian walkway is not required for this
project. Additional considerations regarding
bikeway and pedestrian access are presented
below.

Designated Bicycle Routes

Though there is no designated bike route planned
for the proposed new bridge, the California
Vehicle Code (CVC) stipulates that nonmotorized
vehicles (i.e., bicycles) be allowed to travel along
roadways unless specifically prohibited by
Caltrans or local authorities. Bicyclists would be
prohibited from using the two ramps connecting
Ocean Boulevard to downtown Long Beach for
safety reasons, because they would be required
to traverse the high-speed mainline SR 710
through lanes connected to the proposed bridge.
Locations where bicyclists would be prohibited
with the North-side Alignment Alternative are
shown in Exhibit 2.1.5-13. Bicycle access would
also be prohibited at the same ramp locations
under the South-side Alignment Alternative. Under
the Bridge Replacement Alternatives, bicyclists
could use the Pico Avenue on- and off-ramps to
Ocean Boulevard to travel to and from downtown
Long Beach across the new bridge (see Exhibit
2.1.5-13)
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The agency bicycle master plans previously
discussed provide bicycle facilities on other
roadways that avoid the heavy industrial traffic
area of the Ports.

There are no existing or planned bike routes on
Ocean Boulevard between downtown Long Beach
and San Pedro.

Pedestrian Walkways

Additional considerations relative to pedestrian
issues are as follows:

e The proposed new bridge with the Bridge
Replacement Alternatives would become an
extension of the SR 710 freeway, and
pedestrian movements are typically not
accommodated on freeway facilities. CVC
21960 allows Caltrans the discretion to
prohibit or restrict the use of freeways to
pedestrians, bicgcles, and/or other
nonmotorized traffic”.

e Terminal Island is an industrial area and not a
major pedestrian destination.

e There are no pedestrian facilities along Ocean
Boulevard/Seaside Avenue on Terminal Island
west of the Gerald Desmond Bridge.
Pedestrian facilities have not been provided in
recently completed projects along Ocean
Boulevard between the Vincent Thomas
Bridge and the Gerald Desmond Bridge.

Effects to Bicycle and Pedestrian Access from the
Long-Term Operation of the Bridge Replacement
Alternatives

With the Bridge Replacement Alternatives, there
would be no adverse effects associated with the
removal of pedestrian sidewalks or the change in
bicycle access across the new bridge. Effects on
pedestrians would be minimal because Terminal
Island is an industrial area with no public

® CVC 21960(a): Caltrans and local authorities, by
order, ordinance, or resolution, with respect to
freeways, expressways, or designated portions
thereof under their respective jurisdictions, to which
vehicle access is completely or partially controlled,

recreational facilities and is not a pedestrian
destination. Effects on cyclists would also be
minimal because access is only modified, not
eliminated, and a designated bike route is located
on Anaheim Street parallel to Ocean Boulevard
north of the Ports. In addition, Terminal Island is
an industrial area with no other supporting bicycle
infrastructure west of the bridge, and there are no
planned or designated bike routes along Ocean
Boulevard between downtown Long Beach and
San Pedro. Future nonmotrized demand is
anticipated to be low.

2.1.5.4 Avoidance, Minimization, and/or
Mitigation Measures

Temporary Measures

North- and Southside Alignment Alternatives

All of the temporary mitigation measures to be
implemented during construction of either of the
Bridge Replacement Alternatives will be
implemented in conjunction with a TMP to
minimize traffic impacts during construction. The
TMP will be submitted to and approved by the
Port and Caltrans. The TMP, at a minimum,
should include detour routes, flagmen, traffic
controls, signing, traffic lane closure scheduling to
minimize impacts, public notification, and
coordination with emergency service providers.
The TMP shall be implemented after approval.

TC-1 Prior to the start of construction Stage 2,
the following improvements will be made
to the intersection of Pico Avenue, Pier B
Street, and 9th Street to mitigate the
project’s temporary adverse effect during
construction at that intersection during
Stage 2:

e Add dual NB right-turn lanes;

e Restripe EB through/right lane to a
right-turn lane;

e Provide one (1) EB through lane; and

e Continue two (2) SR 710 SB off-ramp
lanes to Pico Avenue.

e ;  the fi TC-2 Prior to the start of construction Stages 3
may prohibit or restrict th_e use of the reeways, and 4, the following improvements will be
expressways, or any portion thereof by pedestrians, . . .
bicycles, or other nonmotorized traffic or by any made to the intersection of Pico Av_epue,
person operating a motor-driven cycle, motorized Pier B Street, and 9th Street to mitigate
bicycle, or motorized scooter. A prohibition or the project's temporary adverse effect
restriction pertaining to bicycles, motor-driven cycles, during construction at that intersection
or motorized scooters shall be deemed to include during Stages 3 and 4:
motorized bicycles; and no person may operate a o )
motorized bicycle wherever that prohibition or e Remove NB-SB split-signal phasing;
restriction is in force. (Amended Sec. 6, Ch. 722,

Stats. 1999. Effective January 1, 2000).
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e Restripe NB through lane to a NB left-
turn lane;

e Widen SB approach and provide two
(2) left-turn lanes and one (1) through
lane; and

e Continue two (2) on-ramp lanes to NB
SR 710.

Prior to the start of construction Stage 2,
a traffic signal will be installed at the
intersection of Pico Avenue and Pier D
Street to mitigate the project’'s temporary
adverse effect during construction at that
intersection during Stages 2, 3, and 4.
The traffic signal will be permanent and
will not be removed after completion of
construction of a Bridge Replacement
Alternative.

TC-3

TC-4 Prior to the start of construction Stages 3
and 4, the following improvements will be
made to the intersection of Pico Avenue
and Pier E Street to mitigate the project’s
temporary  adverse  effect  during
construction at that intersection during

Stages 3 and 4:

o Permanently signalize the intersection
(the signal will not be removed after
completion of construction of a Bridge
Replacement Alternative);

e Restripe NB through lane to a NB
right-turn lane, providing a single NB
through lane;

e Add dual free-flow WB
lanes; and

e Continue two (2) EB Ocean
Boulevard off-ramp lanes to Pico
Avenue.

The Middle Harbor Redevelopment Project Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)/Draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) and
Application Summary Report (ASR) prepared for
the Port and USACE includes signalization of the
Pico Avenue/Pier D Street and Pico Avenue/Pier

right-turn

E Street intersections. If these signals are
implemented as part of that project prior to the
start of construction Stage 2 for the Pico Avenue/
Pier D Street intersection and construction Stage
3 for the Pico Avenue/Pier E Street intersection,
then that would remove the need for the
signalization component of the proposed
mitigations under TC-3 and TC-4, respectively.

Permanent Measures

North- and Southside Alignment Alternatives

TC-5 During the design phase of a Bridge
Replacement Alternative, the Port shall
add a third NB left-turn lane to mitigate
the project effect at the Navy Way/
Seaside Avenue intersection.

POLA is currently considering two potential
projects at the Navy Way/Seaside Avenue
intersection. One project would provide grade
separation of left turns and the other would
implement a centerline barrier on Seaside Avenue
that would eliminate left turns. Either project would
remove the signal at the intersection, thereby
eliminating the adverse effect of the proposed
Bridge Replacement Alternatives at the
intersection. If either of these projects or any other
comparable project is implemented prior to
construction of the Bridge Replacement
Alternatives, then the adverse effect of the Bridge
Replacement Alternatives at the intersection
would be removed and the proposed mitigation
measure would not be required.

TC-6 The Port will coordinate with the Long
Beach City Traffic Engineer and provide
funding for restriping and/or signalization
improvements at the intersection of
Ocean Boulevard and Magnolia Avenue
as mitigation for the effect of a Bridge
Replacement Alternative at the

intersection.

Restriping and signalization improvements have
been identified as one way to mitigate the adverse
effect at this intersection. The Port will coordinate
with the City of Long Beach on implementation of
improvements at this intersection.
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2.1.6 Maritime Navigation

2.1.6.1 Regulatory Setting

CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G, Item XV,
Transportation/Circulation requires the Port to
consider the potential of a project to substantially
increase hazards due to a design feature or
incompatible use. For certain Port projects, the
environmental evaluation should consider the
potential for design, construction, and/or operational
features to introduce or substantially increase hazards
to navigation. The vessel transportation section of the
EIR (or joint CEQA/NEPA document) identifies routes
and rules pertaining to navigation, estimates existing
vessel transportation volumes, presents vessel
accident data for a period of at least 5 years, and
evaluates the project impact in light of this information
and the evaluation criteria provided in Section 2.1.6.3
(Environmental Consequences, Evaluation Criteria).

2.1.6.2 Affected Environment

Several types of commercial vessels call at the
POLB. The vessels follow vessel traffic lanes
established by the United States Coast Guard
(USCG). The Marine Exchange of Southern
California and USCG are responsible for vessel traffic
safety in the approach areas to the Port. Vessels
enter the Long Beach Harbor through Queens Gate.
In 2005, 829 berth calls were made at the POLB
through the Cerritos Channel. Of these calls, 529 (63
percent) were container ships (POLB, 2008a). Once
inside the harbor, some vessels use anchorages for a
short time. The Port has six anchorage areas where
vessels can bunker (refuel), wait for a dock, or wait for
orders or minor repairs (USACE/LAHD, 1992).
Container vessels will usually bunker at dockside
while their cargo is being loaded or unloaded, rather
than at anchorages, to minimize time in the Port.

Water depths throughout the Port range from 76 ft (23
m) in the Main Channel to 52 ft (15.8 m) in the Inner
Harbor and 55 ft (17 m) in parts of the Middle Harbor.
The 700-ft-wide (213-m-wide) Main Channel has a
depth of 76 ft (23 m). Anchorage areas in the Outer
Harbor on both sides of the Main Channel have depths
of 36 ft (11 m) to 70 ft (21 m) (POLB, 2001). The
navigable Back Channel is 300 ft (91 m) wide and
approximately 60 ft (18 m) in depth from the MLLW.
The depth of the Back Channel poses navigational
obstacles for the new models of container ships
passing under the bridge due to their larger
dimensions. These areas of the Port are primarily
used or are being developed for containerized cargo.

Existing and future operations within the Back
Channel and Inner Harbor areas of the Port are most

affected by the existing vertical vessel clearance of
the Gerald Desmond Bridge. The span’s maximum
height above water, vertical vessel clearance, or air
draft, is 156 ft (47.5 m) at mean high water (MHW).
The Port’s pilots can navigate under the bridge with
a minimum 3-ft (1-m) overhead clearance for their
vessels. Accordingly, this limits ships to an air draft
of approximately 153 ft (46.6 m) (POLB, 2005a).

In addition to the constraints of the bridge and
channel, SCE’s high-voltage transmission lines that
cross the Cerritos Channel from the LBGS currently
limit the air draft of vessels transiting to Piers Aand S
(under development). The vertical clearance afforded
by the transmission lines is currently 3 ft (1-m) less
than the existing Gerald Desmond Bridge clearance
of 156 ft (47.5 m). The North- and South-side
Alignment Alternatives would provide a 200-ft (61-m)
air draft to safely accommodate the larger container
vessels currently in service and planned for the future;
however, because the SCE transmission lines would
still restrict maritime access to the Inner Harbor,
coordination with SCE to relocate the lines as part of
the navigational improvements is necessary. The Port
is committed to working with SCE to provide the
needed additional vertical clearance consistent with
the planned bridge replacement. An analysis was
undertaken to determine the most feasible solutions
for addressing the transmission lines and towers.
Different transmission line options were analyzed
for their relocation (see Section 2.1.4 [Utilities and
Service Systems] for a summary of the analysis).

The Port’s Back Channel currently accommodates
container ships transporting up to 8,000 TEUs.
The MSC Texas was the first ship of that size to
call on the Back Channel in September 2004.
Calls on the Back Channel by 8,000-TEU ships
increased from 11 in 2005 to 59 in 2008 (POLB,
2005b and 2009). It is assumed that an average
of one 8,000-TEU ship per week calls on the Back
Channel. These container vessels have air drafts
ranging from 130 ft to 165 ft (40 m to 50 m)
depending on their design and configuration.

Looking to the future, the next generation of vessels is
called Ultra Large Container Vessels (ULCS). The air
draft for this generation is not likely to increase
substantially due to limitations in stacks of containers
(i.e., 10 containers maximum at present) and major
bridge clearances around the world; however, a
potential 12,500-TEU ULCS of the future (based on
current proposals) could have an air draft of
approximately 180 ft (55 m). Industry experts believe
that the first order for a 12,500-TEU ULCS will occur
within the next 10 years, assuming that world trade
continues to expand. Larger vessels of 18,000-TEU
ULCS are being discussed, but these involve
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substantial technical and operational problems, so the
timeframe for that potential generation of vessels
cannot be predicted (FORCE Technology-DMI, 2002).

2.1.6.3 Environmental Consequences

Evaluation Criteria

An adverse effect on marine vessel transportation
would occur if a change in vessel traffic related to
construction and/or operations results in
congestion within the harbor and/or the capacity
for maritime commerce to operate efficiently and
safely is exceeded.

No Action Alternative

The No Action Alternative would not replace the
existing Gerald Desmond Bridge. A review of the
specifications for some of the larger container vessels
currently in the world fleet reveals that ships in the
8,000 to 9,999 TEU range are approaching the limits
of what constitutes safe passage under the Gerald
Desmond Bridge. Based on published specifications,
most of these vessels can physically pass under the
bridge if fully loaded, but they are within the 3-ft (1-m)
clearance area. Unloaded or partially loaded vessels
(in the 8,000 to 9,999 TEU range) are able to pass by
taking on more ballast water to lower the ship. It can
be concluded that some vessels in this size range
can access Pier A and future Pier S; however it is
assumed that vessels greater than 10,000 TEUs
cannot serve these terminals (POLB, 2007).

North-side Alignment Alternative

This alternative would replace the existing vertically
restricted (156-ft [47.5-m] air draft) Gerald Desmond
Bridge with a 200-ft (61-m) air draft bridge. Not taking
into consideration channel depth, the additional air
draft provided by the new bridge would provide safer
passage for the largest container vessels calling
on the Port, which are currently the new “seventh
generation” (8,800 to 9,200 TEUs), and the future
“eighth generation” vessels that are expected to have
a capacity of approximately 10,000 to 12,000 TEUs.
One “seventh generation” ship currently calls at Pier
A, notwithstanding a calculated air draft of 154.2 ft (47
m). As a result, it is assumed that some vessels in
this size range can access Piers A and S (when
developed), and that vessels greater 10,000 TEUs
cannot serve these terminals. While the increase in
air draft provided by the new bridge would make it
safer for larger ships to pass, ships accommodating
larger container capacity are still constrained by
the depth of the channel (POLB, 2007).

Construction of the North-side Alignment Alternative
could temporarily affect operations at adjacent facilities.
The North-side Alignment would require ROW and

relocation of the main office building at Connolly
Pacific, demolition of the Port Maintenance Yard
facilities to accommodate construction access and the
new bridge footings, easements during demolition of
the existing bridge from the California United Terminals
and Weyerhaeuser Company, and temporary
relocation of Fire Boat Station #20 during construction
(see Sections 2.1.1 [Land Use, Recreation, and
Coastal Zone] and 2.1.3.2 [Relocations] for further
detail regarding affected land use and facilities).
Landside effects on these facilities would have no
effect on ship access to Port facilities or piers.

Construction of the North-side Alignment Alternative
would not affect the Port’'s capacity for maritime
commerce; rather, it would allow the Inner Harbor
terminals to operate safer and more efficiently.
Construction of this alternative would be planned to
avoid closure of the channel during construction.

South-side Alighment Alternative

The South-side Alignment Alternative would result
in the same benefits to maritime safety described
under the North-side Alignment Alternative. In
addition, the South-side Alignment Alternative
would also temporarily affect operations at Piers T,
D, and E during construction. The South-side
Alignment Alternative would require ROW from Pier
T and would also require reconfiguration of terminal
land-based operations on these piers (see Sections
2.1.1 [Land Use, Recreation, and Coastal Zone]
and 2.1.3.2 [Relocations] for further detail regarding
affected land use and facilities). Landside effects
on these facilities would have no effect on ship
access to Port facilities or piers. Construction of the
South-side Alignment Alternative would not affect
the Port’s capacity for maritime commerce; rather,
it would allow the Inner Harbor terminals to operate
safer and more efficiently. Construction of this
alternative would be planned to avoid closure of the
channel during construction.

Rehabilitation Alternative

Construction required under the Rehabilitation
Alternative would take place within the footprint of
the existing bridge and the paved approach
roadways. Construction of this alternative would
be planned to avoid closure of the channel during
construction. Once construction is completed,
effects of the Rehabilitation Alternative on
maritime safety and commerce would be the
same as the No Action Alternative.

2.1.6.4 Avoidance, Minimization and/or
Mitigation Measures

No measures are required.
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2.1.7 Visual and Aesthetics

This section summarizes the results of the Visual
Impact Assessment completed in February 2006
and revised in September 2008 to incorporate the
Rehabilitation  Alternative. The Visual and
Aesthetics Analysis evaluated the potential effects
to visual resources resulting from the construction
and operation of the proposed project.

2.1.7.1 Regulatory Setting

NEPA: NEPA establishes that the federal
government use all practicable means to ensure
all Americans safe, healthful, productive, and
aesthetically (emphasis added) and culturally
pleasing surroundings [42 U.S.C. 4331(b)(2)]. To
further emphasize this point, FHWA in its
implementation of NEPA [23 U.S.C. 109(h)]
directs that final decisions regarding projects are
to be made in the best overall public interest
taking into account adverse environmental effects,
including among others, the destruction or
disruption of aesthetic values.

CEQA: CEQA establishes that it is the policy
of the State to take all action necessary to provide
the people of the state “with...enjoyment of
aesthetic, natural,  scenic  and historic
environmental qualities.” [CA PRC Section 21001(b)].

California Coastal Act of 1976: Consistent with
the California Coastal Act of 1976, the Port has a
CCC-certified PMP that addresses environmental,
recreational, and other concerns of the Port and
surrounding regions (PMP discussion below).

State of California Scenic Highways Program:
California’s Scenic Highways Program was
created by the Legislature in 1963 to preserve and
protect scenic highway corridors from change that
would diminish the aesthetic value of lands
adjacent to highways (Streets and Highways
Code, Section 260 et seq.). A highway may be
designated scenic depending upon how much of
the natural landscape can be seen by travelers,
the scenic quality of the landscape, and the extent
to which development intrudes upon the traveler's
enjoyment of the view.

A scenic corridor is the land generally adjacent to
and visible from the roadway. A scenic corridor is
identified using a motorist’'s cone of vision. A
reasonable boundary is selected when the view
extends to the distant horizon.

The nearest official state-designated scenic
highway is located approximately 31 mi (49 km)
northeast of the Port, at SR 91 east of SR 55 in

Anaheim. SR 1, also known as PCH, is classified
as “eligible” for state scenic designation and is
approximately 5.4 mi (8.7 km) east of the Port.
Because it is not officially designated, it does not
warrant any special attention.

City of Long Beach: The City of Long Beach
Municipal Code (21.42.032) specifies that "the
landscape requirements for Industrial Zoned (IP)
properties shall be those established in the Master
Landscape Plan for the Port. The Port Planning
Bureau shall review and approve all landscape
plans for projects located in the IP zone." All
property in the study area is zoned IP.

General Plan: The project study area land uses
are designated by the City of Long Beach General
Plan (LBGP). The Long Beach Harbor area falls
within Land Use District Number 12. This District
includes existing freeways, the Port, and the Long
Beach Airport. The LBGP indicates that the water
and land use designations within the harbor area
are separately formulated and adopted in the
PMP, as amended. The LBGP indicates that the
responsibiliies for  planning  within  legal
boundaries of the harbor lie with the Board of
Harbor Commissioners.

PMP: The PMP Public Access, Visual Quality,
and Recreational/Tourist Element “concentrates
on Queensway Bay,” which is a buffer between
the highly industrialized inner port complex and
the waterfront recreation activities of the Port and
City of Long Beach. The visual resources goals
noted in this element include:

e Provide landscaping between recreational

facilities and port industries
¢ Minimize disruptive views

e Improve appearance of Harbor lands at and
along major vehicular approaches

According to the PMP, the most sensitive views
within the PMP planning area include:

e Predominant structures visible to the east
from downtown Long Beach and along ocean
bluffs;

e Ground-level views along the boundary of
Queensway Bay; and

e Ground-level views along Harbor Scenic Drive
from the SB lanes south of Anaheim Street.

The Board of Harbor Commissioners pays
particular attention to color, form, texture, and
scale during the review of proposed projects.
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2.1.7.2 Affected Environment — Project
Study Area

Local Project Visual Setting

The Gerald Desmond Bridge was constructed in
1966 and was seismically upgraded in 1995. The
existing bridge consists of a tied-arch truss
structure with a 409.5-ft (124.8-m) suspended
span (Parsons-HNTB, 2002b). The trusses form
vertical sides to the bridge, connected to one
another by transverse beams, and by stringers
and other members that support the deck. The
main span is a through truss design, where there
are struts and top lateral bracing above the sides
of the two trusses. One drives “through” the
trusses; hence, it is called a through truss bridge
type (Caltrans, 1990). The existing vertical
clearance of the main span is 156 ft (47.5 m)
above MHWL (i.e., 4.6 ft [1.4 m]).

The proposed project site consists mostly of port
and industrial development and is located in a
predominantly flat area at the Port. The eastern
portion of the Gerald Desmond Bridge crosses
Pier D, the main span of the bridge crosses the
Back Channel, and the western portion of the
bridge bisects Piers S and T. Various Port
operations (e.g., container terminal operations,
lumber and oil storage, metal recycling) on Piers
D, E, and T are located south of the existing
bridge. The port and industrial property is
developed with light blue metal shed buildings,
gray cranes and oil storage tanks, and burgundy
cargo containers that tend to dominate the
skylines. Other less-predominant features include
landscaping and trees that are sparsely planted
throughout the Port. The Gerald Desmond Bridge
approach structure and the main-span metal truss
are painted a dull, light blue color.

The cranes, shipping containers, and large metal
storage sheds tend to dominate the Port’s skyline,
and they are generally between 50 ft and 100 ft
(15 m and 30 m) high. They tend to tower above
their surrounding environment and overshadow
open space and other smaller features (e.g., port
vehicles and smaller building structures).
Immediately north of the Gerald Desmond Bridge
on the WB approach are the LBGS (NRG Energy,
Inc.), the SCE high-voltage transmission lines that
cross the Cerritos Channel, and the Pacific
Pipeline System, LLC, tank farm.

The LBGS site consists of a rectangular-shaped
building with four large circular smoke stacks
above the building that stand approximately 150 ft
(45 m) high and transmission towers that cross
the Cerritos Channel. This power plant, along with

the transmission towers, was formerly operated by
SCE, and they were determined to be eligible for
listing in the NRHP (see Section 2.1.8 [Cultural
Resources]). The transmission towers emanating
from the old power plant are approximately 200 ft
(61 m) high, and the vertical clearance afforded by
the transmission lines is currently 153 ft (46.6 m)
above the channel, which is 3 ft (1-m) less than
the existing Gerald Desmond Bridge clearance of
156 ft (47.5 m). The Pacific Pipeline System, LLC,
property is located to the west of the LBGS, and it
has two large oil storage tanks adjacent to the
Gerald Desmond Bridge that are approximately 40
ft (12 m) high. There are four smaller oil storage
tanks that are behind these large ones; however,
they are not visible from the bridge because the
two large oil storage tanks tower over the smaller
ones.

In summary, the large-scale industrial development
that surrounds the proposed project is typical of
development within the Port. The project site is
mostly paved and barren, as there is no
vegetation located on or around the bridge
approach structure and main-span areas.

Regional Project Visual Setting

The proposed project is located in a heavily
urbanized portion of southern California. The
immediate vicinity of the project is characterized
by Port-related industrial uses. The topography of
the study area is flat and has been extensively
modified through port and roadway development
over the last 80 years. Nearly all of the vegetation
are exotic species that have been purposely
introduced (i.e., landscaping) or inadvertently
introduced (i.e., weedy species).

The Ocean Boulevard roadway corridor, which
would contain the proposed replacement bridge,
interchange, and roadway improvements, consists
of open space and urban landscape units. The
Gerald Desmond Bridge spans the Back Channel
connecting the Port’s Inner Harbor and Middle
Harbor. At the east end of the roadway corridor,
Ocean Boulevard crosses the Los Angeles River
into downtown Long Beach and connects to SR
710 to the north. The west end of the corridor
connects to the Terminal Island Freeway (SR 47
and SR 103) to the north. The corridor continues
west as SR 47 through the POLA and crosses the
Vincent Thomas Bridge to connect to the Harbor
Freeway (I-110) in San Pedro. The Outer Harbor
and the Pacific Ocean are located to the south.

The port and industrial development that makes
up most of the study area is characterized by the
large open areas of the port container handling
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and bulk handling infrastructure. Larger structures
near the corridor are the Tidelands Oil Production
Company warehouse (1370 W. Broadway) and
the LBGS power plant building north of Ocean
Boulevard along the west approach to the Gerald
Desmond Bridge. A large area at the western end
of the corridor is vacant or partially vacant, and
undergoing redevelopment as the Pier S container
terminal.

Distant views are provided from the existing
Gerald Desmond Bridge and approach roadways.
In the WB direction, the Palos Verdes Hills
provide a backdrop to POLA, San Pedro, and the
Vincent Thomas suspension bridge. The dominant
visual elements in the EB direction are the
buildings of downtown Long Beach and a
backdrop of nearer hills, such as the Puente Hills.

Viewershed and Viewer Sensitivity

The study area for the proposed project visual
impact analysis is called the viewshed. The
viewshed is all of the areas where physical
changes associated with the proposed
alternatives can be seen, and it is influenced by
the existing topography, vegetation, and
structures. Several viewshed areas have been
evaluated for the quality of view and number of
affected viewers.

The sensitivity of different types of viewers varies
depending upon their activity, their awareness of
the surrounding environment, and their familiarity
with the environment. From most to least
sensitive, viewer types are residents, passive
recreation, business owners, active recreation,
workers, shoppers/business, regular motorists,
and occasional motorists. The following describes
the comparative sensitivity of the various types of
viewers in decreasing order of sensitivity.

Residents

The nearest notable residential area with a view
towards the project is north of PCH (SR 1) and
west of Santa Fe Avenue. It is 2 or more miles
(3 or more kilometers) away from the Gerald
Desmond Bridge. Due to the flat topography and
the north-south and east-west street grid, other
Long Beach residential areas do not have views
of the project area. Residential areas on
east-facing hillsides of San Pedro and the
communities of Palos Verdes Hills have distant
(i.e., 4 mi [6.4 km] and more) views towards the
Gerald Desmond Bridge.

Passive Recreation

The lower Los Angeles River has park and trail
areas in the project vicinity. Transportation

corridors and port/industrial facilities block views
from the west side of the river toward the project.
The Gerald Desmond Bridge, approach roads,
and roadway structures at the SR 710/Ocean
Boulevard interchange are visible from
recreational trails on the east side of the river.

Business Owners

Office towers in downtown Long Beach have
views of the Gerald Desmond Bridge,
approximately 1.5 mi (2.4 km) to the west. Within
the Port, the bridge is generally visible where the
views are not blocked by other structures. The
bridge dominates the views along Pier D Street
near the Back Channel.

Active Recreation

Active recreational opportunities in the project
vicinity include public fishing areas along Harbor
Scenic Drive and adjacent to Pier J; however, this
area faces away from the bridge towards the east
and southeast directions. Other active recreational
opportunities include fishing piers and pedestrian/
skating paths along the east side of the Los
Angeles River; the boat launch at the South Shore
Launch Ramp; the Long Beach Downtown
Marina, also on the east side of the river; and
recreational sailboats in the harbor area located
southeast of the bridge. Views toward the bridge
from the recreation areas east of the river are
limited by the visual barriers of elevated roadways
and port structures, and stacked cargo containers.
There are clear views toward the bridge and
connecting roadways from the active recreation
areas along the east side of the river.

Workers

Most work places in the study area that are
appropriately oriented have views of the project.
This includes wharf workers located within any of
the piers at the Port with a view of the bridge.
Downtown Long Beach office towers with west-
facing windows also have project views.

Shoppers and Businesses

People in the port area on business activity will
have views of the Gerald Desmond Bridge. The
bridge is also visible from the industrial/
manufacturing area north of the port waterways
and south of SR 1.

Regqular Motorists

Ocean Boulevard carries approximately 55,000 vpd
over the Gerald Desmond Bridge. SR 710,
approaching Ocean Boulevard, carries approximately
70,000 vpd, and SR 47 brings approximately
50,000 vpd to and from the west and up to 20,000
vpd to and from the north via the Terminal Island
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Freeway. The west and north approaches via SR
47 provide the clearest views of the Gerald
Desmond Bridge. The bridge is also clearly visible
from the SR 103 section of the Terminal Island
Freeway, which is approximately 1-mi (1.6 km)
north of the bridge.

Occasional Motorists

Occasional motorists are typically nonresident
tourists. The major tourist attraction in the bridge
vicinity is the Queen Mary, which is approximately
2 mi (3.2 km) southeast of the Gerald Desmond
Bridge. The shops and restaurants on the
southwest portion of downtown Long Beach near
Ocean Boulevard and Shoreline Drive are also
tourist attractions. Most tourists are assumed to
approach from the north via SR 710 or from the
northeast via the Queensway Bridge from
downtown Long Beach. They would have views of
the bridge to the west and northwest.

Methodology for Evaluating Visual Quality
at Key Viewpoints

This visual impact assessment was prepared
consistent with the methodologies set forth in the
Port’s Methodology for Visual Impact Assessment
(POLB, 2005c) and FHWA’s Visual Impact
Assessment for Highway Projects (FHWA, 1988).
The following discussion summarizes the
requirements of these methodologies.

Port Methodology
Describe the proposed project site:

e |Is the site predominantly flat, sloped in a
particular direction, or undulating?

e What is the site elevation range of the project
site (above mean sea level)?

o What are the vertical elements already on the
project site (cranes, construction equipment,
etc.)?

o Describe the way the project site fits into the
overall Port environment.

Identify sensitive viewers and the views they
experience:

e From which nearby locations can the project
site be seen?

— Create a viewshed map indicating likely
locations from which the project site could
be visible. Identify the different uses and
features (elevated roadways and bridges,
parks and open space areas, commercial
areas, recreational boating facilities, etc.).

— On a clear day, take photos toward the
project site. On the photos, use arrows to
identify the project site location (even if it
is obscured by intermediate features), as
well as one or two landmarks (bridges,
other Port facilities, local features, etc.).
On the viewshed map, record the
direction that the photo was taken.

Record the distance between the viewer and
the project site, and the direction of the view.

— Measure the distance in miles or feet as
appropriate, and record the direction from
the view to the project site (north, south-
east, etc.).

What viewer types can see the project site
from each location?

— Commuters, residents, recreational users,
business owners, etc.

What is the perceived and designated
importance of the view and the location from
which the view was taken?

— Viewer expectation is what the viewer
anticipates should be in the location,
based on the setting. For most Port
projects within the confines of the existing
developed Port areas, the viewer would
anticipate an industrialized setting.

— Determine  whether a feature is
designated as important. Analyze whether
the proposed project would be visible
from that location and, if so, identify the
view as a preliminary key view to carry
forward for analysis.

What are the dominant elements of each
view?

— Describe each location and the existing
view from that location in terms of the
features in the foreground (within 0.5-mi
[0.8-km]), middle ground (0.5- to 1-mi
[0.8- to 1.6 km]) and background (more
than 1-mi [1.6 km]).

— Describe each existing view in terms of
the following, as applicable:

o Line — the dominant lines in terms of
vertical, horizontal, diagonal, etc., and
the sharpness or softness of corners.

o Color — the value (lightness or
darkness), degree of reflectivity (shiny
or dull) and hue (red, green, yellow,
etc.) of the color.
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o Form - the visual mass or bulk
(square, cylindrical). Describe the
dominant shape of features viewed
from the key view.

o Texture - describe the surface
coarseness or smoothness.

— Describe the relationship between the
elements within each existing view.

o Dominance: Which element do you
notice first?

o Scale: Which elements are larger or
smaller?

o Diversity: Are the elements in the
view similar to each other or different?

o Continuity: Do the dominant
elements continue throughout the
scene, or are they scattered or
irregularly placed?

e For how long would each existing view be
experienced?

— For passing motorists, if the view is
oblique and would require the motorist to
turn their head more than 45 degrees in
either direction, the view would be fleeting
or not readily apparent. By comparison, a
residential view would be a more constant
and enduring image.

e What would be visible at night?

- Nighttime site visits to a selection of the
key observation points may assist in
determining the features that can be seen
from a given area.

FHWA Methodology

The viewshed is divided into landscape units,
which are areas of distinct, but not necessarily
homogenous, visual character. The primary
landscape units are the Urban Landscape Unit
and the Open Landscape Unit. These are
described in further detail below under Viewshed
and Key Viewpoints. Typical views, called key
viewpoints, are selected from each type of these
landscape units to represent different types of
views or landscape units (see Exhibit 2.1.7-1).
The motorists’ view is represented by an
additional viewpoint called the "View from the
Freeway."

The existing visual quality of the viewpoints was
judged by three criteria: vividness, intactness, and
unity:

Vividness is the visual power or memorability of
landscape components as they combine in
striking and distinctive patterns.

Intactness is the visual integrity of the visual
environment and its freedom from encroaching
elements.

Unity is the visual coherence and compositional
harmony of the landscape when considered as a
whole.

Urban Landscape Unit

This landscape unit is characterized by buildings
of generally two types: multi-story office or
apartment buildings; and very large, one- to two-
story buildings such as offices, warehouses, or
factories. Large areas of open space, consisting
of landscaping, undeveloped land, or more
commonly, parking lots, often separate the
buildings. Despite the landscaping, these areas
are dominated by hard surfaces, including the
buildings themselves and the surrounding paved
areas. Views within the Urban Landscape Unit are
often extensive, especially from the upper floors of
tall buildings.

An assessment was made to determine if the
Gerald Desmond Bridge is visible from the San
Pedro area. Various potential viewpoints along
Harbor Boulevard (i.e., Harbor Boulevard to the
Vincent Thomas Bridge on-ramp) and Beacon
Street (i.e., Beacon Street to Palos Verdes) were
surveyed to determine if the Gerald Desmond
Bridge was visible from these viewpoints. Harbor
Boulevard was chosen due to its close proximity
to the Los Angeles Harbor, and Beacon Street
was chosen due to its higher elevation and better
vantage point of the Los Angeles Harbor. In
addition, a survey was conducted on the 10" floor
of the Sheraton Los Angeles Harbor Hotel located
between 6" Street and Palos Verdes to determine
if the Gerald Desmond Bridge is visible from this
viewpoint. The surveys concluded that the Gerald
Desmond Bridge was not visible anywhere within
these locations. The gantry cranes, cargo ships,
and oil storage tanks located within the POLA and
the Vincent Thomas Bridge in the foreground
obstructed any potential views of the Gerald
Desmond Bridge.

The only bridge structure that was visible from this
area, other than the Vincent Thomas Bridge, was
the vertical abutments of the Schuyler Heim
Bridge, which is located northeast of the Vincent
Thomas Bridge.

Urban Landscape Unit — Viewpoint 1: Viewpoint 1
(Exhibit 2.1.7-2) is the Urban Landscape Unit
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viewpoint from the Port Administration Building
(925 Harbor Plaza), which is located
approximately 1-mi (1.6 km) southeast of the
Gerald Desmond Bridge. Office buildings on the
western edge of downtown Long Beach are visible
from this viewpoint. The foreground of this view is
dominated by paved-access roadways, containers,
trailer storage and staging areas, and
administrative buildings. The middle ground is
dominated by the California United Terminals at
Pier E and gray tanks. The Gerald Desmond
Bridge is in the background of this view, where
other large port/industrial structures — in particular,
the cargo container gantry cranes — compete for
the viewer's attention. Development is located
adjacent to the piers and roads. The buildings and
cargo containers are mostly rectangular shaped
and appear to be continuous in the foreground
and background, which adds to the horizontal line
of the view. Located in the background are tall
cranes, transmission towers, refineries, and the
existing Gerald Desmond Bridge, which are all of
various shapes and heights.

The dominant features in the background present
a sense of continuity with their vertical height.
Prevalent colors, such as the light blue metal shed
building (Coke Shed) to the left (northwest), the
gray paved-access roads and cranes in the
background view, and the burgundy cargo
containers, tend to dominate the skylines from this
viewpoint. Because the photo was taken at a
higher elevation from the Port's Administration
Building, the features tend to appear relatively
smooth in texture, particularly the light blue roof of
the metal shed building west of the Port’s
Administration Building. Generally, the viewpoint
does not change from this perspective because
the viewers are looking at the bridge from a
stationary location. The vividness is rated as
moderate, as the gantry cranes and cargo
containers from this viewpoint are common
features. Its intactness and unity are rated as low,
with the presence of scattered Port-related uses,
including roadways, large oil storage tanks, and
cargo containers.

Urban Landscape Unit — Viewpoint 2: Viewpoint 2
(Exhibit 2.1.7-3) is the view looking west along
Pier D Street from in front of the G-P Gypsum
Corporation offices. The bridge approach roadway
is approximately 650 ft (198 m) southwest of this
viewpoint. The viewers from this location tend to
be office workers, motorists, and the Port’s
maintenance workers.

The foreground view is dominated by G-P
Gypsum  Corporation  buildings that are

representative of the scale of one- and two-story
buildings that are interspersed along this street,
which is one of the older areas of the Port. The
Gerald Desmond Bridge main span is in the
middle ground view. The main span is
approximately 0.5-mi (0.8-km) away from the G-P
Gypsum Corporation offices. The background
view consists of power poles adjacent to the
Gerald Desmond Bridge and its north bridge span
approach. The dominant sight lines from this
viewpoint tend to be vertical power line poles
along Pier D Street. The semi-glossy yellow G-P
Gypsum Corporation office buildings, which are
located northeast of the bridge, appear brighter
than the other elements. Other than the
landscaping consisting of trees and groundcover
that are adjacent to Pier D Street on the fill slope
to the left of the picture (i.e., southwest), the
predominant shape of the features from this view
are vertical ftransmission lines. The office
buildings, parking lot, and road in the foreground
appear to have a smooth texture. Viewers looking
at the elements from a moving vehicle on Pier D
Street would experience a difference in the
dominance and scale of the features, as they are
either moving towards or away from the Gerald
Desmond Bridge, whereas the office and Port’s
maintenance workers would not experience a
change in the perspective because they are
looking at the bridge from a stationary location.
The vividness is rated as moderate due to the
presence of the vertical electrical lines and the
elevated landscape fill slope from this viewpoint;
however, the landscaping of the fill slope along
the south edge of the street adds a degree of
unity. Its intactness and unity are rated as low,
with the Pier D Street roadway separating the
features from this view, which consists of the
bridge to the south and additional electrical lines
adjacent to the roadway to the north.

Urban Landscape Unit — Viewpoint 3: Viewpoint 3
(Exhibit 2.1.7-4) is a view looking south on Pico
Avenue north of the Pier D Street intersection.
The viewer types from this location are generally
truckers, motorists, and workers of the businesses
in this area with a south-facing view.

The foreground view consists of the SR 710 SB
to Ocean Boulevard ramp, Port Petroleum
Company, AERA Energy Tank, and trees adjacent
to the east side of Pico Avenue, which are visible
on the left side (i.e., southeast) of the picture. The
SR 710 ramp has an approximate vertical height
of 18 ft (5.4 m) above Pico Avenue, making it the
dominant element in the foreground. The ramp
crosses Pico Avenue approximately 900 ft (274 m)
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Exhibit 2.1.7-2
Viewpoint 1 — View to the Northwest from the Port Administration Building

Proposed Project
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Exhibit 2.1.7-3
Viewpoint 2 — View to the West on Pier D Street
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Exhibit 2.1.7-4
Viewpoint 3 — View to the South on Pico Avenue North of Pier D Street
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beyond the intersection. The middle ground view
consists of the Gerald Desmond Bridge, which is
visible on the far right (i.e., southwest). Other than
the gantry cranes, the background views are not
generally visible because the surrounding
foreground features, such as the SR 710 ramp,
Port Petroleum Company building, trees, and
truck scale, dominate the view from this location.
The dominant sight lines from this viewpoint tend
to be horizontal along the SR 710 ramp and the
Pico Avenue roadway. The transmission lines
form a vertical mass on the east and west sides of
this view. This viewpoint appears to be mostly
light brown and gray, as the unpaved dirt parcels
adjacent to the road and at the truck scale are the
dominating features in the foreground. Because
the paved road (i.e., Pico Avenue) and adjacent
dirt parcels are in the foreground, the texture
appears to be relatively smooth. The passing
motorists or truckers driving toward or away from
Pier D Street on Pico Avenue would experience a
change in the dominance, scale, and diversity of
the view because they are in a moving vehicle
and would likely have to turn their head more than
45 degrees in either direction, which would cause
the view to be oblique. With the exception of the
moving vehicles on Pico Avenue and the SR 710
ramp, viewers in this area with a south-facing view
would not experience a change in the features.
This viewpoint is rated low for vividness,
intactness, and unity, as the Pico Avenue and Pier
D Street roadways and the large vacant shoulder
area located to the northwest corner of Pico
Avenue and Pier D Street tend to be the
dominating horizontal features of this view.

Urban Landscape Unit — Viewpoint 4: Viewpoint 4
(Exhibit 2.1.7-5) is a view looking to the west from
downtown at the Long Beach Hilton,
approximately 1-mi (1.6 km) east of the Gerald
Desmond Bridge. The Long Beach Hilton is
located at the northeast quadrant of Ocean
Boulevard and Shoreline Drive. This area of
downtown Long Beach generally has high-rise
office towers. The viewers from this area consist
of office workers, hotel guests, and tourists with a
west-facing view.

The foreground view consists of the Ocean
Boulevard and Shoreline Drive intersection, which
is visible in the center of the picture. The Ocean
Boulevard on-ramp to SR 710, via the Gerald
Desmond Bridge, is visible to the center,
approximately 0.25-mi (0.4-km) from this foreground
view. Also prevalent in the foreground are mature
trees that provide canopy to the sides of the
adjacent office buildings and the vertical street

light poles on Ocean Boulevard and Shoreline
Drive. These trees shield a full view of the bridge.
The middle ground and background features from
this viewpoint consist of the Ocean Boulevard WB
ramp to the Gerald Desmond Bridge and the
main-span approach of the bridge; however,
viewers generally see the more-dominating gray
paved roads, the green canopy trees, and patches
of grass adjacent to the roads that are in the
foreground. The paved roads and massive
buildings give them a relatively smooth texture,
while the canopy of the mature trees adds a
slightly more coarse texture. The passing
motorists driving towards or away from Ocean
Boulevard would experience a change in the
dominance, scale, and diversity of the view
because they are in a moving vehicle and would
likely have to turn their head more than 45
degrees in either direction, which would cause the
view to be oblique; however, hotel guests,
tourists, and office workers with a west-facing
view would have a more constant and enduring
image of the bridge and the surrounding
elements. This viewpoint is rated low for
vividness, intactness, and unity, as the Ocean
Boulevard and Shoreline Drive roadways and the
trees in the foreground tend to be the dominating
features of this view. These dominating features
are scattered throughout this view; however, the
National Bank office building located southwest of
this view adds a degree of unity.

Open Landscape Unit

The Open Landscape Unit includes the Los
Angeles River, the Back Channel, and the public
open space along the Los Angeles River on the
east side of the project study area. The Gerald
Desmond Bridge crosses over the Back Channel
area, which also includes Pier C northeast of the
project site. The open space area includes City of
Long Beach public parks, aquarium, and marina.
It is characterized by large areas with limited
amounts of hardscape or buildings. Viewpoints 5
and 6 represent the key viewpoint for the Open
Landscape Unit that is along the Los Angeles
River at the Golden Shore Marine Reserve
(Exhibits 2.1.7-6 and 2.1.7-7). This viewpoint is
typical of the view from open space areas along
the east side of the river that are accessible to the
public, located approximately 1-mi (1.6 km) away
from the Gerald Desmond Bridge.

Open Landscape Units — Viewpoints 5 and 6:
Viewpoints 5 and 6 (Exhibits 2.1.7-6 and 2.1.7-7)
are views to the northwest and north from Golden
Shore Marine Reserve, respectively. This area is
approximately 1-mi (1.6 km) from the Gerald
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Desmond Bridge. The viewers from this location
are generally visitors at the Golden Shore Marine
Reserve, residents at the Golden Shore RV
Resort, and office workers at the California State
University and College Headquarters.

The gantry cranes, transmission towers, and other
industrial features in the background of the photo
are common elements from this viewpoint. With
the exception of the arch truss on the main span
of the Gerald Desmond Bridge, the other
elements from this viewpoint are vertical elements
that protrude into the skyline. The immediate
vicinity of this area generally has more
landscaping than the Port. The dominant
elements from these viewpoints are the
transmission towers and cranes located towards
the north side of Viewpoints 5 and 6 (Exhibits
2.1.7-6 and 2.1.7-7).

The foreground view along the Los Angeles River
at the Golden Shore Marine Reserve consists of
the river, Harbor Scenic Way Drive, and the
California United Terminals at Pier E. The middle
ground view consists of the Gerald Desmond
Bridge and transmission towers. These viewpoints
have more vivid colors compared to the other
viewpoints throughout the Port. There are patches
of landscaping to the north side of Viewpoint 6
(Exhibit 2.1.7-7) towards the RV Resort and within
the Golden Shore Marine Reserve. The berms in
the foreground appear as a brown coarse texture
and are composed of large boulders. Also
prevalent in the foreground are the white RVs
parked at the RV Resort to the right of the photo
(i.e., northwest). Visitors at the Golden Shore
Marine Reserve, residents at the Golden Shore
RV Resort, and office workers at the California
State University and College Headquarters would
have a constant and enduring view of the Gerald
Desmond Bridge. These viewpoints rate high for
vividness. Its intactness is moderate due to
encroachment of the visual elements of the
Golden Shore RV Resort (101 Golden Shore
Avenue). South of this viewpoint, intactness of
views toward the river is high. The unity of these
viewpoints is high, with the water shoreline and
shoreline trail providing a unifying element. The
overall visual quality at the Open Landscape
Viewpoint is rated as high.

Water approach views from the south may also be
considered as within the Open Landscape Unit.
Public roadway access south of the bridge ends in
the central portion of Pier J, southwest of the
bridge. Views of the bridge from the public
roadway are obscured by Port facilities and
stacked cargo containers. There are unobscured

views of the Gerald Desmond Bridge from the
south in the Outer and Inner Harbors.

Open Landscape Unit — Viewpoint 7: Viewpoint 7
(Exhibit 2.1.7-8) is a view looking to the south
from Pier C, located northeast of the Gerald
Desmond Bridge. This key viewpoint represents
the Open Landscape Unit that is on the southeast
portion of the Back Channel along Pier C. This
viewpoint is typical of the view from the open
space areas at Pier C, which are accessible to
Port workers. Port workers facing south at Pier C
would have a view of the Gerald Desmond Bridge
in the foreground.

The foreground view from this location consists of
container ships near the Back Channel, the
Connolly Pacific Company facilities and cranes at
Pier D, the Gerald Desmond Bridge, and the
LBGS. The Gerald Desmond Bridge is a
dominating feature from this viewpoint, located at
approximately 0.25-mi (0.4-km) from the wharf of
Pier C to the WB approach of the bridge. The arch
truss design of the main span tends to be a
dominating feature of the bridge, as most
elements in this view are either horizontal or
vertical masses. The LBGS, located adjacent to
the bridge at the WB direction, is the next most
visible element on the right side (northwest) of the
picture. The rectangular building, along with the
circular smoke stacks, competes for the viewer’s
attention because they are the most massive
objects located in the northwest limits of the
Gerald Desmond Bridge from this viewpoint. The
middle ground view consists of the transmission
towers located to the far right (i.e., northwest of
the bridge). These transmission towers appear
closer than their actual distance of approximately
1-mi (1.6 km) because they are approximately 200
ft (61 m) high. The transmission towers are the
tallest elements from this viewpoint. The
background view consists of cranes and
containers at Pier T. The elements from this
viewpoint tend to blend in with the blue sky and
water. The light brown color of the LBGS is the
main color that stands out from the physical
features of this view. The Port workers looking
south from the Pier C wharf would have a
constant and enduring image of the new bridge
and the surrounding elements. This viewpoint is
rated moderate for vividness, intactness, and
unity. The close proximity of the Gerald Desmond
Bridge structure and the LBGS tends to create
added unity and intactness, and these features
also create striking and distinctive horizontal and
vertical patterns.
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Exhibit 2.1.7-5
Viewpoint 4 — Existing View to the West from Downtown
at the Long Beach Hilton Hotel Pool Area
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Exhibit 2.1.7-6
Viewpoint 5 — View to the Northwest from Golden Shore Marine Reserve
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Exhibit 2.1.7-7
Viewpoint 6 — Existing View to the Northwest and North
from Golden Shore Marine Reserve
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Exhibit 2.1.7-8
Viewpoint 7 — Existing View to the South from the Pier C Wharf
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Views from Area Freeways and Ocean Boulevard

The greatest number of viewers in the viewshed is
the passing motorists and truckers on the freeway
system. These viewers generally have a moderate
to low sensitivity to the visual environment due to
their concentration on driving and their focus on
their destinations.

SR 710 from the North and Ocean Boulevard
from the East — Viewpoints 8 and 9: Viewpoints 8
and 9 (Exhibits 2.1.7-9 and 2.1.7-10) have no or
limited views of the Gerald Desmond Bridge from
SB SR 710 south of 1-405 due to the screening
along the west side of the freeway by vegetation,
soundwalls, and industrial development. Views
southwest to the bridge begin to open up as the
Port is entered south of Anaheim Street. In this
area, the bridge is well to the west of the SB
freeway. Viewpoint 8 (Exhibit 2.1.7-9), a photograph
taken on SB SR 710 at Pier C Street 0.75-mi (1.2 km)
from the bridge, is representative of views toward
the bridge from the southernmost section of SR 710.
As the driver approaches the Ocean Boulevard
interchange, roadway structures obstruct bridge
views.

The viewer types from this viewpoint are passing
motorists and truckers on SR 710. The foreground
view consists of Long Beach Sportfishing at
Queen’s Wharf and the Back Channel. The middle
ground view is the Gerald Desmond Bridge. The
background view is generally not visible from this
vantage point, as it is obstructed by the bridge
approaches and the buildings in the foreground.
The power lines and the white roof of the large
building (Long Beach Sportfishing at Queen’s
Wharf) in the foreground tend to be dominating
elements. The square masses of the industrial
and commercial buildings in the foreground tend
to be repetitive in this view. The passing motorists
and truckers from this viewpoint would have a
view that is fleeting and oblique, as they are
driving either away from or towards the Gerald
Desmond Bridge. Vividness is low. Numerous
large roadway structures are coming in and out of
the driver's and passenger's fields of view.
Intactness and unity are low. There are numerous
driving decision points and no dominant unifying
features until vehicles enter the immediate vicinity
of the Gerald Desmond Bridge approach west of
Pico Avenue.

Viewpoint 9 (Exhibit 2.1.7-10) is the view from the
Pico Avenue on-ramp to WB Ocean Boulevard.
The viewer type is passing motorists and truckers.
The viewers’ expectation from this viewpoint is

that of a road that is ascending towards the main
span of the bridge.

The foreground view of the bridge and
approaches is unobstructed and directly ahead.
The bridge and approaches obstruct the middle
ground and background views from this ascending
Pico Avenue on-ramp viewpoint. The color from
this viewpoint tends to be monochromatic, as the
road, bridge approach, main span, surrounding
buildings, and the light and transmission poles are
different shades of gray. Because this area is
approximately 0.5-mi (0.8-km) from the main span
truss and at an ascending approach, the main
span of the bridge appears to be the most
dominating element. The other dominant elements
in this view are the road, the vertical light poles
and transmission lines, and the other vehicles that
are in the line of sight. Other than the arch truss of
the main span of the bridge, the visual mass tends
to be square as the motorists and truckers
approach the buildings and other vehicles to the
right. The passing motorists and truckers from this
viewpoint would have a view that is fleeting and
oblique, as they are driving either away from or
towards the Gerald Desmond Bridge. Vividness
increases to moderate as the Gerald Desmond
Bridge is approached. Intactness also increases
to moderate, as there are fewer encroaching
visual elements west of Pico Avenue. Unity is low
to moderate. Outside of the roadway envelope,
there is low cohesion of visual elements.

Gerald Desmond Bridge WB — Viewpoint 10:
Viewpoint 10 (Exhibit 2.1.7-11) is representative
of the view from the WB lanes of the bridge on the
downgrade. Passing motorists and truckers are
the viewer types. The massive cranes, oil storage
tanks, transmission towers, and the SERRF,
which is a rectangular building with a smoke stack
to the north and northwest, are dominating
elements.

The brown oil storage tanks and unpaved brown
dirt parcels are the prevailing color from this
viewpoint. From the foreground viewpoint of
passenger vehicle occupants, the railing on the
outside barrier obscures the view perpendicular to
the roadway. The oil storage tanks next to the
LBGS property are visible adjacent to the railings
on the north side of the bridge. Behind the oil
storage tanks are two massive SCE transmission
towers that cross the Cerritos Channel. Looking in
the direction of travel, the hills of the Palos Verdes
Peninsula are visible in the background view,
while port and industrial facilities occupy the
foreground. A portion of the Vincent Thomas
Bridge is visible to the far northwest in the
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background of the picture. The open area in the
middle ground is the former Pier S oil production
site, which the Port has proposed converting into
a marine cargo terminal. Also visible in the middle
ground is the vertical mass support towers for the
Schuyler Heim Bridge. The passing motorists and
truckers from this viewpoint would have a view
that is fleeting and oblique, as they are driving
either away from or towards the Gerald Desmond
Bridge and other objects that are within the line of
sight. This viewpoint is rated low-moderate for
vividness and low for intactness and unity. There
are no shoulders on either side of the bridge that
would allow motorists to stop and view the
surrounding environment, and the viewing angle
of the elements described above require the
motorist to turn their head; therefore, the ability of
the viewer to perceive the striking and distinctive
patterns of the features in this viewpoint becomes
more difficult. The intactness and unity are low, as
the large areas of vacant land and the scattered
vertical masses dominate this view.

Gerald Desmond Bridge EB — Viewpoint 11:
Viewpoint 11 (Exhibit 2.1.7-12) is a view from the
EB Gerald Desmond Bridge approaching the SR 710/
Pico Avenue interchange. Passing motorists and
truckers are the viewer type. The rectangular taller
buildings of downtown Long Beach are in the
background south of the roadway alignment. At
the time that this photograph was taken,
temporary construction barriers and visual
screening of the work area obscured the view
alongside the roadway.

The permanent traffic barrier and bridge railing
also obscure the view to the side, but to a lesser
degree. For the driver, the need to keep attention
on traffic conditions, particularly through the
interchange, limits the opportunity to observe the
view from this location. Further east on the
roadway, the interchange ramps to and from SR 710
are the dominant visual elements. The passing
motorists and truckers from this viewpoint would
have a view that is fleeting and oblique, as they
are driving either away from or towards the Gerald
Desmond Bridge and other features, such as the
office buildings that are within the line of sight.
Vividness is low to moderate. Numerous large
roadway structures are coming in and out of the
motorist’s field of view. Although the downtown
Long Beach high-rise buildings add unity, the
permanent traffic barrier and the fencing to the
south of the roadway block the viewer’s ability to
see the elements. The downtown Long Beach
high-rise buildings, which increase in intactness
and unity as one drives towards them, generally

provide low visual integrity (i.e., intactness) and
coherence (i.e., unity) due to the distance from the
Gerald Desmond Bridge.

Terminal Island Freeway (SR 47) SB - Viewpoint
12: Viewpoint 12 (Exhibit 2.1.7-13) shows the
view to the southwest near the Terminal Island
Freeway intersection with Ocean Boulevard.
Passing motorists and truckers are the viewers
from this viewpoint. The existing Gerald Desmond
Bridge and its west approach are visible beyond
the Pier S redevelopment area.

The middle ground view consists of the unpaved
lot that is the property of the Long Beach Harbor
Department and the LBGS in the background. The
other distinct elements in this view are the light
brown LBGS exhaust stacks to the north of the
bridge, SCE transmission lines crossing the
Cerritos Channel to the north, power line poles
scattered throughout the view, and the large fuel
storage tanks north of the power plant. The
passing motorists and truckers on SR 47 have a
fleeting and oblique view, as they are driving
either away from or towards the Gerald Desmond
Bridge and other objects that are within the line of
sight. This viewpoint is rated low for vividness,
intactness, and unity. One would have to turn at
an approximate 90-degree angle towards the
Gerald Desmond Bridge and other features
adjacent to it while driving on SR 47 to see this
view, which makes the visual quality of this
viewpoint less distinctive and memorable. It is
important to note that there are no shoulders or
areas where one would be able to stop and have
a stationary view of the bridge from this viewpoint.

2.1.7.3 Environmental Consequences

Evaluation Criteria

The proposed project would have a significant
impact if it were to result in any of the following:

e Resultin a high degree of contrast to sensitive
viewers compared to the existing condition of
surrounding areas;

e Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic
vista;

e Substantially degrade the existing character
or quality of the site and its surroundings;

e Create a new source of substantial light or
glare that would adversely affect day or
nighttime views in the area;

e Obstruct or impair important views from a
public roadway or scenic vista;
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Exhibit 2.1.7-9
Viewpoint 8 — View to the Southwest from SR 710 at Pier C Street
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Exhibit 2.1.7-10
Viewpoint 9 — View to the West on Pico Avenue On-Ramp to Ocean Boulevard
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Exhibit 2.1.7-11
Viewpoint 10 — View to the West from the Gerald Desmond Bridge

Exhibit 2.1.7-12
Viewpoint 11 — View to the East from the Gerald Desmond Bridge
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Exhibit 2.1.7-13
Viewpoint 12 — Existing View to the East from SR 47 North of Ocean Boulevard
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e Result in substantial modification to natural
topography through grading or retaining walls, or;

e Result in substantial removal of natural

vegetation.

The Port's Methodology for Visual Impact
Assessment (POLB, 2005c) and FHWA'’s Visual
Impact Assessment for highway projects (FHWA,
1988) provide guidance to help gauge the potential
effects of the project from different viewpoints. For
instance, this analysis characterizes the
importance of each viewpoint, determining whether
it is of frequent use and describing who the users
are from each viewpoint, and characterizing
whether the existing and the new bridge would be
consistent with the surrounding environment.

No Action Alternative

There would be no effects on visual resources
under the No Action Alternative.

Construction and Demolition Impacts

North-side Alignment Alternative

During construction and demolition, heavy
construction equipment and machinery would be
present in the project area. Cranes would be the
only equipment that may be visible from the
viewpoints previously discussed. All equipment
used in construction and demolition of the project
would have a minor, temporary effect on views and
would be removed upon completion of the project.

South-side Alignment Alternative

Effects during construction and demolition under
the South-side Alignment Alternative would be the
same as those described under the North-side
Alignment Alternative.

Rehabilitation Alternative

During construction, heavy construction
equipment and machinery would be present in the
project area. Cranes would be the only equipment
that may be visible from the viewpoints previously
discussed. All equipment used in construction and
demolition of the project would have a minor,
temporary effect on views and would be removed
upon completion of the project.

Operational Impacts

North-side Alignment Alternative

Analysis of Viewshed Effects: A Viewshed
Effects Analysis was completed to determine if
either the Gerald Desmond Bridge or the
replacement bridge would be visible from the San
Pedro area. It was concluded that the existing
bridge is not visible from any of the viewpoints

surveyed. It was also concluded that the replacement
bridge would not be visible from the San Pedro
Area, because large structures, such as
transmission towers, container cranes, and cargo
ships, in the foreground of the POLA are above
the height of elements that would otherwise be
visible in the middle ground and background.
Although the two mast towers of the new bridge
are higher than the current bridge main span,
foreground elements of the POLA would remain at
higher elevations.

The North-side Alignment Alternative would alter
the existing view of the project area from the City of
Long Beach recreation areas along the east bank
of the Los Angeles River. This area is located
approximately 1-mi (1.6 km) east of the Gerald
Desmond Bridge. The higher and longer new
bridge structure would be more visible than the
existing structure and approach roadways. The
new bridge would be viewed against a backdrop
of large structures, such as power transmission
towers and container cranes. The contemporary
design of the bridge, which incorporates the
support cables, would be compatible with the
existing industrial development.

Viewpoint 6a (Exhibit 2.1.7-14) is a daytime
computer simulation of the North-side Alignment
Alternative from Viewpoint 6 (Exhibit 2.1.7-7) near
the east bank of the Los Angeles River and from
the public trail along the river. Viewers from this
location are generally visitors at the Golden Shore
Marine Reserve, residents at the Golden Shore
RV Resort, and office workers at the California
State University and College Headquarters.

The new bridge towers would appear similar in
height and size to the closer downtown Long
Beach buildings near the river. The new bridge
would be viewed against the foreground of the
river and landscape of the western shore.
Compared to the existing view, the replacement
bridge would be a stronger visual element against
the gantry cranes and power transmission and
lighting towers in the port. The bridge towers in
the background would increase the vividness of
this view. The diversity and continuity of this view
would appear similar to the existing bridge, as the
two mast towers and the support cables of the
new bridge main span would be designed in a
manner that forms two contemporary triangular-
shaped elements that would be above the height
of the horizon. These features would be
compatible with the built environment because
existing cranes and transmission lines are at
similar heights. The proposed bridge would be of
a modern architectural design that utilizes colors,
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materials, and forms that are compatible with the
existing industrial development. Visitors at the
Golden Shore Marine Reserve, residents at the
Golden Shore RV Resort, and office workers at
the California State University and College
Headquarters would have a constant and
enduring view of the new bridge. There would be
a positive effect in this scenic vista. The proposed
bridge replacement would not block public views.
In fact, the vertical masses of the new bridge
would be compatible with the existing vertical
cranes in the skyline, thereby enhancing the view.
This viewpoint is rated high for vividness. Its
intactness is moderate due to encroachment of
the visual elements of the Golden Shore RV
Resort. South of this viewpoint, intactness of
views toward the river is high. The unity of these
viewpoints is high, with the shoreline and trail
providing a unifying element.

The North-side Alignment Alternative would not
damage scenic resources. Vegetation removal
would be restricted to landscaping plantings in the
Ocean Boulevard/SR 710/Pico Avenue interchange
areas. The North-side Alignment Alternative would
not substantially degrade the existing visual
character or quality of the site and its surroundings
from SR 47 north of Ocean Boulevard.

Viewpoint 12a (Exhibit 2.1.7-15) is a daytime
computer simulation of the new bridge, west
approach, and reconstructed Terminal Island
interchange from the Terminal Island Freeway
north of its intersection with Ocean Boulevard.
Passing motorists and truckers are the viewers
from this viewpoint. The existing condition from
this viewpoint is shown in Viewpoint 12 (Exhibit
2.1.7-13) and is approximately 1-mi (1.6 km) from
the Gerald Desmond Bridge.

From this viewpoint, the new bridge, with higher
roadways than the existing bridge, and the two
towers, along with the support cable, would be
more visually prominent than the existing
structure. The Terminal Island interchange would
be closer to the Terminal Island Freeway and also
more prominent from this viewpoint than the
existing structure. Compared to the existing view,
the new bridge would be a stronger visual element
against the smoke stacks of the LBGS, the
transmission towers, and the gantry cranes. The
two mast towers and the support cables on the
new bridge main span would be designed in a
manner that forms two contemporary triangular-
shaped elements that are architecturally
compatible with the vertical smoke stacks of the
LBGS, the vertical transmission towers, and the
gantry cranes. The towers and diagonal support

cables would provide a sense of diversity to the
environment, along with the oil storage tanks. The
passing motorists and truckers on SR 47 would
have a fleeting and oblique view, as they are
driving either away from or towards the new
bridge and other features that are within the line of
sight; however, the viewer would have a longer
view of the more massive triangular-shaped
towers of the bridge as they are driving either
towards or away from the new bridge. The
vividness and intactness of this view would
increase, and the contemporary design of the new
bridge would be aesthetically compatible with the
elements in the surrounding environment. The
new bridge would not block any public views.

The North-side Alignment Alternative would alter
the existing view of the project area from the
Pier C area north of the Gerald Desmond Bridge,
which is located approximately 0.5-mi (0.8-km)
away. This viewpoint is typical of the view from
the open space areas at Pier C, which are
accessible to south-facing Port workers. Currently,
the existing Gerald Desmond Bridge is a
dominating feature when facing south at the
Pier C wharf. The current bridge span and main
span are visible in the foreground during the day.
The existing bridge is viewed against a backdrop
of large structures, such as the LBGS,
transmission towers, cargo ships, and container
cranes. The new bridge would be a more-
dominating feature from this viewpoint during the
daytime because the new bridge would be higher
than the old bridge (approximately 50 ft [15 m]
higher), and the two mast triangular-shaped
towers, along with the support cabling, would be
the main features of the bridge.

Viewpoint 7a (Exhibit 2.1.7-16) is a daytime
computer simulation of the North-side Alignment
Alternative from Viewpoint 7 (Exhibit 2.1.7-8) at
the Pier C wharf north of the Gerald Desmond
Bridge. The new bridge towers and support
cabling would appear larger in height and size
than the old Gerald Desmond Bridge.

The bridge would be viewed against the
background of the Port's cranes and cargo
containers on Pier T to the southwest. The new
bridge would also be viewed against a backdrop
of large structures, such as the LBGS,
transmission towers, cargo ships, and container
cranes. Compared to the existing daytime view,
the new bridge would be a stronger visual element
against the cargo ships, gantry cranes, and
transmission towers in the POLA. Although the
new bridge appears more massive from this
viewpoint, the Port workers looking south from the
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Exhibit 2.1.7-14
Viewpoint 6A — Daytime Simulation of the Proposed Project
(View to Northwest and North from Golden Shore Marine Reserve)

Exhibit 2.1.7-15
Viewpoint 12A- Daytime Simulation of the Proposed Project
(View to the East from SR 47 North of Ocean Boulevard)
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Exhibit 2.1.7-16
Viewpoint 7A — Daytime Simulation of the Proposed Project
(View to the South from the Pier C Wharf)
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Pier C wharf would only experience a slight
change when comparing the existing bridge with
the new bridge during the day, in terms of the
dominance, scale, diversity, and continuity of the
view. The vertical towers of the new bridge would
appear to be more consistent than the existing arch
truss bridge against the vertical smoke stacks and
transmission towers in its surroundings. The
vertical mast towers of the new bridge are
consistent with the surrounding transmission
towers and smoke stacks of the LBGS. The bridge
towers and supporting cables in the foreground
would increase the vividness of this view. There
would be a positive effect in this scenic vista. The
North-side Alignment Alternative would not damage
scenic resources or block views.

Viewpoint 7b (Exhibit 2.1.7-17) is a nighttime
computer simulation of the North-side Alignment
Alternative from Viewpoint 7 (Exhibit 2.1.7-8) at
the Pier C wharf north of the Gerald Desmond
Bridge. The new bridge towers and support
cabling would appear larger in height and size
than the old Gerald Desmond Bridge. This
simulation can also be compared to Viewpoint 7a
(Exhibit 2.1.7-16), which is a daytime simulation of
the same view.

The bridge is viewed against the background of the
lighting in Pier T to the southwest. The new bridge
would also be viewed against a backdrop of large
structures, such as the LBGS, transmission towers,
cargo ships, and container cranes. These features
would be visible from this viewpoint at night;
however, because they do not have their own
source of lighting, their visibility tends to fade as one
moves further away from the area. Compared to the
existing nighttime view, the new bridge would be a
stronger visual element against the cargo ships,
gantry cranes, and power transmission and lighting
sources in the POLA. Although the new bridge
appears more massive from this viewpoint, the Port
workers looking south from the Pier C wharf would
experience a positive change when comparing the
existing bridge with the new bridge during the night
in terms of the dominance, scale, or diversity of the
view. The new bridge would be an aesthetically
pleasing architectural structure that would attract the
attention of the viewers. The bridge towers in the
foreground would increase the vividness of this view.
There would be a positive effect in this scenic vista.
The North-side Alignment Alternative would not
damage scenic resources or block views.

The North-side Alignment Alternative would alter
the existing view of the project area from the
downtown Long Beach area along Ocean
Boulevard east of the Los Angeles River. This

area is located approximately 0.5-mi (0.8-km)
away from the Gerald Desmond Bridge.

Viewpoint 4a (Exhibit 2.1.7-18) is a daytime
computer simulation of the North-side Alignment
Alternative from Viewpoint 4 (Exhibit 2.1.7-15)
from the Long Beach Hilton, east of the Los
Angeles River. The new bridge towers would
appear slightly larger in height and size than the
existing bridge.

The bridge would be viewed against the foreground
of the vertical light poles and tall trees that provide
canopies to the adjacent buildings. These trees are
the more-dominating features because they are in
the foreground. The new bridge would be viewed
against a backdrop of the San Pedro hills. The
vertical mast towers and support cables of the
bridge would increase the vividness of this view.
There would be a positive effect in this scenic vista.
Compared with the existing view, the new bridge
would be a stronger visual element against the
elements in the foreground. The two vertical masts
of the new Gerald Desmond Bridge towers, along
with the support cables, would create continuity
with the existing light poles that are in the
foreground. The new bridge would be an
aesthetically pleasing architectural structure that
would attract the attention of the viewers. The
passing motorists driving towards or away from
Ocean Boulevard would experience a change in
the dominance and scale of the view because they
would be moving and would likely have to turn their
head more than 45 degrees in either direction,
which would cause the view to be oblique. In
contrast, hotel guests with a west-facing view
would have a constant and enduring image of the
bridge and the surrounding elements. This daytime
viewpoint is rated moderate for vividness,
intactness, and unity. The new bridge would not
block any public views.

Viewpoint 4b (Exhibit 2.1.7-19) is a nighttime
computer simulation of the North-side Alignment
Alternative from Viewpoint 4 (Exhibit 2.1.7-15)
from the Long Beach Hilton, east of the Los
Angeles River. This view can also be compared to
Viewpoint 4a (Exhibit 2.1.7-18), which is the
daytime version of the same view and simulation.
The new bridge towers would appear larger in
height and size than the existing bridge.

The bridge is viewed against the foreground of the
light poles and tall trees that provide canopies to
the adjacent buildings. These trees would obscure
a full view of the new bridge. The new bridge
would be viewed against a backdrop of scattered
lights radiating from the western portion of the
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bridge. The bridge’s mast towers would increase
the vividness of this view. There would a positive
effect in this scenic vista. Compared with the
existing view, the new bridge would be a slightly
stronger visual element against the elements in
the foreground; however, the two vertical masts of
the new towers, along with the support cables,
would blend in with the existing light poles that are
in the foreground. The passing motorists driving
towards or away from Ocean Boulevard would
experience a change in the dominance and scale
of the view because they would be moving and
would likely have to turn their head more than 45
degrees in either direction, which would cause the
view to be oblique; however, hotel guests with a
west-facing view would have a more constant and
enduring image of the bridge and the surrounding
elements. This viewpoint is rated low for
vividness, intactness, and unity. The new bridge
would not block any public views.

Analysis of Light and Glare Effects: Potential
light and glare effects resulting from the proposed
project are important visual effects that need to be
considered. Light effects are those associated with
artificial light sources, either from the elimination of
existing sources or the creation of new sources.
Light effects can include localized effects from
single light sources, such as street lamps. Regional
light effects occur from changes in the darkness of
areas. Poor lighting, or a lack thereof, can also be a
factor that affects motorists’ safety when traveling
on a roadway. Poor lighting can hamper a
motorist’s sight distance. Glare effects can result
from direct glare from motor vehicle headlights
shining into the opposite direction lanes or bridge
light poles that shine into light-sensitive areas.

The North-side Alignment Alternative would
realign freeway and interchange roadways and
roadway lighting. The realigned roadways would
not contribute to additional sources of light and
glare that are in close proximity to light-sensitive
properties. Light-sensitive receptors are residents
and tourists who would have a direct view of the
bridge. Adjacent properties are transportation
ROWSs and port and industrial facilities that have
their own lighting sources. The North-side
Alignment Alternative would not create a new
source of light or glare that would adversely affect
day or nighttime views in the area.

The proposed project would incorporate a context-
sensitive design approach in developing the
aesthetic lighting plan for the new bridge. The new
bridge would be designed in a manner that uses
lighting that focuses inward on the bridge to
highlight its modern architectural design. The

lighting would focus on the support cables of the
mast towers and the mast towers, as well as the
approach structure. One goal of these design
measures would be to minimize potential light and
glare effects to the sensitive receptors located
east of the project. As discussed earlier, the
Gerald Desmond Bridge is located in an area that
is primarily made up of port and industrial uses.
Most of the viewers in the immediate vicinity (less
than 1-mi [1.6 km]) of the bridge during nightfall
consist of Port workers, who are not considered
sensitive viewers.

In July 2005, the Ports adopted an OffPeak
program managed by PierPASS, Inc. This program
shifts truck traffic to the Ports during off-peak hours
at night and Saturday to relieve congestion in and
around the Ports. With implementation of the
OffPeak program, more workers are at the Port
during night hours, leading to more lighting in and
around the Ports; therefore, it is anticipated that
there would be more lighting in and around the
Ports during nighttime with implementation of the
OffPeak program.

Potential sensitive viewers are located at the
western portions of downtown Long Beach near
Shoreline Drive and Ocean Boulevard, which
consist of tourists and visitors to the nearby shops
and restaurants. The view of the new bridge in
this area would not be anticipated to change
drastically from today’s view. The new bridge
would be obscured by more immediate features,
such as high-rise buildings, light poles, and
mature trees in the foreground of the downtown
Long Beach area. In addition, there would be
analysis to determine if the lighting design would
have any potential spillover effects on the
surrounding communities.

The process of selecting the type of lights to be
incorporated into the design would also strive to
enhance the nighttime view of the bridge and
minimize glare to light-sensitive communities in
the vicinity of the bridge. It can be concluded that
the proposed landmark bridge design would
provide a new source of visual interest and
enhance the overall landscape in comparison to
the existing, less prominent and deteriorated
structure. There are no adverse effects on visual
resources resulting from the proposed project.
The proposed project would have a beneficial
effect, as the new bridge would be considered a
gateway into the Port.

Table 2.1.7-1 is a summary of the effects that the
proposed project would have on visual resources
in the project area.

February 2010

2-174



Affected Environment, Environmental
REVISED DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ Consequences, and Avoidance,
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures

Proposed Long Beach
Project Site Generating
Station

Exhibit 2.1.7-17
Viewpoint 7B — Nighttime Simulation of the Proposed Project
(View to the South from the Pier C Wharf)

City Proposed

National Project Site
/ Bank

Exhibit 2.1.7-18

Viewpoint 4A — Daytime Simulation of the Proposed Project
(View to the West from Downtown at the Long Beach Hilton)
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Proposed
City National Project Site
Bank

Exhibit 2.1.7-19
Viewpoint 4B — Nighttime Simulation of the Proposed Project
(View to the West from Downtown at the Long Beach Hilton)
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Table 2.1.7-1
Summary of Effects upon Visual Resources — North- and South-side Alignment Alternatives

Viewer types affected

Passing motorists, truckers, office workers, Port workers, workers at local businesses with views of the project site,
hotel guests, and tourists.

Degree of visual contrast compared to the existing condition

The new bridge would not provide a drastic contrast compared to the existing condition. The new bridge would be:
¢ a higher and longer structure

e more visible than the existing structure and approach roadways

e similar in height and size to the closer downtown Long Beach buildings near the river

e a stronger visual element against the gantry cranes, and power transmission and lighting towers in the Port

¢ of a modern architectural design that utilizes colors, materials, and forms that are compatible with the existing
industrial development

Perceived and designated importance of the view to and from the new bridge

The proposed project would have a beneficial effect; the new bridge would be considered the gateway into the Port.

Effects on important views and scenic vistas

The new bridge would alter the existing view of the project area from the City of Long Beach recreation areas along
the east bank of the Los Angeles River. This alteration in view would have a positive effect in this scenic vista. The
bridge towers and cables in the background would increase the vividness of this view.

Effects to visual character or quality of site and surroundings

The proposed project is located in a heavily urbanized portion of southern California. The immediate vicinity of the
project is characterized by Port-related industrial uses.

Consistency of new bridge with surrounding environment

The new bridge would be similar in height and size to the closer downtown Long Beach buildings near the river. The
vertical mass of the new bridge would be compatible with the existing vertical cranes in the skyline, thereby
enhancing the view. The two mast towers of the new bridge are higher than the current bridge main span, but they
are similar in height and size to the closer downtown Long Beach buildings near the river.

New source of substantial light or glare affecting day or nighttime views?

The realigned roadways would not contribute to additional sources of light and glare that are in close proximity to
light-sensitive properties.

Substantial modifications to natural topography?

No.

Substantial removal of natural vegetation?

No.

Effects upon views of predominant structures visible to the east from downtown Long Beach and along
ocean bluffs

From this angle, the new bridge would provide a positive effect in this scenic vista. The new bridge would appear
slightly larger in height and size than the existing bridge; the two vertical masts of the new bridge towers, along with
the support cables, would create continuity with the existing light poles that are in the foreground. The new bridge
would be an aesthetically pleasing architectural structure that would attract the attention of the viewers.

Effects upon ground-level views along the boundary of Queensway Bay

The new bridge towers would appear similar in height and size to the closer downtown Long Beach buildings near
the river.

Effects upon ground-level views along Harbor Scenic Drive from SB lanes south of Anaheim Street

The new bridge would appear slightly larger in size from this viewpoint.

Consistency with Coastal Zone Requirements of the CCC

Consistent. The PMP, which includes replacement of the Gerald Desmond Bridge, has been approved and certified
by the CCC to be consistent with Coastal Zone regulations.
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South-side Alignment Alternative

From the viewpoints analyzed, the South-side
Alignment  Alternative would not appear
substantially different from the North-side
Alignment Alternative. Several visual simulations
were prepared for the North-side Alignment
Alternative (as discussed above); the South-side
Alignment Alternative would render very similar
views.

Viewpoint 6 (Exhibit 2.1.7-7) shows the view from
the Golden Shore Marine Reserve, in which the
South-side Alignment Alternative appears almost
identical to the simulated North-side Alignment
Alternative (Viewpoint 6a [Exhibit 2.1.7-14]).
When compared with the North-side Alignment,
the South-side Alignment Alternative would move
the new bridge slightly closer to the viewer. This
shift would be almost unnoticeable at this viewing
distance.

Viewpoint 12 (Exhibit 2.1.7-13) shows the west
approach and reconstructed Terminal Island
interchange from the Terminal Island Freeway
north of its intersection with Ocean Boulevard.
The simulation of the North-side Alignment
Alternative (Viewpoint 12a [Exhibit 2.1.7-15]) is
very similar to what the South-side Alignment
Alternative would look like to viewers from this
same viewpoint. The South-side Alignment
Alternative would shift the new bridge slightly to
the right (south) of where the simulation in Exhibit
2.1.7.15 appears. This shift would place the new
bridge further away from the LBGS, but it would
not block any new structures.

Viewpoint 7 (Exhibit 2.1.7-8) shows a viewpoint
at the Pier C wharf north of the Gerald Desmond
Bridge. The North-side Alignment Alternative
simulation from this angle (Viewpoint 7a [Exhibit
2.1.7-16]) shows that the new bridge towers and
support cabling would appear larger in height and
size than the old Gerald Desmond Bridge. The
South-side Alignment Alternative would appear
the same from this viewpoint. Because this view is
of the north side of the bridge, the South-side
Alternative would shift the new bridge south,
making the new bridge appear slightly shorter
then the simulation of the North-side Alignment
Alternative from this view. This perceived change
in height would probably not be noticeable to
viewers from this viewpoint.

Viewpoint 4 (Exhibit 2.1.7-5) is a view from the
Long Beach Hilton, east of the Los Angeles River.
Viewpoint 4a (Exhibit 2.1.7-18) shows a
simulation of the North-side Alignment Alternative.
Under this alternative, the new bridge towers
would appear slightly larger in height and size
than the existing bridge. The South-side
Alignment Alternative would have a very similar
effect on views from this angle. The towers would
appear the same height as they do in Exhibit
2.1.7-18 (simulation of the North-side Alignment
Alternative), but the South-side Alignment would
shift the bridge slightly left (south) of the simulated
bridge pictured in the exhibit. This would be a
minor visual difference at this viewing distance,
and would most likely not be visible to viewers
and not interfere with any public views.

Like the North-side Alignment Alternative, the
South-side Alignment Alternative would not
damage scenic resources or substantially degrade
the existing visual character or quality of the site
and its surroundings, and the vividness and
intactness of affected views would increase.
Similar to the North-side Alignment Alternative,
the South-side Alignment Alternative would not
create a new source of light or glare that would
adversely affect day or nighttime views in the
area, and it would enhance the overall visual
landscape in comparison to the existing bridge.

Rehabilitation Alternative

The bridge would appear identical to the existing
Gerald Desmond Bridge under the Rehabilitation
Alternative. The Rehabilitation Alternative would
seismically upgrade the existing bridge so that it
would meet current safety and seismic standards,
but it would not visibly change the bridge
structure; therefore, it would have no effect on
current views.

No Action Alternative

The No Action Alternative would not affect scenic
vistas or damage scenic resources. It would not
substantially degrade the existing visual character
or quality of the site and its surroundings. Nor
would it create a new source of light or glare that
would adversely affect day or nighttime views in
the area.

2.1.7.4 Avoidance, Minimization and/or
Mitigation Measures

No measures required.
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2.1.8 Cultural Resources

This section evaluates the potential for historical
and archaeological resources within the proposed
project area and the effects of the bridge
replacement project on such resources. The
information presented in this section is based
upon the Historic Properties Survey Report
(HPSR) prepared for the project (Parsons, 2003d).

2.1.8.1 Regulatory Setting

“Cultural resources” as used in this document
refers to all historical and archaeological
resources, regardless of significance. Laws and
regulations dealing with cultural resources include
the following:

The National Historic Preservation Act of 1966,
as amended (NHPA): The NHPA sets forth
national policy and procedures regarding historic
properties, defined as districts, sites, buildings,
structures, and objects included in or eligible for
the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP).
Section 106 of the NHPA requires federal
agencies to take into account the effects of their
undertakings on such properties and to allow the
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP)
the opportunity to comment on those
undertakings, following regulations issued by the
ACHP (36 CFR 800).

On January 1, 2004, a Section 106 Programmatic
Agreement (PA) between the ACHP, FHWA,
SHPO, and Caltrans went into effect for Caltrans
projects, both state and local, with FHWA
involvement. The PA implements the ACHP’s
regulations, 36 CFR 800, streamlining the Section
106 process and delegating certain responsibilities
to Caltrans. FHWA's responsibilities under the PA
have been assigned to Caltrans as part of the
Surface Transportation Project Delivery Pilot
Program (23 CFR 773) (July 1, 2007).

The Archaeological Resources Protection Act
(ARPA): The ARPA applies when a project may
involve archaeological resources located on
federal or tribal land. ARPA requires that a permit
be obtained before excavation of an archaeological
resource on such land can take place.

Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of
Transportation Act: Historic properties are also
protected under Section 4(f) of the U.S.
Department of Transportation Act, which regulates
the “use” of land from historic properties by
transportation facilities.

NRHP: Established in 1966, the NRHP is the nation’s
official list of districts, sites, buildings, structures, and
objects significant in American history, architecture,
archaeology, engineering, and culture. The NRHP
recognizes “The quality of significance in American
history, architecture, archaeology, engineering,
and culture is present in districts, sites, buildings,
structures, and objects that possess integrity of
location, design, setting, materials, workmanship,
feeling, and association, and:

A. That are associated with events that have
made significant contribution to the broad
patterns of our history; or

B. That are associated with the lives of persons
significant in our past; or

C. That embody the distinctive characteristics
of a type, period, or method of construction,
or that represent the work of a master, or
that possess high artistic values, or that
represent a significant and distinguishable
entity whose components may lack
individual distinction; or

D. That have yielded, or may be likely to yield,
information important in prehistory or history
(36 CFR Part 60.4).”

To be considered for NRHP eligibility, properties
must generally be at least 50 years old prior to the
evaluation. Properties that do not meet that age
criteria must possess exceptional significance to
be considered for listing.

CEQA: Historical resources are considered under
CEQA, as well as California PRC Section 5024.1,
which established the California Register of
Historical Resources (CRHR). PRC Section 5024
requires state agencies to identify and protect
state-owned resources that meet NRHP listing
criteria. It further specifically requires Caltrans to
inventory state-owned structures in its ROWs.
PRC Sections 5024(f) and 5024.5 require state
agencies to provide notice to and consult with
SHPO before altering, transferring, relocating, or
demolishing state-owned historical resources that
are listed on or are eligible for inclusion in the
NRHP or are registered or eligible for registration
as California Historical Landmarks. To be eligible
for nomination, a historical resource must be
significant at the local, state, or national level
under one or more of the following criteria:

1. It is associated with events that have made
a significant contribution to the broad
patterns of local or regional history, or the
cultural heritage of California or the United
States;
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2. It is associated with the lives of persons
important to local, California, or National
History;

3. It embodies the distinctive characteristics of a
type, period, region, or method of construction,
or represents the work of a master or
possesses high artistic values; or

4. It has yielded, or has the potential to yield,
information important to the prehistory or
history of the local areas, California, or the
nation.

2.1.8.2 Affected Environment

The Area of Potential Effects (APE) for the proposed
project was approved by Caltrans and FHWA on
October 8, 2002, and October 1, 2002, respectively.
The APE for the proposed project is located in the
Port at the southern end of SR 710 in Los Angeles
County. The project is specifically centered along
Ocean Boulevard from the intersection of the
Terminal Island Freeway at the western end to the
easterly end of the bridge over the Los Angeles River.

The entire project area is located within the
boundaries of Terminal Island and the Port.
Terminal Island and the surrounding Port have
undergone extensive alterations and construction
since the original Port was planned and founded.
The current landscape is an artificial structure
consisting of ballast and introduced materials to
form a base, then filled with soils transported from
the mainland.

The following cultural resource studies (Parsons,
2003d) were completed for this project:

e HPSR, April 2003

e Historic Resources
(HRER), April 2003

Evaluation  Report

¢ Archaeological Survey Report, October 2002

Methods used to support the studies performed
for this project are described below.

e Arecords search to identify known or potential
locations that may contain archaeological
resources was conducted at the South Central
Coastal Information Center, California State
University, Fullerton in September 2002.

e Field surveys of the APE were conducted in
August 2002.

e The NRHP (http://www.nr.nps.gov/), accessed
on September 10, 2002, lists no properties
located on Terminal Island.

e The Historic Properties Data File for Los
Angeles County, August 13, 2002, lists no
properties within the project area.

e The California Points of Historical Interest,
1992, of the Office of Historic Preservation,
Department of Parks and Recreation, lists no
properties within a 0.5-mi (0.8-km) radius.

e The California Historical Landmarks, 2000, of
the Office of Historic Preservation,
Department of Parks and Recreation, lists no
properties located on Terminal Island.

Native American Consultation

Letters were mailed to the Native American Heritage
Commission (NAHC) on September 24, 2002. The
NAHC supplied a list of Native American individuals,
groups, tribes, and entities with a potential interest
in the proposed project. Letters were sent to the
individuals identified by the NAHC on September
30, 2002. To date, no contact has been received
from any of the potentially interested Native
American parties (see Appendix B-1 of the HPSR
for more information regarding coordination).

Archaeological Resources

No known archaeological resources were identified
within the APE. The present formation of Terminal
Island and the surrounding areas does not support
the location of any archaeological deposits.

No further archaeological work should be
necessary, unless the project plans are modified
to include areas outside of the APE. If cultural
materials are discovered during construction, then
all earth-moving activity within and around the
immediate discovery area will be diverted until a
qualified archaeologist can assess the nature and
significance of the find.

If human remains are discovered, State Health
and Safety Code Section 7050.5 states that
further disturbances and activities shall cease in
any area or nearby area suspected to overlie
remains, and the County Coroner must be
contacted. Pursuant to PRC Section 5097.98, if
the remains are thought to be Native American,
the coroner will notify the NAHC who will then
notify the Most Likely Descendent (MLD). At this
time, the person who discovered the remains will
contact POLB so that they may work with the MLD
on the respectful treatment and disposition of the
remains. Further provisions of PRC 5097.98 are
to be followed as applicable.

Historic Architectural Resources

A field survey was conducted on August 23, 2002,
to identify historic architectural resources within
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the APE. The APE includes a minimum of one
parcel adjacent to the existing and potential public
ROW that would be required for construction of
the project alternatives. An HPSR was completed
for the APE and examined 13 properties for
historical significance. Only the LBGS (former
Edison Power Plant No. 3 and transmission
towers) appeared to meet significance criteria for
inclusion in the NRHP (Criteria A and D), as well
as the CRHR (Criteria 1 and 4). All other
properties, including the Gerald Desmond Bridge,
were determined ineligible for listing on the
NRHP. The SHPO concurred with the HPSR
findings on July 21, 2003 (see Appendix C).

Former Edison Power Plant No. 3 (Exhibit 2.1.8-1)
and the transmission towers (Exhibit 2.1.8-2) are
potentially eligible for the NRHP under Criteria A
and D, owing to their importance in the industrial
development of the Long Beach Harbor and the
Los Angeles area, and for the plant’'s remaining
steam-electric generating technology from the early
1900s; however, two of the three original plant
buildings (Plants No. 1 and No. 2) were demolished
prior to this evaluation, compromising the integrity
of the resource’s original setting. Furthermore, the
remaining plant has been completely resurfaced,
compromising any architectural significance that
the facility may have had.

Further discussion and analysis regarding the LBGS
can be found under separate cover in the HPSR.

2.1.8.3 Environmental Consequences

Evaluation Criteria

Title 36 CFR Part 800 defines adverse effects on
historic properties as follows:

Section 800.5(1), Criteria of Adverse Effect — An
adverse effect is found when an undertaking may
alter, directly or indirectly, any of the
characteristics of a historic property that qualify
the property for inclusion in the NRHP in a
manner that would diminish the integrity of the
property’s location, design, setting, materials,
workmanship, feeling, or association.

Adverse effects on historic properties include, but
are not limited to:

1. Physical destruction of or damage to all or
part of the property;

2. lIsolation of the property from or alteration of
the character of the property’s setting when
that character contributes to the property’s
qualification for the NRHP;

3. Introduction of visual, audible, or atmospheric
elements that are out of character with the
property or alter its setting;

4. Neglect of a property resulting in its
deterioration or destruction; and

5. Transfer, lease, or sale of the property (36
CFR Part 800.9 [b]).

Under 36 CFR Part 800.9 (c), there are “effects of
an undertaking that would otherwise be found to
be adverse [but] may be considered... not
adverse for the purpose of these regulations.”

1. When the historic property is of value only for
its potential contribution to archaeological,
historical, or architectural research, and when
such value can be substantially preserved
through the conduct of appropriate research,
and such research is conducted in
accordance with applicable professional
standards and guidelines;

2. When the undertaking is limited to the
rehabilitation of buildings and structures and
is conducted in a manner that preserves the
historical and architectural value of affected
historic property through conformance with
the Secretary’s “Standards for Rehabilitation
and Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic
Buildings;” or

3. When the undertaking is limited to the
transfer, lease, or sale of a historic property,
and adequate restrictions or conditions are
included to ensure preservation of the
property’s significant historic features.

No Action Alternative

The No Action Alternative would not result in
impacts to cultural resources and would have no
adverse effect on historic properties.

North-side Alignment Alternative

This alternative would locate the new bridge
closer than the existing bridge to the NRHP-
eligible former SCE Power Plant No. 3, and it
would require a sliver of the property near the
channel (0.58-acre [0.23-ha] for footing and aerial
easements). Although the North-side Alignment
Alternative would require a sliver ROW
acquisition, it would not physically affect the
building. Additionally, new transmission towers
would be constructed on both sides of the Cerritos
Channel, adjacent to the existing towers, which
are part of the historic resource. The existing
towers would remain intact, and the transmission
lines would be relocated to the new towers (see
Section 2.1.4 [Utilities] for more information).
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As described above, Power Plant No. 3, which
was built in 1927 (Exhibit 2.1.8-1), and the steel
lattice, high-tension transmission towers, which
were built in 1912 and 1924 (Exhibit 2.1.8-2) on
either side of the Cerritos Channel, were
determined eligible for listing in the NRHP. That
finding was made by consensus through the
Section 106 process. The eligibility of the
resources is under Criteria A and D; therefore,
they are listed in the CRHR under Criteria 1 and
4. The significance of these resources is for their
important role in industrial development of the
Long Beach Harbor and Los Angeles area, and
for the plant’s remaining steam-electric generating
technology from the early 1900s. The SHPO
concurrence letter officially agreed with the FHWA
determination that building the new bridge and
“construction of...new high-voltage transmission
towers adjacent to the existing towers, which will
be left standing...,” would have no adverse effect
on historic resources (see Appendix C).

Section 4(f): NRHP-eligible resources are also
eligible for consideration under Section 4(f).
These resources consist of the electrical steam-
electric generating equipment and technology
within the Power Plant No. 3 building and the
high-voltage transmission towers. As previously
discussed, the SHPO concurred with FHWA that
construction of the North- or South-side Alignment
Alternatives would not have an adverse effect on
historic properties, per Section 106 of the NHPA;
therefore, construction of the North- or South-side
Alignment Alternatives would not result in a use
under Section 4(f).

South-side Alignment Alternative

This alternative would be located south of the
existing bridge, further away from the historic

power plant; however, as with the North-side
Alignment  Alternative, it would require
construction of new high-voltage transmission
towers and lines adjacent to the historic towers to
provide additional vertical clearance for ships.

The SHPO concurrence letter officially agreed
with the FHWA determination that building the
new bridge and “construction of...new high-
voltage transmission towers adjacent to the
existing towers, which will be left standing...,”
would have no adverse effect on historic
resources (see Appendix C).

Rehabilitation Alternative

The Rehabilitation Alternative would include
improvements to the existing bridge only. The
Gerald Desmond Bridge was determined ineligible
for inclusion on the NRHP during the Section 106
Process (see Appendix C). Additionally, the
Rehabilitation Alternative would not physically
alter or damage the historic Edison Power Plant or
require relocation of the associated transmission
lines that cross the Cerritos Channel. This
alternative would not change the character of the
property’s use or setting or introduce visual,
atmospheric, or audible elements that would
diminish the historic features. The Rehabilitation
Alternative would have no adverse effect on
historic resources.

2.1.8.4 Avoidance, Minimization, and/or
Mitigation Measures

No measures required.
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Exhibit 2.1.8-1
Photograph of Edison Power Plant No. 3

Exhibit 2.1.8.-2
Photograph of Transmission Towers
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2.2 PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT
2.21 Water Resources and Hydrology

This section analyzes potential impacts to
groundwater, surface water, flooding, designated
beneficial uses, and water quality associated with
the proposed Gerald Desmond Bridge
Replacement Project. Analysis is based on the
Water Resources and Hydrology Technical Study
completed in February 2006 and updated in July
2008.

2.2.1.1 Regulatory Setting
Federal Regulations

Clean Water Act

The primary federal law governing water quality is
the Clean Water Act (CWA) of 1972. This Act
provides for the restoration and maintenance of
the chemical, physical, and biological integrity of
the nation's waters. The CWA emphasizes
technology-based (end-of-pipe) control strategies
and requires discharge permits to use public
resources for waste discharge. The Act also limits
the amount of pollutants that may be discharged
and requires wastewater to be treated with the
best treatment technology economically
achievable regardless of receiving water
conditions.

The 1987 amendments to the CWA included
Section 402(p), which establishes a framework for
regulating municipal and industrial storm water
discharges. The amendment also provides a
framework for regulating storm water runoff from
construction sites. On November 16, 1990, EPA
published final regulations that established
requirements for storm water permits.

In 1998, Section 303(d) was amended to the
CWA, requiring the state to identify and maintain a
list of water bodies that do not meet water quality
standards and also to implement a Total
Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) program for
impaired water bodies. The list of water bodies
that do not meet water quality standards is
referred to as the CWA Section 303(d) List of
Water Quality Limited Segments.

Executive Order 11988: Floodplain Management

EO 11988 (Floodplain Management) of 1977,
directs all federal agencies to refrain from
conducting, supporting, or allowing actions in
floodplains that may cause short- or long-term
adverse impacts, unless it is the only practicable
alternative. FHWA requirements for compliance

are outlined in 23 CFR 650 Subpart A. To comply,
the following must be analyzed:

e The practicability of alternatives to any
longitudinal encroachments

e Risks of the action

e Impacts on natural and beneficial floodplain
values

e  Support of incompatible floodplain development

e Measures to minimize floodplain impacts and
to preserve/restore any beneficial floodplain
values impacted by the project

State Regulations

Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act

The Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act of
1969 (Porter-Cologne Act) is the basic water
quality control law for California. The Act
authorizes the state to implement the provisions of
the CWA. The Porter-Cologne Act establishes a
regulatory program to protect the water quality of
the state and the beneficial uses of state waters.
Under this act, the State Water Resources Control
Board (SWRCB) provides policy guidance and
review for the Regional Water Quality Control
Board (RWQCB), and the RWQCB implements
and enforces the provisions of the Act.

Establishment of the National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) regulations in 1987,
under Section 402(p) of the CWA, required that
EPA delegate the responsibility of the NPDES
program to the State. The SWRCB was given the
responsibility to enforce the regulations of the
NPDES program and did so in the form of the
NPDES Permit for General Construction Activities
(Order No. 99-08-DWQ), which was adopted in
1992 and amended in August of 1999 and 2001.
On December 2, 2002, SWRCB approved the
“Modification of Water Quality Order 99-08-DWQ
State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB)
NPDES General Permit for Construction Activity
(One to Five Acres).” The Permit requires that all
owners of land within the State with construction
activities resulting in one or more acres of soil
disturbance (e.g., clearing, grubbing, grading,
trenching, stockpile, utility relocation, temporary
haul roads), apply for the General Permit. The
purpose of the Permit is to ensure that the
landowners:

1. Eliminate or reduce non-storm water
discharges to storm drains and receiving
waters of the U.S.;
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2. Develop and implement a Storm Water
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP);

3. Inspect the Water Pollution Controls (WPCs)
specified in the SWPPP; and

4. Monitor storm water runoff from construction
sites to ensure that the BMPs specified in the
SWPPP are effective.

California Coastal Act

Section 307 of the CZMA requires that all federal
agencies or licensees with activities directly
affecting the coastal zone, or with development
projects within that zone, comply with state
coastal acts to ensure that those activities or
projects are consistent with the CZMA to the
maximum extent practicable, with the enforceable
polices of approved State management programs.
The term “coastal zone” means the coastal waters
(including the lands therein and thereunder) and
the adjacent shorelands (including the waters
therein and thereunder) strongly influenced by
each other and in proximity to the shorelines of
the several coastal states, and it includes islands,
transitional and intertidal areas, salt marshes,
wetlands, and beaches. In this case, the state
coastal act is the California Coastal Act of 1976,
which is the primary law that governs the
decisions of the CCC. The Act outlines, among
other things, standards for development within the
Coastal Zone. The Coastal Act is umbrella
legislation  designed to encourage local
governments to create Local Coastal Plans
(LCPs) to govern decisions that determine the
short- and long-term conservation and use of
coastal resources. These LCPs can be thought of
as the equivalent of General Plans for areas
within the coastal zone. LCPs must be consistent
with the policies of the Coastal Act, and they
protect public access and coastal resources. Until
the CCC certifies an LCP, the CCC makes the
final decisions on all development within a
jurisdiction (city or county) within the Coastal
Zone. Once an LCP is certified for a jurisdiction,
decisions are handled locally, but they can be
appealed to the CCC.

1994 Water Quality Control Plan for the Los
Angeles Basin (4)

The proposed project is located within the
jurisdiction of the Los Angeles RWQCB (Region 4).
All projects within the Los Angeles Region are
subject to the requirements of the Los Angeles
RWQCB. The Los Angeles RWQCB has prepared
the 71994 Water Quality Control Plan for the Los
Angeles Basin (4) to help preserve and enhance
water quality and to protect the beneficial uses of

state waters. The Plan designates beneficial uses
for surface and groundwaters, and it sets
qualitative and quantitative objectives that must be
attained or maintained to protect the designated
beneficial uses and conform to the state's
antidegradation policy. The Plan also describes
implementation programs to protect the beneficial
uses of all waters in the Region and surveillance
and monitoring activites to evaluate the
effectiveness of the Basin Plan (RWQCB, 1994).

Caltrans Statewide Storm Water Management
Plan (SWMP) (June 2007)

The Caltrans SWMP addresses discharges of
storm water and authorized non-storm water to
waters of the United States, as defined by EPA,
and waters of the state of California, as defined
by the Porter-Cologne Act. The SWMP describes
the Caltrans program and addresses storm water
pollution control related to Caltrans activities,
including  planning, design, construction,
maintenance, and operation of roadways and
facilities. The SWMP provisions control pollutants
to the Maximum Extent Practicable (MEP) as
required by the federal CWA. The SWMP is
intended to address anticipated requirements for
the Caltrans Statewide Permit and the State
Construction General Permit Order No. 99-08-
DWQ (Construction General Permit). Additionally,
the SWMP includes additional program activities
requested by SWRCB to track program activities
and measure compliance.

Local Regulations

Port of Long Beach Port Master Plan

The Port developed the PMP to ensure that short-
term and long-range preferred-use plans are
consistent with local, state, and federal laws and
regulations. The first PMP for the Port was
finalized in June 1978. The purpose of the PMP is
to provide a planning tool to guide future port
development and to ensure that projects and
developments in the Harbor District are consistent
with requirements of the California Coastal Act.
The PMP is designed to better promote and safely
accommodate foreign and domestic waterborne
commerce, navigation, and fisheries in the
national, state, and local public interest. The PMP
also provides additional public recreation facilities
within the Port consistent with sound and
compatible port planning.

Currently, the Port has a Master Storm Water
Program that requires all projects within the Port
to implement structural and operational BMPs;
however, any proposed construction and
operational activities with the potential to affect
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storm water runoff would require Caltrans
approval. All proposed activities would adhere to
Caltrans NPDES policies and procedures.

Permit Requirements

Caltrans Statewide NPDES Storm Water Permit,
Order No. 99-06 DWQ, NPDES No. CAS000003
and NPDES General Permit for Storm Water
Discharges Associated with Construction Activity
(General Permit), Order No. 99-08-DWQ, NPDES
No. CAS000002

Caltrans has a statewide NPDES permit that
covers all Caltrans work and projects within the
state. All projects within Caltrans jurisdiction must
conform to the requirements of the Caltrans
Statewide NPDES Storm Water Permit, Order
No. 99-06-DWQ, NPDES No. CAS000003, adopted
by SWRCB on July 15, 1999. This permit allows
Caltrans to operate, maintain, and construct on
state ROW without applying for individual General
Permits for each construction project. The permit
requires Caltrans to adhere to the provisions of the
Statewide General NPDES Permit for Construction
Activities, Order No. 99-08-DWQ, NPDES No.
CAS000002. The permit also requires Caltrans to
have a site-specific SWPPP prepared for all
projects with one or more acres of soil disturbance,
and a Notice of Construction (NOC) to be filed with
RWQCB at least 30 days prior to any soil-
disturbing activities. For any local agency project
with construction activity within Caltrans ROW and
a total disturbed soil area of one or more acres, the
local agency must submit a Notice of Intent (NOI)
to SWRCB. In addition, all projects are subject to
the BMPs specified in the Caltrans SWMP. The
provisions and requirements of the permit are
enforced by RWQCBs. Because the proposed
project would disturb more than 1-acre (0.4-ha) of
soil, the project would gain coverage under the
General NPDES Permit for storm water discharges
associated with construction activities; therefore, an
SWPPP would be required and an NOI must be
filed with SWRCB for this project.

The objectives of the General Permit are: (1) to
identify pollutant sources that may affect the quality
of discharges of storm water associated with
construction activity from the project site; and (2) to
identify, construct, and implement storm water
pollution preventive measures and BMPs to reduce
pollutants in storm water discharges from the
construction site during construction and after
construction is completed. Appropriate BMPs will be
obtained from the Caltrans Project Planning and
Design Guide (2007b), and the Caltrans Construction
Site Best Management Practices (BMPs) Manual

(2003). The Port is required to ensure that a
SWPPP and Sampling and Analysis Plan (SAP) are
prepared prior to construction activities. The SWPPP
shall include the following: erosion and sediment
control; non-storm water management; post-
construction storm water management; waste
management and disposal; maintenance, inspection,
and repair of BMPs; employee training to perform
inspections of the BMPs at the construction site; and
an SAP for contaminated storm water runoff. The
SWPPP must describe structural and non-structural
BMPs to minimize or eliminate the potential for spills
and leakage of construction materials and erosion of
disturbed areas by water and wind.

Dewatering Permit

All projects requiring discharges of groundwater
from construction and project dewatering to
surface waters in coastal watersheds of Los
Angeles and Ventura Counties must comply with
Order No. R4-2003-0111 (NPDES No. CAG994004).
If this project requires dewatering, and it is
allowed by RWQCB, then compliance with this
Order is necessary.

2.2.1.2 Affected Environment

The Long Beach Harbor consists of the Outer
Harbor (south of the Pier T Mole), the Middle Harbor
(between the Pier T Mole and Terminal Island), the
Inner Harbor (including the Back Channel between
Terminal Island and the Mainland to the east), and
Cerritos Channel (between Terminal Island and the
Mainland to the north). The Gerald Desmond Bridge
Replacement Project is located over the Back
Channel and connects the city of Long Beach to the
east with Terminal Island (See Exhibit 1-1). A
summary of the water quality parameters of the
Back Channel and Cerritos Channel areas is
presented in this section.

Groundwater

The project crosses seawater, and shallow
groundwater in the project area is hydraulically
separated from inland aquifers by seawater in the
Inner Harbor and Cerritos Channel. The
groundwater in the area is compromised by
seawater intrusion; as a result, the Los Angeles
RWQCB (Region 4) has not designated beneficial
uses for the groundwater in the harbor area.
Shallow groundwater in this area is below sea
level due to dewatering operations from the LBGS
north of the project area.

The proposed project site is located within the
southern portion of the West Coast Groundwater
Basin, which extends from the Ballona Escarpment
and Baldwin Hills in the northwest, to the San
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Gabriel River in the southeast. The shallowest
water-bearing zone beneath Terminal Island is in
the surficial deposits, comprising the man-made
fills and near surface native soils (upper Recent
deposits). Regional groundwater is generally
encountered in these sediments at depths between
ground level and 25 feet bgs. Beneath the surficial
deposits, four major aquifers have been reported in
the southern portion of the West Coast Basin in the
vicinity of the proposed project site. They are, with
increasing depth: the Gaspur Aquifer, the Gage
Aquifer, the Lynwood Aquifer, and the Silverado
Aquifer (CA DWR, 1961).

Shallow groundwater in the western end of the
project site beneath the Terminal Island East
interchange has been determined to contain
volatile organic compounds (VOCs), primarily
benzene, from the former Long Beach Naval
Shipyard (LBNSY) south of the project area
(Bechtel, 1997). Benzene contamination was
detected in the uppermost groundwater (to a depth
of 37 ft (11 m) bgs) at a maximum concentration
of 840 micrograms per liter (ug/L) and within the
deepest groundwater (69 ft to 109 ft [21 m to 32 m]
bgs) at a concentration of 450 pg/L. One
groundwater sampling point was drilled to monitor
three groundwater zones in an area located within
the Seaside Boulevard ramp loop, approximately
190 ft (60 m) north of the former LBNSY boundary.
Benzene contamination was not detected within
the upper coarse-grained water-bearing interval
(37 ft to 50 ft [11 m to 15 m] bgs), but it was
detected at concentrations of 190 ug/L and 1,400
pg/L within the fine-grain water-bearing interval
(50 ft to 69 ft [15 m to 21 m] bgs) and the deepest
groundwater, respectively. Exhibit 2.2.1-1 shows
the approximate limits of groundwater contamination
from the former LBNSY.

A groundwater investigation was conducted in
the proposed project area in 1997 for the
Ocean Boulevard Storm Drain and Pump Station
projects (Woodward-Clyde, 1997). Eleven shallow
Hydropunch® borings (approximately 7 ft [2 m] bgs)
were installed within the western portion of the
proposed project area along the north side of
Ocean Boulevard between Henry Ford Avenue
and the Back Channel (Exhibit 2.2.1-1). Six
groundwater samples collected from six borings
were selected for laboratory analytical testing.
Three of these sample locations (HP-OBO1,
HP-OB02, and HP-OBO03) are located in the area
of Henry Ford Avenue and the Terminal Island
Freeway (just west of the project area) (Exhibit
2.21-1). Sample locations HP-OB07 and
HP-OBO08 are located near the Terminal Island

East gate, and sample location HP-OBO05 is
located midway between HP-OB03 and HP-OBO07
(Exhibit 2.2.1-1). These samples were tested for
19 constituents outlined by RWQCB in Order
Number 97-045 for obtaining a General
Construction  Dewatering NPDES  permit.
Groundwater analytical results were reported
below the NPDES effluent discharge limits for all
constituents tested, with the exception of arsenic,
chromium, surfactants, turbidity, settleable solids,
and suspended solids. Results that exceeded
NPDES discharge limits are shown in Table 2.2.1-1.

To further investigate the benzene plume known
to exist beneath Terminal Island, an Expanded
Groundwater Investigation and Risk Assessment
of the Terminal Island Deep Benzene Plume
(HLA, 2000) was prepared. This report helped to
further delineate the lateral and vertical extent of
the benzene plume in relationship to the POLB
property. The 2000 investigation concluded that
data from the Bechtel investigation (Bechtel,
1998), the Woodward-Clyde investigation (WWoodward-
Clyde, 1998), and the HLA investigation show that
the Gaspur Aquifer flows in a northerly gradient.
While the overall gradient is to the north, there
appeared to be a cone of depression that has
formed around Dry Dock No. 1. Active hydrostatic
relief wells were installed at Dry Dock No. 1
between 1973 and 1975. The source of benzene
contamination may have existed before Dry Dock
No. 1 wells began pumping; therefore, any benzene
plume that may have existed would have moved
to the north. Once the wells were installed and
activated, the plume of benzene may have been
reversed or possibly split so that it was moving in
two directions (HLA, 2000).

As discussed, extensive soil and groundwater
investigations have been performed at the former
LBNSY site, and after all of these investigations,
the source of the benzene plume is still being
disputed by the potential responsible parties.

A Final Feasibility Study Report, Installation
Restoration Program, Sites 9, 12, and 13, Former
Long Beach Naval Ship Yard (Bechtel, 2001) was
prepared to identify and evaluate potential
remedial action alternatives for VOC-contaminated
groundwater and soil at various locations;
however, no conclusions with regard to the Gerald
Desmond Bridge and the benzene plume can be
made from this document because the deep
benzene study was separated from Site 9. Site 9
is located within the project limits, approximately
300 ft (91 m) south of West Seaside Boulevard and
600 ft (183 m) west of the intersection of Weaver
Street and Corvette Street.
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Table 2.2.1-1
1997 Groundwater Constituents with Levels Exceeding NPDES Discharge Limit
Total
Arsenic | Chromium | Surfactants | Turbidity Settleable Suspended
Sample Location (ng/L) (ng/L) (mg/L) (NTU) Solids (mg/L) Solids (mg/L)
HP-OBO1 ND 380 0.55 3,000 >40 7,000
HP-OB02 140 770 0.46 1,300 >40 4,300
HP-OB03 550 560 0.51 9,000 >40 180,000
HP-OB05 ND 150 0.68 1,800 5.5 2,300
HP-OBO7 840 190 1.2 1,700 10 1,600
HP-OB08 ND 440 1.3 1,800 23 2,400
NPDES Daily Maximum 50 50 0.5 150 0.3 150

ug/L: micrograms per liter

mg/L: milligrams per liter

NTU: Nephelometric turbidity units
Source: Woodward Clyde, 1997.

Surface Water

Surface water in the project area primarily

consists of water from the Pacific Ocean,
incoming freshwater from the Dominguez
Channel, and surface runoff from Port lands

during precipitation events. The Dominguez
Channel drains into the Los Angeles Harbor and
the Cerritos Channel west of the project area (see
Exhibit 1-1). A portion of the eastern section of the
project area drains to the Los Angeles River
Estuary (Queensway Bay).

The project lies within the Dominguez Channel
Watershed and the Los Angeles Harbor
Watershed, and it abuts the Los Angeles River
Watershed. The project is located in the Los
Angeles-San Gabriel Hydrologic Unit Sub-Area
405.12. There is one TMDL in effect for the
Dominguez Channel watershed, which is for trash.
The Los Angeles Harbor has one TMDL in effect
for bacteria. There are three TMDLs in effect for
the Los Angeles River Watershed, which are
trash, nitrogen compounds and related effects,
and metals. More information regarding TMDLs is
provided in Section 2.2.1.1.

The receiving water bodies of the project are Back
Channel, Channel No. 3, and the Los Angeles
River Estuary (Queensway Bay). The Los Angeles
River Estuary (Queensway Bay) is the only
receiving water body on the 303 (d) List of Water
Quality Limited Segments, and it is listed for the
following pollutants:  Chlordane (sediment),
dichloro-diphenyl-trichloroethane (DDT) (sediment),
lead (Pb) (sediment), polychlorinated biphenyls

(PCBs) (sediment), sediment toxicity, trash, and
zinc (sediment).

Additionally, there are several other water bodies
in the project vicinity, including Cerritos Channel,
East Basin, West Basin, and the Inner Harbor
Turning Basin. Of these water bodies, West Basin
and Cerritos Channel are the only two on the 303
(d) List of Water Quality Limited Segments.

Marine water quality within the Ports has been
well studied. Recent studies indicate that the
water quality within Long Beach Harbor is
generally good, and the Port is currently meeting
or exceeding the California Ocean Plan 2005
Water Quality Objectives. As results show, water
quality in the inner and middle areas of the harbor
is poorer than in the outer harbor.

Water quality parameters that are routinely
sampled because they can affect biological
communities are temperature, salinity, pH,
dissolved oxygen, and water clarity. A water
quality study was conducted for the Ports in 2002
entitled The Ports of Long Beach and Los Angeles
Year 2000 Biological Baseline Study of San Pedro
Bay (MEC, 2002). Water samples were collected
quarterly during 2000 from 28 monitoring locations
throughout both harbors with depths ranging from
13 ftto 77 ft (4 m to 23 m).

Three monitoring locations are in proximity to the
Gerald Desmond Bridge. These are designated as
LB7, LB13, and LB14, and they are shown on
Exhibit 2.2.1-1. The depth of water at these
locations is approximately 79 ft (24 m), 65 ft (20
m), and 59 ft (18 m), respectively. Water quality
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samples were collected quarterly during 2000 at
the surface, mid-depth, and bottom. Table 2.2.1-2
summarizes the water quality data for these
monitoring locations.

The dissolved oxygen (DO) concentrations in
surface, mid-depth, and bottom waters within the
study area were consistent with typical values for
estuarine and near-coastal waters (MEC, 2002).
Annual mean DO concentrations for LB7, LB13,
and LB14 ranged from 6.90 to 7.62 milligrams per
liter (mg/L), 6.03 to 6.56 mg/L, and 5.89 to 6.40
mg/L for surface, mid-depth, and bottom depth
waters, respectively (Table 2.2.1-2). The highest
DO concentrations occurred at the surface and
decreased with depth, with the Ilowest
concentrations in near-bottom waters. The DO
concentrations met the water quality objective of 5
mg/L set forth for harbor waters.

The pH conditions within the study area were
within normal ranges for coastal waters (MEC,
2002). Annual pH values for surface, mid-depth,
and bottom waters at LB7, LB13, and LB14
ranged from 7.93 to 8.04, 7.92 to 7.97, and 7.88
to 7.93, respectively (Table 2.2.1-2). Changes
with depth in pH at these stations typically were
minimal. This range was within the water quality
objective of 6.5 to 8.5 set forth for harbor waters.

Salinity in the harbor is influenced by the influx of
outer ocean waters, evaporation, precipitation,
freshwater runoff, and wastewater discharges.
Salinity conditions within the study area were
within normal ranges for estuarine and near-
coastal waters (MEC, 2002). Annual mean salinity
values for surface, mid-depth, and bottom waters
at LB7, LB13, and LB14 ranged from 33.09 to
33.36 parts per thousand (ppt), 33.35 to 33.46
ppt, and 33.33 to 33.51 ppt, respectively (Table
2.2.1-2). Salinity typically increased with water
depth, although the range in salinities at each of
these three stations was relatively small (less than

1-ppt).

Water temperatures measured within the study
area were within the expected range for estuarine
and near-coastal waters (MEC, 2002). Annual
mean temperatures in surface, mid-depth, and
bottom waters at LB7, LB13, and LB14 ranged
from 17.30 to 17.60 degrees Celsius (°C), 15.31
to 16.52 °C, and 14.44 to 15.45 °C, respectively
(Table 2.2.1-2). Water temperatures were highest
in the surface waters and decreased with depth,
with the lowest temperatures in near-bottom
waters.

Transmissivity  (i.e., water clarity) values
measured during this study generally were within

ranges expected for coastal ports and harbors
(MEC, 2002). Transmissivity can be affected by
suspended materials from runoff, dredging
activities, shipping operations, and biological
factors such as plankton blooms. Annual mean
values for light transmittance in surface, mid-
depth, and bottom waters ranged from 63.37
percent to 66.66 percent, 55.17 percent to 60.69
percent, and 33.82 percent to 45.24 percent,
respectively (Table 2.2.1-2). Water clarity in near-
bottom waters was lower than that of surface and
mid-depth waters.

In addition to the Ports of Long Beach and Los
Angeles Year 2000 Biological Baseline Study of
San Pedro Bay (MEC, 2002), a more recent water
quality study was prepared by Weston Solutions,
Inc., titled, Characterization of Water Quality for
Inner, Middle, and Outer Harbor Water Bodies in
the Port of Long Beach (Weston, 2006). This
report summarized the results of 20 conductivity,
temperature, and depth (CTD) casts (samples)
that were conducted throughout the Inner, Middle,
and Outer Harbor. Additionally, a midwater
sample at each station was taken and analyzed
for 160 different chemical constituents.

To summarize the results of the Characterization
of Water Quality for Inner, Middle, and Outer
Harbor Water Bodies in the Port of Long Beach
(Weston, 2006), all observed samples revealed
typical water conditions consistent with other
water quality data taken within the Port. Two
areas were seen to have altered the
representative background marine conditions due
to the proximity of the Los Angles River; however,
both of these scenarios are typical within the Port,
and the recorded values observed at all stations
fell within a range that has been seen in past
surveys (Weston, 2006). The water quality
sampling stations that are in closest proximity to
the proposed project are the seven sites located
in the Inner Harbor and one site located in the Los
Angeles River. Table 2.2.1-3 summarizes the
results from these samples.

Beneficial Uses

Beneficial uses for surface waters in the Long
Beach Harbor are designated by RWQCB and are
identified in the Water Quality Control Plan for Los
Angeles Region (Basin Plan) (RWQCB, 1994)°.
Existing designated beneficial uses for the Long
Beach Harbor include Navigation; Water Contact

®A previous Bays and Estuaries Plan was adopted in
1991, but it was rescinded in 1994 after it was
challenged in court. The Bays and Estuaries Policy
adopted in 1974 is still in effect.
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Table 2.2.1-2
Mean Values of Surface Water Quality in the Long Beach Harbor
in the Vicinity of the Proposed Gerald Desmond Bridge Replacement Project
(January-November 2000)

Parameter | LB7 | LB13 LB14
Dissolved Oxygen (mg/L)
Surface 7.6 71 6.9
Mid-depth 6.6 6.3 6.0
Bottom 6.2 6.4 5.8
pH (pH units)
Surface 8.04 7.93 7.93
Mid-depth 7.97 7.92 7.92
Bottom 7.93 7.92 7.88
Salinity (ppt)
Surface 334 33.0 33.1
Mid-depth 33.5 334 334
Bottom 33.5 33.3 334
Temperature (°C)
Surface 17.3 17.5 17.6
Mid-depth 15.3 16.2 16.5
Bottom 14.4 15.2 15.5
Transmissivity (%)
Surface 63.37 64.90 66.66
Mid-depth 55.17 60.69 57.81
Bottom 33.82 43.48 45.24

mg/L — milligrams per liter; ppt — parts per thousand; °C — degrees Celsius; % — percent
Source: MEC, 2002.

Table 2.2.1-3
Mean Values of Surface Water Quality Parameters
for the Inner Harbor of the Port of Long Beach (October 2006)

Parameter ‘ Average | Range
Dissolved Oxygen (mg/L)
Surface 6.7 5.6-7.5
Bottom 6.6 5.9-74
pH (pH units)
Surface 8.0 7.6-8.4
Bottom 7.8 7.4-8.2
Salinity (PSU)
Surface 32.6 28.1-33.3
Bottom 33.0 32.6-33.4
Temperature (°C)
Surface 17.8 16.0-19.5
Bottom 16.2 14.7-17.2
Transmissivity (%)
Surface 45% N/A
Bottom 68% N/A

mg/L — milligrams per liter; PSU — practical salinity units; °C — degrees Celsius; % — percent
Source: Weston, 2006
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Recreation; Non-contact Water Recreation;
Commercial and Sport Fishing; Marine Habitat;
and Rare, Threatened, and Endangered Species.
A potential beneficial use for the Long Beach
Harbor is shellfish harvesting.

To maintain these beneficial uses, RWQCB has
set forth Water Quality Objectives, which are
described in the Basin Plan (RWQCB, 1994).
Water Quality Objectives are intended to: (1) protect
the public health and welfare; and (2) maintain or
enhance water quality in relation to the designated
existing and potential beneficial uses of the water.
At present, two numeric objectives are set for
Long Beach Harbor: DO and pH. The mean
annual DO concentrations shall be 5 mg/L or
greater, with no single determination less than
5 mg/L. The pH in the Long Beach Harbor shall
not be less than 6.5 or higher than 8.5 (RWQCB,
1994).

Hydrology and Floodplain

The Dominguez Channel is the major drainage
that flows into the Los Angeles-Long Beach
Harbor complex. Sediment and contaminants are

INNER
HARBOR

Y 5
vy Terminal
Island

S s P
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transported into the harbor with the flows from the
Dominguez Channel.

The Dominguez Channel is an 8.5-mi-long
(13.7-km) structure that drains an 80-square-mile
(207-square-kilometer) area west of the Los
Angeles River basin. The channel flows into the
Consolidated Slip and subsequently into the East
Basin of Los Angeles Harbor and Cerritos
Channel. The Dominguez Channel historically
transported untreated industrial wastes into Los
Angeles Harbor, but such discharges have been
significantly reduced through regulation by RWQCB.

Within the project area, the Federal Emergency
Management Agency (FEMA) has identified three
flood zones on the Flood Insurance Rate Map
(FIRM) for this area, which are shown in Exhibit
2.2.1-2. The three flood zones are defined as:

Zone A - Flood insurance rate zone that
corresponds to the 1-percent annual chance
floodplains that are determined in the Flood
Insurance Study by approximate methods of
analysis.

-

N =

LOS

(aal -

Exhibit 2.2.1-2
FEMA FIRM Map Number 0601360020C
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Zone AE - Flood insurance rate zone that
corresponds to the 1-percent annual chance
floodplains that are determined in the Flood
Insurance Study by detailed methods of analysis.

Zone X - Flood insurance rate zone that
corresponds to areas outside the 1-percent
annual chance floodplain, areas of 1-percent
annual chance sheet flow flooding where average
depths are less than 1 ft (0.3-m), areas of
1-percent annual chance stream flooding where
the contributing drainage area is less than
1 square mi, (0.3 square km) or areas protected
from the 1-percent annual chance flood by levees.

To summarize the information shown in Exhibit
2.2.1-2, the area north of Ocean Boulevard on
Terminal Island is within the base floodplain,
which in this case is a 100-year floodplain. The
area south of Ocean Boulevard and the land to
the east of the bridge is outside of the base
floodplain. The base floodplain is defined as the
area subject to flooding by the flood or tide having
a 1-percent chance of being exceeded in any
given year.

2.2.1.3 Environmental Consequences

Evaluation Criteria

Construction and operational impacts to surface
waters were assessed with regard to potential
degradation of water quality and changes in
surface water flow. Effects on future water quality,
with and without implementation of the project
alternatives, were estimated based on the
potential for runoff to reach surface water
resources and types of pollutants anticipated.
Construction and operational impacts to
groundwater resources were assessed with
regard to potential degradation of groundwater
quality and changes in groundwater supplies.
Floodplain and hydrology impacts were assessed
with regard to potential impacts to natural and
beneficial floodplain values, whether flows would
be impeded or redirected, or if the proposed
alternative would result in a substantial risk of
loss, injury, or death involving flooding.

No Action Alternative

Surface Water Quality: The No Action Alternative
would have no effect on water quality or water
resources associated with construction or
demolition activities. Consequently, there would
be no Disturbed Soil Areas (DSAs) associated
with the No Action Alternative.

There would continue to be operational impacts to
surface waters associated with the No Action

Alternative because storm water would continue
to flow from the roadway, untreated, into
surrounding Port waters. Currently, there are no
existing treatment BMPs in the project vicinity,
and under the No Action Alternative, this would
continue to be the case. As identified in the North-
side, South-side, and Rehabilitation Alternative
sections, implementation of these alternatives
would result in increased treatment of storm water
runoff within the project limits, as opposed to the
No Action Alternative.

Groundwater Resources: The No Action Alternative
would have no effect on groundwater resources
associated with construction, demolition, or
operational activities.

Floodplain and Hydrology: The No Action
Alternative would have no effects to the designated
floodplain or area hydrology associated with
construction, demolition, or operational activities.

Construction and Demolition Impacts

North-side Alignment Alternative

Surface Water Quality: The North-side Alignment
Alternative would result in an estimated total DSA
of 38 acres (15 ha). No construction activities on
the proposed or existing bridge would occur within
the waters of the channel. All construction
activities would be conducted above the channel.
During construction, construction materials would
be stored on the land adjacent to the east and
west bridge accesses and on the bridge itself.
Accidental spills or leaks of construction materials,
fuels, solvents, paints, and concrete wash water
over or near the channel could discharge into the
channel, resulting in water quality impacts. Storm
water runoff could also transport spilled or leaked
materials into the channel. This could result in a
temporary adverse effect on water quality in the
Long Beach Harbor. Construction areas and
staging areas would involve disturbed ground
surfaces that would be susceptible to erosion by
storm water runoff. Sediment-laden storm water
runoff could increase turbidity and decrease DO
concentrations in the Back Channel, resulting in a
temporary adverse effect on water quality;
however, temporary adverse effects to surface
water are not anticipated, because a site-specific
SWPPP would be implemented, and the selection
of appropriate construction site BMPs would
ensure no water quality standards or Waste
Discharge Requirements (WDRs) would be
violated. With implementation of these measures,
the potential for adverse effects on surface water
would be minimized.
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As mentioned in the project description, the
proposed project would replace the existing bridge
with a 200-ft (61-m) vertical clearance (above
MHWL) bridge. This would necessitate relocating
the existing power and transmission lines that
cross the Cerritos Channel, approximately 300 ft
(91.4 m) north of the bridge, with an approximate
vertical clearance of 153 ft (46.6 m) above the
MHWL, because the higher bridge would result in
the transmission lines being the only vertical
navigation constraint. Under the recommended
relocation scenario (see Exhibit 2.1.4-1), new
towers would be installed adjacent to the existing
towers on Piers A and S to accommodate a 200-ft
(61-m) vertical clearance for all SCE lines. The
SWPPP would include construction areas
associated with relocation of the SCE
transmission lines, and it would identify BMPs
designed to prevent pollutants and sediment from
entering receiving water bodies. Relocation of the
SCE transmission lines would have no adverse
effects on surface water quality.

Appropriate BMPs would be obtained from the
Caltrans Storm Water Quality Handbook,
Construction Site Best Management Practices
Manual (Caltrans, 2003). The Port is required to
ensure that an SWPPP and SAP are prepared
and implemented prior to construction activities.
The SWPPP would include the following: erosion
and sediment control; non-storm  water
management; post-construction storm water
management; waste management and disposal;
maintenance, inspection and repair of BMPs;
employee training to perform inspections of the
BMPS at the construction site; and a SAP for
contaminated storm water runoff. The SWPPP
must describe structural and non-structural BMPs
to minimize or eliminate the potential for spills and
leakage of construction materials and erosion of
disturbed areas by water and wind.
Implementation of an SWPPP during construction
of the North-side Alignment Alternative would
minimize the potential for adverse effects on
surface water quality.

During demolition of the existing bridge, there is
the potential for debris to fall from the bridge into
the Back Channel. The existing bridge may have
ACM in the form of expansion joint compound and
LBP coatings that would be disturbed by
demolition. Asbestos and lead-containing materials
and other debris falling into the channel could
result in a temporary adverse effect on water
quality; however, construction special provisions
for the North-side Alignment Alternative would
require the use of debris netting to capture any

material or debris that could fall from the bridge
during construction and demolition. Use of debris
netting during construction and demolition would
minimize the potential adverse effect from debris
falling in surface water.

The following special BMPs, where applicable,
would be implemented to prevent debris from
falling and depositing into the Back Channel:

e Limit demolition and construction located over
the channel during precipitation events.

o Employ nonshattering methods for demolition
activities (e.g., wrecking balls would not be
acceptable).

e Place platforms under/adjacent to the bridge
structures to collect debris.

e Secure all materials on the bridge structures to
prevent discharges into the channel via wind.

e Use attachments on equipment, such as
backhoes, to catch debris from small
demolition operations.

e Stockpile accumulated debris and waste
generated from demolition away from
the channel.

e Use drip pans during equipment operation,
maintenance, cleaning, fueling, and storage
for spill prevention. Place drip pans under all
vehicles and equipment placed on the bridge
structures when expected to be idle for more

than 1 hour.

o Ensure that equipment used for this project is
leak-free.

e Direct water from concrete curing and

finishing operations away from inlets and
watercourses to temporary collection facilities
so that concrete wastes would be disposed of
properly.

As stated above, with implementation of construction
special provisions, an SWPPP, construction site
BMPs, and adherence to NPDES permit
requirements, no adverse impacts would occur to
surface water quality during construction of the
North-side Alignment Alternative or demolition of
the existing bridge.

Groundwater Resources: Benzene-contaminated
groundwater was detected south of the project
area. It should be noted that the Remedial
Investigation Report (Bechtel, 1997) was the most
recent report that provided site-specific sampling
data to help determine the approximate limits of
groundwater contamination; however, the limited
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sampling locations in the report prevent a
conclusive determination from being made as to
the extent to which the plume may have migrated.
Additionally, because the Remedial Investigation
Report (Bechtel, 1997) is more than 10 years old,
the current location and condition of the plume is
not known. Exhibit 2.2.1-1 shows the groundwater
and surface water sampling locations in the vicinity
of the Gerald Desmond Bridge Replacement
Project.

During construction of the North-side Alignment
Alternative, excavation activities are anticipated to
encounter groundwater, and dewatering would be
necessary. Dewatering groundwater in the project
area is a concern because this can cause the
contaminated groundwater plume to migrate to
non-contaminated areas. All dewatering activities
would be in compliance with Los Angeles
RWQCB regulatory requirements, including an
individual dewatering permit or waste discharge
permit, if applicable. Information regarding
potential regulatory permits is provided in Section
2.2.1.1. Prior to commencement of dewatering
activities, RWQCB would be contacted immediately
to provide a recommendation on how to handle
the disposal of the dewatering flows. Any
dewatering activities, including those that may
contact contaminated groundwater, shall be
treated to remove pollutants to meet Los Angeles
RWQCB discharge requirements, or hauled offsite
and properly disposed of.

Bridge pile installation would be conducted by
driving piles in lieu of pre-driling to avoid or
minimize the need for additional dewatering.
Additionally, the groundwater in this area is likely
to be contaminated from seawater intrusion, and it
is not an identified drinking water source. Because
the groundwater would not be used for any
purposes related to the proposed project,
groundwater supplies would not be affected.
Because proper procedures and regulations
regarding dewatering activities would be followed,
no temporary adverse impacts to the groundwater
or the benzene plume resulting from construction
of the North-side Alignment Alternative are
anticipated.

Floodplain and Hydrology: Construction and
demolition activities associated with the North-
side Alignment Alternative would not impede or
redirect flows; therefore, they would not result in
any adverse effects to the area hydrology or
floodplain.

South-side Alignment Alternative

Surface Water Quality: The potential for construction
and demolition impacts to surface water quality for
the South-side Alignment Alternative would be
similar to the North-side Alignment Alternative.
The South-side Alignment Alternative would also
result in approximately 38 acres (15 ha) of DSA.
No construction activities on the proposed or
existing bridge would occur within waters of the
Back Channel. All construction activities would be
conducted above the channel. All construction
BMPs and special BMPs identified for the North-
side Alignment Alternative would be implemented
for the South-side Alignment Alternative. With
implementation of construction special provisions,
an SWPPP, construction site BMPs, and adherence
to NPDES permit requirements, no adverse impacts
would occur to surface water quality during
construction of the South-side Alignment Alternative.

Groundwater Resources: As described in
Section 2.2.1.2, several studies have been
conducted regarding the source and location of
the benzene plume in the project area; however,
the limited sampling locations prevent a
conclusive determination from being made as to
the extent to which the plume may have migrated.
Therefore, there is no basis for determining
whether the North-side Alignment Alternative or
the South-side Alignment Alternative would have
greater potential to impact groundwater
resources. As with the North-side Alignment
Alternative, excavation activities are anticipated to
encounter groundwater, and dewatering would be
necessary. As described for the North-side
Alignment Alternative, all dewatering activities
would be in compliance with Los Angeles
RWQCB regulatory requirements. Any dewatering
activities, including those that may contact
contaminated groundwater, shall be treated to
remove pollutants to meet Los Angeles RWQCB
discharge requirements, or hauled offsite and
properly disposed of.

Bridge pile installation would be conducted by
driving piles in lieu of pre-drilling to avoid or
minimize the need for additional dewatering.
Additionally, the groundwater in this area is likely
to be contaminated from seawater intrusion, and it
is not an identified drinking water source. Because
the groundwater would not be used for any
purposes related to the proposed project,
groundwater supplies would not be affected.
Because proper procedures and regulations
regarding dewatering activities would be followed,
no temporary adverse impacts to the groundwater
or the benzene plume resulting from construction
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of the South-side Alignment Alternative are
anticipated.

Floodplain and Hydrology: Construction and
demolition activities associated with the South-
side Alignment Alternative would not impede or
redirect flows; therefore, they would not result in
any adverse effects to the area hydrology or
floodplain.

Rehabilitation Alternative

Surface Water Quality: The Rehabilitation
Alternative would involve replacement of the
bridge deck, replacement of all expansion joints,
replacement of the sway bracings for the main
span, painting of all steel members, and seismic
retrofit of foundations, columns, bent caps,
abutments, and superstructure. Retrofit of the
foundations and construction of the necessary
treatment BMPs are the only construction
activities associated with the Rehabilitation
Alternative that would result in soil disturbance.
The amount of DSA necessary to retrofit the
foundations would be less than 1-acre (0.4-ha).
Although the Rehabilitation Alternative would
require a DSA of less than 1-acre (0.4-ha),
excluding construction of proposed treatment
BMPs, it is likely that an SWPPP would have to be
prepared because a portion of land within the
project limits drains to a 303 (d) listed water body
— the Los Angeles River; however, with a small
DSA and implementation of an SWPPP, the
Rehabilitation Alternative would not result in

adverse effects to surface water quality
associated with construction or demolition
activities.

Groundwater Resources: The Rehabilitation
Alternative  would require retrofitting  the
foundations, which would entail soil excavation
and pile driving the steel casings. Although
excavation activities may encounter groundwater,
installation of the steel casings would be
conducted by pile driving in lieu of pre-drilling to
avoid or minimize the need for additional
dewatering. The potential for groundwater
dewatering is a concern in this area, and it is
discussed above, under construction and
demolition impacts for the North-side and South-
side Alignment Alternatives. All dewatering
activities would be in compliance with Los
Angeles RWQCB regulatory requirements. Any
dewatering activities, including those that may
contact contaminated groundwater, shall be
treated to remove pollutants to meet Los Angeles
RWQCB discharge requirements, or hauled offsite
and properly disposed of. Groundwater would not
be used for any purposes related to the

Rehabilitation Alternative; therefore, no temporary
adverse impacts to groundwater resources would
result from construction activities associated with
the Rehabilitation Alternative.

Floodplain and Hydrology: With the Rehabilitation
Alternative, there would be no construction or
demolition impacts that would impede or redirect
flows; therefore, this alternative would not result in
any adverse effects to the area hydrology or
floodplain.

Operational Impacts

North-side Alignment Alternative

Surface Water Quality: Once constructed, the
North-side Alignment Alternative would increase
the volume of surface runoff because of the
addition of impervious surface area. Within the
project limits, the amount of existing impervious
surface is 36.09 acres (14.6 ha). The North-side
Alignment Alternative would require conversion of
11.46 acres (4.63 ha) of unpaved area to
impervious surfaces; therefore, the North-side
Alignment Alternative would result in a net
increase of 11.46 acres (4.63 ha) of impervious
surface compared to the No Action Alternative.
The new bridge would be designed so that storm
water runoff would flow along gutters towards the
ends of the bridge and discharge into proposed
treatment BMPs, which at this stage are identified
as biofiltration swales and media filters, prior to
entering the storm drainage system. Existing
drainage patterns would not be altered in the
project area. As previously described, the
increase in impervious surface area associated
with the proposed project would increase the
amount of runoff that would be discharged to the
existing storm drain system; however, this
increase is not substantial enough to require
construction of new storm drainage facilities or
expansion of existing facilities at the Port. With
implementation of the proposed treatment BMPs,
storage capacity for runoff would be provided, and
the flow velocity in pre- and post-project conditions
would be similar. Although the amount of runoff
volume would increase, with implementation of
the proposed treatment BMPs, the release time
would be increased because runoff would be
designed to reside in the proposed device for a
particular length of time. Ultimately, this would
result in a decreased flow rate; therefore, with
operations of the North-side Alignment Alternative,
there would be no exceedance of the capacity of
the existing storm water drainage systems, and
there would be no adverse effects on the storm
water drainage system.
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Based on preliminary design, there are eight
potential locations for treatment BMPs for the
North-side Alignment Alternative, which are
shown on Exhibit 2.2.1-3. Out of these eight
potential locations, six sites are proposed to be
outfitted with media filters, and two sites are
proposed to be outfitted with biofiltration swales. It
should be noted that the applicability of each of
the Caltrans-approved treatment BMPs was
analyzed for this project, and media filters and
biofiltration swales were identified as the most
feasible treatment BMPs to implement, based on
the removal of targeted design constituents
(TDCs), site constraints, and design criteria.
Examples of a typical biolfiltration swale and a
media filter are shown in Exhibits 2.2.1-4 and
2.2.1-5.

The six locations where media filters are proposed
for the North-side Alignment Alternative are
identified as Locations 1, 2, 5, 6, 7, and 8 on
Exhibit 2.2.1-3. Location 1 is inside the loop of the
proposed on-ramp from Pier T Avenue to the EB
direction of the proposed North-side Alignment
Alternative replacement bridge. Location 2 is
located adjacent to the EB approach structures,
southwest of the LBGS. Location 5 is adjacent to
the south side of the EB bridge approach
structure, immediately before the split between
the Pico Boulevard off-ramp and the connector to
NB SR 710. Location 6 is adjacent to the south
side of the EB approach structure, after Ocean
Boulevard. Location 7 is approximately 200 ft
(61 m) northeast of Location 6. Location 8 is on
the inside shoulder of the proposed on-ramp from
SB Pico Boulevard to the WB approach structure.

There are two locations where biofiltration swales
are proposed, which are identified as Locations 3
and 4 on Exhibit 2.2.1-3. Locations 3 and 4 abut
the Back Channel, and they are proposed under
the southern portion of the cable-stayed structures.
Location 3 is on the west bank of the Back
Channel, while Location 4 is on the east bank.

With implementation of these treatment BMPs,
operation of the North-side Alignment Alternative
would not have an adverse effect on water quality.

Operation of the new bridge would be covered
under the Caltrans Statewide Storm Water Permit
(NPDES No. CAS000003). This includes the
maintenance of each of the Caltrans-approved
treatment BMPs that would be implemented as
part of this project. Bridge maintenance activities
may include work such as repairing damage or
deterioration in various bridge components;
removing debris from piers, bearing seats, and

abutments; repairing expansion joints; cleaning
and painting structural steel; and sealing concrete
surfaces. All maintenance activities would employ
BMPs specified in the Caltrans Statewide SWMP
(2007c¢) to eliminate or minimize the potential for
pollutants to be picked up by storm water runoff
and transported offsite.

Groundwater Resources: Because the proposed
treatment BMPs would not infiltrate any runoff into
the ground, groundwater would not be affected or
used for any purposes related to operation of the
North-side Alignment Alternative; therefore, no
adverse impacts to groundwater resources would
result from operation of the North-side Alignment
Alternative.

Floodplain and Hydrology: The North-side
Alignment Alternative would require new bridge
structures. These structures would be located
outside of the channel but within the base
floodplain. Placement of the structures within the
base floodplain is considered an “encroachment’
as defined by EO 11988: Floodplain Management;
however, construction of the North-side Alignment
Alternative would not result in a “significant
encroachment” per 23 CFR 650 Subpart A. A
project would be considered to result in a
“significant encroachment” if it would result in one
or more of the following:

e A significant potential for interruption or
termination of a transportation facility, which is
needed for emergency vehicles or provides a
community's only evacuation route.

e A significant risk (to life or property), or

e A significant adverse impact on natural and
beneficial floodplain values.

The project would be designed to not impede or
redirect flood flows. The bridge would be placed
on piers. There are no levees or dams in the
vicinity that would be subject to failure and expose
people or structures associated with the proposed
project to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death
involving flooding. There would be no adverse
effects to natural or beneficial floodplain values;
therefore, the floodplain would not be adversely
affected by operation of the North-side Alignment
Alternative. Additionally, the North-side Alignment
Alternative would not result in the impendence or
redirection of flows; therefore, it would not result in
any adverse effects to the area hydrology.

South-side Alignment Alternative

Surface Water Quality: As with the North-side
Alignment Alternative, the South-side Alignment
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Exhibit 2.2.1-4 Typical Biofiltration Swale

Exhibit 2.2.1-5 Typical Media Filter (Austin Sand Filter)
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Affected Environment, Environmental
Consequences, and Avoidance,
Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures

Alternative is anticipated to increase the volume of
surface runoff because of the addition of
impervious surface area. The increase in surface
runoff would be similar to the North-side
Alignment Alternative, as the South-side
Alignment  Alternative would also require
conversion of an additional 11.46 acres (4.63 ha)
of unpaved area to impervious surfaces. Storm
water runoff would be treated in the same manner
as the North-side Alignment Alternative, and the
same treatment BMPs are proposed, as shown in
Exhibit 2.2.1-6. As described with the North-side
Alignment Alternative, with implementation of
treatment BMPs, there would be no exceedance
of the capacity of the existing storm water
drainage systems, and there would be no adverse
effects on the storm water drainage system
associated with operation of the South-side
Alignment Alternative.

Preliminary design indicates that as with the
North-side Alignment Alternative, there are eight
potential locations for treatment BMPs for the
South-side Alignment Alternative, which are
shown on Exhibit 2.2.1-6. Out of these eight
potential locations, six sites are proposed to be
outfitted with media filters, and two sites are
proposed to be outfitted with biofiltration swales.
Although six media filters and two biofiltration
swales are the proposed treatment BMPs for both
the North-side and South-side Alignment
Alternatives, some of the locations of these
treatment BMPs will change based on the
alternative selected. Proposed BMP Locations 6,
7, and 8 would remain the same for both the
North-side and South-side Alignment Alternatives,
while Locations 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6 would change.
The six locations where media filters are proposed
for the South-side Alignment Alternative are
identified as Locations 1, 2, 5, 6, 7, and 8 on
Exhibit 2.2.1-6. Location 1 is inside the loop of the
proposed on-ramp from Pier T Avenue to the EB
direction of the proposed South-side Alignment
Alternative replacement bridge. Location 2 is
adjacent to the EB approach structures, southwest
of the LBGS. Location 5 is adjacent to the north
side of the WB bridge approach structure.
Location 6 is adjacent to the north side of the EB
approach structure, after Ocean Boulevard.
Location 7 is approximately 200 ft (61 m)
northeast of Location 6. Location 8 is on the inside
shoulder of the proposed on-ramp from SB Pico
Boulevard to the WB approach structure.

There are two locations where biofiltration swales
are proposed, which are identified as Locations 3
and 4 on Exhibit 2.2.1-6. Locations 3 and 4 abut

the Back Channel, and they are proposed under the
northern portion of the cable-stayed structures.
Location 3 is on the west bank of the Back
Channel, while Location 4 is on the east bank.

With implementation of these treatment BMPs,
operation of the South-side Alignment Alternative
would not have an adverse effect on water quality.

Groundwater Resources: Because the proposed
treatment BMPs would not infiltrate any runoff into
the ground, groundwater would not be affected or
used for any purposes related to operation of the
South-side Alignment Alternative; therefore, no
adverse impacts to groundwater resources would
result from operation of the South-side Alignment
Alternative.

Floodplain and Hydrology: The South-side
Alignment Alternative would require new bridge
structures, similar to those of the North-side
Alignment Alternative. All structures would be
located outside of the channel; however, unlike
the bridge structures for the North-side Alignment
Alternative, all structures necessary for the South-
side Alignment Alternative would be located
outside of the base floodplain. This is because the
boundary of the base floodplain is north of the
existing Gerald Desmond Bridge to the south, and
moving the bridge further south would locate the
bridge further from the base floodplain zone.

The bridge would be placed on piers. There are
no levees or dams in the vicinity that would be
subject to failure and expose people or structures
associated with the proposed project to a
significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving
flooding. There would be no adverse effects to
natural or beneficial floodplain values; therefore,
the floodplain would not be adversely affected by
operation of the South-side Alignment Alternative.
Additionally, the South-side Alignment Alternative
would not result in the impendence or redirection
of flows; therefore, it would not result in any
adverse effects to the area hydrology.

Rehabilitation Alternative

Surface Water Quality: Because the
Rehabilitation Alternative would require
compliance with NPDES regulatory requirements,
treatment BMPs would be a necessary
component of this alternative. Storm water runoff
would be treated in a similar manner as the North-
side and South-side Alignment Alternatives, and
most of the same treatment BMPs are proposed,
as shown in Exhibit 2.2.1-7. Because the
Rehabilitation Alternative would not add any
additional impervious surfaces, no new runoff
would be generated, and there would be no
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exceedance of the capacity of the existing storm
water drainage system. There would be no
adverse effects on the storm water drainage
system associated with operation of the
Rehabilitation Alternative.

Preliminary design indicates that there are five
potential locations for treatment BMPs for the
Rehabilitation Alternative, which are shown on
Exhibit 2.2.1-7. Out of these five potential
locations, three sites are proposed to be outfitted
with media filters, and two sites are proposed to
be outfitted with biofiltration swales. The three
locations where media filters are proposed for the
Rehabilitation Alternative are identified as Locations
1, 2, and 5 on Exhibit 2.2.1-7. Location 1 is inside
the loop of the existing WB off-ramp to Pier T.
Location 2 is adjacent to the WB shoulder of
Ocean Boulevard, southwest of the LBGS.
Location 5 is adjacent to the north side of the WB
bridge approach structure.

There are two locations where biofiltration swales
are proposed, which are identified as Locations 3
and 4 on Exhibit 2.2.1-7. Locations 3 and 4 abut
the Back Channel, and Location 3 is on the west
bank of the Back Channel, while Location 4 is on
the east bank.

With implementation of these treatment BMPs,
operation of the Rehabilitation Alternative would
not have an adverse effect on water quality.

Groundwater Resources: Groundwater would
not be affected or used for any purposes related
to the Rehabilitation Alternative; therefore, no
adverse impacts to groundwater resources would
result from operations associated with the
Rehabilitation Alternative.

Floodplain and Hydrology: Operations
associated with the Rehabilitation Alternative
would not impede or redirect flows; therefore, they
would not result in any adverse effects to the area
hydrology or floodplain.

2.2.1.4 Avoidance, Minimization and/or
Mitigation Measures

With implementation of the above-mentioned
treatment BMPs, construction special provisions,
and construction site BMPs, and by adhering to
NPDES guidelines, no adverse effects would
occur to water resources or hydrology during
construction or operation of the new bridge or
rehabilitation of the old bridge; therefore, no
mitigation measures are required.
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