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Port of Long Beach 
 

Pier S Marine Terminal and Back Channel Improvements 
CEQA Initial Study 

 
1.  Project title: Pier S Marine Terminal and Back Channel Improvements 

 
2. Lead agency: Port of Long Beach  

925 Harbor Plaza 
P.O. Box 570 
Long Beach, CA 90802 

 
3.  Contact person: Robert Kanter, Director of Planning 

Phone: (562) 590-4160 
 
4. Project location:  The 160-acre Pier S and Back Channel Improvements sites are located in the 
Port of Long Beach (Port or POLB), (Figure 1).  The 160-acre Pier S site is bounded on the north by 
Cerritos Channel and the Pier A Marine Terminal; on the east by the Back Channel, Southern California 
Edison (SCE) property, and the Long Beach Generation Plant; on the south by Ocean Boulevard and Pier 
T;  and on the west by State Rout 47 (SR 47), Vopak Terminal Long Beach and City of Long Beach 
property.  (Currently, approximately 60 acres of the total 160-acre terminal is paved with asphaltic 
concrete.  Marine access to Pier S is provided from the Outer Harbor via the Middle Harbor through the 
Back Channel and into the Inner Harbor Turning Basin. The Back Channel is located east of Pier S. It is 
bounded on the north by the Inner Harbor Turning Basin and Pier A Terminal; on the east by Pier D; on 
the south by Middle Harbor; and on the west by Pier T.  The Gerald Desmond Bridge, part of West Ocean 
Boulevard, spans the northern portion of the Back Channel.  
 
5.  General plan designation:  Port Planning District Four 
 
6. Zoning:  The Harbor District is comprised of two zones - Port-Industrial (IP) and a Planned 
Development district (Queensway Bay [PD-21]).  The Port of Long Beach Master Plan (PMP) is the local 
coastal plan for the Harbor District and is made up of 10 Harbor Planning District.  The proposed Pier S 
Terminal and Back Channel Improvements Project is located in the Terminal Island, Northwest, 
Northeast, and Middle Harbor Planning Districts.  Permitted uses in these Planning Districts include oil 
production, port-related, primary port facilities, utilities, and ancillary port facilities.  PMP Amendment 
No. 17, certified by the California Coastal Commission in August 2002, allowed for the widening of the 
Cerritos Channel to facilitate the development and safe operation of a modern container terminal on Pier 
S in the Terminal Island Planning District.  The amendment allowed for the removal of up to 108 feet of 
existing Pier S land along approximately 3,500 feet of shoreline and widening of Cerritos Channel to 
create about 9.2 acre of surface water that could be used to mitigate future Port fill projects.  
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7.  Description of project:   
 

Background 
 
The Pier S site is part of a 720-acre parcel sold by Union Pacific Resources Corporation (UPRC) to 
the Port in 1994.  The site was formerly used as an active oil and gas production field from the 1930s 
until 1999.  From 1951 to 1969, a portion of the site was leased by UPRC to the now defunct TCL 
Corporation for the disposal of oil and gas drilling waste in shallow impoundments or “sumps.”  
Testing conducted in the 1980s indicated that TCL Corporation disposed of materials other than those 
permitted under the lease agreement.   
 
As part of a continuing effort to remediate contaminated soils and allow for expanding port uses, the 
Port and the California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) entered into a voluntary 
cleanup agreement in September 1997 to investigate and remediate site contamination.  Several 
phases of subsurface investigations conducted between 1991 and 1997 characterized subsurface 
contamination.  The total volume of sump material on-site was estimated to be approximately 
230,000 cubic yards (cy).  Chemical analyses of soil and shallow groundwater identified organic and 
inorganic contaminants, including total petroleum hydrocarbons, volatile organic compounds 
(VOCs), semivolatile organic compounds, polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons, polychlorinated 
biphenyls (PCBs), and metals.   
 
In March 1999, the Port of Long Beach Board of Harbor Commissioners approved a project to 
develop a marine container terminal on Pier S and certified the Pier S Marine Terminal EIR/ 
Application Summary Report (ASR).  Project components included relocation of oil facilities and 
utilities, site remediation, realignment of approximately 1,600 feet of the existing 2,800-foot dirt and 
rock dike, dredging, construction of a 2,800-foot pile-supported concrete wharf, and construction of 
other related terminal facilities.  In July 2000, a navigational study identified a safety issue 
concerning the ability to move a ship safely in the Cerritos Channel while other ships were berthed at 
both Pier S and at Pier A, across the channel.  The study recommended that a minimum of 200 feet of 
total clearance be established in the channel (100 feet on each side of a maneuvering ship) to allow 
adequate clearance for the cranes on the wharf.  In 2000, an Addendum to the Final EIR for the Pier S 
Marine Terminal was completed.  The Addendum analyzed the proposed project modifications that 
would reduce impacts to navigational safety by widening the channel by 108 feet, bringing the total 
channel width to 808 feet.  No significant new environmental impacts were identified in the 
Addendum.   
 
Since 2001, the following project actions have been completed: relocation of oil facilities and 
utilities; site remediation, which included investigation and remediation of approximately 25 acres of 
sump material and contaminated groundwater; and site preparation, which included raising the 
existing ground surface to approximately 15 feet mean lower low water (MLLW) by placing 
approximately 4,500,000 cubic yard (cy) of material on-site.  The previously approved dike 
realignment, wharf construction, and terminal facilities components were never constructed, and 
those improvements will be evaluated in the EIS/EIR.  In addition, it has been determined that 
widening the Back Channel from the Main Channel through the Back Channel to the Cerritos 
Channel would be necessary in order to accommodate safely the number and size of ships anticipated 
to use Pier S. 
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The previous environmental document prepared by the Port considered developing a smaller marine 
cargo terminal at Pier S.  This document did not analyze the potential environmental impacts 
associated with widening the Back Channel to accommodate additional and larger marine vessels.  
This Initial Study provides an analysis of the potentially significant environmental impacts that could 
result from development of a marine cargo terminal at Pier S and the proposed Back Channel 
improvements taken together.   
 
Project Overview 
 
The proposed project involves construction of a new container terminal at Pier S with rail access and 
Back Channel improvements.  This project would include the following components:  property 
acquisition; dredging, wharf construction, other waterside improvements, and container cranes; Back 
Channel improvements; container yard and associated structures; terminal buildings and other 
structures; truck gates, associated structures and roadwork; intermodal rail yard, structures, and dual 
rail lead; and utility and oil facility relocation.  A conceptual plan for the proposed marine terminal is 
shown in Figure 2. 

 
Project Features 
 
Property Acquisition:  Construction of the Pier S Terminal would require the acquisition of two 
parcels owned by the City of Long Beach.  The first is an approximately 33,000-square-foot area 
owned by the City and operated as part of the Southeast Resource Recovery Facility (SERRF).  The 
parcel is bounded by New Dock Street on the north, SR 47 on the east, the rail line on the south, and 
Pier S Avenue to the west (Figure 2).  The parcel is currently vacant.  The second parcel is an 
approximately 5,000-square-foot railroad easement between SR 47 and Pier S Avenue (Figure 2).  
The voluntary acquisition of these properties would be required to facilitate construction and 
operation of the proposed dual rail lead described below.  Property acquisition for this project will not 
involve private property or the use of eminent domain. 
 
Dredging, Wharf Construction, Other Waterside Improvements, and Container Cranes:  Up to 
3,200 feet of concrete, pile-supported wharf would be constructed as part of the project.  Construction 
of the wharf would include excavation of the existing shoreline to realign the existing dike and widen 
the Channel to 808 feet between the Pier A and future Pier S pier head lines.  The future width of the 
Cerritos Channel would accommodate the passage of a 22-container-wide vessel through the channel 
while similar vessels are berthed at both Piers S and A with the container crane booms at both 
terminals in the lowered, working position.  Widening the Cerritos Channel would result in the 
creation of approximately 10 acres of new water surface area. 
 
Wharf construction would include the removal of approximately 1,500,000 cy of material; to be 
disposed of as described below; driving approximately 2,000 concrete piles (up to 110 feet in length); 
and reconstruction of the shoreline with approximately 475,000 tons of imported quarry run and rock.  
The wharf would include gantry crane rails for 100-foot-gauge cranes.  Electrical and telephone/fiber 
infrastructure to support up to 12 container cranes and supply power to ships (i.e., cold-ironing) at 
berth would be installed in the structure.   
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Figure 2 Conceptual Site Plan 
11X17 
Color 
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Back of Figure 2 
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In addition to required wharf excavation, approximately 600,000 cy of material (including materials 
that are either suitable or unsuitable for open ocean disposal) would be dredged from the Cerritos 
Channel for ship berthing at Pier S. The minimum and maximum dredge depths extending 25 feet 
north of the future Pier S pier head line would be –60 feet MLLW and -62 feet MLLW, respectively, 
which also includes a 2-foot over dredge allowance. 
 
Dredge and wharf excavation material would be deposited at agency-approved in-water and/or upland 
disposal sites.  The potential in-water disposal sites include the Middle Harbor landfills (i.e., Piers D, 
E, and F), the Pier G landfill, the Western Anchorage Disposal Site (suitable material only) and any 
other contained disposal site identified in the future.  Disposal of dredge and excavation material 
would only occur at approved disposal sites,   
 
Back Channel Improvements:  Targeted areas in the Back Channel would be dredged in order to 
extend the navigable width of the channel to a total of 315 feet at the full dredge depth.  
Approximately 250,000 cy of material below MLLW (including materials that are either suitable or 
unsuitable for open ocean disposal) would be dredged from designated side walls of the Back 
Channel and Inner Harbor Turning Basin at the intersection of the Back and Cerritos channels to 
facilitate the navigation of ships expected to serve Piers A, B, C, and S.  Construction would include 
placing approximately 76,000 tons of imported quarry run and rock along the new shoreline.  
 
Dredging (Figures 3 and 4) would require the use of cement, deep-soil mixing at limited locations 
where additional strengthening of the side slopes and/or the underlying seabed are determined to be 
necessary.  During dredging, any abandoned utilities encountered would be removed.  Additionally, 
the existing intake and outfall structures associated with the power plant on Pier S would be 
demolished to avoid the hazard to navigation that the current structures pose.       
 
Dredge and wharf excavation material would be deposited at agency-approved in-water and/or upland 
disposal sites.  The potential in-water disposal sites are the Middle Harbor landfills (i.e., Piers D, E, 
and F), the Western Anchorage Disposal Site (suitable material only) and any other contained 
disposal site identified in the future.  Disposal of dredge and excavation material would only occur at 
approved disposal sites.   
 
The minimum and maximum dredge depths in the Cerritos Channel, Back Channel, and Inner Harbor 
Turning Basin would be –52 feet MLLW and –54 feet MLLW, respectively.  The maximum dredge 
depth of –54 feet MLLW includes a 2-foot allowance over the target depth of -52 ft MLLW.  As 
shown on Figure 3, Back channel dredging will be limited to several side slope locations along the 
western edge of Pier C, the western edge of Pier D, the eastern edge of Pier S, and the eastern edge of 
the SCE property and Long Beach Generation Plant.  The marine floor of the Back Channel, Cerritos 
Channel, and Middle Harbor would not be dredged.  No other deepening or dredging would occur as 
part of the proposed project. 

 
Container Yard and Associated Structures:  The majority of the backlands of the Pier S terminal 
would be developed for container storage and would support both wheeled and grounded operations 
served by various terminal equipment including bobcats, tractor-trailers, front-end loaders, reach 
stackers, top-picks, straddle carriers, gantry cranes.  In addition, facilities would be provided to allow 
the wheeled or grounded storage of refrigerated containers.   
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Both above-ground and underground utilities and distribution systems would be designed and 
constructed within the terminal to support operations.  These systems would be designed to POLB 
container terminal standards and are anticipated to include: 
 
• Water (fire suppression and potable) 
• Sanitary sewer 
• Storm drain 
• Electrical (above and below ground distribution as well as substations) 
• Telecommunications and security 
• Natural gas 
 
The fire suppression distribution system would include piping and fire hydrants.  The potable water 
distribution system would include piping, valves, meter, and other appurtenances.  It is anticipated 
that the two systems would be interconnected.  Electrical systems would be designed and constructed 
to meet power requirements for gantry cranes, refrigerated container outlets, buildings, area lighting, 
perimeter security systems, and ships.  The electrical system would include conduit, power poles, 
light poles (up to 120 feet in height), transformers, substations, and switch gear.  Southern California 
Edison (SCE) would provide service to the terminal in one to two on-site locations. SCE will provide 
either 66/12 kV or 66/25kV substation(s) to support terminal electrical loads. 
 
The storm drain system would be designed to drain surface runoff through pipelines that lead directly 
to the ocean via outlets located beneath the new wharf and via discharge pipelines from pump 
stations, which would include outlets in the Cerritos Channel, and grading, using both on-site and 
imported soil, would be required to facilitate site drainage.   
 
Retaining walls of varying types ranging from mechanically stabilized earth to masonry would be 
constructed at the perimeter of the site, where required.  The final surface of the terminal would be 
pavement sections consisting of asphalt or concrete over base rock.  The pavement section (thickness 
of asphalt or concrete and base rock) would vary within the terminal based on the anticipated loading 
criteria (up to 40 long tons).  Additionally, up to 15,000 lineal feet of reinforced concrete runways 
would be constructed to support the operation of gantry cranes.   
 
Roadway/pedestrian signage and striping would be designed and constructed in accordance with 
POLB standards for container terminals.  Landscaping would be provided in accordance with 
requirements of the Port Master Landscaping Plan.  The perimeter of the container yard would be 
secured with chain-link fencing in accordance with POLB standards and U.S. Customs requirements.   
 
Table 1 provides a list of other above ground structures anticipated to be included in the container 
yard.  These exclude utilities addressed elsewhere in this document. 
 

Table 1.  Additional Container Yard Support Structures 
 

Support Structure Approximate Area 
(ft2) 

Customs Inspection Dock (mobile) 1,000 
Terminal Generator Facility 300 
RPM Facility for Rail Yard N/A 
*RPM – Radiation Portal Monitor (Operated by U.S. Customs) 
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Figure 3 Proposed Dredging Plan North of Gerald Desmond Bridge 
11X17 
Black and white 
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Back of Figure 3 
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Figure 4 Proposed Dredging Plan South of General Desmond Bridge 
11X17 
Black and white 
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Back of Figure 4 
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Terminal Buildings and Other Structures:  The Pier S Marine Terminal would include buildings, 
facilities, and other structures needed to perform and support container terminal operations and 
administration.  Building construction is anticipated to include, but not be limited to, the 12 structures 
described in approximate terms in Table 2 below.  As indicated, some of the structures would be 
supported by concrete piles.  The estimated maximum pile length is 100 feet. 
 

Table 2.  Building Descriptions 
 

Building and/or Other Above Grade Structure Approximate Area 
(ft2) 

Estimated 
No. of 
Floors 

Estimated 
No. of 

Conc. Pile 
Administration 16,000 2 75 
Maintenance & Repair 58,000 2 275 
Marine Operations / Crane Maintenance 25,000 2 100 
Yard Labor Check-In 6,000 2 100 
Yard Labor Check-In Booth 100 1 N/A 
Rail Operations 6,000 2 50 
Reefer Wash 8,000 1 N/A 
Longshore Restroom (East) 1,000 1 N/A 
Longshore Restroom (West) 1,000 1 N/A 
Roadability Building and Canopy 7,000 1 N/A 
Truckers Service 2,000 1 N/A 
Main Gate Security 1,000 1 N/A 

*Square footage includes canopies where applicable 
 
Truck Gates, Associated Structures, and Roadwork:  Two truck gates (main gate and secondary 
gate) including sign bridges, raised pedestals, scales, and infrastructure required to mount and operate 
optical character recognition (OCR) equipment and radiation portal monitors (RPMs) would be 
constructed at the southwest (main gate) and southeast (future secondary gate) corners of the terminal 
(Figure 2).  Both truck gates would be automated/unmanned as currently planned. 
 
Truck access to the terminal would be through the main gate complex via New Dock Street and 
through the secondary gate via Pier T Avenue.  It is anticipated that truck gate complexes would have 
the capability to exchange information electronically between truck drivers and terminal gate clerks 
through two-way communication speakers, closed circuit television (CCTV) cameras, printers, 
magnetic card readers, bar code readers, seal readers, OCR and Automatic Equipment Identification 
devices, and/or weigh scales.  Based upon typical San Pedro-area gate processes, preliminary 
calculations, and Port truck queue policy, the primary gate complex may have up to 22 lanes (12 entry 
and 10 exit) and the secondary gate complex may have up to 5 lanes (Figure 2).  OCR portals require 
the use of a two-lane throat after which the lanes are expanded to the number previously stated for 
queuing.   
 
Other above-ground structures anticipated constructed as part of the main gate and secondary gate 
areas are listed in Table 3.  These exclude utilities addressed elsewhere in this document. 
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Table 3.  Truck Gate Support Structures 
 

Support Structure Approximate Area 
(ft2) 

Estimated No. of 
Floors 

Main Gate 
Main Gate Guard Booth 250 1 
OCR Portals (entry & exit) N/A N/A 
Entry Sign Bridge N/A N/A 
Camera Bridge (entry & exit) N/A N/A 
Communication Pedestals (entry & exit) N/A N/A 
RPM Facility (exit) N/A N/A 

Secondary Gate 
Secondary Gate Security Building 500 1 
OCR Portals (entry & exit) N/A N/A 
Entry Sign Bridge N/A N/A 
Camera Bridge (entry & exit) N/A N/A 
Communication Pedestals (entry & exit) N/A N/A 
RPM Facility (exit) N/A N/A 

 
No concrete piles are anticipated to be needed for the truck gate support structures. 
 
Intermodal Rail Yard, Structures, and Dual Rail Lead:  The proposed Pier S Marine Terminal 
would include an intermodal rail yard facility, which is anticipated to include eight sets of track 
totaling approximately 16,500 lineal feet (see Figure 2).  The facility would have the static capacity to 
accommodate two 22-car trains comprised of the equivalent of forty 309-foot double-stack, 
articulating, deep-well rail cars.  The intermodal rail yard would be designed for operation using 
front-end loaders/reach stackers, or gantry cranes.  Up to 15,000 lineal feet of reinforced concrete 
runways would be constructed to support the operation of gantry cranes. 
 
It is anticipated that the rail yard would have the capability to electronically exchange information 
from rail cars to terminal administration through OCR portal(s).  RPM facilities servicing the rail yard 
are anticipated to be physically located in the container yard as in Figure 2. 
 
Table 4 lists other above-ground structures anticipated to be included in the intermodal rail yard.  
These exclude utilities addressed elsewhere in this document. 
 

Table 4.  Rail Yard Support Structures 
 

Support Structure Approximate Area (ft2) 
Estimated No. of 

Floors 

Air Compressor Building 1,000 1 
Rail Yard OCR Facility(s) N/A N/A 

 
No concrete piles are anticipated to be needed for the rail yard support structures. 
 
It is anticipated that, in conformance with the Port’s Rail Master Plan, the Pier S intermodal rail yard 
would be served via a dual rail lead extending from the terminal’s southwest corner, as shown in 
Figure 2.  Construction of the dual rail lead would require realignment of a portion of the existing, 
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approximately 2,800-foot rail lead, and construction of a second 2,800-foot rail lead adjacent to the 
existing track.  In addition, the Port’s Rail Master Plan includes the need for a limited amount of rail 
siding on the Pier S terminal.  
 
Utility and Oilfield Facility Relocation:  The majority of the consolidation and relocation of existing 
third party utilities and oilfield infrastructure has or will have been accomplished under the existing 
Pier S EIR and HDP 96098; however, it remains possible that a limited amount of this type of work 
would be required during the construction of the Pier S Marine Terminal and Back Channel 
Improvements described as part of Alternative 1.  It is anticipated that this work would be limited to 
oil well re-abandonment as needed in compliance with State Department of Conservation Division of 
Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources requirements; limited oilfield pipeline relocation to remove 
conflicts at points at the edges of the terminal where it may be determined that pipelines conflict with 
terminal infrastructure; and the relocation of third party electrical, water, gas, and/or other types of 
facilities located near the edges of the terminal that are found to conflict with proposed terminal 
infrastructure. 
 
Schedule:  Construction activities would require approximately 29 months to complete.  Construction 
would consist of eight separate elements:  
 
• terminal backlands construction (start construction in first month, finish within approximately 12 

months); 
• terminal buildings construction (start construction in first month, finish within approximately 15 

months); 
• rail yard construction (start construction in ninth month, finish in approximately 12 months); 
• dredging/dike realignment (start construction in fourth month, finish within 12 months); 
• wharf construction (start construction in thirteenth month, finish within approximately 15 

months); 
• back channel intake/outfall removal (start construction in fourth month, finish within 

approximately 3 months); 
• back channel cement deep soil mixing (start construction in sixth month, finish within 

approximately 4 months); and 
• Back channel dredging (start construction in tenth month, finish within approximately 6 months).   

 
8. Surrounding land uses and setting:  The proposed project is located within the Port of Long 

Beach Terminal Island Harbor Planning District.  Surrounding land uses are primarily Port-related, 
which include ship loading/unloading facilities, trans-shipment warehouses, stevedoring operations, 
open storage and transfer areas for cargo, and industrial operations primarily engaged in the shipment 
of goods and raw materials.  The Pier S terminal is adjacent to the southern terminus of the Terminal 
Island Freeway (State Route 47, SR 47), which provides access to and from the Intermodal Container 
Transfer Facility (ICTF).  Ocean Boulevard, on the south side of the property, provides access to 
Interstate 710 (Long Beach Freeway, I-710) to the east and Interstate 110 (Harbor Freeway, I-110) to 
the west, both of which provide for vehicular cargo flow into the Los Angeles Basin and inland rail 
yards.   

 
9. Other public agencies whose approval is required: (e.g., permits, financing approval, or 

participation agreement.) 
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In addition to approval granted by the Port of Long Beach Harbor Commission, the following 
approvals of other public agencies are required: 
 
• Port of Long Beach Port Master Plan (PMP) amendment  
• Harbor Development Permit 
• U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Clean Water Act, Section 404 Permit/ Rivers and Harbor Act, 

Section 10 
• Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) Clean Water Act (CWA), Section 401 

Certification 
• City of Long Beach grading and building permits 
 
The Port is the state lead agency for the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) compliance.  
The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps or USACE) is the federal lead agency for the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) compliance because the project involves construction within the 
waters of the U.S.  Together, the Port and the Corps will be the lead agencies for the preparation of a 
joint Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report (EIS/EIR) that will satisfy both 
CEQA and NEPA requirements. 
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TERMINOLOGY USED IN THIS ANALYSIS: 
 
For each question listed in the Initial Study checklist, a determination of the level of significance of the 
impact is provided.  Impacts are categorized in the following categories: 
 

•  A designation of no impact is given when no adverse changes in the environment are expected, or 
the proposed project would have a beneficial impact. 

 
•  A less than significant impact would cause no and involve no substantial adverse change in the 

environment that exceeds significance thresholds.   
 
•  A less than significant impact with mitigation incorporation would have a substantial adverse 

impact on the environment but could be reduced to a less than significant level with incorporation 
of mitigation measure(s). 

 
•  A potentially significant impact would potentially cause a substantial adverse effect on the 

environment, and no feasible mitigation measures have been identified. 
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1. AESTHETICS.  Would the project: 

a. Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?    X 
b. Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited 

to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state 
scenic highway? 

   X 

c. Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of 
the site and its surroundings?   X  

d. Create a new source of substantial light or glare that would 
adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area?   X  

 
This section is based on the Visual Resources Technical Appendix for the Port of Long Beach Pier S 
Marine Terminal Project (available on file at the Port of Long Beach Planning Division).  The 
proposed project site is located on Terminal Island, the highly industrialized inner complex of the Port 
of Long Beach.  The amount of heavy industrial development that surrounds the project site restricts 
views.  The main visual elements of the project viewshed include the 205-foot-tall cranes (height of the 
boom outreach, the clear lift is 151 feet) that line the waterways within the Port; the Long Beach Power 
Plant to the southeast of the project site; transmission lines and towers; roadways (especially bridges); 
40- to 48-foot-tall-stacks of cargo containers (five to six stacked 8-foot-tall containers); and large 
container transport equipment, including ships, semi-trucks, and trains.  Access to the project site is 
restricted and therefore no public views are possible from Pier S. 
 
a.  The proposed project is not located within an officially designated scenic vista.  There are no 
sensitive viewers with a high-quality view of the project.  The Port area is characterized by heavy 
industrial land uses, including marine container terminals, which dominate the landscape and 
viewshed.  Accordingly, the development of Pier S as a marine container terminal would be consistent 
with the existing viewshed and landscape and the proposed project would not adversely affect a scenic 
vista or an important/valued view for sensitive viewers.  No impact on a scenic vista would occur, and 
no mitigation measures are required.  No further study of this issue is required. 
 
b.  The proposed project would not adversely affect a scenic resource within a state scenic highway.  
There are no state-designated scenic highways within the Port; the closest one is located approximately 
23 miles north of Port in the City of Anaheim where State Route 91 meets State Route 55.  Highway 1 
(Ocean Boulevard), located to the east of the project area, is classified as “eligible” for state scenic 
designation, yet this does not warrant special attention.  As noted in the City of Long Beach Scenic 
Routes Element, no City-or county-designated scenic roadway is within view of the project site.  The 
Port of Long Beach PMP identifies three sensitive views within the harbor area: predominant structures 
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visible to the east from downtown Long Beach and along the shoreline; ground level views along the 
boundary of Queensway Bridge; and ground level views along Harbor Scenic Drive from the 
southbound lanes south of Anaheim Street.  As described above, Pier S is surrounded by heavy 
industrial development.  As such, the project site is not within a high-quality foreground view from any 
officially-designated state scenic highways.  Although proposed project development and activities 
would be potentially visible at long distances from these sensitive public vantage points, views of the 
proposed marine container cargo facilities (e.g., container cargo storage areas, cranes, ships, rail yard, 
lighting, fencing, and signage) from off-site public vantages would generally be blocked by adjacent 
facilities.  The only two roadways with unobstructed views of the project site are Vincent Thomas 
Bridge and the Schuyler Heim Bridge.  However, development of Pier S as a marine cargo terminal 
would be consistent with the general industrial/commercial nature of the Port.  Thus, the proposed 
development would be of a similar type and character as the adjacent uses.  As such, the proposed 
project would not impact the existing visual character or quality of the surrounding uses and would not 
alter the qualities of the area that contribute to the scenic highway designation.  No impact would 
occur, and no mitigation measures are required.  No further study of this issue is required. 
 
c.  The existing visual conditions of the project site have a low-quality visual character rating because 
the Port is a highly industrialized area and only limited views of the site are provided to passing 
motorists on Ocean Boulevard and the Terminal Island Freeway.  Residential and recreational views of 
the project site are limited due to the distance (over one mile) of residents and recreational sites from 
the project sites.  At those distances, the proposed project site appears as a background feature that is 
not easily distinguishable from other port structures.  Close-up or near-range views of the project site 
are also nonexistent due to restricted access to the project site.  With development of the proposed 
project, the visual condition of Pier S would be altered, yet the overall visual character of the project 
site and the highly industrial Port area would experience a negligible effect.  Because the existing 
visual character of the site and surroundings would not be degraded by development of the proposed 
project, the impact would be less than significant.  No mitigation measures are required, and no further 
study of this issue is required. 
 
d.  The Port is a highly industrial area that currently has a large amount of nighttime lighting.  Port 
activities occur 24 hours per day, and the required lighting for this large area can be seen from a long 
distance (over three miles).  Several existing sources of light in the vicinity of Pier S include the Pier A 
Marine Terminal, Pier T Marine Terminal, and roadway lighting.  The proposed project can be viewed 
as an infill project, with heavy industrial land uses in all directions that currently utilize nighttime 
lighting.  New light poles would be installed at the proposed Pier S Marine Terminal.  However, the 
new lighting at Pier S would not stand out above the existing nighttime lighting in the greater area 
surrounding the project site.  Thus, the visual impact from nighttime lighting would be less than 
significant, and no mitigation measures are required.  Building on the project site would be situated to 
limit the amount of sunlight reflected onto the nearby roadways.  Therefore, a less than significant 
impact of glare affecting motorists would result from project implementation.  No mitigation measures 
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are required, and no further study of this issue is required. 
 
2. AGRICULTURE RESOURCES.  In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are 

significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land 
Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the California Department of 
Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland.  Would 
the project: 

a. Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of 
Statewide Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps 
prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring 
Program of the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural 
use? 

   X 

b. Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a 
Williamson Act contract?    X 

c. Involve other changes in the existing environment that, due to 
their location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, 
to non-agricultural use? 

   X 

 
a. – c.  No agricultural uses are currently located on-site nor has the site historically been used for 
agricultural purposes.  The site is not classified as Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of 
Statewide Importance by the California Department of Conservation Farmland Mapping and 
Monitoring Program.  There are no Williamson Act contracts applicable to the project site.  Thus, the 
proposed project would not convert farmland to non-agricultural uses.  No impact would result, and no 
further study of this issue is required. 
 
3. AIR QUALITY.  Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality 

management or air pollution control district may be relied upon to make the following 
determinations.  Would the project: 

a. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air 
quality plan? X    

b. Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an 
existing or projected air quality violation? X    
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c. Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria 
pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment under an 
applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard 
(including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative 
thresholds for ozone precursors)? 

X    

d. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations? X    

e. Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of 
people?   X  

 
a. – c.  The project is located in the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB), which is under the jurisdiction of 
the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD).  Project operations would result in 
increases in air emissions compared to emissions currently generated on-site.  Emissions from transport 
vessels, terminal equipment (cranes, cargo handlers, fork lifts, and yard vehicles), heavy duty trucks, 
trains, and employee vehicles would likely increase and could interfere with implementation of the 
SCAQMD’s air quality management plan.  The San Pedro Bay ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach, 
in cooperation with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, California Air Resources Board 
(CARB), and SCAQMD, have developed an aggressive strategy to significantly reduce health risks 
posed by air pollution from port-related sources as a means of complying with the SCAQMD’s air 
quality management plan for the region.  The San Pedro Bay Ports Clean Air Action Plan (CAAP) 
established uniform air quality standards at three key levels: the San Pedro Bay level, Project-Specific 
level, and Source-Specific Performance level.  The CAAP addresses every category of port-related 
emissions sources, including ships, trucks, trains, cargo-handling equipment, and harbor craft, and 
outlines detailed strategies to reduce emissions from each category.  The proposed project would be 
required to achieve consistency with the CAAP.  These issues will be analyzed further in the EIS/EIR. 
 
The SCAQMD has established standards for air quality constituents generated by construction and by 
operational activities for such pollutants as ozone (O3), carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide 
(NO2), sulfur dioxide (SO2), and particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5).  The SCAQMD maintains an 
extensive air quality monitoring network to measure criteria pollutant concentrations throughout the 
SCAB.  The SCAB is designated a non-attainment area for O3, PM10, and particulate matter smaller 
than or equal to 2.5 microns in diameter (PM2.5).  The construction and operation of the proposed 
project would contribute to an increase in air quality emissions for which the region is non-attainment.  
As such, air quality impacts from construction and operation of the new facilities will be evaluated 
using the thresholds of significance established by the SCAQMD and the CAAP.  Short-term 
emissions would result from the use of construction equipment and trips generated by construction 
workers and haul/material delivery trucks.  Long-term emissions would result from the transport of 
cargo to and from the Pier S terminal and from employee travel to and from the project site as well as 
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terminal operations.  These emissions could result in the violation of air quality standards or the 
exceedance of air quality thresholds of significance, which may contribute to an existing or projected 
air quality violation.  Therefore, air quality impacts will be further evaluated in the EIS/EIR to 
determine the level of significance of the short- and long-term impacts. 
 
d.  Construction activities could potentially expose nearby occupants to air pollution conditions in the 
form of dust and exhaust emissions.  Compliance with SCAQMD and the CAAP rules and regulations, 
including implementation of the recommended control measures, would be required during 
construction phases of the proposed project.  However, operational activities could expose nearby 
sensitive receptors to increased levels of air pollution.  In addition to evaluating the level of sensitive 
receptor exposure to the criteria pollutants identified in the Federal Clean Air Act, the California Clean 
Air Act, and the National California Ambient Air Quality Standards, an evaluation of the exposure and 
impacts of toxic diesel combustion emissions will be undertaken.  These issues will be analyzed further 
in the EIS/EIR. 
 
e.  Some objectionable odors may be temporarily created during construction activities, such as paving, 
tar, or diesel exhaust.  These odors would not affect a substantial number of people and would only 
occur in localized areas during project construction.  Odors produced from the operation of the 
proposed facilities would be activity-dependent and would be similar to the odors produced form 
existing container terminal operations.  Impacts related to objectionable odors would be less than 
significant, and no further analysis of this issue is required.   
 
4. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES.  Would the project: 

a. Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through 
habitat modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, 
sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans, 
policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish 
and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

 X   

b. Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other 
sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, 
policies, regulations or by the California Department of Fish and 
Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

 X   

c. Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands 
as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but 
not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct 
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means? 

   X 
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d. Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident 
or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native 
resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of 
native wildlife nursery sites? 

X    

e. Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting 
biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or 
ordinance? 

   X 

f. Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation 
Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved 
local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan? 

   X 

 
a – b.  Several special status wildlife species are known to exist in the project vicinity including 
California least tern, California brown pelican, snowy plover, and American peregrine falcon.  
However, local waters are not designated as an essential foraging habitat for any bird species.  Further, 
none of these species is known to use the project site for nesting.  In accordance with the Migratory 
Bird Treaty Act, nesting bird surveys will be conducted prior to and during construction activities 
anticipated to occur during the nesting season (approximately April to August).  No impacts to these 
species are anticipated. 
 
However, the project site is located within an area designated as essential fish habitat (EFH) for coastal 
pelagics and Pacific groundfish species.  Construction of the proposed Pier S Marine Terminal and the 
Back Channel improvements would temporarily impact rock and soft-bottom marine substrate, as well 
as require the removal of riprap.  Potential construction effects could include direct mortality from 
organisms being buried by fill rock, temporary removal of benthic organisms living on the riprap and 
on/in soft sediments, possible temporary localized effects to nearby biota from reduction of light 
available for photosynthesis, disruption of behavior due to construction noise, and disturbed habitat for 
mobile species.  Turbidity and settling of sediments suspended during work within the Back Channel 
and Cerritos Channel could affect adjacent marine habitats as well.  These impacts are potentially 
significant.  As such, the in-water construction impacts on the diversity and numbers of plant and 
animal species will be evaluated further in the EIS/EIR. 
 
Operation of the project could introduce nonindigenous species into the Cerritos Channel and Back 
Channel through ballast water.  Although the state implemented the Ballast Water Management Plan to 
minimize the risk of invasive species resulting from marine vessel discharge of ballast water, it is 
possible that implementation of the proposed project could remove barriers to new and exotic species.  
This issue will be analyzed further in the EIS/EIR.   
 
Construction activities, including dredging and filling, have the potential to affect marine organisms, 
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particularly benthic communities, in the project vicinity through the temporary alteration of water 
quality and noise.  During project operations, vessel traffic through the Back Channel and at the Pier S 
wharf could accidentally release pollutants into the water, including petroleum products from vessels 
or other equipment.  These issues will be analyzed further in the EIS/EIR.   
 
c.  No known federally protected wetlands exist in or near the project site.  No impacts would occur, 
and no further study of this issue is required. 
 
d.  Construction and operational activities associated with the proposed project could interfere with the 
movement of native and migratory fish or wildlife species.  In addition, there is the potential that 
project operations could result in the introduction of new or exotic species into the project vicinity.  
These issues will be examined further in the EIS/EIR. 
 
e.  The proposed project would not conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological 
resources, such as a tree preservation policy or other ordinances.  The project site is currently vacant.  
The site is designated for use as harbor facilities and the proposed project would be consistent with this 
land use designation.  No impacts would occur, and no further analysis of this issue is required. 
 
f.  The project site is not located within an adopted Natural Communities Conservation Plan (NCCP) or 
Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) area.  As such implementation of the proposed project would not 
conflict with an applicable NCCP or HCP.  The project is also not located in a Significant Ecological 
Area as designated by the County of Los Angeles.  No impacts would occur, and no further analysis of 
this issue is required. 
 
5. CULTURAL RESOURCES.  Would the project: 

a. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a 
historical resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 
15064.5? 

   X 

b. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an 
archaeological resource pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 
15064.5? 

   X 

c. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource 
or site or unique geologic feature?    X 

d. Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of 
formal cemeteries?    X 

 
a. – d.  The proposed project site is located on land created by fill material.  The site has been heavily 
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disturbed as the result of past oil and gas drilling.  The project site is currently vacant following the 
remediation activities.  There are no structures on the project site that could be eligible as a historic 
resource.  Accordingly, the proposed project would not result in the alteration or destruction of historic 
resources. Previous remediation, construction and operational activities associated with operation of 
the project site did not uncover archaeological resources.  Because the proposed project site is located 
on a previously disturbed area, the proposed project would not affect paleontological resources or 
remains interred outside of formal cemetery.  No known human remains are known to exist on the 
project site, and the project site is not designated nor has it been designated for use as a cemetery.  No 
impacts would occur, and no further study of this issue is required.   
 
6. GEOLOGY AND SOILS.  Would the project: 

a. Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse 
effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving:     

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the 
most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map 
issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on other 
substantial evidence of a known fault?  Refer to Division of 
Mines and Geology Special Publication 42. 

X    

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? X    
iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? X    
iv) Landslides? X    

b. Result in substantial soil erosion, loss of topsoil, or changes in 
topography or unstable soil conditions from excavation, grading, 
or fill? 

  X  

c. Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that 
would become unstable as a result of the project, and potentially 
result in on-or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, 
liquefaction or collapse? 

X    

d. Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the 
Uniform Building Code (1994), creating substantial risks to life 
or property? 

X    

e. Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic 
tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems where sewers 
are not available for the disposal of wastewater? 

 

   X 
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a.  The Port is located in the southwestern portion of the Los Angeles Basin, which is an area of know 
seismic activity.  The proposed Project site is located near 17 potentially active faults within a 60-mile 
radius.  The Palos Verdes Hills, Newport-Inglewood, Whittier, and San Andreas faults have the 
greatest potential to affect the Project area.  The Project area may be impacted by seismic-related 
ground failure, including liquefaction since it is constructed on a hydraulically placed fill.  Within the 
Port, the existing hydraulically placed fills consist predominately of loose to medium-dense, water 
saturated sand and silts that are subject to seismically induced ground failure. The risk of seismic 
hazards such as fault rupture or liquefaction cannot be avoided; however, implementation of standard 
engineering design measures is required by the State of California Uniform Building Code to minimize 
potential earthquake impacts.  The general intent of building and construction design codes is to 
minimize structural damage resulting from a seismic event.  The exposure of people to fault rupture or 
liquefaction is a potential risk with or without any project undertaken in the harbor.  Potential impacts 
will be discussed in the EIS/EIR local, state, and federal codes.  
 
b.  The relatively flat nature of the Pier S site precludes it from being readily susceptible to erosion.  
However, construction of the proposed project would result in ground surface disruption during 
grading and trenching that could create the potential for erosion to occur.  Since the proposed project 
site is greater than one acre, the construction contractor would prepare and comply with a Storm Water 
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), which would feature erosion control measures.  In addition, the 
construction contractor would comply with the Storm Water Construction Activities General Permit 
and National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit.  Adherence to existing 
regulations and implementation of standard construction practices would ensure that soil erosion would 
be reduced to a less than significant level.  This issue will be further analyzed in the EIS/EIR.   
 
c. – d.  Liquefaction is the process in which sediments below the water table temporarily lose strength 
and behave as a liquid rather than a solid.  Liquefaction generally occurs in sand and silts in areas with 
high groundwater levels.  The project site is located within a liquefaction zone.  Expansive soils are 
soils such as clays and claystone that swell when they absorb water and shrink as they dry.  Structural 
damage may occur when buildings are placed on these soils.  Expansive soils are often present in 
liquefaction zones due to the high level of groundwater typically associated with liquefiable soils.  As 
described above, all project structures would be designed and constructed in accordance with the 
California Building Code, Uniform Building, and other applicable local, state, and federal codes.  This 
would include the use of foundations designed to compensate for the reduced support provided by 
liquefiable and expansive soils.  This issue will be examined further in the EIS/EIR. 
 
Land subsidence is the loss of surface elevation due to the removal of subsurface support.  Land 
subsidence is caused by activities that contribute to the loss of support materials within the underlying 
soils, such as agricultural practices or the overdraft of an aquifer.  The Pier S site is located on an oil 
and gas field, which has experienced considerable subsidence and could be subject to future subsidence 
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hazards.  This issue will be examined further in the EIS/EIR. 
 
e. The City of Los Angeles Terminal Island Treatment Plant provides wastewater service to the project 
site.  Project implementation would not require the use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater 
disposal systems.  No impacts associated with use of a septic system would occur, and no further 
analysis of this issue is required. 
 
7. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS: Would the project: 

a. Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment 
through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous 
materials?  

X    

b. Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment 
through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions 
involving the release of hazardous materials into the 
environment? 

X    

c. Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely 
hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter 
mile of an existing or proposed school? 

   X 

d. Be located on a site that is included on a list of hazardous 
materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 
65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant hazard to 
the public or the environment? 

X    

e. For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where 
such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public 
airport or public use airport, would the project result in a safety 
hazard for people residing or working in the project area?  

   X 

f. For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the 
project result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in 
the project area?  

   X 

g. Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted 
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?   X  

h. Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or 
death involving wildland fires, including where wildlands are 
adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed 
with wildlands? 

   X 
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a. – b.  The proposed project is not expected to result in the storage, use, and/or transport of significant 
quantities of hazardous materials or toxic materials.  Construction activities would be short-term and 
one-time in nature, and would involve the limited transport, storage, use, or disposal of hazardous 
materials.  Some examples of hazardous materials handling include fueling and servicing construction 
equipment on-site, and the transport of fuels, lubricating fluids, and solvents.  These types of materials, 
however, are not acutely hazardous, and all storage, handling, and disposal of these materials are 
regulated by the California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC), U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA), Occupational Safety & Health Administration (OSHA), Los Angeles 
County Fire Department, and Los Angeles County Health Department.  However, contaminated 
sediments could be encountered during dredging, excavation, and associated activities.  In addition, 
increased throughput of containerized cargo at the containerized marine terminal during project 
operation could increase the potential for spills, accidents, and/or leaks of hazardous materials.  These 
issues will be examined further in the EIS/EIR. 
 
c.  There are no schools located or proposed within one-quarter mile of the project site.  No impact 
would occur, and no further study of this issue is required. 
  
d.  The Pier S site is a documented remediation site.  The Port has been working in conjunction with 
DTSC to clean up contaminated soils on the project site from oil and gas operations.  Accordingly, 
development of the project site is not anticipated to create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment.  However, these issues will be examined further in the EIS/EIR. 
 
e. – f.  The project site is not located within a two-mile radius of any public airport or private airstrip.  
As such, the proposed project would not result in an airplane safety hazard for people residing or 
working in the project area.  No impact would occur, and no further study of this issue is required. 
 
g.  The proposed project would not interfere with any current emergency response plans or emergency 
evacuation plans for local, state, or federal agencies.  Access to all local roads would be maintained 
during construction and project operation.  Any emergency procedures or design features required by 
City, state, and federal guidelines would be implemented during construction and operation of the 
proposed project.  Impacts would be less than significant, and no further study of this issue is required. 
 
h.  There are no wildlands adjacent to or in the general project vicinity.  The majority of the project site 
would remain earthen or paved, as under existing conditions, and no increased fire hazard is 
anticipated.  No impact would occur, and no further study of this issue is required. 
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8. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY.  Would the project: 

a. Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge 
requirements? X    

b. Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere 
substantially with groundwater recharge such that there would 
be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local 
groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of pre-existing 
nearby wells would drop to a level which would not support 
existing land uses or planned uses for which permits have been 
granted)? 

   X 

c. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or 
area, including through the alteration of the course of stream or 
river, in a manner that would result in substantial erosion or 
siltation on- or off-site? 

X    

d. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or 
area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream or 
river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of surface 
runoff in a manner that would result in flooding on- or off-site?  

X    

e. Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the 
capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or 
provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff? 

X    

f. Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? X    
g. Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on 

a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map 
or other flood hazard delineation map? 

   X 

h. Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures that would 
impede or redirect flood flows?   X  

i. Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or 
death involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the 
failure of a levee or dam? 

   X 

j. Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?   X  
 
a.  During construction and operation, storm water runoff and other discharges would be managed in 
accordance with the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) regulations.  Runoff of 
sediment, construction materials, and potential spills of fuels and/or lubricants during construction or 
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operational activities would potentially impact water quality.  Dredging activities would potentially 
impact water quality.  Potential impacts can be reduced with implementation of a SWPPP, a Dredge 
and Disposal Plan, and a Source Control Program.  Compliance with existing regulations would 
address potential water quality impacts during construction and operation; further analysis will be 
undertaken in the EIS/EIR.   
 
b.  Groundwater within the vicinity of the Project site has significant saltwater intrusion and is 
therefore in not designated for use as drinking water.  The proposed Project would not directly change 
the quantity of groundwater or have any impact upon aquifers, as groundwater beneath the Project area 
would not be utilized as part of the Project.  This issue will not be addressed in the EIS/EIR.   
 
c. – d.  Dredge and fill activities would affect water circulation through altered channel configuration 
in the Back Channel and Cerritos Channel.  In-water construction activities would affect water and 
sediment quality through temporary degradation of water quality (turbidity), accidental spills of 
pollutants from equipment, and permanent capping of sediment containing pollutants.  Construction 
activities would generate suspended sediments that would be potentially transported by tidal currents 
into adjacent harbor areas.  Wharf and container yard redevelopment activities would involve ground 
disturbance associated with grading, excavation, and general construction activities.  Such ground 
disturbance could result in erosion-induced siltation of harbor waters.  Impacts to water quality would 
be reduced with implementation of a SWPPP.  Further analysis will be undertaken in the EIS/EIR. 
 
e. – f.  In addition, the proposed project would develop the currently vacant Pier S site and would 
increase the amount of surface runoff entering the surrounding harbor waters.  The storm water 
drainage system would be designed to accommodate the increased runoff.  However, transport, off-
loading, storage, and distribution activities associated with containerized cargo could increase the 
chance of spills or leaks that would enter the marine environment and impact overall water quality.  
This issue will be analyzed further in the EIS/EIR. 
 
g.  The proposed project does not involve the development of housing or other residential structures.  
However, the project site is located within the 100-year flood plain of the Los Angeles River and Inner 
Harbor Area, as designated by the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA).  The majority of 
the site has since been raised to 15 feet MLLW, however, potential impacts related to flooding will be 
analyzed in the EIS/EIR.  
 
h. – i.  There are no levees or dams in the vicinity of the project site that would be subject to failure or 
would expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving flooding.  
Construction of the proposed project would not expose people or property to potential flood damage.  
The shoreline would be faced with armor rock that would protect the pier from wave action and rising 
water levels.  The project site is not located in an inundation zone for a dam or levee.  No impact 
would occur, and no further analysis of this issue is required. 
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j.  The project site is flat and is not in close proximity to hillsides or canyons such that mudflows 
would pose a hazard to the site.  The project site is located in a coastal area that is subject to tsunamis 
and seiches.  However a recent port-wide study (Moffatt & Nichol 2006) showed that neither tsunamis 
nor seiches would be expected to inundate the site, which is located deep within the harbor complex., 
This issue will be analyzed further in the EIS/EIR. 
 
9. LAND USE AND PLANNING.  Would the project: 

a. Physically divide an established community?    X 
b. Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation 

of an agency with jurisdiction over the project (including, but 
not limited to the general plan, specific plan, local coastal 
program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of 
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect? 

   X 

c. Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural 
community conservation plan?    X 

 
a.  The proposed project would occur entirely within the boundaries of the Port.  There are no 
residential uses within the project site and no roadways would be closed as a result of the project.  
Accordingly, no communities would be physically divided by the proposed project.  No impacts would 
occur, and no further study of this issue is required. 
 
b.  The project site is designated as Harbor within the City of Long Beach General Plan and is zoned 
for industrial use within the PMP.  Development of cargo terminal on the project site and 
implementation of the navigational safety improvements within the Back Channel would be consistent 
with the PMP.  Therefore, the project would not conflict with applicable land use plans, policies, or 
regulations.  No impacts would occur, and no further study of this issue is required. 
 
c.  As discussed in Section 4, Biological Resources, the project site is not located within a NCCP, HCP 
or SEA.  No impacts would occur, and no further analysis of this issue is required. 
 
10. MINERAL RESOURCES.  Would the project: 

a. Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource 
that would be of value to the region and the residents of the 
state? 

  X  
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b. Result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral 
resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific 
plan or other land use plan? 

  X  

   
a. – b.  Pier S was formerly used as an active oil and gas production field from the 1930s until 1999, 
and oil reserves beneath the site are still being extracted.  The remaining oil reserves underlying the 
project site can be accessed from off-site locations through directional drilling techniques.  
Development of marine terminal operations on the project site would not increase the rates of existing 
oil extraction or affect production and abandonment plans for any on-site oil wells because oil and gas 
drilling ceased to operate on the site in 1999.  The impact to mineral resources would be less than 
significant, and no further analysis of this issue is required. 
 
11. NOISE. Would the project result in: 

a. Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of 
standards established in the local general plan or noise 
ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies? 

X    

b. Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne 
vibration or groundborne noise levels?    X  

c. A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the 
project vicinity above levels existing without the project? X    

d. A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise 
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the 
project? 

  X  

e. For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where 
such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public 
airport or public use airport, would the project expose people 
residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels? 

   X 

f. For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the 
project expose people residing or working in the project area to 
excessive noise levels?  

   X 

 
a., c, and d.  The project site is located in an industrialized area within the Port.  Although sensitive 
noise receptors (residences, schools, parks, community facilities) are located outside of the noise 
exposure area, construction activities (excavation, dredging, pile driving) could potentially generate 
substantial noise levels.  Operation of the containerized cargo facility would generate noise from 
loading and unloading activities, truck hauling, and rail operations.  Noise levels could increase on and 
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off the project site during operation.  These issues will be analyzed further in the EIS/EIR 
 
b.  Construction activities could generate groundborne vibration from pile driving activities, but there 
are no sensitive receptors within one mile of the site who could be affected by such activities.  Rail 
movement of containerized cargo associated with project operations could also generate groundborne 
vibration, but as project-generated rail traffic will use the Alameda Corridor the impact is expected to 
be less than significant.  These issues will be analyzed further in the EIS/EIR. 
 
e. – f.  There are no public airports or private airstrips in the project vicinity.  Accordingly, the 
proposed project would not expose people residing or working in the project area to aircraft noise.  No 
impact would occur, and no further evaluation of this issue is required. 

 
12. POPULATION AND HOUSING.  Would the project: 

a. Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly 
(for example, by proposing new homes and businesses) or 
indirectly (for example, through extension of roads or other 
infrastructure)?  

  X  

b. Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating 
the construction of replacement housing elsewhere?     X 

c. Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the 
construction of replacement housing elsewhere?     X 

 
a.  The proposed project involves construction and operation of a containerized cargo facility and 
improvements to the Back Channel.  Implementation of the proposed project would increase the 
amount of containerized cargo entering the Cerritos Channel.  Jobs generated during construction and 
operation of the proposed project would be expected to be filled from the local population.  As such, 
any impacts are expected to be less than significant. 
 
b. – c.  The project site is currently vacant.  Construction and operation of the proposed project would 
not require the removal of housing or other structures, necessitating the construction of the replacement 
housing elsewhere.  No impacts to housing would occur, and no further analysis of this issue is 
required. 
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13. PUBLIC SERVICES. 

a. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts 
associated with the provision of new or physically altered 
governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered 
governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain 
acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance 
objectives for any of the public services: 

    

i) Fire protection?   X  
ii) Police protection?    X  
iii) Schools?   X  
iv) Parks?   X  
 v) Other public facilities?   X  

  
a.i.  The proposed project would include fire suppression and emergency response systems, as required 
by the Long Beach Fire Department.  The fire suppression and emergency response systems would be 
designed in accordance with fire department recommendations and other applicable design standards.  
However, implementation of the proposed project could cause a small increase in demand for fire 
protection services.  This issue will be analyzed further in the EIS/EIR. 
 
a.ii.  Police services at the Port are provided by the City of Long Beach Police Department and Port 
Harbor Patrol.  The Harbor Patrol maintains 24-hour land and water patrols within the Port and 
currently patrols the project site.  Each Port terminal typically maintains its own security personnel, as 
would the proposed Pier S marine terminal.  Additional police protection may be required from time to 
time to manage traffic or respond to calls as a result of increased activity on the project site.  This issue 
will be analyzed further in the EIS/EIR. 
 
a.iii. The proposed project would create additional jobs during construction and operation.  Jobs 
generated during construction and operation of the proposed project would be expected to be filled 
from the local population.  Accordingly, any impacts to schools are expected to be less than significant. 
 
a.iv. Please refer to Section 14, Recreation, for a discussion of the project’s effects on nearby parks.  
Impacts to recreational facilities would be less than significant.   
 
a.v.  Within the Port, the U.S. Coast Guard’s (USCG) primary responsibility is the safety of vessel 
traffic in Port channels and coastal waters.  Implementation of the proposed Pier S Marine Terminal 
and Back Channel improvements would result in increased vessel traffic through the Back Channel and 
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in the Cerritos Channel.  The proposed project could increase the demand for the services of USCG.  
This issue will be analyzed further in the EIS/EIR. 

 
14. RECREATION. 

a. Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and 
regional parks or other recreational facilities such that 
substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or 
be accelerated? 

   X 

b. Does the project include recreational facilities or require the 
construction or expansion of recreational facilities that might 
have an adverse physical effect on the environment? 

   X 

c. Would the project affect existing recreational opportunities?    X 
 

a. – c.  The proposed project is not located on or adjacent to any public recreational facilities.  No 
recreational activities currently occur on the Pier S site or within the Back Channel.  As such, 
development of the proposed project would not directly impact the quality or quantity of existing 
recreational facilities.  Although the proposed project would generate some additional jobs during 
construction and operation, the increase would not be sufficient to necessitate construction of 
additional parks or recreational facilities.  No further analysis of this issue is required. 

 
15. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC.  Would the project: 

a. Cause an increase in traffic that is substantial in relation to the 
existing traffic load and capacity of the street system (i.e., result 
in a substantial increase in either the number of vehicle trips, the 
volume to capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at 
intersections)?  

X    

b. Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of service 
standard established by the county congestion management 
agency for designated roads or highways? 

X    

c. Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an 
increase in traffic levels or a change in location that results in 
substantial safety risks? 

   X 

d. Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp 
curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., 
farm equipment)?  

 X   
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e. Result in inadequate emergency access?    X  
f. Result in inadequate parking capacity?    X 
g. Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting 

alternative transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle racks)?    X 

 
a. – b.  Increased vehicular traffic would occur during construction and operation of the proposed 
project.  Project traffic could increase delays at driveways to other terminals within the Port and on 
local and regional roadways and highways.  These issues will be examined further in the EIS/EIR. 
 
a. – b.  The proposed project would increase vehicle, rail, and vessel traffic in the project vicinity.  Site 
design could create conflicts to circulation.  Circulation within the proposed project site, including 
vehicular movement on the Pier S Marine Terminal, rail movement into and out of the intermodal rail 
yard, and ship movement within the Back Channel and Cerritos Channel will be examined as part of 
the EIS/EIR. 
 
c.  The proposed project would not result in a change in air traffic patterns or result in any air safety 
risks.  The proposed project does not propose tall buildings that would require re-routing air traffic.  
No impacts to air traffic would occur, and no further analysis of this issue is required. 
 
d. – e.  No street closures are proposed as part of the project.  In accordance with Port design 
requirements and regulations, the proposed project has been designed to provide adequate turning radii, 
lane widths, gate closures, and air space to accommodate emergency vehicles.  The proposed project is 
not anticipated to result in inadequate emergency access. Impacts would be less than significant, and 
no further analysis of these issues is required. 
 
f.  The proposed project includes parking for employees, cargo trucks, and visitors to the proposed 
facilities.  Parking capacity would meet Port and City requirements.  This issue will not be examined 
further in the EIS/EIR. 
 
g.  The proposed project would include a rail yard to minimize the amount of truck trips generated by 
the proposed project.  Therefore, the project would not conflict with adopted policies, plans, or 
programs supporting alternative transportation.  No impact would occur, and no further analysis of this 
issue is required. 
 
16. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS.  Would the project: 

a. Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable 
Regional Water Quality Control Board?    X  
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b. Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater 
treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant environmental 
effects? 

  X  

c. Require or result in the construction of new stormwater drainage 
facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of 
which could cause significant environmental effects? 

X    

d. Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project 
from existing entitlements and resources, or are new or 
expanded entitlements needed? 

  X  

e. Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider 
that serves or may serve the project that it has adequate capacity 
to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to the 
provider’s existing commitments? 

  X  

f. Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to 
accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs?   X  

g. Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations 
related to solid waste?    X  

 
a.  Wastewater generated by the project site would be conveyed to the City of Los Angeles Terminal 
Island Treatment facility and be treated.  The volumes involved would be minimal in comparison to 
system capacity.  The availability of waste water treatment services will be analyzed as part of the 
EIS/EIR. 
 
b.  The proposed project site is currently vacant.  Development of Pier S with pavement and structures 
is expected to increase the amount of storm water runoff generated on-site.  As such, the adequacy of 
the storm water drainage system on-site will be examined as part of the EIS/EIR.  
 
c. - e.  The existing on-site water and wastewater systems would be reconfigured as part of the project 
to accommodate the additional flow generated by the proposed project.  Because the project site is 
currently vacant, implementation of the proposed project would generate demand for additional water 
service and wastewater treatment.  The availability of water supply and wastewater treatment services 
will be analyzed as part of the EIS/EIR. 
 
f. - g.  The proposed Project would be in compliance with all federal, state, and local codes and 
regulations pertaining to the disposal of solid waste.  These codes include Part 13 Title 42 - Public 
Health and Welfare of the California Health and Safety Code, and Chapter 39 Solid Waste Disposal - 
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of the United States Code.  This Project would also be compliant with AB 939, the California Solid 
Waste Management Act, which requires each city in the state to divert at least 50 percent of their solid 
waste from landfill disposal through source reduction, recycling, and composting.  Most 
construction/demolition debris is crushed and reused for other construction projects in the Port.  
Because the Project would implement and be consistent with the procedures and policies detailed in 
these codes, there would be no impacts associated with consistency related to laws pertaining to solid 
waste disposal. 
 
17. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE. 

a. Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the 
environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife 
species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-
sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal 
community, reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or 
endangered plant or animal or eliminate important examples of 
the major periods of California history or prehistory?  

X    

b. Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but 
cumulatively considerable? (“Cumulatively considerable” means 
that the incremental effects of a project are considerable when 
viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects 
of other current projects, and the effects of probable future 
projects)? 

X    

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

X    

 
a.  The proposed project has the potential to degrade the quality of the environment through 
disturbance of aquatic habitat during project construction, including EFH for coastal pelagic and 
Pacific groundfish species. The project site is currently vacant and does not contain structures that 
could be eligible for listing as a historic resource. Due to the highly disturbed nature of the project site, 
it is considered unlikely that previously unknown historic or archaeological resources would be 
uncovered during construction. Impacts to biotic and cultural resources will be analyzed as part of the 
EIS/EIR.   
 
b.  The proposed project has the potential to result in significant cumulative impacts.  It is anticipated 
that the project may occur at the same time as other projects in the area, and the incremental effect of 
this project may be cumulatively considerable.  This issue will be examined in the EIS/EIR. 
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c. The proposed project has the potential to result in substantial adverse effects on human beings, either 
directly or indirectly.  Further analysis will be provided in the EIR to determine potentially significant 
impacts and identify mitigation measure that would reduce impacts to the extent feasible.   
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