
 1  like to commend the Port of Los Angeles, staff and

 2  the board for producing the draft EIR for the TraPac

 3  Container Terminal Project.  This is the first step

 4  in ensuring that our ports can efficiently manage

 5  expected growth while mitigating environmental

 6  impacts.  This project represents an important step

 7  to insure green growth for the port.  And we hope

 8  that the port will continue this by moving forward

 9  with draft EIRs for future projects that we expect to

10  follow swiftly on the heels of Trapac. 

11            We firmly believe that port growth and the

12  appropriate accommodation of that growth is critical

13  not only to the Southern California economy, but -- 

14            LIEUTENANT COLONEL BLACKBURN:  Ma'am, I'm

15  sorry.  Can you slow down just a little bit.

16            MS. WARREN:  That it is also important to

17  our national economy and to our air quality.  The

18  redevelopment of the TraPac terminal is an important

19  step towards efficiently managing the expected growth

20  in container volume while mitigating environmental

21  impacts.  Terminal efficiency will nearly double

22  while minimizing truck driving and increasing use of

23  rail.  As a result, the EIR shows that the proposed

24  project will reduce emissions of green house gases

25  and criteria pollutants below baseline levels.  The
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 1  proposed project also meets the green growth goals of

 2  the Clean Air Action Plan and significantly reduces

 3  health risks of local communities for numerous

 4  environmental features.  This project exceeds the

 5  obligations and authority granted under CEQA.  And if

 6  TraPac agrees to additional mitigation that is fine,

 7  but it should not be considered as a precedent for

 8  other CEQA projects. Additional mitigation should be

 9  considered outside the CEQA process and implemented

10  by voluntary agreement.

11            Conversely, the no project alternative

12  clearly shows that the failure to complete this

13  project is detrimental to air quality in the local

14  community and the region.  Even if no changes are

15  made to the facility, the container cargo volume at

16  the TraPac Terminal is expected to nearly double

17  without any of the environmental benefits of the

18  redevelopment of the site.

19            And while we may not agree on every aspect

20  of the TraPac Project EIR, we do agree that we have a

21  common goal of green growth and we look forward to

22  continuing our work together to find solutions on how

23  to best accomplish our mutual interest in moving this

24  project forward.

25            We, therefore, support the project with
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 1  some exceptions to the mitigation measures and

 2  encourage the port to continue moving the approval

 3  process quickly forward -- quickly to completion by

 4  following the fair CEQA process.

 5            Thank you, again, for the opportunity to

 6  speak.  We look forward to more EIRs soon.

 7            DR. APPY:  Thanks, ma'am.  Arthur Hernandez

 8  followed by David Wright.

 9            MR. HERNANDEZ:  My name is Arthur

10  Hernandez.  I am -- I thought it was important to

11  come down here today to speak about the Berths

12  136-147 TraPac Environmental Impact Statement/Report.

13  The importance of this meeting is that the community

14  of Wilmington will be impacted.  The Watson yard is

15  being impacted to the point where there's --

16  everything is cumulative.  There's noise, emissions,

17  horn noise, horn blowing noise over there, red label,

18  there's dehydrated coal being shipped, tank cars are

19  coming in, and there's a problem in the Wilmington

20  community with tank cars.  There's a health and

21  safety factor in our community as a result.  The

22  elimination of the United Line, the "A" area stated

23  as relocated in the "1A" area where the consolidated

24  slip is, we do not want to seek any elimination of

25  any yard, because if there's an elimination of that
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 1  yard it is going to impact Wilmington.  As it is now

 2  there's a crisis with tank car shipment.  As you all

 3  know there's been dehydrated coal being shipped from

 4  the refineries -- northern -- adjacent to the Alameda

 5  corridor.  And the impact of that dehydrated coal is

 6  being shipped -- and the reason in the Watson Yard --

 7  and that -- that line south of -- north of -- north

 8  is the industrial area, the south side of the PCH

 9  bridge is residential and the environmental impact

10  factors are so great now that we can't even hardly

11  stand the -- I wrote up an EIR, I haven't submitted

12  it to the port yet, but it will be forthcoming on the

13  EIR development of the Watson Yard and the impact of

14  the BMSF Railroad.  In San Pedro we have had over 25

15  railroad lines eliminated.  And my representatioin is

16  not to eliminate anymore rail lines at the United

17  Food Line of Wilmington.  The "A" area are relocated

18  over to the "1A" because the -- there will be more

19  impact coming into Wilmington, North Wilmington.  And

20  some of those lines that are eliminated in San Pedro,

21  such as behind Knoll Hill, should be reconsidered to

22  relocate cars that come off of Amerigas and some of

23  those other ones.  They have a fuel that can be

24  stored there and all the impacts coming to and from

25  Wilmington.
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 1            So there's more impact.  There's other

 2  areas.  And some of these tank cars with dehydrated

 3  coal and fuel can be sent over to Terminal I where

 4  they once were.  And between Ocean Boulevard and

 5  Cerritos Channel, put three lines in there.  And they

 6  are a mile long and that would have to facilitate the

 7  movement of tank cars. 

 8            LIEUTENANT COLONEL BLACKBURN:  Okay. 

 9            MR. HERNANDEZ:  That is my recommendation.

10            DR. APPY:  Okay.  At this point

11  David Wright, if you could hold one second, we would

12  like to have about a five-minute break so our court

13  reporter can allow her fingers to come back to their

14  normal shape.  So we will reconvene then at

15  20 minutes until 8:00 and receive more comments.

16  Thank you.

17            (Recess.) 

18            DR. APPY:  Our next speaker is David Wright

19  followed by Patrick Wilson.

20            MR. WRIGHT:  You guys ready?

21            DR. APPY:  Go for it.

22            MR. WRIGHT:  Okay.  Most of what I was

23  going to say got said, so --

24            DR. APPY:  Hold on one second.  Could --

25  could we please have it quiet please.  Thank you very
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 1  much.  David.

 2            MR. WRIGHT:  I was going to say that I am

 3  used to delays, so it doesn't bother me.  Cheap shot.

 4  No, actually a number of comments that I was going to

 5  make have already been made.  I do want to commend

 6  the port and the harbor and the Corps of Engineers in

 7  terms of the very comprehensive document, the EIR.

 8  We, of course, have been working on a similar

 9  document for a number of years.  And as I was reading

10  about a third of this, I find that it is extremely

11  comprehensive and it is extremely conservative.

12            The other thing that I would like to echo

13  is one of the comments that was made by the

14  Southcoast Air Quality District.  In looking at the

15  document, one of the areas that seems to stick out

16  quite a bit is the amount of truck driving and the

17  related emissions and the greenhouse gas impacts

18  involved with trucks.  So I would encourage that as

19  much on-dock rail and as much post-in rail

20  activity -- truck to rail activity be accomplished as

21  quickly as possible minimizing the number of trucks

22  that are out on the freeways.

23            And I say that in particular when we

24  consider that the Alameda Port is only at about half

25  its capacity, about 10 million trucks a year going up
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 1  and down along the freeway.  If there's anything that

 2  can be done to accelerate the activities around that

 3  area, I think it would be very helpful to put in the

 4  entire basin.

 5            The other thing I would say is that -- one

 6  thing that is probably most important to everybody in

 7  the whole region is a job.  And I feel that there's a

 8  number of projects that have been held up for many

 9  years.  There's many jobs that have been withheld

10  from the market.  People that have jobs have the

11  ability to have a good income, have insurance to do a

12  number of things that can help for their health, the

13  livelihood of their families.  Also, strong industry

14  here helps build a tax base that can be used to

15  accomplish infrastructure projects that are going to

16  improve the air quality in the entire region.  So I

17  would strongly suggest and support that this is a

18  good project.  And looking at the project

19  alternative, it looks very clear to me that this

20  project should go forward.

21            Thank you very much.

22            DR. APPY:  Thank you very much.

23  Patrick Wilson, followed by Frank O'Brien.

24            MR. WILSON:  Colonel Blackburn, Dr. Appy,

25  my name is Patrick Wilson.  I am president of the
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 1  Wilmington Chamber of Commerce.  It's been six years

 2  since the last EIR was certified.  The Clean Air

 3  Action Plan is dependent on projects like the TraPac

 4  expansion to implement pollution and mitigation

 5  measures.  No matter how hard we try we can't put the

 6  genie back in the bottle.  Americans are growing

 7  accustomed to low priced high quality goods

 8  manufactured overseas.  And it is that demand that is

 9  driving the increase in port activity.  We have an

10  opportunity to aggressively address the pollution

11  impacts resulting from the increase in activity by

12  tying mitigation to growth.  Doing nothing, as

13  indicated through the draft EIR, will result from

14  putting our collective heads in the sand and ignoring

15  all that is going on around us.  We will not see a

16  decrease in traffic congestion.  We will not see any

17  structure improvement.  We will not see any reduction

18  in emissions.  We will not see -- we will not see

19  terminal efficiency improved.  While the Wilmington

20  Chamber of Commerce has not had the opportunity to go

21  over the entire draft EIR, we applaud the port's

22  courage to put this draft EIR out to the public

23  domain knowing full well that there will be criticism

24  from certain corners.  But the Chamber has many

25  members who are also waiting for their EIRs to be
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 1  released and are anxious for the process to begin and

 2  to have the opportunity to expand their operations

 3  knowing -- even knowing full well that the cost

 4  associated with their projects have increased

 5  spectacularly since the projects were first

 6  considered.  Also, I can't emphasize the importance

 7  of a buffer area for the community of Wilmington.

 8  This has been promised for years and the residents

 9  have been exceedingly patient, but now it is their

10  turn to benefit from port expansion.  The Wilmington

11  Chamber will be following up with our formal comments

12  on the draft EIR before the end of the comment

13  period.

14            Thank you.

15            DR. APPY:  Thank you.  Frank O'Brien

16  followed by Andrew Mardesich. 

17            MR. O'BRIEN:  Thank you, Ralph.

18            I want to talk a little bit about the

19  proposed project and the CEQA document in the context

20  of the environmental review role of full disclosure

21  and as an information vehicle for helping the public

22  and the decision makers to value the project.

23            I want to talk about three elements, the

24  off board impacts, that is the impacts of the project

25  beyond the tidelands boundary, how will -- how will
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 1  you measure cumulative impacts.  And also the role of

 2  the statement of overriding considerations and how

 3  that flows into these other elements.

 4            In terms of the off port, it seems kind of

 5  evident from a common sense point of view that a port

 6  of this scale operates functionally beyond the

 7  tidelands.  The area of land within the tidelands is

 8  not enough to do all the things the port needs it to

 9  do.  So there are land use and other impacts that go

10  beyond the tidelands that have to be evaluated.

11            Secondly, in terms of cumulative impacts,

12  the City right now uses a standard of projects that

13  are in the EIR queue and that is the outer outer

14  limit of reasonably foreseeable and has been

15  mentioned the projected growth rate of the port is in

16  the 5 to 10 percent annual range and to make a

17  meaningful assessment of future impacts you probably

18  want to have a standard of reasonably foreseeable,

19  that aligns with some sort of middle range of growth.

20  Otherwise you are always playing catch up trying to

21  catch up to the new mitigation measures.

22            And the last issue is the notion of

23  "Overriding considerations."  And basically if I

24  understand it right, that says "The agency can say we

25  want do this project even though we know there are
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 1  impacts because there are benefits that are worth

 2  capturing and we want to be able to get them."  And

 3  the -- if the calculation of benefits includes

 4  benefits beyond the tidelines, such as jobs and other

 5  economic positives, then the other side of the ledger

 6  which is the negatives also has to include the

 7  negatives that go beyond the tidelands if any exist.

 8  And to that point I refer you guys to the "Public

 9  policies study" on this issue.

10            So, here are the three things that I

11  specifically recommend that the port conduct and the

12  Corps conduct:  A land use study of Wilmington that

13  you've calculated cumulative future impacts, to agree

14  on a growth rate of about 9 percent, 8 percent.  And

15  that for a statement of overriding consideration

16  really do a comprehensive cost benefit analysis.

17            And finally I will say that the -- this EIR

18  which I think is the first industrial project EIR

19  that has come out since we put together a template

20  back under the leadership and administration of

21  Commission President Thompson, we look forward to see

22  how it works in practice.  These are the unresolved

23  issues, and thank you for the opportunity to comment.

24            DR. APPY:  Thanks.  Thank you.

25  Andrew Mardesich followed by Janet Gunter.
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 1            MR. MARDESICH:  Andrew Mardesich speaking

 2  for the San Pedro Peninsula Home Owners Association.

 3  We will be submitting written comment later.

 4            I wanted to just limit it to aesthetics and

 5  I hold in my hands the report dated August 2004 that

 6  was submitted to the past EIR subcommittee.  And

 7  there was a common thread of the past EIRs that there

 8  was a problematic omission of doing a true assessment

 9  or revealing assess -- aesthetic impacts off of port

10  lands.  And this is true to the current TraPac EIR.

11  There is a problematic omission of addressing, or

12  reviewing, or of CEQA making known to the public what

13  those negative impacts are.  And that was even

14  mentioned by some of the earlier speakers with that

15  common thread.

16            I have got three photographs.  One is a rig

17  that is parked in a Wilmington residential zone.  It

18  happens on a daily basis.  I have another giant

19  shipping rig in a Wilmington residential area, common

20  occurrence.  And the third photograph is a rig,

21  C Line rig, in Wilmington that is being questioned or

22  briefed by port police and L.A.P.D., but was not

23  cited.  And this is clearly a violation of code, but

24  the violators are not employees of the City, but the

25  port is responsible for creating these sets of

                                                          75 

PT-75



 1  circumstances and is culpable.  But yet, the City of

 2  Los Angeles and the port as an agency, the City of

 3  Los Angeles has a double standard.  This would not be

 4  tolerated in Bel Aire or Brentwood, but it is

 5  tolerated by the City of Los Angeles vis-a-vis the

 6  Port of Los Angeles in Wilmington.  That is a double

 7  standard.  Could it be that there aren't any

 8  millionaires down here?

 9            We've asked that you address these issues.

10  We know as CEQA you don't have to litigate it, but

11  you do have to record them.  So a part of our

12  comments is we will bring these facts forward for you

13  to address.  In the entire history of the Port of

14  Los Angeles not one EIR has ever been rejected or

15  turned down projectwise.  This project will go

16  forward, China Shipping will go forward, all the

17  projects will go forward, but in the past the port

18  has always avoided addressing those impacts off of

19  port land of the areas set in this. 

20            Thank you.

21            LIUETENANT COLONEL BLACKBURN:  Thank you

22  for your comments.

23            DR. APPY:  Janet Gunter followed

24  Dan Hoffman.

25            MS. GUNTER:  Hello.  Although the TraPac
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 1  EIR represents a step up in reviewing a port

 2  development project, it still fails to accurately and

 3  honestly disclose the true impacts to the local

 4  community presented by port expansion.  By far,

 5  greater attention is being paid to our critical issue

 6  of air pollution, we find that the document is still

 7  lacking in its analysis.  It is a fallacy to conclude

 8  that the port can, in fact, grow green, as it has so

 9  ambitiously pronounced, in light of the fact that it

10  is so grossly out of attainment.  Any growth at this

11  point is about increase, not reduction.  And until we

12  have stringent regulations that are installed with --

13  that are, in fact, enforceable the very idea of

14  emission reduction over time continues to be an

15  elusive goal.  Most important, this EIR is very

16  obvious in its denial regarding the negative impact

17  as to the aesthetics of the local areas of the port.

18  This issue of the aesthetics impact cannot and should

19  not be ignored or discounted.  The continuing

20  accumulation of project after project, bringing more

21  and more landfill, cranes, trucks, and containers to

22  the waterfront has had and continues to have an

23  enormous impact on the visual vistas and tranquility

24  of the local communities and the residents.  To say,

25  as in this report, that the filling in of ten to
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 1  twelve acres of blue water has no aesthetic impact is

 2  absurd.  To say that the replacement of the existing

 3  cranes, which will be many, many feet higher has no

 4  effect visually, is ludicrous.  To ignore the fact

 5  that cranes have already been replaced over the past

 6  decade without an EIR to establish visual losses at

 7  the time, and remark now that there is no discernible

 8  visual loss is reprehensible.  Why was it noted in

 9  the EIR that views from the freeway onto San Pedro,

10  of Vincent Thomas Bridge have been seriously

11  obstructed by cranes of this terminal, the document

12  glosses over this as an already established condition

13  and minimizes it further since the freeway is not

14  designated as a scenic highway.  How outrageous is

15  that in light of the fact that it is the only real

16  access way for most commuters into our community.

17  Does that lack of designation make it any less

18  important to establishes first impressions of  our

19  community?  I think not.  There is no recognition of

20  the addition of more terminal lights, glare, and

21  their effect on the area.  Surely if you -- the

22  accumulation of these lights can be seen from outer

23  space, you better bet that increase in those lights

24  will be recognizable here in our localized niche on

25  this earth.  Whether you have better lighting aimed
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 1  more appropriately or not, it will not -- it will

 2  still represent an increase in total lumines and an

 3  increase in light to the area.  This simply must be

 4  addressed.  There are a number of other issue, and I

 5  know my time is up, so I will respond with my written

 6  comments. 

 7            LIEUTENANT COLONEL BLACKBURN:  Thank you,

 8  ma'am.

 9            DR. APPY:  Dan Hoffman followed by

10  Colleen Callahan.

11            MR. HOFFMAN:  As the -- good evening.  As

12  the director of the Wilmington Chamber of Commerce I

13  applaud the port for moving forward with the EIR

14  process, along with them providing this opportunity

15  for the community and the industry to give its input.

16            I would also like to mention that we hope

17  that in the future we can see additional EIRs that

18  are crucial to our infrastructure released very soon.

19            As an individual and a member of the

20  Wilmington community I have been -- lived here for

21  30 years and my children have been raised here.  And

22  I hope to live here for another 30 years.  And if I

23  live that long, I will probably want some more,

24  because obviously I am older than 30 years old.  The

25  redevelopment of the TraPac facility will prevent us
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 1  from losing additional business and -- to other ports

 2  because of the increase of efficiency it will provide

 3  for the goods movements.  I think it is important.  I

 4  think a lot of people are under the misconception

 5  that these businesses won't go somewhere else.  And

 6  if it is economically viable for them, they

 7  absolutely will.  I would also -- it will create an

 8  additional -- create additional good paying jobs and

 9  insure the port continues to be the economic engine

10  of Southern California.  I have a lot of -- many of

11  my neighbors, probably a third of them, work for

12  port-related industry.  And they are good paying

13  jobs.  In the long run it will improve our

14  environment.  And I know that in the short run that

15  is going to be tough.  And if they're subject to some

16  of the other clean air actions that can be

17  implemented, certainly I am all for that.  Like I

18  said, I would like to live for another 30 years, and

19  probably want more after that.  But the on-dock rail

20  facility will improve the traffic flow -- and will

21  have improved the traffic flow for the trucks with

22  the new design and the out turns.  It will improve

23  that and help out our quality.  And with that I would

24  like to thank you very much for your time.

25            DR. APPY:  Thank you.  Colleen Callahan
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 1  followed by Gisele Fong.

 2            MS. CALLAHAN:  Good evening.  Thank you for

 3  the opportunity to comment.  Colleen Callahan with

 4  the American Lung Association of California.  We will

 5  be submitting comments in the future detailing our

 6  concerns with the TraPac draft EIR including our

 7  concern regarding what we believe is significant

 8  underestimation of impact.  Tonight I will focus on

 9  the rail component of this draft environmental impact

10  report.

11            The American Lung Association agrees with

12  IPC that there is an acute need for a new vision for

13  freight transport.  Unfortunately the draft EIR does

14  not provide this provision.  We are concerned about

15  the lack of consideration of innovative technologies

16  for container transport.    Locomotives are among the

17  oldest and dirtiest ethyl forces.  Diesel pollutions

18  are responsible for thousands of premature deaths in

19  California per year.  It is crucial that we limit

20  public exposure to diesel emissions and to that

21  effect make land use decisions that will separate

22  residential areas, establish communities away from

23  industrial areas.

24            Integrated on-dock rail container terminal

25  project is of great importance.  At the -- at full
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 1  build out, the draft EIR estimates 29 percent of

 2  cargo will be moved via on-dock rail.  This is a

 3  start, but more needs to be done.  The Port of

 4  Seattle has committed to utilizing 70 percent on-dock

 5  rail.  The port should commit to a similar percentage

 6  of on-dock rail usage -- regarding all mitigation

 7  measures, so not just rail, but that would be

 8  included in that.  There must be compliance with the

 9  Clean Air Action Plan at the very minimum.  CAAP

10  should be seen as a floor not as a ceiling.  I am

11  concerned that some aspects of the project do not

12  even comply with the Clean Air Action Plan.  For

13  example, the draft EIR does not require the relocated

14  Pier A rail yard to comply with Rail measure three

15  from the CAAP; clearly it falls within the parameters

16  so it's crucial that the mitigation measures extend

17  to the relocated -- through Pier A rail yard.

18            In conclusion, the ports are considering a

19  30 year lease.  Let's get it right.  Did you show me

20  an EIR that does not underestimate the considerable

21  impacts and also contains appropriate innovative and

22  health protection alternative mitigation measures?

23            Thank you.

24            DR. APPY:  Thank you.

25            And sorry if I mispronounced your last
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 1  name.  Gisele Fong followed by Kathy Woodfield. 

 2            MS. FONG:  Good evening.  My name a

 3  Gisele Fong and I represent Communities for Clean

 4  Ports, a nonprofit pollution campaign based in

 5  Los Angeles.  We are here -- environmental, public

 6  health, and community groups, and residents because

 7  the deadly multibillion health and economic costs of

 8  port related pollution are very well established.

 9  Dangerous smog, heart and lung disease, shockingly

10  high cancer risk rates, unconscionable numbers of

11  children with serious asthma.

12            The TraPac container terminal project is

13  part of the port's aggressive extension plans and it

14  does have serious public health and environmental

15  consequences.  The draft EIR estimates that the

16  project will result in residential cancer risks of

17  272 new cases per million.  The site of highest

18  impact will be C Street and Marvista here in

19  Wilmington.  The TraPac project would increase

20  noncancer risks like asthma, respiratory, and cardio

21  vascular illnessess which are already sky high in

22  port communities.  Indeed the polluted air will

23  affect the health of everyone in the south coast air

24  basin.  This is why the Port of Los Angeles must

25  insist that the TraPac project be built and operated
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 1  under the cleanest available technology standards and

 2  it must use the requirements in the Clean Air Actin

 3  Plan as a floor and not a ceiling for environmental

 4  standards.

 5            Specifically the TraPac project should

 6  require mitigation measures which expedite the

 7  implementation of shore side power.  This summer the

 8  Port of Oakland successfully tested a mobile liquid

 9  natural gas generator for coal, iron, and

10  electrification.  The ports can and should electrify

11  diverse for the long-term, but in the meantime there

12  is no reason to continue allowing ships to burn dirty

13  diesel fuel while idling in the harbor.

14            Second, require that yard traffickers and

15  other cargo handling equipment meet the cleanest

16  available technology standards and remove the

17  existing diesel loophole in the cap that allows the

18  dirtier diesel equipment and places much cleaner

19  alternative fuel equipment.  Require that the port

20  trucks also meet the cleanest available technology

21  standards.  And while we recommend trucks meet EPA

22  2010 standards for the time being, the objective

23  really should be putting vehicles in service which

24  meet a clean truck standard.  That is the cleanest

25  available individual truck at the time of purchase.
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 1  Based on that trucks toxic criteria pollutant and

 2  green house gas emissions the port should not rely on

 3  aggregate or other loopholes.

 4            And finally explicit criteria that insures

 5  50 percent of the trucks that service the TraPac

 6  terminal are replaced with clean alternative fuel

 7  trucks as the provision of the Clean Air Action Plan.

 8            And the port is going to expand and as a

 9  result needs to be responsible for the environmental

10  impacts of this.  And for these reasons please

11  strengthen the environmental mitigation measures in

12  the project.  Thank you.

13            LIEUTENANT COLONEL BLACKBURN:  Thank you.

14            DR. APPY:  Kathy Woodfield followed by

15  Pate Nave.

16            MS. WOODFIELD:  Good evening.  My name is

17  Kathleen Woodfield.  I am a member of the San Pedro

18  Peninsula Homeowners Association also named PCAC.  I

19  think this is the first EIR that has come through

20  since CARB has identified that 5,400 California

21  citizens die prematurely each year due to air

22  pollution.  And I think they are also identifying

23  about 2,400 of those deaths are due to the ports.

24            So it is particularly concerning that this

25  EIR comes through without mitigating to a level of
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 1  insignificance for air quality impacts.  As a matter

 2  of fact it is unconscionable.  Because we the public

 3  have come to understand the problematic process here

 4  at the Port of Los Angeles which is equipped for EIRs

 5  then do not mitigate to levels of -- and then

 6  approve them through the CARB Commission using a

 7  statement of overriding considerations.  It comes to

 8  my mind that this is now an act of gross negligence,

 9  reckless endangerment and conspiracy to do harm.

10            I did not have a chance to read the 6,000

11  page EIR.  And I actually believe that having 6,000

12  pages undermines the public's ability to understand

13  the project and give comprehensive comments.

14            I personally take great offense to being

15  slowly poisoned by the State of California and the

16  City of Los Angeles -- the Port of Los Angeles.  PCAC

17  put forward a motion, motion no. 67, that gave a

18  methodology for mitigating to a level of

19  insignificance any project, and that is to once you

20  exhaust project level mitigations to move on to port

21  fine level mitigations.  This is absolutely feasible,

22  possible, and there's no reason in the world why this

23  should not be done.  There is no reason why an EIR

24  should come forward at this time with the types of

25  technology we have available to us for air quality
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 1  mitigation, no EIR should be coming forward that does

 2  not mitigate to a level of insignificance for air

 3  quality.

 4            I would also like to say that this EIR does

 5  not evaluate air pollution as an aesthetic impact.

 6  If you look to the skyline here, you can see that the

 7  air pollution is so severe that it actually creates

 8  an aesthetic impact.  It is ugly.  It is very

 9  offensive when you look at it.  And everybody knows

10  when they look at it that something is terribly

11  wrong.  And I think when -- because we know that the

12  statement of overriding considerations will be

13  done -- we absolutely know this, because it has

14  always been done -- we ask that you evaluate how many

15  jobs are actually lost from this one sided trade that

16  goes on here at the Port of Los Angeles.  We ask you

17  to evaluate the cost of the 2,400 deaths cumulatively

18  that are attributed to these ports.  And not only the

19  deaths, but the lives that prevail even after

20  fighting cancer.

21            LIEUTENANT COLONEL BLACKBURN:  Okay, ma'am.

22  Thank you for your comments.

23            MS. WOODFIELD:  And thank you so much.

24            DR. APPY:  Pat Nave followed by Tom Poe.

25            MR. NAVE:  Good evening.  It has been a lot
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 1  of very good comments tonight.  But the bottom line

 2  is that you are putting out on the street a

 3  project -- it is going to have no curious impact on

 4  the air and on the traffic.  You have the project in

 5  such a way that you don't have those kinds of things.

 6  So when the rubber meets the road, you try and do

 7  things to clean-up the air and put out a project that

 8  has a zero net increase.  You might have to expand

 9  your vision a little bit.  Frankly I am very

10  disappointed in a mayor that would allow an EIR to

11  come forward with an increase in air quality.  Expand

12  your horizon a little bit.  You know Frank O'Brien

13  had it right when he said you got impacts off of the

14  port property.  It is no accident that property

15  values closer to the port are lower than the property

16  values when you get further away from the port.  It

17  is just a matter of time before you are going to get

18  hit with a condemnation suit as long as you keep

19  doing this.

20            DR. APPY:  Tom Poe followed by

21  John Schafer.

22            MR. POE:  Good evening.  Thank you for

23  allowing me to testify tonight.  My name is Tom Poe

24  and I'm the western regional manager of Port Vision.

25  A high technology company that has recently been
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 1  created to look at ways to enhance commercial

 2  vessel's safety, to enhance efficiency of vessels in

 3  terminals, and so doing to mitigate environmental

 4  concerns which we have here in the ports and

 5  throughout the United States.

 6            I think the Port of Los Angeles has done a

 7  monumental job in addressing the environmental

 8  concerns of the communities surrounding it, of the

 9  ports, of the region, and its effect even in the

10  nation.

11            There are many, many new high technology

12  companies that are coming into being now that will

13  help to address the environmental concerns which the

14  individuals here have addressed tonight.  And it is

15  happening very quickly.

16            Now, from a personal view point I have

17  lived in the San Pedro Bay port area and lived and

18  worked here for over 50 years.  And I remember going

19  through the ports in the 50s, the 60s, and the 70s

20  when they were smelly, dirty, and toxic.  And great

21  strides have been made since that time by both of the

22  ports in addressing those concerns.  And now with the

23  Clean Air Action Plan and other efforts that are

24  being made by them, and with new technology coming to

25  the forefront each and every day, I have no doubt
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 1  that concerns which these residents and others have

 2  expressed tonight will be mitigated and will be

 3  well -- that we will all be well served and healthier

 4  come tomorrow.

 5            Thank you.

 6            DR. APPY:  Thank you.  John Schafer.

 7            MR. SCHAFER:  Schafer.

 8            DR. APPY:  Sorry about that.

 9            MR. SCHAFER:  It's close enough.

10            DR. APPY:  Your S was a little -- 

11            MR. SCHAFER:  I know. 

12            DR. APPY:  Followed by Mary Lou Tryba.

13            MR. SCHAFER:  Good evening.  My name is

14  John Schafer and I am a life long resident of

15  San Pedro.  I also work in -- my office is in

16  Wilmington.  I represent about 1,000 pile drivers,

17  bridge, dock, and wharf builders, which most of our

18  members live in one zip code at the post office, it

19  is 90744, which is in the Wilmington area.

20            I just wanted to -- things come up and you

21  sort of change what you wanted to speak about.  As

22  far as the extended effects of this project, I want

23  you to consider the extended effects that the port

24  brings in regards to the high number of people who

25  have benefits with pensions.  For example, long
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 1  shoreman, I know, have retiree benefits that -- for

 2  pharmaceutical -- for medicine, you know, that has

 3  minimal effects.  I want you to consider the job

 4  opportunities for at risk use.  I have a job

 5  orientation that is going to be occurring tomorrow at

 6  8:00 o'clock behind the lagoon.  I want you to

 7  consider the new environmental standards that you are

 8  trying to implement and the attraction that will

 9  bring to have high tech firms to participate in those

10  efforts.  And I want you to also consider the fact

11  that what happens to communities that don't have

12  that -- that have low income that don't have those

13  type of job opportunities.  I'm sure you've

14  considered the environmental impact of these people

15  who would not be working over here, who then have to

16  travel -- people living in the local area -- who then

17  have to try to find jobs like that.

18            I really want -- originally came up was I

19  wanted to discuss the fact that doing nothing is not

20  zero.  The effect of doing nothing is not zero, and I

21  am glad that you put that into the EIR/EIS.  But it

22  is really important -- I have a mother who passed

23  away from asthma.  I have an eight-year-old who grew

24  up a child -- you know, had child asthma.  And I was

25  born and raised in there too.  I want the port to
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 1  improve.  And if we continue to debate amongst the

 2  engineers, the lawyers, the activists, everybody

 3  else, for ten years or 20 years, you are going to

 4  have more traffic, you are going to have

 5  infrastructure that gets old just like our houses,

 6  our cars, everything else, they break down.  And you

 7  are going to continue to have people who are going to

 8  be suffering from these air quality effects.  We want

 9  to put the most modern technology to work for us.

10  And somewhere along the line my neighbors -- who I

11  have heard talk today -- have got to realize they

12  have got to put their money where their mouth is.

13  Because sooner or later these standards are not going

14  to be put into effect.  Those projects, those jobs

15  are going to go Mexico.  You are not going to have

16  those environmental standards put into effect.  And

17  you can say, "Oh, well, those are just Mexicans.

18  They will suffer from cancer and everything else.

19  They deserve it because whatever."  If you want the

20  one of worlds most important ports to set the

21  standard for the world, which is talking about an

22  inconvenient truth, you eventually have to agree to

23  something.

24            LIEUTENANT COLONEL BLACKBURN:  Okay.  Sir,

25  your time is up.  Thank you.

                                                          92 

PT-93



 1            MR. SCHAFER:  Thank you.

 2            DR. APPY:  Mary Lou Tryba?  Did I say that

 3  right?

 4            MS. TRYBA:  That is fine. 

 5            DR. APPY:  And followed by the last

 6  speaker, Mike --

 7            MS. TRYBA:  Hi.  I'm Mary Lou Tryba from

 8  Harbor City.  I would just like to go on the record

 9  and say that I concur with everything everybody said

10  tonight, because I agree with all of it in regards to

11  being around here since the 60s and 70s.  Reality at

12  Harbor College -- stay behind Randy McDonald and all

13  this kind of stuff.  So I have been there, done that.

14  And my thing is who is going to deal with the reality

15  and pile up of the yellow sulfur out there in the

16  community?  Besides the oil company, who's going to

17  handle it?  Like they keep saying they are going to

18  put a tarp over it or whatever.  So my thing is

19  things like that that people look at because we are

20  seniors and we are aware, and we are not afraid to

21  get up and say what we think.  So that is my two

22  cents.

23            Thank you for having me.  Take care.

24            LIEUTENANT COLONEL BLACKBURN:  Thank you,

25  ma'am.
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 1            DR. APPY:  And our final speaker

 2  Mike Buckantz.

 3            MR. BUCKANTZ:  Close enough.  Buckantz.  I

 4  have gotten way worse than that, way worse.

 5            Since I am the last, do I get as much time

 6  as I want?  Just kidding. 

 7            My grandfather always told me know where

 8  you stand, and I stand between everybody and going

 9  home and having dinner or going to see their

10  families, so I will stay easily within my three

11  minutes.

12            Good evening.  I am Mike Buckantz.  I am

13  the president of the Long Beach based environmental

14  consulting firm Justice and Associates.  I am also on

15  the board of directors of Future Ports.  And I work

16  as an air quality technical representative for the

17  Construction Industry Air Quality Coalition.  We

18  believe that we have common goals with the port,

19  simultaneously grow and clean the air.  And we

20  believe that these concepts are not mutually

21  exclusive.  Building on statements Elizabeth Warren

22  made earlier, we are in support of the green port

23  growth that this project clearly represents.  The

24  TraPac project has many positive elements that will

25  enhance efficiency, decrease emissions and it is
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 1  clearly beneficial particularly when compared to the

 2  no project alternative.

 3            We do have concerns with some of the

 4  mitigation measures outlined in the CAAP and draft

 5  EIR.  For example, we believe that some measures such

 6  as the truck plan may be too aggressive and may not

 7  represent the most efficient and cost effective ways

 8  to clean the air.

 9            However, while we may not agree on every

10  aspect of the TraPac project draft EIR, we do agree

11  that we have a common goal of green growth.  And we

12  look forward to continuing our work together to find

13  solutions on how best to accomplish our mutual

14  interest and move these projects forward.

15            I thank you for your consideration.  And I

16  will give back about a minute, and you can continue

17  the meeting.  Thanks a lot.

18            LIEUTENANT COLONEL BLACKBURN:  Thanks.

19            DR. APPY:  Okay.  I just want to make a few

20  comments in closing here.  First of all, I want to

21  thank all of you that stuck through here, through to

22  the very end.  I guess it is heartening to know a

23  number of years ago we used to do environmental

24  impact reports and we would hold hearings and no one

25  would come.  And so I think there -- it is really a
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 1  positive thing to actually get a lot of community  
 
 2  involvement on these issues, and that makes the  
 
 3  document certainly better.  And also perhaps a little  
 
 4  thicker than you would probably like.   
 
 5            I would like to summarize briefly some of  
 
 6  the things we heard tonight.  I think a lot of the  
 
 7  comments -- I think are probably addressed in there,  
 
 8  but maybe not to the extent that we would like.  So  
 
 9  we heard, for instance, that maybe we ought to be  
 
10  looking at a system alternative and maybe an inland  
 
11  terminal.  Along the air quality lines I think we  
 
12  heard about the more aggressive application of air  
 
13  quality measures and -- particularly related to  
 
14  harbor craft and rail.   
 
15            The compliance of a Clean Air Action Plan  
 
16  is a very important topic.  As you know the Clean Air  
 
17  Action Plan is going to rely on the EIRs to implement  
 
18  that.  So there is a relationship there and we need  
 
19  to show compliance with the Clean Air Action Plan in  
 
20  the document.   
 
21            And we also heard that reduction of air  
 
22  quality measures is also important.  To implement  
 
23  on-dock rail we need to maximize the use of the  
 
24  on-dock rail facilities.  We heard that the buffer --  
 
25  some people thought the buffer was a benefit to the  
 
 
 
                                                          96 



 
 
 
 
 1  community in terms of having opportunity for them.   
 
 2  On the other hand we heard that perhaps it's an  
 
 3  opportunity also as an attractant to people that  
 
 4  might come and be subjected to high levels of air  
 
 5  pollution.   
 
 6            We heard some comments about the baseline,  
 
 7  where we should begin the baseline.  So we will be  
 
 8  looking at that.  And also the relationship of the  
 
 9  project impacts to that baseline, and the estimates  
 
10  we made.  So we will be looking at all that.   
 
11            We also heard some kind of positive things  
 
12  about the benefits of cargo handling efficiencies and  
 
13  the long term benefit of growing green and having the  
 
14  projects available then that allows us to implement  
 
15  some of these mitigation measures.   
 
16            There were some comments about the process,  
 
17  particularly in regards to overriding consideration  
 
18  and the use of those by our Board of Harbor  
 
19  Commission.  Off port impacts was an item as well,  
 
20  that we felt the document could perhaps have  
 
21  additional assessment for off port impacts  
 
22  particularly related to land use issues.   
 
23            And finally, some comments we received  
 
24  discuss the accuracy of the aesthetics findings of  
 
25  the document.   
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 1            So these are all comments that we are going  
 
 2  to then take back and take individual comments we  
 
 3  have received from everybody.  If you do not respond  
 
 4  in writing, we will use the comments here that you  
 
 5  gave us tonight earlier.  We will have a transcript.   
 
 6  And by the way, that transcript will be up on the web  
 
 7  site, the Corps web site that is shown up there at  
 
 8  the very bottom right.  And so you will be able to  
 
 9  see the transcripts in due process.  You will  
 
10  probably need to give us a little time to get those  
 
11  all up, but we will be taking everybody's comments  
 
12  that we receive now until the end of the comment  
 
13  period, which is September 26th.  And we will be  
 
14  assigning numbers to each of those and we will be  
 
15  responding individually to all the comments that we  
 
16  received.   
 
17            Again, I appreciate you being here, and  
 
18  look forward to receiving additional comments from  
 
19  you.  And with that I would like give it back to  
 
20  Colonel Blackburn.   
 
21            LIEUTENANT COLONEL BLACKBURN:  So for the  
 
22  next 30 minutes I am going to do a recap.  No, I'm  
 
23  just kidding.  Ladies and gentlemen, I want to thank  
 
24  you for your attendance, your comments, and your  
 
25  counsel.  This has all been very well documented, as  
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 1  Dr. Appy just talked about.  So having said that,  
 
 2  that concludes tonight's hearing.  Thank you.   
 
 3            (Proceedings concluded at 8:31 p.m.)   
 
 4                          * * * 
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2.0  Responses to Comments 

2-1734 Berths 136-147 Terminal Final EIS/EIR 

Public Hearing Transcript, July 31, 2007 

PT-1. Your comment is noted and appreciated. 

PT-2. Please see response to comment NRDC-41.  The EIS/EIR proposes adequate alternatives under 
NEPA and CEQA.  The range of alternatives examined need not be beyond a reasonable range 
necessary to allow a reasoned choice among the alternatives and the proposed Project.   

PT-3. Your comment is appreciated and will be forwarded to the Board of Harbor Commissioners.  
The Port extended the public comment period to 90 days pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 
15105(a) that states, “The public review period for a draft EIR shall not be less than 30 days 
nor should it be longer than 60 days except under unusual circumstances.” 

PT-4. Please see response to comments NRDC-14 through NRDC-29.  

PT-5. Please see response to comments NRDC-19 and -23.  Mitigation Measure AQ-6 in the Final 
EIS/EIR has been revised to increase the AMP compliance rate.  Mitigation Measure AQ-11 in 
the Final EIS/EIR has been revised to increase the compliance rate of total ship calls that use 
low-sulfur fuel (maximum sulfur content of 0.2 percent) in auxiliary engines, main engines, and 
boilers within 40 nm of Point Fermin (including hoteling for non-AMP ships) to a minimum of 
20/30 percent in years 2009/2010.   

PT-6. Thank you for your comment. Please see response to comment NRDC-12.  

PT-7.  Your comment is acknowledged and appreciated. Please see response to comment NRDC-26.  

PT-8. Please see response to comments NRDC-34 through NRDC-39. 

PT-9. Please see response to comment NRDC-30.  The CAAP proposes to reduce harbor craft 
emissions within the next 5 years and thereafter with the use of a Port-wide measure (HC-1), as 
tugboats operate independent of proposed terminal developments and associated lease 
renewals.   

PT-10. Your comment is appreciated.  The Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach are presently 
considering container fees associated with its Clean Air Action Plan.   

PT-11. Please see response to comment NRDC-33.  As stated in the Draft EIS/EIR (Chapter 3.2), 
criteria pollutants and health risk for all receptors would be reduced below 2003 levels as a 
result of this Project. 

PT-12.  Your comment is noted and appreciated. 

PT-13. Your comment is acknowledged and appreciated.  Please see response to comments NRCD-42 
through NRDC-46.  

PT-14.  Please see response to comments NRCD-47 through NRDC-52.  Your comment is 
acknowledged and appreciated.  

PT-15. Please see response to comments NRCD-50 and NRDC-52. 
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PT-16. Your comment is appreciated and will be forwarded to the Board of Harbor Commissioners. 

PT-17.  Your comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the Board of Harbor Commissioners 
for their consideration. 

PT-18. Your comment is acknowledged and appreciated.  It will be forwarded to the Board of Harbor 
Commissioners. 

PT-19. Your comment is appreciated and will be forwarded to the Board of Harbor Commissioners. 

PT-20.  The comment is noted and will be forward to the Board of Harbor Commissioners for their 
consideration. 

PT-21. Your comment is acknowledged and appreciated.  It will be forwarded to the Board of Harbor 
Commissioners. 

PT-22.  Your comment is appreciated and will be forwarded to the Board of Harbor Commissioners. 

PT-23. The comment is noted and will be forward to the Board of Harbor Commissioners for their 
consideration. 

PT-24. Your comment is acknowledged and appreciated.  It will be forwarded to the Board of Harbor 
Commissioners. 

PT-25. Your comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the Board of Harbor Commissioners 
for their consideration. 

PT-26. Your comment is noted and appreciated. The Final EIS/EIR has been revised to eliminate all 
internal inconsistencies. 

PT-27.  Please see response to comment AS(B)-4.  The most recent bird survey data for the harbor are 
included in Appendix H.2 of the Year 2000 baseline survey report by MEC and Associates 
(2002).  This report is available at the Port, and a copy will be sent to you.   

PT-28. Your comment is noted and appreciated. Please see responses to comments AS(A)-1 through 
AS(A)-7 and AS(B)-1 through AS(B)-27.  

PT-29. Please see to response to comment CM-1.  The Draft EIS/EIR incorporates programmatic, 
project-specific, and cumulative analyses for all environmental issue areas that would 
potentially be impacted by the proposed Project, including those in the project vicinity, and has 
appropriately evaluated the Project’s environmental effects and identified mitigation measures 
and reasonable alternatives to avoid significant environmental impacts (CEQA Guidelines 
Sections 15121(a) and 15362).  Therefore, no revisions to the Final EIS/EIR are required. 

PT-30. As discussed under response to comment CM-2, this comment does not identify a specific 
concern regarding the adequacy of the EIR.  No revisions to the EIR are considered necessary.   

PT-31. As discussed under response to comment CM-3, this comment does not present a specific 
concern regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIS/EIR analysis.  Therefore, no revision to the 
EIS/EIR is necessary. 
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PT-32.  As discussed under response to comment CM-4, this comment does not specifically address the 
adequacy of the EIS/EIR analysis.  Therefore, no revision to the EIS/EIR is necessary. The 
comment will be forwarded to the Board of Harbor Commissioners. 

PT-33. Please see to response to comment CSE(A)-1.  The Draft EIS/EIR incorporates programmatic, 
project-specific, and cumulative analyses for all environmental issue areas that would 
potentially be impacted by the proposed Project, including those in the project vicinity. The 
Draft EIS/EIR has appropriately evaluated the Project’s environmental effects and identified 
mitigation measures and reasonable alternatives to avoid significant environmental impacts 
(CEQA Guidelines Sections 15121(a) and 15362).   

 The Draft EIS/EIR appropriately represents the existing setting and assesses potential project 
impacts on the environment by evaluating the changes in the existing physical conditions in the 
affected area as they exist at the time the notice of preparation was published. Furthermore, the 
permitting history of the project site is not an environmental issue, and therefore is outside the 
scope of the EIS/EIR. Concerns regarding the site’s permitting history will be considered by the 
Board of Harbor Commissioners during project review.  Therefore, no revisions to the Final 
EIS/EIR are required. 

PT-34. Please see to response to comment CSE(A)-2.  The Draft EIS/EIR incorporates all feasible 
mitigation measures that reduce toxic air pollution impacts from proposed construction and 
operational emission sources such that implementation of these measures would reduce 
airborne cancer risks associated with proposed construction and operational activities to less 
than those associated with existing 2003 terminal operations throughout the project analysis 
area. 

PT-35. Thank you for your comment.   

PT-36. Your comment is acknowledged and appreciated.  Please see responses to comments PCAC-
EIR-2, -12, -15, and -16.  

PT-37.  Your comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the Board of Harbor Commissioners 
for their consideration. 

PT-38. Your comment is acknowledged and appreciated.  It will be forwarded to the Board of Harbor 
Commissioners. 

PT-39. Your comment is appreciated and will be forwarded to the Board of Harbor Commissioners. 

PT-40. Your comment is acknowledged and appreciated.  Mitigation Measure AQ-11 in the Final 
EIS/EIR has been revised to increase the compliance rate of total ship calls that use low-sulfur 
fuel (maximum sulfur content of 0.2 percent) in auxiliary engines, main engines, and boilers 
within 40 nm of Point Fermin (including hoteling for non-AMP ships).  Please see response to 
comment PCAC-AQ-10. 

PT-41. Please see the response to comment PCAC-AQ-4.  Mitigation measure AQ-2 has been amended 
in the Final EIS/EIR.  The Project construction procurement process would include a selection 
system that requires bidders to use clean construction equipment. 
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PT-42. The Final EIS/EIR has accelerated implementation of some mitigation measures 
proposed in the Draft EIS/EIR.  However, since some of the clean rail yard standard 
systems (i.e., diesel-electric hybrids, multiple engine generator sets, use of alternative 
fuels, DPFs, SCR, idling shut-off devices, idling exhaust hoods, utilize “clean” CHE 
and HDVs The on-dock rail yard will also, utilize “clean” CHE and HDVs, and DPTs) 
are not yet available, but are expected to be available  within  the next few years, and 
given the uncertainty of implementing, the Port would  implement Mitigation Measure 
AQ-14 with respect to line haul locomotives using the new on-dock rail yard through 
ongoing negotiations  with Class 1 railroads, consistent with the schedule set forth in 
CAAP measures RL2 and RL3.  Please see response to comment PCAC-AQ-14 for 
additional details.  

PT-43. Please see response to comment PCAC-AQ-15.  The CAAP proposes to reduce harbor craft 
emissions within the next 5 years and thereafter with the use of a Port-wide measure (HC-1), as 
tugboats operate independent of proposed terminal developments and associated lease 
renewals.   

PT-44. The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. Please see responses to comments PCAC-AQ-
27 through PCAC-AQ-33.  

PT-45. Your comment is appreciated and will be forward to the Board of Harbor Commissioners. 

PT-46.  This comment does not present a specific concern regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIS/EIR 
analysis.  Therefore, no revision to the EIS/EIR is necessary. 

PT-47.  Your comment is appreciated and will be forward to the Board of Harbor Commissioners. 

PT-48.  The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. 

PT-49.  The comment is noted and will be forward to the Board of Harbor Commissioners for their 
consideration. 

PT-50.  Your comment is appreciated and will be forwarded to the Board of Harbor Commissioners. 

PT-51. The comment is noted and appreciated. This comment assumes that the impact of Project 
emissions in the Buffer area could exacerbate health conditions for children that would utilize 
the proposed Buffer.  However, pollution levels from both Port facilities will substantially 
diminish in accordance with the approved CAAP.  Additionally, current regulations and future 
rules adopted by the CARB and USEPA also will further reduce air emissions and associated 
cumulative air quality impacts in the project region and Buffer area. 

PT-52.  Please see response to comment DC-6.  The Ports Clean Trucks Program will replace the oldest 
trucks in the Port fleet and retrofit the remaining newer ones to EPA 2007 PM standards.  The 
Clean Trucks Program proposes to complete the conversion of the entire Port fleet by 2012, or 
five years in the future. 

PT-53. Your comment is noted and appreciated. Please see response to comment SCAQMD-3.   

PT-54. Please see response to comment SCAQMD-7. 
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PT-55. Your comment is appreciated. Please see response to comments SCAQMD-11 and SCAQMD-
12.  

PT-56. Please see response to comment SCAQMD-17.  Trucks that call at the Berths 136-147 
Terminal would be CAAP-compliant.  Final EIS/EIR Mitigation Measure AQ-9 has been 
modified to specify that heavy-duty diesel trucks entering the Berths 136-147 Terminal EPA shall 
achieve the 2007 Heavy-Duty Highway Rule emission standards for on-road heavy-duty diesel 
engines.  

PT-57. Please see response to comment SCAQMD-14.  

PT-58. Please see response to comment SCAQMD-14.  Final EIS/IER Mitigation Measure AQ-6 has 
been revised to state that by 2010, all ships retrofitted for AMP shall be required to use AMP 
while hoteling at 100 percent compliance rate, with the exception of circumstances when an 
AMP-capable berth is unavailable due to utilization by another AMP-capable ship. 

PT-59. Your comment is acknowledged and appreciated.  It will be forwarded to the Board of Harbor 
Commissioners for their consideration. 

PT-60. Your comment is noted and will be forwarded to the Board of Harbor Commissioners. 

PT-61. The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. 

PT-62.  Your comment is appreciated and will be forwarded to the Board of Harbor Commissioners for 
their consideration.  

PT-63. Please see response to comment letters AH(A), AH(B), and AH(C). Your comment is 
acknowledged and appreciated.  It will be forwarded to the Board of Harbor Commissioners for 
their consideration. 

PT-64. Your comment is appreciated.  It will be forwarded to the Board of Harbor Commissioners for 
their consideration. 

PT-65. Your comment is appreciated. Please see response to comment SCAQMD-22.  

PT-66. Your comment is noted and will be forwarded to the Board of Harbor Commissioners. 

PT-67.  The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. 

PT-68. Your comment is appreciated.  It will be forwarded to the Board of Harbor Commissioners for 
their consideration. 

PT-69. Your comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the Board of Harbor Commissioners 
for their consideration. 

PT-70. Thank you for your comment.  The Draft EIS/EIR includes a qualitative analysis of Project 
cumulative impacts, including impacts associated with construction and operations outside the 
Port’s jurisdiction (i.e., Tidelands).  
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PT-71. Your comment is appreciated.  The Draft EIS/EIR includes a qualitative analysis of Project 
cumulative impacts. 

PT-72.  As stated in CEQA Guidelines Section 15093, “CEQA requires the decision-making agency to 
balance, as applicable, the economic, legal, social, technological, or other benefits of a 
proposed project against its unavoidable environmental risks when determining whether to 
approve the project.” (Also see Public Resources Code Section 21081).  If the Board of Harbor 
Commissioners elects to approve the proposed Project or project alternatives (other than the No 
Project) it would require a statement of overriding considerations associated with significant 
unavoidable impacts identified in the Final EIS/EIR. 

PT-73. Conducting a land use study of Wilmington and requiring submittal of a cost benefit  analysis 
with the statement of overriding considerations is outside the scope of the  proposed 
Project.  The Los Angeles Board of Harbor Commissioners will consider all  mitigation 
measures offered by the public and those in the EIS/EIR before rendering a decision as whether 
or not the proposed project proceeds and if it is to proceed, under  what conditions. 

PT-74. You comment is noted and will be forwarded to the Board of Harbor Commissioners.  

PT-75. Please see response to comments SPPHA-1 through SPPHA-7.  

PT-76. This comment suggests that the Draft EIS/EIR fails to address numerous environmental issues 
associated with the Port’s daily operations. The Draft EIS/EIR incorporates programmatic, 
project-specific, and cumulative analyses for all environmental issue areas that would 
potentially be impacted by the proposed Project, including those in the project vicinity. The 
Draft EIS/EIR has appropriately evaluated the Project’s environmental effects and identified 
mitigation measures and reasonable alternatives to avoid significant environmental impacts 
(CEQA Guidelines Sections 15121(a) and 15362, CEQ Regulations 40 CFR 1502.15).   

PT-77.  Your comment is noted and appreciated. Please see response to comments RPV-1 through 
RPV-4. 

PT-78. Your comment is appreciated.  It will be forwarded to the Board of Harbor Commissioners for 
their consideration. 

PT-79. Please see response to comment SCAQMD-22.  

PT-80. Please see response to comment SCAQMD-3.  The design and capacity of the Project railyard 
optimizes a balance between the need to support intermodal rail projections and the need for 
terminal backland area to support cargo destined for the local market.   

PT-81. Please see response to comment SCAQMD-2.  The Final EIS/EIR has accelerated 
implementation of some mitigation measures proposed in the Draft EIS/EIR.  Relocating the 
PHL rail yard does not trigger CAAP measure RL-3; however, the Final EIS/EIR proposed to 
implement DPTs on PHL locomotives beginning in 2015, which is consistent with RL-3.   

PT-82. Your comment is acknowledged.  The proposed Project is compliant with the CAAP. 
Furthermore, the Final EIS/EIR has accelerated implementation of some mitigation measures 
proposed in the Draft EIS/EIR to ensure compliance with the CAAP.   
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PT-83. Your comment is noted and appreciated. Please see response to comment SCAQMD-14. 

PT-84. Please see response to comments SCAQMD-15 and SCAQMD-16.   

PT-85. Please see response to comment SCAQMD-17. Your comment is appreciated and will be 
forwarded to the Board of Harbor Commissioners for consideration. 

PT-86. Please see the response to comment KW-1.  Mitigation Measures AQ-1 through AQ-25 represent 
all feasible means to reduce air pollution impacts from proposed construction and operational 
emission sources.  

PT-87.  Your comment is noted and appreciated. In response to public concerns regarding the 
complexities of the Draft EIS/EIR, the Port extended the public comment period to 90 days 
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15105(a) that states, “The public review period for a 
draft EIR shall not be less than 30 days nor should it be longer than 60 days except under 
unusual circumstances.” 

PT-88. Please see the response to comments KW-1 through KW-4.  Implementation of Mitigation 
Measures AQ-6 through AQ-12 would reduce Project operational emissions to less than the 
CEQA Baseline emissions by year 2015.  Additionally, the results of the health risk assessment 
in the Draft EIS/EIR show that the mitigated Project would produce lower cancer risks in the 
project region compared to the CEQA Baseline existing conditions of 2003, except for a very 
small area in East Wilmington. 

PT-89. Your comment is appreciated and will be forwarded to the Board of Harbor Commissioners for 
consideration. 

PT-90. Thank you for your comments. Please see response to comments PN-1 through PN-12.  

PT-91. Your comment is appreciated and will be forwarded to the Board of Harbor Commissioners for 
consideration. 

PT-92.  Your comment is noted and appreciated. 

PT-93. Your comment is appreciated and will be forwarded to the Board of Harbor Commissioners for 
consideration. 

PT-94. Your comment is acknowledged and appreciated.  It will be forwarded to the Board of Harbor 
Commissioners. 

PT-95. Your comment is appreciated.  It will be forwarded to the Board of Harbor Commissioners for 
their consideration. 

PT-96. Your comment is noted and will be forwarded to the Harbor Board of Commissioners for 
consideration. 

PT-97. Your comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the Board of Harbor Commissioners. 
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Item No. 

 
 

DEFINITIONS HEAVY DUTY DRAYAGE TRUCKS 
 
 

For purposes of Items 2000 through 2025, the following definitions shall apply: 

“ARB” means the California Air Resources Board. 

“Authorized Emergency Vehicle” is as defined in Vehicle Code section 165.  

“CARB Diesel Fuel” is Diesel Fuel certified by ARB as meeting the fuel specification 
standards set forth at title 13, California Code of Regulations (CCR) section 2280 et seq. 

“Compliance Label” is a tag issued by ARB under the Drayage Truck Registry for 
Drayage Trucks operated at the ports and intermodal rail yards that meet ARB requirements and 
compliance schedules. 

“Dedicated Use Vehicles” are On-Road Vehicles that do not have separate tractors and 
trailers, including auto transports, fuel delivery vehicles, concrete mixers; mobile cranes and 
construction equipment. 

“Diesel Fuel” means any fuel that is commonly or commercially known, sold, or 
represented by the supplier as diesel fuel, including any mixture of primarily liquid hydrocarbons  
– organic compounds consisting exclusively of the elements carbon and hydrogen – that is sold or 
represented by the supplier as suitable for use in an internal combustion, compression – ignition  
engine.  

“Diesel-Fueled” means a compression - ignition engine fueled by Diesel Fuel, CARB 
Diesel Fuel, or jet fuel, in whole or part, including liquid natural gas engines using diesel-fuel for 
pilot ignition. 

“Diesel Particulate Matter” or “PM” means the particles emitted in the exhaust of Diesel-
Fueled compression ignition engines. 

“Drayage Truck” means any in-use On-Road Vehicle with a Gross Vehicle Weight Rating 
of 33,000 pounds or greater operating on property owned by the Port of Los Angeles for the 
purpose of loading, unloading or transporting cargo, including containerized, bulk, break-bulk and 
neo-bulk goods.  Drayage Truck does not include Dedicated Use Vehicles, Authorized Emergency 
Vehicles, Military Tactical Support Vehicles or Yard Trucks. 

“Drayage Truck Owner” means: (a) the person registered as the owner of a Drayage Truck 
with the Department of Motor Vehicles, or its equivalent in another state, province, or country; or 
the International Registration Plan; or (b) the Lessee of a Drayage Truck, as indicated on the 
Drayage Truck’s registration pursuant to Vehicle Code section 4453.5. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

+ 
2000 

 See Item 10 for explanation of abbreviations and symbols.  
 
 

Order No. Adopted  
Ordinance No.  Adopted  

 
EFFECTIVE:   

maunl
TRANSMITTAL 1

maunl
Attachment A: Truck Tariff



 
PORT OF LOS ANGELES – TARIFF NO. 4 
 

 
 Original Page . . . . . . . .  Page 184 

 
SECTION TWENTY 

CLEAN AIR ACTION PLAN – GENERAL RULES AND REGULATIONS 

 
Item No. 

 
DEFINITIONS HEAVY DUTY DRAYAGE TRUCKS --Continued 

 
“Drayage Truck Registry” or “DTR” is a database that contains information on trucks that 

conduct business on Port Property at the Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach. 

“Gross Vehicle Weight Rating” is defined in Vehicle Code Section 350. 

“International Registration Plan” is a registration reciprocity agreement among states of 
the United States and provinces of Canada providing for payment of license fees on the basis of 
total distance operated in all jurisdictions. 

“Lessee” has the same meaning as in Vehicle Code section 371. 

“Military Tactical Support Vehicles” is as defined in title 13, CCR, section 1905. 

“On-road” means a vehicle that is designed to be driven on public highways and roadways 
and that is registered or is capable of being registered by the California Department of Motor 
Vehicles (DMV) under Vehicle Code sections 4000 et seq., or DMV’s equivalent in another state, 
province, or country; or the International Registration Plan. 

“Oxides of nitrogen (NOx)” means compounds of nitrogen and oxygen, including nitric 
oxide and nitrogen dioxide. 

“Port Property” means property owned by the Port of Los Angeles within the Harbor 
District of Los Angeles. 

“Terminal” is any facility on Port Property used for the transfer of cargo from one mode to 
another, including container terminals, break-bulk terminals, dry bulk terminals and off-dock 
railyards. 

“Terminal Operator” is the entity with contractual authority from the Port of Los Angeles 
to operate a Terminal. 

“Radio Frequency Identification Device” or “RFID” is an electronic device issued by or 
on behalf of the Port of Los Angeles, installed on a Drayage Truck and which will enable the 
Terminal Operator to determine:  

Drayage Truck Owner’s name, address, phone numbers, email address, and fax number;  
Drayage Truck engine make, model, and model year; 
Drayage Truck vehicle identification number (VIN);  
Drayage Truck vehicle license number and state of issuance; 
On and after October 1, 2008, that the Drayage Truck complies with Item 2010. 
On and after January 1, 2010, that the Drayage Truck complies with Item 2015. 
On and after January 1, 2012, that the Drayage Truck complies with Item 2020. 
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DEFINITIONS HEAVY DUTY DRAYAGE TRUCKS –Continued 
 

“Vehicle” is as defined in Vehicle Code Section 670. 

“Verified Diesel Emission Control Strategy (VDECS)” is an emission control strategy that 
has been verified pursuant to the “Verification Procedure, Warranty and In-Use Compliance 
Requirements for In-Use Strategies to Control Emissions from Diesel Engines” in Title 13, 
California Code of Regulations, commencing with section 2700, and incorporated by this 
reference. 

“Yard Truck” means an off-road mobile utility vehicle used to carry cargo containers with 
or without chassis; also know as utility tractor rig (UTR), yard tractor, yard goat, yard hostler, or 
prime mover. 

 

 
AUGUST 1, 2008 RFID READER DEADLINE 

By August 1, 2008, at 8:00 a.m., all Terminal Operators shall have installed RFID readers 
at all truck processing gates or have obtained written consent from the Port of Los Angeles to use 
an alternative means of controlling truck access to the Terminal.  A Compliance Label issued by 
ARB is an acceptable alternative means of controlling truck access to any Terminal. 

 

 
OCTOBER 1, 2008 DRAYAGE TRUCK DEADLINE 

 
Beginning October 1, 2008, at 8:00 a.m., no Terminal Operator shall permit access into 

any Terminal in the Port of Los Angeles to: 

 (1) any Drayage Truck of model year 1988 or older, or  

(2) any Drayage Truck that is not equipped with an RFID or approved alternative as set 
forth in Item 2005. 
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JANUARY 1, 2010 DRAYAGE TRUCK DEADLINE 
 

Beginning January 1, 2010, at 8:00 a.m., no Terminal Operator shall permit access into 
any Terminal in the Port of Los Angeles to any Drayage Truck that is not equipped with: 

 (a) a 1994 – 2003 model year engine certified to California or federal emission standards, 
and a level 3 VDECS which achieves a minimum 85% reduction in PM emissions and a minimum 
25% reduction in NOx emissions; or 

 (b) a 2004 or newer model year engine certified to California or federal emission 
standards.  Compliance with these requirements must be evidenced by RFID or approved 
alternative evidence as set forth in Item 2005. 

 
 
 
 
 

JANUARY 1, 2012 DRAYAGE TRUCK DEADLINE 
 

Beginning January 1, 2012, at 8:00 a.m., no Terminal Operator shall permit access into 
any Terminal in the Port of Los Angeles to any Drayage Truck that is not equipped with an engine 
that meets or exceeds 2007 model year California or federal heavy-duty Diesel-Fueled On-Road 
emission standards.  Compliance with this requirement must be evidenced by RFID or approved 
alternative evidence as set forth in Item 2005. 
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DRAYAGE TRUCK REGISTRY AND RFID REQUIREMENTS 

1.     Drayage Truck Owners doing business on Port Property must register Drayage 
Trucks with the DTR database by June 30, 2008.  

2.     Drayage Truck Owners shall provide documentary evidence of following information 
to be entered in the DTR database, including but not limited to: 

(a)  Truck Owner name, address, phone numbers, email address, and fax number; 
(b)  Drayage Truck engine make, model, and model year; 
(c)  Drayage Truck vehicle identification number (VIN);  
(d)  Drayage Truck vehicle license number and state of issuance; 
(e)  Drayage Truck model year; 
(f)  Drayage Truck engine model year; 
(g)  Drayage Truck VDECS equipment 

3.     After the initial registration, the Drayage Truck Owner shall update the DTR with 
any changes to the information in the DTR database within thirty days of the change. 

4.     Upon receipt of an RFID or approved alternative evidence as set forth in Item 2005, 
the Drayage Truck Owner shall affix the RFID or alternative compliance label to the Drayage 
Truck.   
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EDMUND G. BNOVN "IR.
Atloney Geneml

St6te of Callfornld
DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

Novernber 5. 2007

Dr. Ralph G. Appy
Director of Environmental Managernent
Port ofl.os Angoles
425 South Palos Verdce Steet
San Pedro, CA 90731

Dear Dr. Appy:

Thmk you for notifying us ofthc Draft EIR/EIS for the Ttapac Terminal Expansion
koject. we would like to recognizo yor.n notable effortg to identis and mitigate thi potential
environme,ntal imparts of thi8 p'roject, and in prtiorlar pur efrort to confront the greerihouse gas
emissions assosiated with tro projeci.

Pwsuant to tbe Califomia Environmental Quality Act, we rcspoctfully request that you
consider also the feasibility ofadditional measrues to mitigate the anticipated greenhowe ias
emissions of the project. A suggested list of additional measures is attar;hed.

RB: Draft Environrrlental ftnpact Stat€rnent/Report (DEIS/R) for the port of Ios Anqeles
, Berths 136-147 ffraPac) Tenninal Exoansion Projecf Mtigation Meaeures

EDMI,JND G. BROWNJR.
AttomeyG6€rd

SA S. LERNE

Ar.
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california Attorney General's comments re Global warming Mitigation Measures
in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Report F,or the

Port ofLos Angeles Berths 136-147 (TraPac) Terminal Expansion project

Mitigation of significant environrnental impacts is one of the most important functions of cEeA.
,see Pub. Res. code $ 21002.1, subd. (b). The TraPac DEIS/R appropriately includes mitigarion
measures addressed to the global warming impacts ofthe project. The Trapac DEIS/R must
analyze all feasible options for mitigating or avoiding the project's contribution to the global
climate crisis, and ensure that proposed mitigation measures "are fully enforceable through
permit conditions, agreements, and other measures." Pub. Res. Code, $ 21081.6, subd. (2)ft).

while it may not be possible to eliminate the global warming impact of this project altogetler,
we believe more can be done to reduce the project's greenhouse gas emissions by (1)
strengthening proposed mitigation measures, (2) adopting additional feasible measures, (3)
offsetting significant impacts that cannot be mitigated otherwise.

(l) Strensthen Pronosed Mitisation Measures:

MM A0-6: Alternative Marine Power (AMP): Project will provide AMp for vessel hoteling
purposes at new dock facilities. DEIR/S claims that a ship using AMP emits 4j%o fewer
greenhouse gases than one using auxiliary marine engines. DEIR/S assumes lO-year phase-in
for implementation of this measure. @EISIR at 3.2-104.)

Comment: The DEIR/S does not explain why it will take 10 years to fully implernent this
measuie. Given the significant decrease in both greenhouse gas and criteria air pollutant
emissions possible through fuIl implementation of this measure, the DEIS/R must explain why it
is not feasible to achieve earlier implernentation.

. Add incentiyes for vessels to convert to AMP: Would incentives achieve earlier
implementation? Reduced dockage fees? Credits? Other financial incentives?
Technological and,/or financial assistance to complete early conversion?

. Add or fund solar source for AMP. The new 500-space parking lot provides additional
potential for solar panel installation. Consider feasibility and analyze carbon reduction
impact.r Terminal user mitigation fees (see below) could also fund off-site altemative
power projects (wind, solar, etc.)

MM AO-10: Vessel Sneed Reduction Proeram fVSRP): Ocean-going vessels shall slow to 12
knots within 40 nautical miles of the Point Fermin. DEIR/S estimates 95% compliance with this
measure by 2008, reducing overall container ship transit greenhouse gas emissions by 70%
compared to the project without VSRP. (DEIS/R at 3.2-104.)

' Implernentation of AMP will cause the emission of 13,000 metric tons of greenhouse
gases per year at full build-out. Presumably this is far less than ships using auxiliary engine
power, but the DEIR./S does not provide this analysis.
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comment'. The DEIRiS does not discuss any compliance measures for this program. currently,
this is a voluntary program at the port. Without some mechanism for monitoring, compliance
and enforcemenl this measure cannot be relied upon to achieve the level ofgreenhouse gas
reduction that the DEIS/R predicts.

. This measure should be mandatory and include mechanisms for assuring compliance.
Evaluate feasibility ofadd monitoring, enforcement mechanisms, program ofincentives.

. Explain how 95-100 percent compliance will be achieve

MM A0-16: Truck ldlinq: This measure requires the operator "to ensue,'that truck idling is
reduced at the terminal, and suggests improved gate design, leaving gates open, implementing a
truck appoinfinent system. (DEIS/R at 3.2-L05.)

Comment: This measure is merely aspirational. It does not impose any limitation on actual
idling. It has no monitoring or enforcement mechanism. Existing regulations appear to allow
truck idling while queuing so long as the distance to the nearest residence or school is sreater
than 100 feet. @EIS/R at 3.2-20.)

. Mandate specific anfi-idling measures, moniloring and enforcement mechanisms as
condition of operator lease . In addition to reducing greenlouse gas emissions, putting
teeth into this measure is essential to reduce criteria air pollutants.

. Prohibit all non-essential iilling of construction equipment, yard equipment, off-road
vehicles, as condition of operator lease. Require monitoring and enforcement.

' rn+erminal truck electrificatioz: Provide electricity plug-in for trucks that must keep
engines running for operational purposes while waiting to pick up or deliver cargo.
Similar to AMP for ships. Already implemented at truck stops in Califomia.2

MM AO-13: New Vessel Desisn: This measure requires all new vessels to incorporate NOx
and PM control devices. (DEIS/R at 3.2-72.)

Comment: In addition to promoting new vessel design that incorporates conventional pollution
controls, adopt all feasible measures to reduce GHGs, including high efficiency tlesign, reduced.
power propulsion, design to accommodate emerging and new technologies, etc.

2 Truck electrification is considered cost effective when fuel savings are factored into
full cost of installation, coupled with federal and state incentives. ,iee center For clean Air
Policy, Analysis of Measures for Reducing Transportation Emi.ssions in califtrnia (oct. 2005) at
b .  l J .
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. Evaluate feasiblity of GHG reduction measures suggested in International Council on
Clean Transportati on, Air Pollution Greenhouse Gas Emissions from Ocean-going Ships;
Impacts, Mitigation Options and Opportunities for Managing Growth.

MM AO-19 - 24: Green Building Measures: The project includes various green building
measures, including LEED "gold" certification for the new terminal building, solar panels on the
building, use ofcompact flourescent lighting within the building, an energy audit, recycling
programJ and tree planting around the building.

Comment'. The DEIR/S does not discuss the feasibility of all available building mitigation
measures. Additional feasible measures might include:

. Solar Carpolt New 500-space parking provides additional opportunity for solar power
generation via installation of solar photovoltaic carpod. 1

. Cool Roofs. Require light-colored, reflective roof rnaterials and paint on all buildings.
Thirty square meters of white or "cool" roof can offset I ton of CO2.a

. Recycling Rales. The DEIRiS proposes to achieve a recycling rate in the main terminal
building of40% by 2012 and 60o/oby 2015 without explanation for such low
expectations. Discuss feasibility of employee education or other programs to produce
signifi cantly higher rates, soonel.

. Tree Planting. The DEIS/R suggests that shade trees be planted around the new terminal
building to act as insulators, thereby reducing energy requirements. (DEIS/R at 3.2-107.)
Evaluate the carbon sink potential ofplanting additional trees within the terminal area.
Consider all available space within the terminal area and access streets where additional
bees could be planted: medians, traffic islands, barriers, etc.

@ Adopt All Feasible Mitiqation For Sisnificant GIIG Imoacts. There are numerous
sources of additional greenhouse gas emissions associated with the project for which the
DEIS/R does include mitigate measures. These sources must be addressed, including:

Terminal and Railvard Eouioment: Use of this equipment in furtherance of the project's goals

' Solar carports have been built in Riverside County, Glendale, Palm Deser! Huntington
Beach, and the U.S. Postal Service's Distribution Center in West Sacramento, among other
places.

4 Achieving the 2050 Greenhouse Gas Reduction Goal, Arthur Rosenfeld, Califomia
Energy Commission, for the Fourth Annual Climate Change Conference (Sept. 10-13, 2007).
See, e.g., httn://www.enersv.ca.eov/title24lcoolroofs/index.html
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will add 52,000 meftic tons of greenhouse gases to the atmosphere annually at full build-out.
The DEIMS does not discuss or propose mitigation for this impact.

. Discuss feasibilily of converting to electrically powered or fuel-cell equipment, and,
assess carbon reduction potential ofsuch a program.

. Adopt strict idling restfictions for yard tractors, termindl eqaipment.

Truck Transit. Increased truck trips due to port expansion is the biggest contributor to overall
GHG emissions of the project, accounting for nearly 500,000 mefic tons annually at full-build.
out. (DEIR/S at pp- 3.2-103 and 3.2-109.) The DEIMS iloes not discuss or propose mitigation
for this impacl

. Mitigation fees. Terminal user GHG mitigation fee, tied to size of cargo and distance
truck rvill travel to deliver it as measure of GHG impact to offset. Funds to be used for
off-site, community based carbon mitigation.

' Fleel Modernizatian Incentives. Reduced terminal fees or credits for biodiesel, other
altemative fuel, low emission fuels, hybrid-powered trucks.

. Mandatory tire checVfire inflation program. Properly inflated tires maximizes fuel
ef{iciency. Terminal could provide tire check and inflation for all trucks leavins the
terminal.

Ocean-qoinq Vessel Emissions: The DEIFJS does not consider total GHG emissions ftom the
project's increase in shipping (only considers impact within cA borders). Is it feasible to create
inceatives to reduce total vessel emissions?

. Consider environmentally differcntiated port fee, tied to transit-generated GHG
emissions. Differentiated fee structure could reward low emissions and,/or hish
efficiency vessels, and provide incentive for vessel modemization, clean engine design.

coolants used in Refrigerated vessels/containers Hydrofluorocarbons (I{FCs) are used as
cooling agents in reffigerated vessels, and when released to the atrnosphere, have a potent global
warming effect. It has been estimated that more than 50% of the HFCs used on a ship are
released during operation and maintenance of the ves se1.5 The DEINS does not disiuss
miligation for this impact,

' Require periodic leak inspections for ships, truck and any other transport vehicles that
use HFC as refriserants.

5 See Air Pollution and Greenhouse Gas Emissions from Ocean-going Ships , at 34 .
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. Impose fees on vessels that leak HFCs, could be utilized to create mitigation fund.

. Implement mechanisms to rcqaire or incenfivize the use of alternative refrigerants.
(Environmentally differentiated fees; mitigation funds for grants to assist in switching to
altemative technologies, etc.)

. Provide semicing at the tnrmrnal to ensure that HFC refrigerants are recovered.

Locomotive Idling: The project will move a greater percentage of cargo by rail with the
addition of an on-dock railyard. The DEIMS does not discuss mitigation for this GHG impact.

. Include idling restrictions lor locomotives in railyard, within terminal.

Terminal Lighting: Project will replace and add lighting throughout the 243-aue ptoject arca;
project operations arc 24/7 . The DEINS does not discuss mitigation for this GHG impact.

. Ensure project installs and uses the most energlt ellicient lighrtng availahle.6

Employee commuting: Project will emit 2,500 metric tons of GHGs per year as a result of
adding 1 1,000 employees. DEIMS does not discuss mitigation for this impact.

. Consider variety of available programs to reduce commuter vehicles. Create incentives
(subsidies) for use ofpublic transit, free shuttle to public transit; promote ride-sharing,
van-pools, park n' ride, car share progrdms; create bicycle-friendly workplace (bike
lanes, locking facilities, etc.); work with nansit authority on reducing number of
commuter vehicles traveling to/ftom the port, and to educate workforce about public
transpofiation.

Construction: The DEIS/R does not discuss the feasibility ofmeasures to reduce to the
maximum extent possible the greenhouse gas emissions related to construction of the project.

. fncorporate Elliciency/Low Emissions Standards Into Construction Equipment.

. Consider environmentally preferential contracling with "green" contractors.

. Consider requiring that confiactors reuse and/or recycle construction materials; use
reqrcIed materials

u See, e.g., Association of Bay Area Govemments, Energt Smart Streetlighting,
www.abag.ca. gov/l gep/
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Offset Unmitiqated Impach: Even incorporating all feasible mitigation measures, the
project's greenhouse gas impacts will be srrbs/a ntial and signiticant.

Pruject carbon al6ets: As additional mitigation for ineducible GHG emissions, offset
may fund off-site mitigation (e.g., altemative energy projects) that will produce
measwable emissions reductions or sinks, or SCAQMD-managed local mitigation
projects, or to purchase cedits ftom another entity that will fund such projects with
measurable outcomes.
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Provided below are responses regarding the feasibility of GHG mitigation measures 
recommended by the Attorney General’s Office. 
 
AG-1:   Final EIS/EIR Mitigation Measure AQ-6 has been revised to increase the AMP 

compliance rate for total ship calls.  Additionally, the measure will state the 
following:  By 2010, all ships retrofitted for AMP shall be required to use AMP while 
hoteling at a 100 percent compliance rate, with the exception of circumstances when 
an AMP-capable berth is unavailable due to utilization by another AMP-capable ship 
as follows:  

Mitigation Measure AQ-6: Alternative Maritime Power (AMP). Ships calling 
at Berth 136-147 shall use AMP while hoteling at the Port in the following at 
minimum percentages:  (a) 2009: 25% of ship calls; (b) 2010: 50% 40% of ship 
calls; (c) 2012: 60% 50% of ship calls; (d) 2015: 80% of ship calls; and (e) 2018: 
100% of ship calls. In addition, by 2010, all ships retrofitted for AMP shall be 
required to use AMP while hoteling at 100% compliance rate, with the exception 
of circumstances when an AMP-capable berth is unavailable due to utilization by 
another AMP-capable ship. 

 Mitsui O.S.K. Lines Ltd (MOL) is TraPac’s parent company and they have 
committed to retrofitting MOL ships dedicated to the Los Angeles service with AMP 
technology.  The phase-in schedule assumes that 100 percent of MOL’s P-Class 
vessels will be AMP-capable and will use AMP by 2010.  These P-class vessels will 
be the most frequent callers at the terminal that provide weekly service between the 
U.S. West Coast and Asia and they are assumed to make up approximately 50 percent 
of TraPac’s ship calls.  The phase-in schedule will allow for the AMP infrastructure 
to be constructed on the berth. 

 The longer phase-in schedule is to accommodate MOL’s APX class vessels and third-
party invitees.  MOL’s APX service provides monthly service to Europe, the U.S. 
East Coast, and connections to the U.S. West Coast through the Panama Canal.  These 
ships are not dry-docked as frequently as the P-class vessels, due to their long vessel 
transits, and therefore they will require a longer phase-in to achieve AMP retrofits.  
The APX service is only expected to call at the terminal monthly.  

 While MOL represents TraPac primary business partner, TraPac will also contract 
with other shipping lines, referred to as third-party invitees, to fill extra terminal 
capacity.  TraPac has recently lost a majority of their third-party invitees in part due 
terminal upgrades delays and costs associated with expected future environmental 
requirements.  While TraPac anticipates they will be able to attract new third-party 
invitees with the terminal upgrades assumed as part of the proposed Project, the actual 
customer mix is not yet known and costs associated with environmental requirements 
remain an issue.  Currently, AMP retrofits cost approximately $800,000 per vessel.  
Through future lease amendments and the Port’s Clean Air Action Plan (CAAP), all 
Port container terminals and shipping lines are expected to comply with AMP in the 
future.  However, until most or all of the other container terminals and vessels are 
required to use AMP, with AMP requirements at the Berth 136-147 Terminal, TraPac 



will have a hard time attracting third party business.  The longer phase-in schedule 
allows TraPac to negotiate environmental upgrades with the invitees and to also to 
remain competitive with other Port terminals that do not yet have environmental 
requirements as part of their leases. 

AG-2:  Incentives would not achieve earlier AMP implementation.  MOL is TraPac’s parent 
company and they have committed to retrofitting MOL ships dedicated to the Los 
Angeles service with AMP technology.  The phase-in schedule assumes that 100 
percent of MOL’s P-Class vessel string will be AMP-capable and will use AMP by 
2010. These P-class vessels will be the most frequent callers at the terminal that 
provide weekly service between the U.S. West Coast and Asia and they are assumed 
to make up approximately 50 percent of TraPac’s ship calls.  The two year phase-in 
schedule allows time for AMP retrofits to be made on the entire vessel string during 
the vessel’s scheduled dry-dock period. These retrofits are being done without 
financial incentives. 

 The phase-in schedule also allows time for the AMP infrastructure to be constructed 
on the berth. As discussed in Chapter 2, wharf improvements will take approximately 
two years to construct. Shore-side AMP infrastructure would be installed as part of 
the AMP improvements. The current schedule calls for installing AMP at Berth 145- 
147 within the first years with installation at Berths 136-139 during the second year. 
This construction schedule also includes the lead-time necessary for obtaining 
transformers from the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power. 

 The longer phase-in schedule (post-2010) is to accommodate MOL’s APX class 
vessels and third-party invitees.  MOL’s APX service provides monthly service to 
Europe, the U.S. East Coast, and connections to the U.S. West Coast through the 
Panama Canal.  These ships are not dry-docked as frequently as the P-class vessels, 
due to their long vessel transits, and therefore they will require a longer phase-in to 
achieve AMP retrofits.  The APX service is only expected to call at the terminal 
monthly. As discussed above, TraPac will also contract with other shipping lines, 
referred to as third-party invitees, to fill extra terminal capacity.  TraPac has recently 
lost a majority of their third-party invitees in part due terminal upgrades delays and 
costs associated with expected future environmental requirements.  While TraPac 
anticipates they will be able to attract new third-party invitees with the terminal 
upgrades assumed as part of the proposed project, the actual customer mix is not yet 
known. The schedule assumes that these yet to be identified customers comply with 
the AMP requirements without financial incentives.    

AG-3.  Mitigation Measure AQ-22 has been modified to include the installation of stanchions 
equipped with solar power cells throughout the parking lot and backlands to further 
capture solar power.  

Mitigation Measure AQ-22: Solar Panels. The Port shall install solar panels on 
the main terminal building.  Solar panels would provide the terminal building with 
a clean source of electricity to replace some of its fossil fuel-generated electricity 
use. In addition, as part of project construction, the Port shall install stanchions 



equipped with non-reflective solar power cells throughout the parking lot and 
backlands to further capture solar power.     

 
AG-4.  All mitigation measures would be the subject of a Mitigation Monitoring and 

Reporting Program (MMRP) to be approved by the Board of Harbor Commissioners 
if they elect to approve the proposed Project. For VSRP, the MMRP would state that 
vessel calls shall be monitored by the Environmental Management Division and the 
Marine Exchange, which is presently providing compliance data to the Ports on the 
ship arrivals and departures. In addition, the tenant would have to prepare annual 
reports.  Enforcement shall include oversight by the Real Estate Division.  Annual 
staff reports shall be made available to the Board of Harbor Commissioners at a 
regularly scheduled public Board Meeting to disclose VSRP compliance rates. 

AG-5.  It is possible that there would be 100 percent compliance.  The 95 percent compliance 
is provided to be conservative to allow for situation where a ship could not comply 
for safety reasons.  As discussed above, the MMRP would include oversight by the 
Port and annual reporting requirements. Compliance would be monitored through 
such reports (see response to comment AG-4). 

AG-6.  As discussed in response to comment AG-4, all mitigation measures become part of 
the lease and are tracked through the MMRP. 

AG-7.  TraPac states that their new terminal design, plus a container optical character 
recognition scanning system, will eliminate the need for queuing on terminal.   As a 
result, they do not see the need to provide queuing lines for either the new in or out 
gate facilities.  The features would reduce the 15 minutes of on-terminal truck idling 
currently assumed in the air quality analysis. 

AG-8.  At present, the availability/feasibility of requiring idling restrictions on terminal 
equipment and its effect on terminal operations is unknown.  The Port will review the 
feasibility of such measures through the CAAP’s Technology Advancement Program 
(TAP), and if warranted, include such measures in the next revision to the CAAP. 

AG-9.  Truck stops provide plug-ins for trucks that are stopped for an extended period of 
time for example, when the truck is parked overnight. During overnight stops, truck 
drivers often idle their engines to operate air conditioning or heat in their sleeper cabs, 
or on-board appliances. Plug-in facilities allow the truck to turn its engine off and 
draw electricity from the grid to operate heating and/or cooling systems and on-board 
appliances. The trucks at the TraPac terminal do not park or idle in one place long 
enough to plug-in. As discussed above, TraPac’s new terminal design, plus a 
container optical character recognition scanning system, eliminates the need for 
queuing at the gate. Once in the terminal, the truck idles only to yield to other traffic 
and when hooking or un-hooking loads. These movements are short-term and occur at 
various locations making plug-in receptacles impractical. Therefore, this is not a 
feasible measure. 



AG-10. Mitigation Measure AQ-17, in conjunction with the lease measure below, provides a 
process to consider new or alternative emission control technologies in the future and 
an implementation strategy to ensure compliance.   

“As partial consideration for the Port's agreement to issue the permit to the tenant, 
tenant shall implement not less frequently than once every seven years following 
the effective date of the permit, new air quality technological advancements, 
subject to the party’s mutual agreement on operational feasibility and cost 
sharing.” 

In addition, Mitigation Measure AQ-13 has been modified to include additional 
future technologies:  

Mitigation Measure AQ-13: New Vessel Builds.  All new vessel builds shall 
incorporate NOx, and PM, and GHG control devices on auxiliary and main engines.  
These control devices include, but are not limited to the following technologies, 
where appropriate: (1) selective catalytic reduction (SCR) technology; (2) exhaust 
gas recirculation; (3) in line fuel emulsification technology; (4) diesel particulate 
filters (DPFs) or exhaust scrubbers; (5) common rail; and (6) Low NOx burners for 
boilers; (7) implementation of fuel economy standards by vessel class and engines; 
and (8) diesel-electric pod-propulsion system.   

This measure focuses on reducing diesel particulate matter (DPM), NOx, and SOx 
emissions from main engines and auxiliary engines. In addition, this measure would 
also incorporate design changes and technology to reduce GHG emissions where 
available.  

OGV engine standards have not kept pace with other engine standards, such as trucks 
and terminal equipment.  New vessels destined for California service should be built 
with these technologies in mind.  As new orders for ships are placed, the Port 
believes it is essential that the following elements be incorporated into future vessel 
design and construction: 

1. Work with engine manufacturers to incorporate all emissions reduction 
technologies/options when ordering main and auxiliary engines, such as slide valves, 
common rail, and exhaust gas recirculation; 

2. Design in extra fuel storage tanks and appropriate piping to run both main and 
auxiliary engines on a separate/cleaner fuel; and 

3. Incorporate SCR or an equally effective combination of engine controls.  If SCR 
systems are not commercially available at the time of engine construction, design in 
space and access for main and auxiliary engines to facilitate installation of SCR or 
other retrofit devices at a future date.  

Indeed, the preface to the Port’s CAAP includes the following statement by joint 
Board’s of Harbor Commissioners related to GHGs. 



“Third, we should recognize that the recently enacted California Global Warming 
Solutions Act of 2006 (AB 32) requires carbon emissions be reduced back to 1990 
levels by the year 2020.  In light of the growth prospects of the two Ports that 
means we must switch to carbon-free fuels (i.e., green electricity) and other 
carbon-free technologies in every possible application as soon as possible.  
Toward that end we propose that our respective staffs include such technology in 
our Technology Advancement Program.  As part of that effort, the Ports pledge to 
contribute, and raise from other interested parties, the many millions need to fund 
this vital effort.” 

The TAP included an initial $15 million to fund new technology.  To date some of 
the funds have been utilized to fund a diesel-hybrid tug and electric drayage truck.   
These are Port-wide measures the will benefit Port-wide emission reductions and will 
indirectly benefit all the Port terminals. 

Additionally, the Report by the International Council on Transportation was taken 
into consideration in the development of the CAAP for criteria pollutants.    In fact, 
the Port of Los Angeles is presently carrying out a number of the measures listed for 
ships while “at Port,” including: 

• Develop GHG emission inventories – Underway at the Port of Los Angeles; 

• Market-based measures for vessels – As provided above, the Port has in the 
past and may be considering some limited incentives.  However, there are 
serious financial limitations on the extent to which the Port can provide 
incentives and still be able to carry out its legal mandates to maintain and 
modernize the Port.  Presently the Port’s main goal is to reduce particulates, 
which are having a local and regional effect on public health.  In that regard, 
the Port of Los Angeles, along with the Port of Long Beach, has approved the 
CAAP and the Clean Truck Program.  The Clean Truck Program by itself is 
estimated at an expenditure of $2 Billion over the next five years.  As 
provided in these responses, many of these measures will have GHG benefits; 
and 

• Implement fuel economy standards by vessel class – This measure is not 
feasible because it is outside the purview of the Port of Los Angeles and needs 
to be carried forward either at the National level through USEPA or through 
the International Maritime Organization which sets standards for ships.   

AG-11.   The Port agrees that additional solar panels can be added and Mitigation Measure 
AQ-22 has been amended as follows:  

Mitigation Measure AQ-22: Solar Panels. The applicant Port shall install solar 
panels on the main terminal building.  Solar panels would provide the terminal 
building with a clean source of electricity to replace some of its fossil fuel-
generated electricity use. In addition, as part of construction, the Port shall install 



stanchions equipped with non-reflective solar power cells throughout the parking 
lot and backlands to further capture solar power.    

AG-12.  As part of the proposed Project, the building would be designed as a LEED certified 
Gold Level building which would include light-colored, reflective roof materials. 

AG-13.  In accordance with the Port’s Leasing Policy, the operator would be required to 
implement an environmental management system approach to activities at their 
terminal, including their own office operations.  This would include the operator to 
set goals for office recycling with the rates identified in Mitigation Measure AQ-23 
set as the minimum. The Port shall work with the tenant to identify methods to first 
reduce and reduce office products.  

AG-14.  The Project would include planting and maintaining shade trees around the TraPac 
Terminal, such as around the terminal building, near the gate structure, and along the 
facility’s perimeter.  It is not possible to plant trees in many parts of a container 
terminal where they would interfere with terminal operations.  In addition, additional 
tree planting/landscaping has been provided for around the relocated Pier A Yard (see 
Mitigation Measure NOI-2).  As part of the Project, the Port is also building a 30-acre 
landscaped buffer, which will include trees. 

AG-15.  Electric power is being used at the TraPac Terminal where such application is 
operationally feasible.  Presently, all container cranes are electric.  In addition, TraPac 
has committed to using electric rail-mounted gantry cranes (RMGs) in the new 
intermodal yard.  TraPac also indicates that they are interested in electric rubber-tired 
gantry cranes (RTGs) on the their backland, but that they plan to evaluate the results 
of Port tests being conducted at other terminals at the Port before they commit to this 
measure due to a number of operational and safety issues.  Currently, diesel powered 
RTGs can be moved all around the backlands.  Electric RTGs must be plugged in, 
thereby limiting mobility; electric RTGs also have safety issues that need to be 
resolved.  The Port will conduct tests to examine the best physical terminal layout and 
whether overhead or trenched electricity provides the most flexible backlands 
operation.   

 The Port is actively pursuing advanced technology, including electric RTGs and hybrid 
yard tractors through the TAP. Because a number of these technologies decrease fuel 
costs, terminal operators have expressed interest in implementing such technologies. 
However, such technology is still being tested and cannot be required at this time. 
Mitigation Measure-17 would require the Berths 136-147 tenant to review, in terms of 
feasibility, any Port-identified or other new emissions-reduction technology, including 
yard equipment, and report to the Port. We are unaware of any approved/certified fuel-
cell equipment that could be used in mobile source applications at the TraPac 
Terminal.   

 In addition to pursuing electric equipment, TraPac has installed energy capacitors on 
all gantry cranes and substations. Energy capacitors are also called power factor 
correction (devices).  Capacitors react opposite of inductors.  Cranes, HVAC, and 



refrigeration equipment, or anything that has a motor has inductance that causes 
inductive reactances; this creates a "lagging" power factor.  The current will lag 
behind the voltage and the spacing causes inductive reactive losses (energy losses also 
called "wattless energy" or reactive power losses).  For electricity to be used 
efficiently, the voltage and current should be in unison.  Properly sized capacitors will 
counter act the inductance and move the current closer to the voltage.  The end result 
is less waste of electric energy and efficient operation, less heat generated by the 
motor, and less breakdown.   In addition to saving energy, motors and equipment last 
longer because equipment is running more efficient with less heat losses. 

AG-16. Please see response to comment AG-8. At present, the availability/feasibility of 
requiring idling restrictions on terminal equipment and its effect on terminal 
operations is unknown.  The Port will review the feasibility of such measures through 
the TAP, and if warranted, include such measures in the next revision to the CAAP. 

AG-17.  The Port is an active member of California Climate Action Registry (CCAR) and is 
preparing a Port-wide inventory that will identify both sources of GHGs and potential 
strategies to reduce such gases Port-wide. The Port is currently not pursuing carbon 
offsets due to issues with accounting and verifiability.  

 As discussed on page 3.2-10 of the Draft EIS/EIR, GHGs are a global issue. Unlike 
criteria pollutants that have mainly localized effects and therefore require local 
reductions, increased emissions of GHGs are resulting in global effects, namely 
climate change, and reductions do not need to be local to reduce environmental 
impacts. As such, a number of organizations and companies have begun to offer 
voluntary carbon offset programs. Under such systems, the Port could purchase 
offsets, which are emission reductions elsewhere, to compensate for the GHG 
emissions at the Port, resulting in a net reduction of global GHGs.  While the Port 
agrees with carbon offset programs in concept, currently such programs are not 
strictly regulated and the Port cannot verify or guarantee that the credits actually 
result in GHG emission reductions.  However, the Port believes that it is best served 
by doing on-site measures because of significant costs associated with existing clean 
air programs, and the concurrent benefits of reducing criteria pollutants and diesel PM 
which are the most critical environmental issue facing our communities.   

 On November 1, 2007, the Port of Los Angeles approved a progressive ban on older 
trucks serving the Port. As a result, trucks entering the Port will have reduced 
emissions, including reduced GHGs.  It is possible that fees will be imposed as a Port-
wide program in support of this progressive ban.   This fee, which may be considered 
as early as December of 2007, would be directed at the reduction of NOx and diesel 
PM from the truck fleet as a priority due to the very significant near term health 
concerns associated with these pollutants and the contribution of NOx towards the 
regions nonattainment status for ozone. The reduction in these emissions could also 
contribute to reduction in GHGs since the Clean Truck Program also includes an 
LNG program. Recently the two Ports invested over $20 million dollars in contracts 
to fund the start-up of an LNG fleet to serve the Port terminals. 



AG-18.  The Ports CAAP already contains a significant alternative fuel component particularly 
for the use of LNG as part of the Clean Trucks Program including incentive 
programs.  The first step of this Program, which includes a progressive ban on older 
trucks, was approved by the Board of Harbor Commissioners on November 1, 2007. 
The reduction in emission as a result of this program would also contribute to 
reduction in GHGs (see above).  The Clean Truck Program is presently valued at $1.8 
billion. The Port is contributing over $100 million over the next five years, and to 
date has sponsored truck replacements through the Gateway City Program totaling 
over $15 million. The Clean Truck Program also includes an LNG program. Recently 
the two Ports invested over $20 million in contracts to fund the start-up of an LNG 
fleet to serve the Port terminals. The CAAP also includes the TAP for developing and 
testing new technology.  Included in this to date is the testing of an electric drayage 
truck that could be use for short trips to the near dock rail yards. The port may also be 
testing of a hybrid drayage truck associated with this program  

 Biofuel use at the Port is not being heavily pursued due to reported increases in NOx 
emissions. Accordingly yard equipment using biofuel are not expected to meet the 
percent NOx reduction assumed in the Draft EIS/EIS. As discussed in the Draft 
EIS/EIR (page 3.2-3), while the South Coast Air Basin has been in attainment for NOx 
since 1991, the region is now considered a maintenance area for NOx and local air 
agencies are pursuing further reductions prevent regional increases from increased 
population.   

AG-19.   Maintenance and upkeep of trucks should be the responsibility of the truck owner.  In 
this regard, the Port’s Clean Truck Program will include a requirement for 
maintenance of drayage trucks calling at the Port.  Further, including mandatory tire 
checking at the terminal would have to be weighed against emissions created by 
additional truck idling to carry this out.  Presently, the terminal operator is responsible 
for chassis maintenance including tire maintenance. 

AG-20.  As discussed in response to comment AG- 17, the Port is taking primary financial and 
implementation responsibilities for cleaning up of the dirty trucks calling at the Port.  
This is estimated at a $2 billion program over the next five years (see San Pedro Bay 
Clean Air Action Plan).  Measures identified here relating to ships and terminal 
equipment are already considered in the customer’s business plan.  While the Port 
may consider some level of incentive associated with certain specific activities aimed 
at reducing emissions Port-wide, these provisions will be limited due to the need of 
the Port to utilize funds received by customers to maintain and upgrade of Port 
facilities.  Such programs would be implemented through a Port-wide tariff. However, 
Mitigation Measure AQ-13 has been modified to include consideration of GHGs as 
shown below. 

Mitigation Measure AQ-13:  New Vessel Builds.  All new vessel builds shall 
incorporate NOx, and PM, and GHG control devices on auxiliary and main engines.  
These control devices include, but are not limited to the following technologies, 
where appropriate: (1) selective catalytic reduction (SCR) technology; (2) exhaust 
gas recirculation; (3) in line fuel emulsification technology; (4) diesel particulate 



filters (DPFs) or exhaust scrubbers; (5) common rail; and (6) Low NOx burners for 
boilers; (7) implementation of fuel economy standards by vessel class and engines; 
and (8) diesel-electric pod-propulsion system.   

This measure focuses on reducing DPM, NOx, and SOx emissions from main engines 
and auxiliary engines.  OGV engine standards have not kept pace with other engine 
standards such as trucks and terminal equipment.  New vessels destined for California 
service should be built with these technologies.  As new orders for ships are placed, 
the Ports believe it is essential that the following elements be incorporated into future 
vessel design and construction: 

1. Work with engine manufacturers to incorporate all emissions reduction 
technologies/options when ordering main and auxiliary engines, such as slide valves, 
common rail, and exhaust gas recirculation; 

2. Design in extra fuel storage tanks and appropriate piping to run both main and 
auxiliary engines on a separate/cleaner fuel; and 

3. Incorporate SCR or an equally effective combination of engine controls.  If SCR 
systems are not commercially available at the time of engine construction, design in 
space and access for main and auxiliary engines to facilitate installation of SCR or 
other retrofit devices at a future date.  

In addition, this measure will also incorporate design changes and technology to 
reduce GHG emissions where available. Mitigation Measure AQ-17 includes the 
opportunity to include new ship technology in the future.  

AG-21.  Currently, all new MOL vessel builds include AMP retrofits and MOL has adopted 
use of the refrigerant R134a, which has an ozone depletion coefficient of zero. MOL 
also has a program to address and implement measures for maintaining and 
improving the vessel performance (fuel efficiency and speed). Examples include 
operational changes such as reducing navigation speed and select optimum routes 
depending on the situation and technological changes such as energy-saving designed 
vessels and Propeller Boss Cap Fins (PBCF) systems. In regards to refrigerant use, 
CFC refrigerants were traditionally used on ships for air conditioning systems and 
refrigeration of food, as well as to refrigerate cargo containers; and Halon was used in 
onboard fire extinguishing systems. MOL adopted R-22 (HCFC), which has a smaller 
ozone depletion coefficient than R-12 (CFC) on vessels launched after the late 1970s. 
In 2002, MOL began to use R-404A, eliminated Halon fire-extinguishing equipment 
in favor of carbon dioxide systems, stopped using R-12 and adopted R134a, which 
has an ozone depletion coefficient of zero. Additionally, according to TraPac, 
refrigerated containers are checked 2-3 times a day for leaks repaired immediately if 
a leak is detected. 

 The terminal is not the proper location to serve as an inspection station for trucks 
especially in regards to the space that would be required to do this and in the interest 



in not incurring additional idling time and waiting by the truck drivers.  The 
appropriate responsibility for this lies with the owner of the truck. 

AG-22. Due to the very high value of refrigerated containers (ranging from $20,000 to 
$50,000/container) shippers conduct a pre-departure inspection of all containers.  In 
addition, the use of HFC is rapidly disappearing from use as discussed in response to 
comment AG-20.  These procedures have been confirmed this with TraPac as well as 
APM Terminals at the Port.  Inspections at the terminal are conducted frequently to 
ensure no loss of cargo.  The literature cited in this publication (Drewry 1996) is now 
11 years old and does not reflect existing operations.  Therefore, the value of creating 
a new monitoring program and fee structure on International Carriers is not 
warranted. 

AG-23.   Please see response to comment AG-20 regarding HFCs and response to comment 
AG-10 for additional information on customer incentive programs. 

AG-24.   Currently TraPac currently services refrigerated containers at the terminal as part of 
their normal practices. 

AG-25.  The placement of the on-dock rail yard at the facility was done in part to reduce 
emissions, which would also include GHGs. In fact this action is consistent with the 
report cited above: Center For Clean Air Policy, Analysis of Measures for Reducing 
Transportation Emissions in California (Oct. 2005).  In accordance with CAAP 
measure RL-2, by 2011, all diesel-powered Class 1 switcher and helper locomotives 
entering Port facilities will use 15-minute idle restrictors. In addition, Mitigation 
Measure AQ-14 requires the on-dock rail yard to incorporate the cleanest locomotive 
technologies into their operations, and must be consistent with CAAP measure RL-2.  
These devices are also required on PHL switchers.  

AG-26.   The Port will utilize the most energy efficient lighting in the terminal that would meet 
the lighting and safety and security needs of a 24-hour operating terminal.  Where the 
existing lighting does not meet current POLA standards, fixtures would be replaced 
during proposed Project construction with more efficient lamps.  The existing and 
replacement laps would be high pressure sodium lights at 10,000 watts per fixture.  
However, the new lamps would be 20 percent more efficient than the existing lamps, 
as they do not waste input energy by producing non-useable light in the form of glare 
(See Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.12, Utilities and Public Service).  

In addition, the following two mitigation measures are included in the Project. 

Mitigation Measure AQ-20: Compact Fluorescent Light Bulbs.  All interior 
terminal building lighting shall use compact fluorescent light bulbs.  Fluorescent 
light bulbs produce less waste hear and use substantially less electricity than 
incandescent light bulbs. 



Mitigation Measure AQ-22:  Energy Audit.  The tenant shall conduct a third 
party energy audit every five years and install innovative power saving 
technology where feasible, such as power factor correction systems and lighting 
power regulators.  Such systems help to maximize usable electric current and 
eliminate wasted electricity, thereby lowering overall electricity use. 

AG-27. Employees working at the terminals are predominantly members of the ILWU who 
primarily live in the area near the Port, and are called as needed from the ILWU 
hiring hall in Wilmington. The dispatch of these employees is complicated by the fact 
that workers may not know from day to day which terminal within the Los 
Angeles/Long Beach Port complex they may be working or the hours they may be 
working.  The gang deployment is set to a large extent by the arrival times of ships 
arriving at the Port.  In addition, the Port does not have any control of terminal 
workers and the relationship of the work force with the terminal operator is governed 
by long term contracts negotiated between the steamship line association and the 
union.  While the Port is incorporating bike paths into its commercial/recreational 
waterfront developments, it is not safe for bicycles to have access to industrial 
facilities at the Port.  There is no public transit system serving the port terminals.   

AG-28.  Mitigation measures AQ-2, AQ-3, and AQ4 have been modified to help reduce 
emissions, including GHGs from on-road and off-road construction equipment: 

Mitigation Measure AQ-2:  Fleet Modernization for On-Road Trucks.  All 
on-road heavy-duty diesel trucks with a gross vehicle weight rating (GVWR) of 
33,000 pounds or greater used on-site or to transport materials to and from the 
site shall comply with year 2007 emission standards for Phase I.  In addition, 
Phase II construction (post 2015) all on-road heavy-duty diesel trucks with a 
gross vehicle weight rating (GVWR) of 33,000 pounds or greater used on-site or 
to transport materials to and from the site shall comply with year 2010 emission 
standards where available. Trucks hauling materials such as debris or fill shall be 
fully covered while operation off Port property.  

Mitigation Measure AQ-3:  Fleet Modernization for Construction 
Equipment.  All off-road diesel-powered construction equipment greater than 50 
hp, except derrick barges and marine vessels, shall meet the cleanest off-road 
diesel emission levels available but no greater than Tier 3 NOx emission 
standards. The construction contractor could meet Tier 3 equivalent PM10 
emission limits through the use of new or repowered engines designed to meet 
Tier 2 PM standards and/or the use of ARB approved diesel particulate traps. 
achieve the Tier 2 emission standards in Phase 1 construction and Tier 4 
emission standards in Phase 2 construction, as defined in the USEPA Nonroad 
Diesel Engine Rule (USEPA 1998 and 2004).  Equipment not designated Tier 23 
by the manufacturer may achieve the emissions requirement by retrofitting the 
equipment with an CARB-Verified Diesel Emission Control System (VDECS) 
and/or by the use of an CARB-verified emulsified fuel. For Phase II construction 
(post 2015), equipment shall meet the Tier 4 emission standards where available. 



In addition, construction equipment shall incorporate, where feasible, emissions 
savings technology such as hybrid drives and specific fuel economy standards. 

Mitigation Measure AQ-4:  Best Management Practices (BMPs).  LAHD 
shall implement a process by which to select additional BMPs to further reduce 
air emissions during construction if it is determined that the proposed 
construction equipment exceed any SCAQMD significance threshold.  The 
following types of measures would be required on construction equipment:  (a) 
use of diesel oxidation catalysts and catalyzed diesel particulate traps; (b) 
maintain equipment according to manufacturers’ specifications; (c) restrict idling 
of construction equipment to a maximum of 510 minutes when not in use; and 
(d) install high-pressure fuel injectors on construction equipment vehicles.  The 
LAHD shall determine the BMPs once the contractor identifies and secures a 
final equipment list.  

 The mitigation measures identified above would further reduce GHGs.  At this time, 
the Port is not sure of availability of equipment and therefore has not calculated or 
taken credit for GHG reductions as a result of these measures. 

AG-29.   As a Department of the City of Los Angeles, the Port is somewhat restricted in its 
contracting methods, which include under other restrictions, the need to select the 
lowest responsive bidder.  However, the Project construction procurement process 
would include a selection system that favors bidders with clean construction 
equipment.  Final EIS/EIR mitigation measures would result in further emission 
reductions than assumed in the Draft EIR/SIS.  However, due to availability issues, 
these reductions have not been quantified. 

AG-30.   This is a standard requirement of Port contracts.  Construction materials such as 
concrete and asphalt are reused in construction at the facility or elsewhere in the Port.  
The Port presently has its own crusher facility for this purpose.  

AG-31.  The Port is an active member of CCAR and is preparing a Port-wide inventory that 
will identify both sources of GHGs and potential strategies to reduce such gases Port-
wide. The Port is currently not pursuing carbon offsets due to issues with accounting 
and verifiability (see response to comment AG-16).  

 As discussed on page 3.2-10 of the Draft EIS/EIR, GHGs are a global issue. Unlike 
criteria pollutants that have mainly localized effects and therefore require local 
reductions, increased emissions of greenhouse gases are resulting in global effects, 
namely climate change, and reductions do not need to be local to reduce 
environmental impacts. As such, a number of organizations and companies have 
begun to offer voluntary carbon offset programs. Under such systems, the Port could 
purchase offsets, which are emission reductions elsewhere, to compensate for the 
greenhouse gas emissions at the Port, resulting in a net reduction of global GHGs.  
While the Port agrees with carbon offset programs in concept, currently such 
programs are not strictly regulated and the Port cannot verify or guarantee that the 
credits actually result in GHG emission reductions.  



 In addition, the Port is best served by doing on-site measures because of significant 
costs associated with existing clean air programs, and the concurrent benefits of 
reducing criteria pollutants and diesel PM which are the most critical environmental 
issues facing our communities.   




