W

SO 03N N b

11

12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20

21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32

33
34
35
36
37

5.1

5.2

Chapter 5
Environmental Justice

Introduction

The environmental justice analysis complies with Executive Order 12898, Federal
Actions To Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income
Populations, which requires federal agencies to assess the potential for their actions to
have disproportionately high and adverse environmental and health impacts on minority
and low-income populations, and with the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ)
Guidance for Environmental Justice Under NEPA (CEQ, 1997). This assessment is also
consistent with California state law regarding environmental justice.

Environmental Setting

The Berth 97-109 Container Terminal site is located in the Port of Los Angeles and
adjacent to two City of Los Angeles communities: Wilmington (to the north) and

San Pedro (to the west). For this assessment, the area of potential effect was determined
in accordance with CEQ’s guidance for identifying the “affected community,” which
requires consideration of the nature of likely Project impacts and identification of a
corresponding unit of geographic analysis. Therefore, the area of potential Project effect
for purposes of environmental justice corresponds to the areas of effect associated with
the specific environmental issues analyzed in this EIS/EIR. Areas of potential effect
differ somewhat for each environmental issue.

Environmental justice guidance from CEQ (1997) defines “minority persons” as
“individuals who are members of the following population groups: American Indian or
Alaskan Native; Asian or Pacific Islander; Black (not of Hispanic origin); or Hispanic”
(CEQ, 1997). Hispanic or Latino refers to an ethnicity whereas American Indian,
Alaskan Native, Asian, Pacific Islander, and Black/African-American (as well as White
or European-American) refer to racial categories; thus, for Census purposes, individuals
classify themselves into racial categories as well as ethnic categories, where ethnic
categories include Hispanic/Latino and non-Hispanic/Latino. The 2000 Census allowed
individuals to choose more than one race. For this analysis, consistent with guidance
from CEQ (1997) as well as USEPA (1998, 1999b), “minority” refers to people who are
Hispanic/Latino of any race, as well as those who are non-Hispanic/Latino of a race other
than White or European-American.

The same CEQ environmental justice guidance (CEQ, 1997) suggests low-income
populations be identified using the national poverty thresholds from the Census Bureau;
guidance from USEPA (1998, 1999b) also suggests using other regional low-income
definitions as appropriate. Due to the higher cost of living in southern California
compared to the nation as a whole, a higher threshold is appropriate for the identification
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of low-income populations. For the purposes of this analysis, low-income people are
those with a household income of 1.25 times the national Census poverty threshold. The
1.25 ratio is based on application of a methodology developed by the National Academy
of Sciences (Citro and Michael, 1995) and incorporates detailed data about fair market
rents over the period 1999-2007 for Los Angeles County from the U.S. Department of
Housing and Urban Development (HUD, 2007). Appendix G.1 contains a detailed
description of the method used to derive the low-income definition.

To establish context for this environmental justice analysis, race and ethnicity (i.e.,
minority) and income characteristics of the population residing in the vicinity of the
Berth 97-109 Container Terminal site were reviewed. Table 5-1 presents population,
minority, and low-income status from the 2000 Census and the Los Angeles City
Planning Department for Wilmington, San Pedro, Los Angeles County and the City of
Los Angeles, and California. The table also presents similar data for other cities in the
general vicinity of the Port. Los Angeles County is used as the comparison population
because it is considered representative of the general population that could be affected by
the Project.

Table 5-1. Minority and Low-Income Populations

Total Percent Minority Percent Low-
Place Population Population Income Population

California 33,871,648 53.4 19.2
Los Angeles County 9,519,338 69.1 23.9
City of Los Angeles 3,694,834 70.4 29.1
San Pedro 76,028 55.3 22.5
Wilmington 75,215 87.1 322
Nearby Cities

Carson 89,730 88.0 13.4
Lomita 20,046 46.4 15.5
Long Beach 461,522 66.9 29.8
Palos Verdes Estates 13,340 23.9 2.2
Rancho Palos Verdes 41,145 36.9 35
Rolling Hills 1,871 23.5 1.3
Rolling Hills Estates 7,676 29.4 33
Torrance 137,946 47.6 8.8
West Carson 21,138 70.7 13.3

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000; Los Angeles Department of City Planning, 2000 (data for
Wilmington and San Pedro, which are defined based on Community Plan Areas).

Table 5-1 shows that within Wilmington (as the neighborhood is defined by the

Los Angeles City Planning Department), minorities constitute 87.1 percent of the
population, and low-income persons constitute 32.2 percent of the population. Within
San Pedro, minorities comprise 55.3 percent of the population, and 22.5 percent of the
population is low-income. Thus, both neighborhoods constitute a “minority population
concentration” under CEQ guidance because the guidance indicates such a concentration
exists if the percent minority exceeds 50 percent. Wilmington has a low-income
population concentration, but San Pedro does not, compared to Los Angeles County.
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Figure 5-1 shows the percentage of minority residents in Census block groups
surrounding the proposed Project Site and the Port, and Figure 5-2 shows the percentage
of low-income residents in the same area. Table 5-2 presents data for the 37 Census
tracts shown in Figures 5-1 and 5-2. Table G.2-1 in Appendix G.2 provides data for the
134 block groups shown in Figures 5-1 and 5-2.

Table 5-2. Minority and Low-Income Characteristics in the Vicinity of
the Proposed Project Site

Total Percent Minority Percent Low-Income

Census Tract Population Population Population
2933.01 2,977 66.3 8.7
2933.02 4,302 65.3 15.3
2933.04 4,207 81.5 29.2
2933.05 4,660 64.4 20.5
2941.10 4,060 90.9 19.4
2942 4,425 88.1 24.3
2943 7,059 88.9 32.6
2944.10 3,854 84.0 343
2944.20 3,270 88.2 38.0
2945.10 4,266 95.6 36.9
2945.20 3,609 93.8 35.2
2946.10 3,875 93.2 27.7
2946.20 3,931 97.9 35.0
2947 3,270 93.1 52.9
2948.10 4,039 97.7 42.9
2948.20 3,555 96.7 51.5
2948.30 3,274 96.1 48.1
2949 3,262 95.6 50.3
2951.01 5,188 34.1 8.5
2961 1,434 68.0 31.0
2962.10 2,858 92.3 429
2962.20 3,605 91.2 62.7
2963 4,348 52.2 13.2
2964 6,294 42.8 8.9
2965 3,796 85.5 26.3
2966 5,200 79.3 36.8
2971.10 4,547 79.4 48.1
2971.20 3,358 77.6 39.6
5436.03 4,116 62.4 9.0
5436.04 5,162 86.4 7.0
5437.03 3,617 84.3 11.1
5756 46 84.8 0.0
6510.01 5,057 46.5 6.3
6700.01 3,244 42.9 11.3
6700.02 3,773 50.0 14.5
6701 6,484 48.0 19.6
6707.01 6,777 32.9 5.1

TOTAL 150,799 73.7 26.2
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5.3

5.3.1

Applicable Regulations

Executive Order 12898: Federal Actions to Address
Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and
Low-Income Populations

In 1994, in response to growing concern that minority and/or low-income populations bear a
disproportionate amount of adverse health and environmental effects, President Clinton
issued Executive Order 12898 on Environmental Justice, formally focusing federal agency
attention on these issues. The Executive Order contains a general directive that states 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.”

The Executive Order authorized the creation of an Interagency Working Group (IWG) on
Environmental Justice, overseen by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), to
implement the Executive Order’s requirements. The IWG includes representatives of a
number of executive agencies and offices and has developed guidance for terms
contained in the Executive Order.

The EPA defines “environmental justice” as follows:

The fair treatment and meaningful involvement of all people regardless
of race, color, national origin, or income with respect to the
development, implementation, and enforcement of environmental laws,
regulations, and policies. (EPA, 2004, Section 2.2)

The EPA defines “fair treatment” as follows:

No group of people, including a racial, ethnic, or a socioeconomic
group, should bear a disproportionate share of the negative
environmental consequences resulting from industrial, municipal, and
commercial operations or the execution of federal, state, local, and tribal
programs and policies. (EPA, 2004, Section 2.2)

The EPA defines “meaningful involvement” as follows:

1. Potentially affected community residents have an appropriate
opportunity to participate in decisions about a proposed activity that will
affect their environment and/or health;

2. The public’s contribution can influence the regulatory agency’s decision;

3. The concerns of all participants involved will be considered in the
decision making process, and

4. The decision makers seek out and facilitate the involvement of those
potentially affected. (EPA, 2004, Section 2.2)
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It should be noted that port-wide air quality mitigations that will be implemented
through the Port’s Clean Air Action Plan (CAAP) and measures implemented as part
of this Project will reduce the health risk impacts from the proposed Project and other
Projects at the Port. Future rulemaking activities by the CARB and USEPA also will
reduce future cumulative health impacts. Other than a few CAAP measures, these
future measures have not been accounted for in the emission calculations or health
risk assessment for the proposed Project. Therefore, the extent to which these future
measures will reduce cumulative health risk impacts within the Project area at the
Port is unknown at this time.

Ground Transportation (Section 3.6 and Section 4.2.6)

The region of influence for traffic impacts includes the street system in proximity to the
Project site, as described in Section 3.6.

TRANS-1: The proposed Project would not result in a significant unavoidable project-
level impact to the transportation system during construction. However, traffic generated
during project construction does have the potential to make a cumulatively considerable
contribution to a significant short-term cumulative impact to the following five
intersections, as described in Section 4.2.6):

+ Alameda Street/Anaheim Street

+ Harbor Boulevard/SR-47 Westbound On-Ramp intersection
+ Harbor Boulevard/Swinford Street/SR-47 Ramps intersection
+ Figueroa Street/C-Street/I-110 Ramp

+ Broad Avenue/Harry Bridges Boulevard intersection

Compliance with traffic control measures would not keep the cumulative impacts below
the level of significance; therefore, these temporary cumulative intersection impacts
would be considered unavoidable. Because the area surrounding the project site is
predominantly minority and low income, these cumulative intersection impacts would
constitute a disproportionately high and adverse effect on minority and low-income
populations.

TRANS-5: Operation of the proposed Project would result in significant impacts to the
at-grade rail crossings at Henry Ford Avenue and Avalon Boulevard, and would make a
cumulatively considerable contribution to cumulative rail crossing delays under NEPA.
Because the area surrounding the project site is predominantly minority and low income,
these cumulative intersection impacts would constitute a disproportionately high and
adverse effect on minority and low-income populations.

Noise (Section 3.9 and Section 4.2.9)

The region of influence for noise impacts includes the residential areas in proximity to
the Project site, including residents of San Pedro located in the Knoll Hill area, the
Pacific Avenue/Channel Street neighborhood, and the Wilmington area. The exact
locations of the noise measurement locations utilized in the noise analysis are shown in
Figure 3.11-1. This is the area over which noise from construction or operation of the
proposed Project could have impacts or contribute to cumulative impacts to sensitive
noise receptors.
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5.4.2.2

+ Noise NOI-1: The proposed Project would produce significant unavoidable noise
impacts from construction of the wharf and backland areas at the proposed Project
site. Section 3.11 identifies a significant residual short-term construction noise
impact to two receiver locations on Knoll Hill (ST-1 and ST-3) and one receiver
location in the Pacific Avenue/Channel Street neighborhood (ST-4). Knoll Hill is
located in Block Group 1 of Census Tract 2962.10. The ST-4 receiver is located in
Block Group 1 of Census Tract 2963.00. As shown in Figure 5-1, all these Census
reporting areas contain minority populations and construction of the proposed Project,
therefore, would disproportionately affect minority populations. As shown in
Figure 5-2, these areas also contain low-income population concentrations greater
than that for Los Angeles County. Thus, construction of the proposed Project would
disproportionately affect low-income populations.

The Project would make a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant
cumulative impact due to short-term construction noise impacts from the Project, as
well as construction noise from other West Basin terminal projects that may have
overlapping construction activity (Berth 121-131 Container Terminal and

Berth 136-147 Terminal), including the transportation improvements that would be
constructed in the Port vicinity. Thus, the proposed Project would contribute to an
unavoidable cumulative noise impact that would disproportionately affect minority
and low-income populations.

+ Noise NOI-3: Operation of the proposed Project would produce significant
unavoidable noise impacts at two receiver locations, LT-1 (Knoll Hill) and LT-3
(Front Street area). Both of these areas are located in Census Tract 2962.10 (Knoll
Hill is located in Block Group 1 and the Front Street area is located in Block
Group 2). Census Tract 2962.10 is predominantly minority and has a low-income
population is excess of that found in Los Angeles County. Thus, operation of the
proposed Project would result in significant unavoidable noise impacts that would
disproportionately affect minority and low-income populations.

The proposed Project would make a cumulatively considerable contribution to a
significant cumulative noise impact from terminal operations. Because the area
surrounding the project site is predominantly minority and low income, this
cumulative impact would constitute a disproportionately high and adverse effect on
minority and low-income populations.

Summary of Impacts that Would Not Cause
Disproportionately High and Adverse Effects on Minority
and Low-Income Populations

This section provides a summary of individual and cumulative impacts that would not
cause disproportionately high and adverse effects on minority and low-income
populations, either (1) because the unmitigated proposed Project would not result in
significant project impacts or make a cumulatively considerable contribution to
cumulatively significant impacts; (2) mitigation measures applied to the proposed Project
would reduce impacts to less than significant and cumulative contributions to less than
cumulatively considerable; (3) because the significant impact or cumulatively
considerable contribution would not affect human populations or would not have a
disproportionately high and adverse effect on minority and low-income populations based
on comparison of the affected population to the general population; and/or (4) because
the impact is such that an environmental justice evaluation is not applicable. Most of the
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Project’s significant impacts would be reduced through mitigation and would not result in
disproportionate high and adverse effects on minority and low-income populations.

Aesthetics and Visual Resources (Section 3.1 and Section 4.2.1)

The geographic boundary for analysis of aesthetic and visual resources is the set of
“critical public views” from which the proposed Project would be substantially visible
and which are readily available to the public, and for which there is reason to believe that
the public would be concerned over adverse visual changes.

+ Impact AES-1: The proposed Project would not have a demonstrable negative
aesthetic effect on the visual character of the area, but would cause a very minor
decrease in views of open water in the West Basin as seen from Knoll Hill and the
hillside residential areas. Although minor, this would nonetheless represent a
cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant cumulative aesthetic impact
under CEQA. Impact AES-1 is a CEQA criterion and, consequently, no finding is
made under NEPA relative to the potential for adverse impact on minority and low-
income populations.

+ Impact AES-2: The proposed Project would not, for the most part, have a
significant impact or make a cumulatively considerable contribution to a cumulative
impact on scenic resources within view from a state scenic highway. Although Front
street is a scenic highway due to the views of a working Port, the proposed Project
would be a working container terminal within the Port, which is consistent with the
scenic highway designation (see Section 3.1.4.3.3.1.4). However, in views from the
Channel Street area and surrounding hillside neighborhoods, the presence of the
proposed Project would detract from views toward and of the Vincent Thomas
Bridge and impacts are considered significant. In addition, the view blockages from
the Project would also make a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant
impact. These significantly adverse impacts would remain significant even with
implementation of mitigation measures. There would not be a disproportionately
high and adverse effect on minority and low-income populations related to this
impact under NEPA because Impact AES-2 is a CEQA criterion and, consequently,
no finding is made under NEPA relative to the potential for adverse impact on
minority and low-income populations. Impacts to views as assessed under NEPA are
discussed in Section 5.4.2.1.

+ Impact AES-3: The proposed Project would not have a significant impact or a
cumulatively considerable contribution to a cumulative impact related to shadow
effects on nearby shadow-sensitive land uses because there are no shadow-sensitive
land uses over which the proposed Project might cast shadows (see analysis in
Section 3.1). Therefore, there would not be a disproportionately high and adverse
effect on minority and low-income populations related to this impact. Impact AES-3
is a CEQA criterion and, consequently, no finding is made under NEPA relative to
the potential for adverse impacts on minority and low-income populations.

+ Impact AES-4: The proposed Project would not have a significant Project impact
but would nonetheless make a cumulatively considerable contribution to cumulative
impacts related to generating new sources of light or glare that would adversely affect
day or nighttime views in the area. Design measures for backland lighting would
include directing lights downward and would specify the use of shielding to keep
light and glare impacts below a level of significance, as documented in Section 3.1.
Therefore, there would not be a disproportionately high and adverse effect on
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minority and low-income populations related to this impact. Impact AES-4 is a
CEQA criterion and, consequently, no finding is made under NEPA relative to the
potential for adverse impact on minority and low-income populations.

Air Quality and Meteorology (Section 3.2 and Section 4.2.2)

As stated above in Section 5.4.2.1, the region of analysis for air quality impacts is the
immediate area of the proposed Project site and the surrounding region, represented by
the South Coast Air Basin.

+ Impact AQ-5: Truck trips generated by the proposed Project would affect
intersections predicted to operate at a poor LOS in future years. During periods of
near-calm winds, heavily congested intersections can produce elevated levels of
carbon monoxide (CO) in their immediate vicinity. Thus, the intersection of Harbor
Boulevard/SR-47 Eastbound off-ramp/Swinford Avenue (p.m. peak) was selected for
the CO analysis because it is considered to be the worst-case intersection. Based on a
CO hotspots analysis (see Impact AQ-5 in Section 3.2.4.3), the proposed Project
would not generate on-road traffic that would contribute to an exceedance of the
1-hour or 8-hour CO standards. The proposed Project would not contribute to a
cumulatively significant exceedance of the SCAQMD emission threshold, relative to
the NEPA baseline. Therefore, Impact AQ-5 would not result in disproportionately
high and adverse effects on minority and low-income populations.

+ Impact AQ-8: Under NEPA, the proposed Project would not conflict with or
obstruct implementation of an applicable AQMP and would not make a cumulatively
considerable contribution to a cumulative impact related to such a conflict or
obstruction. Because the impacts are less than significant and less than cumulatively
considerable, Impact AQ-8 would not constitute a disproportionately high and
adverse effect on minority or low-income populations.

+ Impact AQ-9: Proposed Project operations would result in increased emissions of
greenhouse gases (GHGs); however, no significance finding is made under NEPA.
The potential ecological damage and damage to human populations from global
climate change would affect people globally, including all people in California and in
the United States. Section 3.2 describes potential global impacts of GHG. These
effects would have consequences for all people, and therefore would not affect low-
income and minority populations disproportionately.

Biological Resources (Section 3.3 and Section 4.2.3)

The geographic region of analysis for biological resources differs by organism groups,
because the mobility of species in these groups, their population distributions, and the
normal movement range for individuals living in an area varies so that effects on biotic
communities in one area can affect communities in other nearby areas. The region of
analysis is described fully in Section 4.2.3, and is not reiterated here because no
biological resource impacts would contribute to disproportionately high and adverse
effects on minority and low-income populations.

+ Impact BIO-1: Operation of the proposed Project would result in the addition of
234 vessel calls to the Port. The container ships transiting the coastal waters of
southern California could potentially cause harm to endangered, threatened, or
species of concern, such as marine mammals and sea turtles, from vessel collisions.
However, the likelihood of such a collision is very low; therefore, the potential for
impacts to marine mammals is considered less than significant. Although the
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likelihood of a collision between a vessel and marine mammals is very low, measure
MM BIO-2, which reduces Project vessel speeds to 12 knots between 40 nm from
Point Fermin and the Precautionary Area starting in 2009, would further reduce the
potential for vessel strikes. The proposed Project would not otherwise cause a loss of
individuals or habitat of a state- or federally listed endangered, threatened, rare,
protected, or candidate species, or a Species of Special Concern or the loss of
federally listed critical habitat. The proposed Project would make a cumulatively
considerable contribution to any cumulatively significant impact relative to Impact
BIO-1 related to cumulative vessel strikes. However, since the cumulative impact
would not affect a human population, the significant cumulative impact to marine
mammals under NEPA, Impact BIO-1, would not constitute a disproportionately
high and adverse effect on minority or low-income populations.

Impact BIO-2: In the absence of mitigation, filling 2.54 acres in the West Basin
would result in a permanent loss of marine habitat, resulting in a significant project
impact and contributing to a cumulatively significant impact. However, the impact
would primarily affect marine habitat, not human populations or the public. In
addition, the Project’s significant impacts and its cumulatively considerable
contribution would be completely offset under NEPA by MM BIO-1, which involves
LAHD providing offsite or onsite compensation for loss of general marine resources.
Therefore, Impact BIO-2 would not result in disproportionately high and adverse
effects on minority and low-income populations.

Impact BIO-3: The proposed Project would not interfere with wildlife movement/
migration corridors, nor would it make a cumulatively considerable contribution to
any cumulative impact. Therefore, Impact BIO-3 would not result in disproportionately
high and adverse effects on minority and low-income populations.

Impact BIO-4: While construction and operations activities would not substantially
disrupt local biological communities (Impact BIO-4a and Impact BIO-4b,
respectively). The placement of 2.54 acres of fill would significantly affect soft-
bottom habitat, which would also make a cumulatively considerable contribution to a
significant cumulative biological resources impact. However, the impact would be
fully mitigated by measure MM BIO-1. Operation of the new facilities in the West
Basin has a low potential to introduce non-native species into the Harbor that could
substantially disrupt local biological communities. However, the impacts cannot be
completely eliminated. In addition, there is a remote possibility of an accidental spill,
which could result in a significant project-level and cumulative impact to biological
resources. Impact BIO-4b would remain significant and would make a cumulatively
considerable contribution under NEPA) after mitigation. However, this impact
would primarily affect marine biological communities, not human populations or the
public. Therefore, Impact BIO-4 would not result in disproportionately high and
adverse effects on minority and low-income populations.

Impact BIO-5: The placement of 2.54 acres of fill in the West Basin would result in
a permanent loss of marine habitat, which represents a significant impact of the
proposed Project and a cumulatively considerable contribution to cumulative impacts.
However, this impact would be completely mitigated by the implementation of
Mitigation Measure BIO-1. In addition, this impact would primarily affect marine
biological communities, not human populations or the public. Therefore, Impact
BIO-5 would not result in disproportionately high and adverse effects on minority
and low-income populations.
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Cultural Resources (Section 3.4 and Section 4.2.4)

As stated in Section 5.4.2.1, the geographic region of analysis for impacts on
archaeological, historic architectural, and paleontological resources related to the
proposed Project consists of the areas at the Port and in the immediate vicinity (on land or
submerged) that could be affected by dredging, demolition, or ground disturbance.

+ Impact CR-1: Construction of the proposed Project would result in less than
significant impacts on known archaeological and ethnographic resources under
NEPA and the impact on unknown resources is remote given the high degree of
previous disturbance to native soils and presence of imported fill in the Project area.
Furthermore, construction of the proposed Project would not contribute to a
cumulative impact on archaeological resources. Therefore, Impact CR-1 would not
result in disproportionately high and adverse effects on minority and low-income
populations.

+ Impact CR-2: The proposed Project would have no impacts on historic architectural
resources, nor would it contribute to a cumulative impact on historic architectural
resources. Therefore, Impact CR-2 would not result in disproportionately high and
adverse effects on minority and low-income populations.

+ Impact CR-3: The proposed Project would have no impacts on paleontological
resources, nor would it contribute to a cumulative impact on paleontological
resources. Therefore, Impact CR-3 would not result in disproportionately high and
adverse effects on minority and low-income populations.

Geological Resources (Section 3.5 and Section 4.2.5)

The region of influence for cumulative impacts varies for geological resources,
depending on the geologic issue. The region of analysis is described fully in

Section 4.2.5, and is not reiterated here because no geological resource impacts would
contribute to disproportionately high and adverse effects on minority and low-income
populations.

+ Impact GEO-1: Seismic activity could expose people and structures to substantial
risk during the construction period (GEO-1a) and operation period (GEO-1b), which
are significant and unavoidable Project and cumulative impacts. Because potential
impacts would be confined to the site and would not affect the public (i.e., could
affect employees onsite, but not offsite residents), GEO-1 would not result in
disproportionately high and adverse effects on minority or low-income populations.

+ Impact GEO-2: Facilities constructed under the proposed Project would be
susceptible to tsunamis and seiches. There is a substantial risk of coastal flooding of
wharves and associated backland areas due to tsunamis and seiches. Increased
exposure of people and property during construction to seismically induced tsunamis
or seiches cannot be precluded. Impacts due to tsunamis and seiches are significant
and unavoidable under NEPA. However, because impacts would not affect the
public (i.e., could affect employees on site, but not offsite residents), Impact GEO-2
and the associated cumulatively considerable contribution to a cumulatively
significant impact would not result in disproportionately high and adverse effects on
minority or low-income populations.

+ Impact GEO-3: The proposed Project would result in less than significant impacts
and a less than cumulatively considerable contribution to cumulative impacts related
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to subsidence and settlement under NEPA. Since the proposed Project impact is less
than significant and the contribution to cumulative impacts is less than cumulatively
considerable, Impact GEO-3 would not result in disproportionately high and adverse
effects on minority and low-income populations.

+ Impact GEO-4: The proposed Project would result in less than significant impacts
and a less than cumulatively considerable contribution to cumulative impacts related
to expansive soils under NEPA. Since the proposed Project impact is less than
significant and the contribution to cumulative impacts is less than cumulatively
considerable, Impact GEO-4 would not result in disproportionately high and adverse
effects on minority and low-income populations.

+ Impact GEO-5: Since the topography in the vicinity of the proposed Project site is
flat and not subject to landslides or mudflows, the proposed Project would not
increase the risk of landslides or mudflows individually or cumulatively under NEPA.
Thus, Impact GEO-5 would not result in disproportionately high and adverse effects
on minority and low-income populations.

+ Impact GEO-6: The proposed Project would result in less than significant impacts
and a less than cumulatively considerable contribution to cumulative impacts related
to unstable soil conditions under NEPA. Since the proposed Project impact is less
than significant and the contribution to cumulative impacts is less than cumulatively
considerable, Impact GEO-6 would not result in disproportionately high and adverse
effects on minority and low-income populations.

+ Impact GEO-7: Since the proposed Project area is relatively flat and paved with no
prominent geologic or topographic features, proposed Project construction would not
result in any distinct and prominent geologic or topographic features being destroyed,
permanently covered, or materially and adversely modified. The finding of no impact
is made for NEPA. Thus, Impact GEO-7 would not result in disproportionately high
and adverse effects on minority and low-income populations.

+ Impact GEO-8: Construction of the proposed Project would not result in the
permanent loss of availability of any mineral resource of regional, statewide, or local
significance. Under NEPA, the individual Project impact is less than significant and
the cumulative contribution is less than considerable. Thus, Impact GEO-8 would
not result in disproportionately high and adverse effects on minority and low-income
populations.

Ground Transportation and Traffic (Section 3.6 and Section 4.2.6)

As stated in Section 5.4.2.1, the region of analysis for ground transportation effects
includes those streets and intersections that would be used by both automobile and truck
traffic to gain access to and from the Berth 97-109 Container Terminal, as well as those
streets that would be used by construction traffic (i.e., equipment and commuting
workers). The streets most likely to be impacted by cumulative Project-related auto and
truck traffic include the following: Harbor Boulevard, Front Street, John S. Gibson
Boulevard, Harry Bridges Boulevard, Figueroa Street, Alameda Street, Anaheim Street,
and Sepulveda Boulevard. Beyond these locations, the proposed Project would generate
fewer than 43 Project trips (thus falling below the City of Los Angeles threshold for
analysis), or in the case of Alameda Street, the downstream intersections are all grade
separated (aligned at different heights such that they do not disrupt the flow of traffic on
one another when they cross) and thus experience no traffic delays (i.e., the crossing at
Pacific Coast Highway and Sepulveda Boulevard).
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+ Impact TRANS-1: There would be temporary impacts on the study area roadway

system during construction of the proposed Project because the construction activities
would generate vehicular traffic associated with construction workers’ vehicles and
trucks delivering equipment and fill material to the site. This site-generated traffic
from construction of the various Project components would result in increased traffic
volumes on the study area roadways for the duration of the construction periods.
Construction of the proposed Project would generate up to 100 inbound worker trips
and 20 truck trips during peak hours. This temporary increase in Project-related
traffic would not create significant increases in truck and automobile traffic (see
Section 3.6). Thus, Impact TRANS-1 would not result in disproportionately high
and adverse effects on minority and low-income populations.

Impact TRANS-2: Long-term vehicular traffic associated with the proposed Project
operations would significantly impact volume/capacity ratios at six study area
intersections, resulting in an unacceptable impact on the Level of Service (LOS)
relative to the NEPA baseline. The significantly impacted intersections would be:

O 2015- Avalon Boulevard and Harry Bridges Boulevard — (p.m. peak hour)
Alameda Street and Anaheim Street — (a.m. peak hour)
John S. Gibson Boulevard and 1-110 NB Ramps — (p.m. peak hour)
Fries Avenue and Harry Bridges Boulevard — (a.m. and p.m. peak hours)
Broad Avenue and Harry Bridges Boulevard — (p.m. peak hour)

O 2030 - Avalon Boul