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APPENDIX A 
CEQA Environmental Checklist Form 

The CEQA checklist identifies the impacts of the alternatives for the proposed Schuyler Heim 
Bridge Replacement and SR-47 Expressway Project. In most cases, technical studies determined 
the impacts of each environmental resource for each alternative of the proposed project. Further 
supporting documentation is provided in Chapter 3.0 of this Environmental Impact Statement/ 
Environmental Impact Report, where impacts, plus feasible avoidance, minimization, and/or 
mitigation measures are discussed for each environmental resource addressed. The indicated 
impact determination is based upon the worst-case alternative.  

1. Project title: 
Schuyler Heim Bridge Replacement and SR-47 Expressway Project 
 

2. Lead agency name and address: 
California Department of Transportation, District 7 
100 South Main Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
 

3. Contact person and phone number:  
Karl Price (213) 897-1839 
 

4. Project location: 
Terminal Island and Commodore Schuyler F. Heim Bridge within the Ports of Long Beach and  
Los Angeles; SR-47 and SR-103 from Terminal Island generally to I-405 
 

5. Project sponsor’s name and address: 
Alameda Corridor Transportation Authority 
One Civic Plaza, Suite 350 
Carson, CA 91745 
 

6. General plan designation: Industrial; Transportation & Utilities      7.  Zoning: 
 

8. Description of project: (Describe the whole action involved, including but not limited to 
later phases of the project, and any secondary, support, or off-site features necessary for its 
implementation. Attach additional sheets if necessary.) 
The lead agency and project sponsor propose to replace the seismically deficient Schuyler Heim 
Bridge, construct an elevated four-lane expressway between Ocean Boulevard and Alameda Street 
just south of Pacific Coast Highway (SR-1), and construct a flyover from eastbound Ocean Boulevard 
to SR-47 at the Schuyler Heim Bridge. 
 

9. Surrounding land uses and setting: Briefly describe the project’s surroundings: 
The study area is highly developed, with heavy industrial, commercial, transportation, and some 
recreational uses. Some residential uses occur to the west of Alternative 1, and east of Alternative 2. 
 

10. Other public agencies whose approval is required (e.g., permits, financing approval, or 
participation agreement.) 
FHWA, USCG, ACOE, USFWS, California Coastal Commission, CDFG, RWQCB, City of 
Los Angeles, City of Long Beach, County of Los Angeles 
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ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED: 

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least 
one impact that is a “Potentially Significant Impact” as indicated by the checklist on the following pages. 

 Aesthetics   Agriculture Resources   Air Quality 

 Biological Resources Cultural Resources   Geology /Soils 

 Hazards & Hazardous 
Materials  Hydrology / Water 

Quality   Land Use / Planning 

 Mineral Resources  Noise   Population / Housing 

 Public Services   Recreation   Transportation/Traffic 

 Utilities / Service Systems   Mandatory Findings of Significance 

 

DETERMINATION: (To be completed by the Lead Agency) 

On the basis of this initial evaluation: 

 I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and 
a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

 I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, 
there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been 
made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION 
will be prepared.  

 I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required. 

 I find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or “potentially 
significant unless mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been 
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has 
been addressed by mitigation  measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached 
sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the 
effects that remain to be addressed. 

 I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, 
because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR 
or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided 
or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions 
or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required. 

 
 
  
Signature 

 
  
Date 

 
  
Signature 

 
  
Date 
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EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS: 

1) A brief explanation is required for all answers except “No Impact” answers that are adequately 
supported by the information sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses following each 
question. A “No Impact” answer is adequately supported if the referenced information sources 
show that the impact simply does not apply to projects like the one involved (e.g., the project falls 
outside a fault rupture zone). A “No Impact” answer should be explained where it is based on 
project-specific factors as well as general standards (e.g., the project will not expose sensitive 
receptors to pollutants, based on a project-specific screening analysis). 

2) All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-site, 
cumulative as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as 
operational impacts. 

3) Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then the 
checklist answers must indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less than significant 
with mitigation, or less than significant. “Potentially Significant Impact” is appropriate if there is 
substantial evidence that an effect may be significant. If there are one or more “Potentially 
Significant Impact” entries when the determination is made, an EIR is required. 

4) “Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated” applies where the 
incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from “Potentially Significant Impact” 
to a “Less Than Significant Impact.” The lead agency must describe the mitigation measures, and 
briefly explain how they reduce the effect to a less than significant level (mitigation measures 
from Section XVII, “Earlier Analyses,” may be cross-referenced). 

5) Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA 
process, an effect has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration.  Section 
15063(c)(3)(D). In this case, a brief discussion should identify the following: 
a) Earlier Analysis Used. Identify and state where they are available for review. 
b) Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist were 

within the scope of and adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to 
applicable legal standards, and state whether such effects were addressed by mitigation 
measures based on the earlier analysis. 

c) Mitigation Measures. For effects that are “Less than Significant with Mitigation 
Measures Incorporated,” describe the mitigation measures which were incorporated or 
refined from the earlier document and the extent to which they address site-specific 
conditions for the project. 

6) Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information sources 
for potential impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a previously prepared 
or outside document should, where appropriate, include a reference to the page or pages where 
the statement is substantiated. 

7) Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other sources used or 
individuals contacted should be cited in the discussion. 

8) This is only a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use different formats; however, lead 
agencies should normally address the questions from this checklist that are relevant to a project's 
environmental effects in whatever format is selected. 

9) The explanation of each issue should identify: 
a) the significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and 
b) the mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significance 
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ISSUE CHECKLIST: 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 
Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

I. AESTHETICS – Would the project:     
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?     

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but 
not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic 
buildings within a state scenic highway? 

    

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

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

    

II. 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 
Dept. 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? 

    

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

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

    

III. 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?     

b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute 
substantially to an existing or projected air quality 
violation? 

    

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)? 
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Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 
Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations?     

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial 
number of people?     

IV. 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? 

    

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? 

    

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? 

    

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? 

    

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

    

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? 

    

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES – Would the project:     
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a historical resource as defined in 
'15064.5? 

    

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to 
'15064.5? 

    

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

    

d) Disturb any human remains, including those interred 
outside of formal cemeteries?     
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Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 
Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

VI. 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. 

    

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

iv) Landslides?     
b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of 
topsoil?     

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? 

    

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? 

    

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

    

VII. 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? 

    

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? 

    

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

    

d) Be located on a site which 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? 
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Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 
Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

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? 

    

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? 

    

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

    

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? 

    

VIII. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY – 
Would the project: 

    

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste 
discharge requirements?     

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)? 

    

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

    

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 which 
would result in flooding on- or off-site? 

    

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? 

    

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?     
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? 

    

h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures 
which would impede or redirect flood flows?     
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Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 
Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

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? 

    

j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?     
IX. LAND USE AND PLANNING – Would the 
project: 

    

a) Physically divide an established community?     

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? 

    

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

X. 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? 

    

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? 

    

XI. 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? 

    

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

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

    

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

    

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? 

    

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? 

    



APPENDIX A. CEQA ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FORM 

Schuyler Heim Bridge Replacement and SR-47 Expressway Project A-9 
Final EIS/EIR May 2009 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 
Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

XII. 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)? 

    

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

    

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

XIII. 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: 

    

Fire protection?     

Police protection?     

Schools?     

Parks?     

Other public facilities?     

XIV. 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? 

    

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

    

XV. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC – Would the 
project: 

    

a) Cause an increase in traffic which 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)? 
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Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 
Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

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

    

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? 

    

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

    

e) Result in inadequate emergency access?     
f) Result in inadequate parking capacity?     
g) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs 
supporting alternative transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, 
bicycle racks)? 

    

XVI. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS – 
Would the project: 

    

a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the 
applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board?     

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? 

    

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

    

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

    

e) Result in a determination by the wastewater 
treatment provider which 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? 

    

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

    

g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and 
regulations related to solid waste?     
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Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 
Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

XVII. 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? 

    

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)? 

    

c) Does the project have environmental effects which 
will cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, 
either directly or indirectly? 
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B.1 Alternative 1 

 B.1-1 Bridge 

 B.1-2 SR-47 Expressway 

B.2 Alternative 1A – Bridge 

B.3 Alternative 2 – SR-103 Expressway 

B.4 Alternative 3 – Bridge  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 



 

Schuyler Heim Bridge Replacement and SR-47 Expressway Project  
Final EIS/EIR May 2009 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix B.1 
Alternative 1: Schuyler Heim Bridge and SR-47 Expressway 
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1.0 Section 4(f) Evaluation 

1.1 Application of Section 4(f) 
1.1.1 Introduction 
Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966, codified at 49 USC Section 303, 
declares that “[i]t is the policy of the United States Government that special effort should be 
made to preserve the natural beauty of the countryside and public park and recreation 
lands, wildlife and waterfowl refuges, and historic sites.” 

Section 4(f) specifies that  

[t]he Secretary [of Transportation] may approve a transportation program or 
project requiring the use of publicly owned land of a public park, recreation area, 
or wildlife and waterfowl refuge of national, state, or local significance, or land 
of an historic site of national, state, or local significance (as determined by the 
federal, state, or local officials having jurisdiction over the park, area, refuge or 
site) only if  

(1)  there is no prudent and feasible alternative to using that land; and 

(2)  the program or project includes all possible planning to minimize harm to 
the park, recreation area, wildlife and waterfowl refuge, or historic site 
resulting from the use. 

Section 4(f) further requires consultation with the Department of Interior and, as 
appropriate, the involved offices of the Department of Agriculture and the Department of 
Housing and Urban Development, and relevant state and local officials, in developing 
transportation projects and programs that use lands protected by Section 4(f). 

The proposed Schuyler Heim Bridge Replacement and State Route (SR)-47 Expressway 
Project (proposed project) alternatives, as described in Chapter 2.0, are a transportation 
project that may receive federal funding and/or discretionary approvals through the 
U.S. Department of Transportation (i.e., FHWA [Federal Highway Administration]); 
therefore, documentation of compliance with Section 4(f) is required. 

This Section 4(f) evaluation has been prepared in accordance with the joint FHWA/ 
Federal Transit Administration (FTA) regulations for Section 4(f) compliance codified at 
23 CFR Section 771.135. Additional guidance has been obtained from the FHWA Technical 
Advisory T 6640.8A (1987) and the revised FHWA Section 4(f) Policy Paper (2005). 

1.1.2 Section 4(f) “Use” 
As defined in 23 CFR Section 771.135(p), the “use” of a protected Section 4(f) resource occurs 
when any of the following conditions are met: 

• Land is permanently incorporated into a transportation facility through partial or full 
acquisition (i.e., “direct use”). 
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• There is a temporary occupancy of land that is adverse in terms of the preservationist 
purposes of Section 4(f). 

• There is no permanent incorporation of land, but the proximity of a transportation 
facility results in impacts so severe that the protected activities, features, or attributes 
that qualify a resource for protection under Section 4(f) are substantially impaired 
(i.e., “constructive use”).  

Direct Use 
A direct use of a Section 4(f) resource takes place when property is permanently 
incorporated into a proposed transportation project (23 CFR Section 771.135[p][1]). This 
may occur as a result of partial or full acquisition of a fee simple interest, permanent 
easements, or temporary easements that exceed regulatory limits noted below (23 CFR 
Section 771.135[p][7]). 

Temporary Occupancy 
A temporary occupancy of a Section 4(f) resource occurs when the temporary occupancy is 
considered adverse in terms of the preservationist purposes of the Section 4(f) statute. 
Under the FTA/FHWA regulations (23 CFR Section 771.135[p][7]), a temporary occupancy 
of property does not constitute a use of a Section 4(f) resource when the following 
conditions are satisfied:  

• The occupancy is of temporary duration (i.e., shorter than the period of construction) 
and not involve a change in ownership of the property. 

• The scope of work is minor, with only minimal changes to the protected resource. 

• There are no permanent adverse physical effects on the protected resource, and there 
will be no temporary or permanent interference with the activities or purpose of the 
resource. 

• The property being used will be fully restored to a condition that is at least as good as 
that which existed prior to the proposed project. 

• There is documented agreement of the appropriate officials having jurisdiction over the 
resource regarding the foregoing requirements. 

Constructive Use 
A constructive use of a Section 4(f) resource happens when a transportation project does not 
permanently incorporate land from the resource, but the proximity of the project results in 
impacts (e.g., noise, vibration, visual, access, and/or ecological impacts) so severe that the 
protected activities, features, or attributes that qualify the resource for protection under 
Section 4(f) are substantially impaired (23 CFR Section 771.135[p][2]). Substantial impairment 
occurs only if the protected activities, features, or attributes of the resource are substantially 
diminished.  

This determination is made through the following practices: 

• Identification of the current activities, features, or attributes of the resource that may be 
sensitive to proximity impacts. 

• Analysis of the potential proximity impacts on the resource. 
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• Consultation with the appropriate officials having jurisdiction over the resource 
(23 CFR Section 771.135[p][6]). 

1.2 Purpose and Need 
The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and Caltrans identified the existing 
Schuyler Heim Bridge as not conforming to the current seismic criteria. Concurrently, the 
Alameda Corridor Transportation Authority confirmed the existing SR-47/SR-103 facilities 
do not comply with the State’s Seismic Design Criteria or adequately serve as a high-
capacity alternative route to SR-110 and SR-710 due to numerous at-grade railroad crossings 
and traffic signals.  

The purpose of the proposed project is to: 1) provide a structurally and seismically safe 
vehicular connection between Terminal Island and the mainland that could remain in 
service following a major earthquake; and 2) provide a high-capacity alternative route 
between Terminal Island and I-405. The project includes replacement of the existing 
Schuyler Heim Bridge (lift-bridge) with a fixed-span bridge. The project is needed to 
provide for uninterrupted transport of people, freight, and goods between Terminal Island 
and the mainland after a major earthquake, and to improve safety and relieve congestion 
on the local street network.  

1.3 Proposed Action 
1.3.1 Description  
The proposed project is to improve traffic conditions between Terminal Island, which is 
located within the Ports of Long Beach and Los Angeles, and major traffic arterials on the 
mainland to the north, primarily within the Cities of Long Beach and Los Angeles. The 
Commodore Schuyler F. Heim Bridge (Schuyler Heim Bridge) (Bridge No. 53-2618) is a 
major traffic route that connects Terminal Island within the Ports of Long Beach and 
Los Angeles to the mainland cities of Long Beach and Los Angeles. The bridge is owned by 
the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) and is located within the City of 
Los Angeles and through property owned by the Port of Long Beach. The bridge spans the 
Cerritos Channel, through which ships serving both the Port of Los Angeles and Port of 
Long Beach pass. Six alternatives have been proposed for analysis in an Environmental 
Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report (EIS/EIR) for the proposed project. There 
are four build alternatives, one Transportation System Management (TSM) alternative, and 
one No-Build alternative. These alternatives are described below. The four build alternatives 
are shown in Figure 1.  

Alternative 1: Bridge Replacement and Expressway 
Alternative 1 would replace the existing Schuyler Heim Bridge (lift bridge) (built in 
1946-1948) in order to meet current seismic criteria. The bridge would provide a route linking 
Terminal Island to the mainland and would be designed to remain in service and ensure 
ground and vessel transportation is possible immediately following a major earthquake. 
Alternative 1 would include a new SR-47 Expressway to provide a high-capacity alternative 
route along the Alameda Corridor for traffic between Terminal Island and Alameda Street, 
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at Pacific Coast Highway, as well as improvements to the Alameda Street/Wardlow Road 
connector ramp. In addition, Alternative 1 would provide the Ocean Boulevard/SR-47 
Flyover (flyover) on Terminal Island. The flyover will be a two-lane, elevated structure to 
divert traffic bound for northbound SR-47 directly onto the new bridge from eastbound 
Ocean Boulevard. This traffic then would be able to avoid the signalized Ocean Boulevard/ 
SR-47 intersection.  

With this alternative, the new fixed-span bridge would be constructed, primarily within the 
existing bridge right-of-way (ROW) (Caltrans Highway Easement [HE(C)]), but toward the 
east to avoid impacts to the railroad on the Badger Avenue Bridge, which is immediately 
west of the existing bridge.  

The replacement bridge would be slightly wider (13 m [43 ft]) than the existing bridge due 
to the addition of standard shoulders, which are not present on the existing bridge. The 
replacement bridge would include three 3.6-m (12-ft) traffic lanes (two through-lanes and 
one auxiliary lane), and 3-m (10-ft) shoulders in the northbound direction, and four 3.6-m 
(12-ft) lanes (three through-lanes and one auxiliary lane), and 3-m (10-ft) shoulders in the 
southbound direction. Construction of the replacement bridge would include a southbound 
off-ramp and northbound on-ramp at New Dock Street on Terminal Island, as well as a 
northbound off-ramp and southbound on-ramp at Henry Ford Avenue on the mainland 
side of the bridge. With this alternative, the new bridge would be supported by four piers in 
the channel, with a minimum vertical clearance of 14.3 m (47 ft) over the mean high water 
level (MHWL). The existing navigable width of the channel is 54.9 m (180 ft), and would not 
change under this alternative. The navigable width is directly tied to the navigable width 
(54.9 m [180 ft]) of the Badger Avenue Bridge (rail) located immediately west of the 
Schuyler Heim Bridge.  

The southern end of the new SR-47 Expressway would begin on Terminal Island, at the 
intersection of SR-47 and Ocean Boulevard, and extend north over New Dock Street and 
onto the replacement bridge. The expressway would extend northward to Alameda Street, 
at the intersection with Pacific Coast Highway, a distance of approximately 2.7 kilometers 
(km) (1.7 miles [mi]). The expressway would be a four-lane, limited access roadway. It 
would provide grade-separation at five at-grade railroad crossings and three signalized 
intersections along its length. A segment of the expressway would be constructed as an 
elevated roadway (viaduct) over Henry Ford Avenue and Alameda Street and return to 
grade at Alameda Street, just south of Pacific Coast Highway. Under this alternative, 
the current connectivity to SR-103 would be maintained. This alternative includes 
improvements to the Alameda Street/Wardlow Road connector and to Alameda Street 
north and south of the connector. 
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Alternative 1A: Haunch Bridge Design 
Alternative 1A is a structural variation of Alternative 1. The main purpose of this alternative 
is to improve the aesthetic appearance of the replacement bridge over the Cerritos Channel 
and to span a greater horizontal distance across the channel between columns. This is 
accomplished by increasing the span lengths over the channel and arching the superstructure 
soffits (the bottom of the bridge structure). Under this alternative, the new bridge would be 
supported by two piers (four columns) in the Cerritos Channel, compared to four piers 
(eight columns) under Alternative 1; and the minimum vertical clearance between the piers 
would be of 14.3 m (47 ft). 

With this alternative, the new bridge would be supported by two piers in the channel, with a 
minimum vertical clearance of 14.3 m (47 ft) over the MHWL. The existing navigable width of 
the channel is 54.9 m (180 ft), and would not change under this alternative. The navigable 
width is directly tied to the navigable width (54.9 m [180 ft]) of the Badger Avenue Bridge 
(rail) located immediately west of the Schuyler Heim Bridge. 

Other aspects of this alternative would be the same as Alternative 1. 

Alternative 2: SR-103 Extension to Alameda Street 
With this alternative, just as in Alternative 1, a new fixed-span bridge would be constructed, 
and the existing Schuyler Heim Bridge would be subsequently demolished. Additionally, 
modifications to the northbound and southbound approaches to the bridge would be 
constructed. Similar to Alternative 1, a new southbound off-ramp and northbound on-ramp 
at New Dock Street on Terminal Island would be constructed. This alternative would include 
the flyover and also would extend SR-103 from south of West Hill Street to the northwest on 
a four-lane viaduct to join Alameda Street between Sepulveda Boulevard and I-405. 
Improvements to SR-103 would begin approximately 3.2 km (2 mi) north of the Schuyler 
Heim Bridge and extend a distance of approximately 2.6 km (1.6 mi). The viaduct would 
cross over the Union Pacific Railroad manual yard and San Pedro Branch line, through the 
Southern California Edison (SCE) utility corridor, across the Los Angeles Harbor Department 
Warehouse 16/17 area, and over Sepulveda Boulevard, then turn parallel to the western 
boundary of the Intermodal Container Transfer Facility (ICTF) to the centerline of 
Alameda Street. The viaduct would return to grade south of the Wardlow Road ramps to 
I-405. Improvements would be made to the existing SR-103 to accommodate the southerly 
end connection of the viaduct and to SR-47 to accommodate the northerly end connection of 
the viaduct. This alternative also includes widening the Alameda Street/Wardlow Road 
connector and improvements to Alameda Street north and south of the connector. 

Alternative 3: Bridge Avoidance 
This alternative was developed specifically as a potential avoidance alternative for the 
purpose of Section 4(f) analysis. It was conceived to preserve the existing Schuyler Heim 
Bridge following construction of a new fixed-span bridge on an alignment east of the existing 
bridge. The Schuyler Heim Bridge would be seismically retrofitted before construction of the 
new bridge; however, the approaches of the old bridge would be demolished and the old 
Schuyler Heim Bridge would no longer be used for transportation purposes once the new 
span goes into operation. The retrofit would be for safety purposes, to avoid demolition of a 
historic resource and ensure that the existing bridge would not collapse and result in safety 
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hazards or damage to the new bridge or to the adjacent Badger Avenue Bridge. Under this 
alternative, the new bridge would have the same lane configuration as the replacement 
bridge for Alternative 1.  

Other aspects of this alternative would be the same as Alternative 1. 

The existing bridge may be required to be demolished to comply with U.S. Coast Guard 
permit requirements. In preliminary consultations held in December 2005, the U.S. Coast 
Guard stated that the bridge would not be allowed to remain in place if not used for 
transportation purposes. They further indicated that their permit to construct a replacement 
bridge would include a requirement for subsequent demolition of the Schuyler Heim Bridge.  

Alternative 4: Bridge Replacement Only 
This alternative would replace the existing Schuyler Heim Bridge with a fixed-span bridge, 
largely along the existing bridge alignment, as described under Alternative 1. With this 
alternative, the flyover would not be constructed, and no roadway improvements would 
occur. Therefore, the SR-47 Expressway described in Alternative 1 would not be constructed, 
the SR-103 extension to Alameda Street described in Alternative 2 would not be constructed, 
and there would be no improvements to the Alameda Street/Wardlow Road connector ramp. 

Alternative 5: Transportation System Management  
This alternative is designed to identify low-cost, easily implemented improvements as an 
alternative to construction of more expensive improvements. For this project, the TSM 
alternative focuses on improvements to routes that parallel the proposed SR-47 Expressway, 
and that serve the same trips. These trips include trucking drayage trips to and from the 
ICTF, and trips destined to and from the ports via Alameda Street, Henry Ford Avenue, and 
SR-47. The TSM alternative would include measures to improve capacity and traffic 
circulation at the Port of Long Beach and Port of Los Angeles through policy changes and 
use of the latest technologies. With this alternative, capital investment would be minimal 
compared to the previous alternatives addressed. 

The TSM alternative for this project includes the following key elements: 

• Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS): Systems applications in and around the Port 
area, with special emphasis on truck movements. These include measures to improve 
traffic circulation through traffic control, incident management, traffic surveillance, and 
traffic information dissemination with the aid of intelligent transportation system 
devices and systems. 

• Lower-cost roadway and intersection improvements: Measures include restriping to 
provide additional turn lanes and acceleration lanes and traffic signalization 
improvements, primarily within existing ROWs. 

• Minor roadway widening: There also could be peak-hour parking prohibitions to 
remove midblock bottlenecks along selected roadways.  

Alternative 6: No Build 
Under this alternative there would be no changes to the existing Schuyler Heim Bridge or 
local roadway system. The existing Schuyler Heim Bridge would continue to be seismically 



1.0 SECTION 4(F) EVALUATION 

  1-9 

inadequate and subject to damage or collapse under strong seismic conditions. Maintenance 
activities would continue and would include application of protective coatings; lift 
mechanism repairs; deck resurfacing; and other, maintenance activities. The existing SR-47 
roadway would function with current and increasing levels of congestion. 

1.4 Description of Section 4(f) Resources 
As noted above, properties subject to Section 4(f) consideration include publicly owned 
lands of a public park/recreation area; a wildlife and waterfowl refuge of national, state, or 
local significance; or a historic site of national, state, or local significance, whether publicly 
or privately owned. Only those resources within about 0.4 km (0.25 mi) of the proposed 
project alternatives have been identified as being potentially affected by project impacts and 
thus subject to detailed Section 4(f) evaluation. These include three parks and recreational 
areas: Hudson Park, Hudson Elementary School, and Cabrillo High School. One historic 
resource is also identified: the Schuyler Heim Bridge. Three other parks are within 0.8 km 
(0.5 mi) of the project alternatives, but have no potential to be affected. These are: Admiral 
Kidd Park, East Wilmington Park, and the East Wilmington Greenbelt. No other significant 
historic resources were identified within 0.5 mile of the project. 

As described more fully below, the Section 4(f) resources in the vicinity of the proposed 
project alternatives are limited to publicly owned parks/recreation areas and one significant 
historic site. Figure 2 illustrates the location of these Section 4(f) resources. There are no 
significant wildlife or waterfowl refuges in the proposed project area. 

1.4.1 Public Parks and Recreation Areas with No Potential 4(f) Use 
Three parks (Admiral Kidd Park, East Wilmington Park, and East Wilmington Greenbelt) 
are over 0.4 km (0.25 mi) from the site and are buffered from the project alternatives by 
distance (i.e., about 1,000 feet) and the presence of intervening structures. There is no 
reasonable likelihood that any direct, temporary, or constructive use would occur. 

1.4.2 Public Parks and Recreation Areas with Potential 4(f) Use 
One public park and two public schools where playgrounds/athletic fields are used for 
public recreation (Hudson Park, Hudson Elementary School, Cabrillo High School) have 
been identified within about 0.4 km (0.25 mi) of the project alternatives. These three 
properties are immediately adjacent to the Alternative 2 alignment. Table 1 provides a 
summary listing of these resources. Detailed descriptions are provided in 
Section 1.5 - Effects on Section 4(f) Resources.  
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TABLE 1 
Section 4(f) Resources – Public Parks and Recreation Areas 

Map # Name Location 

1 Hudson Park 2335 Webster Ave. 
Long Beach 

2 Hudson Elementary School (Playground/Athletic Fields) 2335 Webster Ave. 
Long Beach 

3 Cabrillo High School (Playground/Athletic Fields) 2001 Santa Fe Ave. 
Long Beach 

Source:  Jones & Stokes, 2006. 

1.4.3 Historic Sites 
A total of 38 historic sites have been identified in the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for the 
proposed project alternatives. All of these sites are architectural resources. No prehistoric 
or historical archeological resources were identified within or adjacent to the APE. In 
accordance with FTA/FHWA regulations, Section 4(f) requirements are only applicable to 
significant historic sites (i.e., those sites on or eligible for the National Register of Historic 
Places [NRHP], or sites otherwise determined significant by the FHWA Administrator) 
(23 CFR Section 771.135[e]). Table 2 provides a summary of the characteristics of each historic 
site identified within the APE, along with a determination of which of these sites has been 
determined significant for Section 4(f) purposes (pending completion of Section 106 
determinations of eligibility, and concurrence by State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO). 
A detailed description of the one significant historic site in the APE (the Schuyler Heim 
Bridge) is provided in Section 1.5 – Effects on Section 4(f) Resources. 

1.5 Effects on Section 4(f) Resources 
The following sections describe how the proposed project alternatives would affect 
Section 4(f) resources. A summary of potential effects is provided below in Table 3; additional 
analysis follows for each affected resource. This includes whether any permanent or 
temporary occupation of a property would occur, or whether the proximity of the project 
would cause any access disruption, noise, vibration, or aesthetic effects that would 
substantially impair the features or attributes that qualify the resource for protection 
under Section 4(f).  
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TABLE 2 
Summary of Historic Sites within the Area of Potential Effect 

Map # Name Location 
Significance under 

Section 4(f)* 

Archaeological Resources (Significant / Potentially Significant) 

*** None in APE *** 

Archaeological Resources (Not Significant) 

*** None in APE *** 

Architectural Resources (Significant / Potentially Significant) 

8 Schuyler Heim Bridge Ocean Blvd./SR-47 Eligible for NRHP (1998) 

Schuyler Heim Bridge Retrofit IS/EA 

Architectural Resources (Not Significant) 

 Alameda Motel 1050 N. Alameda St.  Not eligible for CRHP or NRHP 

 Kar’s 1260 N. Alameda St. Not eligible for CRHP or NRHP 

 Alco Truck & Vans 1230 N. Alameda St. Not eligible for CRHP or NRHP 

 Jim’s #2 Char-Broiled 
Hamburgers 

1601 E. Anaheim St. Not eligible for CRHP or NRHP 

 Fast Truck & Tire Service 1625 E. Anaheim St. Not eligible for CRHP or NRHP 

 Residence 1539 E. Denni St. Not eligible for CRHP or NRHP 

 Savage Industries, Inc. 1634 E. Denni St. Not eligible for CRHP or NRHP 

 Push & Pull Express, Inc. 1609 E. Grant St. Not eligible for CRHP or NRHP 

 Union Mutualista De San Jose 1023-27 N. Henry Ford Ave. Not eligible for CRHP or NRHP 

 Wilmington Recyclers 1120 N. Henry Ford Ave. Not eligible for CRHP or NRHP 

 Residence 1041 N. Henry Ford Ave. Not eligible for CRHP or NRHP 

 House for Joaquin Fernandez 1563 E. L St. Not eligible for CRHP or NRHP 

 House for Joaquin Fernandez 1559 E. L St. Not eligible for CRHP or NRHP 

 Residence 1538 E. L St. Not eligible for CRHP or NRHP 

 Rooming House for Mrs. Inge 
C. Coe 

1725-31 E. M St. Not eligible for CRHP or NRHP 

 House for D.G. Grant 1710 E. Mauretania St. Not eligible for CRHP or NRHP 

 House for Fred M. Yulk 1714 E. Mauretania St. Not eligible for CRHP or NRHP 

 JS Equipment 1674 E. Mauretania St. Not eligible for CRHP or NRHP 

 1733 Adivari Inc. 1733 E. Robidoux St. Not eligible for CRHP or NRHP 

 House for Frank Gonzalez 1621 E. Robidoux St. Not eligible for CRHP or NRHP 

 House for Frank M. Gonzalez 1617 E. Robidoux St. Not eligible for CRHP or NRHP 

 Frank M. Gonzalez Residence 1619 R. Robidoux St. Not eligible for CRHP or NRHP 

 Wrather Construction Company 1702 E. Robidoux St. Not eligible for CRHP or NRHP 

 Residence 1544 E. Young St.  Not eligible for CRHP or NRHP 

 Residence 1539-41 E. Young St. Not eligible for CRHP or NRHP 
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TABLE 2 
Summary of Historic Sites within the Area of Potential Effect 

Map # Name Location 
Significance under 

Section 4(f)* 

 Oil Wells South side of the Cerritos Channel and 
east of the Schuyler Heim Bridge 

Not eligible for CRHP or NRHP 

 State Route 47 North and south of Schuyler Heim Bridge Not eligible for CRHP or NRHP 

 Business 916 N. Henry Ford Ave. Not eligible for CRHP or NRHP 

 Residence 1622 E. Robidoux St. Not eligible for CRHP or NRHP 

 Buddhist Temple 2100 W. Willow St., Long Beach Not eligible for CRHP or NRHP 

 Concession and 
Restroom facility 

Hudson Park, Long Beach Not eligible for CRHP or NRHP 

 Chem and Oil Tanks 2365 Sepulveda Blvd., L.A. Not eligible for CRHP or NRHP 

 Business 22440 S. Alameda St., Carson Not eligible for CRHP or NRHP 

 Corridor Recycling 22440 S. Alameda St., Carson Not eligible for CRHP or NRHP 

 Carson Autowrecking 22606 S. Alameda St., Carson Not eligible for CRHP or NRHP 

 Hertz Equipment Rental 22422 S. Alameda St., Carson Not eligible for CRHP or NRHP 

 CIPLAS 2430 E. 223rd St., Carson Not eligible for CRHP or NRHP 

*A resource is considered to be “significant” for purposes of Section 4(f) if it is on or eligible for the NRHP (or otherwise 
determined important by the FHWA Administrator). Resources identified as “potentially eligible” and “not eligible” are 
awaiting concurrence from the SHPO.  
Source: Jones & Stokes (2004). 

 

TABLE 3 
Summary of Potential Effects on Section 4(f) Resources 

Use 

Alternative Resource Name 
Direct 
Use 

Temporary 
Occupancy 

Constructive 
Use Remarks 

1-6 Hudson Park No No No 

Direct Use – None 

Temporary Occupancy – None 

Constructive Use – None 

1-6 

Hudson Elementary 
School 
(playground/athletic 
fields) 

No No No 

Direct Use – None 

Temporary Occupancy – None 

Constructive Use – None 
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TABLE 3 
Summary of Potential Effects on Section 4(f) Resources 

Use 

Alternative Resource Name 
Direct 
Use 

Temporary 
Occupancy 

Constructive 
Use Remarks 

1-4 Schuyler Heim Bridge  Yes 

  

Direct Use – Alternatives 1, 1A, 
2, 3, and 4. The bridge would 
be demolished under 
Alternatives 1, 1A, 2, and 4 to 
prevent future safety impacts to 
the Cerritos Channel from long-
term deterioration of the bridge. 
Loss of bridge approaches and 
loss of use as a vehicular bridge 
under Alternative 3 would result 
in a direct use. The bridge 
would be demolished under 
Alternative 3 to comply with 
requirements of the U.S. Coast 
Guard permit, also resulting in 
direct use of the resource. 

1-6 Cabrillo High School 
(playground/athletic 
fields) 

No No No Direct Use – None 

Temporary Occupancy – None 

Constructive Use – None 

Source: Jones & Stokes, 2005. 

1.5.1 Public Parks and Recreation Areas 
The discussion of Hudson Park, the Hudson Elementary School Playground/ Athletic Field, 
and Cabrillo High School playground/ athletic field is pertinent only to Alternative 2, which 
involves extension of SR-103. Alternatives 1, 1A, 3, 4, 5, and 6 do not propose improvements 
in the proximity of park/ recreation areas. (Please see Figure 2 for location of alternatives 
and the park/ recreation areas.)  

1.5.1.1 Hudson Park 
Description and Significance of Property 
Type/Location/Size 
Hudson Park occupies 13.06 acres at 2335 Webster Avenue in the City of Long Beach. 
The west side of the park is adjacent to SR-103.  

Access/Facilities/Usage 
Vehicular and pedestrian access to Hudson Park is from Webster Avenue. The facilities 
include two baseball fields, one soccer field, a picnic area, and play equipment. The park is 
used for active recreation and is popular for adult sports leagues. 

Relationship to Similar Facilities in the Area 
Hudson Park is located immediately south of the playground and athletic fields at Hudson 
Elementary School. 

Ownership/Jurisdiction 
Hudson Park is owned by, and subject to the jurisdiction of, the City of Long Beach. 
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Significance 
Hudson Park is a City of Long Beach park and recreational resource. 

Application of Section 4(f) Criteria for Use 
Direct Use 
The proposed project alternatives would not require any permanent use (property acquisition) 
of Hudson Park. 

Temporary Occupancy 
The proposed project alternatives would not require any temporary occupancy of 
Hudson Park. 

Constructive Use 
The proposed project alternatives 1, 3, 4, 5, and 6 would not impose constructive uses on 
Hudson Park. 

Air Quality 
Only Alternative 2 would have proximity impacts to air quality at Hudson Park. However, 
these impacts do not rise to the level of substantially impairing the activities. Please see 
Section 3.13, Air Quality, of the Final EIS/EIR. 

Noise 
Only Alternative 2 would affect this park. Alternative 2 would include construction of an 
elevated SR-103 expressway approximately 46 m (150 ft) from the west side of Hudson Park. 
The park is used for active sports and athletic sports activities that do not require quiet 
surroundings. Also, the existing park is located near a large industrial area; and a busy 
traffic corridor borders the western boundary of park. According to the noise study 
prepared for the project (Caltrans, February 2005), noise levels are expected to exceed the 
Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC) of 67 dBA in association with Alternative 2. Abatement 
measures, such as noise walls, have been proposed at locations where adverse impacts were 
identified. No noise impacts to park users were identified as a result of Alternative 2 after 
abatement. 

Additional analysis is provided in the discussion of Noise (Section 3.14) of the Draft EIS/EIR 
for the proposed project.  

Aesthetics 
The analysis of aesthetic effects in the Draft Visual Impact Assessment prepared for the 
project reported that the extension of SR-103 to Alameda Street to the northwest as proposed 
under Alternative 2 would not result in a substantial adverse aesthetic effect at this park. 
Views to or from the park are not a feature or characteristic of the property.  

However, under Alternative 2, the following measures would be implemented to enhance 
the aesthetics of the expressway along its entire length, including the portion of the 
expressway in the vicinity of Hudson Park.  

• The surfaces of columns, roadway barriers, soundwalls, and gore points will receive 
surface color treatments at specified locations, as determined by a Caltrans Licensed 
Landscape Architect. 
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• Elements of the design of the proposed bridge and expressways, such as color, line, 
texture, and style, would be aesthetically pleasing and as unobtrusive as possible. 
During final design, particular attention would be paid to the vertical columns and 
soundwalls. 

• All visual design elements, including landscaping, would be designed and implemented 
with the concurrence of the Caltrans landscape architect and in compliance with local 
policies and guidelines. 

• Trees and vines will be planted along soundwalls at specified locations, as determined 
by a Caltrans Licensed Landscape Architect. 

• Design of the elevated expressway would be compatible (scale and massing) with the 
existing Schuyler Heim Bridge or future bridge and the Badger Avenue/Henry Ford 
Railroad bridge. 

Additional analysis is provided in the discussion of Visual Resources/Aesthetics (Section 3.7) 
of the Draft EIS/EIR for the proposed project.  

Access 
Alternative 2 would pass to the west of the park and would not affect vehicular or pedestrian 
access to the park. Access to the park is from the east via Webster Avenue.  

Coordination/Consultation 
Consultation has been initiated with the City of Long Beach. Consultation with the City of 
Long Beach is ongoing as part of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and 
NEPA process and is expected to continue throughout the duration of that process, as well 
as during the subsequent period of project design and construction. (Caltrans has sent a 
letter to the City of Long Beach Department of Parks, Recreation and Marine to initiate 
Section 4[f)] consultation for Hudson Park [Appendix A] and has received a response. 
Hudson Park has been found to be a significant recreation area by this Department and 
FHWA concurs with this finding.) 

1.5.1.2 Hudson Elementary School Playground/Athletic Fields 
Description and Significance of Property 
Type/Location/Size 
The Hudson Elementary School is located at 2335 Webster Avenue in the City of Long Beach. 
The west side of the playground and athletic fields is adjacent to SR-103. 

Access/Facilities/Usage 
Vehicular and pedestrian access to the Hudson Elementary School playground and athletic 
fields is from Webster Avenue. Facilities include two athletic fields. In addition, the school 
uses the athletic facilities at nearby Cabrillo School and the adjoining Hudson Park. 

Relationship to Similar Facilities in the Area 
The playground and athletic fields at Hudson Elementary School are adjacent to Hudson Park.  

Ownership/Jurisdiction 
The Hudson Elementary School playground and athletic fields are owned by, and subject to 
the jurisdiction of, the Long Beach Unified School District. 
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Significance 
In a letter dated September 14, 2005, the Long Beach Unified School District stated that the 
athletic fields at both Hudson Elementary School and Cabrillo High School are significant 
publicly owned recreation areas, defined as having the function of a recreational area with 
the Park and Recreation objectives of the community (see Appendix A). Given that the 
Hudson School facilities are readily accessible to the general public during non-school 
hours, FHWA concurs with the district’s position and has thus included the Hudson 
Elementary School in this Section 4(f) evaluation.  

Application of Section 4(f) Criteria for Use 
Direct Use 
The proposed project alternatives would not require any permanent use (acquisition) of the 
Hudson Elementary School property.  

Temporary Occupancy 
The proposed project alternatives are not anticipated to require any temporary occupancy 
of Hudson Elementary School. At present, a construction easement is not anticipated. 
Nonetheless, at the time of construction of Alternative 2 or construction of the associated 
noise wall (abatement measure), if short-term use of a very small portion of the school land 
were required, it would be for a short period of time, the scope of work would be minor, no 
temporary or permanent change in activities would occur, and the property would be 
returned to a condition as good as or better than at present. Therefore, it would not amount 
to a Use (as defined under Section 4[f]) of a recreational property. 

Constructive Use 
The proposed project alternatives would not impose any constructive use of the Hudson 
Elementary School playgrounds or athletic fields. 

Air Quality 
The proximity impacts to this playground would be minimal. Please see Section 3.13, 
Air Quality, of the FEIS/FEIR. 

Noise 
Alternative 2 would construct an elevated expressway approximately 46 m (150 ft) from the 
west side of Hudson Elementary School. The types of athletic activities (baseball, softball 
games, etc.) that take place at the school’s athletic fields do not require quiet surroundings. 
Also, a large industrial area and a busy traffic corridor border the western boundary of 
the school property. According to the noise study prepared for the project (Caltrans, 
February 2005), noise levels are expected to exceed the NAC of 67 dBA in association with 
Alternative 2. Abatement measures, such as noise walls, have been proposed at locations 
where adverse impacts were identified. No noise impacts to park users were identified as a 
result of Alternative 2 after abatement. 

Additional analysis is provided in the discussion of Noise (Section 3.14) of the Draft EIS/EIR 
for the proposed project.  

Aesthetics 
The analysis of aesthetic effects in the Draft Visual Impact Assessment prepared for the 
project finds that the extension of SR-103 to Alameda Street to the northwest as proposed 
under Alternative 2 would not result in a substantial adverse aesthetic effect at this location. 
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Alternative 2 would not have aesthetic effects that would substantially impair the protected 
activities, features, and attributes that qualify this resource for protection under Section 4(f).  

However, under Alternative 2, the following measures would be implemented to enhance 
the aesthetics of the expressway along its entire length, including the portion of the 
expressway in the vicinity of Hudson Elementary School Playground/Athletic Fields.  

• The surfaces of columns, roadway barriers, soundwalls, and gore points will receive 
surface color treatments at specified locations, as determined by a Caltrans Licensed 
Landscape Architect. 

• Elements of the design of the proposed bridge and expressways, such as color, line, 
texture, and style, would be aesthetically pleasing and as unobtrusive as possible. 
During final design, particular attention would be paid to the vertical columns and 
soundwalls. 

• All visual design elements, including landscaping, would be designed and implemented 
with the concurrence of the Caltrans landscape architect and in compliance with local 
policies and guidelines. 

• Trees and vines will be planted along soundwalls at specified locations, as determined 
by a Caltrans Licensed Landscape Architect. 

• Design of the elevated expressway would be compatible (scale and massing) with the 
existing Schuyler Heim Bridge or future bridge and the Badger Avenue/Henry Ford 
Railroad bridge. 

Additional analysis is provided in the discussion of Visual Resources/Aesthetics (Section 3.7) 
of the Draft EIS/EIR for the proposed project.  

Access 
The proposed project alternatives would not affect access to Hudson Elementary School. 
Access to the school is from the east along Webster Avenue. 

Coordination/Consultation 
Long Beach Unified School District provided correspondence which established that this 
facility is used for public recreation; therefore, it has been considered a Section 4(f) resource 
(see Appendix A). During the public review period of the Draft EIS/EIR, Long Beach 
Unified School District provided comments on the document. There were no specific 
comments on the Section 4(f) analysis. General comments on the document are addressed in 
Chapter 6.0 of the Final EIS/EIR. 

1.5.1.3 Cabrillo High School Athletic Fields 
Description and Significance of Property 
Type/Location/Size 
Cabrillo High School is located at 2001 Santa Fe Avenue in Long Beach. SR-103 traverses the 
western boundary of the school. The school’s athletic fields are located along this western 
boundary.  
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Access/Facilities/Usage 
Access to the Cabrillo High School athletic fields is provided from Monitor Avenue, 
Santa Fe Avenue, and Willard Street. Facilities include a baseball field, football field and 
play areas.  

Relationship to Similar Facilities in the Area 
The athletic fields at Cabrillo High School are part of the Long Beach Unified School District 
and are adjacent to Hudson Park. The Long Beach Unified School district has a Joint Use 
Agreement with the City of Long Beach Park and Recreation Department for use of the 
playground and its athletic fields. The Small Gym at Cabrillo High School is in Joint Use 
with the City of Long Beach and may be used after school hours and on weekends.  

Ownership/Jurisdiction 
The Cabrillo School athletic fields are owned by, and subject to the jurisdiction of, the 
Long Beach Unified School District. 

Significance 
In a letter dated September 14, 2005, Long Beach Unified School District determined that the 
fields at both Hudson School and Cabrillo High School are significant publicly owned 
recreation areas as defined having the function of the recreational area with the Park and 
Recreation objectives of the community (see Appendix A). Given that the Cabrillo High 
School facilities are readily accessible to the general public during non-school hours, FHWA 
concurs with the district’s position and has thus included the Cabrillo High School in this 
Section 4(f) evaluation. 

Application of Section 4(f) Criteria for Use 
Direct Use 
The proposed project alternatives would not require any permanent use of Cabrillo High 
School. All construction for the proposed project alternatives, including construction of 
noise abatement walls, would occur within the existing ROW. 

Temporary Occupancy 
The proposed project alternatives are not anticipated to require any temporary occupancy 
of Cabrillo High School. At present, a construction easement is not anticipated. Nonetheless, 
at the time of construction of Alternative 2 or construction of the associated noise wall 
(abatement measure), if short-term use of a very small portion of the school land were 
required, it would be for a short period of time, the scope of work would be minor, no 
temporary or permanent change in activities would occur, and the property would be 
returned to a condition as good as or better than at present. Therefore, it would not amount 
to a Use (as defined under Section 4[f]) of a recreational property. 

Constructive Use 
The proposed project would not require any constructive use of Cabrillo High School.  

Air Quality 
Only Alternative 2 would have proximity affects to air quality at Cabrillo High School 
Athletic Fields. However, these impacts do not rise to the level of substantially impairing 
the activities. Please see Section 3.13, Air Quality, of the Final EIS/EIR. 
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Noise 
Alternative 2 would construct an elevated expressway adjacent to the west of the Cabrillo 
High School athletic fields. The types of athletic activities (baseball, softball games, etc.) that 
take place at the school’s athletic fields do not require quiet surroundings. Also, a large 
industrial area and a busy traffic corridor border the western boundary of the school 
property. According to the noise study prepared for the project (Caltrans, February 2005), 
noise levels are expected to exceed the NAC of 67 dBA in association with Alternative 2. 
At-grade noise walls are proposed along the western extent of the Cabrillo High School 
athletic fields to abate any adverse noise impacts. No noise impacts to users of playground/ 
athletic fields were identified as a result of Alternative 2 after abatement. 

Additional analysis is provided in the discussion of Noise (Section 3.14) of the Draft EIS/EIR 
for the proposed project.  

Aesthetics 
The analysis of aesthetic effects in the Draft Visual Impact Assessment prepared for the 
project finds that the extension of SR-103 to Alameda Street to the northwest as proposed 
under Alternative 2 would not result in a substantial adverse aesthetic effect at this location. 
Alternative 2 would not have aesthetic effects that would substantially impair the protected 
activities, features, and attributes that qualify this resource for protection under Section 4(f).  

However, under Alternative 2, the following measures would be implemented to enhance 
the aesthetics of the expressway along its entire length, including the portion of the 
expressway in the vicinity of Cabrillo High School Athletic Fields.  

• The surfaces of columns, roadway barriers, soundwalls, and gore points will receive 
surface color treatments at specified locations, as determined by a Caltrans Licensed 
Landscape Architect. 

• Elements of the design of the proposed bridge and expressways, such as color, line, 
texture, and style, would be aesthetically pleasing and as unobtrusive as possible. 
During final design, particular attention would be paid to the vertical columns and 
soundwalls. 

• All visual design elements, including landscaping, would be designed and implemented 
with the concurrence of the Caltrans landscape architect and in compliance with local 
policies and guidelines. 

• Trees and vines will be planted along soundwalls at specified locations, as determined 
by a Caltrans Licensed Landscape Architect. 

• Design of the elevated expressway would be compatible (scale and massing) with the 
existing Schuyler Heim Bridge or future bridge and the Badger Avenue/Henry Ford 
Railroad bridge. 

Additional analysis is provided in the discussion of Visual Resources/Aesthetics (Section 3.7) 
of the Draft EIS/EIR for the proposed project.  

Access 
The proposed project alternatives would not affect access to Cabrillo High School.  
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Coordination/Consultation 
Long Beach Unified School District provided correspondence which established that this 
facility is used for public recreation; therefore, it has been considered a Section 4(f) resource 
(see Appendix A). 

1.5.2 Historic Sites with Potential Section 4(f) Use 
1.5.2.1 Commodore Schuyler Heim Bridge 
Description and Significance of Property 
Through the Section 106 process, the Schuyler Heim Bridge has been determined to be 
eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places under Criterion C, as the 
highest vertical lift bridge in the Western United States and one of the most significant 
vertical bridges in the state of California. The bridge was also found to meet the eligibility 
criteria for inclusion in the California Register of Historical Resources (California Register).  

Application of Section 4(f) Criteria for Use 
Direct Use 
Four build alternatives have been proposed: Alternatives 1 (and 1A), 2, 3, and 4. Under 
Alternative 1, Alternative 2, and Alternative 4, the Commodore Schuyler F. Heim Bridge 
would be demolished following construction of a replacement bridge. Demolition would be 
a direct use of the Section 4(f) resource.  

Alternative 3, Bridge Avoidance, was developed for the purpose of this Section 4(f) 
evaluation. It was conceived to include seismic retrofit to preserve the historic span, but 
would discontinue use of the Schuyler Heim Bridge as a vehicular bridge. The loss of 
historic material (i.e., loss of bridge approaches) would result in a direct use. However, the 
U.S. Coast Guard stated during consultation meetings in December 2005 that the bridge 
would not be allowed to remain in place if not used for transportation purposes. They 
further indicated that their permit to construct a replacement bridge would include a 
requirement for subsequent demolition of the Schuyler Heim Bridge. Accordingly, in light of 
the U.S. Coast Guard position and permit requirement, Alternative 3 could also result in 
demolition of the bridge. 

Alternative 5, the TSM Alternative, would leave the bridge in place and continue its use for 
vehicular traffic. The TSM Alternative provides only for minimal maintenance. Similarly, 
Alternative 6, No Build, would leave the bridge at its original location and continue its use 
for vehicular traffic. Under the No Build Alternative, the bridge would continue to require 
regular and routine maintenance.  

Under Alternative 5 and Alternative 6, the bridge would retain its eligibility for the National 
Register and, accordingly, could be exempt from Section 4(f) in accordance with 23 CFR 
section 117.135 (f), which states: 

The Administration may determine that Section 4(f) requirements do not apply 
to restoration, rehabilitation, or maintenance of transportation facilities that are 
on or eligible for the National Register when:  

(1) Such work will not adversely affect the historic qualities of the facility that 
caused it to be on or eligible for the National Register, and  
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(2) The SHPO and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) have 
been consulted and have not objected to the Administration finding in paragraph 
(f)(1) of this section.  

Coordination/Consultation 
Consultation with the SHPO and other cultural resources stakeholders has been initiated, 
and is described in the Section 106 documentation (Historic Properties Survey Report [HPSR], 
Supplemental HPSR, and Draft Findings of Effect [FOE]). SHPO was also consulted regarding the 
Section 106 FOE for this resource during circulation of the Draft EIS/EIR. A Memorandum of 
Agreement between Caltrans and SHPO has been completed. This MOA is included as 
Appendix L of the Final EIS/EIR.  

Avoidance Alternatives 
Alternatives 1, 1A, 2, and 4 would each result in demolition of the Schuyler Heim Bridge 
and, hence, the direct use of a Section 4(f) resource.  

Alternative 6 (No Build Alternative), Alternative 5 (Transportation System Management), 
and Alternative 3 (Bridge Demolition Avoidance) are the avoidance alternatives to the 
proposed project that would avoid the use of the Section 4(f) resource, i.e., Schuyler Heim 
Bridge. The feasibility and prudence of these avoidance alternatives is discussed below. 

Section 774.17 defines “prudent” and “feasible” using a balancing test. An alternative is not 
feasible if it cannot be built as a matter of sound engineering. An alternative is not prudent 
if it: 

• Compromises the project so that it is unreasonable given the purpose and need; 

• Results in unacceptable safety or operational problems; 

• After reasonable mitigation, still causes: 
− Severe social, economic, or environmental impacts; 
− Severe disruption to established communities; 
− Severe environmental justice impacts; or 
− Severe impacts to other federally protected resources 

• Results in additional construction, maintenance, or operational costs of an extraordinary 
magnitude: 
− Consider factors such as: the percentage difference in the costs of the alternatives; 

how the cost difference relates to the total cost of similar transportation projects in 
the applicant’s annual budget; and the extent to which the increased cost for the 
project would adversely impact that applicants’ ability to fund other transportation 
projects.  

• Causes other unique problems or unusual factors; or 

• Involves multiple factors listed above that while individually minor, cumulatively cause 
unique problems or impacts of extraordinary magnitude.  

Alternative 6: No Build Alternative 
Feasibility: This alternative is considered feasible because there are no unique engineering 
challenges associated with this alternative. 
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Prudence:  
− Purpose and Need: Under the No Build Alternative, there would be no physical 

change to the existing Schuyler Heim Bridge. The existing bridge would continue to 
be seismically inadequate and subject to damage or collapse under strong seismic 
conditions. Under this alternative, the traffic congestions and safety issues at the 
various study intersections and railroad crossing would not be improved. Therefore, 
this alternative would not meet the purpose and need for the project and therefore, 
would not be prudent. 

− Unacceptable safety or operational problems: Under the No Build Alternative, even 
with continuing maintenance activities, the bridge is expected to deteriorate over 
time, as its useful life is eroded further and as various magnitude earthquakes are 
experienced, which may result in serious safety hazards and operational problems. 
Therefore, considering the safety of users and operational problems associated with 
this alternative, this alternative would not be prudent. 

− Impacts after reasonable mitigation, cost of extraordinary magnitude, and unusual 
factors: This consideration is not applicable for this alternative. 

− Involves multiple factors listed above that are individually minor but cumulatively 
considerable: The factors (related to not meeting the purpose and need for the 
project and resulting in safety and operational problems) are both individually 
significant and cumulatively considerable.  

Based on the above analysis, the Alternative 6, No Build Alternative, is considered to be not 
prudent. 

Alternative 5: Transportation System Management 
Please refer to Section 1.3, Proposed Action, of this 4(f) evaluation and Chapter 2.0 of the 
EIS/EIR for more details about Alternative 5.  

Feasibility: This alternative is considered feasible because there are no unique engineering 
challenges associated with this alternative. 

Prudence:  
− Purpose and Need: As described in Section 1.3, Proposed Action, of this 4(f) 

evaluation, in Chapter 2.0 of the EIS/EIR, and in the Finding of Adverse Effect 
(Caltrans, 2006), the TSM Alternative would not result in the demolition of or 
modification to the Schuyler Heim Bridge and thus would avoid the use of a 
Section 4(f) resource. However, it would not result in the increased ability of the 
bridge to withstand a major earthquake and thus it does not address the seismic 
deficiency of the bridge. In addition, the TSM Alternative would not be effective in 
reducing roadway demand or in redirecting Terminal Island traffic to other routes. 
Therefore, this alternative does not meet the purpose and need of the project.  

− Unacceptable safety or operational problems: Similar to the No Build alternative, 
under Alternative 5, even with continuing maintenance activities, the bridge is 
expected to deteriorate over time as its useful life is eroded further and as various 
magnitude earthquakes are experienced, which may result in serious safety and 
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operational problems. Therefore, considering the safety of users and operational 
problems associated with this alternative, this alternative would not be prudent. 

− Impacts after reasonable mitigation, cost of extraordinary magnitude, and unusual 
factors: This consideration is not applicable for this alternative as the cost for this 
alternative is low.  

− Involves multiple factors listed above that are individually minor but cumulatively 
considerable: The factors (related to not meeting the purpose and need for the 
project and resulting in safety and operational problems) are both individually 
significant and cumulatively considerable.  

Based on the above analysis, Alternative 5 is considered to be not prudent. 

Alternative 3: Bridge Demolition Avoidance   
Please refer to Section 1.3, Proposed Action, of this 4(f) evaluation and Chapter 2.0 of the 
EIS/EIR for more details about this alternative.   

Feasibility: There are no unique engineering challenges associated with construction of this 
alternative. However, there are U.S. Coast Guard permit requirements that make the 
construction of this alternative infeasible. U.S. Coast Guard permit requirements would not 
allow the existing bridge to remain in place if not used for transportation purposes. In 
preliminary consultation with U.S. Coast Guard, it was noted that the permit to construct a 
replacement bridge would include a requirement for subsequent demolition of the Schuyler 
Heim Bridge. Therefore, this alternative is infeasible as the U.S. Coast Guard would not 
provide a permit to construct the new bridge while keeping the existing bridge intact for 
non-transportation uses. 

Prudence:  
− Purpose and Need: Alternative 3 was originally developed to avoid impact to the 

Schuyler Heim Bridge and thus avoid the use of a Section 4(f) resource. As detailed 
in Section 1.3 of this 4(f) analysis and Chapter 2.0 of the EIS/EIR, this alternative 
would provide a new fixed-span bridge on an alignment east of the existing bridge, 
along with seismic retrofit of the existing bridge, which would remain standing but 
unused. This alternative would correct the seismic deficiency of the existing bridge 
and provide a higher-capacity route between Terminal Island and northern arterials 
that would help reduce congestion and improve safety at rail crossings. Therefore, 
this alternative would meet the purpose and need of the proposed project. 

− Unacceptable safety or operational problems: This consideration does not apply to 
this alternative.  

− Impacts after reasonable mitigation: Although this alternative was perceived as an 
avoidance alternative, it actually does not completely avoid the use of a Section 4(f) 
resource. According to the Finding of Adverse Effects (Caltrans, 2006), this alternative 
would still result in an adverse effect to the Schuyler Heim Bridge due to the 
removal of the approaches, and thus would require removal of historic material and 
thereby result in a use of the Section 4(f) resource. In addition, this alternative would 
involve removal of around 0.11 acre of wetland east of the Schuyler Heim Bridge – 
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federally protected resources. This biological resources impact would not occur for 
the other build alternatives. 

− Costs of Extraordinary Magnitude: Alternative 3 would result in additional 
construction costs of an extraordinary magnitude. The total cost of building the new 
bridge and retrofitting the old bridge (that would be kept standing but would provide 
no transportation function) for this alternative is $923.4 million, around $200 million, 
or over 27 percent, more than the cost for Alternative 2, and $260 million, or 
39 percent more than the cost for Alternative 1. This cost is extraordinarily high and 
funding would not be available. Additionally, mitigation of impacts to federally 
protected wetlands would add additional cost to already high construction costs for 
Alternative 3. 

Other unique problems or unusual factors: In addition to the above, U.S. Coast 
Guard permit requirements would not allow the existing bridge to remain in place if 
not used for transportation purposes. In preliminary consultation with U.S. Coast 
Guard, it was noted that the permit to construct a replacement bridge would include 
a requirement for subsequent demolition of the Schuyler Heim Bridge. This 
requirement of the U.S. Coast Guard makes this alternative imprudent.  

Because of extraordinary cost, impacts to wetlands and a historic resource, and unique 
problems/unusual factors, according to Section 774.17 above, Alternative 3 is considered 
not prudent or feasible.  

Alternatives on the Same Location 
There are no feasible and prudent alternatives available on the same location that would 
result in avoidance of bridge demolition.  

Measures to Minimize Harm 
The following measures to minimize harm are presented in the “Memorandum of Agreement 
(MOA) between Caltrans and the California State Historic Preservation Officer, regarding the State 
Route 47 (SR-47) Expressway and the Schuyler Heim Bridge Replacement Project.” It has been 
agreed as follows: 

For Alternatives 1, 1A, 2, and 4, Caltrans shall ensure the following stipulations are carried 
out and completed: 

1. The Schuyler Heim Bridge (Bridge) shall be offered for sale for reuse in an alternate 
location to interested public agencies and non-profits. A marketing plan shall be 
prepared for the sale of the bridge, including: a notification letter, fact sheet, list of 
intended recipients, as well as provisions for the salvage of smaller components in 
the case that there is no interest in re-use of the bridge.  

Advertisements shall be placed in appropriate newspapers of record. The offer shall 
run for 6 months. If no acceptable bids are received after 6 months, this stipulation 
shall be deeded to have been met. The above shall be done in accordance with the 
U.S. Department of Transportation Historic Bridge Program 23 USC 144(o)(4)(A) 
and (B).  
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2. Informative permanent metal plaques shall be installed at both ends of the new 
bridge at public locations that provide a brief history of the original Bridge, its 
engineering features and characteristics, the reasons for its demolition, and a 
statement of the characteristics of the replacement structure. 

3. Pursuant to Section 110(b) of the NHPA, before the Bridge is demolished, the 
Historic American Buildings Survey/Historic American Engineering Record 
(HABS/HAER) shall be contacted to determine what level and kind of recordation is 
required for the property. All documentation shall be completed and accepted by 
HABS/HAER before the Bridge is demolished. 

4. Copies of the HABS/HAER report shall be disseminated to the City of Los Angeles 
Public Library and the City of Long Beach Public Library.  

5. Information from the HABS/HAER report shall be available to the public for 
10 years on an appropriate internet website. 

6. A documentary (motion picture or video) shall be produced and shall address the 
history of the Bridge, its importance and use within the history of the Port of 
Long Beach and Port of Los Angeles, and demonstrate its operation and function. 
The motion picture or video will be of broadcast quality, of sufficient length for a 
standard 30-minute time period and will be made available to local broadcast 
stations for public access channels in local cable systems and to schools/libraries.  

7. Traveling museum exhibits shall be prepared and shall address the history of the 
Bridge, its importance and use within the history of the Port of Long Beach and the 
Port of Los Angeles, and demonstrate its operation and function, appropriate for 
display in small museums, or for use in schools.  

8. Artifacts removed from the Bridge during preliminary stages of the demolition 
process shall be offered to local museums, and provide for their delivery to 
accepting institutions. Examples of such artifacts may include, but not be limited to, 
control panels, instruments, structural members, railings, signage, plaques or other 
identifying ornamentation, street lights, navigation lights, etc. 

Least Harm Alternative 
As discussed above, all the avoidance alternatives, including the No Build alternative 
(Alternative 6); Transportation Management System Alternative (Alternative 5); and Bridge 
Demolition Avoidance Alternative (Alternative 3), are considered not prudent. Alternative 3 
is also not considered feasible. 

Section 774.3(c) states: If there are no prudent and feasible avoidance alternatives, then the 
Administration can only approve the alternative that:  

• Causes the least overall harm in light of the statutes preservation purposes. This is done 
by balancing the: 
− Ability to mitigate adverse impacts to each Section 4(f) resource 
− Relative severity of the remaining harm, after mitigation, to the protected activities 

and attributes or features 
− Relative significance of each Section 4(f) property 
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− Views of the officials with jurisdiction over each Section 4(f) property 
− Degree to which each alternative meets the purpose and need 
− After reasonable mitigation, the magnitude of any adverse impacts to resources not 

protected by Section 4(f); and 
− Substantial differences in costs among alternatives 

For this project, implementation of each of the remaining build alternatives (Alternatives 1, 
1A, 2, and 4) involves the demolition of the Schuyler Heim Bridge. Table 4 below presents 
the balancing test for the overall harm caused by these alternatives.  

TABLE 4 
Comparison of Factors Considered in Overall Harm Among Alternatives 

Alternatives Alternative 1 Alternative 1A Alternative 2 Alternative 4 

Ability to mitigate 
adverse impacts to each 
Section 4(f) resource 

Same with 
Alternative 1A, 2 
and 4  

Same with 
Alternative 1, 2 
and 4 

Same with 
Alternative 1, 1A, 
and 4 

Same with 
Alternative 1, 1A, 
and 2 

Relative severity of the 
remaining harm, after 
mitigation, to the 
protected activities and 
attributes or features 

Same with 
Alternative 1A, 2 
and 4 

Same with 
Alternative 1, 2 
and 4 

Same with 
Alternative 1, 1A, 
and 4 

Same with 
Alternative 1, 1A, 
and 2 

Relative significance of 
each Section 4(f) 
property  

Same with 
Alternative 1A, 2 
and 4 

Same with 
Alternative 1, 2 
and 4 

Same with 
Alternative 1, 1A, 
and 4 

Same with 
Alternative 1, 1A, 
and 2 

Views of the officials 
with jurisdiction over 
each Section 4(f) 
property 

Same with 
Alternative 1A, 2 
and 4 

Same with 
Alternative 1, 2 
and 4 

Same with 
Alternative 1, 1A, 
and 4 

Same with 
Alternative 1, 1A, 
and 2 

Degree to which each 
alternative meets the 
purpose and need 

Fully meets PN Fully meets PN, 
but has low 
constructability 

Fully meets PN Meet only half PN 

After reasonable 
mitigation, the 
magnitude of any 
adverse impacts to 
resources not protected 
by Section 4(f) 

Lower potential for 
Haz mat and air 
quality impacts 

Same level of 
impact compared to 
Alternative 1 

Higher Potential 
hazardous waste 
impacts due to 
going through the 
land fills; higher 
potential for air 
quality impact 

Least impact 

Substantial differences 
in costs among 
alternatives 

2nd least cost Higher cost Highest cost Least cost 

 

Based on the comparison table above, each alternative would involve the minimization and 
mitigation for the loss of the bridge specified above; or in other words, the ability to mitigate 
for the loss of the bridge is the same for these alternatives. The relative severity of the 
remaining harm, after mitigation to the Section 4(f) resource would be the same for these 
alternatives.  
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However, the degree to which Alternative 4 meets purpose and need is less than the other 
alternatives because Alternative 4 only involves the replacement of the Bridge, it does not 
address the purpose and need for the expressway portion of the project. 

In terms of differences in costs among the remaining alternatives, Alternative 2 would result 
in the highest cost compared to the remaining alternatives due to the involvement of higher 
clean-up cost for hazardous materials. Alternative 1A would also result in higher cost 
compared to Alternative 1 and Alternative 4, and has lower constructability.   

Therefore, Alternative 1 is considered the least overall harm alternative. Alternative 1 is also 
the preferred alternative identified in the EIS/EIR for this project. (See Subsection 2.2.1 of 
the EIS/EIR for details about the preferred alternative.) 

Conclusion 
Based on the above considerations, there is no feasible and prudent alternative to the use of 
the Commodore Schuyler F. Heim Bridge. Alternative 1 is identified as the least harm 
alternative and it includes all possible planning to minimize harm to the Commodore 
Schuyler F. Heim Bridge resulting from such use. 

1.6 Section 4(f) Consultation and Coordination 
Information regarding potential Section 4(f) properties was sought from: 

SHPO 

City of Long Beach 

Long Beach Unified School District 

Copies of correspondence are included in Appendix A.  

Consultation was conducted with the above and following agencies during circulation of 
the Draft EIS/EIR:  

Department of Interior (consultation letter is included in Appendix A)   

Native American consultation was conducted through letters sent to the California Native 
American Heritage Commission (NAHC) and to individual Native American contacts. 

During the public review period of the Draft EIS/EIR, Long Beach Unified School District 
provided comments on the document. No specific comments on the Section 4(f) analysis 
were made. General comments on the environmental analysis were responded to in 
Chapter 6.0 of the Final EIS/EIR. No comments were received from the Department of 
Interior regarding the Section 4(f) Evaluation.  
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1.7 Section 6(f)(3) Considerations 
Section 6(f)(3) of the Land and Water Conservation Fund Act (LWCF Act) (16 USC 
Section 460l-4) contains provisions to protect federal investments in park and recreational 
resources and the quality of those assisted resources. The law recognizes the likelihood that 
changes in land use or development may make park use of some areas purchased with 
LWCF funds obsolete over time, particularly in rapidly changing urban areas, and provides 
for conversion to other uses pursuant to certain specific conditions. 

Section 6(f)(3) – No property acquired or developed with assistance under this 
section shall, without the approval of the Secretary, be converted to other than 
public outdoor recreation uses. The Secretary shall approve such conversion only 
if he finds it to be in accord with the then existing comprehensive statewide 
outdoor recreation plan and only upon such conditions as he deems necessary to 
assure the substitution of other recreation properties of at least equal fair market 
value and of reasonably equivalent usefulness and location. 

This requirement applies to all parks and other sites that have been the subject of LWCF 
grants of any type and includes acquisition of parkland and development or rehabilitation 
of park facilities.  

A review of the LWCF grants database indicates that no park and recreational resources in 
the project area were funded with LWCF grants. In addition, this project will not result in 
the acquisition of any parks or recreation lands. Therefore, Section 6(f)(3) does not apply to 
this project. 
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SUMMARY AND PROJECT DATA 
 
A. Purpose of Study 

The purpose of this study is to provide the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), local 
agencies, and the public with information regarding the effect the proposed Schuyler Heim Bridge 
Replacement and SR-47 Expressway Project would have on non-residential occupants within the 
alignments of the project alternatives. Specifically, this report is concerned with potential problems that 
may be caused by the displacement of existing non-residential structures and their occupants. No residential 
properties would be displaced under the project alternatives. 

B. Limits and Purpose of Project 
The project alternatives are located in Los Angeles County, within and north of the Ports of Los Angeles 
and Long Beach, as shown in Attachments 1 and 2. In general, the project alternatives are located between 
Ocean Boulevard on the south, Alameda Street on the west, SR-103 on the east, and Interstate 405 on the 
north. 

The purpose of the proposed project is to provide a limited-access, high capacity, structurally and 
seismically safe vehicular connection along the critical north-south corridor between Terminal Island and 
the mainland that will facilitate the movement of people, freight, and goods and reduce congestion on local 
roadways. The project would include Terminal Island, located within the Ports of Long Beach and 
Los Angeles, and major traffic arterials on the mainland to the north, primarily within the cities of 
Long Beach and Los Angeles. The existing Schuyler Heim Bridge is a vital transportation link, but does not 
meet current seismic criteria and poses a potential safety risk to motorists and to marine users of the 
Cerritos Channel. The purpose of the project is to provide an efficient, safe, and immediate service 
connection across the Cerritos Channel. For the purposes of discussion below, the terms “alternatives” and 
“alignments” are synonymous. 

C. Description of Alignments Studied (2) 
Alignment A (Alternative 1 – Bridge Replacement and Expressway): Alternative 1 would replace the 
existing Schuyler Heim Bridge (built in 1946-48) in order to meet current seismic criteria. The new bridge 
would provide a route linking Terminal Island to the mainland and would be designed to remain in service 
to ensure ground and vessel transportation immediately following a major earthquake. Alternative 1 also 
would construct a new SR-47 Expressway to provide a high-capacity alternative route along the Alameda 
Corridor for traffic between Terminal Island and Alameda Street, north of Pacific Coast Highway.  

With this alternative, a new fixed-span bridge would be constructed, primarily within the existing bridge 
right-of-way (Caltrans Highway Easement), but toward the east to avoid impacts to the Badger Bridge, 
located west of the Schuyler Heim Bridge. The existing bridge would be demolished after construction of 
the new bridge was completed. The replacement bridge would be slightly wider (13 meters [m] [43 feet 
(ft)]) than the existing bridge due to the addition of standard width shoulder lanes, which are not present on 
the existing bridge. The replacement bridge would include three 3.6-m (12-ft) lanes (two through-lanes and 
one auxiliary lane), with 3-m (10-ft) shoulders in the northbound direction and three 3.6-m (12-ft) lanes, 
one 3.6-m (12-ft) auxiliary lane, and 3-m (10-ft) shoulders in the southbound direction. Construction of the 
replacement bridge would include a southbound off-ramp and northbound on-ramp at New Dock Street on 
Terminal Island, as well as a northbound off-ramp and southbound on-ramp at Henry Ford Avenue on the 
mainland side of the bridge. With this alternative, the new bridge would be supported by four piers in the 
channel, with a minimum vertical clearance of 14.3 m (47 ft) over the mean high water level (MHWL). The 
existing navigable width of the channel is 54.9 m (180 ft), and would not change under this alternative. The 
navigable width is directly tied to the navigable width (54.9 m [180 ft]) of the Badger Bridge.  

The southern end of the new SR-47 Expressway would begin on Terminal Island, at the intersection of 
SR-47 and Ocean Boulevard, extending north over New Dock Street and onto the replacement bridge. The 
expressway would extend northward to Alameda Street, to the intersection with Pacific Coast Highway, a 
distance of approximately 2.7 kilometers (km) (1.5 miles [mi]). The expressway would be a four-lane, 
limited access roadway. It would provide grade-separation at five at-grade railroad crossings and 
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three signalized intersections along its length. A segment of the expressway would be constructed as a 
viaduct over Henry Ford Avenue and Alameda Street and return to grade at Alameda Street, just south of 
Pacific Coast Highway. Under this alternative, the current connectivity to SR-103 would be maintained. 

Alternative 1 also includes construction of the Ocean Boulevard/SR-47 Flyover (flyover), a two-lane, 
elevated structure to divert traffic bound for northbound SR-47 directly onto the new bridge from eastbound 
Ocean Boulevard. The purpose of the flyover is to enable this traffic to avoid the signalized Ocean 
Boulevard/SR-47 intersection. The flyover would begin on Terminal Island, about 1,200 m (3,900 ft) west 
of the Ocean Boulevard/SR-47 intersection, extend eastward along the south side of Ocean Boulevard, then 
turn north, cross over Ocean Boulevard and onto the new bridge. The west end of the flyover would be at 
grade, then the structure would rise to a maximum elevation of 21 m (69 ft) to cross over Ocean Boulevard, 
then descend to an elevation of 12.9 m (42.4 ft) to join the new bridge. The flyover would have an overall 
length of 1,550 m (5,084 ft), ending at the northerly end point (gore point) of the northbound New Dock 
Street on-ramp onto the bridge. The left lane of the flyover would converge with the SR-47 through lane to 
the left; the right lane of the flyover would continue as a northbound SR-47 through lane and would 
continue to SR-47. The flyover would be located entirely within the City and Port of Long Beach. 

Alignment B (Alternative 1A – Haunch Bridge Design): Alternative 1A is a structural variation of 
Alternative 1. The purpose of this alternative is to improve the aesthetic appearance of the replacement 
bridge over the Cerritos Channel and to span a greater horizontal distance across the channel between 
columns. This is accomplished by increasing the span lengths over the channel and arching the 
superstructure soffits (the bottom of the bridge structure). Under this alternative, the new bridge would be 
supported by two piers (four columns) in the Cerritos Channel, compared to four piers (eight columns) 
under Alternative 1; the minimum vertical clearance between the piers would be of 14.3 m (47 ft). With this 
alternative, the new bridge would be supported by two piers in the channel, with a minimum vertical 
clearance of 14.3 m (47 ft) over the mean high water level (MHWL), the same as Alternative 1.   

Other aspects of this alternative would be the same as Alternative 1. 

Alignment C (Alternative 2 – SR-103 Extension to Alameda Street): With this alternative, as with 
Alternative 1, the flyover would be constructed, a new fixed-span bridge would be constructed, and the 
existing Schuyler Heim Bridge would be demolished. Additionally, modifications to the northbound and 
southbound approaches to the bridge would be constructed. Similar to Alternative 1, a new southbound off-
ramp and northbound onramp at New Dock Street on Terminal Island would be constructed.  

This alternative also would extend SR-103 from south of West Hill Street to the northwest on a four-lane 
viaduct to join Alameda Street between Sepulveda Boulevard and I-405. Improvements to SR-103 would 
begin approximately 3.2 km (2 mi) north of the Schuyler Heim Bridge and extend a distance of 
approximately 2.6 km (1.6 mi). The viaduct would cross over the Union Pacific Railroad Manual Yard and 
San Pedro Branch line, through the Southern California Edison (SCE) utility corridor, across the 
Los Angeles Harbor Department Warehouse 16/17 area, and over Sepulveda Boulevard, then turn parallel 
to the western boundary of the Intermodal Container Transfer Facility (ICTF) to the centerline of Alameda 
Street. The viaduct would return to grade south of the Wardlow Road (and E. 223rd Street) ramps to I-405. 
Improvements would be made to the existing SR-103 to accommodate the southerly and northerly end 
connections of the viaduct. 

The flyover would be the same as under Alternative 1 although with this alternative, after joining with 
SR-47, the right lane of the flyover would continue to SR-103. 

Alignment D (Alternative 3 – Bridge Avoidance): This alternative was developed specifically as a potential 
avoidance alternative for the purpose of the Section 4(f) analysis. It was conceived to preserve the existing 
Schuyler Heim Bridge following construction of a new fixed-span bridge on an alignment east of the 
existing bridge. Under this alternative, the new bridge would have the same lane configuration as the 
replacement bridge for Alternative 1. The existing Schuyler Heim Bridge would be seismically retrofitted 
before construction of the new bridge; however, the Schuyler Heim Bridge would no longer be used for 
transportation purposes once the new span goes into operation. This alternative was conceived to include 
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seismic retrofit so that the existing Schuyler Heim Bridge could remain standing but unused. The retrofit 
would be for safety purposes, to ensure that the existing bridge would not collapse and result in safety 
hazards or damage to the new bridge or to the adjacent Badger Avenue Bridge and thus avoid demolition of 
a historic resource.  

The existing Schuyler Heim Bridge may be required to be demolished to comply with U.S. Coast Guard 
(Coast Guard) permit requirements. In preliminary consultations held in December 2005, the Coast Guard 
stated that the bridge would not be allowed to remain in place but unused. The Coast Guard further 
indicated that their permit to construct a replacement bridge would include a requirement for subsequent 
demolition of the Schuyler Heim Bridge.  

Alignment E (Alternative 4 – Bridge Replacement Only): This alternative would replace the existing 
Schuyler Heim Bridge (lift bridge) with a fixed-span bridge largely along the existing bridge alignment, as 
described under Alternative 1. With this alternative, no roadway improvements would occur. With this 
alternative, therefore, the SR-47 Expressway described in Alternative 1 would not be constructed; and the 
SR-103 extension to Alameda Street described in Alternative 2 would not be constructed. 

Alignment F (Alternative 5 – Transportation System Management): The Transportation System 
Management (TSM) alternative is designed to identify low-cost, easily implemented improvements as an 
alternative to construction of more expensive improvements. For this project, the TSM alternative focuses 
on improvements to routes that parallel the proposed SR-47 Expressway, and that serve the same trips. 
These trips include trucking drayage trips to and from the ICTF, and trips destined to and from the Ports via 
Alameda Street, Henry Ford Avenue, and SR-47. The TSM alternative would include measures to improve 
capacity and traffic circulation at the Port of Long Beach and Port of Los Angeles through policy changes 
and use of the latest technologies. With this alternative, capital investment would be minimal compared to 
the previous alternatives addressed. 

The TSM alternative for this project includes the following key elements: 

■ Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS): Systems applications in and around the Ports area, with 
special emphasis on truck movements. These include measures to improve traffic circulation through 
traffic control, incident management, traffic surveillance, and traffic information dissemination with the 
aid of intelligent transportation system devices and systems. 

■ Lower-cost roadway and intersection improvements: Measures include restriping to provide additional 
turn lanes and acceleration lanes and traffic signalization improvements, primarily within existing 
rights-of-way. 

■ Minor roadway widening: There also could be peak-hour parking prohibitions to remove midblock 
bottlenecks along selected roadways. 

Alignment G (Alternative 6 – No Build): Under the No-Build alternative, there would be no changes to the 
existing Schuyler Heim Bridge or local roadway system. The existing Schuyler Heim Bridge would 
continue to be seismically inadequate and subject to damage or collapse under strong seismic conditions. 
Maintenance activities would continue and would include application of protective coatings; lift mechanism 
repairs; deck resurfacing; and other, similar, maintenance activities. The existing SR-47 roadway would 
function with current and increasing levels of congestion. 

1. Is there a “core” corridor common to all alternates?  Yes  No   
The Schuyler Heim Bridge is common to all build alternatives. 

D. Basis of Findings 
The sources used in the preparation of this report were both primary and secondary in nature, and are 
identified in the References section at the end of this document. Information was gathered from the right-of-
way studies conducted by Alameda Corridor Transportation Authority. 
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E. Describe the Displacement Area: (neighborhood, amenities, access, facilities, general occupancy 
characteristics) 
No residential areas exist within the area of displacement; no residential properties would be displaced. 
Displacements of industrial/commercial businesses would occur. The majority of the businesses are 
machine shops, autobody shops, recycling facilities, and container storage type businesses. 

The displacement area is along the project alignments within the Cities of Long Beach, Los Angeles and 
Carson. In general the displacement area is located along SR-47, north of Ocean Boulevard and south of 
Alameda Street. The area is highly developed with heavy industrial, commercial, and transportation uses 
associated with the nearby Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach. Access to the areas is primarily via 
SR-47.    

The local amenities within the immediate area and their distances from the project site include: 

• Hudson Park, approximately 0.25 mile east of Alternative 2; 
• Admiral Kidd Park, approximately 0.5 mile east of Alternative 2; 
• East Wilmington Park, approximately 0.3 mile east of Alternative 1;  
• Banning Park, approximately 1 mile west of Alternative 1; and 
• East Wilmington Park, approximately 1 mile west of Alternative 1.   

The schools in the area and their distances from the project site include: 

• Hudson Elementary School, adjacent and to the east of Alternative 2;  
• Cabrillo High School, adjacent and to the east of Alternative 2; 
• Holy Family Grammar School, approximately 0.5 mile west of Alternative 1; and 
• Wilmington Park Elementary School, approximately 0.7 mile west of Alternative 1. 

None of the school or park properties would be acquired as part of the project. 

F. Estimated Displacement Units by Alignment 
Alignment A (Alternative 1 – Bridge Replacement and Expressway):  Under Alternative 1, there would be 
no residential displacements. There would be full acquisition of 11 Assessor-numbered parcels (6 ACTA-
numbered parcels, all privately owned); 5 APN-numbered parcels are vacant, and 6 businesses would 
require relocation. There would also be approximately 129 partial takes (aerial/highway easements) and 
82 temporary construction easements. Nine slips would be acquired at the Leeward Bay Marina. 

Alignment B (Alternative 1A – Haunch Bridge Design):  The only difference between this alignment and 
Alignment A is the design of the new bridge, which would have no effect on the number or type of 
displacements. Therefore, as with Alternative 1, there would be no residential displacements. There would 
be full acquisition of 11 APN-numbered parcels (6 ACTA-numbered parcels, all privately owned); 5 APN-
numbered parcels are vacant, and 6 businesses would require relocation. There would also be approximately 
129 partial takes (aerial/highway easements) and 82 temporary construction easements. Nine slips would be 
acquired at the Leeward Bay Marina. 

Alignment C (Alternative 2 – SR-103 Extension to Alameda Street): Under Alternative 2, there would be 
no residential displacements. There are 118 partial takes (aerial/permanent highway easements) and 
73 temporary construction easements. Under Alternative 2, two businesses would require relocation as a 
result of permanent highway easements.  

Alignment D (Alternative 3 – Bridge Avoidance): There would be no residential or non-residential 
displacements requiring relocation. This alternative would result in approximately 61 partial takes 
(aerial/highway easements) and 41 temporary construction easements. Nine slips would be acquired at the 
Leeward Bay Marina.  

Alignment E (Alternative 4 – Bridge Replacement Only): Under Alternative 4, there would be no 
residential or non-residential displacements requiring relocation assistance. This alternative would result in 
17 partial takes (aerial/highway easements) and 8 temporary construction easements.  



RELOCATION IMPACT REPORT (Cont.) Page 7 of 22 

 

 

Alignment F (Alternative 5 – Transportation System Management):  Under the TSM Alternative, there 
would be minimal construction. Therefore, no relocations or displacements are anticipated. 

Alignment G (Alternative 6 – No Build):  Under the No-Build Alternative, no relocations or displacements 
would occur. 

 
   ALIGNMENTS 

 
Residential:  A  B  C  D  E  F  G 
Owner occupants of single-family residences:  –  –  –  –  –  –  – 
Tenant occupants of single-family residences:  –  –  –  –  –  –  – 
Tenant occupants of multiple-unit residences:  –  –  –  –  –  –  – 
Owner occupants of mobile homes:  –  –  –  –  –  –  – 
Tenant occupants of mobile homes:  –  –  –  –  –  –  – 
TOTAL RESIDENTIAL UNITS:  0  0  0  0  0  0  0 
TOTAL PERSONS:  0  0  0  0  0  0  0 
(average #/household)  -  -  -  -  -  -  - 

 
 

   ALIGNMENTS 
 

Nonresidential:  A  B  C  D  E  F  G 
Commercial businesses:     –        –  – 
Industrial/manufacturing business:   6  6  2  6  0  –  – 
Nonprofit organizations:   –  –        –  – 
Agricultural/farms:   –  –        –  – 
TOTAL NONRESIDENTIAL UNITS:  6  6  2  6  0  0  0 
TOTAL UNITS:   6  6  2  6  0  0  0 
            –  – 
               

 
 

   ALIGNMENTS 
G. Type of Displacement Improvements 

  A  B  C  D  E  F  G 
Single-family residence:   –  -  -  -  -  -  – 
Duplex/triplex (multi-unit residences):  –  –  -  -  -  -  – 
Apartments (multi-unit residences), 4 or more:  –  –  -  -  -  -  – 
Sleeping rooms/shared quarters:   –  –  --  -  -  -  – 
Mobile homes:   -  -  -  -  -  -  – 
TOTAL UNITS:   0  0  0  0  0  0  0 
               

 
H. Adequate Relocation Resources 

Exist for: 
    Yes No 
 Residential owners ..........................................................    
 Residential tenants ..........................................................    
 Mobile homes..................................................................     
  Businesses .......................................................................    
 Nonprofit organizations ..................................................    
 Agriculture ......................................................................    
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No residential properties, mobiles homes, nonprofit organizations, or agricultural areas would be acquired 
in association with implementation of this project. 

1. The closest replacement area identified is within Zip Codes 90744, 90810, and 90813. However, based 
on previous experience and current research, it is challenging to relocate the types of businesses that 
are being displaced as a result of this project. Given the declining percentage of land under 
manufacturing and industrial use in most cities, the availability of land for uses such as container 
storage, recycling facilities, landfill, trucking related businesses and other industrial uses is limited. 
Therefore, relocation sites outside the immediate vicinity would be considered. 

2. The relocation area is comparable in terms of amenities, public utilities, and accessibility to public 
services, transportation, and shopping.       Yes     No  
 The relocation area is an urban area with all amenities and public utilities in place. 

3. The relocation resources (are) () affordable to residential displacees, given the use of replacement 
housing payments.  However, there are no residential displacements as a result of the project.   

4. The project would not result in any typical residential displacements. Businesses in this area have been 
known to have resident caretakers on their properties. If any of the businesses that are being relocated 
include resident caretakers, appropriate relocation could be provided for these resident caretakers. 
The 9 slips that would be acquired at the Leeward Bay Marina could result in relocation of one 
resident. 1 However, these live aboard residents rent slips on a month-to-month basis.  According to the 
rental agreements, the Port can give these tenants 30-day advance notice to vacate for any reason and 
the Port is not responsible to compensate its tenants.  Other public projects that may require 
displacements (either residential or non-residential) in the area include Pier 400 Container Terminal 
and Transportation Corridor Project, Wilmington Parkway, Pacific Corridor Redevelopment Project, 
San Pedro, Southern California International Gateway, Piers D, E, F Terminal Redevelopment, 
Piers G & J Terminal Redevelopment Project, Pier A West Expansion Project, Pier S Marine 
Terminal, Pier J South Terminal, Pier T, Long Beach LNG Terminal, and Gerald Desmond Bridge 
Replacement Project. However, it is anticipated that these projects would undertake a study of 
relocations and abide by the regulations governing relocations. 

5. The State’s relocation program is adequate to successfully relocate all displacees. 
6. The business and industries to be relocated are machine shops, autobody shops, recycling, container 

storage type uses. Given the nature of these businesses, they are not compatible with residential and 
office commercial uses. The area in the vicinity of the Ports has developed as an industrial area 
suitable for locating such businesses due to lack of residential uses in the vicinity. The amount of land 
under industrial uses has been on a decline in the Los Angeles area. Industrial uses are largely 
perceived as undesirable due to issues related to use of hazardous materials, contamination and 
noise/traffic nuisances. For this reason, the relocation of businesses would likely have to occur in close 
vicinity where other such and similar uses exist. If the uses cannot be relocated within the Port area, 
locations outside Los Angeles County would be considered. Acquisition and relocation alternatives 
would be evaluated once a preferred alternative is available. All efforts would be made to relocate the 
businesses within a suitable replacement area and/or just compensation would be provided. 

7. Last Resort Housing Program payments are not anticipated, as no households would be relocated as a 
result of the project. 

8. It is not anticipated that construction of replacement housing under the Last Resort Housing Program 
will be required. 

9. A field office will not be required for this project. 

                                                 
1 Based on a conservative estimate, 15% of the boat slips within POLA and POLB contain live-aboard residents. To arrive at 
the number of live-aboards likely to be relocated as a result of Alternatives 1, 1A, and 3, calculating fifteen percent (15%) of 
the nine (9) slips would equate to possibly taking one (1) resident at the Leeward Bay Marina. Therefore, for the calculations 
in this DRIR, it is assumed that one live-aboard resident would be relocated. Source: Harley Martin, CH2MHILL, in 
conversation with Rick Adler at POLA Property Management Division and Larry Ditchkus at POLB Property Management 
Division on February 16, 2006. 
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DETAILED ANALYSIS 
 
 
I. DISPLACEMENT AREA 
 

1. Residential Displacements  

The project would not result in any typical residential displacements. Businesses in this area have been 
known to have resident caretakers on their properties. If any of the businesses that are being relocated 
include resident caretakers, appropriate relocation could be provided for these resident caretakers. 
The 9 slips that would be acquired at the Leeward Bay Marina under Alternatives 1, 1A, and 3 could 
result in relocation of one resident.  

2. Business and Nonprofit 

1. Number of businesses directly impacted by the project. 
Six businesses would be relocated as a result of alternatives 1, 1A, and 3; these include recycling 
facilities, transportation company repair shop, materials, transportation system and facilities 
management company. All of these businesses are on parcels zoned as commercial/industrial.  

Under Alternative 2, two buildings (not entire parcels) would be acquired as Permanent Highway 
Easements, thereby denying them of their existing use. One of these buildings is owned by 
Corridor Properties, and the other is an industrial building owned by Southern California Edison.  
Note that in the after condition, the permanent and aerial highway easements could allow for 
temporary uses, such as parking, temporary structures such as storage sheds or trailers, and storage 
of non-hazardous materials.   
 
Alternatives 4, 5, and 6 would not require relocation of any businesses and/or nonprofits. 

 
 Alignments 
 A  B  C  D  E  F  G 
 Construction              
 Manufacturing              
 Retail              
 Government              
 Nonprofit              
 Service 6  6  2  6  0  0  0 
 TOTAL 6  6  2  6  0  0  0 
              

 
2. Age of business: 

 Alignments 
 A  B  C  D  E  F  G 
 1–3 Years              
 4–7 Years 6*  6*  2*  6*  0*  0*  0* 
 8–15 Years              
 Over 15 Years              

*This is an estimate based on the average age of similar types of businesses in the area. Interviews 
with the businesses, to be conducted later in the process, would reveal the exact age of the business 
at its existing location. 
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3. Estimated number of employees:  
Note: Small business is defined as 500 or fewer employees. Over 500 = No reestablishment 
payment.  
 

 Alignments 
 A  B  C  D  E  F  G 
 1–20 X 

(Max5x20=100) 
 X 

(Max5x20=100)  X 
(Max 2x20=40)  X 

(Max5x20=100) 
 -  -  - 

 21–100              
 101–500              
 Over 500              

Note: 1-20 employees for each business. Please note that this is a conservative estimate available at 
this time. Once a project alternative is selected, a detailed interview will take place with the business 
owners to obtain relevant information about their businesses. 

 
4. There are no businesses impacted by the project that are assumed to be minority owned.  
 
5. Number of the different type of facilities: 

 
 Alignments 
 A  B  C  D  E  F  G 
 Strip commercial              
 Small shop-
 center 

             

 Regional center              
 Single structure 6  6  2  6  0  0  0 
 Mixed residential              
 Industrial park              
 Low rent area              

 Note: As shown above, only single structure buildings will be impacted. 
 

3. Agricultural Impact: Analysis of farm operations, and how impacted, especially if part take and 
owners or tenants working will be displaced 

 
1. Type of agriculture:  The proposed project would not result in any agricultural impacts. 

 
 

II. REPLACEMENT AREA 
 

A. Describe in Relationship to the Local Town/Community and to the Displacement Area 
The EIS/EIR for the project is currently under preparation and will evaluate the environmental impacts 
of the various alternatives for the project. Upon completion of the environmental review process, which 
includes opportunity for public input, a feasible alternative will be chosen. The acquisition process 
would begin once a preferred alternative has been adopted by the lead agency. No residential 
relocations are anticipated under any alignment. However, in the event replacement is needed, the 
replacement area would be determined based on the adopted alternative and available replacement 
housing. 

 
1. Housing stock: 

a. Number of single-family residences:  N/A  
b. Number of multiple-family units:  N/A  
c. Number of mobile homes and other:  N/A  
d. TOTAL HOUSING UNITS (a+b+c):  N/A  
No residential acquisitions would occur. 
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2. Vacancy rate expressed as a percent: For Rent For Sale 
Single-family residences N/A  N/A  
Multiple-family units N/A  N/A  
Mobile homes N/A  N/A  
No residential acquisitions would occur. 

3. Housing characteristics:  
No residential acquisitions would occur. 

4. Average prices of typical single-family homes that are DS&S for the displacement properties:   
No residential acquisitions would occur. 

B. Business and Nonprofit Replacement 
1. Number of business sites that will be available for rent, purchase, or development 

No business sites will be available for rent, purchase, or development as a result of the project 
alternatives. 

 
 Alignments 
 A  B  C  D  E  F  G 
 Construction -  -  -  -  -  -  - 
 Manufacturing -  -  -  -  -  -  - 
 Retail -  -  -  -  -  -  - 
 Government -  -  -  -  -  -  - 
 Nonprofit -  -  -  -  -  -  - 
 Service -  -  -  -  -  -  - 
 Total 0  0  0  0  0  0  0 

 
2. Discuss difficulties the businesses may encounter in finding replacement property because of: 

a. Replacement site requirements: The businesses require similarly zoned commercial/industrial 
land that allows uses such as recycling and auto body shops. No other requirements exist. 

b. Lease rates or purchase price: No difficulties related to lease rates or purchase price are 
anticipated. 

c. Financial capacity of the businesses to accomplish move: No difficulties related to lease rates 
or purchase price are anticipated. All eligible businesses, as determined by the Uniform 
Relocation Act, will receive relocation assistance. 

d. Special services that may be needed to assist businesses relocate (e.g. rezoning, reduced CUP 
costs, advanced payments, construction of replacement site, professional services to plan the 
move or obtain replacement site, business loans, special consideration by the local agency): 
No special services have been identified. See response to 2.c., above. 

3. Discuss difficulties the employees may have if the business relocated as planned: If the businesses 
are relocated in the vicinity of their existing location, no impacts or, at most, minor impacts to 
employees would occur. However, if the businesses are relocated far from the displacement site, 
employees may need to relocate with the business or find new employers. However, this remains 
undetermined at this point in the process and would be given due consideration once the 
relocations are finalized. Once a preferred alternative is selected, an interview process with the 
business owners would be initiated.  As a result of the interview process, more detailed 
information regarding type of business and employees would become available. 

4. Discuss difficulties the employees may have if the business cannot relocate as planned: See 
response to 3, above.  
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C. Residential Replacement 
1. Section 8 rental limits: No Section 8 housing would be displaced. 
2. Replacement neighborhood is homogeneous to displacement area.  No residential displacements 

would occur. 
3. General condition of displacement neighborhood: No residential displacements would occur. 
4. Condition of units being displaced:   

N/A Very Good      Good      Average      Fair/Poor    
5. Compared to condition of units in replacement area:  

N/A Very Good      Good      Average      Fair/Poor    
6. Number of mobile home parks directly impacted by the project            0 . 
7. Number of mobile homes directly impacted by the project           0         within the park. 
8. Number of mobile homes directly impacted by the project           0          that are not in a mobile 

home park. 

D. Comparative Data 
Not applicable, as no residential displacements would occur. 

 
 

DISPLACEMENTS 
PROJECT 

AREA 
REPLACEMENT 

AREA 
Total housing units 0 0 0 
% owner occupied 0 0 0 
% renter occupied 0 0 0 
Total housing units vacant 0 0 0 
Vacancy rate 0 0 0 
Housing units for sale 0 0 0 

Housing units for rent 0 0 0 

Persons per household 0 0 0 
Median housing value 0 0 0 

 
 
III. RELOCATION RESOURCES 
 

A. Adequate Resources (availability, funds, staffing, time) exist for all displacees   
Adequate resources exist.  

B. The Replacement Area Chosen and Used as a Basis for Relocation Resources  
The project is in an active industrial/commercial area, and suitable replacement sites are available in 
the market. 

C. Adequacy of Market Availability 
Market availability is expected to be adequate to meet the relocation demands of the project alternatives. 

 
IV. RELOCATION PROBLEMS AND PROGRAMS 
 

A. Relocation Problems   
No relocation problems related to the categories provided below are anticipated. 

 
 Elderly *  Yes  No  Minorities Yes  No 
  
 Low income (30%) Yes  No  Overcrowded residence Yes  No  
 Low income (poverty) Yes  No  Handicapped* Yes  No  
 Last resort housing const. Yes  No  Minority business Yes  No  
 Marginal business* Yes  No  Other Yes  No  
 Lack of availability Yes  No  
 *All indicate special advisory assistance will be needed. 
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B. Housing Impact 
This project will not impact the local housing stock for the community, as no residential displacements 
would occur. 

C. Conclusion 
The right-of-way surveys have recently been completed. Once the environmental review process is 
completed and public input has been sought, a preferred alternative will be chosen. Acquisition and 
relocation alternatives would be evaluated once a preferred alternative is available. All efforts would 
be made to relocate the businesses within a suitable replacement area and/or just compensation would 
be provided.  

All relocation activities would be conducted in accordance with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and 
Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended. Relocation resources shall be available to 
all displacees without discrimination. 

FINAL CONCLUSION: The project alternatives would not result in any residential displacements. Relocation of 
not more than 6 businesses would occur under any alternative studied in this report. The project is in an active 
industrial/commercial area. Suitable replacement sites are available in the market and would be adequate to meet 
the replacement needs generated by the project. 
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Attachment 1: Regional Location Map 
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Attachment 2: Project Map 
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Attachment 3: Displacement Area Map – Location of Businesses to Be Relocated under Alternatives 1 
and 1A. 
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Attachment 4: Displacement Area Map – Location of Businesses to Be Relocated under Alternative 2 
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PROECT SCOPE SUMMARY REPORT 
(SEISMIC RETROFIT) 

PROJECT NO. 627 

ON ROUTE 47 
1 AT SCHCrYLER HEIM BRIDGE 
1 

I have reviewed the right of way information contained in this Project Scope Summary 
: 
I Report-Seismic Retrofit and the WW Data Sheet attached hereto, the data to be complete, 
I 

current, and accurate: 
/y 

7" 

i Xi%+<,*& , f  f -  
'ZAWRENCE~J: STALEY 
D&IT~ D i q c t  Director - Right of Way 

- 1 
!. 

APPROVAL ED: 
I APPROVAL RECOMMENDED: 

L I 

i DEBORAH PviAH 
Project 6fmager District Seismic Retrofit 

1 Coordinator and Program Manager 
; 

APPROVED: 
.-- <.J - .L , /-. -- / 

~ ~ J G T A A s  Tr: FAILING ' 
~ i s t r i h  Division Chief / Design . 
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I This Project Scope Summary Report-Seismic Retrofit has been prepared under the direction of 
the following registered civil. engineer. The registered civil engineer attests to the techniiil 
information contained herein and the engineering data upon which recommendati~ns, 

I 
conclusions, and decisions are based. 

. . t 

I - '. 
! 

i d 7  7"- 1s - q,&? 1 
- 

i 
Date 



The Commodore SchuyIer Heim Bridge @ridge No. 53-261 8) on Route 47, is one of the 
three bridges that connect the mainland and Terminal Island in the Ports of Lofig 
BmchLos Angeles area. The Department of Transportation, District 7 is proposing toL' 
retrofit this bridge as a part of a statewide program to improve the seismic safety of those 
bridges under the responsibility of the Department. The seismic retrofit of this structure : 

will provide a much higher level of security against the loss of this transportation vital 
link. Because of its original design with a lift span in the center, this bridge presents the 
advantage over the other two bridges (Vincent Thomas and Gerald Desmond) of having 
shorter and lower sustained longitudinal grades which makes it more attractive espeoiaily 
for the predominant truck mc in the area. .- 

The miteria for establishing the swpe and extent of the Schuyler HeimbBridge retrofit 
was the 'Wo- C~llapse'~ under the Maximum Credible Earthquake (MCE). This implies 
that the operalion of the lift span i s  not required following the 'd&ign seismic event; 
therefore, all structural evduations were performed assuming that the lift span was in - the 
down position. . - 

Designed in 1946, the Schuyler Heim Bridge d e s  three lanes each of northbound and 
southbound traffic across the C&tos Chamel into and out of Terminal Island. The 
strUcture portion design was developed through a service contract by the Engineefing 
Consulting Finn, D e h w  Cather & Co. under the supervision of Crtltrans OEce of 
Structures. 

In addition to the seismic retrofit solution proposed. four other alternatives were 
comidered, as follows: 

1) a fixed (non-lift) bridge pardllel to and offset f b r n  the existing bridge alignment, 
2) a fixed bridge following the same general alignment as the existing bsidge, 
3) a vertical lifi moveable bridge parallel td and offset &am the &sting alignment, . ** 

and 
4) n vertical lift moveable bridge following the same general alignment as the 

existing bridge. 

The fixed bridge alternatives were not pursued due to objections from the US Coast 
Guard and the Ports of Los Angela and Long Beach due to vertical clearance and right 
of way constraints. 
The offset vertical liR bridge afternative required significant permanent right of way 
acquisitions and was also abandoned. 
The vertical lift moveable bridge alternative was developed by keeping the original 
bridge alignment as much as possible. This alternative although considered by the Ports, 
required a temporary detour, fixed bridge, parallel to the existiG one, interim retrofit of 
the approach spans, and additional right of way at a prohibitive cost. 

3 
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This alternative had a cost estimate of $ 180,000,000 which included interim retrofit of 
the approach spans. 
This Project Scope Summary Report (PSSR) 'is being prepared to program, fund, and 
schedule a seismic retrofit project of one structure on Route LA47. This project is in the 
legislatively mandated seismic retrofit program. 

11. RECOMMENDATION 

It is recommended that the seismic retrofit proposals described belaw be approved. 

UI. LOCATION AND PROBLEM 

This seismic retrofrt project proposes work on the following stsucture which does not 
meet present standards for seismic resistance: 

Lacation , . Biidge No. Bridge Name -. 

7-LA-47 3.614.3 53-26 1 8 Schuyler Heim Bridge 

IV. PROPOSALS 
- 

This project proposes to provide the following 

- Tower pier foundation retrofit 
- 

- Tmss pier foundation retrofit 
- Reconstruct timber fenders 
- Reconstruct steel sheet pile h lkhad  
- Driving of 3' diameter C I ~ H  piles for slope stabilkation 
- Tower-fit 
- Top Iaterslsretrofit . 

- Bottom laterals retrofit 
- Tower anchorage retrofit 
- Tms bearing retrofit . , 
- . Laterd kstraint retrofit 

Class T" column retrofit 
Column strengthening 
hngitudinal and transverse footing retrofit 
Bearing retrofit 
Steel cap and deck connection strengthening 
Footing cap strengthening 
Abutmeat retrofit . 

Bearing retrofit 
Lateral bracing 

4 



- Hinge retrofit 
- End cross bracing retrofit 

V. COST ESTIMATES 

Brid%e No. Structure Electrical SUPP. Work Total 

Strategy Meeting 1 2/4/9 6 
Project Scope Summary Report AppmvaI 08/98 
Structure PS&E to District 08/98 
District PS&E to Oace Engineer 08/98 
Ready to List 08/98 
Advertisement 08/98 .. 
Construction Complete 1 0100 

-VZ. PROJECT FACTORS 

The project Environmental Dmment  to clear this project is NDIFONSI. The 
soils at the north and south approaches are contaminated at some of the bent 
locations with lead and petroleum hydrocarbons. Quality of the groundwater w a s  
-also eya1uated for dischargddisposal purposes. .Mitigation measures will-be 
implemented in accordance to findings and recommendatidni of Site investigation 
Report and National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System W D S )  permit 
requiremenis. 
The superstructure is paintedwIth lead based paint. Containment and monitoring 
will be necessary, . 

B. Right bf way 

! Permanent and temporary easements will be required. There is rdmad facilities ;.a 

involvement. The railroad is owned and controlId by the Port of b n g  Beach. 

C. Utilities 

The following utilities are in the vicinity of the retrofit work, but have no conflict 
with this project as cleared by the Utility Engineer 

- 6" So Cd gas line west of the existing piers 
- Submarine cables for Southern California Edison 
- Submarine cables for W.U. & U.P.RR. - 2-35KV Department of Water and Power submarine cables 
- Submarine cables for W.U. & U.P.RR 
- Submarine communication cables between Schuyler Heim and Henry Ford 
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Bridges. These cables are abandoned. 
- 24" DU electrical cable 

13. Permits 

The following permits will be required: 

- Port of Long Beach Harbor Development Permit 
- Army Corps of Engineers 
- W.S. Fish and Wildlife Service - 
- California Department of Fish and Gane  . . 
- Regional Water Quality Control Board 

E, Traffic Conml 

The retrofit work will require: 

- Partial lane closure andlor lane re-striping 
- Temporary lane re-striping of roadways crossing 

the bridge during work on the underside of the deck 
- Coordination with the railroad mmpanies during - 

work at the rail lines 
- Full closure of bridge for 8 Iiour periods to 

reconsbuct the lift span bearings 
- 8 4 8  hour, 48-4 hour and 1 -8day periods of lift span closures for 

shipping t d 5 c  in the channel 

F. Concurrent Woik ' - -  

There is an ongoing consbuction project for Bridge Deck Replacement (Conttad 
No. 07-4C51040) and a Minor B b j e c t  is currently programmed for the 97/98 
FY to, modify mc signals and overhead signs at this bridge (Contract No. 
4M25O I). Other contracts north and south of the project under the administration 
of thk Port of Long Beach, and the Vincent Thomas Bridge retrofit project. . . 

.I 

G. Landsc.a~ing 

No landscaping will be required far this project. 

This projeot will be funded from the Structure Seismic Retrofit w4S) Fund 
Resewations by SHOPP Amendment following approval of this PSSR Construction cost 
will be programmed in the 98/99 fiscal year at a total project cast of$46,700,000. 
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A. District 7 

MARIO A. G l J ' T l E m  
Project Engineer 
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Project Manager 

Calnet 647-0 14 1 
(213) 897-0241 
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Environmental Planning Branch 
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PROJECT-REVIEWS 

Although this project is exempt &om FHWA review, due to its complexity, a 
review of the PS&E documents has been schedded, The project is eligible for 
Federal- participation. 

B. Headquarters 

There an no non-standard features proposed for this project. Review by Roject 
Development Cmrdinator is not required. 

i 

XI. 

A. LcrcationMap 
8. FONSVCEQA Documents 
C. Right of Way Data Sheet 
13. General Plan 
E. General Plan Sttucture for Structure Portion 
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State of Catifornia 
Department of Transportation 

SCH No. 188031 104 
7-tA-47 P.M. 3.6 

Pursuant: Division 13, Public Resources Cbde 

Desuiotion: ihe p m p m  project i r s v o h  the seismic rehmt2 ofthe.t=omrnodore SchuyIer Heim 
Bridge, .This structure is one of three Mdges that conned terminal Island to the mainland in Ute 
Lw PmgeIesILong Beach Harbor complex fhe retrofk which will be wded out as part of the 
statewide seismic setmfi program, will enhance the ability of this bddge to withstand a major 
earlhquake. -- 

1 . . 
Determindok An InXal study has been prepared by the GaKgornia Department d i 
Transportation (Cartrans), On the basis ofthis study it is deteMned that the prnposd adon will 

I not have a 9gnKcant effect upon the environment for the foll&ng reasons: 
i - 

1 Thm mi .be no signifirnnt Meds on businesses. &den-, schools, or public 
faaies. neighborhoods, employment or the area economy-. 

2. P,otentia(: significant effeds on unique ar significant natural fe&utes, irrctuding but not 
timited to, threatened or endangered species, Weir habitat or movement, can be 
mitigated to a IeveE of insignificanm. 

3. Potential significant effects on ardtitedurak cultural or historic ptoperties, park lands, 
. recreation or scenic areas wn be mitigated to a IeW of insignificance. 

4. There win be no sigficant effect on W, air quality or water quality. 

I 
1 - 5. merarvil be no MHA on gmrrth or require-pl~c -US beyond tit- proposed 

for me near M m ,  

6. There mi be no signifiad effad on pirime agliudhral land or floodplains; , '  

i 
I 

5 - / p - j g  . 
I 
! safe 

California Department 0fT;ransportation 





DATE 7114198 RTE LA047 - EA. 138201 ALT 

PARCEL DATA INFORMATION IS ALITHOR1ZED FUR THE EVENT SCREENS 

 RE RAILROADS FACILITIES OR RlYV AFFECTED YES X NO 
DESCRIS E: PORT OF LB RR COSTS 

7 SPUR LINE IMPACTED YES NO m T . R E M l t R E  

3 POTENTIAL 
MmE - WgASBEsTos 

HAZARWUS WASTE ANQIOR MATERIALFOUND: YES NlMNT X PARCELS 

I 

~ENERAL DESCR~PT~ON OF RIGHT OF WAY: temp end perm-EASEMENTS FROM THE gov's entiti- 

M E  UTltTTY FACIUnES OR RIGHT OF WAYS AFFECT YES NO X 
$ W ~ A D I ~ ! ~ O M S C R I B E  reIOcatepolesandamdms ADD. HFO. 

Y-AKE EXISTING OR POTENTIAL AIR SPACE PARCELS AFFECTED YES NO X 

VS IT AKfiCIPkED THAT ALL RIGHT OF WAY WORK WILL BE PERFORMED BY CTT SfAFF YES - X . NO 
7 

~AUIATION PREPARED BY: 
RIGHT OF WAY PREPARED BC TOM MCVARlSH DATE 0711 3/98 

I MILROAD PREPARED BY: At HUGHES DATE 0711 4/93 

- UIYUTIES PREPARED BY: UANAKWENZE DATE WH 5m8 - 
t M A G E N T  APPROVES DATA SHEET FOR BUDGFFARY PURPOSES J.CABRE& /ZIs& DATE 7H rK98 

/ J 
SR. RW AGENT DOES NOT APPROVE DATA SHEET COSTS FOR BUDGRARY P L I R P ~ S ~ S .  DATE 

! 
hVE PERSONALLY REVIEWED THIS W . D A T A  SHEET AND ALL SUPPORTING [NFORWTION 

I CERTIW THAT THE PROBABLE HSGHESTANO BEST USE ,ESTIMTED VALUESAND ASSUMPllONS ARE 
QEMONABLE AND PROPEA SUBJECT TO M E  LIMITING CONOIT1ONS SET FORTH,AND 1 FIND THIS DATA SHEET 

9MPLETE AND CURRENT. 
I 

This data sheet is not to be signed unless accompanied by final scoping report: 
bR,PSR,PSSR)for review andlor signature. r 

CHIEF s- DATE 7 , ~  /.A(? 
J 
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Schuyler Heim Bridge Replacement and SR-47 Expressway Project 

Code Task and Brief Description Section 

Responsible  
for Implementation / 

Oversight 
Timing /  
Phase 

NSSP 
Req. 

Action Taken 
to Comply  
with Task 

Task 
Complete Remarks 

Environ- 
mental 

Compliance 
         Initial / 

Date 
 Initial /  

Date 

  DESIGN KICK-OFF  ACTA Beginning  
of Phase 1 

     

  ENVIRONMENTAL PS&E 
REVIEW 

 Project Developer, 
Project Management, 

and Environmental 

District PS&E Circ.      

  PRECONSTRUCTION MEETING  ACTA Contract Award      
  Transfer Resident Engineer Book  ACTA  

Project Engineer 
Preconstruction 

Meeting 
     

  PREJOB MEETING  ACTA Construction      
  ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE 

REVIEW 
 ACTA  

Construction 
Safety Review      

  Avoidance, Minimization, and/or 
Mitigation Measures 

 ACTA  
Construction 

Post Construction      

  COMMUNITY IMPACTS 3.3        
  Construction         
CI-1 Provide relocation assistance or 

compensation to eligible persons 
and businesses in accordance with 
the federal Uniform Relocation 
Assistance and Property 
Acquisition Act of 1970, as 
amended (42 USC Sections 4601-
4655) and the California Relocation 
Act (California Government Code, 
Section 7260 et. seq.). 

 ACTA and Caltrans 
Right-of-Way Agent 

Design      

  UTILITIES AND PUBLIC 
SERVICES 

3.4        

  Construction         
U-1 Provide advance notification to 

utility users of the potential for 
service disruption and the 
anticipated time/date of the 
disruption. 

 ACTA  
Resident Engineer, 

Project Manager  

Prior to construction? x     

Note: There are no avoidance, minimization, or mitigation measures for Sections 3.1 or 3.2.   
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Schuyler Heim Bridge Replacement and SR-47 Expressway Project 

Code Task and Brief Description Section 

Responsible  
for Implementation / 

Oversight 
Timing /  
Phase 

NSSP 
Req. 

Action Taken 
to Comply  
with Task 

Task 
Complete Remarks 

Environ- 
mental 

Compliance 
       Initial / 

Date 
 Initial / 

Date 

U-2 Prior to bridge construction, notify 
watch commanders and station 
chiefs of all fire, police, and other 
land- and water-based response 
stations that service the port area 
or use the Schuyler Heim Bridge or 
Cerritos Channel as a travel route 
to respond to service calls in order 
to minimize delays to emergency 
response providers during project 
construction. This action will allow 
for the identification of alternate 
routes and the development of 
contingency response plans, 
including: 
•  Temporary interim policies that 
will identify alternative resources 
within the public service and 
emergency response organization 
(i.e., alternative response units 
located closer to the incident); and 
•  Mutual aid agreements between 
bordering public service and 
emergency response organizations 
(i.e., LAFD and LBFD) that could 
be dispatched in the event of a 
response delay of the primary 
emergency response provider.  

 ACTA  
Resident Engineer, 

Project Manager  

Prior to construction? x     

U-3 Specify in the contract that 
construction in the Cerritos Channel 
must occur in a manner that allows 
emergency marine vessels to pass 
or be carried out in such a way that 
barges with construction equipment 
will be moved quickly to allow 
passage of emergency vessels. 

 ACTA  
Project Manager  

Design/PS&E x     
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Schuyler Heim Bridge Replacement and SR-47 Expressway Project 

Code Task and Brief Description Section 

Responsible  
for Implementation / 

Oversight 
Timing /  
Phase 

NSSP 
Req. 

Action Taken 
to Comply  
with Task 

Task 
Complete Remarks 

Environ- 
mental 

Compliance 
       Initial / 

Date 
 Initial / 

Date 

U-4 Determine where construction-
related activities have the potential 
to disrupt response routes and 
coordinate with Los Angeles and 
Long Beach police and fire 
departments, as well as any local 
emergency medical service units. 

 ACTA  
Resident Engineer, 

Project Manager  

PS&E, 
Design/Construction 

x     

U-5 Utilize a Transportation 
Management Plan that is agreeable 
to all emergency service providers 
and the project design team. 

 Caltrans/ ACTA 
Resident Engineer, 
Project Manager, 

Traffic 

PS&E/Construction  x     

U-6 During final design, a determination 
will be made regarding which of the 
identified utilities will be relocated. 
Plans for the relocations will be 
developed in consideration of the 
project schedule and consultation 
with the utility providers which 
include, but are not limited to, 
LADWP, LBWD, SCE, SCG, 
GTE/Verizon, AT&T, City of 
Los Angeles. In addition, pipeline 
relocations will be planned and 
implemented in consultation with 
TOPCO, Exxon Mobil, Gulf Oil, and 
SCG. In further consultation with 
utility providers, some obsolete 
utilities may be removed at the 
request of the provider. 

 Caltrans/ ACTA  
Right-of-Way Agent, 

Project Manager 
 

Design x     

  TRAFFIC AND 
TRANSPORTATION 

3.5        

  Construction         
T-1 Prior to construction, temporary 

parking spaces will be provided to 
replace existing parking capacity 
that will not be available during 
project construction. Caltrans will 

 Caltrans/ ACTA/ 
POLB/ POLA  

Right-of-Way Agent, 
Project Manager 

Prior to Construction x     
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Schuyler Heim Bridge Replacement and SR-47 Expressway Project 

Code Task and Brief Description Section 

Responsible  
for Implementation / 

Oversight 
Timing /  
Phase 

NSSP 
Req. 

Action Taken 
to Comply  
with Task 

Task 
Complete Remarks 

Environ- 
mental 

Compliance 
       Initial / 

Date 
 Initial / 

Date 
coordinate with the Port of 
Long Beach and Port of 
Los Angeles to identify replacement 
parking for the Pier A East and 
Pier S Terminals. Exact locations 
will be determined after 
consultation with responsible 
parties, including property owners. 
Considerations of feasibility will 
include, but not be limited to, 
vehicle capacity, time of availability, 
distance from terminal(s), and the 
need for employee shuttles. 

 

T-2 The Transportation Management 
Plan (TMP) will be implemented to 
enhance vehicular and pedestrian 
traffic. 

 Caltrans/ ACTA 
Resident Engineer, 

Project Manager 

Construction      

 Operation         
T-3 Compensation for the permanent 

loss of an estimated 15 employee 
parking spaces at the Port of 
Long Beach Pier S Terminal will be 
provided. Compensation will be 
based on an agreement between 
Caltrans and the Port of 
Long Beach. 

 Caltrans/ ACTA  
Right-of-Way Agent, 

Project Manager 
 

Construction x     

 VISUAL RESOURCES 3.7        
 Construction         
VR-1 The surfaces of columns, roadway 

barriers, soundwalls, and gore 
points will receive surface color 
treatments at specified locations, as 
determined by a Caltrans Licensed 
Landscape Architect. 

 Caltrans/ ACTA 
Landscape Architect 

and Construction 
Contractor, Resident 

Engineer  

Design/Construction x     
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Schuyler Heim Bridge Replacement and SR-47 Expressway Project 

Code Task and Brief Description Section 

Responsible  
for Implementation / 

Oversight 
Timing /  
Phase 

NSSP 
Req. 

Action Taken 
to Comply  
with Task 

Task 
Complete Remarks 

Environ- 
mental 

Compliance 
       Initial / 

Date 
 Initial / 

Date 

VR-2 Elements of the design of the 
proposed bridge and expressways, 
such as color, line, texture, and 
style, would be aesthetically 
pleasing and as unobtrusive as 
possible.  
During final design, particular 
attention would be paid to the 
vertical columns and soundwalls.  

 Caltrans/ ACTA 
Landscape Architect 

and Construction 
Contractor,  

Resident Engineer 
 

Design/Construction x     

VR-3 All visual design elements, 
including landscaping, would be 
designed and implemented with the 
concurrence of a Caltrans Licensed 
Landscape Architect and in 
compliance with local policies and 
guidelines. Additionally, input from 
interested parties, including the 
public, will be solicited and 
considered. 

 Caltrans/ ACTA  
Landscape Architect 

and Construction 
Contractor, Resident 

Engineer 

Design/Construction x     

VR-4 Trees and vines will be planted 
along soundwalls and other walls at 
specified locations, as determined 
by a Caltrans Licensed Landscape 
Architect. 

 Caltrans/ ACTA  
Landscape Architect, 

and Construction 
Contractor, Resident 

Engineer   

Construction x     

VR-5 Design of the elevated expressway 
would be compatible (scale and 
massing) with the existing Schuyler 
Heim Bridge or future bridge and 
the Badger Avenue/Henry Ford 
Railroad bridge.  

 Caltrans/ ACTA  
Landscape Architect  

 

Design x     

VR-6 Night lighting would be used when 
required for safety for temporary 
construction activities. The lights 
would be directed downward and 
shielded to reduce light-spill outside 
of the area required for construction 
activities. 

 Caltrans/ ACTA  
Construction 
Contractor  

Construction      
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Schuyler Heim Bridge Replacement and SR-47 Expressway Project 

Code Task and Brief Description Section 

Responsible  
for Implementation / 

Oversight 
Timing /  
Phase 

NSSP 
Req. 

Action Taken 
to Comply  
with Task 

Task 
Complete Remarks 

Environ- 
mental 

Compliance 
       Initial / 

Date 
 Initial / 

Date 

 CULTURAL RESOURCES 3.8        
 Construction         
CR-1 If any archaeological properties are 

discovered during construction, 
Caltrans and SHPO shall be 
consulted, in accordance with 
36 CFR 800.13(b). 

 Caltrans/ ACTA 
Resident Engineer, 

Caltrans 
Environmental  

Planning  

Construction x     

CR-2 If human remains are discovered, 
State Health and Safety Code 
Section 7050.5 states that further 
disturbances and activities shall 
cease in any area or nearby area 
suspected to overlie remains, and 
the County Coroner contacted. 
Pursuant to Public Resources Code 
Section 5097.98, if the remains are 
thought to be Native American, the 
coroner will notify the Native 
American Heritage Commission 
(NAHC), who will then notify the 
Most Likely Descendent (MLD). 
At this time, the person who 
discovered the remains will contact 
Mr. Gary Iverson, District Heritage 
Resource Coordinator, Caltrans 
District 7, so that they may work 
with the MLD on the respectful 
treatment and disposition of the 
remains. Further provisions of PRC 
5097.98 are to be followed, as 
applicable. 

 Caltrans/ ACTA  
Resident Engineer, 

Caltrans 
Environmental  

Planning  

Construction x     

CR-3 The bridge shall be offered for sale 
for reuse in an alternate location to 
interested public agencies and non-
profits. A marketing plan shall be 
prepared for the sale of the bridge 
including: a notification letter, fact 

 Project Manager, 
Caltrans Architectural 

Historian/ SHPO/  
ACTA 

Design/PS&E/Prior 
to construction 

x     
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Schuyler Heim Bridge Replacement and SR-47 Expressway Project 

Code Task and Brief Description Section 

Responsible  
for Implementation / 

Oversight 
Timing /  
Phase 

NSSP 
Req. 

Action Taken 
to Comply  
with Task 

Task 
Complete Remarks 

Environ- 
mental 

Compliance 
       Initial / 

Date 
 Initial / 

Date 
sheet, list of intended recipients, as 
well as provisions for the salvage of 
smaller components in the case 
that there is no interest in re-use of 
the bridge. Advertisements shall be 
placed in appropriate newspapers 
of record. The offer shall run for 
6 months. If no acceptable bids are 
received after 6 months this 
stipulation shall be deeded to have 
been met. The above shall be 
done in accordance with the 
U.S. Department of Transportation 
Historic Bridge Program 
23USC144(o)(4)(A) and (B). 

CR-4 Informative permanent metal 
plaques shall be installed at both 
ends of the new bridge at public 
locations that provide a brief history 
of the original bridge, its 
engineering features and 
characteristics, the reasons for its 
demolition, and a statement of the 
characteristics of the replacement 
structure. 

 Project Manager, 
Caltrans Architectural 

Historian/ SHPO/ 
ACTA, RE 

 

Design/construction x     

CR-5 Pursuant to Section 110(b) of the 
NHPA, before the Bridge is 
demolished, the Historic American 
Buildings Survey/Historic American 
Engineering Record (HABS/HAER) 
shall be contacted to determine 
what level and kind of recordation 
is required for the property. All 
documentation shall be completed 
and accepted by HABS/HAER 
before the Bridge is demolished. 

 Caltrans Architectural 
Historian/ SHPO/ 

ACTA 

Prior to construction x     
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Schuyler Heim Bridge Replacement and SR-47 Expressway Project 

Code Task and Brief Description Section 

Responsible  
for Implementation / 

Oversight 
Timing /  
Phase 

NSSP 
Req. 

Action Taken 
to Comply  
with Task 

Task 
Complete Remarks 

Environ- 
mental 

Compliance 
       Initial / 

Date 
 Initial / 

Date 

CR-6 Copies of the HABS/HAER report 
shall be disseminated to the City of 
Los Angeles Public Library and the 
City of Long Beach Public Library. 

 Project Manager, 
Caltrans Architectural 

Historian/ SHPO/ 
ACTA 

Prior to construction x     

CR-7 Information from the HABS/HAER 
report shall be available to the 
public for 10 years on an 
appropriate internet website. 

 Caltrans Architectural 
Historian/ SHPO/ 

ACTA 

Design/Construction/
Operation 

x     

CR-8 A documentary (motion picture or 
video) shall be produced and shall 
address the history of the Bridge, 
its importance and use within the 
history of the Port of Long Beach 
and Port of Los Angeles, and 
demonstrate its operation and 
function. The motion picture or 
video will be of broadcast quality, 
of sufficient length for a standard 
30-minute time period and will be 
made available for local broadcast 
stations to public access channels 
in local cable systems and to 
schools/libraries.  

 Caltrans Architectural 
Historian/ SHPO/ 

ACTA 

Design/Prior to 
construction 

x     

CR-9 Traveling museum exhibits shall be 
prepared and shall address the 
history of the Bridge, its importance 
and use within the history of the 
Port of Long Beach and the Port of 
Los Angeles, and demonstrate its 
operation and function, appropriate 
for display in small museums, or for 
use in schools. 

 Caltrans Architectural 
Historian/ SHPO/ 

ACTA 

Design/Construction/ 
Operation 

x     
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Schuyler Heim Bridge Replacement and SR-47 Expressway Project 

Code Task and Brief Description Section 

Responsible  
for Implementation / 

Oversight 
Timing /  
Phase 

NSSP 
Req. 

Action Taken 
to Comply  
with Task 

Task 
Complete Remarks 

Environ- 
mental 

Compliance 
       Initial / 

Date 
 Initial / 

Date 

CR-10 Artifacts removed from the Bridge 
during preliminary stages of the 
demolition process shall be offered 
to local museums, and provide for 
their delivery to accepting 
institutions.  
Examples of such artifacts may 
include, but not be limited to, 
control panels, instruments, 
structural members, railings, 
signage, plaques or other 
identifying ornamentation, street 
lights, navigation lights, etc. 

 Caltrans Architectural 
Historian/ SHPO/ 

ACTA 

Prior to construction x     

CR-11 Measures CR-3, CR-5, CR-8, and 
CR-10, above, shall be completed 
prior to demolition of the Bridge. 
All stipulations shall be completed 
within 1 year of demolition, unless 
an extension of time is agreed 
upon. 

 Caltrans Architectural 
Historian/ SHPO/ 

ACTA 

Design to 1 year of 
demolition 

x     

 HYDROLOGY, FLOODPLAINS, 
AND OCEANOGRAPHY 

3.9        

 Construction         
HY-1 The following are BMPs for 

protection of water quality of the 
receiving water during construction: 
•  Tires on construction equipment 
that leaves a contaminated work 
site will be washed before the 
equipment leaves the site.  
•  Within a contaminated work area, 
construction equipment will be 
cleaned only as necessary (e.g. 
moved to a non-contaminated area) 
to minimize the volume of 
decontamination wash water and 

 Construction 
Contractor, Resident 

Engineer, Project 
Manager 

 

Construction 
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Schuyler Heim Bridge Replacement and SR-47 Expressway Project 

Code Task and Brief Description Section 

Responsible  
for Implementation / 

Oversight 
Timing /  
Phase 

NSSP 
Req. 

Action Taken 
to Comply  
with Task 

Task 
Complete Remarks 

Environ- 
mental 

Compliance 
       Initial / 

Date 
 Initial / 

Date 
prevent transport of contaminants 
from work site areas.  
•  Designated locations will be 
provided for servicing, washing, 
and refueling equipment, away from 
temporary channels or swales that 
would quickly convey runoff to the 
drainage system and into the 
Cerritos Channel or Consolidated 
Slip/ Dominguez Channel. 
•  Contaminated material (e.g. oil, 
lubricants) will be kept at a safe 
distance, a minimum of 30.5 m 
(100 ft), from an entry into a 
receiving water body. Temporary 
barriers and containers will be used 
to confine any contaminated 
materials. Upon completion of 
construction, all contaminated 
material on the construction site will 
be removed and disposed of in 
accordance with federal, regional, 
and local regulations. 
•  Use of marine construction 
equipment will not involve fuel 
transfers onsite. 
•  A temporary spill containment 
system will be installed and 
maintained on either side of a water 
crossing. The contractor will be 
responsible for the containment 
plan and the execution of spill 
containment during the course of 
construction. The containment plan 
will be reviewed and approved by a 
resident engineer. 
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Schuyler Heim Bridge Replacement and SR-47 Expressway Project 

Code Task and Brief Description Section 

Responsible  
for Implementation / 

Oversight 
Timing /  
Phase 

NSSP 
Req. 

Action Taken 
to Comply  
with Task 

Task 
Complete Remarks 

Environ- 
mental 

Compliance 
       Initial / 

Date 
 Initial / 

Date 

  •  To prevent potential introduction 
of any lead-based paint into 
receiving waters, the contractor(s) 
will take appropriate measures to 
eliminate lead-based paint from 
reaching the receiving waters. If 
paint removal is necessary during 
the bridge dismantling process, the 
contractor will comply with all 
applicable laws and regulations 
relative to this process to ensure 
protection of receiving waters.  
•  At project construction sites, as 
appropriate, the contractor will: 
- Provide stabilized entrances and 
exits 
- Regularly water the non-paved 
surfaces 
- Regularly sweep and vacuum 
paved surfaces 
- Install silt fences at the toe of 
excavation and embankment 
slopes 
- Install sand or gravel bag berms 
along the top of slopes 
- Install slope protection such as 
geotextiles, plastic covers, soil 
binders and erosion control 
blankets/mats 
- Install slope interruption devices 
such as fiber rolls and slope drains 
- Install permanent erosion control 
seeding, landscape planting or 
slope/rock paving 
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Schuyler Heim Bridge Replacement and SR-47 Expressway Project 

Code Task and Brief Description Section 

Responsible  
for Implementation / 

Oversight 
Timing /  
Phase 

NSSP 
Req. 

Action Taken 
to Comply  
with Task 

Task 
Complete Remarks 

Environ- 
mental 

Compliance 
       Initial / 

Date 
 Initial / 

Date 

- Protect storm drain inlets with 
inserts or linear interrupters such as 
gravel bag and/or sand bag berms 
- Manage stockpiles against wind 
and water erosion 
•  Monitor and report BMP 
performance and conditions before 
and immediately after the 
completion of work, in accordance 
with SWPPP specifications. 

HY-2 Construction activities that would 
produce sediment transport of 
pollutants through the Cerritos 
Channel or Consolidated Slip/ 
Dominguez Channel will be 
minimized through strict adherence 
to construction BMPs which 
include, but are not limited to, the 
following: 
• Channel bank work will include 
bank protection (riprap, concrete 
walls, and sheet piling) to eliminate 
the possibility of enhanced bank 
erosion.  

 Construction 
Contractor, Resident 

Engineer, Project 
Manager 

Construction x     

HY-3 Groundwater encountered during 
construction will be temporarily 
stored onsite, tested, transported, 
treated, and disposed offsite. A 
dewatering permit will be obtained 
from the Los Angeles RWQCB.  
Based on results of the 
groundwater assessment and 
recommendations from the 
RWQCB, one of the following will 
be utilized for disposal of 
groundwater from the proposed 
dewatering operation: Onsite 

 ACTA  
Construction 

Contractor, Resident 
Engineer, Project 

Manager  
 

Construction x     
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Schuyler Heim Bridge Replacement and SR-47 Expressway Project 

Code Task and Brief Description Section 

Responsible  
for Implementation / 

Oversight 
Timing /  
Phase 

NSSP 
Req. 

Action Taken 
to Comply  
with Task 

Task 
Complete Remarks 

Environ- 
mental 

Compliance 
       Initial / 

Date 
 Initial / 

Date 
treatment, Treatment and disposal 
offsite, or Disposal into local sewer 
system. 
Onsite Treatment  
This would entail designing and 
constructing a temporary water 
treatment plant for treating water 
generated from dewatering 
operations to reduce the 
concentrations of pollutants of 
concern below NPDES limits. 
Treatment and Disposal Offsite 
This would entail temporary storage 
of water on the project site, waste 
profiling, and then transporting the 
water to a regulated facility for 
treatment and disposal.   
Disposal into Local Sewer 
System 
This would entail disposal of the 
groundwater into the City of 
Los Angeles sewage treatment 
system, which is connected to the 
Terminal Island Treatment Plant. 
To dispose of groundwater into the 
City of Los Angeles sewer system, 
an Industrial Wastewater Discharge 
Permit is required, which is issued 
by the City of Los Angeles 
Department of Public Works, 
Bureau of Sanitation, Industrial 
Waste Management Division. To 
satisfy permit conditions, treatment 
of discharge water could be 
required. 
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Code Task and Brief Description Section 
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for Implementation / 
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Timing /  
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NSSP 
Req. 
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Task 
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Environ- 
mental 

Compliance 
       Initial / 

Date 
 Initial / 

Date 

  WATER QUALITY AND 
STORMWATER RUNOFF 

3.10        

 Construction         

 See HY-1, HY-2 and HY-3          
  Operations         

WQ-1 BMPs for surface runoff include 
construction of barriers at entry 
points to receiving waters to 
prevent large debris from entering 
the receiving water, and continuous 
monitoring of the new bridge 
structures for excessive buildup of 
debris that could be discharged in a 
precipitation event. 

 ACTA 
Construction 

Contractor, Resident 
Engineer, Project 

Manager  
 

Operation      

 GEOLOGY/SOILS/SEISMICITY/P
ALEONTOLOGY/TOPOGRAPHY/
MINERAL RESOURCES 

3.11        

  Construction         
GEO-
1 

Design criteria, standards, and 
procedures contained in state and 
local jurisdiction standards and 
specifications (e.g., Uniform 
Building Code) would be applied 
during final design of the project, 
including earthquake-resistant 
standards to reduce potential 
effects from a major earthquake. 

 Caltrans/ ACTA  
Design and Structural 

Engineer  
 

Design      

GEO-
2 

A geotechnical study would be 
completed for all areas associated 
with load-bearing features, and 
areas with potential for slope failure 
(e.g., trenches) and soil 
subsidence, and a geotechnical 
report would be prepared. The 
geotechnical report would include 

 Caltrans/ ACTA  
Design and Structural 

Engineer  
 

Design x     
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Code Task and Brief Description Section 
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for Implementation / 

Oversight 
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Complete Remarks 

Environ- 
mental 

Compliance 
       Initial / 
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 Initial / 

Date 
project-specific recommendations 
consistent with standards 
established by state and local 
jurisdictions. Geotechnical report 
recommendations would be 
incorporated into final project 
design. 

GEO-
3 

Monitoring during construction 
would be performed by a licensed 
geologist or engineer to verify 
construction occurs in compliance 
with features, standards, and 
practices included in final design to 
reduce potential effects from 
earthquake damage; slope and/or 
foundation instability; erosion, 
sedimentation, and flooding; land 
subsidence; and volcanic hazards.  

 ACTA  
Licensed Geologist 

Construction x     

PALEO -
1 

Implement Paleontological 
Resource Impact Mitigation 
Program, which includes, but is not 
limited to, the tasks shown below. 
(Additional detail is provided in the 
Paleontological Resources EIS/EIR 
Technical Section [Jones & Stokes, 
2005]).  
•  Program will be directed by a 
paleontologist or paleontological 
consulting firm approved by 
Caltrans. 
•  Conduct program in compliance 
with lead agency and professional 
society guidelines. 
•  Develop and obtain museum 
storage agreement. 
 

 ACTA  
Resident Engineer, 
Caltrans-approved 

Paleontologist, Project 
Manager 

 x     
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•  Coordinate with construction 
contractor to provide information 
regarding lead agency 
requirements for the protection of 
Paleontological resources. 
•  Conduct paleontological 
monitoring, as appropriate. 
•  Treat any specimens collected in 
accordance with museum 
repository requirements. 
•  Transfer any collected fossils to 
museum repository. 
•  Maintain daily monitoring logs. 
• Prepare final report.   

  HAZARDOUS 
WASTE/HAZARDOUS 
MATERIALS 

3.12        

  Construction         
HAZ-1 Conduct a soil investigation prior to 

any soil excavation. The 
investigation would assess the 
potential presence of hazardous 
contaminants and determine 
disposal options if necessary for the 
contaminated soil. The soil 
investigation could consist of an 
ADL investigation and investigation 
for other contaminants of concern 
due to effects from adjoining 
properties. Coordination with 
regulatory agencies will be made 
for soil investigation, sampling, 
and/or remediation. 

 ACTA 
Hazardous Waste 
Specialist, Project 

Manager 

Design/Construction x     
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HAZ-2 Evaluate soil and groundwater 
information for the adjoining 
Sunshine Truck Stop, LA Refining 
Company, Texaco Refining, 
Texaco (1222 Anaheim Street), 
TCL (Pier S), Dow Chemical, and 
former Long Beach Naval Shipyard 
property to assess potential effects. 
If the review indicates evidence of 
contamination or a lack of sufficient 
data, a soil and groundwater 
investigation will be conducted, and 
further measures will be 
implemented, as necessary. 

 ACTA 
Hazardous Waste 
Specialist, Project 

Manager 

Design/Construction x     

HAZ-3 Inform demolition contractors of the 
potential presence of LBP in 
structures subject to demolition, 
and applicable Occupational Safety 
and Health Administration (OSHA) 
and other regulatory measures 
shall be adhered to in the 
demolition of such structures. If 
contamination is encountered 
during the construction process, 
implement appropriate health and 
safety measures to protect workers 
and the general public. Such 
measures may include engineering 
controls, requiring appropriate 
personal protective equipment, 
worker monitoring, and site-specific 
health and safety plans.  

 ACTA  
Resident Engineer, 

Project Manager 

Design x     

HAZ-4 A licensed professional will conduct 
a predemolition survey of the 
Schuyler Heim Bridge ACM and 
LBP. The purpose of the survey 
would be to determine the presence 
of regulated and/or potentially 

 ACTA 
Licensed Env. 

professional, Project 
Manager  

Design x     
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hazardous construction materials 
on the bridge. Any demolition 
activities that would remove or 
disturb these materials would 
implement measures in accordance 
with applicable regulations. As 
required by law, the abatement 
contractor shall be a licensed 
professional.  

HAZ-5 Conduct asbestos removal in 
conformance with Rule 1403 of the 
South Coast Air Quality 
Management District (AQMD) and 
EPA’s National Emissions 
Standards for Hazardous Air 
Pollutants regulation.  

 ACTA 
Licensed Env. 

professional, Project 
Manager 

Construction x     

HAZ-6 Paint from the dismantled bridge 
sections would be chemically 
removed at a suitable offsite 
location in an upland area. This will 
be done to avoid the introduction of 
lead-based paint into the receiving 
waters. If paint removal is 
necessary during the dismantling 
process, the contractor would 
comply with all applicable laws and 
regulations relative to this process 
to ensure protection of receiving 
waters.  

 ACTA 
Construction 

Contractor, Resident 
Engineer  

Construction x     

HAZ-9 During construction of the project, 
the contractor will be required to 
contact the Division of Oil and Gas 
for appropriate requirements if any 
wells are affected by project 
construction. Further, the contractor 
will be required to prepare 
workplans that will provide 
procedures for construction near 

 ACTA  
Construction 

Contractor, Resident 
Engineer, Project 

Manager 

Construction x     
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       Initial / 
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idle, plugged, or abandoned wells 
that meet the requirements of the 
Division of Oil and Gas 
specifications. The work plans will 
be submitted for review and 
approval prior to implementation. 

HAZ-
10 

During construction of the project, 
the contractor will provide the 
Division of Oil and Gas with 
applicable building plans for review 
and approval. These documents 
will be prepared in accordance with 
the requirements outlined in the 
“Construction Project Site Review 
and Well Abandonment Procedure.”  

 ACTA  
Construction 

Contractor, Resident 
Engineer, Project 

Manager 

Construction x     

 AIR QUALITY 3.13        
 Construction         
AQ-1 Apply nontoxic soil stabilizers to all 

inactive construction areas 
(previously graded areas inactive 
for 10 days), and areas anticipated 
to be inactive for 10 days.  
Comply with control measures in 
SCAQMD Rule 403, Table 1. 

 ACTA  
Construction 

Contractor, Resident 
engineer, Project 

Manager 

Construction x     

AQ-2 Replace ground cover in disturbed 
areas as quickly as possible.  

 ACTA  
Construction 

Contractor, Resident 
Engineer, Project 

Manager 

Construction x     

AQ-3 Reduce traffic speed on all 
unpaved roads to 15 mph or less. 

 ACTA  
Construction 

Contractor, Resident 
Engineer, Project 

Manager 

Construction x     
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AQ-4 Develop and implement a trip 
reduction plan to achieve a 
1.5 average vehicle ridership for 
construction employees.  

 ACTA  
Construction 

Contractor, Resident 
Engineer, Project 

Manager 

Design/Construction x     

AQ-5 Implement a shuttle service for 
construction workers to and from 
retail services and food 
establishments during lunch hours.  

 ACTA  
Construction 

Contractor, Resident 
Engineer, Project 

Manager 

Construction x     

AQ-6 Prohibit truck idling in excess of 
2 minutes. Employ periodic, 
unscheduled inspections to limit 
unnecessary idling.  

 ACTA  
Construction 

Contractor, Resident 
Engineer, Project 

Manager 

Construction x     

AQ-7 Suspend use of all construction 
equipment operations during 
second stage smog alerts.  

 ACTA 
Construction 

Contractor, Resident 
Engineer, Project 

Manager 

Construction x     

AQ-8 Use electricity, if feasible, from 
power poles rather than temporary 
diesel- or gasoline-powered 
generators.  

 ACTA  
Construction 

Contractor, Resident 
Engineer, Project 

Manager 

Construction x     

AQ-9 Heavy Duty Truck Buyback 
Program 
The purpose of the buyback 
program would be to accelerate the 
modernizing of the heavy duty 
engine fleet operating in the South 
Coast Air Basin. By removing the 
older engines in the fleet and 
requiring replacement with newer, 
cleaner vehicles, a net reduction of 
NOX emissions (and other 
combustion pollutants) would occur. 

 ACTA  
Project Manager, 
Environmental-Air 

Quality professional 

Design/Construction x     
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This reduction would help offset 
marine vessel detour emissions. 
The protocols to be used would be 
consistent with the Carl Moyer 
Program, which is already being 
administered by the SCAQMD. 
However, this program is not 
available to projects such as 
Schuyler Heim Bridge Replacement 
and could not be used to actually 
implement this project’s buy-back 
program. The Gateway Cities 
Diesel Fleet Modernization 
Program would be an example of a 
buyback program with similar 
reduction goals. Also, the 
POLA/POLB Clean Air Action Plan 
has a heavy duty truck buy back 
component. While participating in 
already existing programs might be 
preferable (and possible), it would 
not be necessary in order to 
accomplish heavy duty truck buy 
back. The heavy duty truck buy 
back could be done independently, 
though it would have to adhere to 
already accepted protocols 
(SCAQMD). 
A heavy duty truck buyback 
program would consist of three 
steps: 1) identify target vehicles 
based on year of make; 2) provide 
incentives for operators to 
participate; and 3) establish a 
means to ensure that replacements 
meet the net improvement 
forecasted. 
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The construction phase of this 
project is where the greatest impact 
of increased emission levels 
occurs. Therefore, the buyback 
program would be designed to 
mitigate the NOX emissions during 
that time. Based on recent buyback 
programs, the program for the 
proposed project would cost from 
$25,000 to $50,000/ ton of NOX 
reduced. This cost can vary 
significantly and will continue to 
increase as time passes. The 
number of tons mitigated would be 
based on marine vessel detour NOX 
emissions during construction. The 
rerouting of shipping vessels during 
project construction would amount 
to 132.8 lbs NOX per day, which is 
equivalent to 24.2 tons NOX per 
year. The indirect marine vessel 
emissions would be mitigated to a 
level that is below the SCAQMD 
significance threshold for 
construction emissions.  
It is estimated that each truck 
replacement would reduce an 
average of 0.55 tons per year of 
NOX and 0.12 tons per year of PM. 
This is based on emission factors 
representative of current buyback 
programs such as the Gateway 
Cities Diesel Fleet Modernization 
Program. 
These emission reductions would 
continue for 3 to 5 years, 
depending on the year of the truck 
updated. This timeframe would 
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exceed the duration of the project 
construction phase.  

AQ-10 To the extent feasible, utilize 
construction equipment equipped 
with Tier 2 or newer engines.  

 ACTA  
Construction 

Contractor, Resident 
Engineer, Project 

Manager 

Construction x     

AQ-11 Maintain and tune engines per 
manufacturer’s specifications to 
perform at EPA certification levels 
and to perform at verified standards 
applicable to retrofit technologies. 
Employ periodic, unscheduled 
inspections to ensure that 
construction equipment is properly 
maintained, tuned, and modified 
to established specifications. 
Caltrans will adhere to its Standard 
Specifications 7/1.01F, which require 
contractors to comply with local air 
quality regulations. 

 ACTA  
Construction 

Contractor, Resident 
Engineer, Project 

Manager 

Construction x     

AQ-12 Prohibit tampering with engines and 
require continuing adherence to 
manufacturer’s recommendations.   

 ACTA  
Construction 

Contractor, Resident 
Engineer, Project 

Manager 

Construction x     

  Operations         
AQ-13 Retrofits of heating, ventilating and 

air conditioning (HVAC) units. New 
heating, ventilating, and air 
conditioning (HVAC) units, or 
retrofit of existing HVAC units, will 
be installed in schools and 
residences that have a significant 
increase in cancer risk as 
demonstrated by the HRA. 

 ACTA  
Construction 

Contractor, Resident 
Engineer, Project 

Manager 

Design/Construction/
Operations 

?     
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  NOISE 3.14        
  Construction         
N-1 Construction noise monitoring and 

control plans consistent with local 
noise ordinances will be prepared 
by a qualified acoustical engineer 
who is a current member of the 
Institute of Noise Control 
Engineering (INCE), and has 
5 years of experience performing 
construction noise analyses. If 
mitigation is warranted, potential 
measures, such as screening, 
noise blankets, etc., would be 
evaluated for their effectiveness, 
and appropriate measures would 
be implemented. 

 ACTA  
Acoustical Engineer, 
Caltrans Noise Unit, 

Project Manager, 
Construction 

Contractor, Resident 
Engineer 

Design/Construction  x     

N-2 During project construction, pile 
driving will occur during daylight 
hours only. 

 ACTA  
Construction 

Contractor, Resident 
Engineer, Project 

Manager 

Construction x     

N-3 Residents identified as being 
impacted by noise from pile driving 
in Cerritos Channel or Consolidated 
Slip may obtain hotel vouchers for a 
local hotel so they can temporarily 
move. This mitigation measure 
would apply only during the time 
that pile driving is being conducted 
in the Cerritos Channel or 
Consolidated Slip. Some residents 
may, however, choose to stay and 
tolerate the noise. No other 
mitigation or compensation 
measure would be provided to 
residents. 

 ACTA  
Right-of-Way Agent ?/

POLA/ POLB 

Construction x     
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  Operations         
N-4 For the Leeward Bay Marina, a 

barrier along the SR-47 
Expressway, with an approximate 
length of 239 m (785 ft) and an 
average height of 2.44 m (8 ft) 
would be constructed to abate 
future traffic noise levels by 5 to 
7 dBA at 65 benefited noise-
sensitive receivers. Preliminary 
reasonableness calculations 
indicate the estimated barrier cost 
would be approximately $23,400 
per benefited residence, which is 
within the allowance per residence 
of $50,000 to $54,000.  

 ACTA 
Design Engineer, 

Resident Engineer, 
Project Manager 

Design/ 
Construction 

x     

N-5 Wilmington Neighborhood  
For the Wilmington neighborhood, 
a barrier along the SR-47 
Expressway and another on ground 
level along Alameda Street, with 
an approximate combined length of 
1,405 m (4,610 ft) and height of 
3.66 m (12 ft) to 5.49 m (18 ft) 
would be constructed to abate 
future traffic noise by 5 to 7 dBA at 
56 benefited noise sensitive 
receivers. Preliminary 
reasonableness calculations 
indicate that the estimated barrier 
cost would be approximately 
$37,500 per benefited residence, 
which is within the allowance per 
residence of $48,000.  

 ACTA 
Design Engineer, 

Resident Engineer, 
Project Manager 

Design/ 
Construction 

x     
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  BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 3.16        
  Construction         
B-1 Wetland Avoidance 

To avoid the wetlands present to 
the east of the Schuyler Heim 
Bridge along the low tidal terrace 
on Cerritos Channel construction 
staging, traffic, and vehicle access 
would be excluded from these 
areas to the extent feasible. 
Caution fencing would be installed 
to protect the small wetlands, and 
construction activities would be 
modified to avoid the areas. This 
measure also will be implemented, 
as necessary, to avoid adverse 
effects to jurisdictional waters.  

 ACTA  
Construction 

Contractor, Resident 
Engineer, Project 

Manager 

 
Construction 

x     

B-2 Protecting Aquatic Communities 
(including Essential Fish Habitat, 
Coast Pelagic Species, 
Groundfish)  
Sediment resuspension would be 
minimized by adherence to the 
CIDH or CISS design of all in-water 
piles, whereby the outer shell would 
act as a coffer dam during 
construction and contain 
resuspended sediment onsite until 
it is removed from within the shell 
prior to concrete pile installation. 
Measures that would be 
implemented during construction 
(including demolition and/or new 
bridge installation) to minimize 
sediment resuspension effects 
include: 
•  Channel bank work would include 

 ACTA  
Construction 

Contractor, Resident 
Engineer, Project 

Manager 

Design/ 
Construction 

x     
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bank protection (riprap, concrete 
walls) to eliminate the possibility of 
enhanced bank erosion.   
To reduce effects to channel water 
quality from lead compounds in 
paint during removal or during 
bridge demolition, the following 
measures in some combination 
would be implemented: 
•  Erect shrouds around working 
areas and suspend nets and tarps 
below bridges to catch debris from 
abrasive removal of old paint, 
where wind conditions permit. 
•  Anchor tarps to barges below and 
enclose the bridge above to confine 
debris, where the bridge deck is not 
too far above water level. 
•  Use barges and booms to 
capture fugitive floating paint chips, 
and custom-built enclosures to 
confine and capture the abrasives, 
old paint chips, and paint. 
•  Use vacuum or suction shrouds 
on blast heads to capture grit and 
old paint. 
•  Perform lead-based paint 
removal offsite following demolition 
of steel members. 
To reduce the effects of elevated 
underwater and terrestrial sound 
levels on aquatic habitats and EFH 
during construction from bridge pile 
driving and related activities, the 
following measures would be 
implemented: 
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•  Attenuation of pile driving sound 
would be developed during the 
PS&E stage; this is likely to include 
a contained air bubble curtain on 
larger pile installations and 
dewatering casings for smaller 
piles. Performance criteria for 
sound attenuation would be 
developed to achieve maximum 
practicable reductions in 
underwater sound levels. 
•  A hydroacoustic monitoring plan 
would be developed, which would 
include appropriate sampling point 
locations, frequency, and 
methodology to be implemented 
during pile driving. The results of 
the hydroacoustic monitoring would 
be analyzed real time to identify 
appropriate safety isopleths and 
monitoring zones for sensitive 
resources. 
•  Evaluate potential to modify pile 
driving operational procedures to 
reduce noise effects, such as 
ramping up of pile driving energy 
levels to allow mobile organisms to 
exit the area; evaluating potential 
use of vibratory versus impact 
hammers under certain conditions; 
using less force of the hydraulic 
impact hammer; and limiting pile 
driving to no more than 2 piles a 
day, with a minimum 12 hours 
interval between daily driving, to 
minimize cumulative exposure 
levels (SEL). 
•  Evaluate potential for seasonal or 
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daily time constraints, such as pile 
driving during a time of year when 
larval and juvenile stages of fish 
species with designated EFH are 
not present, driving piles during low 
tide periods when located in 
intertidal and shallow subtidal 
areas, and driving piles when the 
current is reduced (i.e., centered 
around slack current) in areas of 
strong current. 
To reduce and/or avoid potential 
impacts of elevated underwater 
sound levels on marine mammals 
during construction from pile driving 
the following additional measures 
would be implemented: 
•  A detailed marine mammal 
monitoring/protection plan would be 
developed in coordination with 
NMFS; this would include use of 
biological monitors with authority to 
suspend pile driving activities 
should sensitive organisms be 
present or enter the area. Details of 
the plan would be developed, and 
would include methods to identify 
safety zone limits, numbers and 
locations of monitors, and 
conditions when pile driving would 
be suspended to protect resources. 

B-3 Protecting Special-Status Plant 
Species 
Preconstruction surveys for 
southern tarplant would be 
conducted prior to construction. 
Surveys would be conducted during 
the blooming period for this plant, 

 ACTA Design x     
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between June and October. 
If identified onsite:  
•  The feasibility of avoiding areas 
that support the species would 
be evaluated and, if feasible, the 
area would be avoided during 
construction. 
•  If avoidance is infeasible, then 
mitigation would be required (see 
Mitigation Measure B-13). 

B-4 Protecting Special-Status Bat 
Species 
Avoidance and minimization 
measures apply to the following 
species: pallid bat; long-legged 
myotis; long-eared myotis; Yuma 
myotis; western mastiff bat; 
pocketed free-tailed bat; big free-
tailed bat. 
To avoid or minimize effects to 
these species, the following 
measures would be employed by 
ACTA (or their designee) relative to 
bridge or highway deconstruction:  
•  Four quarterly bat surveys would 
be conducted in the 12 months 
prior to start of construction to 
determine the presence or absence 
of the species, as determined 
appropriate by a qualified biologist. 
Surveys may include, but are not 
limited to the following:  
 - Exit surveys of potential roost 
sites conducted by survey 
biologists stationed around the 
bridge or highway with binoculars 
and echolocation meters at nightfall 

 ACTA  
Environmental/ 

Biologist, Construction 
Contractor, Resident 

Engineer, Project 
Manager 

Design/12 months 
prior to construction/ 

Construction 

x     
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 - Surveys of all accessible potential 
roost sites on the bridge conducted 
by biologists permitted by CDFG for 
bat survey and handling 
•  In the event any of the above 
special-status bat species are 
identified during field surveys, 
the following would be conducted: 
 - Exclusion of active roost sites by 
appropriate barriers, installed 
during the nonbreeding season 
from September to March 
 - Taking appropriate steps to 
exclude roosts when vacant during 
nighttime foraging periods when 
identified during construction 
 - If the exclusion measures above 
fail, delay of construction where 
maternity roosts are encountered, 
until after the young have weaned 
and are in flight 
• Education of construction workers 
to identify potential roost sites, to 
avoid activity when identified, and 
to advise biological monitors when 
roosts are encountered.   

B-5 Protecting Bird Nests and Eggs 
Preconstruction surveys to identify 
potential nest sites for birds will be 
conducted by ACTA (or their 
designee) within all construction 
areas on the bridge prior to the 
nesting season. Potential nest sites 
will be passively excluded with bird 
spikes, plywood, or other means, 
as necessary. An onsite biological 

 ACTA  
Environmental, 

Project Manager 

Design/ 
Preconstruction 

x     
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monitor will be present during 
construction activities to ensure 
that nests are not established within 
the construction zone, and to 
implement passive exclusion as 
necessary.  

B-6 Protecting California Least Tern 
Prior to construction, potential 
breeding habitat for least tern in the 
vicinity of the project would 
be surveyed for the presence of 
least tern during the April 15 to 
September 15 survey period for 
nesting birds. If they are found to 
be present, the avoidance and 
minimization measures determined 
through consultation with the 
USFWS will be adhered to. 

 ACTA  
Environmental, 

Project Manager 

Design/ 
Preconstruction 

x     

B-7 Protecting American Peregrine 
Falcon 
•  Historical nesting sites on the 
Schuyler Heim Bridge would be 
made unsuitable prior to the nesting 
season (January 15 to July 30) to 
avoid direct effects to individuals or 
an active nest site during 
construction. This may include 
positioning exclusion materials, 
such as plywood, on these nest 
sites prior to the nesting season to 
render the sites unsuitable. 
•  Site monitoring during the 
construction period would be 
conducted to observe the pair’s 
movements and document its 
activities. This may assist in 
identifying nesting attempts by the 

 ACTA  
Environmental, 

Project Manager 

Design/ 
Construction 

x     
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pair on adjacent structures or within 
the construction zone. If this 
occurs, and the nest site is at risk 
or could be at risk during the 
nesting season, the site can be 
excluded. This includes risk from 
egg loss which may occur on a less 
than optimal nest site. If the nesting 
attempt site is not anticipated to be 
at direct risk from construction 
disturbance during the upcoming 
nesting season, then the pair will be 
allowed to nest, and nesting 
success will be monitored.  
•  Efforts will be made to coordinate 
the construction schedule of the 
Schuyler Heim Bridge with the 
construction schedule of the future 
Gerald Desmond Bridge 
replacement project. If these two 
schedules do not overlap, then the 
Gerald Desmond Bridge may 
provide a nesting location for one 
peregrine pair to breed at the 
Schuyler Heim/Desmond bridge 
complex, which has generally been 
the case in past years.  
Coordination meetings with the 
Gerald Desmond Bridge project 
team are ongoing.  
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B-8 Protecting Burrowing Owl 
To avoid effects on burrowing owls, 
preconstruction surveys of potential 
breeding sites would be conducted 
onsite within 152 m (500 ft) of 
construction activities.  
Burrowing owl individuals present 
within the construction area would 
be flushed from active burrows 
during the non-nesting season 
(August to January) and burrows 
excluded. These activities would be 
conducted in a manner consistent 
with the Burrowing Owl Survey 
Protocol and Mitigation Guidelines, 
prepared by The California 
Burrowing Owl Consortium in 1997. 
Exclusions would require 
maintenance and monitoring to 
assure that individuals do not 
return.  

 ACTA   
Environmental, 
Construction 

Contractor, Resident 
Engineer, Project 

Manager 

Design/ 
PreConstruction/ 

Construction 

x     

B-9 Protecting Against Invasive 
Species 
Caltrans and/or its contractors will 
implement the following measures 
to avoid the introduction or spread 
of noxious weeds into previously 
uninfested areas: 
•  Educate construction supervisors 
and managers on weed 
identification and the importance of 
controlling and preventing the 
spread of noxious weed 
infestations.  
•  Clean construction equipment at 
designated wash stations before 
entering the construction area. 

 ACTA  
Environmental, 
Construction 

Contractor, Resident 
Engineer, Project 

Manager 

Design/ 
Construction 

x     



Date:  ENVIRONMENTAL COMMITMENT RECORD 07-LA-47-KP 4.4/9.3 
Environmental Coordinator:  (ECR - for the Preferred Alternative) (PM 2.7/5.8) 
Phone No:  Page 35 238500 
   

 35 

Schuyler Heim Bridge Replacement and SR-47 Expressway Project 

Code Task and Brief Description Section 

Responsible  
for Implementation / 

Oversight 
Timing /  
Phase 

NSSP 
Req. 

Action Taken 
to Comply  
with Task 

Task 
Complete Remarks 

Environ- 
mental 

Compliance 
       Initial / 

Date 
 Initial / 

Date 

•  Landscaping and erosion control 
included in the project would not 
use species listed as noxious 
weeds. 
•  Seed all disturbed areas with 
certified weed-free native mixes. 
• Use only certified weed-free straw 
or rice mulch in uplands only. 
•  Conduct a follow-up inventory of 
the construction area during the 
first spring following the completion 
of construction to verify that 
construction activities have not 
resulted in the introduction of 
new noxious weed infestations. 
•  If new noxious weed infestations 
are located during the follow-up 
inventory, the appropriate resource 
agency will be contacted to 
determine the appropriate species-
specific treatment methods. 

  Operations         
B-10 Protecting Avian Species at 

Transmission Towers 
To protect against operational 
impacts to birds moving about or 
utilizing new transmission towers, 
construction design standards for 
avian protection will be followed, 
including use of visual line 
enhancers and adequate spacing 
between energized parts. No 
lighting will be associated with new 
transmission towers. Design 
standards for avian protection will 
be developed from the Edison 

 ACTA  
Design, 

Environmental, 
Project Manager 

Design x     
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Electric Institute’s Avian Power Line 
Interaction Committee (APLIC) and 
USFWS Avian Protection Plan 
Guidelines (APLIC and USFWS, 
2005), APLIC’s Suggested 
Practices for Raptor Protection on 
Power Lines: The State of the Art in 
1996 (APLIC, 1996), or APLIC’s 
Mitigating Bird Collisions with 
Power Lines: The State of the Art 
in 1994 (APLIC, 1994). 

B-12 Mitigating for Loss of Peregrine 
Falcon Nest 
This measure may include the 
following, as appropriate, pending 
coordination with CDFG: 
•  Create a new nest site by placing 
a nesting box (and potential 
additional support material) on a 
tower of the Badger Avenue Bridge 
or other elevated structure, as 
determined by a qualified biologist. 
Because the Badger Avenue Bridge 
is located adjacent to the Schuyler 
Heim Bridge, and is approximately 
the same height, there is the 
potential that it could provide a 
suitable vantage point and nesting 
location to peregrine falcons. The 
peregrine pair has never nested on 
this bridge in the past but this may 
be due to an absence of suitable 
nesting platforms and substrate. 
Further evaluation of any design 
changes or nesting ledge 
installations by a qualified peregrine 
expert would be conducted. 
 

 Caltrans/ ACTA  
Environmental, 
Construction 

Contractor, Resident 
Engineer, Project 

Manager 

Construction/ 
Operation 

x     
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•  Offsite mitigation. The goal of the 
offsite mitigation would be to 
augment existing peregrine 
populations. This could be 
accomplished by purchasing 
approximately 10 nestling 
peregrines from a captive breeding 
facility and have those young 
released (hacked) in an area of 
California where, when they 
disperse, they will possibly create a 
new nesting pair.  
•  The local peregrine falcon 
population (approximately five pairs) 
would be monitored for 2 years. 
The pair located on the Schuyler 
Heim Bridge would be monitored to 
determine if they nest on the Badger 
Bridge, or if they integrate into other 
territories by filling a vacancy in 
another pair, or by usurping existing 
individuals in a pair. If offsite 
mitigation is conducted, hacked 
peregrine falcons would be 
monitored to determine their fate 
and if a new nesting pair is 
established. An experienced 
peregrine falcon biologist would 
conduct monitoring of the hacked 
peregrine falcons.  

B-13 Mitigating Loss of Special Status 
Plant Species 
Surveys for special-status plant 
species shall be conducted during 
flowering season prior to 
construction, at the PS&E stage. 
If special-status plant species are 
found and cannot be avoided 

 ACTA  
Environmental, 
Construction 

Contractor, Resident 
Engineer, Project 

Manager 

Design/1 year prior 
to construction,  

Construction 

x     
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during project construction, then 
seed and/or propagules of the 
species would be collected and 
replanted at an alternative location. 
These activities will be conducted in 
coordination with the resource 
agencies. 
- Mitigation measures would be 
refined in coordination with the 
resource agencies and standard 
practices for this species. Measures 
may include the following: Areas 
determined to have appropriate 
hydrology and soil chemistry 
(salinity) shall be reseeded with 
seed collected from populations of 
southern tarplant. Southern tarplant 
is restricted to saline, vernally 
mesic areas, often along the 
margins of estuaries or areas of 
high salinity. 
- Prior to construction, southern 
tarplant and/or other special-status 
seed shall be collected by 
personnel experienced in collection 
of native seeds. Seed collection 
shall be conducted during 
successive years from September 
through December. One-half of 
the first year’s collected seed 
shall be hand-broadcast at the 
reintroduction site with the 
remaining one-half stored in 
appropriate conditions for 
introduction the following year. 
Seed collected during the second 
season shall be stored for potential 
later use in the event that success 
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standards are not met following the 
seeding during years one and two. 
- Because southern tarplant is an 
annual species, population 
numbers are expected to naturally 
fluctuate from year to year 
depending upon environmental 
conditions. Reseeded areas shall 
be monitored for three years 
following the initial seeding. 
Establishment shall be considered 
successful if plant densities during 
any of the three years of monitoring 
are comparable to densities of the 
impacted populations based on 
sampling quadrants. If established 
populations do not achieve 
comparable densities of impacted 
populations, additional 
reintroduction sites shall be 
identified and stored seed, obtained 
during the collection period, shall 
be introduced into additional sites 
over a two-year period (as in the 
initial reintroduction program 
described above). 

B-14 Mitigating for Burrowing Owl 
If flushing of individual birds and 
exclusions of burrows fail, 
construction activities would be 
delayed within 152 m (500 ft) of 
nest sites until after the breeding 
season for these species (February 
to July). 

 ACTA  
Environmental, 
Construction 

Contractor, Resident 
Engineer, Project 

Manager 

 
Construction 

x     
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  Permits and Approvals         
  Federal Highway Administration         
  Project funding  Caltrans/ ACTA  

Project Manager 
Prior to ROD 

approval? 
     

  National Marine Fisheries 
Services 

        

  Consultation re: Essential Fish 
Habitat; Incidental Harassment 
Authorization (IHA) 

 Caltrans/ ACTA  
Environmental  

PS&E      

  U.S. Army Corps of Engineers         
  Section 404 Permit (Clean Water 

Act); Section 10 Permit (Rivers and 
Harbors Appropriations Act) 

 ACTA  
Environmental, 

Project Manager   

PS&E      

  U.S. Coast Guard         
  Bridge Permit (Section 9, Rivers 

and Harbors Appropriations Act) 
 ACTA  

Environmental, 
Project Manager   

PS&E      

  U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service         
  Endangered species permitting  Caltrans/ ACTA  

Environmental 
PS&E      

  California Coastal Commission         
  Coastal Development Permit  ACTA  

Environmental/ 
POLA/ POLB 

 PS&E      

  California Department of Fish 
and Game 

        

  Streambed Alteration Agreement 
(Section 1600, Fish and Game 
Code); Endangered Species 
Permitting (as applicable) 

 ACTA  
Environmental 

PS&E      
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  California Transportation 
Commission 

        

  Approval authority for funding and 
route adoption 

 Caltrans  
Project Manager 

Design      

  State Historic Preservation 
Officer 

        

  Consultation; MOA Approval per 
Section 106 (National Historic 
Preservation Act) 

 Caltrans 
Environmental 

Planning 

PAED  Completed - 
MOA 

between 
Caltrans and 

SHPO 
approved  

   

  Regional Water Quality Control 
Board 

        

  Section 401 Water Quality 
Certification (Clean Water Act); 
Section 402 National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System 
[NPDES] Permit (Clean Water Act); 
Report of Waste Discharge 

 ACTA  
Project Manager 

PS&E      

  South Coast Air Quality 
Management District 

        

  Clean Air Act compliance  Caltrans Design/ 
Construction/ 
Operations 

     

  Alameda Corridor Transportation 
Authority 

        

  Project funding  ACTA  
Project Manager 

PAED      

  California Department of 
Transportation 

        

  Encroachment permits  ACTA  
Project Manager 

PS&E      
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  City of Long Beach         
  Discretionary approvals  ACTA  

Project Manager 
 PS&E      

  City of Los Angeles         
  Discretionary approvals; 

Encroachment permits 
 ACTA  

Project Manager 
PS&E      

  City of Los Angeles, Bureau of 
Engineering 

        

  Coastal Development Permit  ACTA  
Project Manager 

PS&E      

  City of Los Angeles, Fire 
Department 

        

  Permits for storage and use of 
flammable hazardous materials 
(explosives)  

 ACTA  
Project Manager 

PS&E      

  County of Los Angeles, 
Department of Public Works, 
Flood Control District 

        

  Encroachment permits  ACTA  
Project Manager 

PS&E      

  Port of Long Beach         
  Harbor Development Permit; 

Coastal Development Permit 
 ACTA  

Project Manager 
PS&E      

  Port of Los Angeles         
  Application for Development 

Project; Coastal Development 
Permit 

 ACTA  
Project Manager 

PS&E      
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stated. This document corrects the 
notice. 

DATES: This action is effective August 
24, 2007. 

ADDRESSES: Copies of the 
documentation used in the notice being 
corrected are available for inspection 
during normal business hours at the 
following location: U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency, Region 4, 61 Forsyth 
Street, SW., Atlanta, Georgia 30303– 
8960. The Regional Office’s official 
hours of business are Monday through 
Friday, 8:30 to 4:30, excluding Federal 
holidays. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Lynorae Benjamin, Air Quality 
Modeling and Transportation Section, 
Air Planning Branch, Air, Pesticides and 
Toxics Management Division, U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency, 
Region 4, 61 Forsyth Street, SW., 
Atlanta, Georgia 30303–8960. The 
telephone number is (404) 562–9040. 
Ms. Benjamin can also be reached via 
electronic mail at 
Benjamin.Lynorae@epa.gov. The finding 
is available at EPA’s conformity Web 
site: http://www.epa.gov/otaq/ 
stateresources/transconf/currsips.htm. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 

Correction 

EPA is correcting the error in the 
Federal Register notice, published on 
April 9, 2007 (72 FR 17550), which 
announced the adequacy finding for the 
2006 MVEBs. In that notice on page 
17550, in the third column, the table 
labeled ‘‘Atlanta 8-Hour Ozone 
MVEBs,’’ EPA inadvertently identified 
the NOX MVEB as 172.27 tpd and the 
VOC MVEB as 306.75 tpd. This action 
corrects that error. As announced in 
EPA’s January 24, 2007, letter from 
Beverly Banister, Director of the Air, 
Pesticides and Toxics Management 
Division, to Heather Abrams, Chief of 
EPD’s Air Protection Branch, the correct 
2006 MVEBs for the Atlanta 8-Hour 
Ozone Area, as established by the Early 
Progress Plan, are provided in the 
following table. 

ATLANTA 8-HOUR OZONE MVEBS 
[Tons per day] 

2006 

NOX ...................................... 306.75 
VOC ...................................... 172.27 

Authority: 42 U.S.C. 7401 et seq. 

Dated: August 16, 2007. 
J.I. Palmer, Jr., 
Regional Administrator, Region 4. 
[FR Doc. E7–16802 Filed 8–23–07; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6560–50–P 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 
AGENCY 

[ER–FRL–6690–3] 

Environmental Impact Statements and 
Regulations; Availability of EPA 
Comments 

Availability of EPA comments 
prepared pursuant to the Environmental 
Review Process (ERP), under section 
309 of the Clean Air Act and section 
102(2)(c) of the National Environmental 
Policy Act as amended. Requests for 
copies of EPA comments can be directed 
to the Office of Federal Activities at 
202–564–7167. 

An explanation of the ratings assigned 
to draft environmental impact 
statements (EISs) was published in the 
Federal Register dated April 6, 2007 (72 
FR 17156). 

Draft EISs 

EIS No. 20070205, ERP No. D–AFS– 
L65537–WA. Tripod Fire Salvage 
Project, Proposal to Salvage Harvest 
Dead Trees and Fire-Injured Trees 
Expected to Die Within One Year, 
Methow Valley and Tonasket Ranger 
Districts, Okanogan and Wenatchee 
National Forests, Okanogan County, 
WA. 
Summary: EPA does not object to the 

proposed project, but recommended 
expanding the purpose and need to 
include active restoration and 
monitoring survival of fire-damaged 
trees across the Tripod burn area to 
validate the proposed methodology for 
determining post fire tree mortality. 
Rating LO. 
EIS No. 20070227, ERP No. D–NPS– 

K61166–CA. Golden Gate National 
Recreation Area, Proposed Marin 
Headlands and Fort Baker 
Transportation Infrastructure and 
Management Plan, Implementation, 
Marin County, CA. 
Summary: EPA does not object with 

the proposed action. Rating LO. 
EIS No. 20070239, ERP No. D–AFS– 

K65329–CA. Sugarberry Project, 
Proposes to Protect Rural 
Communities from Fire Hazards by 
Constructing Fuel Breaks Known as 
Defensible Fuel Profile Zones 
(DFPZs), Feather River Ranger 
District, Plumas National Forest, 
Plumas, Sierra, Yuba Counties, CA. 

Summary: EPA expressed 
environmental concern about natural 
resource impacts, impacts to habitat 
fragmentation and cumulative effects. 
Rating EC2. 
EIS No. 20070248, ERP No. D–SFW– 

F65068–WI. Trempealeau National 
Wildlife Refuge Comprehensive 
Conservation Plan, Implementation, 
located within the Mississippi River 
Valley, Buffalo and Trempealeau 
Counties, WI. 
Summary: EPA does not object to the 

action as proposed. Rating LO. 
EIS No. 20070257, ERP No. D–FHW– 

F40195–MN. Tier 1 DEIS—Trunk 
Highway (TH) 41 Minnesota River 
Crossing, Construction of a New 
Minnesota River Crossing Connecting 
U.S. Highway 169 to New US 
Highway 212, U.S. Army COE section 
10 and 404 Permits, Scott and Carver 
Counties, MN. 
Summary: EPA expressed 

environmental objections about impacts 
on calcareous fens and the low potential 
for successful mitigation. EPA also 
requested that a conceptual wetland 
mitigation plan be developed and 
included in the final EIS. Rating EO2. 

Final EISs 

EIS No. 20070249, ERP No. F–AFS– 
L65527–WA, Natapoc Ridge 
Restoration Project, To Improve Forest 
Health and Sustainability, and Reduce 
Wildfire and Hazardous Fuels, 
Wenatchee River Ranger District, 
Okanogan-Wenatchee National Forest, 
Chelan County, WA. 
Summary: The Final EIS has 

addressed EPA’s concerns about 
meeting the Aquatic Concervation 
Strategy objectives and sedimentation 
rates by including additional road 
improvements and aquatic resource 
mitigation measures. 
EIS No. 20070259, ERP No. F–FHW– 

E40805–KY, Newtown Pike Extension 
Project, Road Connection from West 
Main Street to South Limestone Street 
in Lexington, Fayette County, KY 
Summary: EPA expressed 

environmental concerns about impacts 
to floodplains. EPA is also concerned 
with hazardous waste remediation for 
contaminated soil as well as potentially 
significant cumulative impacts. 
EIS No. 20070290, ERP No. F–RUS– 

H05025–MO, Norborne Baseload 
Power Plant, Proposed Construction 
and Operation of a 660-megawatt Net 
Coal-Fired Power Plant, Carroll 
County, MO 
Summary: EPA continues to have 

environmental concerns about wetland/ 
floodplain impacts and impacts from 
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ozone. EPA requested additional 
analysis of these issues be included in 
the Record of Decision. 
EIS No. 20070165, ERP No. FS–NRS– 

D36121–WV. Lost River 
Subwatershed of the Potomac River 
Watershed Project, Construction of 
Site 16 on Lower Cove Run and 
Deletion of Site 23 on Upper Cove 
Run, US Army COE Section 404 
Permit, Hardy County, WV. 
Summary: EPA continues to have 

environmental concerns about potential 
thermal impacts to area streams, as well 
as the lack of information regarding 
secondary and cumulative effects. 

Dated: August 21, 2007. 
Ken Mittelholtz, 
Environmental Protection Specialist, Office 
of Federal Activities. 
[FR Doc. E7–16824 Filed 8–23–07; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6560–50–P 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 
AGENCY 

[ER–FRL–6690–2] 

Environmental Impacts Statements; 
Notice of Availability 

Responsible Agency: Office of Federal 
Activities, General Information (202) 
564–7167 or http://www.epa.gov/ 
compliance/nepa/. 
Weekly receipt of Environmental Impact 

Statements. 
Filed 08/13/2007, through 08/17/2007. 
Pursuant to 40 CFR 1506.9. 
EIS No. 20070357, Draft EIS, BLM, UT. 

Moab Field Office Planning Area, 
Resource Management Plan, 
Implementation, Grand and San Juan 
Counties, UT, Comment Period Ends: 
11/21/2007. Contact: Brent Northrup 
435–259–2151. 

EIS No. 20070358, Final EIS, AFS, CA. 
Turntable Bay Marina Master 
Development Project, 
Implementation, Shasta-Trinity 
National Forest, Special Use Permit, 
Shasta and Trinity Counties, CA.Wait 
Period Ends: 09/24/2007. Contact: J. 
Sharon Heywood 530–226–2500. 

EIS No. 20070359, Draft Supplement, 
BLM, AK, Northeast National 
Petroleum Reserve—Alaska Integrated 
Activity Plan, Updated Information, 
addressing the need for more Oil and 
Gas Production through Leasing 
Lands, Consideration of 4 
Alternatives, North Slope Borough, 
AK. Comment Period Ends: 10/09/ 
2007. Contact: Jim Ducker 907–271– 
3130. 

EIS No. 20070360, Final EIS, BLM, 00. 
Overland Pass Natural Gas Liquids 

Pipeline Project (OPP), Construction 
and Operation of 760 mile Natural 
Gas Liquids Pipeline, Right-of-Way 
Grant, KS, WY, and CO. Wait Period 
Ends: 09/24/2007. Contact: Tom 
Hurshman 970–240–5345. 

EIS No. 20070361, Draft EIS, FHW, CA. 
Schuyler Heim Bridge Replacement 
and SR–47 Expressway Improvement 
Project, from Alameda Street to 
Pacific Coast Highway, Funding, U.S. 
Coast Guard Bridge Permit, U.S. Army 
COE Section 10 and 404 Permits, 
Ports of Long Beach and Los Angeles, 
Los Angeles County, CA. Comment 
Period Ends: 10/16/2007. Contact: 
Karl Price 213–897–1839. 

EIS No. 20070362, Draft EIS, FRC, OR, 
WA. Bradwood Landing Project, 
Liquified Natural Gas Import 
Terminal and Natural Gas Pipeline 
Facilities, Construction and 
Operation, U.S. Army COE Section 10 
and 404 Permits, Clatsop County, OR 
and Cowlitz County, WA. Comment 
Period Ends: 12/24/2007. Contact: 
Andy Black 1–866–208–3372. 

EIS No. 20070363, Draft EIS, COE, CA. 
Carryover Storage and San Vicente 
Dam Raise Project, Providing 
Additional Storage Capacity for 
100,000 area feet of Water by the Year 
2011, Issuance of Permits, Section 10 
and 404 Permits, San Diego County, 
CA. Comment Period Ends: 10/09/ 
2007. Contact: Robert R. Smith 858– 
674–6784. 

EIS No. 20070364, Draft Supplement, 
COE, FL. Rock Mining in the Lake 
Belt Region Plan, Continuance of 
Limestone Mining Construction, 
Section 404 Permit, Miami-Dade 
County, FL. Comment Period Ends: 
10/22/2007. Contact: Leah Oberlin 
561–472–3506. 

EIS No. 20070365, Draft EIS, USA, 00. 
PROGRAMMATIC—Army Growth 
and Force Structure Realignment, 
Implementation, Nationwide. 
Comment Period Ends: 10/09/2007. 
Contact: Mike Ackerman 410–436– 
2522. 

EIS No. 20070366, Draft EIS, OSM, 00. 
Excess Spoil Minimization Stream 
Buffer Zones. Proposed Revisions to 
the Permanent Program Regulations 
Implementing the Surface Mining 
Control and Reclamation Act of 1977 
Concerning the Creation and Disposal 
of Excess Spoil and Coal Mine Waste 
and Stream Buffer Zones. Permit 
Application, Comment Period Ends: 
10/15/2007. Contact: David Hartos 
412–937–2909. 

Dated: August 21, 2007. 
Ken Mittelholtz, 
Environmental Protection Specialist, Office 
of Federal Activities. 
[FR Doc. E7–16816 Filed 8–23–07; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6560–50–P 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 
AGENCY 

[EPA–HQ–OPP–2007–0501; FRL–8145–6] 

Chloropicrin, Dazomet, 1,3- 
Dichloropropene, Metam potassium, 
Metam sodium, and Methyl bromide; 
Extension of Comment Period 

AGENCY: Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA). 
ACTION: Notice; extension of comment 
period. 

SUMMARY: EPA issued five notices in the 
Federal Register of May 2, 2007, 
announcing the availability and seeking 
comments on EPA’s revised human 
health risk assessments and risk 
mitigation proposal for the fumigants 
chloropicrin, dazomet, 1,3- 
dichloropropene, metam potassium, 
metam sodium, and methyl bromide. On 
June 20, 2007, EPA issued a notice in 
the Federal Register extending the 
comment period for 60 days, until 
September 3, 2007. This document is 
extending the comment period for 
another 60 days, from September 3, 
2007 to November 3, 2007, for the five 
actions. 
DATES: Comments, identified by docket 
identification (ID) number (see the May 
2, 2007 notices) must be received on or 
before November 3, 2007. 
ADDRESSES: Follow the detailed 
instructions as provided under 
ADDRESSES in the Federal Register 
documents of May 2, 2007. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: The 
applicable contact persons listed in the 
Federal Register documents of May 2, 
2007. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 

I. General Information 

A. Does this Action Apply to Me? 
The Agency included in the notice a 

list of those who may be potentially 
affected by this action. If you have 
questions regarding the applicability of 
this action to a particular entity, consult 
the person listed underFOR FURTHER 
INFORMATION CONTACT in the Federal 
Register documents of May 2, 2007. 

B. How Can I Access Electronic Copies 
of this Document? 

In addition to accessing an electronic 
copy of this Federal Register document 
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STAMP 

MR. RONALD J. KOSINSKI
DEPUTY DISTRICT DIRECTOR
DIVISION OF ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING
CALTRANS - DISTRICT 7
100 SOUTH MAIN STREET (MS 16A)
LOS ANGELES, CA 90012
 

MR. RONALD J. KOSINSKI
DEPUTY DISTRICT DIRECTOR
DIVISION OF ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING
CALTRANS - DISTRICT 7
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LOS ANGELES, CA 90012
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WRITTEN COMMENT CARD 
Schuyler Heim Bridge Replacement and SR-47 Expressway Project

Draft EIS/EIR
Department of Transportation, District 7, 100 South Main Street

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Schuyler Heim Bridge Replacement and SR-47 Expressway Project
Draft EIS/EIR

Department of Transportation, District 7, 100 South Main Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012-3106 

Name  ______________________________________ 

Address ______________________________________ 

Affiliation ______________________________________

Phone  ______________________________________ 

Date  ______________________________________

COMMENTS:  _____________________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

For more information call Karl Price, Environmental Planner, at (213) 897-1839

We welcome your participation. Please submit 
comments at the Public Hearing or by mail. 

___ I would like to be added to the mailing list 

___ I would like to have the comment below 
       filed in the record

We welcome your participation. Please submit 
comments at the Public Hearing or by mail. 

___ I would like to be added to the mailing list 

___ I would like to have the comment below 
       filed in the record

T092004001SCO320265.P1.03.02 public comment card.ai 9/04

WRITTEN COMMENT CARD 

Name  ______________________________________ 

Address ______________________________________ 

Affiliation ______________________________________

Phone  ______________________________________ 

Date  ______________________________________

COMMENTS:  _____________________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

For more information call Karl Price, Environmental Planner, at (213) 897-1839

ES082007012SCO320265.P2.05.05.03 public comment card.ai 8/07
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Fact Sheet
Schuyler Heim Bridge Replacement / 
SR-47 Expressway Project

Project Location:
The project area is located within the cities and ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach, between 
Ocean Boulevard on Terminal Island and I-405.

Project Description: 
The proposed project consists of replacing the seismically deficient vertical lift Schuyler Heim 
Bridge with a fixed-span bridge, construction of a 4-lane elevated expressway connecting to Alam-
eda Street, and construction of an elevated onramp (flyover) from eastbound Ocean Boulevard to 
northbound SR-47. Six alternatives are evaluated in the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement/Environmental Impact Report (EIS/EIR): Bridge Replacement and SR-47 Expressway; 
SR-103 Extension to Alameda Street; Bridge Demolition Avoidance; Bridge Replacement Only; 
and Transportation System Management (TSM); and No-Build.

Project Need and Benefits:
The Schuyler Heim Bridge was constructed in 1948 and provides an essential service link to Termi-
nal Island. The bridge and needs to remain in service to ensure ground and marine vessel transporta-
tion during a major earthquake, even though it does not meet current seismic standards. In addition, 
existing and increasing traffic and congestion occur along local arterials, on I-710 and I-110, and at 
the intersection of Ocean Boulevard and SR-47.
 
A new fixed-span bridge would provide additional vehicle capacity and could remain in service in 
the event of a major earthquake. An elevated north-south expressway extension would reduce traffic 
congestion by grade-separating at-grade railroad crossings and signalized intersections. With the 
flyover, traffic on eastbound Ocean Boulevard could divert directly onto northbound SR-47 and 
across the new bridge, thereby avoiding the existing signalized intersection. 

Environmental Process:
The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 requires federal agencies to analyze 
potential environmental impacts of major federal actions. The California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) of 1970 requires state agencies to analyze potential environmental impacts of major state 
actions. Since there are both federal and state aspects of the proposed project, the six alternatives 
are evaluated in the Draft EIS/EIR in accordance with requirements of both NEPA and CEQA.

Environmental Impacts:
The project alternatives have the potential for impacts related to: cultural resources (Schuyler Heim 
Bridge), biological resources, hazardous waste, air and water quality, hydrology, noise, aesthetics, 
surface and marine traffic, utilities/public services, community resources, land use, growth, energy, 
and geology/paleontology. The Draft EIS/EIR evaluates potential impacts and proposes mitigation 
measures where necessary. As evaluated, impacts to noise and biological resources would be miti-
gated. Impacts to air quality and cultural resources could not be completely mitigated. For other 
resources, either no impacts are anticipated, or avoidance and minimization measures are proposed.

Project Milestones:
Public Outreach       Ongoing
Complete Draft EIS/EIR      August 2007
Public Comment Period Begins     August 17, 2007
Public Meeting       September 25, 2007
Public Comment Period Ends      October 16, 2007
Certify EIS/EIR; Record of Decision     Spring 2008
Project Construction Begins      January 2009
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Agenda 
Schuyler Heim Bridge Replacement / 
SR-47 Expressway Project 

07-LA-47-KP 4.4/9.3 (PM 2.7/5.8)
Schuyler Heim Bridge/SR-47 Expressway

Schuyler Heim Bridge Replacement and SR-47 Expressway
Public Hearing

September 25, 2007
6:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m.

Banning’s Landing Community Center
Wilmington, CA

1. Sign-in and Exhibit Viewing

2. Introductions

3. Purpose of Hearing

4. Engineering

5. Project Alternatives
  • Bridge Replacement and SR-47 Expressway
  • SR-103 Extension to Alameda Street
  • Bridge Demolition Avoidance
  • Bridge Replacement Only
  • Transportation System Management (TSM)
  • No-Build

6. Environmental Studies

7. Public Comment and Questions

If you prefer, you may send your written comments to:

Mr. Ronald J. Kosinski
Deputy District Director
Division of Environmental Planning
Department of Transportation, District 7
100 South Main Street MS-16A
Los Angeles, CA 90012
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DEPARTN I ENT OF TRANSPORTATIO\
DISTRICT 7

IOO S. \I.\IN STREET. SUfTE IOO

LOS ANGELES, C,\ 9OO I 2-]60Ó

Pl-toNE (21i1397-0i62
F,'\X t2 ll) 891-0160
TT\'. (l I -l ) ¡J9l-9791

Flel votrr Prttvcr
ßc u rt r'r4t eJ lit i e t t r'

January 20,2009

The Honorable Warl'ell T. Ftrrutani

Assembly Member, 55"' District
zl20l Long Beach Boulevard, Srrite 327

Lon,e Beach, CA 90807

Dear Assembly Member Furtttani:

We appreciate yor,rr interest in this criticalbridge replacement and expressway

impråur-ent project. The California Deparlrnènt of Transportation (De-partrnent) and

Alameda Corridor Transportation Autho¡ry (nCfA) are attempting to develop a project

tl-rat replaces the Schuyleì'Heim Bridge, r,vhich is seisn-rically deficient, stmctttrally

deficient a¡d has subsiandard safety ieatures. The proposed project alternatives, which

lrave not changed, originally cofftmenced public review on August 17,2001- So the

p'blic's knowi'edge und u,.d.rstanding of ine project alternatives and their potential

impacts are well knolvn.

The ner,v information curently being recircr.rlated has a limited focus' The Department

and ACTA agreed to circulate the ACTA Health Risk Assessment (HRA) and the UC

Dayis analysis. The Depaftment believes that this limited new information has clear

liniitations and uncertainties. The ACTA HRA follor,vs the South Coast Air Qr'rality

Management District methodology, which is well known to those who are interested in

potenãal health related implicatiõns of projects proposed in the viciniry of the Port of Los

Angeles and Port of Long Beach.

Public circulation of this HRA commenced on November 20,2008' Since then, lve have

rece and believe the legallY req

Env revielv timeframJis adeqr offered

corrr aclditional time to provide I extension'

ln response to your reqlrest, the Deparlment will extencl our informal comment period

ancl vr,,ill accept com¡lénts until the ACTA commttnity meeting on January 27,2009,th'is

timelrame allolvs for consideratior-r of any insights that may come from that meeting'

Those individuals lvho contact us requesting more time r.vill be infoilned of this

extension. We look forr.vard to reviewing 
^ñy 

meaningful comments and movirtg forrvard

1,,'ith a decision. I tnrst that this extensioir and the lactors we are considering provide a

balanced understanding of the factors surrouncling this critical transportation project'

(,titt tttts ttilpt ot'as uuhilil.t ¿tct,¡tt (ulilitr ttttt



The Honolable Warren T. Funrtani
Jantrary 20,2009
Page 2



Print Form

Mail to: State Clearinghouse, P. O. Box 3044, Sacramento, CA 95812-3044 (916) 445-0613
For Hand Deliverv/Street Address: 1400 Tenth Street. Sacramento. CA 95814

Schuyler Heim Bridge Replacement and SR-47 Expressway Project

Notice of Completion & Environmental Document Transmittal

Project Títle:

Lead Agency: Caltrans District 7

MailingAddress¡ Division of Environmental Planning, 100 S. Main Street

City: Los Angeles, CA

Contact Ps¡s6¡¡ Karl PriCe

phone: 21 3-897-1 839

Zip:90012 County: Los Angeles

Project Location:
Cross Streets:

County:Los Angeles City/Nearest Community:Long Beach and Los Angeles

Zip Code:

LaL. lLong.: 

-o -'-" 

N/ _ " W Total Acres: approximately 31

Assessor's Parcel No.: Section: Twp.: 5S/4S Range: R13W Base:

Within 2 Miles: State Hwy #: SR-47 and SR-l wut"r*ufrGãitos Cnannel; Oominguez Cnanne

Airports: Railways:UPRR,PHL,ACTA Schools:Hudson,Cabrillo,Wlmtn

Document Type:

CEQA: E Nop
! Early Cons

! Neg Dec

n uit Neg Dec

E Prart PtR
f] SupplemenVsubsequent EIR
(Prior SCH No.)2002021 009
Other Recirculated Draft EIR

Other ø
n
ø

n
n
ø!

NOI
EA
Draft EIS
FONSI

Joint Document
Final Document
Other Supp EIS

Local Action Type:

n General Plan Update
! General Plan Amendment
! General Plan Element
! Community Plan

Specific Plan
Master Plan
Planned Unit Development
Site Plan

Rezone
Prezone
Use Permit
Land Division (Subdivision, etc.)

!
!
E!

n
n
n
!

n
!
tr
tr

Annexatìon
Redevelopment
Coastal Permit
Other

Development Type:

! Residential: Units
n office: Sq.fr.

f| Commercial:Sq.ft.
lJ lndustnal: sq.tt.

Acres_
Acres _ Employees

Employees
Employees _

Acres _
Acres _

f] Water Facilities: Type MGD
[lTransportation: Type
! Mining: MineMineral

Hwy, bridge replacemenT,-dþGl
l_JMining:
E Power: Type

! Educational

! Recreational
! Waste Treatment:Type

I Hazardous wurt", iypË
! other:

MGD

Project lssues Discussed in Document:

fl Aesthetic/Visual
! Agricultural Land

E Fiscal
! flood Plain/Flooding

! Noise

! Population/Housing Balance

! Pu¡tic ServicesÆacilities

! Recreation/Parks
E Schools/Universities
! Septic Systems

! Sewer Capacity

n Soll Erosion/Compaction/Grading
n Solid waste
Ll I Oxrc/nazaroous

! Traffic/Circulation

! Vegetation
n Water Quality
! Water Supply/Groundwater

! Wetland/Riparian

! wit¿tite
n Growth Inducing
! Land Use

I Cumulative Effects

E Air Quality ! Forest Land./Fire Hazard
!Archeological/Historical IGeologic/Seismic
! Biological Resources ! Minerals
! Coastal Zone
f] Drainage/Absorption
! Economic/Jobs

Z Other Community Resources

Present Land Use/Zoning/General Plan Designation:

Project Description: (please use a separate page if necessary)

The proposed Schuyler Heim Bridge Replacement and SR-47 Expressway project would replace the seismically deficient vertical lift bridge wíth a

flxed-span bridge across Cerritos Channel, and either construct an elevated four-lane expressway from Terminal island to Alameda Street, or

construct an elevated four-lane extension of SR-103 to Alameda Street. Six alternatives are evaluated in the Draft Recirculated EIR/Draft

Supplemental EIR.

Note: Tbe state Clearinghouse will assign identification numbers for all new projects If a SCH number already exists for a

project (e.g Notice of Preparation or previous draft document) please fill in.
January 2008



Reviewing Agencies Checklist
Lead Agencies may recommend State Clearinghouse distribution by marking agencies below with and "X".
Ifyou have akeady sent your document to the agency please denote that with an "S".

S Air Resources Board S Office of Historic Preservation
X Boating & Waterways, Department of Office of Public School Construction
S C"lifo-ia Highway Patrol X Parks & Recreation

S Caltrans District #7 _ Pesticide Regulation, Department of
Caltrans Division of Aeronautics S Public Utilities Commission

S Calhans Planning (Headquarters) Reclamation Board

- 

Coachella Valley Mountains Conservancy S Regional WQCB ¡4
S Coastal Commission

Colorado River Board
S Conservation, Department of

X Resources Agency

Corrections, Department of
Delta Protection Commission

Education, Department of
Energy Commission

S ¡'htr & Game Region 4 5 S swncB: Water Quality
Food & Agriculture, Department of
Forestry & Fire Protection

General Services, Department of

_ Health Services, Department of
S Housing & Community Development
S Integrated Waste Management Board
S Native American Heritage Commission
X Office of Emergency Services

S.F. Bay Conservation & Development Commission

San Gabriel & Lower L.A. Rivers and Mtns Conservancy

San Joaquin River Conservancy

Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy

State Lands Commission

SWRCB: Clean Water Grants

SWRCB: Water Rights

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency
S Toxic Substances Control, Department of

'Water Resources, Department of

S 61¡s¡ South Coast Air Quality Management District

Other

Local Public Review Period (to be filled in by lead agency)

Starting P¿1s November 21, 2008 Ending ¡r¿1s January 5, 2009

Lead Agency (Complete if applicable):

Consulting Firm:
Address:

Applicant: Caltrans/Alameda Corridor Transportation Authorit

Address: 100 South Main Street

Ciry/State/Zíp:
pr"^..'213-89

Los AngeleslCN9O0l2
p¡s¡s'21 3-897-1839

CitylState/Zip:
Contact:

Phone:

Signature of Lead Agency Representativ", KatJ P,rr^Xo oate: t t lt3 /O €

Authority cited: Section 21083, Public Resources Code. Reference: Section 21 161, Public Resources Code.
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Responsible Agencies, Reviewìng,{gencies, Trustee File:
Agencies and Individuals Interested in the Schuyler
Heim Bridge Replacement and SR-47 Exptessway
Project

07-LA-47 PM2.7 /5.8
Schuyler Heim Bddge Replacement
and SR-47 Expressway Ptoject
EA 238500

Flexlorr pover!

be enew elltflenl!

Notice of Availability

Sunolemental Dtaft Environmental Imnact Statement/Recirculated

Draft Envitonmental Reoort

The California Depattment of Transpottation (Caltrans) has completed the Supplemental Dtaft Envitonmental
Impact Statement/Recfuculated Draft Environmental Impact Report (SDEIS/RDEIR) for the Schuyler Heim
Bridge Replacement and SR-47 Exptessway Ptoject in the Pots of Long Beach and Los Angeles, Califotnia. The
ptoposed altetnatives include teplacement of the Schuyler Heim lift bridge vzith a fixed-span bridge and either
construction of an elevated SR-47 expressway from Terminal Island to Pacific Coast Highway (the new bridge will
be a portion the new exptessway) or construction of an elevated SR-103 extension. Six alternatives for the project
have been evaluated.

This SDEIS/RDEIR fot the proposed Schuyler Heim Bridge Replacement and SR-47 Exptessway project
provides new infotmation relevant to the ptoposed project, informatìon that was not available when the Dtaft
EIS/EIR was circulated for public review and comment in August2007. The document is considered a parttal
SDEIS/RDEIR because it only includes infotmation and analysis updated since the Draft EIS/EIR v¡as cfuculated.

The new infotmation is based on a Health Risk Assessment prepared by the Alameda Cotridor Transpottation
Authority (ACTA), as a Responsible Agency, and an analysis of the ÂCTÂ HRA petformed by Caltans and the
University of California Davis.

IS THIS BEING SENT AS A HARD COPYI WHAT ABOUT CDs?
In an effort to save pâper, the enclosed SDEIS/RDEIR is being sent on CD. A hard copy of the

SDEIS/RDEIR may be viewed at the following locations:

¡ Caltrans, District 7: 100 South Main Stteet, Los Angeles, CA9001,2
o Los Angeles Llbrary Depattment: 630 W 5ù Street, Los Angeles, CA 90071

o !Øilmington Library: 1300 North Avalon Boulevard, \Øilmington, CA90744
¡ Catson Regional Llb:,¿¡y:151 East Carson Street, Carson, CA9O745-2797
o Victoria Patk Library: 17906 South Avalon Boulevard, Carson, CA 90746-1,598
¡ ComptonLlbnty:240W. Compton Blvd., Compton, CA 90220
r San Pedto Regionalttbmy:931 South Gaffey Street, San Pedro, CA90731,
¡ Harbor City-Harbor Gateway Branch Library:24000 South W'estern, Harbor City, C,{ 90710

"Caltrans improves mobììity across Califomia"



. Long Beach Ciqlibnry-Hartelibrary: 1595 W'est Willow Stteet, tong Beach, CA 90810

. Long Beach Main Libraty:1.}IPaciltc Avenug Long Beach, CÂ 90802
o Mark T$ain Neighbothood Libraty: 7325 East'{naheim Sfteet, Long Beacl¡ CA 90813

¡ Each Rancho Dominguez I)brary;4205Bast Compton Boulevatd East Rancho Dominguez, CA90221.-3664

The SDEIS/RDEIR may also be accessed ftom our website:
http://wwu¿dot.ca.gov/distO7/resources/envdocs/ and through the ,Alameda Corddor Ttanspottation

AuthoriW website at: wws¿acta.ors

\7e will be pleased to answer any questions you may have v¡ith rçgard to this project.

!Ødtten comments on the SDEIS/RDEIR must be submitted byJawary 5,2009.

Please send yout comments to:

Ronald Kosinski, Deputy District Director
Division of Envfuonmental Planning
Department of Transportation, District 7
100 South Main Steet MS-164
Los ,A,ngeles, CA90072

If you have any questions, please contact Kad Price Q1,3) 897-1,839. Thank you for your intetest in this
important transportation ptoject.

Sincetely,

Deputy Disttict Directot, Caltrans District 7

Enclosure
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Web site that enables subscribers to 
receive e-mail notification when a 
document is added to a subscribed 
docket(s). For assistance with any FERC 
Online service, please e-mail 
FERCOnlineSupport@ferc.gov, or call 
(866) 208–3676 (toll free). For TTY, call 
(202) 502–8659. 

Comment Date: 5 p.m. Eastern Time 
Monday, December 1, 2008. 

Kimberly D. Bose, 
Secretary. 
[FR Doc. E8–28280 Filed 11–26–08; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6717–01–P 

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission 

[Docket No. PR09–5–000] 

Lee 8 Storage Partnership; Notice of 
Petition for Rate Approval 

November 21, 2008. 
Take notice that on November 14, 

2008, Lee 8 Storage Partnership (Lee 8) 
filed pursuant to section 284.123(b)(2) 
of the Commission’s regulations, filed a 
petition requesting that the Commission 
approve its rates pursuant to section 
31(a)(2) of the Natural Gas Policy Act of 
1978. Lee 8 proposes system-wide 
maximum rates of $3.2988 per Dt of 
deliverability and $0.0330 per Dt of 
capacity. In addition, Lee 8 states that 
it will charge 0.57% of the injected 
volumes and 0.57% of the withdrawal 
volumes as an allowance for compressor 
fuel and lost-and-unaccounted-for gas 
on Lee 8’s system. 

Any person desiring to participate in 
this rate proceeding must file a motion 
to intervene or to protest this filing must 
file in accordance with Rules 211 and 
214 of the Commission’s Rules of 
Practice and Procedure (18 CFR 385.211 
and 385.214). Protests will be 
considered by the Commission in 
determining the appropriate action to be 
taken, but will not serve to make 
protestants parties to the proceeding. 
Any person wishing to become a party 
must file a notice of intervention or 
motion to intervene, as appropriate. 
Such notices, motions, or protests must 
be filed on or before the date as 
indicated below. Anyone filing an 
intervention or protest must serve a 
copy of that document on the Applicant. 
Anyone filing an intervention or protest 
on or before the intervention or protest 
date need not serve motions to intervene 
or protests on persons other than the 
Applicant. 

The Commission encourages 
electronic submission of protests and 

interventions in lieu of paper using the 
‘‘eFiling’’ link at http://www.ferc.gov. 
Persons unable to file electronically 
should submit an original and 14 copies 
of the protest or intervention to the 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, 
888 First Street, NE., Washington, DC 
20426. 

This filing is accessible on-line at 
http://www.ferc.gov, using the 
‘‘eLibrary’’ link and is available for 
review in the Commission’s Public 
Reference Room in Washington, DC. 
There is an ‘‘eSubscription’’ link on the 
Web site that enables subscribers to 
receive e-mail notification when a 
document is added to a subscribed 
docket(s). For assistance with any FERC 
Online service, please e-mail 
FERCOnlineSupport@ferc.gov, or call 
(866) 208–3676 (toll free). For TTY, call 
(202) 502–8659. 

Comment Date: 5 p.m. Eastern Time 
December 1, 2008. 

Kimberly D. Bose, 
Secretary. 
[FR Doc. E8–28291 Filed 11–26–08; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6717–01–P 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 
AGENCY 

[ER–FRL–8588–1] 

Environmental Impact Statements and 
Regulations; Availability of EPA 
Comments 

Availability of EPA comments 
prepared pursuant to the Environmental 
Review Process (ERP), under section 
309 of the Clean Air Act and Section 
102(2)(c) of the National Environmental 
Policy Act as amended. Requests for 
copies of EPA comments can be directed 
to the Office of Federal Activities at 
202–564–7146. 

An explanation of the ratings assigned 
to draft environmental impact 
statements (EISs) was published in FR 
dated April 6, 2008 (73 FR 19833). 

Draft EISs 

EIS No. 20080340, ERP No. D–FHW– 
J40184–UT, SR–262; Montezuma 
Creek to Aneth Project, Improvements 
to the Intersection of SR–162, SR–262, 
and County Road (CR) 450 in 
Montezuma Creek, Funding, Navajo 
Nation, San Juan County, UT. 
Summary: EPA expressed 

environmental concerns about increased 
sedimentation and erosion impacts, 
additional impacts to drainage channels 
and habitat connectivity, and 
cumulative impacts to water quality and 
wildlife. Rating EC2. 

EIS No. 20080370, ERP No. D–AFS– 
K65347–CA, Gemmill Thin Project, 
Proposal to Reduce the Intensity and 
Size of Future Wildfires, and to 
Maintain/Improve Ecosystem 
Function and Wildlife Habitat, 
Chanchellula Late-Success ional 
Reserve, Shasta-Trinity National 
Forest, Trinity County, CA. 
Summary: EPA expressed 

environmental concerns about impacts 
to air quality, and requested additional 
mitigation measures. EPA also 
expressed environmental concerns 
about impacts to communities. Rating 
EC2. 
EIS No. 20080397, ERP No. D–AFS– 

J65525–00, Hermosa Landscape 
Grazing Analysis Project, Proposes to 
Continue to Authorize Livestock 
Grazing Cascade Reservoir, Dutch 
Creek, Elbert Creek, Hope Creek South 
Fork, and Upper Hermosa Allotments, 
Columbine Ranger District, San Juan 
National Forest, LaPlata and San Juan 
Counties, CO. 
Summary: EPA expressed 

environmental concerns about impacts 
to water quality, and requested a 
commitment to monitoring and 
protection of at-risk riparian areas. 
Rating EC2. 
EIS No. 20080302, ERP No. DB–UAF– 

E11056–FL, Eglin Air Force Base 
(AFB) and Hurlburt Field, Proposes to 
Implement the Military Housing 
Privatization Initiative (MHPI), FL. 
Summary: EPA expressed 

environmental concerns about impacts 
to air quality from construction 
activities. Rating EC2. 
EIS No. 20080352, ERP No. DS–COE– 

G39047–00, White River Minimum 
Flood Study, To Provide an Improved 
Minimum Flow for the Benefit of the 
Tail Water Fishery, White River Basin 
Lakes: Beaver, Table Rock, and Bull 
Shoal Lakes on the White River; 
Norfork Lake on the North Fork White 
River; and Greens Ferry Lake on the 
Little Red River, AR and MO. 
Summary: No formal comment letter 

was sent to the preparing agency. Rating 
LO. 

Final EISs 
EIS No. 20080321, ERP No. F–FHW– 

K40267–CA, Phase I–CA 11 Corridor 
Location and Route Adoption and 
Location Identification of the Otay 
Mesa East Port of Entry (POE) on Otay 
Mesa, Presidential Permit for the POE 
and Acquisition of Right-Of-Way 
Permit, San Diego County, CA. 
Summary: EPA continues to have 

environmental concerns about impacts 
from induced growth and the lack of 
information on mobile source air toxics. 
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EIS No. 20080338, ERP No. F–FHW– 
J40180–UT, UT–108 Transportation 
Improvement Project, To Improve 
Local and Regional Mobility from 
UT–108 between UT–127 (Antelope 
Drive) to UT–126 (1900 West) Located 
in Syracuse, West Point and Clinton 
in Dave County, and Roy and West 
Haven in Weber County, UT. 

Summary: EPA continues to have 
environmental concerns about mobile 
source air toxics. However, EPA is 
pleased that FHWA has addressed 
previous concerns raised about other 
construction emission BMPs and 
mitigation measures for impacts to 
sensitive receptors. 

EIS No. 20080367, ERP No. F–FHW– 
J40178–UT, Mountain View Corridor 
(MVC) Project, Proposed 
Transportation Improvement 2030 
Travel Demand in Western Salt Lake 
County south of I–80 and west of 
Bangerter Highway and in 
northwestern Utah County of I–15, 
south of the Salt Lake County Line, 
and north of Utah Lake, Salt Lake and 
Utah County, UT. 
Summary: EPA continues to have 

environmental concerns about the 
analysis of mobile source air toxics. 
EIS No. 20080412, ERP No. F–FRA– 

C50016–UT, Portal Bridge Capacity 
Enhancement Project, To Replace the 
nearly 100-Year-Old Portal Bridge and 
Eliminate Capacity Constraints on the 
Northeast Corridor between Swift 
Interlocking and Secaucus Transfer 
Station, Funding, U.S. Army Corp 
Section 10 and 404 Permits, 
Hackensack River, Hudson County, 
NJ. 
Summary: EPA has environmental 

concerns about the general air 
conformity and mitigation for wetlands 
impacts. 
EIS No. 20080417, ERP No. F–UAF– 

E15001–FL, Eglin Air Force Base 
Program, Base Realignment and 
Closure (BRAC) 2005 Decisions and 
Related Action, Implementation, FL. 
Summary: EPA has environmental 

concerns about impacts to air quality 
from the BRAC relocation activities and 
noise exposure from the introduction of 
the F–35 aircraft. 
EIS No. 20080425, ERP No. F–NOA– 

C91006–00, Amendment 4 to the 
Spiny Lobster Fishery Management 
Plan of Puerto Rico and the U.S. 
Virgin Islands and Amendment 8 to 
the Spiny Lobster Fishery 
Management Plan of the Gulf of 
Mexico and South Atlantic, To 
Address the Harvest and Exportation 
of Undersized Lobster Tails to the 
United States. 

Summary: EPA does not object to the 
proposed project. 
EIS No. 20080427, ERP No. F–AFS– 

F65071–WI, Medford Aspen Project, 
Preferred Alternative is Alternative 3, 
To Implement a Number of Vegetation 
and Transportation Management 
Activities, Medford-Park Falls Ranger 
District, Chequamegon-Nicolet 
National Forest, Taylor County, WI. 
Summary: EPA does not object to the 

proposed action. 
Dated: November 24, 2008. 

Robert W. Hargrove, 
Director, NEPA Compliance Division, Office 
of Federal Activities. 
[FR Doc. E8–28320 Filed 11–26–08; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6560–50–P 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 
AGENCY 

[ER–FRL–8587–9] 

Environmental Impacts Statements; 
Notice of Availability 

Responsible Agency: Office of Federal 
Activities, General Information (202) 
564–1399 or http://www.epa.gov/ 
compliance/nepa/. 
Weekly Receipt of Environmental 

Impact Statements 
Filed 11/17/2008 Through 11/21/2008 
Pursuant to 40 CFR 1506.9. 
EIS No. 20080474, Draft EIS, NPS, VA, 

Cedar Creek and Bella Grove National 
Historical Park, General Management 
Plan, Implementation, Frederick, 
Shenandoah, Warren Counties, VA, 
Comment Period Ends: 02/26/2009, 
Contact: Christopher J. Stubbs 540– 
868–9176. 

EIS No. 20080475, Draft Supplement, 
FHW, CA, Schuyler Heim Bridge 
Replacement and SR–47 Expressway 
Improvement Project, New 
Information related to Health Risk 
Associated with Air Toxics, Funding, 
U.S. Coast Guard Bridge Permit, U.S. 
Army COE Section 10 and 404 
Permits, Ports of Long Beach and Los 
Angeles, Los Angeles County, CA, 
Comment Period Ends: 01/12/2009, 
Contact: Karl Price 213–897–1839. 

EIS No. 20080476, Final EIS, COE, 00, 
White River Minimum Flood Study, 
To Provide an Improved Minimum 
Flow for the Benefit of the Tail Water 
Fishery, White River Basin Lakes: 
Beaver, Table Rock, and Bull Shoal 
Lakes on the White River; Norfork 
Lake on the North Fork White River; 
and Greens Ferry Lake on the Little 
Red River, AR and MO, Wait Period 
Ends: 12/29/2008, Contact: Mike 
Biggs 501–324–7342. 

EIS No. 20080477, Draft EIS, FTA, MA, 
Urban Ring Corridor—Phase 2 Project, 
Circumferential Transportation 
Improvements, Proposed Major New 
Bus Rapid Transit, Funding and 
Right-of-Way Permit, Located in the 
Municipalities of Boston, Brookline, 
Cambridge, Chelsea, Everett, Medford 
and Somerville, MA, Comment Period 
Ends: 02/09/2009, Contact: Mary Beth 
Mello 617–494–2055. 

EIS No. 20080478, Final Supplement, 
COE, CA, Pacific Los Angeles Marine 
Terminal, Pier 400 Berth 408 Project, 
Construction and Operation of a new 
Marine Terminal, U.S. Army COE 
Section 10 and 404 Permits, Port of 
Los Angeles, Los Angeles County, CA, 
Wait Period Ends: 12/29/2008, 
Contact: Dr. Spencer D. MacNeil 805– 
585–2152. 

EIS No. 20080479, Draft EIS, FHW, UT, 
Geneva Road, Center Street/1600 West 
(Provo) to Geneva Road/SR–89 
(Pleasant Grove), Improvements, U.S. 
Army COE 404 Permit, Utah County, 
UT, Comment Period Ends: 01/22/ 
2009, Contact: Bryan Dillon 801–963– 
0182. 

EIS No. 20080480, Draft EIS, USN, NJ, 
Laurelwood Housing Area, Access at 
Naval Weapons Station Earle, Lease 
Agreement, Monmouth County, NJ, 
Comment Period Ends: 01/12/2009, 
Contact: Kim Joyner-Barty 757–322– 
8473. 

EIS No. 20080481, Draft EIS, NOA, CA, 
Southwest Fisheries Science Center 
Replacement, Construction and 
Operation, located on University of 
California, San Diego Scripps Institute 
of Oceanography Campus, LaJolla, 
CA, Comment Period Ends: 01/12/ 
2009, Contact: Mark Eberling 206– 
526–6477. 

EIS No. 20080482, Final EIS, DOE, 00, 
PROGRAMMATIC—Designation of 
Energy Corridors in 11 Western 
States, Preferred Location of Future 
Oil, Gas, and Hydrogen Pipelines and 
Electricity Transmission and 
Distribution Facilities on Federal 
Land, AZ, CA, CO, ID, MT, NV, NM, 
UT, WA and WY, Wait Period Ends: 
12/29/2008, Contact: LaVerne Kyriss 
202–586–1056. Department of Energy 
and the Department of the Interior/ 
Bureau of Land Management are Joint 
Lead Agencies on this project. 

EIS No. 20080483, Final EIS, FHW, MO, 
MO–34 Improvement, from U.S. 
Routes 60/21 Intersection in Carter 
County to Routes 34/72 Intersection 
in Cape Girardeau County, Funding, 
U.S. Army COE Section 404 Permit, 
Carter, Bollinger, Reynolds, Wayne, 
and Cape Girardeau Counties, MO, 
Wait Period Ends: 12/30/2008, 
Contact: Peggy Casey 573–636–7104. 
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COMMENT CARDS 

Schuyler Heim Bridge Replacement and SR-47 Expressway Project 1 
Final EIS/EIR May 2009 
  

Comment Card 26 
Response to Comment CC26-1 

Your comment is addressed in the Response to Comment TR2-1. 

Response to Comment CC26-2 

Your support for the proposed project is acknowledged. 

  

 



COMMENT CARDS 

2 Schuyler Heim Bridge Replacement and SR-47 Expressway Project 
May 2009 Final EIS/EIR 
   

Comment Card 27 
Response to Comment CC27-1 

Your comment is addressed in Response to Comment TR2-1. 

Response to Comment CC27-2 

Your support of the proposed project is acknowledged. 

 

 

 



COMMENT CARDS 

Schuyler Heim Bridge Replacement and SR-47 Expressway Project 3 
Final EIS/EIR May 2009 
  

Comment Card 28 
Response to Comment CC28-1 

Your comments are addressed in Response to Comments TR2-3 
through TR2-5. 

Response to Comment CC28-2 

Your comments are addressed in Response to Comments TR2-3 
through TR2-5. 

 

 



COMMENT CARDS 

4 Schuyler Heim Bridge Replacement and SR-47 Expressway Project 
May 2009 Final EIS/EIR 
   

Comment Card 29 
Response to Comment CC29-1 

Your comments are addressed in Response to Comments TR2-6 and 
TR2-7. 

Response to Comment CC29-2 

Your comments are addressed in Response to Comments TR2-6 and 
TR2-7. 

 

 



COMMENT CARDS 

Schuyler Heim Bridge Replacement and SR-47 Expressway Project 5 
Final EIS/EIR May 2009 
  

Comment Card 30 
Response to Comment CC30-1 

Your comment is addressed in Response to Comment TR2-8. 

Response to Comment CC30-2 

Your support of the proposed project is acknowledged. 

 



COMMENT CARDS 

6 Schuyler Heim Bridge Replacement and SR-47 Expressway Project 
May 2009 Final EIS/EIR 
   

Comment Card 31 
Response to Comment CC31-1 

Your comments are addressed in Response to Comments TR2-9 
through TR2-14. 

 

 



COMMENT CARDS 

Schuyler Heim Bridge Replacement and SR-47 Expressway Project 7 
Final EIS/EIR May 2009 
  

Comment Card 32 
Response to Comment CC32-1 

Your comments are addressed in Response to Comment TR2-15. 

 

 

CC32-1 



COMMENT CARDS 

8 Schuyler Heim Bridge Replacement and SR-47 Expressway Project 
May 2009 Final EIS/EIR 
   

Comment Card 33 
Response to Comment CC33-1 

Your comments are addressed in Response to Comments TR2-16 
through TR2-18. 

Response to Comment CC33-2 

Your support for Alternative 1 is acknowledged. 

 



COMMENT CARDS 

Schuyler Heim Bridge Replacement and SR-47 Expressway Project 9 
Final EIS/EIR May 2009 
  

Comment Card 34 
Response to Comment CC34-1 

Your comments are addressed in Response to Comments TR2-19 
through TR2-26. 

 

 



COMMENT CARDS 

10 Schuyler Heim Bridge Replacement and SR-47 Expressway Project 
May 2009 Final EIS/EIR 
   

Comment Card 35 
Response to Comment CC35-1 

Your name has been added to the mailing list. 

Response to Comment CC35-2 

Your comments are addressed in Response to Comments TR2-27 and 
TR2-28. 

 



COMMENT CARDS 

Schuyler Heim Bridge Replacement and SR-47 Expressway Project 11 
Final EIS/EIR May 2009 
  

Comment Card 36 
Response to Comment CC36-1 

Your comment has been addressed in Response to Comment TR2-29. 

Response to Comment CC36-2 

Your support of the proposed project is acknowledged. 

 



COMMENT CARDS 

12 Schuyler Heim Bridge Replacement and SR-47 Expressway Project 
May 2009 Final EIS/EIR 
   

Comment Card 37 
Response to Comment CC37-1 

Your comments have been addressed in Response to Comments 
TR2-30 and TR2-31. 

 



COMMENT CARDS 

Schuyler Heim Bridge Replacement and SR-47 Expressway Project 13 
Final EIS/EIR May 2009 
  

Comment Card 38 
Response to Comment CC38-1 

Your comments have been addressed in Response to Comments 
TR2-32 through TR2-36. 

 



COMMENT CARDS 

14 Schuyler Heim Bridge Replacement and SR-47 Expressway Project 
May 2009 Final EIS/EIR 
   

Comment Card 39 
Response to Comment CC39-1 

Please note this record of your comments. 

Response to Comment CC39-2 

Your comments have been addressed in Response to Comments 
TR2-37 through TR2-42. 

Response to Comment CC39-3 

The Health Risk Assessment was performed in accordance with the 
latest guidance outlined in the “Air Toxics Hot Spots Program Risk 
Assessment Guidelines” (California Office of Environmental Health 
Hazard Assessment [OEHHA, 2003]). OEHHA methodology is 
recognized by CARB and SCAQMD and does not recommend that a 
public health survey be completed as part of a health risk assessment. 
Also, please see Response to Comment TR2-40. 

Response to Comment CC39-4 

The commenter is referred to Response to Comment TR2-39. 

Response to Comment CC39-5 

Your comments have been addressed in the transcripts. Please see 
Response to Comments TR2-37 through TR2-42. 

 



COMMENT CARDS 

Schuyler Heim Bridge Replacement and SR-47 Expressway Project 15 
Final EIS/EIR May 2009 
  

Comment Card 40 
Response to Comment CC40-1 

Your comment is addressed in Response to Comment TR2-41. 

Response to Comment CC40-2 

Your support of the proposed project is acknowledged. 

 



COMMENT CARDS 

16 Schuyler Heim Bridge Replacement and SR-47 Expressway Project 
May 2009 Final EIS/EIR 
   

Comment Card 41 
Response to Comment CC41-1 

Your comments are addressed in Response to Comments TR2-42 
through TR2-45. 

 



COMMENT CARDS 

Schuyler Heim Bridge Replacement and SR-47 Expressway Project 17 
Final EIS/EIR May 2009 
  

Comment Card 42 
Response to Comment CC42-1 

Please note this record of your comments. 

Response to Comment CC42-2 

Your comments are addressed in Response to Comments TR2-46 and 
TR2-47. 

Response to Comment CC42-3 

Your opposition to the proposed project is noted. 

Response to Comment CC42-4 

Section 1.2.2.1.1.1 of the Draft EIS/EIR states: “FHWA and Caltrans 
have documented that the existing Schuyler Heim Bridge does not 
conform to current seismic criteria (Caltrans, 2002). Using the Caltrans 
1996 Seismic Hazard Map, peak bedrock acceleration at the site is 
estimated to be 0.6 g1. However, it has been determined that, due to 
the ongoing deterioration of the bridge, it would only require a 
seismic event with a bedrock acceleration of 0.3 g to cause collapse of 
the main bridge spans; an event with 0.1 g acceleration would result 
in collapse of the approach spans.” 

Following the 1994 Northridge Earthquake, every bridge structure in 
the state underwent a thorough seismic safety evaluation. Of the 
bridges identified as seismically deficient, the Schuyler Heim Bridge 
is one of only two bridges that have not been replaced or retrofitted. 
The project is proposed to address this need. 

                                                      
1 Bedrock acceleration is the horizontal movement of the earth (the solid rock below the soil 
surface) caused by an earthquake. Its magnitude is measured in terms of (g), the acceleration 
due to gravity, which represents the force with which the earth moves (e.g., 0.1 g is the 
acceleration equal to 10 percent of the force of gravity). 

 

 



COMMENT CARDS 

18 Schuyler Heim Bridge Replacement and SR-47 Expressway Project 
May 2009 Final EIS/EIR 
   

Comment Card 42 
Page 2 

Response to Comment CC42-5 

Funding for the Bridge replacement portion comes from the Grant 
Anticipation Revenue Vehicle (GARVEE) bond and is included in the 
2008 State Highway Operation and Protection Program (SHOPP), 
which was approved by CTC on March 13, 2008. Funding for the 
Expressway portion is included in the Trade Corridor Improvement 
fund (TCIF) program adopted by CTC on April 10, 2008. A part of the 
funding for the Expressway portion also comes from ACTA’s 
Demonstration fund, Port container fees, and ACTA bond. For further 
discussion, please see Response to Comment TR2-35. 

Response to Comment CC42-6 

Specific risk levels are listed in Tables 3.13-17 through 3.13-20 of the 
SDEIS/RDEIR. For a discussion of asthma and other sub-chronic 
effects, please see Response to Comment AJ15-5. In addition, the 
commenter is referred to Response to Comment TR2-20. 

Response to Comment CC42-7 

The Draft EIS/EIR provided environmental analyses for hazards, water, 
biological resources, and other natural resources. The environmental 
consequences and impacts for these areas can be found in the Physical 
Environment Sections 3.12 (Hazardous Waste/ Hazardous Materials), 
3.9 (Hydrology, Floodplains and Oceanography), 3.10 Water Quality 
and Stormwater Runoff), and 3.16 (Biological Resources). It is unclear 
what impact, if any, the proposed project would have on insurance 
costs. Please see Response to Comment CC42-6. 

 

Response to Comment CC42-8 

The proposed project is estimated to produce approximately 11,000 
construction jobs, and generate about $47 million in taxes. It is 
anticipated that most of these jobs would come from local employers 
within the greater Los Angeles area, including Wilmington and 
Long Beach. Construction job growth is also discussed in Section 3.2 
(Growth) of the Draft EIS/EIR. 

Response to Comment CC42-9 

Your comment is noted. 
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Comment Card 43 
Response to Comment CC43-1 

Please note this record of your comments. 

Response to Comment CC43-2 

Your support of the proposed project is acknowledged. No changes 
are proposed as part of this project to railroads. With mitigation, no 
significant health impacts are anticipated associated with the 
proposed project. Please see Response to Comment CC42-8 regarding 
potential constructions jobs in Wilmington and Long Beach.   

 

 

[“I support it [the project] but would like to be sure 
that jobs will be given to local area residents from 
Wilmington and Long Beach, and also that there 
are more health programs and improvements to the 
railroads.”] 
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Comment Card 44 
Response to Comment CC44-1 

Your comment is noted. Please see the discussion regarding proximity 
in the response to TR2-15, TR2-19, and OB14-7. 
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Comment Card 45 
Response to Comment CC45-1 

Your name has been added to the mailing list. 

Response to Comment CC45-2 

Please note this record of your comments. 

Response to Comment CC45-3 

The purpose of the HRA is to evaluate the incremental health risk 
changes due to the project operation. The HRA was conducted 
following OEHHA Guidance, which is recognized by CARB and 
SCAQMD, and has taken into account different vehicle types and 
different fuel types within the project area. Any increase from marine 
vessel emissions would mostly occur at the outer harbor area where 
the ships would be rerouted, which would be further away from the 
harbor and any sensitive and residential receptors. The emissions 
would also be offset at some level by eliminating the vehicle idling 
emissions at the bridge by building the fixed-span bridge. 
Implementation of the project would not cause any changes in rail 
operation. Therefore, locomotive and marine vessel emissions were 
not included in the HRA analysis.  

Response to Comment CC45-4 

For a discussion on efforts to reduce diesel emissions in the Port area, 
please see Response to Comments TR2-18 and TR2-31. 
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Comment Card 46 
Response to Comment CC46-1 

Please note this record of your comments. 

Response to Comment CC46-2 

Please see Response to Comment TR2-20. 
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PP1 
The following slides were included as a part of a commenter’s 
presentation during the public meeting on January 27, 2009. Please 
see TR2-9 to TR2-14 for comments and responses relating to the slides. 
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Response to Comment TR2-1 

Your support of the proposed project is acknowledged. 
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Response to Comment TR2-2 

Your support of the proposed project is acknowledged. 
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Response to Comment TR2-3 

The Traffic Study includes forecasts for the traffic flow for both the 
baseline (No Build) and each of the build alternatives for the year 
2030. These traffic forecasts include each of the five new grade 
separated intersections on Alameda Street. These five grade separated 
intersections are Pacific Coast Highway (PCH), Sepulveda, 223rd St, 
Carson and Del Amo (see the Traffic Study, Exhibits 8a, 8b, 9a, 9b, 
10a, and 10b on pages 24 through 29 for the No Build condition and 
Exhibits 15a, 15b, 16a, 16b, 17a, and 17b on pages 38 through 43 for 
Alternative 1). These forecasts include both projected through-flow 
and turning movement counts. In the Traffic Study, Tables 7, 8, and 9 
(pages 45, 46, and 47) provide the resulting levels of service for the 
various portions of the intersections under both the No Build and 
Alternative 1 cases for the AM, Mid Day and PM peak traffic flow 
periods. These tables show an improvement in level of service (LOS) 
for most of the intersections under Alternative 1. In the year 2030, the 
Carson Street and Del Amo intersections are forecast to move 
smoothly with little or no interruption (LOS A and B). However, 
Alameda/223rd, Alameda/Sepulveda and Alameda/PCH are forecast 
to have the lowest levels of service. As a result of the evaluation 
process, configuration enhancements were proposed for two of these 
intersections. The intersection configuration changes are now a part of 
the scope of Alternative 1 and the level of service reported in the 
traffic study include these configuration changes. Turn lane pockets 
and lane stripping improvements are planned to improve the traffic 
movement at the Alameda/223rd intersection. A southbound 
connector ramp is planned for the Alameda/PCH intersection to 
eliminate the left-turn movement and improve traffic flow through 
the intersection. No improvements are proposed for this 
Alameda/Sepulveda intersection. 
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Response to Comment TR2-4 

ACTA’s decision to provide mitigation by retrofitting affected homes 
with HVAC would not include paying utility bills, operation, 
maintenance, or future replacements. 

Response to Comment TR2-5 

Please see Response to Comment OB14-6. Growth projections 
contained in the Final EIS/EIR are consistent with TRANSPLAN data. 

Response to Comment TR2-6 

Your support of the proposed project is acknowledged. 
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Response to Comment TR2-7 

Your support of the proposed project is acknowledged. 
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Response to Comment TR2-8 

Your support of the proposed project is acknowledged. 
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Response to Comment TR2-9 

Please see Response to Comment OB15-1. 
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Response to Comment TR2-10 

Please see Response to Comment OB14-6 and OB15-3. It was 
reasonable to assume expansion of the existing ICTF facility when the 
Traffic Study was completed. 
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Response to Comment TR2-11 

The Health Risk Assessment (HRA) does account for container 
movement that will be handled by the proposed SCIG and ICTF 
expansion projects.  

Please see Response to Comment OB14-6.  

Response to Comment TR2-12 

Please see Response to Comments OB14-6 and OB15-3. The Traffic 
Study made reasonable assumptions about growth and trip 
distribution that were consistent with the data available at the time it 
was commissioned. 
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Response to Comment TR2-13 

See Response to Comment OB14-6. The traffic study projects increases 
in traffic on Alameda Street as well as SR-103. The routes that would 
be taken to the ICTF are based on current traffic patterns. If those 
patterns are changed as a result of conditions imposed during review 
and approval of the proposed ICTF project, the impacts of those 
changes would be considered as part of that project. Neither Caltrans 
nor ACTA have the authority to dictate the route used by trucks 
traveling to the ICTF. 

Please also see Response to Comments OB15-3, and OB15-12. 
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Response to Comment TR2-14 

Please see Response to Comment OB14-6 and OB15-12. 
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Response to Comment TR2-15 

The HRA evaluated the project-associated health impacts in terms of 
increased cancer risk and acute and chronic health impacts 
(non-cancer health risks). All non-cancer health risk impacts were 
found to be less than significant (with hazard indexes less than the 
SCAQMD significance level of 1.0). The cancer risk is considered 
significant if the incremental cancer risk increase between the No 
Build scenario and the proposed project is greater than 10 in a million. 
The increased cancer risk was calculated for residences, commercial 
workers, recreational users and workers, and students and school 
workers. For Alternative 1, all impacts were found to be less than 
significant, except at a limited number of residential receptors. The 
incremental cancer risk increases at schools in the study area were all 
less than 10 in a million. Therefore, none of the schools mentioned by 
the commenter were found to have a significant health risk. 

It is highly unlikely that more homes in the study area would have a 
risk higher than 10 in a million because of the conservative 
methodology employed. For further discussion on this issue please 
see Response to Comment AJ11-7 and OB14-7.  
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Response to Comment TR2-16 

Your support for Alternative 1 is acknowledged. 

Response to Comment TR2-17 

See Response to Comment TR2-15. The commenter is correct that the 
original purpose of risk assessments was to compare relative risk of 
one alternative from another and for comparing the potential risks to 
target levels to determine the level of mitigation needed. ACTA’s 
Board has proposed to mitigate the impacts identified by the HRA as 
potentially significant even though the results of the HRA are 
considered to be extremely conservative. 

For further discussion of the conservative methodology employed 
please see Response to Comment AJ11-7 and OB14-7. 
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Response to Comment TR2-18 

Caltrans has no authority to regulate the emissions of the mobile 
sources that will utilize the proposed projects. The emissions 
attributed to the proposed project would come from cars and trucks 
that would use the expressway and the direct control of vehicular 
emissions is within the jurisdiction of other agencies.  

Motor vehicle emissions are a significant source of pollution in the 
South Coast Air Basin and their continued control is required to meet 
the state and federal ambient air quality standards. As discussed in 
Response to Comment AJ17-2 there are several federal state and local 
measures that will contribute to improved air quality in future years, 
thereby reducing the possibility that persons will be exposed to 
pollutant concentrations that would result in negative health impacts.  
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Response to Comment TR2-19 

The commenter is correct that there are more than eight homes on 
Rubidoux Street. The other homes are located farther away from the 
proposed project and their risk was determined to be less than 
significant. For further discussion on the conservative methodology 
and results contained in the HRA, please see Response to Comment 
AJ11-7 and OB14-7. 
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Response to Comment TR2-20 

Property values are unlikely to decline due to the proposed project. 
The project would be located in a heavily industrialized area where 
residences are impacted by local commercial and industrial operations 
and traffic. The proposed project would improve air quality in the 
study area by reducing emissions due to traffic idling by-passing five 
at-grade rail crossings and three intersections. The project would also 
reduce traffic on the I-110 and I-710 over levels that would otherwise 
occur if the project is not built. Referring to the SCAQMD’s MATES III 
study, existing air-quality related residential risk in the South Coast 
Air Basin is approximately 1200 excess cancer risks per million people 
exposed, and existing risk near the ports ranges from about 1100 to 
3700 in million. In 2003, using the methodology in the HRA, the health 
risk attributed to vehicles using the SR-47 is estimated at 
approximately 356 to 630 in a million in Dominguez, Lincoln Village, 
Long Beach, and Wilmington communities. By the time the project is 
scheduled to begin operation in approximately 2015, the baseline risk 
in these communities (assuming no project) is predicted to be 39.7 to 
87.8 in a million. The risks of 2015 Emissions Scenario is presented 
below in Table TR2-1. This table is a variation on Table 3.13-17 of the 
SDEIS/RDEIR, p. 3.13-53. The 2003 baseline has been added for 
comparative purposes. Thus, in 2015 risk from port-related traffic 
would be reduced by over 90 percent from the existing condition due 
to the benefits of already adopted regulatory programs to reduce 
vehicular emissions, such as the CARB fleet rule and the Clean Truck 
Program. With the project, the excess risk (difference between the 
proposed project and the No Build scenario) at the maximally 
impacted homes would be slightly over the 10 in a million threshold 
but it would still be approximately 90 percent lower than the risk level 
in 2003. ACTA proposes to install HVAC systems on the impacted 
homes. HVAC systems are conservatively estimated to reduce 
particulate emissions by 90 percent, which would reduce excess risk at 
all impacted residences to less than the 10 in a million threshold 
(SDEIS/RDEIR, Appendix A, Human Health Risk Assessment for the 
Schuyler-Heim Bridge Replacement and SR-47 Expressway Project, p. 53).
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Response to Comment TR2-21 

State law required the Office of Environmental Health Hazard 
Assessment (OEHHA) to develop risk assessment guidelines to be 
used by state and local agencies in implementing the Air Toxic Hot 
Spots program (Health and Safety Code, Section 44300 et seq.). In 
association with that task, OEHHA has developed methodology for 
assessing cancer health risks. CARB both utilizes and recommends 
OEHHA guidance for the evaluation of cancer health risk (see Health 
Risk Assessment for the UP Intermodal Container Transfer Facility 
(ICTF) and Dolores Railyards [CARB, 2008]). Because OEHHA 
acknowledges that there is a great deal of uncertainty associated with 
the health risk assessment process, assumptions are designed to be 
conservative, in order to avoid underestimation of risk to the public 
(The Air Toxics Hot Sots Program Guidance Manual for Preparation 
of Health Risk Assessments, pp. 1-4 and 1-5 [OEHHA, 2003]). For 
these reasons, health risk assessment conclusions about the potential 
for significant health risk impacts at residences in the vicinity of the 
project err on the side of caution. They overstate the additional cancer 
risk and over-extend the impact zone boundaries. 

Please also see Response to Comment AJ11-7 and OB14-7, which 
further explain the HRA’s conservative methodology. 
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Response to Comment TR2-22 

In November 2007, a question was asked by the commenter as to how 
to convert the peak hour volumes shown in the Traffic Study of the 
DEIR/DEIS to AADT. The traffic consultant responded that a “rule of 
thumb” (approximate) conversion factor was to multiply the peak 
hour traffic by 10. This factor varies widely depending on the nature 
and composition of the traffic. For example, where there is no real 
peaking the multiplier can theoretically be as high as 24 – in other 
words the traffic every hour is the same. In the case of traffic near the 
Ports, truck trips are spread more uniformly over periods of time 
resulting in a factor of greater than 10. 

The actual computation of AADT by the model does not involve a 
“rule of thumb” multiplier, but a dispersion of daily traffic across 
four periods totaling 24 hours. It then derives peak our traffic by 
interpolation methods. The AADT numbers in the diagrams are more 
accurate than the multiplier approximation results cited in the 
comment.  

Response to Comment TR2-23 

The SR-103 truck trips are determined by the model, which assigns 
routes to trucks based on the shortest trip time.  

Trucks originating in the POLB to the ICTF (about 35 percent) use the 
I-710 to PCH to SR-103, or port surface roads to Anaheim Street to 
SR-103. These trucks do not use the Schuyler Heim Bridge now and 
would not use the Expressway.  

Trucks originating in the POLA West Basin to the ICTF (about 
10 percent) use Harry Bridges Road to Alameda Street to Sepulveda 
Boulevard. These trucks also do not use the Heim Bridge now and 
would not use the Expressway.   
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Trucks originating on Terminal Island to the ICTF (about 55 percent) 
use the Schuyler Heim Bridge to SR-103. These trucks would likely 
not use the Expressway rather than the SR-103 unless the ICTF 
Modernization Project moves forward. That project includes a new 
gate on Alameda Street and no left turns from the exit gate on 
Sepulveda Boulevard. That modernization may attract many of the 
SR-103 truck trips to the Expressway. As discussed in Response to 
Comment OB14-6, potential impacts resulting from newly proposed 
elements of the ICTF expansion project will be analyzed as part of the 
environmental review process for that project.  

Response to Comment TR2-24 

Please see Response to Comment OB14-6 and OB15-3. 

The Final EIS/EIR made reasonable assumptions about future trip 
distribution. To the extent the ICTF Modernization and/or SCIG 
projects will result in alternative trip distribution patterns, those 
patterns will be analyzed as part of the environmental review process 
for those projects. 

Response to Comment TR2-25 

Please see Response to Comment TR2-24. 

Response to Comment TR2-26 

As discussed in TR2-21, the HRA conclusions about the potential for 
significant impacts at residences in the vicinity of the proposed 
project err on the side of caution. They overstate the additional cancer 
risk and over-extend the impact zone boundaries. For this reason, the 
list of homes with the potential to be impacted by the proposed 
project is likely over- rather than under-inclusive. Moreover, if the 
2003 baseline were utilized to assess potential health risks, the 
analysis would have concluded that no significant health risk impacts 
would result from the project. Please see Response to Comment 
AJ11-7 and OB14-7 for further discussion of the HRA’s conservative 
methodology. 
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Response to Comment TR2-27 

Since the Port of Long Beach reconstructed this intersection, the level 
of service has improved. However, the traffic study analysis 
determined that it will still operate at a poor level of service in the 
future based on Port growth.  

Response to Comment TR2-28 

Federal regulations concerning marine navigation are implemented 
by the U.S. Coast Guard (USCG) and the U.S. Army Corp of 
Engineers (ACOE). During preparation of the EIS/EIR, both the 
USCG and ACOE were consulted, and as a condition of the bridge 
permit, the USCG required consultation with both Ports, and the local 
mariners who use the Cerritos Channel. The agreed upon 47-foot 
vertical clearance permits the largest Port fireboats to pass through 
Cerritos Channel.  

Section 3.4, Utilities and Public Services, of the Final EIS/EIR 
provides an analysis of potential impacts from both construction and 
operations. The conclusion is that average emergency response time 
for both land and water based operations would not be affected by 
the proposed project. Please see Public Services page 3.4-27 of the 
Final EIS/EIR for further discussion.   

Air emissions associated with the detours of marine vessels were 
considered and appropriate mitigation measures were applied to help 
offset the emissions. Please see AQ-9, the Heavy Duty Truck Buy Back 
Program, in Section 3.13.4.2 of the Final EIS/EIR.  
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Response to Comment TR2-29 

Your support of Alternative 1 is acknowledged. 
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Response to Comment TR2-30 

The HRA evaluated the risk to children in the project area. It 
considered exposure to project-associated motor vehicle emissions for 
several exposure scenarios and used assumptions to estimate the risk 
to children based on CARB’s Interim Policy for Inhalation-Based 
Residential Cancer Risk (CARB, 2003) (HRA p. 31). Residential 
exposure duration was assumed to be 24 hours per day, 350 days per 
year over 70 years. Risks were also estimated for students attending 
schools in the study area and for recreational users. For Alternative 1, 
the preferred alternative, cancer risk increases for students in the 
study area were less than the SCAQMD significance level of 10 in a 
million (See Table TR2-1). Results are shown for Cabrillo High School. 
All other schools have less than significant risk. All residential 
impacts were less than the significance level with the exception of 
limited number of homes. If the proposed project is approved, ACTA 
has offered to install HVAC systems on the homes with significant 
impacts. HVAC systems are estimated to be 90 percent effective in 
removing particulate matter, which would reduce risk to less than the 
significance level as well as reducing baseline risk substantially at 
these locations (HRA, p. 53). Noise impacts were addressed in the 
Draft EIS/EIR, Section 3.14, and found to be less than significant with 
mitigation. 

Response to Comment TR2-31 

Please see Response to Comment TR2-20 and OB14-11. 

In addition, other efforts would be made to minimize impacts and 
engage the community. 

Referring to the SCAQMD’s MATES III study, existing air-quality 
related residential risk in the project area ranges from 1300 to 1800 
excess cancer risks per million people exposed. In 2003, the baseline 
health risk (assuming no project) for the SR-47 without improvements 
is 356 in a million. By the time the project is scheduled to begin  
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operation in approximately 2015, the baseline risk in the project area 
(assuming no project) is predicted to be 39.7 in a million (see 
Table TR2-1). Thus, risk from port-related traffic would be 
substantially less than current levels due to the benefits of the various 
regulatory efforts to reduce vehicular emissions such as the CARB 
fleet rule and the Clean Truck Program. With the project, the excess 
risk (difference between the proposed project and the No-Build 
scenario) at the most impacted homes would add slightly over 10 in a 
million to the risk at that time. ACTA has proposed to install HVAC 
systems on the impacted homes. HVAC systems are conservatively 
estimated to reduce particulate emissions by 90 percent, which would 
reduce excess risk at the impacted homes to less than 10 in a million 
(see HRA, pg 53). In homes with existing HVAC systems, the 
weatherization process and replacement with increased efficiency 
HVAC units would lower energy costs for these residents.  

Response to Comment TR2-32 

Please see Response to Comments OB14-6, OB15-1, OB15-2, and 
OB15-3. 

Response to Comment TR2-33 

Your comment is noted. The purpose of the project is to ensure safe 
vehicular connection between Terminal Island and the mainland, 
reduce congestion, and provide a high-capacity limited-access route 
for traffic between Terminal Island and I-405. All reasonable and 
feasible alternatives were considered during project scoping and are 
addressed in Chapter 2 of the Draft and the Final EIS/EIR. 
Alternative 4 considered the option of replacing the bridge only. 
Section 2.2.1 of the Final EIS/EIR states “Alternative 4 involves only 
replacement of the Schuyler Heim Bridge. Because it would not help 
address traffic congestion north of the bridge, it would not meet the 
project purpose and need. Therefore, Alternative 4 was not identified 
as a preferred alternative over Alternative 1.” 
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Response to Comment TR2-34 

Several projects have been approved or proposed that would increase 
the percentage of cargo loaded on trains using on-dock rail. However, 
due to space and logistic constraints it is not considered possible for 
all cargo to be loaded using on-dock rail and for that reason near-dock 
rail yards such as the SCIG, if adopted, and the ICTF would continue 
to be used. Near-dock rail is considered preferable to shipping 
containers lengthy distances by truck (San Pedro Bay Ports Clean Air 
Action Plan Technical Report, p. 137). Rail shipment reduces traffic 
congestion and reduces emission per container (Id. at p. 136). 

Response to Comment TR2-35 

The community would benefit from the proposed project because it 
would reduce traffic congestion and emissions as opposed to the 
No-Build scenario (Please see Response to Comment TR1-54). 
Historically public dollars have been used for transportation 
improvements that benefit both the traveling public and industry. 
Much of these public dollars come from state and federal fuel taxes 
that are paid by the public and industry. In the case of the 
Expressway, over half its funding would come specifically from 
industry assessed container fees, which is a new model for funding 
port-related infrastructure. 

Response to Comment TR2-36 

Non-cancer acute and chronic health risks were evaluated in the 
HRA. OEHHA has developed Reference Exposure Levels (RELs) to 
assess non-cancer health risks. RELs are developed from the best 
available data in the scientific literature and are concentrations at or 
below which no adverse health effects are anticipated in the most 
susceptible people. In other words, RELs are set at levels of exposure 
meant to ensure that the most sensitive individuals (e.g., children and 
the elderly) are protected from non-cancer health effects (A Guide to 
Health Risk Assessment, p. 10, OEHHA, 2001). To assess chronic  
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and acute non-cancer exposures, annual and 1-hour TAC ground-
level concentrations were compared to the RELs developed by 
OEHHA to obtain a chronic or acute hazard index. According to the 
most recent guidance published by OEHHA (OEHHA, 2003) a hazard 
index less than 1.0 indicates that the potential for non-cancer public 
health risks is less than significant.  

The HRA concluded that there would be net decreases in the acute 
and chronic hazard indices for the project years 2015 and 2030 (as well 
as intermediate project years) compared to the baseline scenario for 
all receptors due to improvements in vehicle emissions controls. It 
also found that the potential for non-cancer health effects between the 
build and no-build alternatives was less than significant for all 
scenarios analyzed because the highest hazard index in the vicinity of 
the proposed project were estimated to be less than the 1.0 threshold 
(HRA, p. 36). This methodology is consistent with applicable 
guidance and analyses of non-cancer health impacts performed by 
agencies such as, OEHHA, CARB, and SCAQMD, which are 
responsible for the protection of human health. 

The HRA relied on the currently adopted regulatory guidelines. The 
health values of diesel PM and other air toxics used in the HRA were 
those in the latest version of the HARP model, which embodies the 
latest approved health values for air toxics and the regulatory 
guidance from OEHHA.  

Adverse impacts of diesel PM, such as cardiovascular and respiratory 
disease, are not specifically addressed by the OEHHA guideline 
or HARP model. However, it is generally accepted that PM 
concentrations lower than the REL can affect cardiovascular and 
respiratory systems. The Final EIS/EIR has been revised to indicate 
that the HI calculations for air toxics were based on acute and chronic 
non-cancer effects but do not explicitly include other effects such as 
cardiovascular and respiratory disease and deaths, exacerbation of 
asthma, or enhancement of allergic response.  
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Response to Comment TR2-37 

The furthest affected home is 557 ft from the elevated expressway. 
The isopleths for determining the boundary is calculated by 
comparing the difference between emission levels determined for the 
no build case and the specific alternative at the various grid locations 
(HRA; Figures 3-5, 3-6). Due to geometries, prevailing winds and 
physical topography, this line is not a fixed distance from the 
roadway alignment but instead varies in distance from one side of the 
alignment to the other or even along the alignment. Therefore 
universally applying this number to all locations is not valid. One of 
the conditions that affects the results in the Rubidoux area is that the 
Expressway is transitioning from an elevated structure to an at-grade 
facility in this vicinity. 

Response to Comment TR2-38 

As noted in the comment, studies have shown elevated risk within 
500 feet of existing transportation corridors, particularly freeways. 
That is one of the reasons why ACTA decided to conduct an HRA and 
mitigate the risks to the levels below SCAQMD’s significance level. 
The HRA used very conservative assumptions and the impact zones 
calculated are similarly very conservative, meaning that they 
overstate the additional cancer risk and over-extend the impact zone 
boundaries. 

The cited California Air Resources Board (CARB) and South Coast 
Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) guidelines come out of 
advisory documents that provide suggested policies. The documents 
do not establish regulatory standards (see Air Quality and Land Use 
Handbook: A Community Health Perspective, p. 3 [CARB, 2005]; see also 
Guidance Document for Addressing Air Quality Issues in General Plans 
and Local Planning, p. 1 [SCAQMD, 2005]). While both documents 
recommend that residences and other sensitive land uses be cited 
more than 500 feet from a freeway, they also recognize that land use 
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decisions are not within the jurisdiction of either agency and; therefore, 
that recommendations in each respective document are not binding on 
agencies exercising land use authority (Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: 
A Community Health Perspective, supra, pp. 2 and 4.; see also Guidance 
Document for Addressing Air Quality Issues in General Plans and Local 
Planning, supra, p. 1.) Accordingly, while a 500-foot guideline is suggested 
in both documents, Caltrans and FHWA have the authority to deviate 
from the suggested guideline.  

Please see Response to Comment TR2-15. 

Response to Comment TR2-39 

The primary purpose of the project is freeway congestion relief by 
diverting certain traffic to the previously improved Alameda Street where 
tens of millions have been spent by local agencies to increase its capacity. 
The localized diversion, as stated in the Executive Summary of the Draft 
EIS/EIR, involves the existing surface street Henry Ford/Alameda Street 
connection from the fully improved and widened Alameda Street north of 
PCH to the SR-103 ramps to Terminal Island. The new elevated structure 
would result in a 50 percent reduction in the trucks on Henry Ford 
Avenue that would otherwise use it if the proposed project is not built. 
It was never the intent nor is it reasonably possible to divert all the types 
of localized trips mentioned in the comment away from the area. 

Response to Comment TR2-40 

In terms of “fence-line” monitoring, it should be noted that the air 
dispersion modeling in the HRA used meteorological data collected at the 
Sts. Peter and Paul School, which is within the overall modeling domain, 
and approximately 0.3 mile outside the refined receptor region in 
Wilmington area.  

A public health survey in the project area would not yield meaningful 
baseline information or information about potential project impacts 
because it would be impossible to separate project impacts from illnesses 
caused by natural processes or even general port-related impacts. Please 
see Response to Comment TR2-36. 
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Response to Comment TR2-41 

According to the World Health Organization (WHO), a Health Impact 
Assessment (“HIA”) is “A combination of procedure, methods and 
tools by which a policy, program or project may be judged as to its 
potential effects on the health of a population, and the distribution of 
those effects within the population.” HIA recommendations are 
produced for decision makers and stakeholders, with the aim of 
maximizing a proposed project’s positive health effects and 
minimizing the negative health effects. In a letter dated January 28, 
2009, the EPA stated that a port-wide health impact assessment may 
be “beyond the scope of any one Port project NEPA document” 
(Goforth, Kathleen; EPA; 2009; letter to U.S. Army Corps of Engineers; 
January 28.) 

Because the Final EIS/EIR discloses environmental impacts, including 
health risk impacts, of the proposed project, an additional HIA is not 
required. Nonetheless, the Final EIS/EIR includes a number of health 
assessment tools including the HRA, criteria pollutant modeling, and 
Environmental Justice analysis that will assist the lead agency in 
comparing the benefits and costs among project alternatives. 

Response to Comment TR2-42 

Your support of the proposed project is acknowledged. 
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Response to Comment TR2-43 

The traffic study and the HRA consider the impacts through the 
Dominguez area to SR-91. The results show virtually no additional 
significant cancer risk between the build and no-build conditions. 

Response to Comment TR2-44 

Table 3.5-14 of the Final EIS/EIR shows 14 ramp conditions with and 
without the project from PCH north to SR91. Three improve, nine stay 
the same and two are worse with the project. Improvements at 
impacted intersections are incorporated as an element of the proposed 
project for Alternatives 1 and 2. 

Response to Comment TR2-45 

The HRA estimated the potential health impacts for the Dominguez 
and Lincoln Village areas associated with the proposed project. The 
results are shown in Tables 3.13-17 and 3.13-19 of the SDEIS/RDEIR, 
pp. 3.13-53 and 56. The maximum cancer risk increases at residential 
areas are below the significance threshold for Alternatives 1 using the 
preferred emissions scenario, except for a small area in Lincoln 
Village. For any residence in the impacted area, ACTA has offered to 
install HVAC systems to reduce the risk to a level that is less than 
significant.  

The potential for noise impacts as a result of the project was studied 
in the EIS/EIR (Final EIS/EIR, Section 3.14; Section 4.5.4). The 
EIS/EIR determined that with implementation of mitigation 
including noise barriers along the SR-47 Expressway and Alameda 
Street, potential operational noise impacts (including those resulting 
from truck noise) would be reduced to a less than significant level at 
all locations in the project study area except Anchorage Way Marinas 
where no mitigation is feasible (Id. at pp. 3.14-20 and 4-15).  

Please see Response to Comment TR2-43. 
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Response to Comment TR2-46 

It is highly unlikely that more homes in the study area would have a 
risk higher than 10 in a million. Please see Response to Comment 
AJ11-7 and OB14-7 for further discussion.  

Response to Comment TR2-47 

Your comment is noted. The option of only replacing the bridge was 
considered as Alternative 4. 
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MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT
BETWEEN THE CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION AND

THE CALIFORNIA STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER
REGARDING THE STATE ROUTE 47 (Srd N EXPRESSWAY AND THE SCHUYLER HEIM
BRIDGE REPLACEMENT PROJECT, CITIES OF LONG BEACH AND LOS ANGELES, LOS

ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA

WHEREAS, the Federal Highways Administration (FHWA) has assigned, and the California
Department of Transportation (Caltrans) has assumed, FHWA responsibilily for environmental
review, consultation, and coordination under the provisions of the Memorøndum of
Llnderstønding (MOU) befween the Federal Higfuuøy Administrøtion ønd the Cnliþrniø Department of
Trønsportøtion Concerning the Støte of Californiø's Participøtion in the Surføce Trønsportation Project

Deliaery Pilot Program, which became effective on July 1,2007 and applies to this projec! and

WHEREAS, Caltrans has determined that the State Route 47 (SR- } Expressway and the
Schuyler Heim Bridge Replacement Project (Undertaking), will have an adverse effect on the
Schuyler Heim Bridge (#53-2618), a property determined to be eligible for inclusion in the
National Register of Historic Places (National Register); and

WIIEREAS, Caltrans has consulted with the California State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO)

pursuant to Stipulations X.C., and X.I. of the larnary 2004, Progrømmøtic Agreement ømong tlæ

Federøl Highzuøy Administrntion, thn Adaisory Council on Historic Preæruøtion, the Ctliforniø Støte

Historic Preseraøtion Officer, ønd the Cøliforniø Depørtment of Trønsportøtion Regørding Compliance
zoith Section 106 of the Nøtionøl Historic Preseraøtion Act, øs it pertains to the Administrøtion of the

Federal-AidHighuøy Progrøm in Californiø (PA), and where the PA so directs, in accordance with
36 CFR Part 800, the regulations implementing Section 106 oÍ the National Historic Preservation
Act (16 USC SectionlT}Í), as amended (NHPA), regarding the Undertakirdr effects on historic
properties and has notified the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) of the adverse
effect finding pursuant to pursuant to 36 CFR $ 800.6(a)(1); and

WHEREAS, Caltrans has thoroughly considered alternatives to the Undertaking, has
determined that the statutory and regulatory constraints on the design of the Undertaking
preclude the possibility of avoiding adverse effects to the historic property during the
Undertaking s implementation, and has further determined that it will resolve adverse effects
of the Undertaking on the subject historic property through the execution and implementation
of this Memorandum of Agreement (MOA); and

WHEREAS, Caltrans District 7 (District 7) andthe Alameda Corridor Transportation Authority
(ACTA), have participated in the consultation process and have been invited to concur in this
MOA; and

WHEREAS, For Alternatives 1.,1A,2,4, and3, Caltrans shall ensure that the following
stipulations are implemented; and

NOW THEREFORE, Caltrans and the SHPO agree that, upon Caltrans' decision to proceed
with the Undertaking, Caltrans shall ensure that the Undertaking is implemented in accordance
with the following stipulations in order to take into account the effect of the Undertaking on
historic properties, and further agrees that these stipulations shall govern the Undertaking and
all of its parts until this MOA expires or is terminated.



I.

STIPULATIONS

AREA OF POTENTIAL EFFECT

A. The Undertaking's areaof potential effects (APE) is depicted in Figures 4A
and 4B of the September 2006 Finding of Adaerse Effect for the Commodore

Schuyler HeimBridge ønd SR-47 Project. The APE includes the maximum
existing or proposed right-of-way for all alternatives under consideration,
easements (temporary and permanent), all improved properties subject to
temporary or permanent changes in access (ingress and egress), and areas

where visual or audible changes could occur outside the required right-of-
way.

B. If modifications to the Undertaking, subsequent to the execution of this
MOA, necessitate the revision of the APE, Caltrans will consult with District
7 andthe SHPO to facilitate mutual agreement on the subject revisions. If
Caltrans, District 7, artdthe SHPO cannot reach such agreement, then the
parties to this MOA shall resolve the dispute in accordance with Stipulation
III. D. below. If Caltrans, District 7, andthe SHPO reach mutual agreement
on the proposed revisions, then Caltrans will submit a final map of the
revisions, consistent with the requirements of stipulation VIII.A. and
attachment 3 of the PA, no later than 30 days following such agreement.

TREATMENT OF HISTORIC PROPERTIES

A. Caltrans shall offer the Schuyler Heim Bridge (Bridge) for sale for reuse in an
alternate location to interested public agencies and non-profits. A marketing
plan shall be prepared for the sale of the bridge, including: a notification
letter, fact sheet, list of intended recipients, as well as provisions for the
salvage of smaller components in the case that there is no interest in re-use of
the bridge. Advertisements shall be placed in appropriate newspapers of
record. The offer shall run for 6 months. If no acceptable bids are received
after 6 months, this stipulation shall be deeded to have been met. The above
shall be done in accordance with the U.S. Departrnent of Transportation
Historic Bridge Program 23 USC 1a+(o)(+)(A) and (B).

B. Caltrans shall install informative permanent metal plaques at both ends of
the new bridge at public locations that provide a brief history of the original
Bridge, its engineering features and characteristics, the reasons for its
demolition, artd a statement of the characteristics of the replacement
structure. SHPO shall have 30 days to review proposed plaque information
before they are produced and installed.

C. Caltrans shall, pursuant to Section 110(b) of the NHPA, before the Bridge is
demolished, contact the National Park Service (NPS) Historic American
Building Survey/ Historic American Engineering Record (HABS/ HAER)
program to determine what level and kind of recordation is required for the
property.

il.



D.

E.

F.

G.

H.

Caltrans shall disseminate copies of the HABS/HAER report to local
libraries. One acid-free xerographic copy of the report or reports shall be

prepared on standardSl/zX ll paper and provided to each repository to
include the Los Angeles Public Library, the Long Beach Public Library, the
Los Angeles Conservancy, the Caltrans Transportation Library in
Sacramento, and the California Office of Historic Preservation.

Caltrans shall prepare a website, or adapt its current website, or help the Port
of Long Beach or Port of Los Angeles adapt its website to make the
information from the HABS/HAER report available to the public for L0

years. The information will also be made available to the Caltrans
Transportation Library in Sacramento for inclusion on their website.

Caltrans shall produce a documentary (motion picture or video) that
addresses the history of the Bridge, its importance and use within the history
of the Port of Long Beach and Port of Los Angeles, and demonstrates its
operation and function. The motion picture or video will be of broadcast
quality, of sufficient length for a standard 3O-minute time period and will be

made available to local broadcast stations for public access channels in local
cable systems and to schools/libraries; and one copy shall be submitted to
the Caltrans Transportation Library in Sacramento.

Caltrans shall prepare traveling exhibits that address the history of the
Bridge, its importance and use within the history of the Port of Long Beach

and the Port of Los Angeles, and demonstrate its operation and function,
appropriate for display in small museuÍìs, or for use in schools.

Caltrans shall offer artifacts removed from the Bridge during preliminary
stages of the demolition process to local museuÍìs, and provide for their
delivery to accepting institutions. Examples of such artifacts may include, but
not be limited to, control panels, instruments, strucfural members, railings,
signage, plaques or other identifying ornamentation, street lights, navigation
lights, etc., unless such artifacts are subject to sale of the bridge under
stipulation II. A.

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS

A. Definitions. The definitions provided at 36 CFR S 800.16 are applicable
throughout this MOA.

B. Professional Qualifications and Standards. Caltrans will ensure that only
individuals meeting the Secretary of the Interior's Professional Qualification
Standards (48 FR 44738-39) in the relevant field of study carry out or teview
appropriateness and quality of the actions and products required by
Stipulations II.A-H in this MOA.

C. Discoveries and Unanticipated Effects. If Caltrans determines after the
construction of the Undertaking has commenced, that the undertaking will
affect a previously unidentified property that may be eligible for listing in the
National Register, or affect a known historic property in an unanticipated

il.



marlner, Caltrans will address the discovery or unanticipated effect in
accordance with 36 CFR S 800.13(bX3). Caltrans at its discretion may
hereunder assume any discovered property to be eligible for inclusion in the
National Register in accordance with 36 CFR $ 800.13 (c).

D. Resolving Objections

1. Should any party to this MOA object at any time in writing to the
manner in which the terms of this MOA are implemented, to any
action carried out or proposed with respect to implementation of the
MOA, or to any document prepared in accordance with and subject to
the terms of the MOA, Caltrans shall immediately notify the other
parties of the objection" request their comments on the objection
within 1,5 days following receipt of Caltrans'notification, and proceed
to consult with the oþecting parry for no more than 30 days to resolve
the objection. Caltrans will honor the request of the other parties to
participate in the consultation and will take any coÍrments provided
by those parties into account.

2. If the objection is resolved during the 30-day consultation period,
Caltrans may proceed with the disputed action in accordance with the
terms of such resolution.

If at the end of the 30 day consultation period, Caltrans determines
that the objection cannot be resolved through such consultatioru then
Caltrans shall forward all documentation relevant to the objection to
the ACHP, including Caltrans' proposed response to the objection,
with the expectation that the ACHP will, within thfuty (30) days after
receipt of such documentation:

a. Advise Caltrans that the ACHP concurs in Caltrans' proposed
response to the objection" whereupon Caltrans will respond to
the objection accordingly. The objection shall thereby be

resolved; or

b. Provide Caltrans with recommendations, which Caltrans will
take into account in reaching a final decision regarding its
ïesponse to the objection. The oþection shall thereby be

resolved; or

c. Notify Caltrans that the objection will be referred for comment
pursuant to 36 CFR $ S00.7(c) and proceed to refer the
objection and comment. Caltrans shall take the resulting
comments into account in accordance with 36 CFR S 800.7(c)( )

and Section 110(1) of the NHPA. The objection shall thereby
be resolved.

Should the ACHP not exercise one of the above options within 30

days after receipt of all pertinent documentation, Caltrans may
assume the ACHPs concurrence in its proposed response to the

J.
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objection and proceed to implement that response. The objection shall
thereby be resolved.

Caltrans shall take into account any of the ACHPs recoñunendations
or coÍunents provided in accordance with this stipulation with
reference only to the subject of the oþection. Caltrans' responsibility
to carry out all other actions under this MOA that are not the subject
of the objection shall remain unchanged.

At any time during implementation of the measures stipulated in this
MOA, should a member of the public raise an objection in writing
pertaining to such implementation to any signatory Parry to this
MOA, that signatory party shall immediately notify Caltrans.
Caltrans shall immediately notify the other signatory parties in
writing of the objection. Any signatory party may choose to comment
in writing on the objection to Caltrans. Caltrans shall establish a
reasonable time frame for this comment period. Caltrans shall
consider the objectiort and in reaching its decision, Caltrans will take
all comments from the other signatory parties into account. Within 1-5

days following closure of the comment period, Caltrans will render a

decision regarding the objection and respond to the objecting Parry.
Caltrans will promptly notify the other signatory parties of its
decision in writing, including acopy of the response to the objecting
parry .Caltrans' decision regarding resolution of the objection will be

final. Following issuance of its final decision, Caltrans may authorize
the action subject to dispute hereunder to proceed in accordance with
the terms of that decision.

Caltrans shall provide all parties to this MOA, and the ACHP, if the
ACHP has commented, and any parties that have objected pursuant
to section D.6 of the stipulation, with a copy of its final written
decision regarding any objection addressed pursuant to this
stipulation.

8. Caltrans may authortze arty action subject to objection under this
stipulation to proceed after the objection has been resolved in
accordance with the terms of this stipulation.

Amendments. Any signatory parry to this MOA may Propose that this MOA
be amended, whereupon all signatory parties shall consult to consider such
amendment. The amendment will be effective on the date a copy signed by
all of the original signatories is filed with the ACHP. If the signatories cannot
agree to appropriate terms to amend the PA, any signatory may terminate
the agreement in accordance with Stipulation III.F, below.

Termination

1. If this MOA is not amended as provided for in section E of this
stipulation, or if either signatory proposes termination of this MOA
for other reasons, the signatory party proposing termination shall, in

5.

7.

E.

F.



writing, noti-fy the other MOA parties, explain the reasons for
proposing terminatiorL and consult with the other parties for at least
30 days to seek alternatives to termination. Such consultation shall
not be required if Caltrans proposes terminationbecause the
Undertaking no longer meets the definition set forth in 36 CFR S

800.16(y).

2. Should such consultation result in an agreement on an alternative to
termination, the signatory parties shall proceed in accordance with
that agreement.

3. Should such consultation fail, the signatory parry proposing
termination may terminate this MOA by promptly notifying the other
parties in writing. Termination hereunder shall render this MOA
without further force or effect.

4. If this MOA is terminated hereunder, and if Caltrans determines that
the Undertaking will nonetheless proceed, then Caltrans shall
comply with ttre requirements of 36 CFR 800.3-800.6.

G. Duration of MOA

1. Unless terminated pursuant to section F. of this stipulation, or unless
it is superseded by an amended MOA, this MOA will be in effect
following execution by the signatory parties until Caltrans, in
consultation with the other signatory parties, determines that all of its
stipulations have been satisfactorily fulfilled.

2. The terms of this MOA shall be satisfactorily fulfilled within ten (10)

years following the date of execution by the signatory parties. If
Caltrans determines that this requirement cannot be met, the MOA
parties will consult to reconsider its terms. Reconsideration may
include continuation of the MOA as originally executed, amendment
of the MOA or termination. In the event of termination, Caltrans will
comply with section F.4 of this stipulation, if it determines that the
Undertaking will proceed notwithstanding termination of this MOA.

3. If the Undertaking has not been implemented within ten (10) years
following execution of this MOA, this MOA shall automatically
terminate and have no further force or effect. In such event, Caltrans
shall notify the other signatory parties in writing and, ú it chooses to
continue with the Undertaking, shall reinitiate review of the
Undertaking in accordance with 36 CFR Part 800.

H. Effective Date

This MOA will take effect on the date that it is executed by Caltrans and
the SHPO.



EXECUTION of this MOA by Caltrans and the SHPO, its filing with the ACHP in accordance
\Mith 36 CFR S800.6(bX1XtÐ, and subsequent implementation of its terms, shall evidence,
pursuant to 36CFRS800.6(c), that Caltrans has afforded the ACHP an opportunity to comment
on the Undertaking and its effects on historic properties, and that Caltrans has taken into
account the effects of the Undertaking on historic properties.



SIGNATORY PARTIES

Californii Deparhnent of Transportation

Date:

CONCURRING PARTIES

California Department of Transportation

Division of Envìronmental Analysis



 

Schuyler Heim Bridge Replacement and SR-47 Expressway Project M-1 
Final EIS/EIR May 2009 

Acronyms and Abbreviations 

°F Fahrenheit 

μ/L micrograms per liter 

μg micrograms 

μg/kg micrograms per kilogram 

μg/m3 micrograms per cubic meter 

μm micron 

AB 1493 Assembly Bill 1493 

ACET Alameda Corridor Engineering Team 

ACHP Advisory Council on Historic Preservation  

ACM asbestos-containing material 

ACTA Alameda Corridor Transportation Authority 

ACTM Airborne Toxic Control Measure 

ADA Americans with Disabilities Act 

ADL aerially deposited lead 

ADT average daily traffic 

AHERA Asbestos Hazard Emergency Response Act 

AMSL above mean sea level 

APE area of potential effects 

APLIC Avian Power Line Interaction Committee  

APP Avian Protection Plan  

AQMD Air Quality Management District 

AQMP Air Quality Management Plan 

ARB Air Resources Board 

ARP Accidental Release Prevention 

ASR Archaeological Survey Report 

AST aboveground storage tank 

ASTM American Society for Testing and Materials 

ATCM Asbestos Airborne Toxic Control Measure 
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ATIS Advanced Traveler Information System 

ATMIS Advanced Transportation Management and Information Systems 

ATSAC Automated Traffic Surveillance and Control 

BAT Best Available Technology 

BCPCT Best Conventional Pollutant Control Technology 

BEP Business Emergency Plan 

bgs below ground surface 

BHC benzene hexachloride 

BMP best management practices 

BPTCP Bay Protection and Toxic Cleanup Program 

BTEX benzene, toluene, ethylene, and xylenes 

Btu British thermal unit(s) 

CAA Clean Air Act 

CAAP Clean Air Action Plan 

CAAQS California ambient air quality standards 

CalARP California Accidental Release Prevention 

Caltrans California Department of Transportation 

CARB California Air Resources Board 

CCA California Coastal Act 

CCTV closed circuit television  

CDFG California Department of Fish and Game 

CDMG California Department of Mining and Geology 

CEC California Energy Commission 

CEQ Council on Environmental Quality 

CEQA California Environmental Quality Act 

CERCLA Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability 
Act of 1980 

CERCLIS Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability 
Information System 

CERFA Community Environmental Response Facilitation Act 

CESA California Endangered Species Act 

CFR Code of Federal Regulations 
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CGS California Geological Survey 

CH4 methane  

CHMIRS California Hazardous Material Incident Report System 

CIDH cast-in-drilled-hole 

CIP cast-in-place 

CISS cast-in-steel-shell 

CIWMB California Integrated Waste Management Board 

cm centimeter(s) 

cm/s centimeters per second 

CMA Critical Movement Analysis  

CMP Congestion Management Program 

CMS changeable message sign 

CNPS California Native Plant Society 

CO carbon monoxide 

CO2 carbon dioxide  

Coast Guard United States Coast Guard 

COC contaminants of concern 

CORRACTS Corrective Action Sites 

CPS Coastal Pelagic Species 

CRHR California Register of Historic Resources 

CTC California Transportation Commission 

cu cubic meter 

CWA Clean Water Act 

CZMA Coastal Zone Management Act 

DCA dichloroethane 

DDD dichlorodiphenyl dichloroethane 

DDE dichlorodiphenyl dichloroethylene 

DDT dichlorodiphenyl trichloroethane 

DOC California Department of Conservation 

DOT Department of Transportation 

DPM diesel particulate matter 
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DTSC Department of Toxic Substances Control 

ECOUS Environmental Consequences of Underwater Sound  

EDR Environmental Database Report 

EEZ Exclusive Economic Zone 

EFH Essential Fish Habitat 

EIS/EIR Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report 

EO Executive Order 

EPA United States Environmental Protection Agency 

ERL effects range-low 

ERM effects range-median 

ERMQ effect range median quotient 

ERNS Emergency Response Notification System 

FACU facultative upland plants 

FACW facultative wetland plants 

FEMA Federal Emergency Management Agency 

FERC Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 

FHWA Federal Highway Administration 

FIFRA Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act 

FIRM Flood Insurance Rate Map 

FMMP Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program 

FMP Fishery Management Plan 

FOE Findings of Effect 

FONSI Finding of No Significant Impact 

ft foot/feet 

FTA Federal Transit Administration 

FTIP Federal Transportation Improvement Plan 

g average acceleration produced by terrestrial gravity 

GHG greenhouse gas 

HABS/HAER Historic American Buildings Survey/Historic American Engineering 
Record 

HAS hydrologic subarea 
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HAZWOPER Hazardous Waste Operations and Emergency Response 

HBRR Highway Bridge Replacement and Rehabilitation 

HCM Highway Capacity Manual 

HFC Hydrofluorocarbon 

HHD Heavy Duty 

HHW higher high water 

HLW higher low water 

HMS Hazardous Materials System 

HPSR Historic Properties Survey Report 

HRA Health Risk Assessment 

HSA hydrologic subarea  

I- Interstate 

I-110 Harbor Freeway 

I-405 San Diego Freeway 

ICTF intermodal container transfer facility 

IHA Incidental Harassment Authorization 

in inch(es) 

INCE Institute of Noise Control Engineering 

IPCC Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change 

IRIS Integrated Risk Information System 

IS/EA initial study/environmental assessment 

ISA Initial Site Assessment 

ISTEA Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act 

ITS Intelligent Transportation System 

IWMD Industrial Waste Management Division 

JWPCP Joint Water Pollution Control Plant 

kg kilogram 

kJ kilojoule(s) 

km kilometer(s) 

KP kilometer post 

kV kilovolt(s) 
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LA Los Angeles 

LACM Natural History Museum of Los Angeles County 

LACOFD Los Angeles County Fire Department 

LADWP Los Angeles Department of Water and Power 

LAFC City of Los Angeles Fire Code 

LAFD Los Angeles City Fire Department 

LAHD Los Angeles Harbor Department 

LAPD Los Angeles Police Department 

LARWQCB California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region 

LAUSD Los Angeles Unified School District 

LBFD Long Beach Fire Department 

LBP lead-based paint 

LBPD Long Beach Police Department 

LBPL Long Beach Public Library 

LBSWMP Long Beach Storm Water Management Program 

LBUSD Long Beach Unified School District 

LBWD Long Beach Water Department 

LCP Local Coastal Program 

LHW lower high water 

LLW lower low water 

LNM Local Notice to Mariners (USCG District weekly publication) 

LOMR Letter of Map Revision 

LOS level of service 

LQG large-quantity generator 

LUST leaking underground storage tank 

M magnitude 

m meter 

m3 cubic meter 

MBAS methylene blue activated substances 

MCE maximum credible earthquake 

MD mid-day 
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MEB maximum extent practicable 

mg milligram 

mg/kg milligrams per kilogram 

mg/L milligrams per liter 

MHHW mean higher high water 

MHLW mean higher low water 

MHWL mean high water level 

mi mile(s) 

MLD Most Likely Descendent 

MLHW mean lower high water 

MLLW mean lower low water 

mm millimeter(s) 

MMBtu million Btu 

MMPA Marine Mammal Protection Act 

MOA memorandum of agreement 

mph miles per hour 

MPO Metropolitan Planning Organization 

MRZ mineral resource zone 

MS4 Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems 

MSAT Mobile Source Air Toxics 

MSE mechanically stabilized earth 

MT metric ton 

MTA Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

MUN Municipal water use 

MWD Metropolitan Water District of Southern California 

N2O nitrous oxide 

NAAQS National Ambient Air Quality Standards 

NAHC Native American Heritage Commission 

NCHRP National Cooperative Highway Research Program 

NEPA National Environmental Policy Act 

NES Natural Environment Study 
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NESHAP National Emission Standard for Hazardous Air Pollutants 

NGA Natural Gas Act of 1938 

NHPA National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 

NMFS National Marine Fisheries Service 

NO nitric oxide 

NO2 nitrogen dioxide 

NOAA National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 

NOI Notice of Intent 

NOP Notice of Preparation 

NOX oxides of nitrogen 

NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System  

NPL National Priority List 

NRHP National Register of Historic Places 

NTU nephelometric turbidity unit 

NWTC National Wind Technology Center  

O3 ozone 

OBL obligate wetland plants 

OCORM Office of the Coast and Ocean Resource Management 

OSHA Occupational Safety & Health Act 

PA Programmatic Agreement 

PAH polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons 

Pb lead 

PBA peak bedrock acceleration 

PCB polychlorinated biphenyls 

PCE passenger car equivalent 

PCG Pacific Coast groundfish 

pcphpl passenger cars per hour per lane 

PDT Project Development Team 

PEA Preliminary Endangerment Assessment 

PEL permissible exposure limits 

PFC perfluorocarbon 
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PHL Pacific Harbor Line  

PM post mile(s)  

PM particulate matter 

PM10 particulate matter equal to or less than 10 microns in equivalent diameter 

PM2.5 particulate matter equal to or less than 2.5 microns in equivalent diameter 

PMP Port Master Plan 

POLA Port of Los Angeles 

POLB Port of Long Beach 

Port Police Los Angeles Harbor Department Port Police 

ppm parts per million 

PQS Professionally Qualified Staff 

PRC California Public Resources Code 

PR-PSR Project Report-Project Study Report 

PS&E plans, specifications, and estimates 

PSI preliminary site investigation 

PSSR Project Scope Summary Report 

PST Pacific Standard Time 

PTS Permanent Threshold Shift  

PUC Public Utilities Commission 

PY person years 

RAP Remedial Action Plan 

RCPG Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide 

RCRA Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 

RCRIS Resource Conservation and Recovery Information System 

RDIFF River Diffusion Farfield 

REC recognized environmental condition 

Regional Board Regional Water Quality Control Board 

RI/FS Focused Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study 

RL reporting limit 

RMP Risk Management Plan 

RMS root mean square 
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ROD Record of Decision 

ROG reactive organic gases 

RTIP Regional Transportation Improvement Program 

RTP Regional Transportation Plan 

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

SCAB South Coast Air Basin 

SCAG Southern California Association of Governments 

SCAQMD South Coast Air Quality Management District 

SCE Southern California Edison 

SCEC Southern California Earthquake Center 

SEL Sound Exposure Level 

SF6 sulfur hexafluoride 

SCIG Southern California International Gateway 

SHOPP State Highway Operation and Protection Program 

SHPO State Historic Preservation Office 

SIP State Implementation Plan 

SLIC spills, leaks, investigations, and cleanups 

SMARA Surface Mining and Reclamation Act 

SO2 sulfur dioxide 

SQG small-quantity generator 

SQG sediment quality guideline 

SR- State Route 

SR-1 Pacific Coast Highway 

SR-91 Artesia Freeway 

SUSMP Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan 

SVOC semivolatile organic compounds 

SVP Society of Vertebrate Paleontology 

SWF/LF Solid Waste Facility/Landfill 

SWMP Stormwater Management Program 

SWPPP Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan  
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SWQCB State Water Quality Control Board 

SWRCB California State Water Resources Control Board 

TASAS Traffic Accident Surveillance and Analysis System 

TCIF Trade Corridor Improvement Funds 

TCM Transportation Control Measure 

TCWG Transportation Conformity Working Group 

tDDT total DDT 

TDF traffic demand forecast 

TDM travel demand management 

TDS total dissolved solid 

TE Guidance for Transportation 

TEA-21 Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century 

TEU twenty-foot equivalent unit 

TMC Traffic Management Center 

TMDL total maximum daily load 

TMP traffic management plan 

TOC Traffic Operation Center 

TPH total petroleum hydrocarbon 

TPH-d total petroleum hydrocarbon-diesel 

TRPH total recoverable petroleum hydrocarbons 

TSAR TASAS Selective Accident Retrieval 

TSCA Toxic Substance Control Act 

TSM transportation systems management 

TSS total suspended solids 

TTLC total threshold limit concentration 

TTS Temporary Threshold Shift 

TCWG Transportation Conformity Working Group 

UBC Uniform Building Code 

UCD University of California, Davis 

UP Union Pacific 

UPL obligate upland species 
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UPRC Union Pacific Resource Company 

UPRR Union Pacific Railroad 

USA Underground Service Alert 

USACE U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

USC United States Code 

USCG U.S. Coast Guard 

USFWS U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

USGS U.S. Geological Survey 

UST underground storage tank 

V/C volume to capacity 

VCP Voluntary Cleanup Property 

VHF-FM very high frequency-frequency modulation 

VMT vehicle miles traveled 

VOC volatile organic compound 

VTIS Vessel Traffic Information Service  

WDR waste discharge requirement 

WMUDS/SWAT Waste Management Unit Database System 

WQC water quality criteria 

WQO water quality objectives  

WWECP Wet Weather Erosion Control Plan 

yd yard(s) 

 



 1

 

UC DAVIS - CALTRANS AIR QUALITY PROJECT 
Department of Civil and Environmental Engineering 
University of California, Davis 
Engineering III, Room 2001 
One Shields Avenue 
Davis, CA 95616-8762 
 
(530) 752-0586 
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FINAL MEMORANDUM 
 
September 8, 2008   
 
 
TO: Mike Brady (Caltrans) 
 
FROM: Doug Eisinger, Deb Niemeier (UC Davis-Caltrans Air Quality Project) 
 Deborah Bennett (UC Davis Department of Public Health Sciences) 
 
SUBJECT: Brief Screening-Level Review of the Draft Health Risk Assessment (HRA) for 

the Schulyer-Heim Bridge Replacement and SR-47 Expressway Project (Heim 
Bridge) 

 
 
This memo updates our June 24, 2008 memorandum that responded to your request that we 
provide a high level review of the June 2008 Draft HRA1 for the Heim Bridge project.  There are 
no substantive changes between the June 24, 2008 document and this document; this memo 
streamlines some of the text from the June memo and clarifies that this communication is a final 
work product.   
 
We have scanned the draft report and identified any obvious questions or issues regarding:  
travel activity, emissions, concentrations, exposure, and risk.  We also had some comments 
regarding mitigation, using “reasonable” vs. “worst-case” modeling assumptions, and 
differentiating this project from other projects.  The expediency with which this review was 
requested prohibits detailed analysis, but we have identified some issues that we believe relate to 
future HRAs.  We strongly encourage Caltrans/U.S. Federal Highway Administration to consider 
a formalized effort aimed at developing a systematic framework for conducting HRAs for 
transportation project-level analysis.  As a matter of note, all page number references cited below 
are to the 44-page June 2008 Draft HRA.   
 

                                                 
1 Draft Health Risk Assessment for the Schulyer-Heim Bridge Replacement and SR-47 Expressway Project.  
Prepared for Alameda Corridor Transportation Authority, Carson, CA.  Prepared by Weston Solutions, Inc.  June 
2008. 
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Travel Activity  
 
• The project description text should note the beginning and ending of the construction phase 

and the built year.  We were unable to determine when the project became operational, but 
assumed it was in year 2015.    

 
• The analysis segregated traffic activity into the four time periods currently used by SCAG to 

model the regional transportation plan (RTP):  AM peak, midday activity, PM peak, and 
night activity (p. 11).  This approach is reasonable.  It is generally considered more optimal 
in terms of traffic level predictions to have a greater number of modeling time periods.  The 
UCD-Caltrans mobile source air toxics (MSAT) methodology prepared in 2006 with multi-
agency input recommended, at the minimum, travel estimation for at least the peak vs. off-
peak periods.    

 
• The level of travel activity is typically the most important variable in completing air quality 

related project assessments.  In the main body of the report, details should be expanded to 
include activity assumptions for the no-build and build alternatives, including fleet mix 
(truck percentage), volumes, and speeds.  This information would be especially valuable for 
the main routes directly affected by the project:  for Alternative 1, illustrating how truck 
traffic would be diverted from SR-103 to SR-47 (as described on p. 25), and how, for 
Alternative 2, truck traffic would be diverted from the Alameda St. corridor to SR-103 (as 
described on p. 25).  The report employs traffic projections “from the traffic study” (p. 11); 
however, the genesis of this traffic study is not clear.  Did this traffic study document 
expected traffic shifts to/from adjacent facilities and any other affected facilities such as the 
110 and 710 freeways?  The report also notes that traffic volumes and average daily traffic 
were developed using information from the Ports and from SCAG (pp. 11-12).  It appears 
that the project analysts used travel assumptions consistent with regional analysis, which 
would be appropriate; however, as noted above, further documentation is needed to 
understand where and how the various assumptions are employed in the analysis.  The 
traffic study should be included in the material as an appendix.   

 
• Page 20 of the report describes how “conservative traffic assumptions” were used to create 

the scenarios to be analyzed.  Using a conservative approach would appear to be correct in 
concept; however, it is critical to document assumptions, and to clearly identify how each 
was conservative. 

 
• Standard milestone years for project-level air quality analysis typically include a base year, 

the year of project completion, and the design year (usually defined as the project 
completion year plus 20 years).  It is not a serious problem that this analysis used different 
years, however the analysis years neither match the standard air quality approach, nor do 
they align the 70-year exposure assessment period with the years the project is operational 
(some of the 70 years are before the project is built, some are after the project is built).  It 
would seem more logical to have the 70-year window begin with the year of project 
completion, so that the entire risk analysis would reflect no-build vs. build conditions.   
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Emissions   
 
• The emissions assessment includes assumed implementation of various control programs 

which are part of the Ports Clean Air Action Plan (CAAP) (p. 9).  For example, one of the 
assumptions is that 100% of trucks entering the Port by January 1, 2012 will meet 2007 
federal clean truck standards (p. 9).  As a general practice, the U.S. EPA typically discounts 
the effectiveness of control programs for planning purposes, to account for unexpected 
implementation delays and problems, as well as enforcement issues and other factors that 
can lessen effectiveness.  So, for example, EPA has sometimes assumed that control 
programs achieve only 80% of the emission reductions that would occur if the program was 
fully implemented as planned.  Unless the CAAP’s emission reductions are federally 
enforceable, it would be more in keeping with standard practice to discount the anticipated 
effectiveness of these controls, rather than assume 100% successful program 
implementation.  The HRA should clearly identify which control strategies are included in 
the analysis, which strategies are enforceable compared to those that are merely planned, 
and what year they are expected to be implemented.   

 
• Alternative 1 provides for grade separations, which would generally be expected improve 

traffic flow and reduce emissions (p. 7). 
 
• Use of EMFAC2007 was appropriate.  It appears that the study took vehicle deterioration 

into account when estimating LNG vehicle emissions (p. 10), and that conservative 
assumptions were made about the lack of LNG truck introduction after 2011 (p. 11).  Further 
details would be helpful to document the methodology for LNG trucks consistent with 
EMFAC2007 (p. 10).   

 
• It appears that the analysis used the 2006 UCD-Caltrans MSAT methodology, which is 

reasonable since that methodology was the only readily-available tool during 2007 when the 
analysis was likely completed.  Future analyses (for other projects), should use the UCD-
Caltrans CT-EMFAC model, the most recent version of which is dated May 2008, since it 
incorporates a more robust methodology to account for MSAT emissions.   

 
• As mentioned later under both the Risk and Mitigation sections, there is confusion about 

what is meant by the “mitigation scenarios” explored for 2015.  Further documentation on 
these is necessary to understand whether the emission factors chosen to represent the 
mitigation scenarios were different than the other scenarios (see pp. 13, 20).   

 
• The main report text should clarify which gasoline and diesel-related compounds are 

covered by the health risk assessment.  The MSATs listed in the main report are recognized 
as priority MSATs by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and are appropriate 
compounds for analysis.  Material in an appendix seemed to indicate that, beyond diesel PM, 
several additional diesel-related compounds were evaluated; if this is the case, this should be 
made clear in the main body of the report.     
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Concentrations   
 
• The spacing of the receptors seemed to be appropriate to capture near-road impacts since 

they were spaced at 50 m intervals close to the affected facilities (p. 16). 
 
• Overall, the dispersion modeling approach appears reasonable based on the tools used and 

the information provided in the main body of the report. 
 
Exposure   
 
• The text states that maximum 1-hour concentrations were used for acute effects.  For some 

compounds, the acute time frame uses a slightly longer time period.  In general, HRAs 
should match the time period of exposure and health concern (e.g., for some pollutants, the 
reference dose should be compared to a maximum six or seven hour concentration).  We did 
not check the time frames for the pollutants under consideration.  The Hazard Index (HI) 
will only go down if longer time periods are used.  The text should state the time-frames of 
interest for all the pollutants evaluated.     

 
• The breathing rate needs to be confirmed.  Using the parameters listed for the Gamma 

distribution in OEHHA’s 2003 “Air Toxics Program Risk Assessment Guidelines”2, along 
with Crystal Ball software, we derived an 80th percentile value of 393.9 L/kg-day.  The 
guidelines list a high-end value of 393 L/kg-day, which matches the 80th percentile value we 
calculated.  However, the analysis done in the report we are evaluating states that the 80th 
percentile value is 302 L/kg-day.  This value should be revised upwards.  The discrepancy 
may be that the 302 L/kg-d comes from an estimate of the adult breathing rate.  The value 
presented for use by OEHHA (2003) assumes a 70-year exposure beginning in childhood, 
such that the higher breathing rates for children’s early years are incorporated into the 
estimate for the entire lifetime.  The OEHHA guidance value should be used.   

 
• The OEHHA guidance also states, “The risk assessment guidelines require the use of the 

95th
 percentile (i.e., high-end) breathing rate for all assessments of cancer risk by the 

inhalation route in Tier-1 risk assessments in order to avoid underestimating risk to the 
public, including children.”  The potential discrepancy between the listed “high-end” value 
in the report, which appears to be the 80th percentile, and the OEHHA guidance, should be 
resolved by following OEHHA guidance.   

 
• The breathing rates for the workers should also be confirmed once the residential breathing 

rate has been established. 
 
• The concentrations do not consider potentially lower indoor air concentrations for some of 

the particle bound species.  By not including this factor, the concentrations are more 
conservative than they need to be.  However, given the temperate climate in the Long Beach 
area, doors and windows may be open a considerable fraction of time, in which case the 
conservative approach is appropriate. 

                                                 
2 See:  http://www.oehha.org/air/hot_spots/pdf/HRAfinalnoapp.pdf.   
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Risk   
 
• (see also first bullet comment below under Mitigation)  The text on pages 20 and 23 is 

confusing – it seems to imply that, in addition to the build vs. no-build scenarios, there were 
other sensitivity analyses done for year 2015.  However, the text on p. 24 notes that these 
sensitivity analyses were simply build vs. no-build comparisons.  The final document should 
clarify the analyses discussed.   

 
• The modeling time period was 2003 to 2072, which is said to be “for purposes of CEQA 

comparison.”  The baseline assumes no project construction, and the project scenarios 
assume project emissions from the year 2015 onward (page 13).  The linear extrapolation is 
from 2003 to 2015, and from 2015 to 2030.  It is not made clear if the HRA assumed a 
“baseline” version of 2015 for the first averaging period, and a “project” version of 2015 for 
the second averaging period.  As we state elsewhere, it was also not clear which control 
programs (mitigation) were assumed to be operative in the no-build and build scenarios.  
Also, as stated above, a broader concern is that, ideally, we would want to make risk 
comparisons beginning at the time period the project was completed, and extending for 70 
years from that time point.   

 
• There are two issues with the presentation of the HI results.  First:  South Coast Air Quality 

Management District (SCAQMD) guidance3 does indicate that the standards for a project 
are increases in the HI of less than 1.0.  Also necessary to determine, however, is if the 
project pushes the exposed population from below 1.0 to above 1.0.  Second:  from the 
report, we cannot determine the value of the ultimate HI.  A look through the appendices 
does not clear up the issue either as it is not clear if the values presented are the HI 
considering all sources of exposure, or just the difference between the baseline and the 
project scenarios.   

 
• The report notes that the results show “substantial regional benefits that reduce risk in the 

majority of the study area” (p. 34).  The figures shown, however, only highlight the 
geographic areas where risk decreases and increases, thus it is hard to see (quantitatively) 
what the population-weighted risk impacts are.  This information needs to be documented 
better.   

 
• The actual risk values should be stated in a clear and visible manner in the main body of the 

report, preferably in the executive summary.  Without reading Table 3.1, it is possible to 
have the impression that the exposed population meets all regulatory guidelines in the no-
build situation.  In fact, their no-build risk is already above 1 x 10-4, the level at which action 
should be taken in most regulatory guidelines.  While it is true that this proposed project 
comes very close to meeting the guidelines for the allowed increase of less than 10 in a 
million, this increase should be placed in context of the existing, no-build risk conditions.    

 

                                                 
3 See:  http://www.aqmd.gov/CEQA/handbook/signthres.pdf.   
 



 6

• The discussion (beginning p. 34) identifies factors that could contribute to over-estimating 
the risk impacts.  Some points merit further discussion.  The first bullet statement notes that 
actual goods movement activity may be less than what is forecasted, thus reducing activity 
and risk.  Presumably, the premise for the entire project is the need to satisfy future goods 
movement demand – if that demand has been over-predicted, then the basis for the entire 
project is in question. We recommend removing the bullet.  The second bullet statement on 
page 34 includes helpful comments about the fact that future controls may be implemented 
that are not yet credited; however, as discussed under the “Emissions” section, it would be 
more appropriate to discount the assumed effectiveness of the Ports CAAP.   

 
• The risk discussion would benefit by including information describing the conservative 

nature of the risk assessment process, including, for example, the approach used to establish 
unit risk factors and the analytical process of assuming 70-year exposures regardless of the 
low probability of individuals remaining in one location for 70 years.  That would help 
provide the general public with some context to understand how to interpret the risk results.   

 
• The individual pollutants and the exposure pathways used to complete the analysis should be 

stated in the main body of the report.  Currently, some of this is documented in an appendix, 
and some is mentioned in the text, but it is difficult to identify.  Our assumption is that the 
modeled risk is largely a function of diesel PM exposure via inhalation.  It would be helpful, 
especially to inform how to structure future HRAs, to break down the attribution of risk by 
pollutant, and by exposure route.  If, as expected, virtually all of the health risk is due to 
diesel PM, and by inhalation, documenting these results would help encourage streamlining 
future HRAs to eliminate analytical work with little informational value.   

 
 
Mitigation   
 
• (See also the first bullet point above under Risk)  There is a discussion under Section 2.3 

(Risk Assessment Approach, p. 20) which refers to a year 2015 “mitigation scenario.”  It is 
not clear what this means.  It appears that year 2015 risks were estimated for the purpose of 
identifying homes impacted, and to help identify homes that would be candidates for 
mitigation (as described later on p. 35).  Is this correct?  How does this information compare 
to the risk information presented in Table 3-1?  Also, the page 20 text creates some 
confusion about the assumptions for all of the no-build vs. build analyses.  Page 20 states 
that year 2015 analyses were based on known emission reduction strategies as the basis for 
mitigation.  It was not clear whether all the build scenarios were modeled with the known 
emission reduction strategies, or just the ones for the 2015 analysis.  The text on p. 20 
implies that the mitigation was used only for 2015, but on page 9, it said the Ports CAAP 
was assumed for both 2015 and 2030.  Was there some mitigation other than the Ports 
CAAP also assumed for 2015?  Also, the text on page 35 refers to the sensitivity analysis 
results in Figure 4-1; that figure is not included.    

 
• The mitigation discussion (p. 35) describes approximately 12 homes as meriting mitigation, 

and expanding that pool of homes to 100 to 200 to provide a safety buffer and ensure 
anonymity of the impacted receptors.  The justification seems understandable, but the 
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impact – raising the number of sites to be mitigated by a factor of about 10 to 15 – seems 
overly high.  Given the conservative nature of risk assessments (see comment under Risk 
above), margins of safety are already built into the analysis.  The need for mitigation, and 
the geographic coverage for such mitigation, should be further examined.   

 
• The choice of mitigation (p. 36) requires further discussion and documentation.  HVAC 

system effectiveness can be easily defeated simply by opening windows or doors.  The 
socio-economic status of these residents also needs to be considered as they are likely to 
minimize HVAC use if operational cost is prohibitive.  For HVAC improvements to be an 
effective mitigation, some consideration needs to be given to ensuring that adequate 
resources are available to pay for ongoing HVAC system maintenance as well as the 
monthly bills that would be incurred due to HVAC operation.  If, however, HVAC system 
improvements need only be effective for a small fraction of the year to reduce risk below the 
target level, that information should be described.  Alternatively, other mitigation could be 
examined if the HVAC systems prove impractical.  For example, there is some literature that 
shows that tree screens (particular species of trees) have successfully reduced ambient PM 
levels.  If tree-planting is a practical solution for the affected sites, that option could be 
explored as well.   

 
Minor / Miscellaneous Issues 
 
• Page 5 of the report describes Alternative 1 as replacing the existing bridge with a “slightly 

wider” new bridge – we assumed that the new structure did not increase capacity by adding 
travel lanes, since the text focused on the addition of standard shoulders.  If that is not the 
case, the text should be clarified. 

 
 
Broader HRA Discussion Points 
 
1. Differentiating Project Types:  Which Projects Merit Assessment?   
 
Separate from the Heim Bridge project assessment, you have asked us for thoughts concerning 
which types of projects might be more appropriate for HRAs.  Since there is no regulatory 
requirement to prepare an HRA for transportation projects, there are no uniform procedures for 
completing such assessments, for interpreting the results obtained, or for communicating the 
findings to the public in a meaningful way.  In the Heim Bridge analysis, this has resulted in, for 
example, confusing analysis years, lack of understandable travel activity and modeling 
assumptions, and other issues as discussed above.  We highly recommend that Caltrans consider 
implementing a study in which a small number of project-level HRAs are completed by a 
qualified team, using different analytical approaches for each of the analyses.  The various 
approaches and results can then be compared and assessed as to their explanatory value, as well 
as the time and cost involved with their preparation.  We believe that this process will also help 
to establish the outlines of a broader HRA analysis framework for transportation projects that can 
be used to gather multi-agency input, and to gain consensus from other regional, state and federal 
partner agencies on the need for these studies and the usefulness of different HRA options.   
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Diesel PM is the risk driver in the Heim Bridge case (p. 36) as well as in other California 
communities (e.g., see findings from the MATES-II and III studies).  Accordingly, one option 
for selecting candidate projects for HRA pilot studies is to examine project situations involving 
an unusually high percentage of diesel traffic.  Also, given the literature on near-road pollutant 
concentrations, study candidates could include cases where there are residential areas and 
schools in close proximity (e.g., within 100 m) to a project.  For example, projects facilitating 
increased goods movement through ports, where environmental justice and community concerns 
are high, would be good candidates to explore how to implement HRAs and to pilot test what 
risk information is of most value to assist public involvement in the project selection process.   
 
2. Worst-Case vs. Real-World Analyses  
 
Independent of the Heim Bridge project, you also asked for thoughts concerning how to estimate 
risk when completing HRAs; in particular, you asked whether such assessments should focus on 
using worst-case or real-world assumptions.  OEHHA guidance4 for hot-spot analyses 
recommends using a tiered approach to risk assessment, and such an approach might be 
applicable for transportation projects as well.  In concept, tiered analyses begin by using 
conservative assumptions to facilitate screening assessments; if a project passes a simplified 
conservative screening test, the analysis is complete.  Projects that fail an initial screening test 
can move to the next tier of analysis, which can involve replacing default screening assumptions 
with site-specific conservative information.  Projects failing second tier review then move to 
more detailed assessment involving distributions for input data.  A tiered approach would be 
consistent with other project-level analysis protocols, such as the carbon monoxide protocol 
developed for Caltrans by UC Davis. 

 
In addition, HRAs could also consider presenting population-weighted risk impacts as well as 
site-specific impacts.  OEHHA guidance, for example, recommends that hot-spot analyses assess 
population risk.  A population risk analysis often includes two approaches.  One approach 
involves estimating total cancer burden across the population – in other words, the increased 
number of excess cancers that are forecasted to occur across the population as a whole.  A 
second approach involves estimating cancer risk by specifying the size of population at a given 
level of risk.  From a more practical standpoint, this can be done as the number of  people 
exposed to concentrations that result in excess cancer risks of less than 1 per million, 1-10 per 
million, 11-20 per million, and so on.  The first approach details total risk.  The second approach 
allows for greater resolution – enabling analysts to understand whether the absolute number of 
excess cancers is derived from a small pool of highly exposed individuals, or a large pool of 
people exposed to relatively lower concentrations and risk.  In addition, OEHHA recommends 
presenting two sets of risk values:  one set using conservative, high-end exposure assumptions 
(e.g., 80th or 95th percentile values for exposure), and a second set using average exposure 
factors.    

 
In summary, a general approach for completing HRAs might include steps such as the following: 
 

• As a first-tier screening approach, calculate increased risk using high-end, conservative 
values (higher concentrations and longer exposure periods).  Present the actual risk 

                                                 
4 (See OEHHA guidance available at footnote 2 Internet address.) 
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numbers in addition to the change in risk.  Determine whether there are homes/receptors 
exceeding incremental additional risk criteria.  If there are, then: 

• As a second-tier approach, reassess increased risk for the affected receptors using site 
specific conservative values, rather than general conservative values.   

• For context, reassess the increased risk for the affected receptors using typical values, 
rather than conservative values. 

• Once this suite of information is available, project sponsors can then evaluate whether 
mitigation is warranted, or whether further analytical work is needed.  If they do not feel 
they can move forward on the project with the results obtained, they might conduct 
additional analysis; for example: 

o Present the overall population-based impact of the project by summing the change 
in risks over the population, especially if risk is reduced for a significant portion 
of the population. 

o Conduct an uncertainty analysis to provide the likely range of expected impacts, 
rather than just point estimates.  The HARP5 tool, for example, has an option for 
Monte Carlo simulation that could assist with such analyses. 

In closing, in our judgment, we believe it is premature to define a specific HRA analytical 
approach for transportation projects.  Since relatively little work has been done to establish 
uniform transportation project-level HRA procedures, we do not believe the Heim Bridge 
approach should be used as a template for future analyses.  Instead, we believe a better technical 
approach would be to complete several HRAs, compare them, and then assess their relative 
merits.  Comparisons of pilot results will provide insight on whether HRA analyses should be 
completed, what project types they should apply to, and how to structure them assuming they are 
valuable. 
 
 
 
 
Reference 
 
California Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) (2003) Air Toxics Hot 

Spots Program Risk Assessment Guidelines.  The Air Toxic Hot Spots Program Guidance 
Manual for Preparation of Health Risk Assessments. August.  Available via:  
http://www.oehha.org/air/hot_spots/pdf/HRAfinalnoapp.pdf.   

                                                 
5 See:  http://www.arb.ca.gov/toxics/harp/harp.htm.   



 



 
 
 

 
 

 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 

CALIFORNIA DIVISION 
650 Capitol Mall, Suite 4-100 

Sacramento, CA. 95814 
May 6, 2009 

 
IN REPLY REFER TO 

HDA-CA 
EA # 07-23850 

Document # P59095 
 
Doug Failing, District Director  
California Department of Transportation 
District 7 
100 South Main Street, Suite 100 
Los Angeles, CA 90012-3606 
 
Attention: Andrew Yoon, Senior Transportation Engineer 
 
Dear Mr. Yoon: 
 
SUBJECT: Project-Level Conformity Redetermination for the SR-47 Expressway: Schuyler  
  Heim Bridge Replacement Project 
 
On April 29, 2009, the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) submitted to the 
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) a request for the project-level conformity 
redetermination for the State Route 47 Expressway: Schuyler Heim Bridge Replacement Project 
pursuant to 23 U.S.C. 327(a)(2)(B)(ii)(1). The project is in an area that is designated 
nonattainment or maintenance for ozone, course particulate matter (PM10), fine particulate matter 
(PM 2.5), carbon monoxide (CO), and nitrogen dioxide (NO2). 
 
FHWA originally issued a project-level conformity determination for this project on January 21, 
2009. Since then, the PM10 hot-spot analysis has been updated in accordance with the FHWA 
and Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) guidance, The Transportation Conformity 
Guidance for Qualitative Hot-Spot Analyses in PM2.5 and PM10 Nonattainment and Maintenance 
Areas (March 29, 2006). 
 
The project-level conformity analysis submitted by Caltrans indicates that the project-level 
transportation conformity requirements of 40 C.F.R. Part 93 have been met. The project is 
included in the Southern California Association of Government’s (SCAG) currently conforming 
2008 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), and the 2008 Regional Transportation Improvement 
Program (RTIP). The current conformity determinations for the RTP and RTIP were approved 
by FHWA and the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) on January 14, 2009. The design 
concept and scope of the preferred alternative have not changed significantly from those 
assumed in the regional emissions analysis.   

 



 
 
 

 
 

 

 
Based on the information provided, FHWA finds that the Conformity Determination for the State 
Route 47 Expressway: Schuyler Heim Bridge Replacement Project conforms to the State 
Implementation Plan (SIP) in accordance with 40 C.F.R. Part 93.   
 
If you have any questions pertaining to this conformity finding, please contact Aimee Kratovil, 
FHWA Air Quality Specialist, at (916) 498-5866.  
 
      Sincerely,       
     
      /s/ Aimee Kratovil 
 
      For 
      Walter C. Waidelich, Jr. 
                                                           Division Administrator 
 
 



 
 
 

 
 

 

cc: (email) 
Brett Gainer, FHWA 
Steve Luxenberg, FHWA 
Karl Price, Caltrans 
Ron Kosinski, Caltrans 
Mike Brady, Caltrans 
 
AKratovil/ac  
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