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1.0 INTRODUCTION
1.1 Project Overview
The Harbor Community Benefit Foundation was created under the settlement agreement known
as the "TraPac MOU ," an historic and precedent-setting agreement whereby the Port of Los
Angeles and the City of Los Angeles agreed to address the negative cumulative environmental
and public health impacts of its business operations on its neighbors - local port communities
and their residents. The purpose of the Foundation is to address, through mitigation projects,
off-port impacts from existing and future operations at the Port of Los Angeles in the
communities of Wilmington and San Pedro, California. One of the first tasks for the Foundation
identified in the MOU is to develop a school and residential sound insulation program in the
Wilmington Community. The purpose of this program is to provide acoustical building upgrades
to the schools and residences most impacted by noise from port related operations, and most
importantly those impacted by noise from the TraPac facility.

This report is the first step in developing the school and residential sound insulation program.
The results of a comprehensive noise measurement survey of port related noise sources
impacting schools and residences in the Community are presented along with preliminary
conclusions and findings. The next step will be to use the data from the measurement survey to
develop noise impact criteria and noise zone maps. This criteria along with the noise zone
maps will be used to determine the areas that are most impacted by port related noise and to
prioritize the implementation of the program. Detailed inventories of the architectural and
acoustical characteristics of the homes and schools in the noise impact zones will be performed.
This data will be used develop a program for implementation of the sound insulation program.

1.2 The Community of Wilmington
Figure 1 presents an aerial photograph of the Wilmington Community. The boundary of
Wilmington represents the study area for this project. Land use zoning is color coded with
industrial uses in blue, commercial uses in red, and residential uses in yellow (single family) and
in orange (multi-family). Schools, parks and open space are shown in green with schools also
indicated by a green hatch and school symbol.

The Port of Los Angeles is located directly south of the community with the TraPac facility
located south of Harry Bridges Boulevard between Figueroa Street and Fries Avenue. As part
of the TraPac settlement the Waterfront Park was developed between Harry Bridges Boulevard
and C Street between Figueroa and Lagoon Avenue. A large earthen berm was constructed in
the park along Harry Bridges Boulevard that acts as a noise barrier blocking, and reducing,
noise from traffic on Harry Bridges Boulevard and noise from activities at the TraPac Yard.

Industrial uses are primarily located on the east side of the Community. In addition, there is a
refinery, an industrial use located at the southwest corner of the Community, and there are
industrial zones in the northwest corner of the City. Port related uses in the industrial zones
primarily consist of distribution warehouses and trucking companies that provide for the
movement of containers to and from the Port. Noise impacts are likely to occur where these
uses are located near residential or school uses or where trucks traveling to and from these
facilities pass by residences or schools. There are also pockets of homes located within the
industrial zoned areas on the east side of the Community.

Commercial uses are primarily located along the major roads through the community, including
Pacific Coast Highway, Anaheim Street, Wilmington Boulevard and Avalon Boulevard. However,
there are many residences located along Wilmington Boulevard and Pacific Coast Highway
within the commercially zoned areas. There were no noise generating commercial uses
identified to be directly related to Port operations along these roads.
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Rail is used extensively to transport shipping containers as well as other materials to and from
the port. There are a considerable number of at-grade rail crossings of roads in the Community.
Federal law requires the train operators to sound their warning horn four times as they pass at-
grade crossings. These train warning horn soundings generate very high noise levels that are
regularly audible throughout the community and exceptionally loud near the trains. Additionally,
the crossings include fixed crossing guards that lower as the trains cross while sounding
warning bells that generate considerable noise levels in the immediate vicinity of the crossing.

There are four areas where active rail lines are located near residential uses. Homes located
north of the Waterfront Park are exposed to noise from a rail line that runs along the south side
of Harry Bridges Boulevard between Figueroa Street and Bay View Avenue/Neptune Street.
Homes located on the east side of the Community along Alameda Street from Grant Street to
Rubidoux Street are impacted by noise from the rail line that runs along the west side of
Alameda Street. The Watson BNSF Rail Yard is straddles Pacific Coast Highway generally
between Eubank Ave and Sanford Avenue. Homes along the east side Hyatt Avenue between
Pacific Coast Highway and L Street back up to the rail yard. The rail line that provides access
to the rail yard from the south runs directly adjacent to residences between L Street and I Street.
Further, there are a considerable number of at-grade crossings along this segment of rail line.
There is also a rail line in the northern extent of the Community with adjacent residential uses
between Broad Avenue and Wilmington Avenue.

·1.3 Report Structure
The following section presents background information on noise that will allow the reader to
better understand the information presented in the Report. Section 3.0 presents the
methodology used for the noise measurement survey. The process used to select
measurement locations is discussed along with the equipment used for the measurements and
the specific methodologies used to perform the measurement. Section 4.0 presents the
measurement sites along with a discussion of the purpose for the measurement and conditions
around the measurement site. The results of the measurements are presented and discussed
in Section 5.0 Section G.O.presents the conclusions of the report including a preliminary
discussion of noise impacted areas, a discussion of measures that could reduce noise levels
generated by modifying the source of the noise, and a discussion of the next steps in the
process of developing the school and residential sound insulation program.
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2.0 BACKGROUND INFORMATION ON NOISE
The following sections provide background information on noise that will allow the reader to
more fully understand the information presented in the remainder of the report. Section 2.1
discusses the criteria used to evaluate noise impacts to humans. Note that this report does not
evaluate the measured noise levels against any criterion but presents the results of the noise
measurement survey. Noise criteria used to determine implementation of the school and
residence sound attenuation program will be developed in the next phase of this project.
Because sound levels are constantly fluctuating, various metrics, or noise scales, have been
developed to quantify noise levels. Section 2.2 presents the relevant noise metrics that will be
used in this analysis.

2.1 Noise Criteria
Sound is technically described in terms of the loudness (amplitude) of the sound and frequency
(pitch) of the sound. The standard unit of measurement of the loudness of sound is the decibel
(dB). Decibels are based on the logarithmic scale. The logarithmic scale compresses the wide
range in sound pressure levels to a more usable range of numbers in a manner simifar to the
Richter scale used to measure earthquakes. In terms of human response to noise, a sound 10
dB higher than another is judged to be twice as loud; a sound 20 dB higher is perceived to be
four times as loud; and so forth. Everyday sounds normally range from 30 dB (very quiet) to
100 dB (very loud).

Since the human ear is not equally sensitive to sound at all frequencies, a special frequency-
dependent rating scale has been devised to relate noise to human sensitivity. The A-weighted
decibel scale (dBA) performs this compensation by discriminating against frequencies in a
manner approximating the sensitivity of the human ear. Community noise levels are measured
in terms of the "A-weighted decibel," abbreviated dBA. Figure 2 provides examples of various
noises and their typical A-weighted noise level.

Sound levels decrease as a function of distance from the source as a result of wave divergence,
atmospheric absorption and ground attenuation. As the sound wave form travels away from the
source, the sound energy Is dispersed over a greater area, thereby dispersing the sound power
of the wave. Atmospheric absorption also influences the levels that are received by the
observer. The greater the distance traveled, the greater the influence and the resultant
fluctuations. The degree of absorption is a function of the frequency of the sound as well as the
humidity and temperature of the air. Turbulence and gradients of wind, temperature and
humidity also play a significant role in determining the degree of attenuation. Intervening
topography can also have a substantial effect on the effective perceived noise levels.

Noise has been defined as unwanted sound and it is known to have several adverse effects on
people. From these known effects of noise, criteria have been established to help protect the
public health and safety and prevent disruption of certain human activities. This criterion is
based on known impacts of noise on people, such as hearing loss, speech interference, sleep
interference, physiological responses and annoyance. Each of these potential noise impacts on
people are briefly discussed in the following narratives:

HEARING LOSS is not a concern in community noise situations of this type. The
potential for noise induced hearing loss is more commonly associated with occupational
noise exposures in heavy industry or very noisy work environments. Noise levels in
neighborhoods, even in very noisy airport environs, are not sufficiently loud as to cause
hearing loss.
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SOUND LEVELS AND LOUDNESS OF ILLUSTRATIVE NOISES
IN INDOOR AND OUTDOOR ENVIRONMENTS

Numbers in Parentheses are the A-Scale Weighted Sound Levels for that Noise Event

LOUDNESS

dB(A) OVER-ALL LEVEL COMMUNITY HOME OR INDUSTRY
Human Judgement of

(Outdoor) Different Souhd Levels

Military Jet Aircraft Take-Off With
120.dB(A)120 After-Burner From Aircraft Carrier @ Oxygen Torch (121)

50 Ft. (130) 32 Times as Loud

110
UNCOMFORTABLY Concord Ta keoff (113)* Riveting Machine (110) 110 dB(A)

LOUD Rock-N-Roll Band (108-114) 16 Times as Loud

100 Boeing 747-200 Takeoff (101)~ 100 dB{A)
8 Times as Loud

Power Mower (96)

90 VERY DC-1O-30 Takeoff (96)'" Newspaper Press (97) 90 dB(Al
LOUD

Motorcycle @25 Ft. (90)
4 Times as Loud

Car Wash @ 20 Ft. (89) Food Blender (88)

80 Boeing 727 wi Hushkit Takeoff (96)'" Milling Machine (85) 80 dB(A)
Diesel Truck, 40 MPH @ 50 Ft. (84)

Garbage Disposal (80) 2 Times as Loud
Diesel Train, 4S MPH @ 100 Ft. (83)

High Urban Ambient Sound (80~

MODERATELY LOUD
Passenger Car, 65 MPH @ 25 Ft. ( 7) Living Room Music (76)

70 Freeway @ SO Ft. From Pavement 70 dB(A)
Edge, 10:00 AM (76 ~?r;1'6) TV-Audio, Vacuum Cleaner

Boelna 757 Takeoff 76 '"

Propeller Airpla ne Ta keoff (57)"
Cash Register @ 10 Ft. (65-70)

60 ElectriC Typewriter @ 10 Ft. (64) 60 dB(Al
Air Conditioning Unit @ 100 Ft. (60) Dishwasher (Rinse) @ 10 Ft. (60) 1/2 as Loud

Conversation (60)

50 QUIET large Transformers @ 100 Ft. (50)
SO dB(A)

1/4 as Loud

40 Bird Calls (44) 40 dB(A)

Lower Limit Urban Ambient Sound (40) 1/8 as Loud

(dB [A) Scale Interrupted)

20 JUST AUDIBLE Desert at Night

THRESHOLD OF10 HEARING

"Aircraft takeoff noise measured 6,500 meters from beginning of takeoff roll

Source:
Leo L. Beranek "Noise And Vibration Control," 1971
'"Aircraft Levels From FAA Advrsorv Circular AC-36-3G

Figure 2 - Typical A-Weighted
Noise Levels
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SPEECH INTERFERENCE is one of the primary concerns in environmental noise
problems. Normal conversational speech is in the range of 60 to 65 dBA and any noise
in this range or louder may interfere with speech. There are specific methods of
describing speech interference as a function of distance between speaker and listener
and voice level.

SLEEP INTERFERENCE is a major noise concern for traffic noise. Sleep disturbance
studies have identified interior noise levels that have the potential to cause sleep
disturbance. Note that sleep disturbance does not necessarily mean awakening from
sleep, but can refer to altering the pattern and stages of sleep.

PHYSIOLOGICAL RESPONSES are those measurable effects of noise on people that
are realized as changes in pulse rate, blood pressure, etc. While such effects can be
induced and observed, the extent is to which these physiological responses cause harm
or are signs of harm is presently unknown.

ANNOYANCE is the most difficult of all noise responses to describe. Annoyance is a
very individual characteristic and can vary widely from person to person. What one
person considers tolerable can be quite unbearable to another of equal hearing
capability.

2.2 Noise Assessment Metrics
The description, analysis and reporting of community noise levels around communities is made
difficult by the complexity of human response to noise and the myriad of noise metrics that have
been developed for describing noise impacts. Each of these metrics attempts to quantify noise
levels with respect to community response. Most of the metrics use the A-Weighted noise level
to quantify noise impacts on humans. A-Weighting is a frequency weighting that accounts for
human sensitivity to different frequencies.

Noise metrics can be divided into two categories: single event and cumulative. Single-event
metrics describe the noise levels from an individual event such as an aircraft fly-over, a train
pass-by, or perhaps a heavy equipment pass-by. Cumulative metrics average the total noise
over a specific time period, which is typically 1 or 24-hours for community noise problems. For
this type of analysis, cumulative noise metrics is typically used.

Several rating scales have been developed for measurement of community noise. These
account for: (1) the parameters of noise that have been shown to contribute to the effects of
noise on man, (2) the variety of noises found in the environment, (3) the variations in noise
levels that occur as a person moves through the environment, and (4) the variations associated
with the time of day. They are designed to account for the known health effects of noise on
people described previously. Based on these effects, the observation has been made that the
potential for a noise to impact people is dependent on the total acoustical energy content of the
noise. A number of noise scales have been developed to account for this observation. The two
most predominate noise scales are the: Equivalent Noise Level (LEO) and the Community
Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL). These scales are described in the following paragraphs along
with the Ldn and L(%) scales that are also used for community noise assessment

LEQ is the sound level corresponding to a steady-state sound level containing the same
total energy as a time-varying signal over a given sample period. LEO is the "energy"
average noise level during the time period of the sample. LEO can be measured for any
time period, but is typically measured for 1 hour. This t-hour noise level can also be
referred to as the Hourly Noise Level (HNL), the energy average of all the events and
background noise levels that occur during that time period.
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CNEL, Community Noise Equivalent Level, is the predominant rating scale now in use in
California for land use compatibility assessment. The CNEL scale represents a time
weighted 24-hour average noise level based on the A-weighted decibel. Time weighted
refers to the fact that noise that occurs during certain sensitive time periods Is penalized.
The evening time period (7 p.m. to 10 p.rn.) penalizes noises by 5 dBA, while nighttime
(10 p.m. to 7 a.rn.) noises are penalized by 10 dBA. These time periods and penalties
were selected to reflect people's increased sensitivity to noise during these time periods.
A CNEL noise level may be reported as a "CNEL of 60 dBA," "60 dBA CNEL," or simply
"60 CNEL." Typical noise levels in terms of the CNEL scale for different types of
communities are presented in Figure 3.

LON, the day-night scale is similar to the CNEL scale except that evening noises are not
penalized. It is a measure of the overall noise experienced during an entire day. The
time-weighted refers to the fact that noise that occurs during certain sensitive time
periods is penalized. In the Ldn scale, those noise levels that occur during the night (10
pm to 7 am) are penalized by 10 dB. This penalty was selected to attempt to account for
increased human sensitivity to noise during the quieter period of a day, where resting at
home and sleep are the most probable activities.

L(%) is a statistical method of describing noise which accounts for variance in noise
levels throughout a given measurement period. L(%) is a way of expressing the noise
level exceeded for a percentage of time in a given measurement period. For example
since 5 minutes is 25% of 20 minutes, L(25) is the noise level that is equal to or
exceeded for five minutes in a twenty-minute measurement period. It is L(%) that is used
for many Noise Ordinance standards. For example, most daytime City, State and City
Noise Ordinances use an ordinance standard of 55 dBA for 30 minutes per hour or an
L(50) level of 55 dBA. In other words the Noise Ordinance states that no noise level
should exceed 55 dBA for more that fifty percent of a given period. The L(%) levels are
not used for the City of Noise Ordinance.

Lmax represents the loudest noise level that is measured. The Lmax only occurs for a
fraction of a second with all the other noise less than the Lmax level.
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3.0 METHODOLOGY
The following subsections describe the methodology used in selecting the measurement sites
and performing the measurements. Section 3.1 presents the process used to select the
locations of the noise measurements. The equipment used to perform the measurements is
discussed in Section 3.2. The procedures used to perform the measurements are described in
Section 3.3.

3.1 Measurement Site Selection
The locations where measurements were performed were selected based on the TraPac MOU
and related documents, conversations with the HCBF Board Members and staff, a public
meeting, a review of aerial photographs, and field observations. The intent of the measurement
locations was to examine and quantify levels of noise from port related sources in the
Wilmington Community. These sources included operations at the TraPac facility, container
trucks on public roadways, railroad operations, shipping container processing facilities, and
distribution warehouses.

Noise emanating from operations at the TraPac facility was identified by the TraPac MOU and
the HCBF Board and staff as the primary noise source of concern. Noise measurements were
performed at the residences to the north of C Street for the TraPac EIR. However, these
measurements occurred before the construction of the Waterfront Park and the large berm
along Harry Bridges Boulevard. This berm acts as a noise barrier reducing the noise
transmitted from the TraPac facility as well as traffic on Harry Bridges Boulevard. Noise
measurements have not been performed in this area since the park and berm have been
constructed.

Trucks hauling shipping containers through the streets of Wilmington were also identified as a
noise source of concern. This issue was also identified in the TraPac EIR. The EIR surmised
that the construction of the Waterfront Park buffer and the elimination of the north-south roads
between Harry Bridges Boulevard and C Street would considerably reduce the number of trucks
traveling through the community. Trucks would be more likely to use Harry Bridges Boulevard
to go to the 1~110Freeway or Alameda Boulevard and then proceed north.

Two mitigation measures were identified in the TraPac EIR to reduce potential impacts from
trucks traveling through the community. Mitigation Measure LU-1 calls for the installation of
truck route signage to direct truck drivers to designated and alternative truck routes throughout
Wilmington. Further, the Port is to survey residents in the Wilmington area to identify additional
locations where signage may help restrict truck activity. Mitigation Measure LU-2 calls for the
Port Police to increase patrols to further enforce truck restrictions. Additionally the Port Police is
to prepare a quarterly report on truck traffic enforcement actions.

A public meeting was held on Tuesday, June 28, 2012 at the Wilmington Senior Center to
request input from the community regarding port related noise sources adversely impacting the
community. Approximately 30 people attended the meeting. An overview of the Sound
Attenuation Program was presented and the attendees were asked for their input. Several
persons brought up the issue of trucks traveling through the community discussed above. Train
noise was also identified as an issue in many locations throughout the community. One
resident discussed how they were impacted by noise from an adjacent container truck
processing facility and ILWU (International Longshore and Warehouse Union) training yard.
Specific locations of concern were identified in the meeting and these were plotted on a map
during the meeting and considered for monitoring.

Trains are used extensively to move shipping containers and other materials in and out of the
port as well as petroleum products from the areas refineries. The trains generally travel at
relatively low speeds (-25 MPH) in the vicinity of the port. This results in the noise generated
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by the locomotives and rolling train cars to be considerable but considerably less than from a
train traveling at higher speeds. Typically, noise impacts from the train operation itself are
limited to areas directly adjacent to the train lines. The noise generated from horns and warning
signals as the trains pass across at-grade crossings with roadways results in impacts that are
more widespread.

Most of the roadway crossings by the rail line are at grade crossings. Per Federal Regulations,
the locomotive engineer must sound the horn in advance of a crossing in a sequence of two
long blasts, followed by a short blast, then followed by one long blast. The train horns must
produce a minimum sound level of 96 dBA and a maximum sound level of 110 dBA at a
distance of 100 feet in front of the locomotive. These train horns are audible throughout the
community and very loud in close proximity to the crossing. Further, the crossing guards used
to block vehicular traffic during a train pass have audible warnings, typically bells, which sound
while the guards are closed. These bells generate considerable noise levels in the immediate
vicinity of the guard. Situations where the train has to stop near or in the crossing for an
extended period of time results in these bells sounding for the same period of time.

A resident at 534 Broadway Street identified a container processing facility and an ILWU
training yard as generating considerable noise at their home. Review of aerial photographs and
field observations discovered several other areas where container processing/distribution
warehouse facilities were located in close proximity to residences and schools. Industrial type
uses located adjacent to residences and schools often result in noise related impacts. The City
of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance (Chapter XI, "Noise Regulation" of the Los Angeles Municipal
Code) can be used to require the source noise located on private property to implement
measures to reduce noise levels. However, the operation of motor vehicles on public roadways
is exempted from control by state and federal regulations. In many cases, trucks traveling on
public roadways to and from these facilities generate the highest noise levels at the residences.

There is another issue with using the Noise Ordinance to reduce noise impacts applicable the
residence at 534 Broadway Street. This residence is located in an area zoned for industrial
uses. The noise level limits in the Noise Ordinance are dependent on the zoning of the uses,
with noise levels 10 to 15 dB higher allowed in commercial and industrial areas than in
residential areas. Field observations, a review of aerial photographs and parcel information
from the Los Angeles County Assessors office reveals there are many areas in Wilmington
where there are residential uses located within industrial and commercially zoned areas. Figure
4 shows the locations where residential uses have been identified in commercial and industrial
zoned areas. The homes in the immediate vicinity of 534 Broadway were the only residential
uses in industrial or commercially zoned areas that were identified to have adjacent port related
uses.

Based on the considerations in information presented above, twenty-five measurement
locations were established. The specific measurement sites are discussed in Section 4.0.

3.2 Measurement Equipment
The noise measurements were performed using BrOel and Kjrer Model 2236 and 2268 sound
level meters equipped with % inch electret microphones. The sound level meters satisfy ANSI
Type I specifications for laboratory grade meters. Bruel and Kjrer Model 4155 acoustic
calibrators were used to check calibration before and after each measurement. The sound level
meters and acoustic calibrators used are tested and calibrated annually with calibration
traceable to the National Institute of Standards and Technology.
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A Kestrel 4500 weather meter was used to record meteorological conditions during the
measurements. This instrument measures wind speed, wind direction, temperature, and
relative humidity. This data was recorded along with observations of cloud cover during each
measurement.

3.3 Measurement Procedures
For most of the sites, a series of one-hour observed noise measurements were performed. The
procedures for these measurements are discussed in Section 3.3.1. Unattended long-term
multi-day measurements were performed at two locations. A long-term unattended
measurement was performed along the rail line that runs along McFarland Street between the
port and the BNSF Watson Rail Yard to determine the timing and number of train operations on
the rail line. A long-term measurement was also performed at the residence located at 534
Broad Street because the resident indicated that the noise generated by the adjacent uses was
quite variable throughout the day. The procedures used for the fong-term measurements are
discussed in Section O.

3.3.1 One Hour Measurements
A series of four attended one-hour measurements were performed at all measurement sites
where long-term measurements were not performed. Two of the measurements were
performed during the daytime hours (7:00 am to 7:00 pm), one of the measurements was
performed during the evening hours (7:00 pm to 10:00 pm), and one of the measurements was
performed during the nighttime hours (10:00 pm to 7:00 am). In most cases, the nighttime
meas.urement was performed during the late night, between 10:00 pm and 1:00 am. However,
nighttime measurements on the east side of the community were performed during the early
morning hours, between 5:00 am and 7:00 am due to concerns regarding security during the
late night hours.

The sound level meters were set up to save the measured Leq and Lmax noise levels each
second. In addition, the Leq, Lmax and Lmin noise levels for the entire measurement period
were recorded. As discussed above, an acoustic calibrator was used to check the calibration of
the sound level meter before and after each measurement. An observer was situated with the
sound level meter during each measurement period. The observer recorded the sources of
noise present at each site along with the times of significant noise events (e.g., a truck pass or
train horn) during the measurement period. Weather conditions including wind speed and
direction, temperature, relative humidity, and cloud cover were also recorded during each
measurement.

After the measurements, the recorded one-second Leq and Lmax levels were used to generate
"strip-charts" showing the fluctuation of noise over time. These charts were reviewed along with
the observation logs of the measurements to determine the noise levels during the observed
noise events. Noise metrics for the overall measurement (Leq, Lmax, Lmin, and L%) were
calculated using the one-second data. During some measurements atypical events created
noise levels well above typical ambient levels (e.g. a person enquiring about the monitoring or
otherwise making considerable noise near the microphone or firework). In these cases, the
one-second data was edited to remove the period of time when these events occurred to
accurately reflect noise levels without these incidents that are not reflective of the noise
environment at the site.
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3.3.2 Long-Term Measurements
As discussed above, multi-day measurements were performed at two locations. For these
measurements, the sound level meter was placed in locked weatherproof case with the
microphone mounted to a tripod and connected to the meter via a cable. The equipment was
set up and calibration of the sound level meter checked with an acoustical calibrator. The
sound level meter was set to record the same data as the one-hour measurements. The Leq
and Lmax noise levels were recorded each second and the overall Leq, Lmax, and Lmin levels
for the entire period were recorded. An audio recorder was attached to the sound level meter to
record the sounds measured by the meter to allow the identification of the sources of significant
noise events,

After the measurements, the recorded one-second data were used to generate strip charts for
the entire measurement period and determine the Leq, Lmax, Lmin and L% levels for each hour
of the measurement The strip charts were examined to find periods of high noise levels or
significant noise events. The recorded audio files were reviewed to determine the source of
these significant noise events.

Page 13



b WI!! Wilmington Sound Attenuation Program
Report#1: ND~eMeasureme~Report ~~~~~~~~~~mw~~.wm'~*D~~~~~e~~~~~~ ••'mw~~.2a~

4.0 MEASUREMENT SITES
Based on the site selection process discussed in Section 3.1, noise measurement locations
were selected and are presented in Figure 5. Appendix A presents individual figures for each

. measurement site showing the location of the site on an aerial photo of the immediate area
around each site. The port related sources of noise potentially impacting each site are noted on
these figures.

The measurement sites can be categorized based on the primary source of noise potentially
impacting the site. As discussed in Section 3.1, there are four types of noise sources potentially
impacting residences and schools in Wilmington; (1) Port related activity at and around the
TraPac facility, (2) container trucks traveling on non-designated roadways, (3) rail operations
and (4) port related facilities such as container processing yards and distribution warehouses.
The subsections below discuss the measurement sites by the primary source potentially
impacting the site.

There is a group of nine measurement sites located along C Street north of the Waterfront Park
and TraPac facility along with a few other sites in this area. These are referred to as the Port
Area sites and are discussed in Section 4.1. Eight sites were located along roads in Wilmington
to determine the amount noise from passing trucks transporting shipping containers. These are
referred to as the Road Noise sites and are discussed in Section 4.2. Three measurement sites
were located along railroad tracks and were selected to document the noise generated by train
passes. These sites are discussed in Section 4.3. Seven sites were located at residences and
schools with adjacent or nearby port related facilities. These sites are referred to as the Port
Related Facility Sites and are discussed in Section 4.4

4.1 Port Area Sites
Figure 6 presents an aerial map showing the locations of the Port Area Measurement Sites 6, 7,
8, 9, 17, 18 19, 20, and 21. Measurement Sites 6, 7, 19, 9, and 8 were all located along C
Street just north of the Waterfront Park at the ends of Hawaiian Avenue, Wilmington Boulevard,
Gulf Avenue, McDonald Avenue, and Bay View Avenue. These sites were selected to
determine the noise levels from activities at the TraPac facility as well as trucks on Harry
Bridges Boulevard, and the train line that runs along the south side of Harry Bridges Boulevard
at the residences closest to TraPac.

The berm on the south side of the park acts as a noise barrier reducing noise from these
sources to the residents north of C Street. However, the berm is not continuous and has
openings for pedestrians at Wilmington Boulevard Gulf Avenue, and Neptune Avenue and for
cars at King Street. The measurement sites were located in various relations to these openings
determine how they affect the noise levels along C Street.

Measurement Sites 18, 20, and 21 were located further back in the residential area to determine
how noise levels from these sources drop off beyond C Street. Measurement Site 20 was
located on in front of the apartments at 909 Wilmington Boulevard between D Street and E
Street. Measurement Site 18 was located on the east side of Hawaiian Avenue School on King
Street between E Street and F Street. These sites were selected to determine how noise levels
drop off directly north of the TraPac Facility.
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Site 21 was located at the south end of the Lagoon Avenue cul-de-sac just south of D Street
and established to determine how the noise drops off to the northeast of the TraPac Facility.
There is a Los Angeles Department of Public Works facility located just south of these homes
and a 1O-foot high wall between the homes and the facility. This wall would not only reduce
noise from the Public Works facility but noise from the direction of the TraPac facility as well.

Site 17 was also intended to measure noise from the same sources located next to the home on
the east side of Figueroa Street just north of C Street. However, the west link of the Figueroa
Street and C Street intersection are on and off-ramps to the 1-110 Freeway and are one of the
primary access routes for trucks traveling to and from the port. Trucks exit the freeway and turn
right (south) on Figueroa Street to the port and they travel north on Figueroa Street and turn
west (left) to the freeway on-ramps. This site is included in the Port Area category rather than
the Road Noise category because the vast majority of the trucks in this area are traveling
directly to Of departing TraPac.

4.2 Road Noise Sites
Container trucks driving through the Wilmington Community was identified very early in the
process as a port related noise issue and was also addressed in the TraPac EIR As a result,
seven measurement sites were located along roadways in the community in front of residences
and schools; Sites 5,10,11,12,13,14, and 23. These sites were selected to be located along
the major roads that trucks would be expected to utilize that have adjacent residential and/or
school uses. Each road segment with adjacent residences or schools between two major roads
was assigned one measurement site.

Sites 12 and 13 were located along Wilmington Boulevard with Site 12 next to the apartment
building at the northwest corner of Wilmington Boulevard and E Street and Site 13 in front of the
Pacific Harbor Christian School on Wilmington Boulevard between Delores Street and Q Street
Development along Wilmington Boulevard from just north of Pacific Coast Highway to Anaheim
Street is zoned commercial. However, as shown in Figure 4 there are a considerable number of
residential uses along this section of Wilmington Boulevard.

Sites 10 and 11 were located along Avalon Boulevard in front of Banning High School between
Pacific Coast Highway and Lomita Boulevard and the new Harry Bridges Span School between
Anaheim Street and Pacific Coast Highway, respectively. Figure 4 shows that in addition to
these two schools there are some residences located along Avalon Boulevard in commercially
zoned areas. However, there are not as many residential uses along Avalon Boulevard as there
are along Wilmington Boulevard.

Sites 5 and 23 were located along Lomita Boulevard with Site 5 in front of Wilmington Middle
School between Wilmington BOUlevard and Avalon Boulevard and Site 23 in front of residences
that front Lomita Boulevard east of Avalon Boulevard. Except for small areas at Wilmington
Boulevard and Avalon Boulevard, zoning along Lomita Boulevard between Figueroa Street and
Wilmington Boulevard is all residential.

Site 14 was located at Saint Peter and Paul School adjacent to the northernmost building on the
east side of Bay View Avenue which is directly exposed to Anaheim Street by a play field
between the street and the school building. Figure 4 shows that there are a few homes located
directly along Anaheim Street in commercially zoned areas.
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4.3 Railroad Noise Sites
Measurement Sites 3, 4 and 16 were located in residential areas directly adjacent to rail lines
and in the vicinity of at grade crossings. While detailed aerial maps of the measurement sites
are presented in Appendix A, Figures 7, 8, and 9 present aerial photos showing all of the
residential uses located along these rail lines. Site 3 was located along what we are calling the
Alameda Rail Line shown in Figure 7. Site 4 was located along what we are referring to as the
McFarland Rail Line shown in Figure 8. Site 16 was located along what we are referring to as
the North Rail Line shown in Figure 9.

Measurement Site 3 was located west of the rail line that runs along Alameda Street. This is the
primary rail line for trains traveling in and out of the west side of the port and between the west
side of the port and the east side of the port. Trains traveling between the east and west sides
of the port and from the west side of the port to the north cross Alameda Street at an at-grade
crossing. This site is also exposed to noise from traffic on Alameda Street and to a lesser
extent, Henry Ford Avenue, which are primary route for trucks into and out of the port. .

Site 4 was located along the rail line that runs north-south in and along McFarland Avenue
between the port and the Watson Rail Yard located north of E Street. From just north of
Anaheim Street to the south, the rail line runs through industrial us.es with no identified
residential uses. The area along the rail line between just north of Anaheim Street to Opp
Street is zoned multi-family residential. However,the only residential uses along this section of
rail are some single family homes on the west side of McFarland approximately 100 feet from
the rail line. North of this, between Grant Street and L Street the rail line runs between single-
family homes in a 60-foot wide corridor with at-grade crossings at Grant Street, Denni Street
and L Street. Some of the homes are set back from the corridor by only 10 feet.

There is a block wall located between the homes and the corridor that ranges in height from
approximately 6 feet to approximately 10 feet. This block wall blocks the line of sight for first
floor observers to the surface of the rail line reducing noise generated at the wheel-rail interface
(the primary source of noise from passing cars). However, the top portion of the locomotive and
horn mounted on the top of the locomotive are visible from the yards, and therefore, noise
generated by the locomotive engine and horn are not reduced. The trains travel at relatively low
speeds through this area. The noise from the train car wheels, which is reduced by the wall, is
minimal The sources of noise that are not reduced by the wall, such as the train engine and
horn, are the primary noise sources. Further the wall does not significantly reduce noise levels
on the second floors of the homes that look over the wall.

Three one hour measurements were performed at Site 4 with no train passes during the
measurements. As freight trains are not scheduled and are random, it is often difficult to "catch"
a train pass during a short-term measurement. It was determined that long-term, unattended,
monitoring would be best for this area to document train noise levels. The resident of the home
located at the corner of Hyatt Avenue and L Street agreed to have a long-term noise monitor set
up in their rear yard. This site is referred to as Site 4a.

Site 16 was located along a section of rail line in the northern extent of the community between
Wilmington Avenue and Avalon Boulevard. This section has two rail lines and is in a 100-foot
wide corridor. Many of the homes have block walls along the corridor ranging from
approximately 6 feet to 8 feet in height. However, in many cases there are gates in these walls
that considerably reduce the effectiveness of the wall. There are a number of homes with
fences made of wood, vinyl or other materials that do not effectively reduce noise levels. The
majority of homes along the corridor are single story but there are several with second floor
living areas. In several cases, there are structures that are located directly along the corridor.
These appear to all be garage structures, but it is possible that some may have been converted
to living spaces.
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Site 16 was located along a section of rail line in the northern extent of the community between
Wilmington Avenue and Avalon Boulevard. This section has two rail lines and is in a 100-foot
wide corridor. Many of the homes have block walls along the corridor ranging from
approximately 6 feet to 8 feet in height. However, in many cases there are gates in these walls
that considerably reduce the effectiveness of the wall. There are a number of homes with
fences made of wood, vinyl or other materials that do not effectively reduce noise levels. The
majority of homes along the corridor are single story but there are several with second floor
living areas. In several cases, there are structures that are located directly along the corridor.
These appear to all be garage structures, but it is possible that some may have been converted
to living spaces.

4.4 Port Related Facility Sites
Measurement Sites 1, 2 15, 22, 24 and 25 are all located in the vicinity of port related facilities.
These facilities have been determined to be port related due to the number of container trucks
associated with the facilities. The aerial site maps presented in Appendix A show the
measurement sites and identifies port related facilities potentially impacting each site.

Measurement Site 1 was located at the southwest corner of Sanderson Street and Sanford
Avenue. There is a container trailer storage yard just north of the site, a container processing
facility just northeast of the site, a distribution warehouse to the west of the site and the Watson
Rail Yard just beyond. During the initial measurement site scouting, the distribution warehouse
was in operation. Between the time the site was scouted and the measurements began the
building became Vacant as there was no activity and for lease signs posted at the facility.
Measurements were continued at the site to determine if the facilities to the north or the Watson
Rail Yard generated noise that impacts the homes.

Site 2, located on the east side of Drumm Street between Cruces Street and Sanderson Avenue,
is a little different from the other sites in this category. While there is a refrigerated distribution
warehouse located directly east of the site, there is a to-toot high wall between the warehouse
and Drumm Street, reducing, but not eliminating noise from this facility at the residences. The
major noise source impacting the homes along Drumm Street between Pacific Coast Highway
and Sanderson Avenue is the large number of trucks that travel from Pacific Coast Highway to
the industrial uses north of this area. A substantial number of the trucks traveling on Drumm
Street are port related container trucks or trucks from shipping facilities in the industrial area to
the north. The remaining trucks are from the auto parts/dismantling facilities in the industrial
area to the north.

Measurement Site 15 was located along the eastern edge of Normont Elementary School on the
west side of Broadwell Avenue in the northwest corner of Wilmington. Aerial photos show a
yard across from the site with a considerable number of parked container trucks. During the
measurements, it was observed that a considerable number of container trucks would arrive
and depart the yard during the day. At night there were a considerable number of container
trucks parked on Broadwell Avenue as well as within the facility. Trucks were observed arriving
and leaving the facility from the southeast on 253rd Street possibly impacting residences on the
south side of the street.

Measurement Site 22 was located on the north side of Opp Street between Mahar Avenue and
Binn Avenue. There is a distribution warehouse located on the south side of Opp Street and a
considerable number of container trucks were observed accessing the facility. The warehouse
building is located directly along Opp Street with a parking area in front on the west side of the
building along Mahar Avenue and the main yard on the east side of the building. As noted on
the site map presented in Appendix A, the trucks approached the facility from the south on
Mahar Avenue turning right on to Opp Street to access the site. Trucks observed departing the
facility would exit the facility turn left down Opp Street and then turn back into the facility parking
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lot on the east side of the building and remain parked there for a few minutes before departing
to the south on Mahar Avenue.

Measurement Site 25 was located on the east side of Sanford Avenue just south of Pacific
Coast Highway between Mauretania Street and M Street. There are two distribution
warehouses located on the west ide of Sanford Avenue between Pacific Coast Highway and E
Street Trucks access these warehouses on Sanford Street from Pacific Coast Highway and
turn west into the first driveway to access the north side of the northern facility, or turn west on
M Street to access the south side of the northern facility and the southern facility. During the
measurements, it was observed that the west side of Sandford Street along the north
warehouse is used for temporary truck parking.
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5.0 MEASUREMENT RESULTS
The following subsections discuss the results of the noise measurements grouped by noise
source category. Section 5.1 discusses noise levels in the vicinity of the TraPac facility at the
homes north of C Street (Sites 6, 7, 8, 9, 17, 18, 19, 20, and 21. Section 5.2 discusses the
results of the measurements and observations along roads in Wilmington (Sites 5, 10, 11, 12,
13, 14 and 23). Noise levels at the sites along railroads (Sites 3, 4,and 16) are discussed in
Section 5.3. Section 5.4 presents the results of the measurements near port related facilities
(Sites 1, 2,15, 22, 24, and 25). Appendix B provides noise measurement summary sheets for
each of the measurement sites. These sheets provide additional detail on each of the noise
measurements.

5.1 Port Area Sites
Seven measurement sites (Sites 6, 7, 8, 9, 17 and 19) were located along C Street north of the
TraPac facility. The noise environment around all of these sites, except Site 17, was similar.
Site 17 was exposed to significant truck noise from trucks traveling from Figueroa Avenue to the
1-110Freeway. The noise environment around Site 17 is discussed later in this section.

For remaining sites along C Street (Sites 6, 7, 8, 9, and 19), traffic on C Street typically
generated the highest noise levels. Cars on C Street generated maximum noise levels typically
between 65 and 72 dBA but as high as 82 dBA at all sites except at Site 8. Site 8 was set back
from C Street by approximately 75 feet whereas the other measurement sites were typically 10
to 15 feet from the edge of C Street. Maximum car pass by noise levels at Site C were typically
between 60 and 66 dBA and as high as 72 dBA. During the daytime there were three to four
bus passes each hour. These bus passes generated maximum noise levels between 75 and 80
dBA at all sites except Site 8 where maximum bus levels were between 67 and 70 dBA.

Port activity including back up beepers, trucks, lifts and occasional bangs were often audible at
these sites, but did not generate noise levels that were greater than the background levels
around 52 dBA. Trains traveling on the track along Harry Bridges Boulevard were occasionally
audible at the sites but the train noise was also less than background levels. During all of the
measurements there were a couple of trains that generated horn blasts that were higher than
ambient levels. The majority of these were in the 60 to 65 dBA range, but there were some as
high as 80 dBA. The noise levels from the train horns is highly dependent on the specific
location that the horns are sounded. Several of the neighbors indicated that the train horns
were most annoying during the late night hours. During the day the train horns are not as loud
as car passes but during the night the train horn noise levels can be quite a lot higher than
ambient levels. .

Several times, typically during the evening and nighttime hours, many of the trucks queued at
the entrance to the TraPac facility, just south of the intersection of Harry Bridges Boulevard and
Figueroa Street, would start honking their horns. This typically did not occur for more than 20 or
30 seconds at a time. Note that the truckers would not hold their horns on for long periods at
maximum volume but would do quick bursts generating less noise than the horns are capable of.
A resident indicated that this occurred relatively frequently. One of these events' occurred
during a measurement at Site 6. The honking generated noise levels between 60 and 62 dBA
at Site 6. This is not an extremely high level.

Back up beepers from the port equipment were occasionally audible at Sites 18 and 20 along
with distant train horns. But the noise levels from port related activities were well below ambient
levels at these sites. The primary noise sources at these sites are local cars with neighborhood
activities and distant traffic, primarily from the 1-110 freeway, also contributing to the noise
environment.
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Port activity was not distinctly audible at Site 21 except for train horns that generated seven
noise events with maximum levels between 64 and 70 dBA. The primary noise source at Site
21 was neighborhood activities, traffic on local streets (C Street and D Street Primarily) as well
as distant traffic contributed to the noise environment around Site 21.

Measurement Sites 6, 8, and 19 were at the same locations as three of the sites where
measurements for the TraPac EIR were performed in April of 2002. The Leq noise levels
measured for this report were compared to the hourly Leqlevels reported for sites LT-1, LT-3,
and LT-4 in the TraPac EIR. Site 6 was in the same location as LT-4. Leq noise levels at Site 6
measured for this report were 5 dB lower than those from April 2002. Site 8 was in the same
location as Site LT-3. Leq noise levels at Site 8 were 6 to 10 dB lower than those from April
2002. Site 19 was in the same location as LT-1. Daytime Leq noise levels at Site 19 were 1 to
2 dB lower than measured in 2002. Nighttime levels were 4 to 7 dB lower.

It is impossible to know for certain what is responsible for the lower noise levels measured for
this report as the conditions during the 2002 measurements was not well documented because
they were unattended measurements. However, the considerable reduction in noise would
strongly suggest that the berm along the south edge of the Waterfront Park is effective in
reducing noise levels at these homes. The berm is probably most effectively reducing traffic
noise from Harry Bridges Boulevard.

As discussed above, noise from the TraPac facility was occasionally audible at the sites along C
Street. This audibility appears to be weather dependent. There were some nights where there
was visible activity in the TraPac yard but back up beepers were completely inaudible and there
were other nights where the noise from the back up beepers was distinctly audible. Not loud,
but cacophonous due to several beepers operating at one time almost continuously. We
believe that. this is due to weather conditions "short-circuiting" the barrier along the south side of
the park. When wind is blowing from the source to the receiver, sound that is initially directed
upward is diffracted back down to the ground. Temperature inversions (where temperature
increases with elevation to a certain height) can also cause sound that is initially directed
upward to be diffracted back down to the ground. When the wind is blowing from the receiver to
the source the sound that is directed upward is bent further upward and directed towards the
sky. Where a noise barrier blocks the direct sound and there is a large distance between the
source and the receiver the noise level differences at the receptor can be dramatic as observed
during the measurements.

The residential area north of the TraPac facility experiences audible noise from activity in the
TraPac facility, primarily back up beepers, under certain conditions. However, the noise levels
from the activity are generally lower than ambient levels from other, non-port related, noise
sources in the community. During some conditions, activities at the TraPac facility are not
audible at these homes. Train horns are also heard often at these homes. During the daytime
the train horn levels are lower than other non-port noise sources but during the night when
ambient levels are low the train horns are clearly audible and several residents reported having
their sleep disturbed by train horns during the night.

Site 17 was located at the northeast corner of Figueroa Street and C Street. The west link of
this intersection consist of ramps to and from the 1-110 Freeway. The entrance to the TraPac
facility is located further south of this location at the intersection of Figueroa and Harry Bridges
Boulevard. Many container trucks use these freeway ramps to travel to and from the TraPac
facility and many other trucks also use these freeway ramps. Very few trucks were observed
approaching or departing to the north on Figueroa. :On average there were 22 noise events that
generated Lmax levels greater than 75 dBA during the daytime and evening measurements with
a maximum of 31 events. A few of these were due to loud cars or non-container trucks or buses
traveling north on Figueroa Street from C Street, but the majority were due to trucks traveling to
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and from the freeway. During the morning measurement a train on the track that runs along
Harry Bridges Boulevard generated peak horn noise levels of 89 and 86 dBA as it went through
the Figueroa Street intersection.

Measurement Site 17 is subject to high noise levels from port related and other trucks. In
addition, the site is subject to high noise levels from train horns.

5.2 Road Noise Sites
Five Measurement Sites (5, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, and 23) were located along roadways in the
Wilmington Community to determine how port related noise sources, container trucks in this
case, impacted schools and homes along these roadways. The results of these measurements
are discussed by roadway in the subsections below. Conditions along Wilmington Boulevard
are discussed in Section 5.2.1 and conditions along Avalon Boulevard are discussed in Section
5.2.2. Section 5.2.3 discusses conditions along Anaheim Street and conditions along Lomita
Boulevard are discussed in Section 5.2.4.

Noise levels along these roadways were relatively high but typical of what would be expected
for major roadways. There were no container trucks observed during the measurements along
Wilmington Boulevard and very few container trucks observed along Anaheim Street and
Avalon Boulevard. Only five container truck passes were observed on Avalon Boulevard in
eight hours of measurements and only three container truck passes on Anaheim Street. Further,
the noise levels generated by the container truck passes were not considerably greater than
noise levels along these roads from other sources including groups of cars, other trucks, and
busses.

The greatest number of container trucks, and trucks overall, were observed along Lomita
Boulevard with about 12 container trucks passes per hour during the daytime with container
trucks being between one half and one third of all truck passes. Truck passes caused about
one third of the noise events that exceeded 75 dBA. Between zero and about 5 container truck
passes per hour were observed during the evening and nighttime hours.

While port related container trucks contribute to the overall traffic noise level along Lomita
Boulevard, traffic noise Leq levels would decrease by, at most, 2 dB if the container trucks were
not present. Further, the container trucks do not generate noise levels that are considerably
greater than the other roadway noise sources.

5.2.1 Wilmington Boulevard
Measurement Sites 12 and 13 were located along Wilmington Boulevard with Site 12 between
Anaheim Street and Pacific Coast Highway and Site 13 between Pacific Coast Highway and
Lomita Boulevard. There were no container trucks observed on Wilmington Boulevard during all
of the measurements at Sites 12 and 13 and no other port related noise sources identified.

Noise levels measured at Site 12 during the daytime and evening ranged between 65 and 67
dBA Leq and the early nighttime noise level was 62 dBA Leq. The maximum noise level during
the daytime and evening measurement periods ranged from 82 to 85 dBA and was 74 dBA
during the nighttime measurement. During the day there were an average of 15 events that
generated noise levels greater than 75 dBA each hour. The maximum noise levels were
typically caused by a bus, loud car, or truck pass.

Daytime and evening noise levels at Site 13 ranged from 68 to 69 dBA Leq and the early
nighttime noise level was 62 dBA Leq. The maximum noise level during the daytime and
evening measurement periods was between 82 and 84 dBA and was 79 dBA during the
nighttime measurement. During the day there were an average of 36 events that generated
noise levels greater than 75 dBA each hour. The maximum noise levels were typically caused
by a bus, loud car, or truck pass.

Page 26



1i!1l1l1iilWK_'i/II~ll'iIIiI!llI" I!!i!II!IlI!l!lllWi!mington Sound Attenuation Program
Report#1: No~eMeasu~me~Report ~ij ~~m~~.;!m.s'"m4~~~'a4~~~~~~~~U@.S~~~~B'.!~.~~~~m~~~~~~~a

5.2.2 Avalon Boulevard
Measurement Sites 10 and 11 were located along Avalon Boulevard with Site 11 between
Anaheim Street and Pacific Coast Highway, and Site 10 between Pacific Coast Highway and
Lomita Boulevard. There were a total of four container truck passes at Site 11 and one
container truck pass at Site 10 during all of the measurements these sites. All five of these
passes occurred in the early afternoon time period. There were no other port related noise
sources identified.

The daytime and evening noise level at Site 10 ranged from 67 to 73 dBA Leq and the early
nighttime noise level was 64 dBA Leq. The maximum noise level (Lmax) during each
measurement ranged from 87 to 90 dBA during the daytime and evening measurements was 81
dBA during the early nighttime measurement. There were an average of 54 noise events per
hour that generated noise levels greater than 75 dBA during the daytime and evening and 15
events during the nighttime measurement. Two of these events were observed to be due to
truck passes with one being a container truck. However, this was the only container truck pass
observed during all four hours of measurements at this site.

The measured noise level at Site 11 ranged from 67 to 73 dBA Leq during the daytime and
evening and was 62 dBA Leq during the nighttime period. Maximum noise levels during the
daytime and evening typically ranged between 81 and 85 dBA. An ambulance passing with its
sirens running generated a maximum noise level of 97 dBA. The maximum noise level during
the night measurement was 81 dBA. There were an average of 44 noise events that generated
noise levels greater than 75 dBA during the daytime and evening period and 6 events during the
nighttime measurement. Only four container truck passes were observed during all four
measurements and only two of these caused noise levels in excess of 75 dBA.

5.2.3 Anaheim Street
Measurement Site 14 was located along Anaheim Street between Wilmington Boulevard and
Avalon Boulevard. Note that this site was not located directly along the roadway as the other
measurement sites in this category. This site was located next to the northernmost building at
the Saint Peter and Paul School, which is approximately 170 feet from the edge of the road.
Measurement sites along the other roads were typically about 15 feet from the edge of the road.

The measured daytime and evening noise level ranged from 57 to 58 dBA Leq and nighttime
level was 55 dBA Leq. The maximum noise level during each measurement period ranged
between 70 and 72 dBA. Three container truck passes were observed during all four hours of
measurements. These passes generated maximum nose levels of 63, 65 and 66 dBA. There
was an average of 52 events that generated noise levels of 62 dBA or greater during the
daytime and evening measurements and 11 events during the nighttime measurement.

5.2.4 Lomita Boulevard
Measurement Sites 5 and 23 were located along Lomita Boulevard with Site 5 located between
Wilmington Boulevard and Avalon Boulevard and Site 23 located east of Avalon Boulevard.
The greatest number of trucks was observed at these sites. There was an average of 12
container truck passes each hour during the daytime measurements at the two sites.

The measured noise level at Site 5 ranged from 69 dBA to 70 dBA Leq during the day and
evening and was 62 dBA during the nighttime measurement. The maximum noise level during
each measurement period ranged from 81 to 85 dBA during the daytime and evening period
and was 80 dBA during the nighttime period. There was an average of 38 truck passes each
hour during the daytime with 11 of these being container trucks. During the evening
measurement there was one container truck pass and two other truck passes and during the
nighttime measurement there were seven truck passes with no container trucks.
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During the daytime there were an average of 44 events that generated noise levels greater than
75 dBA with an average of 8 of these events were caused by container trucks and 3 of these
events caused by other trucks. During the evening measurement there were 38 noise events
that generated noise levels greater than 75 dBA. One of these was due to a container trucks
and one due to a non-container truck. During the nighttime measurement there were six events
with levels greater than 75 dBA with three of these due to trucks and none due to container
trucks.

The noise level at Site 23 ranged from 66 to 67 dBA during the day and evening measurements
and was 61 dBA Leq during the nighttime measurement. The maximum noise level during each
period ranged from 82 dBA to 86 dBA during the daytime and was 81 dBA during the nighttime.
There was an average of 26 total truck passes each hour during the daytime with 12 of these
being container trucks. There were a total of 9 and 12 truck passes during the evening and

.nighttime measurements (trucks were not identified by type during these measurements).

There were an average of 28 noise events per hour greater than 75 dBA during the daytime with
6 due to container trucks and 7 due to other trucks. During the evening measurement there
were 24 noise events greater than 75 dBA with six of these caused by trucks. There were nine
noise events greater than 75 dBA during the nighttime and eight of these were due to trucks.
Based on the daytime measurements approximately half of the evening and nighttime events
greater than 75 dBA were likely due to container trucks.

5.3 Railroad Noise Sites
Measurement Sites 3, 4, 4a, and 16 were located adjacent to rail lines. Site 3 was located in a
residential area along the tracks that run parallel to Alameda Boulevard. Sites 4 and 4a were
located in the residential area along the tracks that run through and parallel to McFarland
Avenue. Site 16 was located near the northern edge of the community in a residential area
adjacent to tracks that run from the Watson Rail Yard to the east.

The loudest noise source associated with the rail lines, and port activities in general, are the
train horns. As discussed previously, locomotive engineers are required to sound their horns
four times as they approach at-qrade crossings and these horns are required to generate sound
levels between 96 and 110 dBA 100 feet in front of the locomotive. In addition, warning bells on
crossing guards at intersections generate very high noise levels.

Generally, trains were observed to operate at relatively low speeds (less than 20 mph). This
helps to minimize the noise generated by the train pass. Noise generated by the rolling cars is
greatly dependent on speed with higher speeds resulting in higher noise levels. Train cars can
generate considerable noise if they are not operating properly. Flat spots can develop on
wheels that generate a thumping noise. Further, if the wheels are not tracking correctly they
can squeal as the train travels through curves, which is often perceived as quite irritating. Noise
levels from locomotives are somewhat speed dependent but much less so than cars. At low
speeds the noise generated by locomotives is relatively independent of the speed.

5.3.1 Measurement Site 3
During the four measurement periods five train passes were observed at Site 3. Two of the
train passes were locomotives without cars. Maximum noise levels from the train horns were
dependent on the location of the train when the horns are sounded. Maximum levels from the
train typically ranged from 77 dBA to 91 dBA. However, one train pass generated a maximum
level (Lmax) of 104 dBA during three horn blasts.

Table 1 presents the Leq noise levels measured during each of the measurement periods with
and without the train events. This table shows two things. First that train passes, especially
those with loud horn blasts can increase the Leq noise level by almost 20 dB, but as little as 2
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dB and can result in maximum noise levels 15 to 30 dB higher. The second is that, even with
the train events removed the site is exposed to relatively high noise levels. This is because the
site is exposed to traffic noise from vehicles traveling on Alameda Street and to a lesser extent
Henry Ford Avenue. These roads are primary routes for container trucks traveling to and from
the port. Truck counts were performed during the measurements and the total number of truck
passes are shown in Table 1. Detailed counts including road, travel direction and truck type are
presented with the summary sheet for the site in Appendix B.

Table 1
Measured Leq Levels With and Without Train Events at Site 3

Date and Leq Noise Level Lmax Noise Level # of Train # of Truck
Start Time wI Train wlo Train wI Train wlo Train Passes Passes

7/255:46 a.rn. 63 59 91 75 2 120
6/279:43 a.rn, 64 62 89 75 1 312

-.....h'..'rl_.",..,........ ,~~~ ~_m_._M.'_. ........ ,,......>'_<~ __ ~.,~~~,~ • .>h.'_O>M>UH>¥H.,,,........u~ ~~~ ...-.--......, ..... ,..",~ ... ~""~~~ __ ~_ •• _.~,_~~~~ __

7/25 12:10 p.m. n/a 61 n/a 83* 0 346
7/11 6:58 p.m, 76 58 104 70 2 558

*Source of Lmax not identified but was likely a very localized source near the microphone. Next loudest Lmax, 80
dBA was due to a truck horn honk. All other peaks were less than 75 dBA.

During the measurements it was observed that trucks traveling southbound on Alameda Avenue
often generated loud banging sounds as the trucks traveled over a discontinuity (i.e., bump) in
the roadway. This discontinuity is shown in the aerial site map in Appendix A. Peak noise
levels from these truck bounces were 67 to 70 dBA, 5 to 10 dBA louder than the level before the
truck encountered the bump.

Site 3 is significantly impacted by train horns and exposed to relatively high noise levels from
trucks on Alameda Street and Henry Ford Drive.

5.3.2 Measurement Site 4f4a
Site 4 was located at the northwest corner of the intersection of the McFarland Rail Line and
Denni Street. After three measurement attempts at Site 4 without observing a train pass it was
decided that establishing a long-term measurement in one of the homes along the rail corridor
would provide the best opportunity to capture train events. The resident at 1208 Hyatt Street,
located at the southwest corner of the intersection of L Street and the rail line agreed to allow
the monitoring. The sound level meter was left in the rear yard of the home from 12:00 p.rn. on
Monday, August 20 to 12:00 p.m. Monday August 27. A table and charts presenting the
measured hourly noise levels are presented in Appendix B. The table also includes a list of the
train passes that occupied during the measurements

Train noise was considerable at Site 4a. When the crossing guard bell was active it generated
a nearly constant noise level of 70 dBA. Train horn soundings and locomotive passes were
louder than this, with the horns generating noise levels in the range of 90 to 112 dBA and the
locomotive generating noise levels in the 70 to 77 dBA range. Rail cars passing generated a
lower sound level than the crossing guard bell with a nearly constant noise level of 60 dBA. For
each day, the total number of train events and the total time that train events generated noise is
presented. There was an average of 8, and up to 12, train passes each of the full measurement
days excluding Saturday where there was only one train pass (at 11:44 p.m. so it was nearly
Sunday). Trains were actively passing and generating high noise levels an average of 47
minutes and up to 70 minutes per day.

The train passes can occur during all hours of the day and night. Most of the train events, 19 of
48 events, or 40%, occurred during the late afternoon and evening hours (4:00 p.m. to 10:00
p.m.). The majority of train passes during these hours, 13 of 19 or 68% of passes during the
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period, and 13 of 48 or 27% of all events, occurred during the evening hours (7:00 p.m. to 10:00
a.rn.). The next largest grouping of train passes occurred during the early morning hours (4:00
a.rn. to 8:00 a.rn.) when 16 of 48, or 33% of the train passes transpired. Ten of 48, or 21%, of
the train passes occurred during the late morning and early afternoon (8:00 a.rn. to 4:00 p.rn.),
Three of 48, or 6% of the train passes occurred during the late night hours (10:00 p.m. to 4:00
a.rn.),

Based on the average of eight train passes per day (excluding Saturdays) there would be an
average of 3 train passes during the late afternoonlearly evening period each day with most of
those occurring during the evening period. A daily average of 3 train passes during the early
morning hours would be expected. During the late morning and early afternoon hours, two train
passes would be expected each day. During the late night period, one train would be expected
every other night on average.

Out of the 168 hours of measurements, 35 hours, or 21%, had train pass events. Hourly noise
levels during hours with train passes ranged from 57 to 80 dBA Leq. Of the hours with train
passes, 37% had hourly noise levels between 75 and 80 dBA Leq, 37% had hourly noise levels
between 70 and 75 dBA Leq, 14% had hourly noise levels between 65 and 70 dBA Leq, and 9%
had hourly noise levels between 57 and 60 dBA Leq.

The highest hourly noise level without a train pass was 61 dBA Leq. This occurred during the
1:00 a.rn. hour on Saturday 8/25. The next highest hourly Leq was 60 dBA Leq that occurred
the hour before. These levels were caused by emergency vehicle sirens occurring about 12:48
a.m. and then a helicopter circling in the area from about 12:54 a.m. to 1:47 a.rn, The next
highest hourly noise level of 57 dBA Leq(H) occurred during the 8:00 a.m. hour on Sunday 8/26.
There was a commercial aircraft overflight that generated a maximum noise level of 80 dBA and
a helicopter overflight that generated a maximum noise level of 72 dBA during this hour. This is
representative of the highest hourly Leq experienced at the site without a train pass.

During the late afternoon and evening hours when there was no train passes, the hourly noise
level was typically 55 dBA Leq with the loudest measured hour having a level of 56 dBA Leq.
During the early morning hours, the hourly noise level was typically 52 dBA Leq with the loudest
measured hour having a level of 56 dBA Leq. During the late morning and early afternoon
hours, the hourly noise level was typically 54 dBA Leq, with the loudest measured hour having a
level of 57 dBA Leq. During the late night hours, the hourly noise level was typically 48 dBA
Leq, with the loudest hour having a level of 52 dBA Leq

Measurement Site 4a is significantly impacted by noise from train horn events in the 90 to 112
dBA range occurring regularly. The residences are exposed to an average of 47 minutes per
day (except Saturdays) of noise when a train is passing and the crossing guard bell generates
70 dBA in the rear yard of the residence. All hours with train events generated higher noise
levels than the representative highest hour without a train. Twenty-two hours with train events
had Leq levels at least 10 dB greater than the representative loudest hour without a train event
and 4 of the hours with train events were more than 20 dB louder. A noise level difference of 10
dB is typically described as a doubling of the perceived noise level.

5.3.3 Measurement Site 16
Measurement Site 16 is exposed to noise from train passes as well as noise from traffic on
Wilmington Avenue. Noise from trucks passing on Wilmington Avenue is accentuated as they
travel over the train tracks and generate a banging sound due to the discontinuity in the
pavement. Only one train was observed during the four hours of measurements. The train horn
generated a maximum noise level of 103 dBA. The noise level during the measurement with
the train pass was 69 dBA Leq. With the train pass excluded the Leq was 54 dBA during this
period.
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The measured noise level was between 55 and 59 dBA Leq during the daytime, 54 dBA during
the evening (with the train pass noise excluded) and 52 dBA during the nighttime
measurements. During the daytime measurements there were 40 truck passes on Wilmington
Avenue (28 container trucks) and 66 truck passes (48 container trucks). During the evening
there were 20 truck passes (11 container trucks) and during the night measurement there were
5 truck passes (all container trucks).

There were four noise events during each of the measurements with Lmax levels greater than
70 dBA all due to trucks. During the evening measurements there were only two events with
Lmax levels greater than 70 dBA. One was due to the train horn and the other was due to a
loud motorcycle on Wilmington Avenue. During the nighttime measurement there was one
event with an Lmax greater than 70 dBA which was a container truck pass. The maximum
noise levels during truck passes are generated as the trucks "bounce"over the rail crossing.

5.4 Port Related Facility Sites
Measurement Sites 1, 2 15, 22, 24 and 25 are all located in the vicinity of port related facilities
and are potentially impacted by noise created within these facilities and/or by trucks traveling to
and from these facilities. Noise levels at each of these sites are discussed individually in the
following subsections.

5.4.1 Measurement Site 1
This site was established to determine the noise generated by the facilities to the north and east
of the measurement site. However, as discussed in Section 4.4, the distribution facility to the
east of the site was vacant during the measurements. Noise levels at Site 1 were primarily
determined by neighborhood activities with distant related sources being occasionally audible.
Distant train horns could be heard at the site but were not loud. Truck brake air releases were
occasionally audible, but again not loud. There were three diesel truck passes during the
evening measurement but no other truck passes were observed on these residential roads.

Daytime and evening noise levels ranged from 55 dBA to 61 dBA Leq and were primarily
determined by neighborhood activities like barking dogs, lawn mowers, children playing, and
passenger vehicles. The highest Leq level was recorded during the evening hours when there
were three diesel truck passes. The loudest of these generated a maximum noise level of 88
dBA. The maximum noise levels during the other periods were between 74 and 75 dBA.

The nighttime (in this case early morning) noise level was 51 dBA Leq with a maximum level of
67 dBA. The noise level was primarily determined by buzzing overhead power lines generating
a 47-49 dBA sound level. A car pass caused the maximum noise level.

Noise levels at Site 1 were typical for what one would expect for a residential area. There were
no considerable port related noise sources observed to impact the site. Note that this could
change if the distribution center becomes operational again.

5.4.2 Measurement Site 2
Measurement Site 2 was located along Drumm Street that is a major truck route for trucks
traveling from the east on Pacific Coast Highway to the industrial facilities located north of this
area. On average there were 80 truck passes each hour during the daytime and evening
measurement periods. Approximately half of these passes were container trucks. (Note that
trucks without trailers were counted as "other" trucks.) During the nighttime (early morning in
this case) measurement there were nine total truck passes with seven of these being container
trucks. This shows that there is some respite from truck passes during the nighttime.

Noise levels ranged between 68 and 71 dBA Leq during the daytime and evening hours and
were 62 dBA Leq during the nighttime measurement. Maximum noise levels ranged from 87 to
91 dBA during the daytime and evening measurements and were 80 dBA during the nighttime.
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There was an average of 68 events during each hour of the daytime and evening noise
measurements that generated noise levels greater than 75 dBA. Of these, an average of 31
events were due to container trucks and 24 due to other trucks. The other events were due to
loud car passes, car honks and barking dogs.

Noise from truck maneuvering and other activities at the facility to the east were also audible at
the site. Note that there is a 10-foot high wall located on the east side of Drumm Street
between the homes and this facility. During the early morning measurement there was a trailer
parked in the facility near the measurement site with an operating refrigeration unit. This unit
generated constant noise level of about 60 dBA from the time we arrived, about 5:30 a.m, until it
was shut off at about 6:45 a.m. Therefore, even if the truck passes are eliminated, the site is
exposed to port related noise from the facility to the east. However, because the trucks
generate a much higher noise level, the noise level generated by the facility to the east cannot
be determined.

Measurement Site 2 is exposed to high noise levels due to a large number of trucks passing on
what is essentially a residential street. While these trucks are from a mix of port related and
non-port related sources the port related trucks contribute substantially to the adverse noise
environment. Section 6.2.4 discusses a potential method to substantially reduce or even
eliminate the trucks on Drumm Street. However, even if all of the trucks were eliminated, noise
from the refrigerated distribution center to the east of the site may generate considerable noise
levels at the site.

5.4.3 Measurement Site 15
Measurement Site 15 was located at the east edge of Normont School across Broadwell
Avenue from a container truck facility. Trucks maneuvering within the facility generated noise at
the school with the highest noise levels caused by trucks maneuvering in and out of the facility
while on Broadwell Avenue. During the two daytime and one evening measurement, 16, 11, and
25 truck movements were observed with the most movements observed during the evening
period. These movements caused 20 times during the first daytime measurement, 8 times
during the second, and 38 times during the evening measurement that the maximum noise
levels exceeding 75 dBA. The greatest amount of truck movements was observed during the
late morning and late evening measurements. During the late afternoon measurements there
was no activity observed for the first 50 minutes of the period and all a-truck movements
occurred during the last 15 minutes of the measurement. During the night measurement there
was only a single truck movement observed at the beginning of the period. This truck movement
generated a maximum noise level of 84 dBA

Average noise levels during the daytime and evening measurements ranged between 64 and 70
dBA Leq with maximum noise levels ranging from 86 to 90 dBA. As discussed above, there
was no activity at the facility for 50 minutes of the late afternoon measurement. The Leq during
this period was 55 dBA, 9 dB less than the Leq for the full measurement. During the nighttime
period the Leq was 54 dBA with the single truck movement. Without that truck movement the
Leq was 47 dBA.

The measurements show that the truck movements generate very high Lmax noise levels as
they are maneuvered into and out of the container truck facility across the street. Further, when
these truck events occur they' increase the Leq noise level substantially. Depending on the
construction of the school and if windows are open or closed, the truck movements could result
in significant speech communication interference inside the school making it difficult for teachers
and students to hear one another.
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5.4.4 Measurement Site 22
Measurement Site 22 was located in front of the residence at 1427 Opp Street across from a
distribution warehouse. Trucks passing the site on Opp Street traveling to and from the"
distribution warehouse generate the highest noise levels at the site. Trucks maneuvering within
the distribution warehouse yard also generated considerable noise levels and occasionally there
were thuds or bangs from the truck loading activity. Horn soundings from trains traveling on the
tracks along Alameda Street also generated considerable noise levels at the site.

During the day the noise levels ranged from 62 to 63 dBA Leq. During the evening the noise
level was 58 dBA and during the nighttime measurement the noise level was 55 dBA. During
each of the daytime measurements nine truck movements were observed and these trucks
caused five of nine and four of eight of the Lmax levels greater than 75 dBA. During the
evening measurement three truck movements were observed and two of these generated Lmax
levels greater than 75 dBA. Two other events, a loud car pass and a car horn also generated
noise levels greater than 75 dBA. During the nighttime measurement two truck movements
were observed and generated Lmax levels of 70 and 77 dBA.

Train horns were audible several times during the measurements. The loudest train horn
generated a noise level of 81 dBA but the remainder did not generate noise levels greater than
71 dBA. The loudest train horn was likely due to a train traveling north along Alameda Street
sounding its first horn in just the right location to minimize the noise reduction provided by
structures acting as noise barriers.

The noise measurements show that container trucks and activities at the distribution warehouse
generate high maximum noise levels on a regular but not frequent basis. The site is also
exposed to train noise that can be quite loud depending on the location of the train as it sounds
its horn.

5.4.5 Measurement Site 24
Measurement Site 24 was located at a group of homes that are located on Broadway Avenue
between E Street and F Street. It should be noted that these homes are located in an area
zoned for industrial uses. There is a distribution warehouse located east of the homes and an
ILWU training yard located just east of the distribution warehouse. Due to the resident's
indication that noise generation can be quite variable and often starts early in the morning a
long-term unattended sound level meter was set up on the afternoon of Thursday July 26, 2012.
The meter ran until the afternoon of Sunday, July 29, 2012. The measurement was continued
into the weekend to determine noise levels when the adjacent facilities were not operating.

Measured noise levels at Site 24 are relatively low. The maximum hourly noise level was 53
dBA Leq. There were only six hours during the measurement where the hourly noise level
exceeded 50 dBA. The maximum nighttime hourly noise level was 48 dBA Leq(H) and this took
place during the 10:00 p.m. hour on Friday night. Noise levels early Friday morning (5:00 a.rn.
to 8:00 a.rn.) were relatively low between 43 and 47 dBA Leq(H).

There were four noise events during the entire measurement that generated noise levels in
excess of 74 dBA. Two of these were due to noise generated by activities at the port related
facilities behind the residences. In both cases, a back up beeper was audible along with what
sounded to be some type of container lift (i.e.; fork lift modified to handle containers). The Lmax
sources occurred as a lift moved containers without completely lifting them and two containers
scraped together. Both of these events occurred during the 1:00 p.m, hour on Thursday and
Friday and generated maximum noise levels of 75 dBA. Noise levels around the maximums
caused by the container lift and backup beeper were typically around 55 dBA Leq with peak
levels of between 60 and 65 dBA.
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The container scraping was not the loudest noise level recorded during the 1:00 p.rn, hour on
Thursday. A cat, most likely near the microphone, howled and generated a maximum noise
level of 76 dBA. This was due to the close proximity of the cat to the microphone. The fourth
noise event generating a noise level of 74 dBA was a loud motorcycle traveling through the area
during the 11:00 p.m. hour on Saturday.

The measurements show that instantaneous noise levels can reach moderately high levels but
during the measurement period this happened infrequently (twice) and most of the time the
facilities are not generating significant noise levels. Hourly noise levels at the site are relatively
low. However, as with the sites in vicinity of TraPac, back up beepers from equipment operating
in the adjacent yards are clearly audible when equipment is being used. Back up beepers can
result in annoyance even at low levels.

5:4.6 Measurement Site 25
Measurement Site 25 was located on Sanford Street just south of Pacific Coast Highway across
Sanford Street from two distribution warehouses. Average noise levels during the daytime and
evening periods ranged form 66 to 68 dBA Leq, The noise level during the nighttime
measurement was 69 dBA Leq. During the first 10 minutes of the nighttime measurement there
were two trucks parked on the street idling that were subsequently moved, These trucks
generated a near constant noise level of about 71 dBA Leq. The Leq for the period after these
trucks were moved was 62 dBA.

An average of 28 truck movements were observed during the daytime measurements. There
was an average of 28 events that generated Lmax noise levels greater than 75 dBA during the
daytime measurement and trucks caused an average of 20 of these events. There was an
average of 13 events that generate Lmax noise levels greater than 80 dBA during the daytime
measurements with an average of all but one caused by truck movements. The maximum noise
levels during the daytime measurements were 85 and 90 dBA.

During the evening measurement there were 12 truck movements observed. Fourteen of these
movements caused noise levels greater than 75 dBA and 8 events caused noise levels greater
than 80 dBA up to the maximum of 86 dBA. There were two non-truck events that caused
maximum noise levels greater than 75 dBA and one of these generate a maximum noise level
greater than 80 dBA.

During the nighttime measurement there were 12 truck movements noted. All of these truck
events generated noise levels greater than 75 dBA and six of these events generated noise
levels greater than 80 dBA. There were five events not due to container trucks that generated
Lmax levels greater than 75 dBA but less than 80 dBA.

The measurements show that the site frequently experiences very high noise levels due to
trucks traveling to and from the distribution warehouses and can be subject to continuous high
noise levels from running trucks parked on the street.
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6.0 CONCLUSIONS
The measurement results presented above show that two sources of noise impacts initially
identified as being most important, noise from the TraPac facility, and trucks traveling on street
within the community do not cause the greatest port related noise impacts. In fact, the
measurements along roadways showed that there were very few port related container trucks
using these roadways. While activities at the TraPac facility are clearly audible at the homes to
the north of the facility, the noise levels are typically less than ambient levels from other sources.
Further, under certain conditions activities within the TraPac facility are completely inaudible at
the homes.

Port associated trains, particularly the train horns that are required to be sounded four times at
each at-grade road crossing, generate the highest level of port related noise in the community
with noise levels exceeding 100 dBA on occasion at homes directly adjacent to the rail line.
These horns are heard throughout the community at all times of day. During the nighttime,
when ambient noise levels are low, the train horns can be clearly audible and distinctly loud
(relative to the background noise levels) at considerable distances from the train.

Port related container trucks operating on residential streets are also shown to generate
considerable noise levels at the adjacent residences or schools. This occurs when container
truck processing facilities are located adjacent to residences or schools. The impact of the large
number of port related trucks on Drumm Street is compounded by the large number of other
trucks utilizing this two land residential street.

Section 6,1 provides a preliminary Identification of the areas that are most impacted based on
the noise measurements performed for this report, This information will be refined this project
continues, The next steps in the sound attenuation program are discussed in Section 6.3. In
some cases there may more effective to reduce port related noise levels than through a sound
attenuation program, These opportunities are discussed in Section 6.2,

6.1 Preliminary Noise Impacted Areas
Figure 10 shows a preliminary determination of the areas that are adversely impacted by port
related noise based on the measurements performed for this report. These areas are
highlighted in the Figure and should be considered as general areas of impact The areas of
impact will be refined in the next step of the program.

The most impacted areas are those adjacent to rail lines with at-grade crossings in the vicinity of
Measurement Sites 3, 4 and 16, The homes along Alameda Street near Site 3 are also
exposed to a considerable amount of truck noise,

Residential areas with considerable truck traffic due to container processing facilities are also
adversely impacted by port related noise, A considerable amount of trucks operating in a
residential area can considerably increase noise levels compared to a typical residential area,
The homes along Drumm Street near Site 2 are the most impacted by container trucks and this
is compounded by the considerable number of other, non-port related, trucks traveling on the
Drumm Street

The residential areas along Sandford Avenue near Site 25 and along Opp Street near Site 22
are also subject to container truck noise in a residential area, Normont School, Site 15, is
considerably adversely impacted by container truck operations at the facility across Broadwell
Street from the school. In addition, several trucks were observed traveling south on Broadwell
Avenue and turning east on to 253rd Street. Depending on the number of trucks taking this
route, the residences on the south side of 253rd Street may be impacted as well.
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The homes adjacent to Measurement Site 17 are subject to adverse noise levels from the large
number of trucks that use the 1-110 ramps at the Figueroa StreetlC Street intersection to travel
to and from the port. Further, the site is nearly directly in line with trains traveling north and then
east on the rail line that runs along John S Gibson Boulevard and Harry Bridges Boulevard.
Before these trains cross Figueroa Street they must sound their horns. Because the residences
are nearly directly in front of the train they experience very high train horn noise levels even
though they are 750 feet away from the rail line.

6.2 Reducing Source Noise Levels
One of the fundamental concepts in noise control engineering is "source-path-receptor." This
"mantra" gives the order that noise reduction measures should be considered for the greatest
efficiency. Typically, it is most efficient to modify the source of the noise to reduce noise levels,
but in most cases, this is not feasible. The most extreme modification to a noise source, and
most effective in terms of noise reduction, is to remove it completely. However, it is rarely
feasible to eliminate the source and perform the function of the source. Modifications to reduce
noise generated at the source can include installing noise reducing components such' as
mufflers or orienting the source to direct noise away from sensitive areas. Enclosing a source
can also is an effective means of reducing noise but is only effective for fixed noise sources and
is not practical for mobile sources.

Treating or modifying the path of the noise between the source and the receptor is the next
most efficient noise reduction method. The typical noise reduction method applied to the path in
community noise control is a noise barrier, most often, a wall, berm or combination of the two.
A noise barrier works by making the sound diffract (i.e. bend) over the top of the barrier as it
travels from the source to the receiver. The greater the sound has to bend around the top, the
more the noise is reduced relative to conditions without the barrier. A noise barrier that just
breaks the line-of-sight between a source and a receiver provides about 5 dB of noise reduction.
As the height of the wall is increased the amount of noise reduction increases as well. However,
as the wall height increases the additional noise reduction provided decreases (i.e.; it's a
diminishing returns function). The maximum amount of noise reduction provided by a noise
barrier is approximately 20 dBA.

In order to be effective, the barrier must reduce the sound transmitted through the barrier so it is
considerably less than the sound traveling over the top of the barrier. In general this requires
the noise barrier material to have. a surface density greater than 3.5 pounds per square foot.
Barriers must also be solid and continuous. Even relatively small gaps or openings can short
circuit a barrier's effectiveness.

Noise barriers are often not feasible because of the geometry between the source and the
receiver. The barrier needs to break the "line-of-siqht" between the observer and the source. In
cases where the source and receiver are elevated, such as a train horn on the top of a
locomotive and a receiver in a second floor bedroom, the barrier may need to be very tall just to
barely break line-of-sight and provide a minimal amount of noise reduction and prohibitively tall
to achieve a substantial amount of noise reduction.

The least efficient, but often most feasible, noise reduction measures to implement are those
that treat those exposed to the noise (i.e.: receptors) individually. A building sound insulation
program is such a treatment. During our measurements and analysis we observed that there
were several noise sources impacting residences and schools that may be able to be quieted
through source and path noise reduction measures more efficiently than through a building
sound insulation program. These opportunities are described in the following subsections.

6.2.1 Train Horns
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The loudest noise source associated with port operations impacting schools and residences in
Wilmington is train horns. Residences in close proximity to at-grade roadway crossings are
exposed to very high noise levels from the train horns and these events occur at any time during
the day and night. The train horn soundings at at-grade crossings are required by federal
regulations. However, the impacts of these soundings have been recognized and the Federal
Railroad Administration has developed rules to create Quiet Zones that can eliminate the
requirement that the trains sound their horns at these crossings. These requirements are
outlined in the Department of Transportation Federal Railroad Administration Final Rule 49 CFR,
Parts 222 and 229, as it pertains to Quiet Zone desiqnafion. It should be noted that train crews
are still permitted to sound the horn within a Quiet Zone for railroad or safety reasons.

To establish a Quiet Zone, all crossings must have physical safety improvements that
compensate for the loss of the train horn as a warning device. For this reason, all crossings
must have-at a minimum-advance warning devices with both flashing lights and crossing
gates. Other measures may need be implemented based on the configuration of each
intersection. It is our understanding that the Port of Los Angeles is currently considering
establishing quiet zone rail crossings.

Eliminating train horn soundings at road crossings would eliminate the loudest noise source
impacting the residents and provide a reduction in noise throughout the community, as the train
horns are audible over very large distances. Further, even though building sound attenuation
program would considerably reduce train horn noise levels in the homes of the most impacted
receptors, the noise level would still be high enough to interfere with speech communication and
result in sleep disturbance. Establishing a quiet zone would eliminate these impacts.

6.2.2 Truck Noise
The amount of noise generated by a truck pass can be greatly increased by bumps, potholes, or
other roadway discontinuities. The truck tires impacting a discontinuity cause shock waves to
travel through the truck, which is then radiated as noise. There were three locations where
truck noise was considerably increased due trucks bouncing over bumps. The first was at
Measurement Site 3. Trucks traveling southbound on Alameda Boulevard pass over a
discontinuity in the pavement and generate considerably higher noise levels. The location of
this discontinuity is noted on the aerial photograph of the site in Appendix A.

The two other locations where bumps were increasing truck noise were at the TraPac Facility
and were observed during measurements at Sites 6 and 9. Note that due to the distance
between the homes and the TraPac facility the noise generated by trucks as they passed over
the bumps was not loud, but they were often clearly audible at the nearby measurement sites.

As trucks first enter the facility they pass under an awning that is part of the main TraPac
building. There are speed bumps on either side of the awning that the trucks travel over.
Typically the trucks pass over the first set of bumps slowly enough that they do not cause a
"bounce" of the truck. However, after the cab of the truck passes over the second speed bump
the trucks often increase speed so that the back of the truck bounces and generates additional
noise when the rear wheels of the trailer go over the bump. The speed bumps purpose is
presumably to limit the speed of trucks as they travel through this area. This task could be
achieved relatively inexpensively through radar speed detectors and signs reporting the trucks'
speed.

The second location where truck noise was increased due to a bump in the truck path was near
the northern edge of the TraPac yard about even with McDonald Street. There is a rail line that
appears to be abandoned (it forks off from the line that runs along Harry Bridges Boulevard but
is not connected to it) that runs across the route that trucks use to travel to the east side of the
facility. The roadway discontinuity causes the trucks to bounce and generate additional noise.
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The faster the trucks are traveling the more noise they generate as they pass over the bumps.
Removing these bumps would eliminate the additional noise generated by the trucks passing
over the bumps.

6.2.3 Back Up Beepers
Another noise that could be treated at the source is backup beepers on the TraPac equipment
and equipment at other facilities. As discussed in Section 4.1 noise levels from activities at the
TraPac facility are not excessive at the nearest residences. However, back up beepers are
clearly audible at the residential areas to the north of C Street during certain weather conditions.
During these conditions there is at least one back up beeper audible most of the time and often
several are audible. Back up beepers are designed to grab our attention. They generate a pure
tone signal that makes it more noticeable among other sounds at the frequency that humans are
most sensitive. Back up beepers are important for safety within the TraPac facility but can be
quite annoying for others.

In recent years, back up beepers have been developed that monitor the noise levels around a
piece of equipment and adjusts the noise level of the back up beeper accordingly. When noise
levels around the equipment are low, the beeper sounds at a lower level than when levels are
high. This allows the beepers to generate enough sound to be clearly audible to those
potentially in danger, while minimizing the noise levels experienced at more distant observers
outside of the area of danger. TraPac should be urged to consider the use of such back up
beepers.

6.2.4 Trucks on Drumm Street
As discussed in Section 4.4 there are a substantial number of trucks, port related and other, that
travel from Pacific Coast Highway to the industrial areas to the north via Drumm Avenue, which
is a two lane road in a primarily residential neighborhood. The TraPac DEIR (Section 3.8.2.2)
discusses that the quality of the Lomita Boulevard street surface deteriorates dramatically and is
unpaved east of Eubank Avenue and does not connect Alameda Street and this could explain
the amount of truck traffic on local streets. Most of the trucks using Drumm Avenue approach
from the east. If Lomita Street were improved and a connection to Alameda Street provided
then the trucks using Drumm Avenue could use this route, well away from any noise sensitive
uses, to travel to and from their destinations. This would result in the most effective form of
noise reduction for the residents along Drumm Street, elimination of the noise source. It should
be noted that if this were to occur, the impact of noise generated at the distribution warehouse
facility to the east would need to be examined.

6.3 Next Steps
This report has identified noise levels at 25 distinct sites in the Wilmington Community. Port
related sources of noise have been identified and their relative importance discussed. Some
measures, other than soundproofing buildings, have already been identified for the Port and
HCBF to consider that will reduce noise in the community. Areas of greatest noise impact have
preliminarily been Identified.

The next step in the process is to make final decisions regarding the noise metrics that will be
used going forward with the evaluation. It is clear to us based our noise measurements that the
hourly Leq noise level is one of the noise scales that characterizes the noise well for many of
the noise sources in the area. The Leq noise scale has the additional benefit that it is also
commonly used by several organizations (e.g., U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and the
World Health Organization) to determine the severity of noise levels. However, it is also
apparent that a noise scale that focuses on single-event noise (e.g., a container banging or
truck passing by) should be included in the noise scales used. A single event noise may not
contribute appreciably to the average noise level, but can cause people to awaken and can be
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highly annoying. A single event noise scale will be selected based on our measurement data
and a review of documents relating noise and its various adverse effects.

Once the noise scales to be used are finalized, noise contour maps will be developed that show
the extent of the noise impacted areas. While the noise measurements conducted to date do an
excellent job of revealing the noise level at that location, the noise contour maps are used to flll-
in the spaces between the measurement sites. The noise contour maps also indicate the extent
and the severity of the noise levels. When this is overlaid on the land use maps, it identifies the
areas where schools and homes have the greatest outdoor noise impact.

The next steps will then be to make a structural survey of the buildings in the impacted areas
and eventually measure the outside to inside noise reduction of homes and schools in areas
with the highest noise exposures. Typically older buildings can stop less noise from entering.
Therefore, the noise exposure of the building plus the ability of the building to stop noise must
be considered in determining which schools and homes are most impacted and benefit the most
from a sound insulation program.

The final step in our program is to identify the sound mitigation measures for the typical building
constructions in the neighborhood. The noise impact, building codes, noise goals and other
concerns must be considered in determining the soundproofing features that will need to be
employed. We will also look for other funding opportunities that might be tied in with the
soundproofing program (i.e., energy conservation funds) to maximize the benefit of the dollars
spent. The final result of this program is to provide a plan of what schools and homes should
have first priority in sound-proofing and what sound mitigation measures will be needed for each
building type.
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APPENDIX A - NOISE MEASUREMENT SITE MAPS
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APPENDIX B - NOISE MEASUREMENT RESULT SUMMARY SHEETS
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5506 Oleta Street
Long Beach, CA 90815

Patrick Perry (R)
515 South Figueroa Street
Los Angeles, CA 90071

CASE NO. ZA 2009-4046(ZV)
ZONE VARIANCE
1540-1550 North Eubank Avenue
Wilmington-Harbor City Planning Area
Zone [T][O]MR2-1VL
D. M. 36B209
C. D. 15
CEOA ENV 2009-4047-MND
Legal Description: Lot C, PM 3728

Christer Palsson (A)
International Cargo Equipment, Inc.
1540 North Eubank Avenue
Wilmington, CA 90744

Pursuant to Charter Section 562 and Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 12.27-B, I
hereby APPROVE:

a Zone Variance from Section 12.23-C,2(c) to permit the continued use of a legal
nonconforming cargo container storage facility, which is not completely enclosed
within a building or within an area enclosed on all sides with a solid wall or fence of a
height sufficient to screen the use from public view in the [T][O]MR2-1VL Zone,

upon the following additional terms and conditions:

1. All other use, height and area regulations of the Municipal Code and all other
applicable government/regulatory agencies shall be strictly complied with in the
development and use of the property, except as such regulations are herein
specifically varied or required.

2. The use and development of the property shall be in substantial conformance with
the plot plan stamp dated September 13,2010 and marked Exhibit "A", except as
may be revised as a result of this action.

3. The authorized use shall be conducted at all times with due regard for the character
of the surrounding district, and the right is reserved to the Zoning Administrator to
impose additional corrective Conditions, if, in the Administrator's opinion, such
Conditions are proven necessary for the protection of persons in the neighborhood
or occupants of adjacent property.

AN EqUAl. EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY - AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPl.OYER
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4. All graffiti on the site shall be removed or painted over to match the color of the
surface to which it is applied within 24 hours of its occurrence.

5. A copy of the first page of this grant and all Conditions and/or any subsequent
appeal of this grant and its resultant Conditions and/or letters of clarification shall be
printed on the building plans submitted to the Zoning Administrator and the
Department of Building and Safety for purposes of having a building permit issued.

6. The applicant shall defend, indemnify and hold harrnless the City, its agents,
officers, or employees from any claim, action, orproceedinq against the City or its
agents, officers, or employees to attack, set aside, void or annul this approval which
action is brought within the applicable limitation period. The City shall promptly
notify the applicant of any claim, action, or proceeding and the City shall cooperate
fully in the defense. If the City fails to promptly notify the applicant of any claim
action or proceeding, or if the City fails to cooperate fully in the defense, the
applicant shall not thereafter be responsible to defend, indemnify, or hold harmless
the City.

7. All exterior lighting on the property shall be maintained and provide sufficient
illumination ofthe immediate environment so as to render objects or persons clearly

,visible. Said lighting shall be directed in such a manner so as not to illuminate any
nearby residence.

8. Noise generated on-site shall not exceed the decibel levels stated in the Citywide
Noise Ordinance.

9. The applicant/business operator shall identify a contact person and provide a 24-
hour "hot line" telephone number for any inquiries or complaints from the community
regarding the subject premises. Within 30 days from the effective date ofthis grant, '
the phone number shall be posted on the site so that is readily visible to any
interested party. The hot line shall be:

posted at the driveway entrance,
responded to within 24 hours of any complaints/inquiries received on this
hot line, and
documented in a log on when the calls were received, returned and how
the issues were resolved at a minimum.

The required hot line log shall be made available for review by the Zoning
Administrator andlor the responsible agencies upon request.

10. Outdoor public address or paging systems shall be prohibited.

11. The approximate 10-foot high existing fence along Eubank Avenue shall remain on
the subject property and shall not be replaced with afence that is lower than 10 feet
in height. If the existing fence needs to be replaced, the location and height of the
replaced fence shall be submitted to the satisfaction of the Zoning Administrator
prior to the replacement of the existing fence.
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12. Within 60 days from the effective date of the grant, a landscape plan with an
automatic irrigation system shall be submitted to the satisfaction of the Zoning
Administrator. The landscape plan shall show the following:

a. The fence/wall along Eubank Avenue and in the area adjacent to the
Wilmington Cemetery shall be landscaped such that the exterior fence/walls
along the westerly and southerly property lines are completely covered with
climbing vines or vegetation.

b. A minimum of one tree for every 25 feet or less in linear distance shall be
planted along Eubank Avenue. The trees shall be capable of growing to a
minimum of 40 feet in height at maturity.

c. The property owner shall be responsible for continued maintenance of
landscaped areas including watering, mowing, trimming, plant replacement
and other operations necessary to assure healthy and vigorous growth and
appearance.

Within 120 days from the effective date of this grant, evidence showing the required
landscaping is completed to the satisfaction of the Zoning Administrator such as
photographs, receipts and/or a letter from the landscape architect/contractor, etc.

13. Should there be a change in the ownership of the property/the business and/or the
business operator, the' property owner and the business owner/operator shall
provide the prospective new property owner and the business owner/operator with a
copy of the conditions of this action prior to-the legal acquisition of the property
and/or the business. Prior to the closing of the escrow for a potential change in the
ownership of the property/business owner or operator, evidence showing that a copy
of this determination including the conditions required herewith has been provided to
the prospective owner/operator, shall be submitted to the satisfaction of the Zoning
Administrator.

Further, at any time during the period of validity of this grant, should documented
evidence be submitted showing a violation of any condition(s) of this grant resulting
in a disruption or interference with the peaceful enjoyment of the adjoining and
neighboring properties, the Zoning Administrator reserves the right to require the
applicant to file for a plan approval application together with associated fees, the
purpose of which will be to hold a public hearing to review the applicant's
compliance with and the effectiveness of these conditions. The public hearing notice
shall be provided to the property owners/occupants within 500 feet 'from the subject
location, the local Neighborhood Council and the Council Office. The
appJicantlpetitioner(s) shall provide a summary and supporting documentation of
how compliance with each condition of the grant has been attained. Upon this
review the Zoning Administrator may modify, add or delete conditions, and reserves
the right to conduct the publlc hearing for nuisance abatement/revocation purposes.

14. Prior to the issuance of any permits relative to this matter, a covenant
acknowledging and agreeing to comply with all the terms and conditions established
herein shall be recorded in the County Recorder's Office, The agreement (standard
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master covenant and agreement form CP-6770) shall run with the land and shall be
binding on any subsequent owners, heirs or assigns. The agreement with the
conditions attached must be submitted to the Zoning Administrator for approval
before being recorded. After recordation, a certified copy bearing the Recorder's
number and date shall be provided to the Zoning Administrator for attachment to the
subject case file.

OBSERVANCE OF CONDITIONS - TIME LIMIT - LAPSE OF PRIVILEGES - TIME
EXTENSION

All terms and conditions of the approval shall be fulfilled before the use may be established.
The instant authorization is further conditional upon the privileges being utilized within two
years after the effective date of approval and, if such privileges are not utilized or
substantial physical construction work is not begun within said time and carried on diligently
to completion, the authorization shall terminate and become void. A Zoning Administrator
may extend the termination date for one additional period not to exceed one year, if a
written request on appropriate forms, accompanied by the applicable fee is filed therefore
with a public Office of the Department of City Planning setting forth the reasons for said
request and a Zoning Administrator determines that good and reasonable cause exists
therefore.

TRANSFERABILITY

This authorization runs with the land. In the event the property is to be sold, leased, rented
or occupied by any person or corporation other than yourself, it is incumbent upon you to
advise them regarding the conditions of this grant

VIOLATIONS OF THESE CONDITIONS, A MISDEMEANOR

Section 12.29 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code provides:

"A variance, conditional use, adjustment, public benefit or other quasi-Judicial
approval, or any conditional approval granted by the Director, pursuant to the
authority of this chapter shall become effective upon utilization of any portion of the
privilege, and the owner and applicant shall immediately comply with its conditions.
The violation of any valid condition imposed by the Director, Zoning Administrator,
Area Planning Commission, City Planning Commission or City Council in connection
with the granting of any action taken pursuant to the authority of this chapter, shall
constitute a violation of this chapter and shall be subject to the same penalties as
any other violation of this Code."

Every violation of this determination is punishable as a misdemeanor and shall be
punishable by a fine of not more than $1,000 or by imprisonment in the county jail for a
period of not more than six months, or by both such fine and imprisonment.

APPEAL PERIOD - EFFECTIVE DATE

The applicant's attention is called to the fact that this variance is not a permit or license and
that any permits and licenses required by law must be obtained from the proper public
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agency. Furthermore, if any condition of this grant is violated or not complied with, then
this variance shall be subject to revocation as provided in Section 12.27 of the Municipal
Code. The Zoning Administrator's determination in this matter will become effective after
NOVEMBER 19, 2010. unless an appeal therefrom is filed with the City Planning
Department. It is strongly advised that appeals be filed early during the appeal period and
in person so that imperfections/incompleteness may be corrected before the appeal period
expires. Any appeal must be filed on the prescribed forms, accompanied by the required
fee, a copy of the Zoning Administrator's action, and received and receipted at a public
office of the Department of City Planning on or before the above date or the appeal will not
be accepted. Forms are available on-line at http://planning.lacity.org. Public offices
are located at:

Figueroa Plaza
201 North Figueroa Street,

4th Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90012
(213) 482-7077

Marvin Braude San Fernando
Valley Constituent Service Center

6262 Van Nuys Boulevard, Room 251
Van Nuys, CA 91401
(818) 374-5050

If you seek judicial review of 'any decision of the City pursuant to California Code of Civil
Procedure Section 1094.5, the petition for writ of mandate pursuant to that section must be
filed no later than the 90th day following the date on which the City's decision became final
pursua nt to California Code of Civil Procedure Section 1094.6. There may be other time
limits which also affect your ability to seek judicial review .

. NOTICE

The applicant is further advised that all subsequent contact with this office regarding this
determination must be with the Zoning Administrator who acted on the case. This would
include clarification, verification of condition compliance and plans or building permit
applications, etc., and shall be accomplished BY APPOINTMENT ONLY, in order to assure
that you receive service with a minimum amount of waiting. You should advise any
consultant representing you of this requirement as well.

FINDINGS OF FACT

After thorough consideration of the statements contained in the application, the plans
submitted therewith, the report of the Zoning Analyst thereon, the statements made at the
public hearing on July 1, 2010, all of which are by reference made a part hereof, as well as
knowledge of the property and surrounding district, I find that the five requirements and
prerequisites for granting a variance as enumerated in Section 562 of the City Charter and
Section 12.27-8,1 of the Municipal Code have been established by the following facts:

BACKGROLIND

The subject property is a level, irregular-shaped, interior parcel of land consistinq of
approximately 9.43 acres, having approximately 653.26 feet of frontage on the east side of
Eubank Avenue and a depth varying from 630 feet to 631.13 feet.
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The Department of Building and Safety Parcel Profile Report and the Department of City
Planning Zoning Information Map Access System (ZIMAS) indicate the follow Job
Address(es) associated with the subject property:

• 1540 North Eubank Avenue
• 1550 North Eubank Avenue
• 1620 North Eubank Avenue

The subject property is developed with a container storage facility that extends over the
major portion of the site: cargo refrigeration service area located on the southeasterly
portion of the site, one-story office located on the southwesterly portion of the site in
addition to a covered maintenance area and a maintenance service building and small
office located on the northwesterly portion of the site. The site for the most part is unpaved.

The site features an approximate 8-foot to approximate 1a-foot wide landscape area
adjoining Eubank Avenue improved with a lawn area, mature trees and shrubs which
extend for the length of the site's frontage.

Vehicular ingress/egress is solely via a driveway apron along Eubank Avenue located
approximately 190 feet from the property's southwest corner and a wide driveway apron
along Eubank Avenue located approximately 250 to 300 feet from the site's northwest

. corner.

The westerly perimeter fencing is set back approximately 8 to 10 feet from the edge of the
landscaped area along the Eubank Avenue frontage observes a fence height of 10 feet 3
inches to 10 feet 5 inches along its entire Jength with approxirnateB inches of barb wire
atop for a total height of 1a feet 11 inches to 11 feet 3 inches.

The fencing extending along the northerly perimeter of the site observes fence heights
varying from approximately 4,5 feet to 12 feet high. Sections of the fence line are partially
improved with a 4- to 5-foot opaque metal fence; approximate 7-foot high opaque metal
fence; approximate 8-foot high opaque metal fence and an approximate 10- to 12-foot high
opaque metal fence.

The fencing extending along the easterly perimeter of the site observes a fence height
varying from approximately 4.5 feet high to approximately 1a feet to 12 feet high. Sections
of the fence line are partially improved with 4.5-foot high opaque metal fence and an
approximate 4.5-foot to 12-foot high opaque metal fence.

The fencing extending along the southerly perimeter leg of the site observes a fence height
varying from 4-foot high chain link fence with approximate t-foot of barb wire atop, for a
total height of 5 feet. A portion of the fence line is improved with an approximate 6-foot high
chain link fence with slats and approximate 1-foot high barb wire atop, for a total height of
approximately 7 feet. It should be noted that the fence line adjoins a cemetery (Wilmington
Cemetery).

Eubank Avenue, adjoining the property to the west is a designated Collector Street
dedicated a width of 60 feet and improved with curb and gutter on the east side of the
street and curb, gutter and sidewalk on the west side of the street. No Parking Any Time
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signs are posted. Signage along the interior streets across Eubank Avenue prohibits
Vehicles over 6,000 Pounds.

Q Street, in the near vicinity of the property to the west is a Local Street dedicated a width
of 60 feet and improved with curb, gutter and sidewalk.

Proctor Street, in the near vicinity of the property to the west is a Local Street dedicated a
width of 54 feet and improved with curb, gutter and sidewalk.

Delores Street, in the near vicinity of the property to the west is a Local Street dedicated a
width of 54 feet and improved with curb, gutter and sidewalk.

Sandison Street, in the near vicinity of the property to the west is a Local Street dedicated a
width of 60 feet and improved with curb, gutter and sidewalk.

Previous zoning related actions on the site include:

Ordinance No. 177,243 (Subarea 10) - Effective February 18, 2006; The entire
property site was rezoned as a [n[OlMR2-1VL with [0] conditions. The existing
cargo container yard became non-conforming to the required [Q] conditions.

Case No. DIR 2008-4629(BSA) - On July 24,2009, the Zoning Administrator denied
a Building and Safety Appeal, finding that that the Department of Building and
Safety, did not err or abuse direction to require the applicantto discontinue the open
storage of cargo containers in a [TJ[Q]MR2-1VL Zone, which is not completely
enclosed within a building or within an areaonallsidaswlth.solld wall or fence of a
height sufficient to screen the use from public view, as required by Los Angeles
Municipal Code Section 12.23-C,2(c).

Order To Comply No. A-1895752 - Case No. 234385 with an effective date of
September 11, 2008 and a compliance date of October 11, 2008.

Violation (s)

1. Nonconforming Use of Land

Ordered to: Discontinue the open storage of cargo containers in MR2 Zone
which is not completely enclosed within a building or within an area on all
sides with a solid wall or fence of a height sufficient to screen the use from
the public view, but in no event less than six feet in height within one year
from the date the use became nonconforming.

Code Section(s) In Violation: 12.23-C1(c)(3) of the Los Angeles Municipal
Code.

Comments: The above LAMC section (Ordinance No. 146,030, effective
July 11, 1974) requires that open storage in the MR or M1 zone shall be
completely enclosed within a building or within an area enclosed on all sides
with a solid wall fence of a height sufficient to screen the use from public
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view, but in no event less than 6 feet in height, within one year from the date
the use became nonconforming.

Order To Comply No. A-1942088, Case No. 234385 with an effective date of
October 21, 2008 and a Compliance Date of October 21, 2008.

Violation(s)

1. Nonconforming Use of Land

Ordered to: Please See Comments Below

Code Section(s) In Violation: 12.23-C.2(c) of the Los Angeles Municipal Code

Comments: All requirements on Order to Comply A"1895752 remain. This
Order To Comply Is for Clarification Purposes. Section 12.23-C1(c)(3) quoted
in the prior Order To Comply No. A-1895752 has been amended to Los
Angeles Municipal Code Section 12.23-C.2(c) by Ordinance No. 178,599,
which became effective May 26,2007.

Previous permits on the subject property

1540 North Eubank Avenue

Application/Permit Number 99016-10000-22300 -Issued November 30,1999, to
remove interior walls and change out windows with bigger windows and re-stucco
color.

Certificate of Occupancy Accompanving Building Permit No. 1993 SP 69466 -
Issued March 29, 1984,.

Certificate of Occupancy Accompanying Building Permit No. 1993 SP 78162 -
Issued March 29, 1984, for a one-story, Type V, 28-foot by 50-foot office, 3 required
parking spaces. G-1

Certificate of Occupancy Accompanying Building Permit No. 79 SP 62101 - Issued
January 7, 1980, for Use of Land - container storage and repair. Lot C - Tract 3728

1550 North Eubank Avenue

Certificate of Occupancy Accompanying BuUdingPermit No. 82 SP 67483 -Issued
December 8,1982, for a two-story, Type IVN, 60-foot by 80-foot Auto repair with 2
Story int. office, 12 required parking Spaces, F-1 Occupancy.

CerUficate of Occupancy Accompanying Building Permit No. 78 SP 59658 - Issued
January 16, 1981, for Use of land - equipment Storage, irreg. sized lot

Certificate of Occupancy Accompanying Building Permit No. 79 SP 60639 - Issued
October 20, 1980, for a one-story, type V, 21-foot by 55-foot 6 Inches & a 10-foot by
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10-foot, weight station and office scale pit, G-1 Occupancy, 2 parking spaces
required.

The adjoining property to the north is zoned (T][Q]MR2-1VL and is vacant with an
approximate 40 foot to 50-foot deep excavation. Beyond that to the east is zoned [T][Q]M2-
1VL and developed with a pick-a-part auto salvage yard operated by Ecology Auto Parts.
Beyond that to the east is zoned IT][Q]M2-1 VL and developed with a railroad yard (Watson
Yard) operated by BNSE Railway with 'frontage on Lomita Boulevard.

The adjoining property to the south is zoned OS-1XL.and developed with a cemetery
(Wilmington Cemetery). There does not appear to be any vehicular ingress/egress via
Eubank Avenue.

The adjoining property to the east is zoned [T][Q]M2-1VL and developed with a railroad
yard (Watson Yard) operated by BNSE Railway with frontage on Lomita Boulevard.

The properties to the west across Eubank Avenue are zoned R1-1XL-O and developed with
one-story single-family dwellings.

The following was received:

In support of the applicant's request:

.. The Wilmington Cemetery District

.. The Wilmington Chamber of Commerce
e Council District 15 [Councilwoman Janice Hahn]
.. The Wilmington Neighborhood Council
.. A copy of news release from the Los Angeles Unified School District about a

$40,000 donation from the applicant.
e Communication from the Community Planning Bureau of the City Planning

Department outlining a history of zoning regulations relevant to the site.

In opposition to the reguest:

• A letter signed by 15 residents in the area.
e A letter from a resident at 1612 Deepwater Avenue

On September 13, 2010, the applicant submitted the following:

- A revised plot plan showing the existing structures on site with dimensions.
- A binder containing a noise study, a response to the neighbors' concerns, letters of

support, and photographs of the site and the surrounding properties.

MANDATED FINDINGS

In order for a variance to be granted, all five of the legally mandated findings delineated in
City Charter Section 562 and Municipal Code Section 12.27 must be made in the
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affirmative. Following (highlighted) is a delineation of the findings and the application of the
relevant facts of the case to same:

1. The strict application of the provisions of the Zoni n9 Ordinance would result
in practical difficulties or unnecessary hardships inconsistent with the general
purpose and intent of the zoning regulations.

The subject site contains approximately 9.43 acres of lot area and is improved with a
storage container yard. The site was previously zoned as M3, which allows a
storage container yard; however, the site was rezoned to [T][Q]MR2-1VL by zone
change Ordinance Nos. 167,239 and 170,923, which were adopted in 1991 and
1996, respectively. The [Q] conditions imposed for the zone changes on the subject
property were subsequently modified by Ordinance Nos. 171,533, 172,853 and
177,243, which were adopted in 1997, 1999 and 2006, respectively. The entire
property site was rezoned as a [T][Q]MR2-1VL with the following [Q] conditions by
Ordinance No. 177,243 (Subarea 10), which became effective February 18, 2006.

1. Open storage uses on the property shall be subject to the following
limitations:

a. The open storage area shall be enclosed by a solid fence or wall at
least 10 feet in height, not to exceed 12 feet.

No material or equipment shall be stored to a height exceeding that of
. the enclosing fence or wa/J,except for cargo container storage yards.

b. All driveways and parking spaces shall be paved.

2. Waf!:A solid decorative masonry block wall, a minimum of 10 feet high, not to
exceed 12 feet high, shall be constructed at the rear of the required
landscaped setback along Eubank Avenue property line unless it can be
shown that a landfill existed, then an opaque fence material may be
substituted.

There shall be no openings, except for a lockable gate provided for
emergency access as may be required by the Fire Department, for vehicles
servicing or maintaining the oil wells on site or as may be required by the
Municipal Code.

Such fencing shaff be maintained in good condition and appearance. All
walls, fences and other structures shall be maintained free of graffiti. Sheet
metal and barbed wire shall be prohibited as fencing material along a Class I
or /I Major Highway, or adjacent to or directly across from any residential
zone.

3. Hours of Operation: The hours of operetion, including pickup and delivery of
containers, shall not exceed 7.-00am to 6:30 p.m., Monday through Friday.
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4. Landscape buffer: A minimum 15-foot landscaped buffer shall be provided
along Eubank Avenue. Walkways and driveways shall be permitted to cross
any setback. However, no buildings or structures may be permitted within the
setbacks with the exception of retaining walls or fences.

a. Walkways or driveways may not be substituted for the landscaped
buffer.

b. The landscaped buffer shall be open to the sky with no balconies or
projections into the landscaped buffer.

c. The landscaped buffer shall include mature trees, shrubs, or netting
covered by planted growth, of sufficient height to visually screen the
view of any structures or stored materials from neighboring residential
properties.

5. No cargo containers shaJ/be stacked more than "two-high Itat any time within
100 feet of Eubank Avenue or the Wilmington Cemetery.

6. The existing CT)conditions on the property shall be retained.

The storage of cargo containers is permitted in an M3 Zone, or in an M2 Zone within
the Port of Los Angeles Community Plan Area, and are subject to operating

.conditions as required in Section 12.21-A,22, which became effective on February 18,
2006 under Ordinance No. 177,244 .

. ·Theexisting container storag~ :hasbeen in operati~n on the site since 1979 when the
subject site was previously zoned as M3, which allows such a use. Since the existing
cargo container storage yard was established prior to the year 2006 when the current
Cargo Container Storage Yard regulation and the existing [0] conditions on-site
became effective under Ordinance Nos. 177,243 and 177,244, the existing cargo
container yard on the site is legally non-conforming and is not subject to comply with
such regulations.

However, the existing cargo container yard is required to comply with the Los
Angeles Municipal Code Section 12.23-C,1 (c)(3), which was adopted by Ordinance
No. 146,030 and became effective on July 11, 1974. Section 12.23-C,1 (c)(3) was
subsequently incorporated into the current Section 12.23-C,2(c), which requires the
following:

"12.23-C. Nonconforming Use of Land.

1. Discontinuation of Nonconforming Use of Land .

2. Continuation of Nonconforming Use of Land ....

(c) in the MR or M1 Zone, the use shall be completely enclosed
within a buUdfngor within an area enclosed on all sides with a
solid wall or solid fence of a height sufficient to screen the use
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from public view, but in no event less than six feet in height,
within one year from the date the use becomes nonconforming;
and"

In 2008, the Department of Building and Safety (LADBS) issued Orders to Comply
for the existing storage container yard to comply with Section 12.23-C,2(c). The
applicant appealed the Orders to Comply to the Zoning Administrator, however, the
appeal was denied on July 24, 2009 under Case No. DIR 2008-4629(BSA). The
subject application is to remedy the Orders to Comply, which was issued by the
Department of Building and Safety.

The existing container storage yard has been on the site since 1979 and became a
legal nonconforming use in 1991 when the site was rezoned to MR2.

The property was previously used as a landfill, and decomposition from various
materials under the property generates gasses that require continuous monitoring
resulting in a series of monitoring wells being located inside the existing chain link
fence along Eubank Avenue. The plot plan submitted to the file indicates there are at
least 12 gas monitoring wells along the frontage on Eubank Avenue, which are
located,as close as 1,7inches from the existing fence with vent tubes attached to the
fence. If) addition, there are electrical powerpoles behind the existing fence along

. Eubank Avenue. Further, the. current containers are stacked four high or

. approxlmately 38 to 40 feet in height. In order to shield the cargo containers from
public view as required by Section 12.23-C,2(c), a solid wall would be at least 40
feet in height. Such walls wili not only conflict with the existing monitoring wells and
other utility' structures on the site, but will also require extensive foundation to
support the wall. Further.: the 40-foot high wall will be in violation of the [Q]
conditions on the property, which restricts walls/fences to a maximum height of 12
feet.

Due to the existing gas monitoring wells on site, the [Q] conditions on the property
that restricts the height of the fence/wall to 12 feet, the required 40-foot high
fence/wall would result in practical difficulties or unnecessary hardships inconsistent
with the general purpose and intent of the zoning regulations.

2. There are special circumstances applicable to the subject property such as
size, shape, topography, location or surroundings that do not apply generally
to other property in the same zone and vicinity.

The special circumstances include the improvements thereon and the current zoning
regulations on-site, which restricts the height of the fence to a maximum of 12 feet.
Conformance with Section 12.23-C,2(c) will result in a fence/wall of approximately
40 feet in height in order to obscure the view of 4 high containers. While the subject
property does not display any distinguishing characteristics that would constitute an
impediment to the application of the zoning regulations as these relate to
construction of the fence enclosure, the existing use was legally permitted by the
zone in 1979, and there have not been any changes to the use since then. The
existing containers are located at least 60 feet from the street curb along Eubank
Avenue and the exlstinq fence observes approximately 8 to 10 feet set back from
the property line along Eubank Avenue. Thus, the location of the existing fence with
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a substantial setback from the property line, and legally nonconforming use on-site
coexist while still allowing the legal nonconforming use to remain on the property as
it was legally permitted without the fence enclosure in 1979 when the property was
previously zoned for M3.

3. Such variance is necessary for the preservation and enjoyment of a
substantial property right or use generally possessed by other property in the
same zone and vicinity but which, because of such special circumstances and
practical difficulties or unnecessary hardships, is denied the property in
question.

The properties located on the west side of Eubank Avenue are improved with sinqle-
family dwelling units and a public facility owned by the Department of Water and
Power. The surrounding properties located on the east side of Eubank Avenue are
zoned for [T][Q]MR2-1VL, [Q]M3-1VL, [Q]MR1-1VL-O and OS-1XL and are
improved with the Wilmington Cemetery and other industrial uses such as oil drilling,
an automobile salvage yard, a railroad yard and other container storage yard similar
to the use on the subject property. The neighboring container storage yard, which is
located east of the railroadriqht-of-way and is known as the Refrigerated Container
Services··lnc [RCA], ,stacks containers 5 to 6 high and is not fully enclosed ,with

.fence/walt .Therefore, the grant'is necessary for the applicant to enjoy the same '."
: propertyright oruse generally possessed by other properties in the same zone. '.' v:

.' \

4. The granting of such variance will not be materially detrimental to the public','
welfare or injurious to the property or improvements in the same zone or
vlclnltyln which the property is located.

The public hearing was conducted on July 1, 2010, and was attended by the
applicant, the applicant's representative [Patrick Perry], the representatives of the
Wilmington Chamber of Commerce, the Wilmington Neighborhood Council, and
Council District 15 [Frank Hong] and residents in the area.

The applicant stated that the containers are stacked to a maximum of 4 high
and the required fence will be at least 40~foot high in order to obscure the
containers resulting in a prohibitive construction cost. Due to the existing gas
monitoring wells in close proximity to the existing fence, construction of such
a high fence will not be physically feasible unless those monitoring wells are
removed. The site provides 61 employment opportunities. In orderto mitigate
aesthetic impacts, landscaping along Eubank Avenue will be provided.

The representatives of the Neighborhood Council, the Chamber of
Commerce and the council office an spoke in support of the application.

Two residents expressed concerns about noise, traffic and aesthetic impacts.
The residents complained that they could hear noise associated with the use
of hydraulic equipment as early as or earlier than 6 a.m. and after 8 p.m. The
containers block sun light to the surrounding residential properties.
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One resident who previously resided in the area stated that he did not
experience any noise and traffic impacts associated with the project site.

In response to the residents' concerns, the applicant clarified that the
containers on site are never stacked higher than 4 high. Due to the distance
between the site and the surrounding residential properties, the containers do
not block the sun light to the adjoining properties. The operating hours are
between 7:30 a.m. and 4:30 p.m. daily. The repair workshops are located in
the rear of the property and there is no paint booth on site. No complaints
were received about truck traffic. The trucks coming to the site are heavier
than 6,000 tons and due to its size, they never use residential streets other
than Eubank Avenue. Approximately 50 to 100 trucks are coming to the site
daily, and no trucks are coming to the site on Saturday and Sunday.

In response to the residents' concern about noise, a noise analysis was performed
at different times on August 2, 3,4, 8 and 16, 2010. The noise study includes noise
measurements at the resident's home who complained about noise impacts at the
hearing. The noise study indicates that ambient noise levels are consistently above
60 dBL and occasionally reaching over 70 dBL and the traffic noise from Eubank
Avenue-is higher than any noise produced by the container yard on site. A source-ol- ..

. ; early, morning and evening noise comes from the Ecology Auto Parts, whiohls: - :.'
.' ,located north ofthe project site and uses a large crane to move and stack scrap; No

noise from the site was' audible and did not register-on the sound meter at the- , "
resident's home.

I'

-The proposed location is in a prime area that represents industrial center. Other ' I.',

open storage yards and industrial uses are located in the vicinity. No physical
changes to the existing storage container yard will occur. The request does not
represent the introduction of use not common to the area but a continuation of the
same use without any changes to the existing operation of the use, which was
legally established on site in 1979. The required fencefwall enclosure will result in a
40-foot high fence. Not only will such a high fence be in conflict with the existing [0]
condition on site, which restricts the height of the fence to a maximum of 12 feet, but
it will also result in aesthetic impacts. In this instance, the cure prescribed ihe code
is worse than the disease.

The grant requires landscaping along Eubank Avenue and in the area adjacent to
the Wilmington Cemetery. Noise generated on the property is not allowed to exceed
the noise limits as regulated by the City's noise ordinance. A 24-hour public
information hot line is required to be posted on the site for issues and complaints
associated with the use ofthe property. The complaints received on the hot line are
required to be documented and to be responded to within 24-hours. Further, at any
time during the period of validity of this grant, should documented evidence be
submitted showing a violation of any condition(s) of this grant resulting in a
disruption or interference with the peaceful enjoyment of the adjoining and
neighboring properties, the Zoning Administrator reserves the right to require the
applicant to file a plan approval application, the purpose of which will be to hold a
public hearing to review the applicant's compliance with and the effectiveness of
these conditions. Upon this review the Zoning Administrator may modify, add or
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delete conditions, and reserves the right to conduct the public hearing for nuisance
abatement'revocation purposes.

As conditioned, the use will not be materially detrimental to the character of the
development in the immediate neig hborhood.

5. The granting of the variance will not adversely affect any element of the
General Plan.

The Wilmington-Harbor City Community Plan Map designates the property for Light
manufacturing land uses with corresponding zones of MR2, M2, and P and Height
District No.1 VL. The property is not currently within the area of any specific plans or
interim control ordinances.

The Plan Text does not specifically address a fence enclosure for container yard
facilities. Protecting residential uses from impacts of other uses is an appropriate
objective in any discretionary action. The existing use has been legally allowed since
1979. The compliance with the required fence wlll not necessarily mitigate the
adverse impacts, for which the required fence is intended to mitigate. The subject
property is planned and zoned for industrial uses. A variance to allow the existing
cargo container facility to remain without the required fence enclosure is permitted
through the approval of the Zoning Administrator subject to certain findings. The
required findings in support have been made herein.

The conditions of approval will assure a development that is aesthetically' .and
operationally in harmony with the surrounding uses. Therefore, the project 'as
approved and conditioned will be consistent with the general plan, which promotes
the provision of various services throughout the city.

ADDITIONAL MANDATORY FINDINGS

6. The National Flood Insurance Program rate maps, which are a part of the Flood
Hazard Management Specific Plan adopted by the City Council by Ordinance No.
172,081, have been reviewed and it has been determined that this project is located
in Zone C, areas of minimal flooding.

7. On May 17,2010, a Mitigated Negative Declaration (ENV2009-4047-MND) (Article V
- City CEQA Guidelines) was prepared for the proposed project. The grant is to
allow the existing legally nonconforming use on site without the required fence
enclosure. Since the grant requires the existing fence on site 'to remain and
landscaping along the frontage on Eubank and in the area adjacent to the
Wilmington Cemetery [Condition No. 12], the mitigation measure recommended in
ENV 2009-4047-MND] is not required herein. On the basis of the whole of the
record before the lead agency including any comments received, the lead agency
finds that with imposition of the mitigation measures described in the MND and
identified in this determination, there is no substantial evidence that the proposed
project will have a significant effect on the environment. This Mitigated Negative
Declaration reflects the lead agency's independent judgment and analysis. The
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records upon which this decision is based are with the Environmental Review
Section of the Planning Department in Room 750, 200 North Spring Street.

SUE CHANG
Associate Zoning Administrator
Direct Telephone No. (213) 978..3304

SC:lmc

cc: Councilmember Janice Hahn
Fifteenth District

Adjoining Property Owners



1540 Eubank Avenue

Google Earth dated March 7, 2011
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2 Communities for a Better Environment

Introduction

The purpose of this report is to demonstrate to decision-makers the serious flaws in how our
regulatory system approaches environmental justice issues, and to suggest steps they can take to

address these flaws.

First, we describe the Los Angeles region as presenting a prime example of environmental injustice in
the way environmental hazards are unequally distributed, giving rise to cumulative impacts of pollution
in low-income communities of color. Then, we discuss three cases that show how shortcomings in

our regulatory system create and accentuate the problems of environmental injustice and cumulative

impacts in vulnerable communities throughout our region.

Three themes repeat themselves when confronting problems of environmental injustice:

1. There are structural gaps in almost all of our municipal and regulatory entities in addressing the
issues of environmental justice (EJ) and cumulative impacts (CI).

2. There is inadequate enforcement of even the existing (and flawed) regulations in

disproportionally impacted communities.

3. Community input in EJ communities is not sought proactively and often is not welcomed or
even respected by many decision-makers.

We will explore these themes throughout the case studies and offer recommendations to remedy

them.
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los Angeles: A Stark Example of Environmental
Injustice and Cumulative Impacts

Extensive research has demonstrated that polluting
facilities are disproportionately located in low-income

communities of color in Los Angeles. For example, the
US EPA designated Toxic Release Inventory (TRl)
facilities are disproportionately located in areas with high
(relative to mean) concentration of racial minorities. 1 In
terms of siting of hazardous waste treatment, storage
and disposal facilities (TSDF) in Los Angeles County
and its disproportionate distribution in predominantly
communities of color, it has been demonstrated that both
income and race independently playa significant factor in
siting decisions.t These patterns of disparity have remained
the same over the past decade and current research indicates
similar uneven distribution of environmental hazards across
Los Angeles County;' Below
we will look at two areas
of Southeast Los Angeles
County and the community
of Wilmington, where
CBE has active organizing
bases, to demonstrate the
extent of the problem in EJ
communities.

Southeast Los Angeles

One of the most heavily
industrialized areas in Los
Angeles is South East Los
Angeles County (SELA),
home to a low-income
and overwhelmingly
Latino/a population. Here
a wide variety of polluting
industries, such as chrome
platers, hazardous waste
treatment storage and
disposal facilities, and
other major toxic emitters
combine with a high
concentration of mobile
sources of pollution to create
a toxic hot-spot. Modeling
studies by the South Coast
Air Quality Management

District (AQMD) indicate that the communities of SELA
have some of the highest levels of toxic air pollution in the
four-county region of this air basin." The map below shows
how a mix oflarge and small polluting facilities has given
rise to the serious issue of cumulative impacts of pollution
in SELA cities.

FIGURE 1. Some SElA polluting tacilttles'
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Wilmington

Another area that is highly impacted by pollution is the
community of Wilmington. Wilmington, located in the
southern tip of the odd-shaped City of Los Angeles,
is home to an overwhelming working class, Latino/a
population. This area has some of the highest levels of
pollution in the region.

2007.6 In addition, the Wilmington/Carson area is a place
with the highest concentration of refineries in California
with about 650,000 barrels of crude oil processed per day
(which is about a third of the state's total)." Wilmington
is also near the San Pedro Bay Port Complex (ports of
Los Angeles/Long Beach), which is the largest and most
polluting port complex in the country.

Wilmington hosts 13 major stationary polluting sources,
categorized by US EPA as Toxic Release Inventory
facilities, responsible for releasing 718,000 pounds of
pollution and.generating 18,000,000 pounds of waste in

FIGURE 2. Various polluting sources in Wilmington 8
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Health Impacts & Vulnerability

Health impacts of exposure to pollution from sources
discussed are well documented and include: asthma,

cancer, reproductive disorders, birth defects reduced lung
capacity, and cardiovascular diseases. In addition, people
in EJ areas suffer from the nuisance impacts of these
operations such as noise, foul odor and other irritants
that significantly affect people's quality oflife. Because EJ
communities host disproportionate numbers of pollution
sources, community members in areas such as SELA and
Wilmington suffer disproportionately from health and
nuisance impacts.

ties that are most vulnerable to impact as the map below
shows (with orange and red areas showing communities
which are most vulnerable). 10

Most recently, a team of researchers from Occidental
College, University of Southern California and DC
Berkeley have developed a more comprehensive and
detailed Cumulative Impacts scoring system. This system
shows that communities of SELA, Wilmington, Boyle
Heights, and other similar communities score very high in
Cumulative Impacts and are in need of the most attention
in addressing environmental justice issues."

Another important aspect of cumulative and
disproportionate impact from pollution is the issue of
vulnerability. Members of communities such as SELA and
Wilmington have a lowered ability to cope and recover
from illnesses. In other words, low-income communities
of color are not only suffering from greater exposure to
pollution, but they are also more susceptible because of
their higher vulnerability to impacts. Reduced access to
health care, pre-existing injuries, and psychosocial stressors
are some of the factors that influence the extent of impact
from environment stressors such
as air pollution."

Researchers have used a range of
social and economic information
to develop measures, or indices,
of social vulnerability. In a gen-
eral sense, vulnerability includes
concepts such as: socioeconomic
status, gender, ethnicity, age,
proximity to commercial and
industrial development, employ-
ment status, housing tenure,
occupation, family structure,
education, access tornedi-
cal services, and special needs
populations. We have divided
these indicators into four broad
categories of vulnerability: (1)
household; (2) race/ethnicity;
(3) economic; and (4) mobility.
Based on these indicators, we
estimate and identify communi-

FIGURE 3. An Estimate of Cumulative Vulnerability Index by Census Block
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Warren E & P drilling
operation is located in the

community of Wilmington.
Warren E & P is an East
Coast-based resource extraction
company, which proposed
performing expanded lateral
drilling in Wilmington in 2005.
In early 2007, after Warren had
began its new and expanded
oil drilling operations in the
middle of a neighborhood
of small family homes and
apartment buildings, a number
of community members
contacted CBE. Community
members were extremely
irritated and concerned
about the terrible smell, loud noises at day and night,
aggravating dust and many other problems resulting from
this operation. The main permits for this operation were
issued by the City of Los Angeles and the South Coast Air
Quality Management District (AQMD).

As mentioned earlier, the
two agencies with primary
regulatory control over
such an operation are the
City of Los Angeles, which
regulates its land USeand
the impacts that result from
these uses such as traffic,
noise, dust and odors;
and the AQMD, which
regulates specific equipment
that could impact local and
regional air quality. The
ten-acre lot where Warren
operates is zoned both as
a residential area and as a
special oil drilling area, and
the property had housed oil

drilling before. However, the previous operator had nine
active wells. Warren planned to dri1124 hours a day, seven
days a week, and to increase the number of wells to 540.
It also intended to continue to use the previous operator's
ancient air quality equipment continuously even though it
had previously been permitted for emergency-use only.

Warren E & P burni ng field gases contin uously in the
residentia I neighborhood

Imagine living in a neighborhood already heavily impacted
by pollution from the ports, refineries, and many other
sources. Then, somebody starts a massive noisy and
polluting oil drilling operation in your neighborhood 24
hours a day, seven days a week. For anybody living in this
neighborhood or visiting the area, there was no doubt
that this was a blatant example of environmental injustice
afflicting this already vulnerable community. So, how
could the City of Los Angeles and AQMD fail to protect
residents? The answer lies in understanding the regulatory
gaps within the City and regulatory agencies as well as
poor enforcement and monitoring of existing regulations
by responsible entities. Understanding the shortcomings
of the AQMD and the City of Los Angeles to protect the
residents in the case of Warren E & P will demonstrate
the need for addressing the issue of environmental justice
in a systemic way and the necessity of ratcheting up
enforcement.

On July 20, 2006, the City of Los Angeles issued a
special use permit to Warren E & P, allowing drilling.
The city did not require the company to perform a full
Environmental Impact Report, but instead decided
that a mitigated negative declaration would satisfy the
California Environmental Quality Act requirements in
this case. From there on, the Zoning Administrator of
the City of Los Angeles issued a special use permit based
on limited environmental review and limited public input
and allowed the facility to start operations. AQMD, for its
part, did not originally impose any significant restrictions
on the operation of the facility, allowing it to burn its field
gases in the existing ancient flare that did not protect the
surrounding community. In other words, Warren's quest to
begin perpetual unfettered operations pretty much sailed
through regulatory and permitting process-definitely a
success story from the point of view of the applicant.
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Of course the perspective of the community was quite
different. On the ground, the impacts were very real and
very serious. People in the neighborhood were experiencing
a wide range of health symptoms associated with the
operation of this facility. Polluting diesel trucks were either
hauling dirt or oil out of the facility or idling in front of
homes. A vacant lot in a residential neighborhood was
turned into a dumping ground for dirt which would blow
dust over people's homes. People complained that since this
operation started, they had to spend a big part of the day

dusting inside their home. People with existing respiratory
problems were finding it more difficult to breathe. People
were also constantly irritated by foul smells after the
operation started. Most residents in this area did not have
air conditioning, but they had to keep their windows closed
even during hot days.

Then there was the noise, extremely irritating during the
day and unbearable at night. For months, community
members could not get a restful sleep at night. Many of the
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questions to various city departments went
unanswered.

While this operation in any residential
neighborhood should be unacceptable,
we generally find these scenarios in low-
income communities of color, which
host incompatible land uses. There are
two significant problems that one must
pay attention to. First, the bad land use
arrangements in EJ areas must prompt
regulators and issuers of permits to pay
special attention to conditions of the permits. Second,
when an area is polluted by a disproportionately high
level of pollution, regulators need to take into account the
cumulative impacts in their decision-making process.

CBE worked with the community to secure new
evidentiary hearings in front of the City of Los Angeles
and the AQMD, neither of which was adequate, in form
or substance, to address the flagrant environmental justice
violations the case presented.

Aerial photo showing Warren E & P operation next to a
community baseball field and people's homes

First, CBE brought the matter to its representative on
the City Council, who worked with us to secure a zoning
hearing challenging Warren's compliance with its operating
conditions and the adequacy of those conditions. When
the zoning administrator finally held the hearing in this
predominantly Latino community, it provided inadequate
translation services, so many members were not able to
follow the proceeding properly, and the decision-makers
were not able to understand their testimonies accurately.

Second, CBE and the community sought better regulation
of air pollution from Warren's operations. Initially, CBE
noticed that the ACUVlDintended to issue a new permit for
a new flare with no CEQt\ review that would let Warren
vastly expand the amount of waste gas it burns. In the
course of researching the permit, our technical staff noticed
that the record showed Warren was in serious violation
of its existing flare permit. We brought it to AQMD's
attention, and the agency issued a Notice of Violation
(NOV), and terminated the permitting process for the
new flare.

While we attempted to engage Our membership with
AQMD's NOV adjudication (which resembles a court
hearing held by the AQMD's Hearing Board), Warren and
the AQMD prosecutor negotiated a deal over the course
of several months and presented it to the Hearing Board as
a solution to the violations. Our members, researchers and
lawyers collected and submitted substantial evidence that
showed the violations were very serious, and the proposed
penalty was inadequate. We attempted to participate in
the entire trial, but the Hearing Board was unreceptive to
the community input and perspective. CBE offered video
evidence of the flare violations, taken at a member's home,
which the Hearing Board refused to even consider. This
experience showed the total lack of respect by the Hearing
Board for the community that was being impacted.
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CBE staff and community members meeting with
Council member Janice Hahn to discuss problems with Warren

Here are some of the main problems with the process and
decisions made in this case by the City of LA and AQMD:

When a new, polluting operation is proposed in the
middle of a residential area that is disproportionately
impacted by many other sources of pollution, it should
never be allowed to secure land use permits without a
full public participation process and a complete EIR
process.

The substantive conditions imposed by the City of LA
were far from adequate to protect the residents living at
the fence-line of this polluting operation.

There was hardly any enforcement of the operating
conditions. In fact, community members had to take
the matter into their own hands and work with CBE
to push for tougher monitoring of existing permit
conditions as well as reconsideration of the permit
conditions.

Even when the City finally held a hearing in
Wilmington, as a result of vigorous community
demands, the City was not able to create an adequate
space for meaningful public participation for the
residents. The City did not provide adequate
translation equipment, was not able to provide
professional simultaneous translation services, and did
not provide the meeting at a time that was feasible for
community members to attend. This indicated that
the city is at its learning stages in recognizing issues of
environmental justice and creating meaningful access to
decision-making and public participation.

Frequent truck traffic related to the Warren operation in
neighbori ng residential streets

The City of Los Angeles does not have any explicit
provisions that would allow its permitting staff
to protect its most polluted neighborhoods from
becoming more polluted. For example, the code that
provides for oil drilling zones does not account for
changes over time to the land use surrounding drilling
operations. Even where staff discretion is implicit, the
city staff has not had adequate training, guidance or
experience around EJ issues to accommodate people's
ability to effectively voice their opinion, let alone
impact the decision.

As far as enforcement, the City does not allocate
sufficient resources to make permit conditions
meaningful, and polluting facilities do not take the
City enforcement very seriously. In addition, the
communication among City enforcement staff and the
City Attorney is not effective to prevent and discourage
violations of permit conditions.

AQMD permitting processes also fail to take into
account the need for increased community participation
and environmental analysis when permitting operations
in already overburdened communities. Despite intense
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community involvement in the Hearing Board process
and CBE's participation in the permitting attempt, the
District decided not to produce a full environmental
impact report for the latest Warren permits. AQMD's
negative declaration did little to mitigate the air
impacts the community identified.

The AQMD enforcement process did not consider
the full impact of the project. AQMD and the
polluter negotiated a deal for the Hearing Board
to rubber stamp their proposal without offering all
the available health protective mitigation measures
that the community deserved and asked for.
Although community pressure did result in AQMD
incorporating some of the community demands, the
result was far from adequate.

The AQMD Hearing Board did not act in an
independent and professional manner. As is often the
case during the history of its operation, the Hearing
Board ruled for industry and against the community.
That the Hearing Board is biased in favor of industry
is a matter of concern. Of even greater concern,
however, is the attitude shown by the Chair and some
members of the Hearing Board, who showed very little
respect for the community input, and at times treated
community members and leaders with hostility and
disrespect. At the conclusion of the proceeding, the
community was even accused of having wasted the

Shana Lazerow, CBE staff attorney, cha lIenging Warren's
compliance with and adequacy of the permit conditions at
the zoning administrator hearing

Hearing Board's time with its attempts to participate in
the trial.

AQMD failed to protect the community by not
upholding its own EJ principles, and it failed to offer
monitoring and technical assistance to this community
in need, which could have gone a long way in securing
better operating conditions from the project operators,
the City, and the AQMD.

Unfortunately, the Warren oil drilling scenario is not an
isolated case. In fact, it is representative of how different
municipal and regulatory agencies fail to account for
cumulative impacts in the way they issue permits, write
their regulations, enforce their permits and allocate
resources to protect low-income communities of color.
Years of advocacy and recognition of environmental justice
issues has moved agencies to acknowledge that CI and EJ
are real issues, but we are yet to see significant attempts to
address these issues in a systematic manner.
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Coast Air AQMD adopted its environmental justice principles in
October of 1997 due to increasing community awareness about environmental justice problems
in the South Coast Air Basin. In September of 2002, and as a result of growing pressure from
the environmental justice community, AQMD's Governing Board adopted 23 environmental
justice enhancement measures. The Board asked the staff to evaluate a feasibility plan to reduce
cumulative impacts from toxic emitting sources. Under its Cumulative Impact workplan and white
paper, AQM 0 committed to a number of measures in assessing and reducing health impacts in
disproportionately impacted communities but failed to approach cumulative impacts from the
framework suggested by the environmental justice community." AQMD needs to pursue the task
of pollution prevention and reduction in EJ communities under a comprehensive CI framework.

[''0:\ I if"""''''' Air has mHH tH1MD, In December 13th of 2001
the agency's Board unanimously approved Environmental Justice Policies and Actions, which
were created through an extensive period of stakeholder negotiations. 13 This process produced
a number of important documents including the Complaint Resolution Protocol, Public
Participation Manual and the Air Quality and Land Use Handbook. However, CARB still has not
fulfilled its promise of providing a cumulative impact framework (document) to guide rulemaking,
permitting and enforcement for the day-to-day operation of air districts. It is important to note
that creating this cumulative impact framework by CARB is both required by CARB's EJ Policies
and based on recommendations of the California Environmental Justice Advisory Committee.

United O\fI;H all state entities enforcing the
fEHilmH envirnnmental laws as the Clear! Air EPA charged the National Environmental
Justice Advisory Committee (NEJAC) with the task of proposing solutions to addressing EJ and CI
from a regulatory perspective. NEJAC created the Cumulative Risks I Impacts Work Group, which
produced a comprehensive report on this topic." EPA should imp!ement the recommendations of
this working group and fully utilize its existing statutory authority to reduce cumulative exposure
in disproportionately impacted communities. According to the NEJAC report and a comprehensive
report by the Environmental Law Review, the Clean Air Act provides severa! opportunities for EPA
and air agencies, which enforce the Clean Air Act, to promulgate cumulative impact regulations. 15
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Industrial Services Oil Company, Inc. (ISOCI) presents
another example of how the agencies in charge have

failed to protect the residents most impacted by pollution.
ISOCI is a hazardous waste facility located in a working
class Latino neighborhood of Los Angeles, called Boyle
Heights. The Cal/EPA Department of Toxic Substances
Control (DTSC) issued a hazardous waste facility permit
that authorizes ISOCI to radically expand its operations
to accept hundreds of additional ignitable, carcinogenic,
and extremely toxic wastes. These chemicals include

hydrofluoric acid, which can kill on contact, and phosphine,
which is highly toxic and deadly even at low concentrations.
The permit also allows ISOCI to store an unprecedented
250,000 gallons of hazardous waste in rail cars (for up to a
year at a time) without adequately evaluating the risks and
impacts associated with a catastrophic release of hazardous
waste during an earthquake or accident. In addition to
this greatly increased risk in times of crisis, the proposed
expansion of this operation would subject the Boyle
Heights community to other significant health impacts.

FIGURE 4. Some of the schools within 1 and 2 miles of Industrial Service Oil Company

Data SomcD: ESR!
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DTSC issued the permit without following the Tanner
Act hazardous waste permitting process. Among other
things, the Tanner Act of 1981 requires the establishment
of a committee composed of community stakeholders
to offer guidance concerning any proposal to permit a
hazardous waste facility and provides an expert to answer
that committee's questions. The Tanner Act was specifically
designed to require a coordinated process in permitting
hazardous waste facilities and to provide a more strenuous
and involved public participation process than that offered
by other statutes, such as the California Environmental
Quality Act. DTSC ignored this process and allowed
ISOCI to circumvent it altogether.

On behalf of the CBE members in the impacted
community, CBE challenged DTSC's decision through
its administrative process, but the agency refused to take
corrective health protective measures, provide an adequate
environmental document, respond to expert comments,
or coordinate permitting for this facility. CBE then filed
a case to the superior court, where a decision is pending.
Regardless of the outcome, one thing is clear: DTSC failed
to protect this EJ community by refusing to offer them
adequate access to the decision-making process. Clearly
the decision-making process at DTSC did not take into
account that this facility is near an EJ community that

deserves to be given every opportunity to participate in an
important permitting decision. Not only was DTSC not
proactive in affording maximum access and protection, it
exercised poor judgment and violated a well established
law based on a very questionable interpretation of what the
agency is required to do.

In ISOCI we see the same patterns we saw in the case of
Warren and many other regulatory decisions that affect
the lives of our community members. First, the structural
gaps and deficiencies within our regulatory agencies allow
expansion of polluting operations in neighborhoods already
suffering disproportionately from exposure to pollution.
Second, when a facility is in clear violation of even existing
codes, entities in charge are not aggressive in enforcing
existing mandates. In this case, the regulatory agency
in charge was violating the law itself and failed to take
corrective action (even when reminded of this wrongdoing)
without any regard for policy guidelines at the state level
that have highlighted the significance ofEJ issues.

itomla Ernrin:mmentCli Protection is umbrella agency ror DISC other
agencies. In California, there have been a number of significant environmental justice legislation,
which have been the result of a growing movement and awareness about environmental justice issues
in the state." Among these, S8 89 (Escutla) required the Secretary of Cal-EPA to establish the
California Environmental Justice Advisory Committee (CEJAC). CEJAC has provided recommendations
to the agency about steps that Boards, Department and Offices need to take to operationalize
environmental justice and specifically cumulative impacts into their program."
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Another important and developing case is the proposed
expansion of the Long Beach Freeway (1-710), which

would expand an IS-mile stretch of the 1-710 from the
ports to the Pomona Freeway. This expansion plans to
accommodate more truck traffic from a projected doubling
of cargo through the Los Angeles and the Long Beach port
complex by 2030. Diesel trucks make up 20% of vehicles on
the 1-710 as compared to 6-13% on other freeways in LA
County. There is a high concentration of hazardous diesel
emissions in this transportation corridor. 1-710 freeway
averages about 1,100 diesel trucks per hour with peaks as
high as 2,600 heavy-duty diesel trucks per hour.!8

Action and march by community members before the 1-710
project committee meeting

The immediate
impact zone of
the 1-710 project
has a greater
ratio of people of
color and low-
income residents
than the Los
Angeles County
average. In
addition to the mobile sources, this area hosts many other
sources of pollution creating an area where again cumulative
sources of pollution are disproportionately impacting a
vulnerable subpopulation, From an environmental justice
and a public health standpoint, there is a strong need to
reduce the already high levels of pollution along the 1-710
corridor, and any plan that will increase the pollution
burden of the corridor residents needs to be stopped.

In addition to the health of the people living along this
corridor being at stake, the 1-710 expansion project is
one of the most significant transportation projects in the
state. The final project will have a permanent impact on
the landscape of Southern California. The project design,
the manner in which it is constructed, and the proposed
mitigation measures will have a sig-nificant impact on the
local and regional residents of this air shed. If, for example,
a clean rail alternative is chosen as a preferred element,
among the alternatives being considered, instead of adding
only multiple truck lanes, the future of logistics planning
will permanently change in the region. The effects are
not just in the area of emissions, but in all the ancillary
aspects related to creating a cleaner project such as creating
green jobs and promoting and establishing alternative
technologies in the region.

In this case, the agency which exercises the most power
over the outcome is the California Department of
Transportation (Caltrans). While other funding partners of
this project such as the Los Angeles County Metropolitan
Transportation Authority (Metro), Port of Long Beach,
Port of Los Angeles, and others have influence on the
process and the project, Caltrans is the lead agency and has
the resources to decide the methodology of impacts.
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FIGURE 5. 1-710 Corridor Project
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Community testimony at an 1-710 hearing

Interestingly enough, Metro has worked closely with the
environmental justice community in the past few years
to create an elaborate public participation framework,
but not all the decision-makers, especially Caltrans
are happy with the results." In fact, Cal trans has been
resistant to taking into account many of the community
recommendations including investigating the full health
impacts of the proposed project alternatives. While the
public health experts and the EJ community have joined
forces to highlight the deficiencies in Cal trans' approach to
performing this impact assessment, the agency's entrenched
bureaucracy has been slow to respond to community and
public health concerns. Caltrans, to a large extent, has been
evasive and dismissive of suggestions to take into account
even the most basic elements of public health analysis."

Mark Lopez, CBE youth organizer, testifying at the 1-710
Project Committee hearing

While Caltrans acknowledges this project will have a
disproportionate impact in EJ communities along the I-nO
corridor, it is reluctant to take any meaningful steps in fully
analyzing these impacts. This approach will ultimately
influence the proposed mitigations and the analyses of
alternatives. It appears that without more pressure from
the community and responsible elected officials, Cal trans
plans to push through a project that to a large extent
will ignore the true cumulative impacts of this project's
construction and operation. Caltrans has the legal and
ethical responsibility to be responsive to community health
demands and to perform thorough Cumulative Impacts and
Health Impact Analyses.

f~~lif"r!1ic:1; Department of is the lead agency for highway Ummgh.tmt the
state. Among other legal mandates, Caltrans must implement the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA) when it approves a project. CEQA provides explicit language and opportunities for the
lead agencies and the responsible agencies to incorporate cumulative impacts into their analysis of
new projects. In CEQA, the impact of a project is considered significant if "the project has possible
environmental effects which are individually limited but cumulatively considerable." Cumulatively
considerable means "that the incremental effects of an individual project are considerable when
viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, ... other current projects, and ... probable
future projects. "21 This analysis has been put forward and affirmed by a number of legal experts
and court cases." In CBE v California Resources Agency, California Court of Appeal upheld the
already-established CEQA principle that an agency must consider and address impacts that may
be cumulatively significant." While CEQA's definition of cumulative impacts is far narrower than
what would actually protect the community from added impacts, it is a floor below which Caltrans's
cumulative impacts analysis should never sink.
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Conclusion I Recommendations

The problems of environmental injustice and cumulative impacts are well documented and have serious consequences
for many communities. Decision-making entities, such as Caltrans, CallEPA's DTSC, AQlVID and the City of LA

(which represent a wide spectrum of regulatory entities in California) have been slow to recognize the problems and in
large part have failed to address the issues in any effective manner. While it took many years of advocacy, research, and
community participation to highlight the issues ofE] and CI in California, we still have a long way to go to make the
necessary changes to fix the problems. Municipalities and regulatory entities are growing increasingly familiar with the
historical contexts, trends and main issues that EJ communities have raised. They now need to move to the next level,
which is solving these environmental justice problems by making community central to the decision-making processes
and pursuing aggressive health protective decisions.

• Offer public hearings and workshops for the impacted community

• Provide adequate information to communities on the issues and decisions under consideration

.. Offer technical resources to the community to enhance their capacity to participate in the decision-
making process

It Offer workshops in venues and times that are most convenient to the impacted community

.. Provide adequate and professional translation services during public workshops and hearings

.. Partner with community-based organizations to engage members of the community more effectively

.. Establish community-based monitoring programs

.. Show respect and full consideration for the community members' point of view

.. Educate staff and decision-makers on issues of environmental justice and cumulative impacts

.. Create written guidelines and staff trainings for best practices in community engagement and
public participation

• Require staff to attend tours of the impacted communities

• Assist communities with receiving data and information about the cumulative impacts of pollution
in their neighborhood
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• Prevent additional pollution in EJ communities by promulgating regulations that take into account
cumulative impacts and by revising source specific rules, umbrella rules, and permitting guidelines

• Mandate comprehensive Environmental Impact Reports and Health Impact Assessments for
polluting projects in EJ communities

• Promulgate new ordinances and/or regulations that will operationalize Cl analysis for new and
expanding projects in EJ communities

• Require Best Available Control Technologies and Lowest Achievable Emissions Rate for existing
operations in EJ communities

• Allocate more substantial resources into enforcing permit conditions in EJ areas by pursuing more
aggressive mon itori ng, inspections, and prosecution of vi 0 lators

• Establish and improve communication and coordination between municipalities and environmental
regulatory agencies in regards to dealing with violations especially in cases of serious violations and
freq uent vio lators

• Provide financial incentives for clean operations to site in EJ communities

• Create permitting incentives for companies that plan to reduce their pollution or companies that
plan to convert to cleanest technologies

• Prioritize funding for retrofitting polluting operations in disproportionately impacted areas

• Invest resources in investigating opportunities and attracting industrial and business infrastructures
to EJ communities that have a smaller environmental footprint

SHOULD

• Adopt an Environmental Justice element into their general plan

• Enact ordinances that address cumulative impacts of pollution in the EJ areas by preventing
additional sources of pollution and reducing pollution from existing sources

• Allocate financial resources for revitalization of EJ areas to attract clean operating businesses and
create sustainable neighborhoods

• Allow meaningful community input into creating community plans and implement the community
vision layout in these plans
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March 28,2013

VIA EMAIL DELIVERY

Councilmember Ed Reyes
Chair, Planning and Land Use Committee
Los Angeles City Council
200 N. Main Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Re: Case No. ZA-2011-2387-ZV-ZAA-1A; ENV-2011-2388-MND
920 North Eubank Avenue (Wilmington-Harbor City Planning Area)
City Council File 13-2012-81

Dear Chairman Reyes and Committee Members:

This office represents the Elizabeth McGrath Johansing Partnership, owner of the property at 920
North Eubank Avenue (the "Subject Property") and the Applicant in the above-referenced matter.
As explained in more detail below, we urge the PLUM Committee to recommend that the
November 12,2012 decision of the Zoning Administrator be upheld.

The Applicant has owned the Subject Property since 1974 and is well aware of the planning and
land use compatibility challenges that Wilmington residents have faced for decades. The
Applicant shares the legitimate concerns of the Appellants on a broad level and supports the long-
range planning efforts being made in the Wilmington community to improve the quality of life
for its residents. However, we believe that in the narrow context of the Subject Property and the
approvals in question, neighborhood concerns over residential land use compatibility will not be
substantially advanced through granting this appeal. The proposed container storage use on the
Subject Property has been evaluated by City staff, and will not have a significant adverse effect
on residential communities in the vicinity of the site. Although we recognize and respect the
efforts to transition the areas of Wilmington north of Anaheim Street from industrial to residential
use, this transition is occurring very gradually. On some streets and blocks within Wilmington,
such as Eubank Avenue, a transition will be slower to occur on account of the particular
established industrial uses and infrastructure, In the interim, until residential use is reasonable
and achievable, the City must allow for the productive use of properties on Eubank Avenue north
of Anaheim Street. In the case of the Subject Property, reasonable use is restricted to industrial
purposes for the foreseeable future.

The approved Zone Variances allowing for container storage on the Subject Property will expire
in five years, and the City is not obligated to renew the approvals after they expire. This short
term does not interfere with or impede the City's long-term goals oftransitioning the
neighborhood away from intensive industrial use. Rather, the impediments that exist are as a
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result of surrounding industrial uses and City decisions that add permanency to those uses - a
situation that will not change within the five-year term of the Zone Variances.

I. Planning and Procedural History.

As described by the Zoning Administrator's November 12,2012 Findings of Fact, the subject
property is a flat, inverted "L" shaped lot approximately 1.4 acres in size located at 920 N.
Eubank Avenue in the Wilmington Community, north of Anaheim Street. The property is
generally vacant, with the exception of a small office building constructed under permit in 1974.
The Applicant has owned the subject property since 1974. The Subject Property has been used
for industrial purposes since 1940, and was originally an oil facility. The Subject Property was
subsequently used as a truck depot, and more recently leased for use as a boat storage yard. In
2010, after a lengthy process, the boat storage tenant was evicted and removed from possession of
the subject property for non-payment of rent. Since the date that this eviction was completed, the
Applicant has worked diligently to find another tenant to use the subject property in a productive
manner.

In 1986, the Subject Property was downzoned from Ml (Industrial) to [Q]RD-3 (Multi-Family
Residential) as part of the City'S AB 283 program, a change that OCCUlTedwithout the knowledge
of the Applicant at the time. Despite the 1986 rezoning effort, the area in the vicinity of the
Subject Property has not transitioned from its industrial character in the intervening 27 years.
The Subject Property is surrounded by heavy industrial uses that have been present for decades
and remain to this day. Adjacent parcels to the north, south and west are developed with
manufacturing and industrial uses. The property to the north is the location of the Ancon Marine
Truck Parking facility. The U.S. Customs and Military Vehicle Container and railyard facility is
located immediately to the east, and an oil field and trucking operation is located on the parcel to
the south. Directly across the street to the west is the Warren E&P oil facility. Two-hundred
(200) feet to east ofthe Subject Property is the Burlington Northern Santa Fe (BNSF) railroad
line connecting the Watson Yard to the Port of Los Angeles, along McFarland Avenue.

Because the Subject Property is surrounded by industrial uses - a situation that is a semi-
permanent state of affairs, the Subject Property is currently suitable only for similar and
compatible uses. However, because the Subject Property remains zoned as RD3 Multi-Family,
City approval of use variances was deemed necessary.'

Following environmental review of the proposed operations pursuant to CEQA, on November 12,
2012 the Zoning Administrator adopted the Mitigated Negative Declaration (ENV-2011-238-
MND) and issued the following approvals:

.. A Zone Variance from Section 12.09.1-A to permit overnight parking of tractor/trailer
trucks and the open storage of shipping containers in the [Q]RD3-1XL-O Zone

! Discussion in the Zoning Administrator's Findings of Fact suggests that the Applicant had
abandoned the industrial use of the Subject Property for more than one year, following the
eviction of the boat storage yard in 2010. However, as discussed above this tenant was evicted
for non-payment of rent, and not because the Applicant intended to terminate or abandon the use
of the Subject Property for industrial purposes. The Applicant has attempted to re-lease the
property to a suitable tenant since 2010, a lengthy process in the current challenging economic
environment.
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• A Zone Variance to permit no enclosing walls along the front, side and rear property lines
as otherwise required of an automobile parking area.

.. A Zoning Administrator's adjustment to allow a l-foot front setback in lieu ofthe 15 feet
otherwise required in the [Q]RD3-IXL-O Zone in conjunction with the proposed
truck/trailer parking and container storage facility.

The Zone Variance and Zoning Administrator's adjustment associated with the perimeter walls
and front yard setback was requested and granted because the property is surrounded by similar
industrial uses and perimeter fencing at a one-foot setback is already in place.

The Zoning Administrator's November 12 was appealed to the Harbor Area Planning
Commission (BPAC), which considered the matter at its February 5,2013 public hearing. After
lengthy discussion, the BPAC deadlocked 2-2 on a motion to deny the appeal and let stand the
Zoning Administrator's action. The matter is before the PLUM Committee, and ultimately the
City Council, under a Section 245 Transfer of Jurisdiction request made by the Appellants.

II. The Proposed Operation Will Not Have A Detrimental Impact on Residential
Neighborhoods in Wilmington.

The proposed container storage operation on the Subject Property will not have a detrimental
impact on the residential neighborhoods in the vicinity of the site. As described by the Zoning
Administrator, the subject Zone Variances win not introduce a new use ofthe Subject Property or
one that is out of character for the area. Instead, the operation is similar to how the property has
been used for the last 70 years and identical to uses on adjacent parcels.

The proposed container storage operations will not be extensive or unrestricted. The proposed
operation would involve the use of only eight trucks, bringing containers to- and from the Port of
Los Angeles. The site would be the origination or destination of approximately 100 trucks trips
per week, which would not represent a discernable impact on traffic conditions, air quality, noise
or other environmental "quality-of-life" concerns. These conclusions were made by City
Planning Staff through the preparation of a Mitigated Negative Declaration pursuant to the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The Applicant has agreed to all Mitigation
Measures and Conditions of Approval identified by the City for purposes of reducing potential
impacts to a less-than-significant level. These Mitigation Measures and Conditions of Approval
include, but are not limited to the following:

• Prohibition of truck trips on residential streets, including Eubank Avenue north of the
Subject Property (Condition of Approvalll)

No stacking of containers on the site (Condition of Approval 17)

• Prohibition oftruck idling onsite (Condition of Approvall9(d))

• Paving of the site, and treatment measures for stormwater runoff (Condition of Approval
19(M))

• A 24-hour hotline number to receive neighborhood complaints, if any, and reporting of
complaints received to the City (Condition of Approval 14)
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• Construction of a solid 8·foot masonry wall along the Eubank Avenue frontage, replacing
the existing fence (Condition of Approval 9)

• Planting of irrigated landscape improvements with I5-gallon trees and shrubs (Condition
of Approval 10)

These Conditions of Approval will reduce the impacts of the proposed container storage
operations to an insignificant level, and because this operation is small and sandwiched among
larger and more intensive operations, the residual effects will not create a detrimental effect on
the community. Nevertheless, it should be noted that the City has not applied such protective
conditions of approval to similar operations under similar circumstances. For example, in 2010,
the City approved a use variance (ZA 2009-4046) to allow the continued operation of a container
storage facility at 1540 Eubank, five blocks from the Subject Property and directly across the
street from property Zoned R-l and developed with single-family residences. See Exhibit A.
This site is zoned MR2, a designation which does not permit open container storage without a
variance. Unlike the approvals granted by the Zoning Administrator for the Subject Property, the
operation at 1540 Eubank was not conditioned to provide landscaping improvements or a wall to
buffer adjacent residential uses. Instead, the frontage along Eubank Avenue at this location is
improved with a chain link fence and containers are stacked 3-4 high. See Exhibit B-2 This site is
approximately 9.43 acres, nearly seven times larger than the Subject Property, and accommodates
many more trucks and containers than would the Subject Property. Unlike the Subject Property,
this site was not required by the City to be paved to reduce airborne particulate and soil/water
contamination.' See Exhibit A.

III. The Subject Property Will Not Be Suitable for Residential Use for the Foreseeable
Future.

As described above, the Subject Property is not suitable for residential use under current
conditions, and is not likely to be developable for residential use in the foreseeable future. The
Subject Property is surrounded by industrial uses, some intensive in nature, that would preclude
opportunities for residential use at this location. These constraints include the following:

Oil Extraction. Directly across Eubank Avenue from the Subject Property is the
Wilmington Townlot Unit oil field operated by Warren Resources (Warren E&P). This
facility was established in 1972 and currently operates under a 2008 Zoning
Determination (ZA 20727 -PA2) that is a revision of a previous Zoning Determination
approved by the City in 2006 (ZA 20725). Under the City's recent approvals, new welts
and well cellars were constructed, and this facility can extract oil from up to 540 wells, at
a total of 5,000 barrels of oil per day. Neither the 2006 or 2008 Zoning Determinations
for this facility have sunset dates for termination of permit rights and thus this facility
will remain in operation for the foreseeable future."

2 Images from Google Earth dated 3/7/201 L .
3 As described by the November 4, 2010 Zoning Administrator determination for the 1540
Eubank site, the use variance at that location was supported by the City Council Office
(Councilmember Hahn) and the Wilmington Neighborhood Council. This permit was not
opposed by the Appellants in this matter.
4 Nothing in this letter should be interpreted as a complaint by the Applicant concerning Warren
E&P and their operations as they affect the Subject Property. However, we believe that this
discussion is necessary to present the context in which industrial use of the Subject Property is
proposed, and in which residential development is unsuited. We recognize the land use
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In 2011, the facility received SCAQMD approval for natural gas burners and micro-
turbines, a significant capital investment in the facility. The Warren E&P facility is the
subject of a 2009 environmental justice report prepared by Communities for a Better
Environment (CBE), which was highly critical of the land use decisions that led to the
expansion of this facility and its effects on local residents. See Exhibit C. If the Subject
Property is eventually developed with residential uses, these residents would be in closer
proximity to the Warren E&P facility than any existing residences. It is difficult to
believe that the City would approve, or that the Appellants would support, residential
development of the Subject Property so long as the Warren E&P facility remains in
operation.

• Trucking/Container Storage Operations. The parcels to the north, south and east of
the Subject Property are currently used for trucking and container storage operations.
While these properties are zoned [Q]RD3 like the Subject Property, these operations are
active and are not likely to be phased out or abandoned in the near future. These
properties are affected equally by the constraints to residential use posed by the Warren
E&P operation and rail corridors. Unlike the case with the Subject Property, these
trucking and container operations are not subject to permit expiration and will likely still
be ongoing after the 5-year term of the Zone Variances has ended.

.. Railroad Corridors. The parcel to the east of the Subject Property is the location of a
railroad spur that is used in conjunction with the trucking and container operations.
Immediately to the east of this parcel (and 200' from the Subject Property) is an active
rail corridor connecting the BNSF Watson Yard with the Port of Los Angeles. This
railroad corridor is a significant source of noise and vibration in the immediate area. The
Wilmington School and Residence Sound Attenuation Program Noise Measurement
Report #1 (September 2012) indicates that this rail line carries an average of 8-12 trains
per day, mostly during evening hours. See Exhibit D. Figure 10 of this report identifies
areas with the greatest level of impact from Port-related noise, and the largest of these
areas (associated with this rail corridor) is adjacent to the Subject Property. See Exhibit
E. Even if a railroad Quiet Zone is established upon federal and state agency approval,
train noise affecting the Subject Property will still exceed City noise ordinance standards
even if the use of train horns at grade crossings is ultimately prohibited.

• Environmental Contamination. Site conditions on the Subject Property are a legacy of
the 70-plus years of industrial operations that have been conducted at this site and on
surrounding properties. The Subject Property is presently unpaved. Given this history of
use, it is unlikely that soil conditions at the site would be within Maximum
Contamination Levels (MCLs) for residential use, or that residences could be constructed
without remediation efforts. Further, the site is within a designated Methane Zone.

The Proposed Operation Will Not Be an Obstacle to the Eventual Transition of the
Neighborhood to Residential Use.

As described above, the Subject Property was zoned [Q]RD3 in 1986 and 27 years later, the
block of Eubank Avenue in question has not transitioned into residential, or even residentially-

incompatibilities that exist between this facility and residential land uses to its north and west,
and urge that the City not advocate making these matters worse by promoting residential use of
the Subject Property while Warren E&P remains in operation.
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compatible, uses. Moreover, since the 1986 rezoning, the City has taken several significant land
use approval actions to increase the intensity or add permanency to other industrial operations
adjacent to the Subject Property, similarly designated as Multi-Family Residential under the
Zoning Ordinance. The 2006 and 2008 Zoning Determinations approved for the Warren E&P
facility are the most salient example. Operations at the existing BNSF Watson Yard is not likely
to be discontinued as a result of the recent approval of the Southern California International
Gateway (SCIG) intermodal rail facility, because the two facilities serve different functions.

Given the presence and long-term duration of these adjacent intensive industrial uses, it is not
reasonable to expect that the properties on and adjacent to the subject block of Eubank Avenue
will rapidly transition to residential use. When the five-year term of the Zoning Administrator's
approvals ends, these adjacent uses will likely still be up and running. But in the event this
prediction is incorrect, at the end of the five-year term the City will be able to implement the
long-range planning vision for the neighborhood assuming that the many site-specific
impediments to residential use are addressed. While the Applicant will be required to construct
costly site improvements to support the proposed use, including paving and landscape
improvements, the Applicant acknowledges that without further City discretionary review and
approval, the approved container storage use will cease and the site will be available for
redevelopment if feasible.

V. Denying the Proposed Variances win Be a Detriment to the Neighborhood.

Under present conditions, the Subject Property is fenced along Eubank Avenue, but landscape
improvements are minimal. Although the Applicant has attempted to find a suitable tenant since
2010, the property is currently vacant and unproductive. As required by the Conditions of
Approval, the Applicant would be required to install site paving and extensive landscaping to
beautify the Eubank Avenue frontage. While the Applicant does not intend to allow the condition
of the Subject Property to decline to the point of becoming an enforceable nuisance, it remains
the case that vacant properties are problematic both from a maintenance and community
perspective. The effects ofleaving this property vacant and unimproved should be balanced
against the concerns of the Appellants expressed in support of their appeal.

VI. The Applicant Cannot Be Denied the Reasonable Use of Their Property For the
Indeterminate Future.

Under the circumstances applicable to the Subject Property, denial of zoning relief provided by
the Zone Variances approved by the Zoning Administrator would deprive the Applicant of the
economically viable use of the property. As both discussed above and described in detail in the
Zoning Administrator's Findings of Fact, this denial of use is not solely created by the City's
1986 actions to rezone the property from Industrial to Multi-Family Residential in furtherance of
a transition of use that has not occurred in the nearly thirty years since. This area of Eubank
Avenue is as industrial now as it was in 1986, even though the operations have been forced to
function as legal non-conforming uses for decades.

If the City had acted in the intervening decades to phase out all non-conforming industrial uses in
non-M3 zones in this area, a transition of the area to residential use might have occurred
gradually or at least may be a foreseeable event. Unfortunately, the City has compounded the
difficulties in realizing a residential transition by approving an expansion of operations at the
Warren E&P facility twice in the last 10 years. The effect of these approvals is to add
permanency and viability to that operation. This result was described in detail during oral
testimony at the February 5 HPAC hearing by Jacob Haik, a representative of Council District 15,
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who stated that the permitted expansion of the Warren E&P facility was a beneficial trade-off to
the Wilmington community as a whole, because it resulted in the elimination of individual oil
wells in the community.' We agree with Mr. Haik that the Eubank Avenue area is "suffering for
the greater good of Wilmington" as a result of this trade-off. However, having made the decision
to intensify and consolidate oil extraction operations in Wilmington at the Warren E&P site
across the street from the Subject Property, the City cannot not now deny the Applicant the
reasonable use of its property under the fiction that transition of the immediate vicinity to
residential use is imminent.

Under these circumstances, an unwillingness of the City to grant appropriate zoning relief (such
as through the Zone Variances at issue here) would deprive the Applicant of economically viable
or beneficial use of the Subject Property. See Avenida San Juan Partnership v. City of San
Clemente, (2011) 201 Cal.App.4th 1256 (City found liable for damages when it refused to grant
zoning relief from a downzoning action that deprived owners of reasonable use). We recognize
that the City's 1986 rezoning initiative represented a laudable effort to improve the quality oflife
for Wilmington residents, and that on the whole, it has brought measurable results in the
community. However, this rezoning effort was inherently "broad-brush" in nature, and did not
take into the account the particular factors of the industrial uses on Eubank Avenue. These
factors were cited in detail in the Zoning Administrator's Findings of Fact, and support the
approval of the requested Zone Variances.

Conclusion

For the reasons stated above, we urge the PLUM Committee to recommend the denial of the
appeal and to uphold the findings and determinations of the Zoning Administrator in this matter.

Sincerely yours,

GORDON KEMPER LLP

By:

Kevin M. Kemper

5 At the February 5 BPAC hearing, Mr. Haik testified that Warren E&P removed 150 wells in
Wilmington neighborhoods as a result of the 2006 approved expansion. The 2006 Zoning
Administrator's decision in this matter indicates that Warren E&P only controlled 56 off-site
wells in Wilmington, which it agreed to abandon and remove in phases.
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Attachments: Exhibit A: Zoning Administrator Approval ZA 2009-4046 (1540 Eubank Ave.)

Exhibit B: Google Earth Images of the 1540 Eubank Avenue facility

Exhibit C: Cumulative Impacts: Changing Regulatory Culture to Address
Environmental Justice and Environmental Racism, Communities for
a Better Environment, October 2009.

Exhibit D: Wilmington School and Residence Sound Attenuation Program
Noise Measurement Report #1 (September 2012)

Exhibit E: Id., Figure 10

cc: Allison Becker, CD 15
Sue Chang, Zoning Administrator
William and Nancy Hall


