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Chapter 10 
COMMENTS RECEIVED AND REPONSES TO COMMENTS 

10.1 PUBLIC COMMENT PROCESS 

The public comment period is a critical part of the 
NEPA and CEQA public participation process. It 
provides the opportunity for other responsible 
agencies and interested parties to analyze the 
proposed Project and provide any comments they 
might have on the adequacy of the environmental 
document. The responses to comments are then 
intended to provide complete explanations to the 
commenters and to improve the overall under-
standing of the Project.   

10.2 COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT 
EIS/EIR 

The POLB received 64 comment letters on the Draft 
EIS/EIR during the public review period. Table 10-1 
presents a list of the agencies, businesses, and 

individuals that provided comment letters on the 
Draft EIS/EIR. The written comments are grouped 
by the affiliation of the commenter, including Federal 
Government, State Government, Regional 
Government, Local Government, National 
Organizations, Community Groups, Industry and 
Business Groups, and Individuals. Each letter is 
given a letter code based on the name of the 
commenter (e.g., National Marine Fisheries Service 
is given the letter code “NMFS”). The individual 
comments within the letter are annotated in the 
margin using the letter code and consecutive 
numbering (e.g., DTSC-1, DTSC-2, and so on). The 
responses to comments use the same annotation in 
order to easily correspond with the comment letter. 
These letters, in addition to the responses to 
comments, are located on the following pages. 
 

Table 10-1.  Public Comments Received on the Middle Harbor Redevelopment Project Draft EIS/EIR 

Individual /Organization Letter 
Code Date Page #

Federal Government
National Marine Fisheries Service NMFS 07/10/08 10-3 
U.S. Department of Homeland Security, FEMA Region IX FEMA 05/19/08 10-15 
U.S. Department of the Interior, Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance, DOI 07/11/08 10-19 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency USEPA(A) 07/11/08 10-23 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency  USEPA(B) 08/08/08 10-33 

State Government
California Department of Transportation CT 08/22/08 10-63 
Department of Conservation DOC 07/10/08 10-73 
Department of Justice  DOJ 08/14/08 10-77 
Department of Toxic Substances Control DTSC 06/04/08 10-117 
Native American Heritage Commission NAHC 06/05/08 10-123 

Regional Government
South Coast Air Quality Management District  SCAQMD 08/08/08 10-129 
Southern California Association of Governments SCAG 06/12/08 10-167 

Local Government 
City of Commerce CC 08/13/08 10-171 
City of Riverside CR 08/12/08 10-181 
City of Seal Beach CSB 06/25/08 10-267 
Long Beach Unified School District LBUSD 08/02/08 10-273 
Riverside County Transportation Commission RCTC 07/09/08 10-289 

National Organizations
Center for Biological Diversity, et. al CBD 08/08/08 10-327 

Community Groups
Coalition for Clean and Safe Ports  CCSP 06/11/08 10-439 
Coalition for Environmental Health and Justice  CEHJ 08/07/08 10-443 
Coalition for a Safe Environment  CSE(A) 06/11/08 10-447 
Coalition for a Safe Environment  CSE(B) 08/06/08 10-459 
Harbor Vision Task Force, LA Chapter, Sierra Club  HVTF 06/18/08 10-495 
Prometheus  PROM 08/08/08 10-499 
Southern California Environmental Health and Sciences Center SCEHSC 08/08/08 10-503 
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Table 10-1.  Public Comments Received on the Middle Harbor Redevelopment Project Draft EIS/EIR (cont.) 

Individual /Organization Letter 
Code Date Page #

Industry and Business Groups
BNSF Railway BNSF 08/08/08 10-523 
Dockside Machine & Ship Repair DMSR 06/18/08 10-531 
Foreign Trade Association of Southern California FTA 06/27/08 10-535 
Harbor Industrial HI 06/16/08 10-539 
Hunsaker & Associates HA 06/18/08 10-543 
Jacobson Pilot Service, Inc. JPS 06/11/08 10-547 
The Klabin Company KC 07/27/08 10-551 
K&R Transportation Inc. KR Undated 10-555 
Long Beach Area of Chamber of Commerce LBACC 08/08/08 10-559 
Los Angeles County Economic Development Corporation LAEDC 07/03/08 10-563 
MACTEC MACTEC 06/30/08 10-567 
Pacific Coast Recycling PCR 06/20/08 10-571 
PMT Logistics, LLC PMT Undated 10-575 
Re: Trans RET Undated 10-579 
Roberts & Kehagiaras LLP RK 07/25/08 10-583 
Southern California Edison SCE 07/24/08 10-587 
TIMA Power Systems TIMA Undated 10-591 
URS Washington Division URS 06/25/08 10-595 
Weston Solutions WS 06/24/08 10-599 

Individuals
Richie Aldarete RA 06/17/08 10-603 
Deborah Berg DB Undated 10-607 
Narcisa Boen NB Undated 10-611 
Terry Brennan TB 06/18/08 10-615 
Rita Brenner RB Undated 10-619 
Rita and Jeff Brenner RJB 06/18/08 10-623 
Julie Brown JB 07/02/08 10-627 
Jonathan Glasgow  JG(A) 06/18/08 10-631 
Jonathan Glasgow  JG(B) 08/05/08 10-635 
Gunner L. Gose GG 06/15/08 10-639 
Larry Keller LK 06/18/08 10-643 
Andrew Lee AL 06/19/08 10-647 
Barry Molnaa and Anna-Maria Kanauka BMAK 06/18/08 10-651 
Alan J. Reid AR 06/16/08 10-655 
Janelle Saunders JS 07/03/08 10-659 
Bill Spooner BS 08/03/08 10-663 
Joseph A. Towers JT 06/29/08 10-667 
D. A. Trehuba DT 06/19/08 10-671 
James P. Whelan JW 07/11/08 10-675 
Robert M. White, Jr. RW 08/08/08 10-679 
Public Hearing Transcript  PT(A) 06/11/08 10-683 
Public Hearing Transcript  PT(B) 06/18/08 10-705 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS  

National Marine Fisheries Service, July 10, 2008  

NMFS-1. This comment summarizes information in the Draft EIS/EIR. No revisions to the Final 
EIS/EIR are required.

NMFS-2. This comment summarizes the Draft EIS/EIR EFH analysis. The comment notes the potential 
for Project construction activities to generate underwater noise levels that could adversely 
affect the ecological function of EFH. Final EIS/EIR Section 1.7.3 has been revised to include 
an environmental control that would ensure construction contractors use sound abatement 
techniques during pile driving activities, and implement a “soft-start” technique in which the 
hammer would be operated at less than full capacity (i.e., approximately 40 to 60 percent 
energy levels) with no less than a one-minute interval between each strike for a five-minute 
period. Implementation of this environmental control would ensure impacts on EFH would 
remain less than significant during pile driving activities.  

The comment states that Project activities have the potential to spread the invasive alga 
Caulerpa taxifolia. As stated in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.4.2.3 (Impact BIO-5.1), introduction to 
or spread of invasive species, such as Caulerpa taxifolia in Long Beach Harbor and other 
areas of southern California is a concern. Because this species would most likely be 
introduced from disposal of aquarium plants and water, and is spread by fragmentation rather 
than from ship hulls or ballast water, the risk of introduction mostly would be associated with 
movement of plant fragments from infected to uninfected areas by activities such as dredging 
and/or anchoring. Preconstruction surveys for Caulerpa taxifolia would be conducted as part 
of the pre-dredging program, consistent with the NMFS/CDFG protocol (Caulerpa Control 
Protocol; Version 4, February 25, 2008). These monitoring surveys would help to avoid or 
minimize potential effects if Caulerpa were detected, reducing the potential for spread of this 
invasive species during Project activities.  

NMFS-3. The comment recommends using a vibratory hammer for driving steel piles to minimize 
adverse effects to EFH associated with underwater noise. Vibratory hammers would be used 
for sheet pile installation and driving steel piles. However, a vibratory hammer is unlikely to be 
able to drive the concrete piles to the depth needed due to sediment type. In this event, the 
concrete piles would be driven as deep as possible with a vibratory hammer prior to use of an 
impact hammer. Furthermore, Final EIS/EIR Section 1.7.3 has been revised to include an 
environmental control that would require the construction contractor to use sound abatement 
techniques to reduce both noise and vibrations from pile driving activities. Sound abatement 
techniques would include, but are not limited to, vibration or hydraulic insertion techniques, 
drilled or augured holes for cast-in-place piles, bubble curtain technology, and sound aprons 
where feasible. At the initiation of each pile driving event, and after breaks of more than 15 
minutes, the pile driving would also employ a “soft-start” in which the hammer would be 
operated at less than full capacity (i.e., approximately 40 to 60 percent energy levels) with no 
less than a one-minute interval between each strike for a five-minute period. Final EIS/EIR 
Section 1.7.3 also has been revised to include an environmental control that requires the Port 
to utilize a biologist to monitor the area in the vicinity of pile driving activities for fish kills or 
the presence of marine mammals within 100 meters of the pile driving, which conditions 
would result in a halt in pile driving activities. Use of an impact hammer would also 
incorporate a “soft start” to disperse fish and aquatic mammals before driving under full 
power. 

Approximately three steel piles would be driven for a temporary mooring dolphin in Phase 1, 
and eight steel piles would be driven for a permanent mooring dolphin in Phase 2. It is 
estimated that each pile would take less than one hour to drive. Based on the distribution and 
abundance of Pacific Groundfish FMP species in the Project area (Draft EIS/EIR Table 3.4-
2), the short duration of steel pile driving, and the small number of steel piles to be driven, it is 
unlikely that any individuals of those species would be adversely affected. For the Coastal 
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Pelagics FMP species, northern anchovy is common in the Project area as well as throughout 
the harbor. The number of individuals that could be affected by pile driving would represent a 
small proportion of the population in the harbor and would not adversely affect that 
population. The other species in this FMP are less abundant than the northern anchovy and 
fewer individuals would be affected, also resulting in less than significant impacts to 
populations of these species. Disturbances due to other construction activities are also likely 
to cause individuals of these species to avoid the work area, thereby reducing the potential 
for effects of the pile driving.  

NMFS-4. Thank you for this information. USACE prepared an interim response letter that was 
submitted to NMFS on August 8, 2008. A final response letter will be provided in conjunction 
with the Final EIS/EIR.

NMFS-5. The USACE would reinitiate EFH consultation with NMFS should the proposed action be 
revised in a way that could adversely affect EFH beyond what is evaluated in the EIS/EIR. 

NMFS-6. USACE does not have federal control and responsibility over shipping lanes and transit 
routes outside the harbor, either during the construction or operation of the Project, however 
the applicant has proposed to implement measures to minimize ship strikes and other 
hazards to marine mammals. 

During Project construction, support/supply vessels would come from many locations, 
depending on the materials being transported. The source of the piles would be at the 
discretion of the construction contractor and is unknown at this time. Revetment/dike rock 
would most likely come from a Catalina Island quarry. Dredged material from Pier S could be 
delivered by barge or hydraulic dredge. The origin of the remaining fill material is unknown at 
this time, but presumably would come by barge from within San Pedro Bay or as agreed upon 
by the CSTF. Potential sources of imported fill material include Marina del Rey or the Los 
Angeles River mouth.  

During operations, an estimated 179 additional vessels would call at the Middle Harbor 
container terminal. These vessels could come from all over the world, and many would be 
from China and Japan. The exact routes used by these vessels would depend on various 
factors, including weather, sea state, any intermediate stops, and shortest route that uses the 
least amount of fuel while going to and from the Middle Harbor container terminal. All vessels 
would be required to slow to 12 knots when within 40 nm of Point Fermin as part of the 
VSRP. Normal swimming speeds of blue whales are 22 km/hr, which is approximately 10 
knots; however, blue whales can swim up to 48 km/hr when alarmed (Wilson and Ruff 1999). 
Therefore, it is very unlikely that Project-related vessels traveling at 12 knots would increase 
the potential for whale strikes. No feasible measures are currently available to reduce whale 
strikes in the open ocean at greater than 40 nm from the harbor.  

Final EIS/EIR Section 3.4.2.3 (Impact BIO-1.1) has been revised to clarify that the potential 
for a Project-related support vessel collision with a blue whale or gray whale, or a sea turtle, 
while in transit within the Long Beach Breakwater and Outer Harbor would be unlikely due to 
the infrequent presence of these animals. In addition, all vessels are required to travel at 
speeds of 12 knots or less upon entering the Precautionary Area. 

NMFS-7. The comment suggests that the Final EIS/EIR be revised to address potential Project 
impacts on sea turtles. Final EIS/EIR Sections 3.4.1.2 and 3.4.2.3 have been revised 
consistent with this comment. USACE has determined that their federal action would have no 
effect on sea turtles. 

No sea turtles have been observed within the SPBP during more than 20 years of biological 
surveys (MEC Analytical Systems, Inc 1988, MEC Analytical Systems, Inc. 2002, MBC 1984). 
However, several species have regional distributions in southern California. Therefore, it is 
possible that sea turtles could be occasional visitors to the offshore and Outer Harbor areas 
of the SPBP, including the loggerhead (Caretta caretta), green (Chelonia mydas), 
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leatherback (Dermochelys coriacea), and olive ridley (Lepidochelys olivacea) (NMFS 2007a). 
The leatherback sea turtle is federally listed as endangered, and the other three species are 
listed as threatened. In 2006. a juvenile green sea turtle was found in Alamitos Bay, 
approximately six miles southeast of Middle Harbor (K. Helin, Grunion Gazette 18 September 
2006). The turtle was radio tagged and released in October 2006 (Coastal Resources 
Management 2007). It moved south to the San Clemente area and then back to Alamitos 
Bay. In August 2008, several sea turtles that appeared to be green sea turtles were observed 
in the San Gabriel River at a power plant cooling water discharge (Aquarium of the Pacific 
2008). 

Although vessel transport of construction materials to the Project site from outside the POLB 
would occur at intervals over approximately 10 years, the potential for a Project-related 
vessel collision with a sea turtle, in offshore waters would be unlikely considering the small 
number of these vessels relative to existing vessel traffic in this area. The potential for a 
Project-related support vessel collision with a sea turtle, while in transit within the Long Beach 
Breakwater and Outer Harbor would be unlikely due to the unlikely presence of these 
animals. Furthermore, much of the Project-related vessel traffic would include barges 
carrying materials, such as rock, and support vessels that travel at less than 10 knots.  

NMFS-8. USACE determined that two federally listed threatened or endangered species occur in the 
Project area and may be affected by the portion of the Project within the USACE’s scope of 
analysis: The California least tern (Sterna antillarum browni) and California brown pelican 
(Pelecanus occidentalis californicus), which may forage in the immediate Project vicinity. 
USACE has initiated informal consultation with the USFWS, requesting concurrence that the 
proposed action would not adversely affect these species. The USACE has reviewed the list 
of threatened and endangered species under NMFS’ jurisdiction that were included with the 
comment letter and determined that there would either be no effect to these species or that 
any potential effects were outside USACE’s federal control and responsibility.

NMFS-9. Thank you for the list of marine mammals that could be present in the Project area and for 
the information on the MMPA. Most piles for the Project would be concrete with only three 
steel piles in Phase 1 and eight in Phase 2. Steel piles and sheet pile would be driven using a 
vibratory hammer. A vibratory hammer would also be used to drive concrete piles to the 
maximum extend practicable before using an impact hammer. For concrete piles (24-inch 
diameter), the impulse pressure (RMS) measured in the marine environment is 176 dB re 1 
μPa and the pressure is 192 dB re 1 μPa for 30-inch steel piles at 33 feet (10 meters) from 
the piles (Hastings and Popper 2005). For 24-inch concrete piles, RMS measurements at five 
projects in the San Francisco Bay area ranged from 172 to 181 dB re 1 μPa at a distance of 
33 feet (10 meters) (Illingworth & Rodkin 2007). During driving of 30-inch steel pipe piles for 
the Richmond-San Rafael Bridge, RMS measurements at 33 feet (10 meters) were 190 dB re 
1 μPa and less at greater distances (Illingworth & Rodkin 2007). Driving 40-inch steel piles 
produced RMS of 193 to 195 dB without any sound attenuation devices while the measured 
RMS was 178 to 182 dB with an air bubble curtain in place. Concrete pile driving would occur 
over 226 days (divided among three stages) in Phase 1 and 106 days in Phase 2 with 
approximately eight piles driven per day. Each pile is estimated to take 30 minutes to drive. 
The only marine mammals likely to be within approximately two miles of the pile driving are a 
few California sea lions, with harbor seals less likely to be present. As stated in Draft EIS/EIR 
Section 3.4.2.3, sea lions are expected to avoid sound levels that could affect them. 
Furthermore, Final EIS/EIR Section 1.7.3 has been revised to include an environmental 
control that would ensure construction contractors use sound abatement techniques during 
pile driving activities, and implement a “soft-start” technique in which the hammer would be 
operated at less than full capacity (i.e., approximately 40 to 60 percent energy levels) with no 
less than a one-minute interval between each strike for a five-minute period. Final EIS/EIR 
Section 1.7.3 also has been revised to include an environmental control that requires the Port 
to utilize a biologist to monitor the area in the vicinity of pile driving activities for fish kills or 
the presence of marine mammals within 100 meters of the pile driving, which conditions 
would result in a halt in pile driving activities. Therefore, pile driving would have less than 
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significant impacts on marine mammals as discussed in the Draft EIS/EIR. Underwater 
sound from Project-related vessels during operations was addressed in the Draft EIS/EIR 
(Section 3.4.2.3). These vessels would not add substantially to the existing underwater sound 
from vessels in the harbor or in the ocean outside the harbor for the reasons discussed in the 
Draft EIS/EIR. 

NMFS-10. Please see response to comment NMFS-9. Sound abatement techniques and a “soft start” 
environmental control would be implemented during Project pile driving activities, meaning a 
gradual increase in the force and, consequently, the associated noise for these activities. The 
impulse pressures from driving 24-inch octagonal concrete piles would be below the guideline 
of 190 dB re 1 μPa for California sea lions and harbor seals based on measured sound levels 
at five projects in the San Francisco Bay area (Illingworth & Rodkin 2007; 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/env/bio/files/pile_driving_snd_comp9_27_07.pdf). For the 11 steel 
piles to be driven, the impulse pressure would be slightly above that guideline at 33 feet and 
would be less at greater distances based on measurements during steel pile driving in San 
Francisco Bay described in response to comment NMFS-9. Therefore, with sound abatement 
techniques, no impacts to pinnipeds are expected to occur during pile driving for the Project. 
Some behavioral pattern changes (i.e., breeding, feeding, or sheltering) would be possible for 
the few individuals that could be exposed to 160 dB re 1 μPa or more during the short 
duration of the pile driving. 

The 97 dBA sound levels in the air from pile driving would be at a distance of 50 feet from the 
pile driver. Most California sea lions haul out on the breakwaters over two miles from the 
Project site, and sound (in air) would attenuate to less than 55 dBA at that distance. 
Therefore, pile driving associated with Project construction would not cause California sea 
lions or harbor seals to flush from the breakwaters. No changes to the Final EIS/EIR are 
required.  

Any necessary authorizations under the MMPA would be obtained from NMFS prior to Project 
construction.  
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U.S. Department of Homeland Security, FEMA Region IX, May 19, 2008 

FEMA-1. This comment requests review of the City of Long Beach FIRMs and summarized the NFIP 
floodplain management building requirements. The 100-year flood zone depicted in the Draft 
EIS/EIR (Section 3.3) is consistent with the current City of Long Beach FIRMs. Final EIS/EIR 
Section 3.3.2.2 has been revised to clarify that consistent with federal regulations, the Project 
would be required to comply with the NFIP floodplain management building requirements.  

FEMA-2. Thank you for the local community’s floodplain manager’s contact information. The Port 
would ensure that all local floodplain management building requirements are taken into 
account when designing the Project. 
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Department of the Interior, Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance, July 11, 2008 

DOI-1. Thank you for your letter of July 11, 2008, acknowledging receipt of the Draft EIS/EIR. 
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U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, July 11, 2008 

USEPA(A)-1. A 404(b)(1) analysis of alternatives has been completed for the Project as described in 
response to comment USEPA(B)-27. The 404(b)(1) analysis is included in Appendix E of the 
Final EIS/EIR. 

USEPA(A)-2. Please see response to comments USEPA(A)-1 and USEPA(B)-27. The Middle Harbor 
404(b)(1) analysis concluded that the proposed Project is the least environmentally damaging 
practicable alternative that meets the overall project purpose and need. Specifically, the 
analysis found that there are no available, practicable alternatives which would cause less 
adverse impacts on the aquatic ecosystem, and without other significant adverse 
environmental consequences that do not involve discharges into “waters of the U.S.” or at 
other locations within these waters. Please refer to Final EIS/EIR Appendix E, 404(b)(1) 
analysis, for additional details.  

Alternative 2 (315-Acre Alternative) would be similar to the proposed Project except that the 
East Basin area would not be filled and the Berth E23 wharf would not be constructed. The 
elimination of the East Basin fill and Berth E23 wharf would decrease container movement 
efficiency compared to the Project. Alternative 2 would result in the consolidation of common 
operations and wharves of the existing two terminals on Piers E and F into one terminal, as 
would occur under the proposed Project. However, under this design the available area along 
the railyard would be substantially limited in width and, consequently, would not support 
efficient access by trucks transporting containerized cargo. Therefore, under Alternative 2 the 
proposed terminal areas would not support the activities and modern equipment necessary to 
efficiently and safely handle the anticipated containerized cargo volumes. Overall, Alternative 
2 would be less environmentally damaging than the Project; however, it would not meet the 
overall project purpose and need of increasing container terminal efficiency to accommodate 
a portion of the predicted future containerized cargo throughput volumes necessary to fulfill 
the Project’s purpose. Therefore, Alternative 2 is not considered the environmentally 
preferred alternative. 

Alternative 3 (Landside Improvements Alternative) would redevelop existing terminal areas 
on Piers E and F and convert underutilized land north of the Gerald Desmond Bridge and 
Ocean Boulevard within the Project site to a container yard. The alternative would include 
redevelopment and backland expansion on existing lands within the Project site (the Berth 
E23 oil area would be abandoned and redeveloped as container yard area); construction of a 
new 66 kV Pier E Substation; construction of shore-to-ship infrastructure at Piers E and F to 
cold-iron vessels while at berth; construction of a Mainline Track Realignment at Ocean 
Boulevard/Harbor Scenic Drive and the Pier F storage yard and tracks; and expansion of the 
existing Pier F intermodal railyard to six tracks. Under this alternative, there would be no in-
water activities (e.g., dredging, filling Slip 1 and the East Basin, new wharf construction) as 
proposed for the Project, no wharf upgrades would occur (except the provisions for shore-to-
ship power), and channel and berth deepening would not occur. Buildout under Alternative 3 
would not support the modern cargo vessels that transport goods to and from the Port. 
Consequently, Alternative 3 would not meet the overall Project purpose of increasing 
container terminal efficiency to accommodate a portion of the predicted future containerized 
cargo throughput volume and the modern cargo vessels that transport those goods to and 
from the Port. 

USEPA(A)-3. This comment identifies an additional alternative that would potentially minimize impacts on 
aquatic resources. The proposed alternative would not include any fill activities, but would 
provide deeper water (-55 feet MLLW) at berths and in basins and channels to accommodate 
the current and expected future generations of cargo vessels. However, under this alternative 
the existing terminal areas would remain insufficient to support the activities and modern 
equipment necessary to efficiently and safely handle the anticipated containerized cargo 
volumes. Furthermore, (1) Slips 1 and 3 would remain too narrow (395 feet and 364 feet, 
respectively) for the current larger vessels that require a width of approximately 480 feet to 
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maneuver safely up to and away from the existing berths; and (2) Pier E docks and adjacent 
backland areas would be separated from the intermodal rail facilities on Pier F, resulting in a 
terminal that would be inadequately connected to the essential infrastructure required to 
handle intermodal containerized cargo. Also, as dredged material would not be reused under 
this alternative, the Port would need to locate new disposal locations and conduct additional 
sediment characterization. For these reasons, and because the alternative does not meet the 
overall purpose and need and objectives of the Project, this alternative was eliminated from 
further consideration in the Final EIS/EIR. Final EIS/EIR Section 1.6.2 has been revised to 
include a feasibility discussion of the alternative identified by EPA. 

USEPA(A)-4. Please see response to comment USEPA(B)-10 and USEPA(B)-29. Because the excavation 
would occur immediately prior to placement of the material in the fill, no temporal loss of 
water surface or water column habitat would occur for either of the excavated areas. The 
water column created would be used by mobile species such as plankton and fish 
immediately, and the new substrate would be colonized by invertebrates. No changes to the 
Final EIS/EIR are required.  

This comment notes the mitigation requirements set forth in 40 CFR Section 230.10(d) which 
states that “[e]xcept as provided under section 404(b)(2), no discharge of dredged or fill 
material shall be permitted unless appropriate and practicable steps have been taken which 
would minimize potential adverse impacts of the discharge on the aquatic ecosystem. 
Subpart H identifies such possible steps.”  As set forth in Sections 1.6.3.1 and 1.7.3 of the 
Draft EIS/EIR, all appropriate and practical steps have been included in the proposed Project 
and the alternatives to minimize any potential adverse effects of excavation and filling. A 
functional assessment is not required because these assessments are used for wetlands and 
headwaters streams, neither of which exist or would be created at the Project site. However, 
Habitat Evaluations were done in the POLB in 1994 and 1996 and used to support the 
“Agreement to Establish a Project for Wetlands Acquisition and Restoration at the Bolsa 
Chica Lowlands in Orange County, California, for the Purpose, Among Others, of 
Compensating for Marine Habitat Losses Incurred by Port Development Landfills within the 
Harbor Districts of the Cities of Los Angeles and Long Beach, California” (Agreement). The 
Agreement was signed, in 1996, by the following agencies:  USFWS, NMFS, USACE, 
USEPA, DF&G, Coastal Conservancy, Resources Agency, CSLC, and cities of Los Angeles 
and Long Beach. The Agreement entitles the POLB to immediately use up to half of 454 
acres of outer harbor landfill mitigation credits to offset impacts of permitted landfills. The 
Agreement also specifies that one acre of Inner Harbor landfills shall be debited from the 
account at half the rate of Outer harbor landfills since the inner harbor has less habitat value 
per acre than the Outer Harbor. Exhibit C of the Agreement shows the Inner and Outer 
Oarbor areas of the Ports. In 2000, the Ports, in cooperation with the resource agencies, 
embarked on a year-long Habitat Evaluation of San Pedro Bay, which was used, in 2002, to 
amend Exhibit C of the Agreement. In 2008, the Ports initiated a new Habitat Evaluation of 
San Pedro Bay, the results of which should be available in Fall 2009. The Port is committed 
to conducting Habitat Evaluations every five to 10 years to monitor the marine habitats of San 
Pedro Bay. 

USEPA(A)-5. The Bolsa Chica mitigation agreement is a grandfathered mitigation bank under the new 
USACE and EPA mitigation rule (33 CFR Parts 325 and 332, and 40 CFR Part 230) that 
would not be changed by use of existing credits in that mitigation bank to offset impacts of 
the Project fill. Any future wetland restoration projects conducted for mitigation purposes 
would be subject to the new rule.

The following table shows the number of credits currently available and has been used to 
update the Final EIS/EIR (Table 3.4-4). 
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Table 10-2. Bolsa Chica Mitigation Credit Accounting (February 2007) 
PROJECT CREDITS DEBITS BALANCE

Upper Newport Bay (1986) 42.1  42.1 
Minor Fills, 1986-1990  26.2 15.9 
Anaheim Bay (1990) 153.1  169.0 
Pier J Expansion Fill (1990)   146.4 22.6 
     (in escrow)  14.0 8.6 
Berths 95-97 Fill (1994)  3.9 4.7 
Berths 88-94 Fill (1996)  4.0 0.7 
Release of Escrow (1997) 14.0  14.7 
Bolsa Chica Initial (1997) 227.0  241.7 
Bolsa Chica Subsequent (1997) 40.0  281.7 
Slip 2 Pier E 29-Acre Fill (1999)  14.5 267.2 
Pier S/T Mole 22-Acre Fill (2000)  22.0 245.2 
Pier G/J Ph I 10.1-Acre. Fills (2003)  10.1 235.1 
Pier T Navy Mole Fill (2003)  2.4 232.7 
Bolsa Chica 3rd Amendment (2005) 38.0  270.7 
Notes: 

1) Credits as of 1997 are expressed as Outer Harbor fill; fills prior to 1997 were deducted as Outer Harbor regardless 
of location. 

2) As of 1997, pursuant to Exhibit C of the Bolsa Chica Interagency MOA, mitigation credits utilized for harbor fills 
would be deducted at the ratio of 1.0 credit:1.0 acre of fill in the Outer Harbor, and at the rate of 0.5 credit:1.0 acre 
of fill in the Inner Harbor. 

USEPA(A)-6.  The comment correctly notes that fill material would be imported from sources that have not 
been specified in the Draft EIS/EIR. The Draft EIS/EIR identifies sources for approximately 
4.4 million cy of the required fill (6.73 million cy) material in Section 1.6.3. The amount of 
imported material from currently undetermined dredge and borrow locations in the Outer 
Harbor would be approximately 2.29 million cy. Fill material from the identified sources, which 
would be from inside the Port, would be delivered by barge and/or pipeline. Impacts 
associated with generating and delivering fill from the identified sources would be disclosed in 
the environmental documents for the projects that would supply the material, as the material 
would be generated from the construction for those projects.  

Much, if not all, of that material from currently unidentified sources would be generated by 
specific projects, such as dredging projects in the Los Angeles River, Marina del Rey, and 
Orange County that would use the Middle Harbor Project as a disposal site for material 
unsuitable for aquatic disposal, thus beneficially re-using a construction resource. Some of 
the material also could come from unidentified dredge and borrow locations in the Outer 
Harbor, and Final EIS/EIR Section 1.6.3.1 has been revised to include this information. All 
material to be used as fill would be appropriately characterized through testing to determine 
its suitability for unconfined aquatic disposal. The results of that testing would be provided to 
the USACE as part of the Section 404 permit application. The USACE provides public notices 
of permit applications in compliance with 33 CFR Part 325.3. During the permit process, the 
USACE coordinates with other agencies in compliance with Section 401 of the CWA and 
Section 7 of the ESA. If some of the material is not suitable for unconfined aquatic disposal, it 
would either not be used or it would be placed in a confined disposal site within the fill area. 
The material could be delivered by barge, pipeline, truck, or a combination of these methods. 
The environmental documents for those projects would be required to identify and evaluate 
the air quality impacts of generating and delivering the fill material to the Project site. Given 
the information currently available, the Draft EIS/EIR can only speculate concerning the 
nature, size, and timing of those projects. Accordingly, the Draft EIS/EIR has identified and 
evaluated the impacts of placing and handling the material from all identified sources 
(Appendix A.1.1). The air quality impacts associated with placing the material in the various 
Middle Harbor fills have been disclosed in the Draft EIS/EIR (Appendix A.1.1, Table A.1.1-
Alt1-142). Please see response to comment  USEPA(B)-4 for additional details.  

USEPA(A)-7. Please see response to comment USEPA(B)-32. The upper sediments to be dredged from 
Slip 3 would be placed in a CDF within part of the Project fill to allow beneficial use of the 
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material, or additional testing in conformance with EPA and USACE protocols, including the 
Evaluation of Dredged Material Proposed for Ocean Disposal Testing Manual (USEPA and 
USACE 1991) and the Evaluation of Dredged Material Proposed for Discharge in Waters of 
the U.S. Testing Manual (USEPA and USACE 1998) would be conducted to verify its 
suitability for unconfined disposal. 

USEPA(A)-8. Please see responses to comments USEPA(B)-30 and USEPA(B)-32. The Project 
consistency with the goals and objectives of the CSTF has been included in the Final 
EIS/EIR. The upper sediments to be dredged from Slip 3, which would be removed 
separately from lower sediments, as well as any other material found to be unsuitable for 
unconfined aquatic placement, would be placed in a CDF within part of the Project fill to allow 
beneficial use of the material, or additional testing in conformance with EPA and USACE 
protocols would be conducted to verify the upper sediment suitability for unconfined disposal. 
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U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, August 8, 2008 

USEPA(B)-1. Thank you for participating in the Draft EIS/EIR public review process. We appreciate your 
time and effort. 

USEPA(B)-2. Thank you for participating in the Draft EIS/EIR public review process. We appreciate your 
time and effort. The Port and USACE concur that the HRA is high quality, and we note and 
agree with the commenter’s conclusion that it may be used as an “example analysis” for 
other agencies. With regard to the comment about including additional alternative analysis, 
ten alternatives were considered for analysis in the Draft EIS/EIR. Of those, the four 
alternatives determined to best meet the Project objectives were carried forward for detailed 
analysis, and were included in the Project HRA. The Project alternatives studied in the Draft 
EIS/EIR represent a reasonable range of alternatives that are sufficient to permit informed 
decision making and public participation. The Draft and Final EIS/EIRs provide estimates of 
health impacts from each of these Project alternatives.  

USEPA(B)-3. USACE and the Port share the concerns expressed regarding adverse cumulative health 
effects in the area. It is the Port’s/USACE’s goal to apply mitigation to the source of 
emissions in order to reduce health effects from the Project and Port development. The Final 
EIS/EIR incorporates all feasible mitigation measures (i.e., Mitigation Measures AQ-1
through AQ-29) for reducing toxic air pollution impacts from proposed construction and 
operational emission sources that could be accomplished in a successful manner within a 
reasonable period of time, taking into consideration economic, environmental, legal, social, 
and technological factors (CEQA Guidelines Section 15364). In the Project ROD, the USACE 
would commit to full implementation of all mitigation measures identified in the Final EIS/EIR. 
In its Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP), the Port would also commit to 
the full implementation of all mitigation measures identified in the Final EIS/EIR.

USEPA(B)-4. The comment questions whether emissions associated with transporting imported fill was 
included in the Draft EIS/EIR analysis. As stated in the referenced August 8, 2008 meeting, 
the Draft EIS/EIR estimated emissions from the excavation, dredging, transport, and 
placement of all fill material needed to complete construction of the proposed landfill areas 
(i.e., 6.730,000 cy). These volumes are presented in Draft EIS/EIR Section 1.6.3.1 and 
summarized in Table 1.6-3. Draft EIS/EIR Appendix A-1, Tables A.1.1-Alt 1-128, A.1.1-Alt 1-
135, A.1.1-Alt 1-142, and A.1.1-Alt 1-148 present the equipment usages and resulting 
emission estimations for these construction activities, such as hydraulic dredging and 
placement of  approximately 4,900,000 cy of material from the Outer Harbor area during 
Phase 2, Stages 1 and 2 for Alternative 1, as well as accounting for the entire imported fill 
amount of 6,730,000 cy, which was also assumed to be taken from the Outer Harbor over the 
course of the Project. However, there are several other potential sources of fill material 
available to the Project. While the Outer Harbor is the most readily available source of fill 
material, the Port would consider other sources of dredge material (e.g., Ballona Creek, Los 
Angeles River mouth) at the request of regulatory agencies and/or third parties. Accordingly, 
the Draft EIS/EIR assumed all material was sourced within Harbor District since the Port 
currently does not know what third parties may request to dispose of their dredge material 
within the Middle Harbor fill. Through the dredge and fill permit process, the Port would 
include an opportunity for third parties to provide disposal opportunities for completion of the 
proposed landfills.

USEPA(B)-5. The Final EIS/EIR incorporates all feasible mitigation measures that would reduce air 
emissions from proposed construction and operational sources. These measures are 
consistent with or go beyond the applicable CAAP requirements, as stated in response to 
comment USEPA(B)-16. Regarding the proposed schedule for implementation of the latest 
emission standards, please see responses to comments USEPA(B)-18 through USEPA(B)-
20. Regarding implementation of best available emission control technologies (BAECT), 
please see response to comment USEPA(B)-20.  
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USEPA(B)-6. Please see response to comment USEPA(B)-21. The Final EIS/EIR Appendix A-4 includes a 
conformity analysis which clarifies that the proposed action would conform with the applicable 
SIP.  

USEPA(B)-7. The comment requests that the Port develop a Health Impact Assessment (HIA) to assess 
impacts on the surrounding community. Although different definitions of HIAs are available, 
they share the concept that an HIA is a multidisciplinary process that addresses potential 
health effects of a policy, program, project or other proposal by considering economic, 
political, social, psychological, and environmental factors.1  An HIA considers cumulative 
health effects of multiple stressors to communities, and typically identifies community-based 
solutions. It is similar to initiatives underway at OEHHA and SCAQMD (e.g., the SCAQMD’s 
Clean Communities Plan). As part of development of the Clean Communities Plan, SCAQMD 
is working with stakeholders to develop approaches to evaluating and mitigating cumulative 
health impacts on communities, including communities surrounding the Port.  

The Port also notes that the area in and around the SPBP is one of the most intensively-
studied areas in the state.2  In part because of those studies (many of which the Port actively 
reviewed and provided comments), the SPBP have been proactive in developing strategies to 
better understand the impacts of the SPBP on local and regional air quality, and to develop 
and implement strategies that reduce heath risks in the surrounding communities. The SPBP 
have been actively responding to concerns of local communities, community groups, 
environmental groups, as well as those expressed by federal, state, and local agencies. They 
have worked to implement multiple initiatives and programs that focus on decreasing 
pollution, improving air quality, and improving public health. The CAAP, originally adopted in 
2006, is an important example of such an initiative. In addition to source-specific standards 
(such as cleaner Port trucks), a key component of the 2006 CAAP was a commitment to 
establish a series of Bay-wide Standards that would (1) reduce health risk from Ports-related 
emissions; (2) achieve ‘fair share’ mass emission reductions of criteria pollutants; and (3) to 
comply with ambient air standards at the Ports’ air monitoring stations. The EPA, ARB, and 
SCAQMD have participated in the development of these standards for the upcoming revision 
to the CAAP. As part of this effort, the SPBP developed a Bay-wide HRA tool that is being 
used to develop a more comprehensive understanding of (1) the relationship between port 
sources and health risk impacts; and (2) the effect of regulatory and CAAP control strategies 
to reduce Port-related DPM emissions on related risks in nearby communities.  

Members of the local community have been actively participating in the implementation of the 
CAAP, have a central role in the development of the SCAQMD’s Clean Communities Plan, 
have been actively involved in the NEPA/CEQA public process for this Project, and have the 
opportunity through other community outreach programs to express their concerns about 
environmental management at the Port. 

The Port notes that NEPA and CEQA evaluations are intended to address the impacts of 
specific projects and not overall Port operations. These evaluations address the project 
specific environmental health impacts in the adjacent communities. The NEPA and CEQA 
processes provide another mechanism by which local communities are actively involved in 
the evaluation of community health impacts and associated mitigation measures. Because 
the Draft EIS/EIR discloses the environmental impacts, including health risk impacts, of the 
proposed Project, and because an HIA evaluates many factors beyond those applicable to a 
specific project there is no requirement to additionally conduct and include a separate HIA. 

                                                      

 
1  Northern and York Public health Observatory, 2001 as cited in UCLA School of Public Health, http://www.ph.ucla.edu/hs/health-impact/whatishia.htm. See also World Health 

Organization, http://www.who.int/hia/en/ 
2  Examples of such studies and plans include, but are not limited to,the 2004 ARB Children’s Health Study -- Epidemiologic Investigation to Identify Effects of Ambient Air Pollu-

tants in southern California ; the 2005 SCAQMD MATES II and 2008 MATES III ; the 2006 ARB Diesel Particulate Matter Exposure Assessment Study for the Ports of Los An-
geles and Long Beach, the 2006 ARB Proposed Emission Reduction Plan for Ports and Goods Movement in California, and the SCAQMD 2007 AQMP for the South Coast Air 
Basin.
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Moreover, EPA did not request that an HIA be completed in for this project in its comment 
letter (dated February 27, 2006) submitted on the NOP during the public scoping process.  

The HRA included in the Draft EIS/EIR provides adequate descriptions of public health 
impacts for NEPA/CEQA purposes. The Port’s primary means of mitigating air quality and 
health impacts is through reducing the source of emissions causing the impact. Twenty-nine 
mitigation measures proposed to reduce air quality and health impacts are included in 
Section 3.2. For example, with regard to Impact AQ-6, exposure of sensitive receptors to 
TACS, which is identified as a disproportionate, cumulative air quality impact in the 
environmental justice analysis, Mitigation Measures AQ-4 through AQ-11 are already 
identified in Section 3.2. For a detailed listing of mitigation measures, please see Table ES.8-
1, which is summarized as follows:  Mitigation Measure AQ-4:  Expanded VSRP; Mitigation 
Measure AQ-5:  Shore-to-ship Power (“Cold Ironing”); Mitigation Measure AQ-6:  Low-
sulfur Fuels in OGV; Mitigation Measure AQ-7:  Container Handling Equipment; Mitigation 
Measure 7a:  Replacement of diesel-powered RTGs with electric-powered RMGs; 
Mitigation Measure AQ-8:  Heavy Duty Trucks; Mitigation Measure AQ-9:  Clean Railyard 
Standards; Mitigation Measure AQ-10:  Truck Idling Reduction Measures; and Mitigation 
Measure AQ-11:  Slide Valves on OGV Main Engines. In addition, please see response to 
comment USEPA(B)-8 for a description of two programs the Port has implemented recently 
to reduce potential cumulative impacts of its projects. 

USEPA(B)-8.  The comment requests that the Port establish a community mitigation fund to offset 
cumulative impacts from Port projects. To help address the cumulative impacts of the Middle 
Harbor Redevelopment Project, the Port would require this Project to fund the Schools and 
Related Sites Grant Program. This money would be used for mitigation projects and 
prevention programs for people sensitive to air pollutants, as well as certain noise mitigation 
projects. Projects/programs would be submitted to the Board of Harbor Commissioners by 
applicants for review and approval. The Grant Guidelines, adopted on March 23, 2009, 
establish:  (1) the eligibility criteria for applicants and projects/programs; (2) the ranking 
criteria for proposed projects/programs if proposal requests exceed available funding; and (3) 
review and approval procedures. Funding established by the approval of the Middle Harbor 
Redevelopment Project would enable the expeditious implementation of many cumulative 
impact mitigation projects and health-related prevention programs in the areas most directly 
affected by Port area sources. These measures are designed to supplement source-
reduction measures in the near term when cumulative impacts are predicted to be highest.  

Implementation of Final EIS/EIR Mitigation Measure AQ-29 (Cumulative Air Quality Impact 
Reduction Program) would ensure the proposed Project’s participation in the Port-wide 
programs. Please see response to comment USEPA(14) for additional details regarding the 
Project’s participation in the Port-wide programs. Additional information on these Port-wide 
programs is available at the Port’s website: www. polb.com. 

USEPA(B)-9. Please see response to comment USEPA(A)-3. A CWA Section 404(b)(1) alternatives 
analysis, which considers the four alternatives analyzed in the Draft EIS/EIR, as well as what 
the comment describes as the “Modified Alternative 3,” has been prepared for the Project and 
clearly identifies the least environmentally damaging practicable alternative (LEDPA). (Final 
EIS/EIR Appendix E). 

USEPA(B)-10. Please see response to comments USEPA(A)-4 and USEPA(B)-29. Because excavation 
would occur immediately prior to placement of fill material, no temporal loss of water surface 
or water column habitat would occur for any of the excavated areas. The functional 
assessment recommended in this comment is not required because these assessments are 
used for wetlands and headwaters streams, neither of which exist or would be created at the 
Project site. 

USEPA(B)-11. Please see response to comment USEPA(B)-33. All material to be used as fill would be 
tested in conformance with EPA and USACE protocols. Any contaminated material would be 
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removed separately and placed within a CDF within the fill or not used for fill. Sediment 
testing of contaminants in the upper layer of Slip 3 sediments found no contaminant 
concentrations in the elutriate to be above the daily maximum limiting concentration or water 
quality objectives for the protection of marine life. 

USEPA(B)-12. Please see response to comment USEPA(B)-34. Because whale strikes by Project-related 
vessels could occur a considerable distance from the harbor, a warning system in nearshore 
waters would not prevent those strikes. Furthermore, the vessel traffic lanes along the coast 
are used by vessels that are not travelling to or from the harbor, and the ports have no 
authority to request those vessels to slow down when whales are present. Based on the 
reference cited in the comment, the warning system technology is still in the preliminary 
design stages. Because the location and species of whales (and their behaviors) are 
different, testing in the vicinity of the Long Beach – Los Angeles Harbor would need to be 
conducted to determine if this technology would be feasible and effective before it could be 
installed. Based on currently available information, this technology is not feasible for this 
Project at this time.  

USEPA(B)-13. Thank you for your comment. A copy of the Final EIS/EIR will be submitted to EPA. 

USEPA(B)-14.  Final EIS/EIR Mitigation Measures AQ-1 through AQ-29 represent all feasible means to 
reduce air emissions and resulting cancer risks from proposed construction and operational 
emission sources and they include all applicable CAAP requirements. The comment 
suggests that there may be other available mitigation measures, but does not identify any 
such measures or provide information as to the feasibility thereof. Implementation of the 
proposed measures would result in lower Project-related cancer risks in the region as 
compared to existing Project 2005 emissions. In the Project ROD, the USACE would commit 
to full implementation of all mitigation measures proposed in the Final EIS/EIR.  

Approval of the Project would require the adoption of a MMRP that identifies all feasible 
mitigation measures to reduce Project air quality impacts. If the Board of Harbor 
Commissioners certifies the Final EIS/EIR, it would also be required to adopt a MMRP. The 
MMRP would ensure compliance with all of the identified mitigation measures by making the 
measures part of the Project terminal lease agreement. The MMRP would include monitoring 
and enforcement mechanisms to ensure timely implementation of all mitigation measures. 
The Port and Project terminal operator would comply with the MMRP for the life of the lease. 
Regarding the request to implement additional mitigation measures if CAAP measures are 
delayed or insufficient to meet cancer risk reduction targets, several Project mitigation 
measures are “backstopped” by existing and proposed state regulatory requirements that 
also would ensure achievement of the emission reductions proposed in the Final EIS/EIR. In 
addition, the Project lease agreement would include a condition requiring that every five years 
the lease would be re-opened to facilitate implementation of new feasible mitigations. This 
requirement s includedin Final EIS/EIR Mitigation Measure AQ-25: 

AQ-25: Periodic Technology Review. To promote new emission control technologies, the 
tenant shall implement in 2015 and every five years following the effective date of the 
lease agreement, a review of new air quality technological advancements, subject to 
mutual agreement on operational feasibility, technical feasibility, and cost-
effectiveness and financial feasibility, which agreement shall not be unreasonably 
withheld. If a technology is determined to be feasible in terms of cost, technical and 
operational feasibility, the tenant shall work with the Port to implement such 
technology.  

To help address the cumulative impacts of the Middle Harbor Redevelopment Project, the 
Port would require this Project to fund the Schools and Related Sites Grant Program. This 
money would be used for mitigation projects and prevention programs for people sensitive to 
air pollutants, as well as certain noise mitigation projects. Projects/programs would be 
submitted to the Board of Harbor Commissioners by applicants for review and approval. The 
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Grant Guidelines, adopted on March 23, 2009, establish:  (1) the eligibility criteria for 
applicants and projects/programs; (2) the ranking criteria for proposed projects/programs if 
proposal requests exceed available funding; and (3) review and approval procedures. 
Funding established by the approval of the Middle Harbor Redevelopment Project would 
enable the expeditious implementation of many cumulative impact mitigation projects and 
health-related prevention programs in the areas most directly affected by Port area sources. 
These measures are designed to supplement source-reduction measures in the near term 
when cumulative impacts are predicted to be highest. 

Schools and Related Sites Grant Program.  The Guidelines for this program include 
exposure-mitigation projects and eligibility criteria designed to ensure that the exposure 
mitigation potential of all approved projects would be maximized. The air-related projects are 
based on programs promulgated and approved by the ARB and SCAQMD, such as the Carl 
Moyer Program and the Air Quality Investment Program, respectively. These projects have 
been shown to result in either a decrease in particulate matter (and other criteria pollutant) 
emissions or a reduction in exposure to those pollutants. For example, in a pilot test HEPA 
filters were placed at a number of schools that had either no filters or less efficient filters. The 
SCAQMD measured a 70-90 percent decrease indoors of fine PM and DPM compared to 
only 10-20 percent reduction in PM and DPM in facilities without filters.1  In addition, several 
vendors of DPM filters for retrofitted generators have verified reductions of 85 percent.2  
Similarly, effective noise barriers can reduce traffic noise to within acceptable levels, or by 
five to 10 dBA below projected levels without such barriers. 

How the grant money would be used would depend on the mix of projects for which the Port 
receives funding applications. For example, under the Schools and Related Sites Grant 
Program, approximately $320,000 would pay for all of the following measures at one school: 
five stand-alone classroom HVAC units, 54 HEPA filters over five years, retrofitting of three 
existing school buses with DPM filters, 30 mature trees and/or shrubs between roadways and 
outside play yards, two electric lawn vacuums, one retrofitted emergency generator, and 68 
window/door replacements. As noted in the Schools and Related Sites Guidelines, sixteen 
Long Beach Unified School Districts (LBUSD) schools are in Zone 1, which has the greatest 
cumulative air quality impacts. If all the LBUSD schools within Zone 1 applied for the same 
group of projects listed above, the total cost would be $4.7 million, based on the type and the 
size of school (elementary, middle, or high school). While all schools, public or private, in 
Zones 1-3 are eligible to apply for funding pursuant to the guidelines, the 16 public schools 
located in Zone 1 provide a reasonable measure of what could be achieved (in terms of 
serving those most impacted, as determined through proximity to the Project, and serving the 
greatest number of students, as represented by the student population served by LBUSD). 
As another example, $5 million would cover the costs of 75 stand-alone HVAC units, 800 
HEPA filters for five years, the retrofitting of 45 existing school buses with DPM filters, 450 
mature trees and/or shrubs to be planted between roadways and outside play yards, 30 
electric lawn vacuums, 15 retrofitted emergency generators, and 1,000 window/door 
replacements. The Middle Harbor Redevelopment Project would provide one-time grant 
funding of $5 million towards these kinds of measures through the Schools and Related Sites 
Grant Program. As shown in the illustrative examples above, this would provide the means to 
reduce cumulative air and noise impacts in the near term (when emissions in the area are 
expected to be the greatest) for children at an appreciable number of schools and related 
facilities downwind and in the area of the SPBP. 

Healthcare and Seniors’ Facility Grant Program.  This grant program would provide 
funding for direct exposure-mitigation projects, such as those described in the Schools and 
Related Sites Grant Program for healthcare and seniors’ facilities, and testing, education, and 
outreach prevention measures/programs. Prevention measures identified in the Healthcare 
and Seniors’ Facility Program are based on similar programs promulgated by The Children’s 
Clinic, Long Beach Alliance for Children with Asthma, Orange County School Asthma 
Program, and the Chicago Mobile C.A.R.E. Foundation, which measures have been shown to 
result in a decrease in asthma-related effects. For example, the Chicago Mobile C.A.R.E. 
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program has conducted asthma screening of about 45,000 low-income Chicago children 
between November 1999 and December 2008 serving 60 schools, with 5,000 children 
enrolled in the program, 25,000 patient visits occurring in the Asthma Vans, and hundreds of 
families utilizing the 24-hour direct physician phone service. They found that after three visits 
on the Asthma Vans, children’s asthma-related emergency room visits and hospitalizations 
drop by approximately 50 percent.3  

Per-facility costs associated with direct exposure mitigation measures (as described for 
schools above) for healthcare and seniors’ facilities may be less given the typical size of 
common rooms at senior centers, retirement communities, and convalescent homes. For 
example, approximately $54,000 would pay for the addition of four stand alone HVAC units 
and HEPA filters in common areas, and the retrofit of one diesel generator at one senior 
center. In Zone 1 (the closest zone to the Port boundaries), there are an estimated 21 senior 
centers and retirement communities within one mile of the Port’s boundaries. If all of these 
centers applied for funding for this group of projects, the total cost would be approximately 
$1.1 million. The Children’s Clinic, which operates a number of clinics near the Port (see 
Guidelines) estimates annual health education and outreach programs to cost on average 
$500,000 per year, not including administrative costs, while the Chicago Mobile C.A.R.E. 
program spends on average $1.4 million on asthma van operating costs per year. The Middle 
Harbor Redevelopment Project would provide one-time grant funding of $5 million for the 
Healthcare and Seniors’ Facility Grant Program. This would, for example, be enough to equip 
all Zone 1 facilities with HVAC/HEPA systems and provide funding over two years to support 
programs similar to the Chicago Mobile C.A.R.E. program and The Children’s Clinic. 
Although it is not known which projects would ultimately be proposed and selected, the 
examples above show that this level of funding would provide the means to reduce 
cumulative air impacts for sensitive individuals downwind and in the area of the SPBP 
through both direct exposure reduction projects and preventative health programs in the near 
term (when emissions in the area are expected to be the greatest). 

Summary.  As described above, $10 million of funding for the Grant Programs ($5 million for 
Schools Program and $5 million for the Healthcare Program) would support projects and 
programs that would reduce cumulative air, noise, and air-related health impacts for a 
substantial number of people in the areas most directly affected by goods-movement-related 
sources in the Port area in the near term. These cumulative exposure mitigation projects and 
health-related prevention programs can be expeditiously implemented once the Middle 
Harbor Redevelopment Project receives final approval and any appeals have been 
exhausted.  

To put the Middle Harbor Redevelopment Project grant funding in perspective, a pro rata 
estimate4 of 2007-2025 control costs for the whole Middle Harbor area (as part of the 2007 
AQMP) would be $190 million to $240 million (converted to 2008 dollars) in source reduction 
measures. The $10 million of grant funding from this Middle Harbor Redevelopment Project 
represents an additional four to five percent of those total estimated control costs to alleviate 
cumulative impacts in the near term before the full benefit of the AQMP source reduction 
measures is obtained. This would also be in addition to the costs associated with the 
implementation of the extensive mitigation measures included in the proposed Project that 
would reduce Project impacts below the existing CEQA Baseline. Unlike longer-term source 
control regulations and requirements that may not produce emission reductions for a number 
of years, these grant funded measures can be implemented quickly to mitigate cumulative 
air, health, and noise impacts in the communities most affected by local Port and non-Port 
sources. 

These cumulative mitigation measures would help to alleviate cumulative impacts for key 
sensitive populations in areas of maximal exposure in the near term. The Port contributions 
are intended to partially offset the incremental effects of the Middle Harbor Redevelopment 
Project that contribute to cumulative effects. The Port nonetheless concludes that these 
cumulative impacts remain significant and unavoidable. 
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The following new Final EIS/EIR Mitigation Measure AQ-29 is being proposed by the Port, 
which would further mitigate Project cumulative air quality impacts:   

AQ-29: Cumulative Air Quality Impact Reduction Program. To help reduce cumulative air 
quality impacts of the Middle Harbor Redevelopment Project, the Port would require 
the Project to provide funding in support of the Schools and Related Sites Guidelines 
for the Port of Long Beach Grant Programs and Healthcare and Seniors Facility 
Program Guidelines for the Port of Long Beach Grant Programs in the amount of $5 
million each. The distribution of these funds to potential applicants and projects 
would be determined through a public evaluation process and by approval of the 
Board of Harbor Commissioners. 

The timing of the payments pursuant to Mitigation Measures AQ-29 shall be made by the 
later of the following two dates:  (1) the date that the Port issues a Notice to Proceed or 
otherwise authorizes the commencement of construction on the Phase 1 Construction 
Contract; or (2) the date that the Middle Harbor Redevelopment Project Final EIS/EIR is 
conclusively determined to be valid, either by operation of PRC Section 21167.2 or by final 
judgment or final adjudication. 

Regarding the comment that the Port and USACE should include all project alternatives in 
future HRAs, the Port and USACE intend to continue to require that HRAs analyze the health 
impact of Project alternatives. The HRAs prepared for this EIS/EIR (Appendix A-3), included 
analysis of the Project and three additional alternatives. It then compared and contrasted the 
results of the four different alternatives (Draft EIS/EIR Appendix A-3). 

USEPA(B)-15. Please see response to comment USEPA(B)-14.  

USEPA(B)-16. Please see response to comment USEPA(B)-14. It is unclear whether the comment seeks a 
commitment from the Port and the USACE to impose additional, unidentified mitigation 
measures, or whether it seeks to ensure that the measures identified in the Draft EIS/EIR go 
above and beyond the CAAP emission reductions. As to the first interpretation of the 
comment, all feasible mitigation measures have been included in the Project and those 
measures are consistent with or go beyond the CAAP requirements applicable to each 
source type. Final EIS/EIR Section 3.2.4 has been revised to identify enforcement 
mechanisms for each mitigation measure. All of the identified measures will be implemented, 
regardless of changes or delays in the implementation of the CAAP. It is expected that a 
future CAAP measure for a given source category would be at least as stringent as the 
current measure, and therefore implementation of future CAAP measures would result in 
higher emission reductions. The Project lease agreement would include a condition requiring 
that every five years the Project lease would be re-opened to consider implementation of new 
feasible mitigations (Mitigation Measure AQ-25 described below under response to 
comment USEPA(B)-20). The Project ROD will include these requirements.

USEPA(B)-17. Regarding the estimation of air emissions from importing and placement of missing fill 
material, please see response to comment USEPA(B)-4. 

USEPA(B)-18.  Consistent with the Draft EIS/EIR Section 1.7.3, the unmitigated air quality analysis for 
construction assumed that land-based construction equipment would be the cleanest 
equipment available, meaning the equipment would achieve EPA non-road Tier 3 standards 
at a minimum. This essentially equate to BAECT requested in the comment. Final EIS/EIR 
Sections 1.7.3 and 3.2.2.2 have been revised to clarify this assumption. Additionally, the Port 
proposes to adopt BMPs as requested by the SCAQMD in comment SCAQMD-14. These 
BMPs are essentially BAECT and Final EIS/EIR includes Mitigation Measure AQ-2a that 
requires implementation of these measures.  

For the type and size of construction equipment needed for the proposed construction, EPA 
Tier 4 standard engines are not required by the EPA Final Non-road Diesel Engine Rule until 
2011. Due to the slow penetration of Tier 4 engines into the construction fleet, it would be 
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impractical and economically infeasible to require these engines on all proposed construction 
equipment until several years after the 2011 effective implementation date. The EPA 
assumes that 100 percent compliance by the national equipment fleet with these standards 
will not occur until 2030, based on estimated fleet turn over rates. A five percent annual 
turnover rate means that it will take a number of years before there will be a meaningful 
penetration of the new equipment into southern California, thereby making it infeasible to 
require as part of a project’s bid specifications. As the EPA has noted in a 2006 status report, 
turnover rates for non-road construction equipment are low and somewhat uncertain: 

There are approximately five million non-road diesel engines in the U.S. today, many of 
which are not subject to EPA emissions standards. These engines have the potential to 
continue to produce high levels of pollution over the next 20 years or more. Agency 
projections show that substantial emissions reductions have already been made for 
some source categories. However, the full benefits of EPA’s regulations may not be 
realized until 2020-2030, when the standards are expected to be fully implemented. 
Projected benefits assume engine turnover and replacement – activities that may be 
influenced by cost, lead time, and overall feasibility. EPA, Progress Report on EPA’s 
Non-road Mobile Source Emissions Reduction Strategies  Report No. 2006-P-00039, 
September 27, 2006, p. 1, (emph. added). 

In spite of this expected slow penetration rate, Final EIS/EIR Mitigation Measure AQ-2 
requires Tier 4 standard engines in construction equipment, where feasible.

USEPA(B)-19. The comment requests updating construction tugboat emission assumptions and that the 
Port commit to using Tier 2 and Tier 3 standards. The calculation of unmitigated emissions 
from construction tugboats is based upon composite emission factors for the SCAB harbor 
craft fleet developed by the ARB due to implementation of the ARB Commercial Harbor Craft 
Regulation. This analysis assumes that with time the POLB harbor craft fleet would turn over 
to engines that meet EPA Tiers 2 through 4 standards. For example, by year 2013/2016, the 
composite fleet emission factors would reach Tiers 2/3 emission levels (Appendix A-1 Table 
A.4.1-Alt 1-135).  

For the type and size of harbor crafts needed for the proposed construction project, the Tier 3 
standard harbor craft engines are not required by the EPA Final Marine Engine Rule until 
2012 through 2014. The ARB expects a relatively slow penetration of Tier 3 engines into the 
SCAB harbor craft fleet. For example, it is estimated that the fleet as an average would not 
reach Tier 2 standards levels until year 2013. Therefore, due to the substantial cost 
associated with engine replacement, it would be economically infeasible to require these 
engines on all proposed tugboats during construction. Nonetheless, as requested in the 
comment, Final EIS/EIR Mitigation Measure AQ-3 requires Tier 3 standard engines in 
tugboats, where feasible. 

USEPA(B)-20. Please see responses to comments USEPA(B)-18 and USEPA(B)-19. The comment 
requests that the Port and the USACE commit to as of yet unidentified and unknown 
measures which might be developed in the future. It is unclear whether the request is specific 
to this Project or is seeking a commitment from the Port and USACE regarding the 
development and implementation of new technologies in general. The Port and the USACE 
are certainly committed to the development of new technologies for reducing construction 
emissions. The mitigation measures proposed in the Final EIS/EIR represent all feasible 
means to reduce proposed construction emissions. These measures also represent BAT to 
reduce proposed construction emissions. CEQA requires that mitigation measures not be 
incomplete or untested. It would therefore not be appropriate for the Port to impose or rely 
upon measures which are currently unknown or undemonstrated. However, to help address 
this concern, the Final EIS/EIR includes Mitigation Measure AQ-25, requiring that every five 
years the Project lease would be re-opened to consider implementation of new feasible 
control measures. 
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USEPA(B)-21. The comment states that the Project should demonstrate general conformity with the South 
Coast SIP. Final EIS/EIR Appendix A-4 includes a conformity analysis as required under 
General Conformity Rule (40 CFR 93, subpart B) for the federal action (construction activities 
under USACE jurisdiction) that are subject to the rule. The analysis includes an applicability 
analysis which shows that the emissions from the federal action would exceed the NOx de
minimis threshold of 10 tons per year. Consequently, as required under the General 
Conformity Rule, the analysis also includes a formal conformity determination to demonstrate 
that the federal action conforms with the 1997/1999 SIP for the SCAB. This analysis also 
demonstrates that the proposed action would conform with the recently approved 2007 
SCAQMD AQMP. A draft conformity determination has been included as part of the Final 
EIS/EIR and is being noticed in the Federal Register along with the Final EIS/EIR. 

USEPA(B)-22.  The Draft EIS/EIR acknowledges the impacts of the proposed Project on surrounding 
communities and incorporates all feasible mitigation measures to reduce those impacts. For 
example, please see response to comment USEPA(B)-8 for a description of Port-wide 
mitigation programs that will help reduce cumulative impacts on communities surrounding the 
Port. In addition, the Project would include the following mitigation measures that would 
minimize potential impacts on communities near the Port:  Mitigation Measure AQ-4 
(Expanded VSRP); Mitigation Measure AQ-5 (Shore-to-Ship Power “Cold-Ironing”); 
Mitigation Measure AQ-6 (Low-sulfur Fuels in OGV); Mitigation Measure AQ-7 (Container 
Handling Equipment Performance Standards); Mitigation Measure AQ-8 (Heavy-Duty 
Trucks Replacement Schedule); Mitigation Measure NOI-1.1a (installation of temporary 
noise barriers); and Mitigation Measure NOI-1.1b (limiting hours of pile-driving activities).  

USEPA(B)-23. The comment recommends including additional EJ information in the Final EIS/EIR and 
clarifying the public outreach for the Project. The Middle Harbor public outreach activities are
in compliance with CEQA and EPA and consistent with the provisions included in The White 
Paper on Environmental Justice: Opportunities in Port of Long Beach Projects. As 
summarized in Draft EIS/EIR Section ES.7, the Port has provided the opportunity for affected 
communities, individuals, organizations, and groups to participate in the EIS/EIR process by 
providing public meetings/hearings to inform the public about the proposed Project. Public 
notices were published in four local newspapers, including the Press-Telegram, Downtown 
and Grunion Gazettes, and the Long Beach Business Journal. In addition, approximately 125 
local agencies and organizations were contacted, including service groups, community 
groups, local businesses and business organizations, and local health organizations. In 
addition, increased access to project information and increased opportunity for public 
involvement was provided through presentation of project information on the Port’s website. 

Each of the four bullet points in this comment, which identify additional information that the 
commenter would like to see in the Final EIS/EIR, are addressed below: 

 The EIS/EIR utilizes the definition of low-income contained in the Port’s White Paper 
on Environmental Justice (2005), in which low income is defined as the poverty level 
used by to the U.S. Census Bureau, which is used in environmental justice guide-
lines issued by a variety of federal agencies, including CEQ, EPA, and DOT. Rede-
fining the low-income definition to adjust for the higher cost of living in southern Cali-
fornia as suggested by the comment would result in identifying a larger low-income 
population and increased percent low-income; however, it would not change the en-
vironmental justice impacts in the EIS/EIR. The reason is that disproportionate ef-
fects are evaluated based on a comparison of the percent low-income in the ad-
versely affected area compared to the percent low-income in the general population. 
For example, Impact NOI-2.1, a construction noise impact, would occur in Census 
Tract 5760 (Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.15.2.3). Using an adjusted low-income definition 
calculated as 1.25 times the poverty level would identify 33.2 percent of the popula-
tion of Census Tract 5760 as low-income compared to 21.9 percent using the stan-
dard Census poverty definition. However, at the same time the low-income percent 
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in the general population of Los Angeles County would increase from 17.9 percent to 
23.9 percent with this adjustment; 

 The Port has adequately identified the environmental justice regulatory context for 
the project by addressing relevant federal, state, and local regulations in Draft 
EIS/EIR Section 3.15.1.3. The EIS/EIR addresses EO 12898 and CEQ Guidance re-
levant to the USACE, and California State Lands Commission, ARB, and SCAQMD 
policies that are relevant to POLB. With the exception of information about the City of 
Los Angeles General Plan which is irrelevant to this project, Section 3.15.1.3 
presents in summary form essentially the same “Applicable Regulations” information 
requested in the comment. The addition of other agency regulations not clearly re-
lated to the Project would not change the environmental justice impacts; 

 Draft EIS/EIR Table ES-7-1 summarizes comments received during the public scop-
ing process. Comments from NRDC and other organizations requested considera-
tion of environmental justice in the EIS/EIR. Other comments, though not strictly 
framed as environmental justice comments, related to air quality, health issues, and 
cumulative impacts and other resources that could affect local communities and 
were also considered in the environmental justice analysis in Draft EIS/EIR Section 
3.5; and 

 Final EIS/EIR Section 3.15 has been revised to include a table (Table 3.15-2) that 
summarizes the Project’s environmental justice impacts, as requested in this com-
ment.  

USEPA(B)-24. The comment states that USACE and the Port should conduct a Port-wide HIA. Please see 
response to comment USEPA(B)-7 for the reasons an HIA is not required or needed for the 
proposed Project. The HRA included in the Draft EIS/EIR provides adequate descriptions of 
public health impacts of the proposed Project for NEPA/CEQA purposes. The HRA identifies 
maximum health impacts to sensitive receptors for each Project alternative, including 
schools, day care centers, convalescent homes, and hospitals. The maximum impacts 
identified by the HRA are used as indicators of the relative impact of each Project alternative. 
In addition, in cases where areas contained within the boundaries of health risk isopleths 
(Draft EIS/EIR Figures 3.2-2 though 3.2-9) exceed significance thresholds after mitigation, 
these footprints are evaluated as part of the environmental justice analysis to determine 
whether residential areas would be affected and, if so, whether this would result in 
disproportionate health effects. Note that the Port’s primary means of mitigating air quality 
and health impacts is through reducing the source of the emissions causing the impact  Final 
EIS/EIR Section 3.2.4 proivdes a list of mitigation measures included in the Project to reduce 
emissions. 

USEPA (B)-25. Please see response to comment USEPA(B)-8 for a description of Port-wide mitigation 
programs that will help reduce cumulative impacts on communities surrounding the Port. In 
addition, the Project would include the following mitigation measures that would minimize 
potential impacts on communities near the Port:  Mitigation Measure AQ-4 (Expanded 
VSRP); Mitigation Measure AQ-5 (Shore-to-Ship Power “Cold-Ironing”); Mitigation 
Measure AQ-6 (Low-sulfur Fuels in OGV); Mitigation Measure AQ-7 (Container Handling 
Equipment Performance Standards); Mitigation Measure 7a (Replacement of diesel-
powered RTGs with electric-powered RMGs);  Mitigation Measure AQ-8 (Heavy-Duty 
Trucks Replacement Schedule); Mitigation Measure NOI-1.1a (installation of temporary 
noise barriers); and Mitigation Measure NOI-1.1b (limiting hours of pile-driving activities). In 
addition, the anti-idling measure recommended in this comment is included as Mitigation 
Measure AQ-10, which requires the Middle Harbor container terminal operator to minimize 
on-terminal truck idling.  

The Port is participating in an Environmental Management System (EMS) sponsored by the 
American Association of Port Authorities (AAPA) and the Global Environment and 
Technology Foundation (GETF). The EMS will cover all programs related to water and 
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sediment quality within the Port. This will include the industrial stormwater program, which is 
part of the Port’s Master Storm Water Program. The Port is sponsoring CUT, the Port’s 
terminal operators at the Piers D and E portions of the Project site, and a participating 
member in the industrial stormwater program, to participate in the EMS program. CUT will be 
developing its EMS to cover its stormwater program, offering the Port an opportunity to work 
alongside one of its tenants and develop ways to improve the Port’s current stormwater 
programs. The Port’s EMS will rely on elements of the Water Resources Action Plan (WRAP) 
for implementation, which is currently being developed in partnership with POLA.  

The Port is playing an integral part in the City of Long Beach’s Urban Forest Master Plan. In 
early 2007, the City of Long Beach contracted with a consulting firm to review existing urban 
forest policies and practices and to set out new goals and policies for an Urban Forest Master 
Plan. This was Phase I of the City’s Urban Forest Master Plan. The Port participated in 
Phase I by funding 10 percent of the contract costs, in addition to providing Maintenance and 
Environmental Planning staff assistance and direction. The Port’s 10 percent contribution 
matches the Harbor Department’s 10 percent aerial coverage of land within the City. The City 
is about to commence Phase II of the Urban Forest Master Plan which will inventory current 
tree assets and develop a program to manage and enhance these assets. Additionally, the 
Final EIS/EIR includes Mitigation Measure AQ-19a, Tree Planting – Transportation 
Corridors, which requires the Port to plant new shade trees on Port-controlled lands adjacent 
to the roads into the Middle Harbor container terminal to the extent practicable given safety 
and other land use considerations. 

The Port will be considering a community outreach program, which would be established in 
coordination with local community groups, for creating local jobs and providing training 
opportunities.  

Establishing a farmers market at the Port would be an inappropriate use of the California 
Tideland Trust. However, there are several farmers markets that occur weekly in the Port 
vicinity, including one at the World Trade Center at the Ocean Boulevard/Magnolia 
intersection. 

USEPA (B)-26. Please see response to comment USEPA (B)-8 for a description of Port-wide mitigation 
programs to reduce cumulative impacts of this Project and future projects. 

USEPA(B)-27. This comment states that the Final EIS/EIR should discuss compliance with CWA Section 
404(b)(1) guidelines and include a discussion of the practicability of Alternatives 2 and 3. This 
comment also requests evaluation of an additional alternative that would include minimal to 
no fill and channel deepening/widening. A CWA Section 404(b)(1) alternatives analysis has 
been prepared for the Project that clearly identifies the LEDPA. The 404(b)(1) analysis uses 
different criteria than the NEPA/CEQA analysis but is based on the same information that is 
included in the Draft EIS/EIR. The 404(b)(1) analysis is included as Appendix E in the Final 
EIS/EIR. Final EIS/EIR Section 3.4.1.3 has been revised to state that a 404(b)(1) analysis 
has been prepared for the Project and is included in the Final EIS/EIR Appendix E. Final 
EIS/EIR Section 1.6.2 has been revised to include a feasibility discussion of the alternative 
identified by EPA.

USEPA(B)-28. Please see response to comment USEPA(A)-5. The Bolsa Chica mitigation agreement is a 
grandfathered mitigation bank under the new USACE and EPA mitigation rule (33 CFR Parts 
325 and 332, and 40 CFR Part 230) that would not be changed by use of existing credits in 
that mitigation bank to offset impacts of the Project fill.  

USEPA(B)-29. This comment requests that the Final EIS/EIR include a functional assessment that 
demonstrates the created waters would adequately replace lost aquatic function of 10.7 acres 
in the Inner and Outer Harbor areas. Excavation of Pier D to widen Slip 3 would create 6.3 
acres of water surface in Middle Harbor during construction Phase 1, while excavation at 
Berth F201 would create 4.4 acres of water surface during Phase 2. In addition to the water 
surface and water column habitat created in Slip 3, approximately 2.9 acres of soft bottom 
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and 3.6 acres of rock riprap habitat would be created, replacing approximately 1.2 acres of 
vertical sheet pile habitat. At Berth F201, approximately 4.4 acres of new soft bottom would 
be created. The existing riprap habitat would be replaced by the same amount of new riprap 
along the excavated portions of the existing landfill. The new water column would be used by 
plankton, invertebrates, and fish immediately because these organisms would move freely 
from the adjacent waters into the new habitat. Planktonic organisms, such as copepods and 
ichthyoplankton, would be entrained in the water that moves into the excavated area while 
mobile species such as fish (e.g., northern anchovy, white croaker, and queenfish) would 
move in to use the new space for foraging and resting. The water surface could be used 
immediately by birds, such as gulls and aerial fish foragers. The new soft bottom would be 
colonized by invertebrates at a rate similar to that for dredged areas in Slip 3, and the new 
riprap would be colonized by algae and invertebrates in the same manner as other new riprap 
for the fill containment dikes. Based on surveys in Slip 1 and the channel south of East Basin 
(MEC Analytical Systems, Inc. 2002) as described in Section 3.4.1.2 of the Draft EIS/EIR, 
approximately 12 to 36 species of infaunal invertebrates would colonize the new soft bottom 
and reach a biomass of about 15.5 to 39.5 g/m2  Fish would immediately use the spaces 
between the rocks for shelter. Because the created marine habitat would be of the same type 
and in the same general area of the harbor, it would provide the same functions as the 
habitat lost to fill placement. Please see response to comments USEPA(A)-4 and USEPA(B)-
10 for additional discussion regarding the applicability of a functional assessment.  

Material from excavation to widen Slip 3 would be used in construction of the 31-acre Phase 
1 fill, while the material excavated from Berth F201 would be used in constructing the 34.3-
acre Phase 2 fill. Because excavation would occur immediately prior to placement of fill 
material, no temporal loss of water surface or water column habitat would occur for any of the 
excavated areas. The calculation of mitigation credits needed is based on the surface area of 
marine habitat lost in accordance with the mitigation bank agreement. As the temporal loss of 
benthic organisms in areas dredged would be less than significant, no additional mitigation 
measures are required. No revisions to the Final EIS/EIR are required. 

USEPA(B)-30. This comment requests that the Final EIS/EIR specifically address the Project’s consistency 
with the CSTF goals. The overall goal of the CSTF is “to develop a Long-Term Management 
Strategy for dredging and disposal of contaminated sediments from coastal waters adjacent 
to Los Angeles County.”  Of the four specific objectives under this goal, the third one is to 
“promote beneficial reuse,” and this would apply to the Project. The Project is consistent with 
this objective because contaminated sediments dredged from Middle Harbor would be placed 
in a confined disposal site within the Project fill, and that fill would then be used to expand 
and increase the efficiency of the container terminal in this location. Because additional fill will 
be needed, contaminated sediments from other locations in the area could also be placed 
within the confined disposal site. Final EIS/EIR Section 3.3.1.3 has been revised consistent 
with this comment.  

USEPA(B)-31.  Please see response to comment USEPA(A)-6. Imported fill sources are unknown at this 
time, but are estimated to come from dredge or borrow areas in the Outer Harbor. However, 
all material used for fill would be tested to determine its suitability for unconfined aquatic 
disposal. Public notification and coordination with other agencies would occur as part of the 
Section 404 permit process.  

USEPA(B)-32. This comment requests discussion of management of contaminated materials in Slip 3. The 
concentration of contaminants in the upper layer of Slip 3 sediments to be dredged is 
generally much closer to the ER-L levels (i.e., concentrations below which minimal toxic 
effects are expected) than to the ER-M levels (i.e., concentrations above which toxic effects 
are expected), except for low molecular weight PAHs, so that toxic effects would be low 
because the concentrations are close to the level where minimal effects are expected. As 
described in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.3.1.2 (Sediment Quality), elutriate tests using the top 
sediments found no contaminant concentrations in the elutriate to be above the daily 
maximum limiting concentration or water quality objectives for the protection of marine life 
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(Weston Solutions 2006b). This means that contaminants would not be released to the water 
at concentrations that could exceed water quality objectives during dredging or filling activities 
using these sediments. Contaminated materials in the upper sediments to be dredged from 
Slip 3 could be removed separately from the lower sediments and placed in a CDF within part 
of the Project fill to allow beneficial use of the material. If the material is not placed in a CDF, 
additional testing would be conducted to verify its suitability for unconfined disposal. No 
revisions to the Final EIS/EIR are required.

USEPA(B)-33. The comment requests that chemical characterization of sediment for both excavated and 
imported fill material be included in the Final EIS/EIR. Soils to be excavated on Pier D to 
widen Sip 3 have been tested (Pacific Edge Engineering, Inc. 2006), and the results were 
discussed in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.1.1.2 (Sediment to be Excavated) and Section 3.3.1.2 
(Sediment Quality). None of the metals were above the California TTLC. Imported fill material 
from the Outer Harbor or any other source would be tested using EPA and USACE protocols 
to determine suitability for unconfined aquatic disposal prior to use of that material in the 
Project fills. If the material does not meet criteria for unconfined disposal, it would either not 
be used or would be placed in a CDF within the fill. No revisions to the Final EIS/EIR are 
required.

USEPA(B)-34. The comment suggests that a port-wide marine mammal vessel strike reduction program 
should be implemented. As noted in the comment, the Draft EIS/EIR analysis (Section 
3.4.1.2, Birds and Marine Mammals) acknowledges that the actual number of whale strikes is 
higher than the number of reported incidents; this information was taken into consideration in 
the impact analysis.  

The existing voluntary VSRP gives vessels Green Flag incentives to slow to 12 knots within 
40 nm of Point Fermin. These incentives include lower dockage fees and environmental 
recognition. The reported whale strikes discussed in the Draft EIS/EIR are for the entire coast 
of California and not just in the vicinity of the Long Beach-Los Angeles Harbor. In addition, 
only a portion of the reported strikes were by cargo vessels that could have been travelling to 
or from the harbor. Considering the small Project-related increase in vessel traffic relative to 
the amount of existing traffic along the coast, the probability of a Project-related vessel 
striking a whale would be very low. Normal swimming speeds of blue whales are 22 km/hr, 
which is approximately 10 knots; however, blue whales can swim up to 48 km/hr when 
alarmed (Wilson and Ruff 1999). Therefore, it is very unlikely that Project-related vessels 
traveling at 12 knots would increase the potential for whale strikes. Accordingly, impacts 
would be less than significant under NEPA and CEQA. However, as stated in Draft EIS/EIR 
Section 3.4.3, increased vessel traffic as a result of the cumulative projects, particularly large 
vessels travelling at greater than 10 knots, would increase the potential for vessel strikes of 
whales. Mortality of blue whales is a particular concern, and cumulative impacts would be 
significant and unavoidable for this species. 

Based on the reference cited in the comment, the warning system technology suggested by 
the commenter is still in the preliminary design stages. Because the location and species of 
whales (and their behaviors) are different, testing in the vicinity of the Long Beach-Los 
Angeles Harbor would need to be conducted to determine if this technology would be feasible 
and effective before it could be installed. Based on currently available information, this 
technology is not feasible for this Project at this time. No revisions to the Final EIS/EIR are 
required. 
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PORT OF LONG BEACH CHAPTER 10 COMMENTS RECEIVED AND REPONSES TO COMMENTS  

MIDDLE HARBOR REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT  APRIL 2009 

California Department of Transportation, August 22, 2008 

CT-1. The comment states that build out of the proposed Project would result in significant 
transportation impacts to state facilities at several segments of I-710, I-405, and SR-91. This 
statement  is inconsistent with Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.5.2.2 that states that Project trips 
would be less than 150 at I-710 and Willow Street interchange. The commenter is referring to 
the following statement in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.5.2.2 (Methodology): 

The closest freeway monitoring stations include I-710 at Willow Street and I-110 at C 
Street. The Project would add less than 150 trips at these two freeway monitoring 
locations; therefore, a CMP analysis for these two freeway locations was not required.  

The quoted statement is based on the Los Angeles County CMP Traffic Impact Analysis 
guidelines, which utilize the typical traffic impact analysis methodology that measures the 
“future with project” traffic against the “future without project” traffic to determine a project’s 
traffic impacts. This is the methodology used by most cities in Los Angeles County for 
determining traffic impacts on freeway segments, at CMP intersections, and on freeway on- 
and off-ramps. As stated in the Draft EIS/EIR, the future Project condition would result in only 
518 more annual truck trips than the future No Project condition. Deducting weekends and 
holidays, this difference equates to approximately two trucks per day. Under this 
methodology, the Project would have no significant transportation impacts to state facilities. 
Additional information regarding CMP analysis and Caltrans fair share calculation is provided 
in responses to comments CT-2, RCTC-2, RCTC-3, RCTC-6, CC-3 and CBD-65. 

The Draft EIS/EIR, however, also compared “future with Project” traffic conditions to the 2005 
CEQA Baseline, rather than the difference between the future with and without Project traffic 
conditions, a very conservative approach that does not take into account either the traffic that 
will occur or the highway improvements that will be constructed if the Project was not 
approved. Use of this conservative methodology resulted in a finding of significant traffic 
impacts at the I-405 north of the I-710 (NB and SB); south of the I-710 (NB and SB); the I-710 
between Willow and PCH (NB and SB); the I-110 north of C Street (NB); the SR-91 east of 
the I-710 (EB and WB); and the SR-91 west of the I-710 (EB and WB). (Draft EIS/EIR 
Section 3.5.2.3)  Since the quoted statement does not contradict the impact determination 
stated under Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.5.2.3 - CEQA Baseline Impact Determination, no 
revisions to the Final EIS/EIR are required. 

CT-2. The comment requests that total Project trips be more clearly depicted in the Draft EIS/EIR 
and states that the methodology does not show the total Project trip generation onto the State 
Highway System. Commenter provides new fair share calculations and requests that they be 
included in the document. 

Commenter’s new fair share calculations were applied to Tables 10-3, 10-4, and 10-5. The 
Draft EIS/EIR’s original fair share calculations were more conservative (in that they estimated 
a higher fair share contribution for the Port), whereas commenter’s suggested calculations 
yield a lower fair share (tables included below). The reason for this is that the Project impacts 
were a result of comparing the “future with Project” condition to the 2005 CEQA Baseline, 
rather than the standard methodology employed by Caltrans, i.e., comparing “future with 
Project” to “future without Project”. To maintain that conservative approach, the Draft EIS/EIR 
tables were not replaced.  

10-67



PO
R

T 
O

F 
LO

N
G

 B
EA

C
H

 
C

H
A

P
TE

R
 1

0 
C

O
M

M
E

N
TS

 R
E

C
E

IV
E

D
 A

N
D

 R
E

P
O

N
S

E
S

 T
O

 C
O

M
M

E
N

TS
  

M
ID

D
LE

 H
A

R
B

O
R

 R
E

D
E

V
E

LO
P

M
E

N
T 

P
R

O
JE

C
T 

 
A

P
R

IL
 2

00
9 

Ta
bl

e 
10

-3
 P

er
ce

nt
ag

e 
of

 P
ro

je
ct

-T
ra

ffi
c 

to
 H

ig
hw

ay
 (3

45
-A

cr
e 

Al
te

rn
at

iv
e)

 

A
B

C
D

E=
D

-C
F=

E/
D

G
H

I
J=

I-U
K

=J
/I

L
M

N
O

=N
-M

P=
O

/N
Q

R
S

T=
S-

R
U

=T
/S

V
W

=V
-T

X=
50

%
*W

Y=
X+

T
Z=

Y/
S

St
ud

y 
H

ig
hw

ay
 S

eg
m

en
t

Tr
af

fic
 

Vo
lu

m
e 

in
 2

00
5 

(B
as

e)

20
10

20
15

20
20

20
30

R
ed

ire
ct

ed
 

 
%

 S
ha

re
Fu

tu
re

 
w

/o
Pr

oj
.

Fu
tu

re
 

w
ith

 
Pr

oj
.

D
iff

.
Pr

oj
. 

Sh
ar

e
Pr

oj
.

Fu
tu

re
 

w
/o

Pr
oj

.

Fu
tu

re
 

w
ith

 
Pr

oj
.

D
iff

.
Pr

oj
. 

Sh
ar

e
Pr

oj
.

Fu
tu

re
 

w
/o

Pr
oj

.

Fu
tu

re
 

w
ith

 
Pr

oj
.

D
iff

.
Pr

oj
. 

Sh
ar

e
Pr

oj
.

Fu
tu

re
 

w
/o

Pr
oj

.

Fu
tu

re
 

w
ith

 
Pr

oj
.

D
iff

.
Pr

oj
. 

Sh
ar

e
Pr

oj
.

A
.M

.P
EA

K
1.

 N
B

 I-
40

5 
Fw

y.
  n

/o
 I-

71
0 

Fw
y.

 
15

,6
57

 
16

,1
84

 1
6,

22
0 

36
 

0.
22

%
 

15
 

16
,6

89
 1

6,
71

6 
27

 
0.

16
%

 
19

 
17

,4
44

 1
7,

43
8 

-6
 

-0
.0

3%
 

25
 

18
,3

04
 1

8,
33

4 
30

 
0.

16
%

 
30

 
0 

0.
0 

30
 

0.
00

 
S

B
 I-

40
5 

Fw
y.

 n
/o

 I-
71

0 
Fw

y.
 

11
,8

75
 

12
,2

14
 1

2,
22

0 
6 

0.
05

%
 

24
 

12
,6

71
 1

2,
66

1 
-1

0 
-0

.0
8%

 
28

 
13

,2
96

 1
3,

25
4 

-4
2 

-0
.3

2%
 

35
 

13
,7

85
 1

3,
82

1 
36

 
0.

26
%

 
41

 
5 

2.
6 

39
 

0.
00

 
2.

 N
B

 I-
40

5 
Fw

y.
 s

/o
 I-

71
0 

Fw
y.

 
15

,0
99

 
14

,8
69

 1
5,

63
6 

76
7 

4.
91

%
1 

16
,1

06
 1

6,
10

1 
-5

 
-0

.0
3%

 
2 

16
,5

44
 1

6,
62

3 
79

 
0.

48
%

 
2 

17
,7

45
 1

7,
61

8 
-1

27
 -

0.
72

%
 

3 
13

0 
65

.0
 

-6
2 

0.
00

 
S

B
 I-

40
5 

Fw
y.

 s
/o

 I-
71

0 
Fw

y.
 

11
,7

08
 

12
,0

23
 1

2,
07

5 
52

 
0.

43
%

 
25

 
12

,4
98

 1
2,

51
5 

17
 

0.
14

%
 

27
 

13
,0

49
 1

3,
10

7 
58

 
0.

44
%

 
41

 
13

,7
06

 1
3,

71
5 

9 
0.

07
%

 
51

 
42

 
21

.1
 

30
 

0.
00

 
3.

 N
B

 I-
71

0 
Fw

y.
 b

/w
 W

ill
ow

 S
t. 

an
d 

P
C

H
 

6,
17

1 
6,

39
1 

6,
39

4 
3 

0.
05

%
 

23
8 

6,
62

8 
6,

62
2 

-6
 

-0
.0

9%
 2

40
 

6,
66

6 
6,

69
3 

27
 

0.
40

%
 

37
0 

7,
25

6 
7,

34
8 

92
 

1.
25

%
 

46
9 

37
7 

18
8.

5 
28

1 
0.

04
 

S
B

 I-
71

0 
Fw

y.
 b

/w
 W

ill
ow

 S
t. 

an
d 

P
C

H
 

6,
80

4 
6,

96
3 

7,
01

7 
54

 
0.

77
%

 
33

2 
7,

30
7 

7,
28

5 
-2

2 
-0

.3
0%

 2
72

 
7,

53
0 

7,
56

2 
32

 
0.

42
%

 
32

9 
7,

93
6 

8,
01

7 
81

 
1.

01
%

 
42

3 
34

2 
17

1.
1 

25
2 

0.
03

 
4.

 N
B

 I-
11

0 
Fw

y.
 n

/o
 C

-S
tre

et
 

6,
95

3 
7,

13
9 

7,
15

1 
12

 
0.

17
%

 
2 

7,
46

9 
7,

49
5 

26
 

0.
35

%
 

3 
7,

40
8 

7,
48

8 
80

 
1.

07
%

 
4 

8,
12

0 
8,

13
5 

15
 

0.
18

%
 

5 
0 

0.
0 

15
 

0.
00

 
S

B
 I-

11
0 

Fw
y.

 n
/o

 C
-S

tre
et

 
4,

93
0 

5,
08

0 
5,

06
7 

-1
3 

-0
.2

6%
 

1 
5,

27
0 

5,
29

7 
27

 
0.

51
%

 
2 

5,
32

9 
5,

32
0 

-9
 

-0
.1

7%
 

2 
5,

76
5 

5,
80

6 
41

 
0.

71
%

3 
0 

0.
0 

41
 

0.
01

 
6.

 E
B

 S
R

-9
1 

Fw
y.

 e
/o

 I-
71

0 
Fw

y.
 

10
,8

31
 

11
,1

91
 1

1,
15

8 
-3

3 
-0

.3
0%

 
80

 
11

,5
68

 1
1,

57
7 

9 
0.

08
%

 
81

 
11

,8
53

 1
2,

06
5 

21
2 

1.
76

%
 

12
5 

12
,6

49
 1

2,
59

8 
-5

1 
-0

.4
0%

 1
59

 
21

0 
10

4.
8 

54
 

0.
00

 
W

B
 S

R
-9

1 
Fw

y.
 e

/o
 I-

71
0 

Fw
y.

 
15

,1
43

 
15

,5
89

 1
5,

65
1 

62
 

0.
40

%
 

10
1 

15
,8

31
 1

5,
95

0 
11

9 
0.

75
%

 
89

 
16

,6
54

 1
6,

70
9 

55
 

0.
33

%
 

10
9 

17
,4

29
 1

7,
43

1 
2 

0.
01

%
 

13
9 

13
7 

68
.3

 
70

 
0.

00
 

7.
 E

B
 S

R
-9

1 
Fw

y.
 w

/o
 I-

71
0 

Fw
y.

 
10

,1
63

 
10

,4
91

 1
0,

48
1 

-1
0 

-0
.1

0%
 

16
 

10
,8

57
 1

0,
85

9 
2 

0.
02

%
 

18
 

11
,3

86
 1

1,
41

0 
24

 
0.

21
%

 
20

 
11

,9
18

 1
1,

90
8 

-1
0 

-0
.0

8%
 

26
 

36
 

18
.0

 
8 

0.
00

 
W

B
 S

R
-9

1 
Fw

y.
 w

/o
 I-

71
0 

Fw
y.

 
14

,2
83

 
14

,7
04

 1
4,

75
2 

48
 

0.
33

%
 

0 
15

,1
64

 1
5,

19
4 

30
 

0.
20

%
 

0 
16

,0
43

 1
6,

01
0 

-3
3 

-0
.2

1%
 

0 
16

,5
33

 1
6,

51
6 

-1
7 

-0
.1

0%
 

0 
17

 
8.

5 
-9

 
0.

00
 

M
ID

D
A

Y
1.

 N
B

 I-
40

5 
Fw

y.
  n

/o
 I-

71
0 

Fw
y.

 
14

,3
34

 
14

,7
80

 1
4,

76
9 

-1
1 

-0
.0

7%
 

15
 

15
,2

92
 1

5,
26

3 
-2

9 
-0

.1
9%

 
15

 
16

,4
16

 1
6,

36
9 

-4
7 

-0
.2

9%
 

20
 

16
,9

94
 1

6,
83

0 
-1

64
 -

0.
97

%
 

24
 

18
8 

94
.0

 
-7

0 
0.

00
 

S
B

 I-
40

5 
Fw

y.
 n

/o
 I-

71
0 

Fw
y.

 
13

,3
79

 
13

,8
33

 1
3,

82
7 

-6
 

-0
.0

4%
 

19
 

14
,2

34
 1

4,
14

9 
-8

5 
-0

.6
0%

 
17

 
15

,0
95

 1
5,

23
8 

14
3 

0.
94

%
23

 
15

,6
54

 1
5,

61
0 

-4
4 

-0
.2

8%
 

26
 

70
 

35
.2

 
-9

 
0.

00
 

2.
 N

B
 I-

40
5 

Fw
y.

 s
/o

 I-
71

0 
Fw

y.
 

14
,1

16
 

14
,5

76
 1

4,
61

4 
38

 
0.

26
%

 
0 

15
,0

54
 1

4,
97

7 
-7

7 
-0

.5
1%

 
1 

15
,5

19
 1

5,
27

3 
-2

46
 

-1
.6

1%
 

1 
16

,6
36

 1
6,

31
9 

-3
17

 -
1.

94
%

 
1 

31
8 

15
9.

0 
-1

58
 

0.
00

 
S

B
 I-

40
5 

Fw
y.

 s
/o

 I-
71

0 
Fw

y.
 

12
,9

04
 

13
,3

48
 1

3,
45

5 
10

7 
0.

80
%

47
 

13
,7

71
 1

3,
73

1 
-4

0 
-0

.2
9%

 
41

 
14

,5
69

 1
4,

56
1 

-8
 

-0
.0

5%
 

51
 

15
,1

38
 1

5,
09

9 
-3

9 
-0

.2
6%

 
61

 
10

0 
49

.9
 

11
 

0.
00

 
3.

 N
B

 I-
71

0 
Fw

y.
 b

/w
 W

ill
ow

 S
t. 

an
d 

P
C

H
 

6,
49

3 
6,

70
8 

6,
75

3 
45

 
0.

67
%

 
47

8 
6,

93
1 

6,
97

3 
42

 
0.

60
%

 
40

4 
7,

18
5 

7,
47

1 
28

6 
3.

83
%

48
1 

7,
58

6 
7,

51
5 

-7
1 

-0
.9

4%
 5

87
 

65
8 

32
9.

1 
25

8 
0.

03
 

S
B

 I-
71

0 
Fw

y.
 b

/w
 W

ill
ow

 S
t. 

an
d 

P
C

H
 

6,
75

3 
6,

92
4 

6,
95

7 
33

 
0.

47
%

 
37

0 
7,

21
1 

7,
25

5 
44

 
0.

61
%

 
28

4 
7,

56
3 

7,
65

9 
96

 
1.

25
%

34
6 

7,
93

7 
7,

93
2 

-5
 

-0
.0

6%
 4

46
 

45
1 

22
5.

7 
22

1 
0.

03
 

4.
 N

B
 I-

11
0 

Fw
y.

 n
/o

 C
-S

tre
et

 
6,

36
1 

6,
48

0 
6,

48
9 

9 
0.

14
%

 
2 

6,
79

0 
6,

77
8 

-1
2 

-0
.1

8%
 

2 
7,

20
3 

7,
19

9 
-4

 
-0

.0
6%

 
3 

7,
48

7 
7,

54
2 

55
 

0.
73

%
 

3 
0 

0.
0 

55
 

0.
01

 
S

B
 I-

11
0 

Fw
y.

 n
/o

 C
-S

tre
et

 
5,

59
9 

5,
73

0 
5,

76
1 

31
 

0.
54

%
 

0 
5,

99
3 

5,
98

9 
-4

 
-0

.0
7%

 
1 

6,
26

1 
6,

21
6 

-4
5 

-0
.7

2%
 

1 
6,

62
8 

6,
64

5 
17

 
0.

26
%

 
1 

0 
0.

0 
17

 
0.

00
 

6.
 E

B
 S

R
-9

1 
Fw

y.
 e

/o
 I-

71
0 

Fw
y.

 
12

,6
93

 
13

,2
22

 1
3,

24
2 

20
 

0.
15

%
 

16
8 

13
,5

05
 1

3,
42

2 
-8

3 
-0

.6
2%

 1
39

 
14

,5
38

 1
3,

65
5 

-8
83

 
-6

.4
7%

 1
66

 
14

,8
42

 1
4,

84
4 

2 
0.

01
%

 
20

3 
20

1 
10

0.
6 

10
3 

0.
01

 
W

B
 S

R
-9

1 
Fw

y.
 e

/o
 I-

71
0 

Fw
y.

 
13

,6
62

 
13

,9
22

 1
3,

90
6 

-1
6 

-0
.1

2%
 1

17
 

14
,4

43
 1

4,
79

5 
35

2 
2.

38
%

 
98

 
16

,3
05

 1
6,

72
7 

42
2 

2.
52

%
 

11
8 

16
,3

18
 1

6,
86

2 
54

4 
3.

23
%

 
15

0 
0 

0.
0 

54
4 

0.
03

 
7.

 E
B

 S
R

-9
1 

Fw
y.

 w
/o

 I-
71

0 
Fw

y.
 

12
,4

52
 

13
,0

16
 1

3,
00

2 
-1

4 
-0

.1
1%

 
22

 
13

,3
22

 1
3,

24
1 

-8
1 

-0
.6

1%
 

22
 

14
,2

73
 1

3,
95

3 
-3

20
 

-2
.2

9%
 

26
 

14
,4

56
 1

4,
58

2 
12

6 
0.

86
%

 
30

 
0 

0.
0 

12
6 

0.
01

 
W

B
 S

R
-9

1 
Fw

y.
 w

/o
 I-

71
0 

Fw
y.

 
12

,5
16

 
12

,8
83

 1
2,

96
0 

77
 

0.
59

%
 

0 
13

,2
35

 1
3,

18
9 

-4
6 

-0
.3

5%
 

0 
14

,8
00

 1
4,

38
1 

-4
19

 
-2

.9
1%

 
0 

14
,5

58
 1

5,
04

5 
48

7 
3.

24
%

0 
0 

0.
0 

48
7 

0.
03

 
P.

M
.P

EA
K

. N
B

 I-
40

5 
Fw

y.
  n

/o
 I-

71
0 

Fw
y.

 
14

,0
98

 
14

,6
00

 1
4,

62
6 

26
 

0.
18

%
 

26
 

15
,1

25
 1

5,
06

6 
-5

9 
-0

.3
9%

 
30

 
15

,8
04

 1
5,

83
6 

32
 

0.
20

%
 

40
 

16
,2

93
 1

6,
43

1 
13

8 
0.

84
%

48
 

0 
0.

0 
13

8 
0.

01
 

S
B

 I-
40

5 
Fw

y.
 n

/o
 I-

71
0 

Fw
y.

 
15

,3
87

 
15

,8
24

 1
5,

86
2 

38
 

0.
24

%
 

20
 

16
,5

49
 1

6,
46

7 
-8

2 
-0

.5
0%

 
22

 
17

,2
06

 1
7,

15
4 

-5
2 

-0
.3

0%
 

27
 

17
,9

54
 1

7,
92

5 
-2

9 
-0

.1
6%

 
33

 
62

 
30

.9
 

2 
0.

00
 

2.
 N

B
 I-

40
5 

Fw
y.

 s
/o

 I-
71

0 
Fw

y.
 

14
,3

24
 

14
,8

16
 1

4,
91

1 
95

 
0.

64
%

 
1 

15
,3

66
 1

5,
32

6 
-4

0 
-0

.2
6%

 
1 

16
,0

86
 1

6,
06

2 
-2

4 
-0

.1
5%

 
2 

16
,5

96
 1

6,
67

9 
83

 
0.

50
%

 
2 

0 
0.

0 
83

 
0.

00
 

S
B

 I-
40

5 
Fw

y.
 s

/o
 I-

71
0 

Fw
y.

 
14

,7
80

 
15

,1
70

 1
5,

27
6 

10
6 

0.
69

%
 

42
 

15
,7

31
 1

5,
77

6 
45

 
0.

29
%

 
40

 
16

,5
22

 1
6,

42
8 

-9
4 

-0
.5

7%
 

50
 

17
,2

10
 1

7,
15

9 
-5

1 
-0

.3
0%

 
67

 
11

8 
59

.2
 

8 
0.

00
 

3.
 N

B
 I-

71
0 

Fw
y.

 b
/w

 W
ill

ow
 S

t. 
an

d 
P

C
H

 
6,

85
9 

7,
07

0 
7,

08
1 

11
 

0.
16

%
 

37
2 

7,
29

3 
7,

35
0 

57
 

0.
78

%
 

34
4 

7,
57

8 
7,

60
0 

22
 

0.
29

%
 

41
8 

8,
02

8 
8,

15
9 

13
1 

1.
61

%
 

58
7 

45
6 

22
8.

0 
35

9 
0.

04
 

S
B

 I-
71

0 
Fw

y.
 b

/w
 W

ill
ow

 S
t. 

an
d 

P
C

H
 

6,
87

3 
7,

03
7 

7,
05

4 
17

 
0.

24
%

 
21

6 
7,

32
8 

7,
37

1 
43

 
0.

58
%

 
18

5 
7,

65
2 

7,
70

9 
57

 
0.

74
%

 
22

5 
7,

99
8 

8,
05

6 
58

 
0.

72
%

 
28

8 
23

0 
11

4.
9 

17
3 

0.
02

 
4.

 N
B

 I-
11

0 
Fw

y.
 n

/o
 C

-S
tre

et
 

5,
65

5 
5,

82
6 

5,
83

9 
13

 
0.

22
%

 
4 

6,
09

4 
6,

13
2 

38
 

0.
62

%
 

6 
6,

34
7 

6,
38

2 
35

 
0.

55
%

 
8 

6,
58

7 
6,

68
6 

99
 

1.
48

%
9 

0 
0.

0 
99

 
0.

01
 

S
B

 I-
11

0 
Fw

y.
 n

/o
 C

-S
tre

et
 

6,
61

8 
6,

90
2 

6,
88

3 
-1

9 
-0

.2
8%

 
1 

7,
03

4 
7,

05
1 

17
 

0.
24

%
 

1 
7,

44
2 

7,
44

3 
1 

0.
01

%
 

2 
7,

70
3 

7,
75

7 
54

 
0.

70
%

 
2 

0 
0.

0 
54

 
0.

01
 

6.
 E

B
 S

R
-9

1 
Fw

y.
 e

/o
 I-

71
0 

Fw
y.

 
14

,6
76

 
15

,2
05

 1
4,

87
4 

-3
31

 -
2.

23
%

 1
25

 
15

,2
48

 1
5,

55
9 

31
1 

2.
00

%
11

2 
16

,9
03

 1
6,

63
1 

-2
72

 
-1

.6
4%

 1
35

 
17

,1
43

 1
6,

95
8 

-1
85

 -
1.

09
%

 1
95

 
38

0 
19

0.
0 

5 
0.

00
 

W
B

 S
R

-9
1 

Fw
y.

 e
/o

 I-
71

0 
Fw

y.
 

13
,3

09
 

13
,7

67
 1

3,
81

5 
48

 
0.

35
%

 
65

 
14

,1
73

 1
4,

49
0 

31
7 

2.
19

%
 

60
 

14
,8

71
 1

5,
14

2 
27

1 
1.

79
%

 
72

 
15

,4
00

 1
5,

99
7 

59
7 

3.
73

%
91

 
0 

0.
0 

59
7 

0.
04

 
7.

 E
B

 S
R

-9
1 

Fw
y.

 w
/o

 I-
71

0 
Fw

y.
 

14
,5

21
 

15
,1

18
 1

4,
99

4 
-1

24
 -

0.
83

%
 

12
 

15
,3

34
 1

5,
49

2 
15

8 
1.

02
%

12
 

16
,3

71
 1

6,
41

3 
42

 
0.

26
%

 
14

 
16

,9
33

 1
6,

87
9 

-5
4 

-0
.3

2%
 

18
 

72
 

36
.0

 
-1

8 
0.

00
 

W
B

 S
R

-9
1 

Fw
y.

 w
/o

 I-
71

0 
Fw

y.
 

11
,9

58
 

12
,4

41
 1

2,
42

5 
-1

6 
-0

.1
3%

 
0 

12
,6

97
 1

2,
81

9 
12

2 
0.

95
%

 
0 

13
,3

82
 1

3,
35

9 
-2

3 
-0

.1
7%

 
0 

13
,9

52
 1

3,
94

5 
-7

 
-0

.0
5%

 
0 

7 
3.

5 
-4

 
0.

00
 

  

10
-6

8



PO
R

T 
O

F 
LO

N
G

 B
EA

C
H

 
C

H
A

P
TE

R
 1

0 
C

O
M

M
E

N
TS

 R
E

C
E

IV
E

D
 A

N
D

 R
E

P
O

N
S

E
S

 T
O

 C
O

M
M

E
N

TS
  

M
ID

D
LE

 H
A

R
B

O
R

 R
E

D
E

V
E

LO
P

M
E

N
T 

P
R

O
JE

C
T 

 
A

P
R

IL
 2

00
9 

Ta
bl

e 
10

-4
.  

Pe
rc

en
ta

ge
 o

f P
ro

je
ct

-T
ra

ffi
c 

to
 H

ig
hw

ay
 (3

15
-A

cr
e 

Al
te

rn
at

iv
e)

 
A

B
C

D
E=

D
-

C
F=

E/
D

G
H

I
J=

I- U
K

=J
/I

L
M

N
O

=N
-

M
P=

O
/N

Q
R

S
T=

S- R
U

=T
/S

V
W

=V
-T

X=
50

%
*

W
Y=

X+
T

Z=
Y/

S

St
ud

y 
H

ig
hw

ay
 S

eg
m

en
t

Tr
af

fic
 

Vo
lu

m
e 

in
 2

00
5 

(B
as

e)
 

20
10

20
15

20
20

20
30

R
ed

ire
ct

ed
 

 

%
 S

ha
re

Fu
tu

re
 

w
/o

 
Pr

oj
.

Fu
tu

re
 

w
ith

 
Pr

oj
.

D
iff

.
Pr

oj
. 

Sh
ar

e
Pr

oj
.

Fu
tu

re
 

w
/o

 
Pr

oj
.

Fu
tu

re
 

w
ith

 
Pr

oj
.

D
iff

.
Pr

oj
. 

Sh
ar

e
Pr

oj
.

Fu
tu

re
 

w
/o

 
Pr

oj
.

Fu
tu

re
 

w
ith

 
Pr

oj
.

D
iff

.
Pr

oj
. 

Sh
ar

e
Pr

oj
.

Fu
tu

re
 

w
/o

 
Pr

oj
.

Fu
tu

re
 

w
ith

 
Pr

oj
.

D
iff

.
Pr

oj
. 

Sh
ar

e
Pr

oj
.

AM
 P

EA
K

1.
 N

B 
I-4

05
 F

w
y.

  n
/o

 I-
71

0 
Fw

y.
 

15
,6

57
 

16
,1

84
 

16
,1

57
 

-2
7 

-0
.1

7%
 

15
 

16
,6

89
 

16
,7

64
 

75
 

0.
45

%
 

18
 

17
,4

44
 

17
,4

69
 

25
 

0.
14

%
 

20
 

18
,3

04
 1

8,
31

5 
11

 
0.

06
%

 
25

 
14

 
7.

0 
18

 
0.

00
 

SB
 I-

40
5 

Fw
y.

 n
/o

 I-
71

0 
Fw

y.
 

11
,8

75
 

12
,2

14
 

12
,2

51
 

37
 

0.
30

%
 

24
 

12
,6

71
 

12
,6

75
 

4 
0.

03
%

 
28

 
13

,2
96

 
13

,2
61

 
-3

5 
-0

.2
6%

 
28

 
13

,7
85

 1
3,

78
5 

0 
0.

00
%

 
35

 
35

 
17

.5
 

17
 

0.
00

 
2.

 N
B 

I-4
05

 F
w

y.
 s

/o
 I-

71
0 

Fw
y.

 
15

,0
99

 
14

,8
69

 
15

,6
32

 
76

3 
4.

88
%

1 
16

,1
06

 
16

,0
99

 
-7

 
-0

.0
4%

 
2 

16
,5

44
 

16
,5

77
 

33
 

0.
20

%
 

2 
17

,7
45

 1
7,

69
8 

-4
7 

-0
.2

7%
 

2 
49

 
24

.5
 

-2
3 

0.
00

 
SB

 I-
40

5 
Fw

y.
 s

/o
 I-

71
0 

Fw
y.

 
11

,7
08

 
12

,0
23

 
12

,0
83

 
60

 
0.

50
%

 
25

 
12

,4
98

 
12

,4
89

 
-9

 
-0

.0
7%

 
27

 
13

,0
49

 
13

,0
75

 
26

 
0.

20
%

 
31

 
13

,7
06

 1
3,

69
2 

-1
4 

-0
.1

0%
 

42
 

56
 

28
.0

 
14

 
0.

00
 

3.
 N

B 
I-7

10
 F

w
y.

 b
/w

 W
illo

w
 S

t. 
an

d 
PC

H
 

6,
17

1 
6,

39
1 

6,
38

3 
-8

 
-0

.1
3%

 2
24

 
6,

62
8 

6,
62

6 
-2

 
-0

.0
3%

 2
38

 
6,

66
6 

6,
67

7 
11

 
0.

16
%

 
28

8 
7,

25
6 

7,
28

1 
25

 
0.

34
%

 
38

2 
35

7 
17

8.
4 

20
3 

0.
03

 
SB

 I-
71

0 
Fw

y.
 b

/w
 W

illo
w

 S
t. 

an
d 

PC
H

 
6,

80
4 

6,
96

3 
7,

03
3 

70
 

1.
00

%
 

30
4 

7,
30

7 
7,

33
8 

31
 

0.
42

%
 

27
5 

7,
53

0 
7,

56
6 

36
 

0.
48

%
 

26
7 

7,
93

6 
7,

98
3 

47
 

0.
59

%
 

33
8 

29
1 

14
5.

5 
19

2 
0.

02
 

4.
 N

B 
I-1

10
 F

w
y.

 n
/o

 C
-S

tre
et

 
6,

95
3 

7,
13

9 
7,

15
1 

12
 

0.
17

%
 

2 
7,

46
9 

7,
45

2 
-1

7 
-0

.2
3%

 
3 

7,
40

8 
7,

50
9 

10
1 

1.
35

%
4 

8,
12

0 
8,

12
6 

6 
0.

07
%

 
4 

0 
0.

0 
6 

0.
00

 
SB

 I-
11

0 
Fw

y.
 n

/o
 C

-S
tre

et
 

4,
93

0 
5,

08
0 

5,
06

7 
-1

3 
-0

.2
6%

 
1 

5,
27

0 
5,

29
4 

24
 

0.
45

%
 

2 
5,

32
9 

5,
35

9 
30

 
0.

56
%

 
2 

5,
76

5 
5,

78
0 

15
 

0.
26

%
 

2 
0 

0.
0 

15
 

0.
00

 
6.

 E
B 

SR
-9

1 
Fw

y.
 e

/o
 I-

71
0 

Fw
y.

 
10

,8
31

 
11

,1
91

 
11

,2
28

 
37

 
0.

33
%

 
76

 
11

,5
68

 
11

,5
85

 
17

 
0.

15
%

 
81

 
11

,8
53

 
11

,9
32

 
79

 
0.

66
%

 
98

 
12

,6
49

 1
2,

65
0 

1 
0.

01
%

 
12

7 
12

6 
63

.2
 

64
 

0.
01

 
W

B 
SR

-9
1 

Fw
y.

 e
/o

 I-
71

0 
Fw

y.
 

15
,1

43
 

15
,5

89
 

15
,7

01
 

11
2 

0.
71

%
 

89
 

15
,8

31
 

15
,8

72
 

41
 

0.
26

%
 

90
 

16
,6

54
 

16
,6

30
 

-2
4 

-0
.1

4%
 

90
 

17
,4

29
 1

7,
62

1 
19

2 
1.

09
%

 
11

1 
0 

0.
0 

19
2 

0.
01

 
7.

 E
B 

SR
-9

1 
Fw

y.
 w

/o
 I-

71
0 

Fw
y.

 
10

,1
63

 
10

,4
91

 
10

,4
85

 
-6

 
-0

.0
6%

 
14

 
10

,8
57

 
10

,8
73

 
16

 
0.

15
%

 
16

 
11

,3
86

 
11

,3
99

 
13

 
0.

11
%

 
18

 
11

,9
18

 1
1,

93
4 

16
 

0.
13

%
 

20
 

4 
2.

0 
18

 
0.

00
 

W
B 

SR
-9

1 
Fw

y.
 w

/o
 I-

71
0 

Fw
y.

 
14

,2
83

 
14

,7
04

 
14

,8
14

 
11

0 
0.

74
%

 
0 

15
,1

64
 

15
,2

10
 

46
 

0.
30

%
 

0 
16

,0
43

 
16

,0
20

 
-2

3 
-0

.1
4%

 
0 

16
,5

33
 1

6,
55

8 
25

 
0.

15
%

 
0 

0 
0.

0 
25

 
0.

00
 

M
ID

D
AY

1.
 N

B 
I-4

05
 F

w
y.

  n
/o

 I-
71

0 
Fw

y.
 

14
,3

34
 

14
,7

80
 

14
,7

35
 

-4
5 

-0
.3

1%
 

15
 

15
,2

92
 

15
,2

58
 

-3
4 

-0
.2

2%
 

15
 

16
,4

16
 

16
,4

11
 

-5
 

-0
.0

3%
 

16
 

16
,9

94
 1

6,
72

8 
-2

66
 

-1
.5

9%
 

22
 

28
8 

14
4.

0 
-1

22
 

0.
00

 
SB

 I-
40

5 
Fw

y.
 n

/o
 I-

71
0 

Fw
y.

 
13

,3
79

 
13

,8
33

 
13

,8
21

 
-1

2 
-0

.0
9%

 
17

 
14

,2
34

 
14

,1
31

 -
10

3 
-0

.7
3%

 
18

 
15

,0
95

 
15

,2
14

 
11

9 
0.

78
%

20
 

15
,6

54
 1

5,
66

6 
12

 
0.

08
%

 
25

 
13

 
6.

7 
19

 
0.

00
 

2.
 N

B 
I-4

05
 F

w
y.

 s
/o

 I-
71

0 
Fw

y.
 

14
,1

16
 

14
,5

76
 

14
,6

04
 

28
 

0.
19

%
 

0 
15

,0
54

 
14

,9
31

 -
12

3 
-0

.8
2%

 
1 

15
,5

19
 

15
,4

68
 

-5
1 

-0
.3

3%
 

1 
16

,6
36

 1
6,

27
0 

-3
66

 
-2

.2
5%

 
1 

36
7 

18
3.

5 
-1

83
 

0.
00

 
SB

 I-
40

5 
Fw

y.
 s

/o
 I-

71
0 

Fw
y.

 
12

,9
04

 
13

,3
48

 
13

,4
09

 
61

 
0.

45
%

 
46

 
13

,7
71

 
13

,7
40

 
-3

1 
-0

.2
3%

 
41

 
14

,5
69

 
14

,6
38

 
69

 
0.

47
%

 
39

 
15

,1
38

 1
5,

10
7 

-3
1 

-0
.2

1%
 

60
 

91
 

45
.4

 
14

 
0.

00
 

3.
 N

B 
I-7

10
 F

w
y.

 b
/w

 W
illo

w
 S

t. 
an

d 
PC

H
 

6,
49

3 
6,

70
8 

6,
77

0 
62

 
0.

92
%

 
46

0 
6,

93
1 

6,
99

1 
60

 
0.

86
%

 
39

7 
7,

18
5 

7,
42

6 
24

1 
3.

25
%

37
4 

7,
58

6 
7,

60
4 

18
 

0.
24

%
 

58
1 

56
3 

28
1.

6 
30

0 
0.

04
 

SB
 I-

71
0 

Fw
y.

 b
/w

 W
illo

w
 S

t. 
an

d 
PC

H
 

6,
75

3 
6,

92
4 

6,
95

0 
26

 
0.

37
%

 
34

5 
7,

21
1 

7,
26

3 
52

 
0.

72
%

 
28

2 
7,

56
3 

7,
67

5 
11

2 
1.

46
%

27
7 

7,
93

7 
7,

98
0 

43
 

0.
54

%
 

42
8 

38
5 

19
2.

6 
23

6 
0.

03
 

4.
 N

B 
I-1

10
 F

w
y.

 n
/o

 C
-S

tre
et

 
6,

36
1 

6,
48

0 
6,

49
4 

14
 

0.
22

%
 

1 
6,

79
0 

6,
78

7 
-3

 
-0

.0
4%

 
2 

7,
20

3 
7,

22
9 

26
 

0.
36

%
 

2 
7,

48
7 

7,
58

2 
95

 
1.

25
%

 
3 

0 
0.

0 
95

 
0.

01
 

SB
 I-

11
0 

Fw
y.

 n
/o

 C
-S

tre
et

 
5,

59
9 

5,
73

0 
5,

77
9 

49
 

0.
85

%
 

0 
5,

99
3 

5,
99

1 
-2

 
-0

.0
3%

 
1 

6,
26

1 
6,

35
1 

90
 

1.
42

%
1 

6,
62

8 
6,

63
9 

11
 

0.
17

%
 

1 
0 

0.
0 

11
 

0.
00

 
6.

 E
B 

SR
-9

1 
Fw

y.
 e

/o
 I-

71
0 

Fw
y.

 
12

,6
93

 
13

,2
22

 
13

,2
31

 
9 

0.
07

%
 

16
2 

13
,5

05
 

13
,4

57
 

-4
8 

-0
.3

6%
 1

39
 

14
,5

38
 

13
,5

72
 

-9
66

 
-7

.1
2%

 
13

0 
14

,8
42

 1
4,

94
1 

99
 

0.
66

%
 

20
2 

10
3 

51
.6

 
15

1 
0.

01
 

W
B 

SR
-9

1 
Fw

y.
 e

/o
 I-

71
0 

Fw
y.

 
13

,6
62

 
13

,9
22

 
13

,9
01

 
-2

1 
-0

.1
5%

 1
07

 
14

,4
43

 
14

,7
75

 
33

2 
2.

25
%

 
96

 
16

,3
05

 
16

,4
59

 
15

4 
0.

94
%

 
96

 
16

,3
18

 1
7,

27
6 

95
8 

5.
55

%
14

1 
0 

0.
0 

95
8 

0.
06

 
7.

 E
B 

SR
-9

1 
Fw

y.
 w

/o
 I-

71
0 

Fw
y.

 
12

,4
52

 
13

,0
16

 
13

,0
08

 
-8

 
-0

.0
6%

 
20

 
13

,3
22

 
13

,2
99

 
-2

3 
-0

.1
7%

 
22

 
14

,2
73

 
13

,9
12

 
-3

61
 

-2
.5

9%
 

22
 

14
,4

56
 1

4,
54

1 
85

 
0.

58
%

 
28

 
0 

0.
0 

85
 

0.
01

 
W

B 
SR

-9
1 

Fw
y.

 w
/o

 I-
71

0 
Fw

y.
 

12
,5

16
 

12
,8

83
 

12
,9

67
 

84
 

0.
65

%
 

0 
13

,2
35

 
13

,1
90

 
-4

5 
-0

.3
4%

 
0 

14
,8

00
 

14
,3

11
 

-4
89

 
-3

.4
2%

 
0 

14
,5

58
 1

5,
29

5 
73

7 
4.

82
%

0 
0 

0.
0 

73
7 

0.
05

 
PM

 P
EA

K
. N

B 
I-4

05
 F

w
y.

  n
/o

 I-
71

0 
Fw

y.
 

14
,0

98
 

14
,6

00
 

14
,6

27
 

27
 

0.
18

%
 

25
 

15
,1

25
 

15
,0

73
 

-5
2 

-0
.3

4%
 

30
 

15
,8

04
 

15
,8

55
 

51
 

0.
32

%
 

36
 

16
,2

93
 1

6,
44

3 
15

0 
0.

91
%

40
 

0 
0.

0 
15

0 
0.

01
 

SB
 I-

40
5 

Fw
y.

 n
/o

 I-
71

0 
Fw

y.
 

15
,3

87
 

15
,8

24
 

15
,8

60
 

36
 

0.
23

%
 

18
 

16
,5

49
 

16
,4

45
 -

10
4 

-0
.6

3%
 

22
 

17
,2

06
 

17
,2

03
 

-3
 

-0
.0

2%
 

24
 

17
,9

54
 1

8,
02

3 
69

 
0.

38
%

 
29

 
0 

0.
0 

69
 

0.
00

 
2.

 N
B 

I-4
05

 F
w

y.
 s

/o
 I-

71
0 

Fw
y.

 
14

,3
24

 
14

,8
16

 
14

,8
62

 
46

 
0.

31
%

 
1 

15
,3

66
 

15
,3

49
 

-1
7 

-0
.1

1%
 

1 
16

,0
86

 
16

,0
79

 
-7

 
-0

.0
4%

 
2 

16
,5

96
 1

6,
74

3 
14

7 
0.

88
%

 
2 

0 
0.

0 
14

7 
0.

01
 

SB
 I-

40
5 

Fw
y.

 s
/o

 I-
71

0 
Fw

y.
 

14
,7

80
 

15
,1

70
 

15
,2

52
 

82
 

0.
54

%
 

41
 

15
,7

31
 

15
,7

44
 

13
 

0.
08

%
 

39
 

16
,5

22
 

16
,6

18
 

96
 

0.
58

%
44

 
17

,2
10

 1
7,

26
4 

54
 

0.
31

%
 

52
 

0 
0.

0 
54

 
0.

00
 

3.
 N

B 
I-7

10
 F

w
y.

 b
/w

 W
illo

w
 S

t. 
an

d 
PC

H
 

6,
85

9 
7,

07
0 

7,
10

7 
37

 
0.

52
%

 
36

2 
7,

29
3 

7,
31

4 
21

 
0.

29
%

 
33

3 
7,

57
8 

7,
59

8 
20

 
0.

26
%

 
37

1 
8,

02
8 

8,
06

6 
38

 
0.

47
%

 
43

8 
40

0 
20

0.
0 

23
8 

0.
03

 
SB

 I-
71

0 
Fw

y.
 b

/w
 W

illo
w

 S
t. 

an
d 

PC
H

 
6,

87
3 

7,
03

7 
7,

06
7 

30
 

0.
42

%
 

21
2 

7,
32

8 
7,

37
1 

43
 

0.
58

%
 

18
3 

7,
65

2 
7,

66
9 

17
 

0.
22

%
 

17
7 

7,
99

8 
8,

02
1 

23
 

0.
29

%
 

22
3 

20
0 

99
.9

 
12

3 
0.

02
 

4.
 N

B 
I-1

10
 F

w
y.

 n
/o

 C
-S

tre
et

 
5,

65
5 

5,
82

6 
5,

83
7 

11
 

0.
19

%
 

4 
6,

09
4 

6,
12

2 
28

 
0.

46
%

 
6 

6,
34

7 
6,

32
9 

-1
8 

-0
.2

8%
 

7 
6,

58
7 

6,
61

6 
29

 
0.

44
%

 
8 

0 
0.

0 
29

 
0.

00
 

SB
 I-

11
0 

Fw
y.

 n
/o

 C
-S

tre
et

 
6,

61
8 

6,
90

2 
6,

86
5 

-3
7 

-0
.5

4%
 

1 
7,

03
4 

7,
08

7 
53

 
0.

75
%

 
1 

7,
44

2 
7,

39
7 

-4
5 

-0
.6

1%
 

2 
7,

70
3 

7,
76

7 
64

 
0.

82
%

 
2 

0 
0.

0 
64

 
0.

01
 

6.
 E

B 
SR

-9
1 

Fw
y.

 e
/o

 I-
71

0 
Fw

y.
 

14
,6

76
 

15
,2

05
 

14
,8

50
 

-3
55

 
-2

.3
9%

 1
22

 
15

,2
48

 
15

,8
28

 
58

0 
3.

66
%

10
8 

16
,9

03
 

16
,5

99
 

-3
04

 
-1

.8
3%

 
12

2 
17

,1
43

 1
6,

95
3 

-1
90

 
-1

.1
2%

 1
43

 
33

3 
16

6.
7 

-2
3 

0.
00

 
W

B 
SR

-9
1 

Fw
y.

 e
/o

 I-
71

0 
Fw

y.
 

13
,3

09
 

13
,7

67
 

13
,8

27
 

60
 

0.
43

%
 

62
 

14
,1

73
 

14
,2

94
 

12
1 

0.
85

%
 

60
 

14
,8

71
 

15
,0

70
 

19
9 

1.
32

%
 

58
 

15
,4

00
 1

5,
56

9 
16

9 
1.

09
%

 
73

 
0 

0.
0 

16
9 

0.
01

 
7.

 E
B 

SR
-9

1 
Fw

y.
 w

/o
 I-

71
0 

Fw
y.

 
14

,5
21

 
15

,1
18

 
14

,9
64

 
-1

54
 

-1
.0

3%
 

12
 

15
,3

34
 

15
,5

73
 

23
9 

1.
53

%
12

 
16

,3
71

 
16

,4
04

 
33

 
0.

20
%

 
12

 
16

,9
33

 1
6,

90
3 

-3
0 

-0
.1

8%
 

14
 

44
 

22
.0

 
-8

 
0.

00
 

W
B 

SR
-9

1 
Fw

y.
 w

/o
 I-

71
0 

Fw
y.

 
11

,9
58

 
12

,4
41

 
12

,4
11

 
-3

0 
-0

.2
4%

 
0 

12
,6

97
 

12
,7

58
 

61
 

0.
48

%
 

0 
13

,3
82

 
13

,3
51

 
-3

1 
-0

.2
3%

 
0 

13
,9

52
 1

3,
93

2 
-2

0 
-0

.1
4%

 
0 

20
 

10
.0

 
-1

0 
0.

00
 

W
or

ki
ng

 D
ra

ft,
 N

ot
 F

or
 P

ub
lic

 D
is

tri
bu

tio
n

10
-6

9



PO
R

T 
O

F 
LO

N
G

 B
EA

C
H

 
C

H
A

P
TE

R
 1

0 
C

O
M

M
E

N
TS

 R
E

C
E

IV
E

D
 A

N
D

 R
E

P
O

N
S

E
S

 T
O

 C
O

M
M

E
N

TS
  

M
ID

D
LE

 H
A

R
B

O
R

 R
E

D
E

V
E

LO
P

M
E

N
T 

P
R

O
JE

C
T 

 
A

P
R

IL
 2

00
9 

Ta
bl

e 
10

-5
.  

Pe
rc

en
ta

ge
 o

f P
ro

je
ct

-T
ra

ffi
c 

to
 H

ig
hw

ay
 (L

an
ds

id
e 

Im
pr

ov
em

en
ts

 A
lte

rn
at

iv
e)

 
A

B
C

D
E=

D
-C

F=
E/

D
G

H
I

J=
I-U

K
=J

/I
L

M
N

O
=N

-M
P=

O
/N

Q
R

S
T=

S-
R

U
=T

/S
V

W
=V

-T
X=

50
%

*W
Y=

X+
T

Z=
Y/

S 

St
ud

y 
H

ig
hw

ay
 S

eg
m

en
t

Tr
af

fic
 

Vo
lu

m
e 

in
 2

00
5

(B
as

e)

20
10

20
15

20
20

20
30

R
ed

ire
ct

ed
%

 S
ha

re
Fu

tu
re

 
w

/o
Pr

oj
.

Fu
tu

re
 

w
ith

 
Pr

oj
.

D
iff

.
Pr

oj
. 

Sh
ar

e
Pr

oj
.

Fu
tu

re
 

w
/o

Pr
oj

.

Fu
tu

re
 

w
ith

 
Pr

oj
.

D
iff

.
Pr

oj
. 

Sh
ar

e
Pr

oj
.

Fu
tu

re
 

w
/o

Pr
oj

.

Fu
tu

re
 

w
ith

 
Pr

oj
.

D
iff

.
Pr

oj
. 

Sh
ar

e
Pr

oj
.

Fu
tu

re
 

w
/o

Pr
oj

.

Fu
tu

re
w

ith
 

Pr
oj

.
D

iff
.

Pr
oj

. 
Sh

ar
e

Pr
oj

.

AM
 P

EA
K

1.
 N

B 
I-4

05
 F

w
y.

  n
/o

 I-
71

0 
Fw

y.
 

15
,6

57
 

16
,1

84
 

16
,2

05
 

21
 

0.
13

%
 

15
 

16
,6

89
 

16
,7

31
 

42
 

0.
25

%
 

18
 

17
,4

44
 

17
,4

37
 

-7
 

-0
.0

4%
 

23
 

18
,3

04
 1

8,
29

0 
-1

4 
-0

.0
8%

 
25

 
39

 
19

.5
 

6 
0.

00
 

SB
 I-

40
5 

Fw
y.

 n
/o

 I-
71

0 
Fw

y.
 

11
,8

75
 

12
,2

14
 

12
,2

45
 

31
 

0.
25

%
 

24
 

12
,6

71
 

12
,6

73
 

2 
0.

02
%

 
28

 
13

,2
96

 
13

,2
52

 
-4

4 
-0

.3
3%

 
30

 
13

,7
85

 1
3,

80
3 

18
 

0.
13

%
 

38
 

20
 

10
.1

 
28

 
0.

00
 

2.
 N

B 
I-4

05
 F

w
y.

 s
/o

 I-
71

0 
Fw

y.
 

15
,0

99
 

14
,8

69
 

15
,6

32
 

76
3 

4.
88

%
1 

16
,1

06
 

16
,0

99
 

-7
 

-0
.0

4%
 

2 
16

,5
44

 
16

,1
17

 
-4

27
 

-2
.6

5%
 

2 
17

,7
45

 1
7,

55
2 

-1
93

 -
1.

10
%

 
2 

19
5 

97
.5

 
-9

6 
0.

00
 

SB
 I-

40
5 

Fw
y.

 s
/o

 I-
71

0 
Fw

y.
 

11
,7

08
 

12
,0

23
 

12
,0

61
 

38
 

0.
32

%
 

25
 

12
,4

98
 

12
,5

13
 

15
 

0.
12

%
 

30
 

13
,0

49
 

13
,0

64
 

15
 

0.
11

%
 

42
 

13
,7

06
 1

3,
73

2 
26

 
0.

19
%

 
50

 
24

 
12

.1
 

38
 

0.
00

 
3.

 N
B 

I-7
10

 F
w

y.
 b

/w
 W

illo
w

 S
t. 

an
d 

PC
H

 
6,

17
1 

6,
39

1 
6,

37
6 

-1
5 

-0
.2

4%
 2

25
 

6,
62

8 
6,

62
9 

1 
0.

02
%

 
26

6 
6,

66
6 

6,
69

5 
29

 
0.

43
%

 
37

3 
7,

25
6 

7,
33

1 
75

 
1.

02
%

 
46

2 
38

7 
19

3.
6 

26
9 

0.
04

 
SB

 I-
71

0 
Fw

y.
 b

/w
 W

illo
w

 S
t. 

an
d 

PC
H

 
6,

80
4 

6,
96

3 
7,

05
6 

93
 

1.
32

%
 

31
1 

7,
30

7 
7,

30
5 

-2
 

-0
.0

3%
 3

24
 

7,
53

0 
7,

63
3 

10
3 

1.
35

%
 

33
9 

7,
93

6 
8,

00
6 

70
 

0.
87

%
 

40
1 

33
1 

16
5.

4 
23

5 
0.

03
 

4.
 N

B 
I-1

10
 F

w
y.

 n
/o

 C
-S

tre
et

 
6,

95
3 

7,
13

9 
7,

13
8 

-1
 

-0
.0

1%
 

2 
7,

46
9 

7,
45

6 
-1

3 
-0

.1
7%

 
3 

7,
40

8 
7,

46
6 

58
 

0.
78

%
 

4 
8,

12
0 

8,
12

8 
8 

0.
10

%
 

4 
0 

0.
0 

8 
0.

00
 

SB
 I-

11
0 

Fw
y.

 n
/o

 C
-S

tre
et

 
4,

93
0 

5,
08

0 
5,

08
5 

5 
0.

10
%

 
1 

5,
27

0 
5,

29
2 

22
 

0.
42

%
 

2 
5,

32
9 

5,
33

0 
1 

0.
02

%
 

2 
5,

76
5 

5,
78

8 
23

 
0.

40
%

 
2 

0 
0.

0 
23

 
0.

00
 

6.
 E

B 
SR

-9
1 

Fw
y.

 e
/o

 I-
71

0 
Fw

y.
 

10
,8

31
 

11
,1

91
 

11
,1

95
 

4 
0.

04
%

 
76

 
11

,5
68

 
11

,5
87

 
19

 
0.

16
%

 
88

 
11

,8
53

 
11

,8
95

 
42

 
0.

35
%

 
12

5 
12

,6
49

 1
2,

65
5 

6 
0.

05
%

 
15

7 
15

1 
75

.3
 

81
 

0.
01

 
W

B 
SR

-9
1 

Fw
y.

 e
/o

 I-
71

0 
Fw

y.
 

15
,1

43
 

15
,5

89
 

15
,8

70
 

28
1 

1.
77

%
 

91
 

15
,8

31
 

15
,8

37
 

6 
0.

04
%

 
10

2 
16

,6
54

 
17

,0
95

 
44

1 
2.

58
%

 
10

7 
17

,4
29

 1
7,

19
8 

-2
31

 -
1.

34
%

 1
29

 
36

0 
17

9.
8 

-5
1 

0.
00

 
7.

 E
B 

SR
-9

1 
Fw

y.
 w

/o
 I-

71
0 

Fw
y.

 
10

,1
63

 
10

,4
91

 
10

,4
86

 
-5

 
-0

.0
5%

 
16

 
10

,8
57

 
10

,8
84

 
27

 
0.

25
%

 
18

 
11

,3
86

 
11

,3
70

 
-1

6 
-0

.1
4%

 
20

 
11

,9
18

 1
1,

89
2 

-2
6 

-0
.2

2%
 

24
 

50
 

25
.0

 
-1

 
0.

00
 

W
B 

SR
-9

1 
Fw

y.
 w

/o
 I-

71
0 

Fw
y.

 
14

,2
83

 
14

,7
04

 
14

,8
53

 
14

9 
1.

00
%

 
0 

15
,1

64
 

15
,1

62
 

-2
 

-0
.0

1%
 

0 
16

,0
43

 
16

,0
83

 
40

 
0.

25
%

 
0 

16
,5

33
 1

6,
50

5 
-2

8 
-0

.1
7%

 
0 

28
 

14
.0

 
-1

4 
0.

00
 

M
ID

D
AY

1.
 N

B 
I-4

05
 F

w
y.

  n
/o

 I-
71

0 
Fw

y.
 

14
,3

34
 

14
,7

80
 

14
,7

30
 

-5
0 

-0
.3

4%
 

15
 

15
,2

92
 

15
,2

93
 

1 
0.

01
%

 
17

 
16

,4
16

 
16

,3
85

 
-3

1 
-0

.1
9%

 
18

 
16

,9
94

 1
6,

74
0 

-2
54

 -
1.

52
%

 
22

 
27

6 
13

8.
0 

-1
16

 
0.

00
 

SB
 I-

40
5 

Fw
y.

 n
/o

 I-
71

0 
Fw

y.
 

13
,3

79
 

13
,8

33
 

13
,8

32
 

-1
 

-0
.0

1%
 

17
 

14
,2

34
 

14
,2

48
 

14
 

0.
10

%
 

21
 

15
,0

95
 

15
,2

47
 

15
2 

1.
00

%
22

 
15

,6
54

 1
5,

64
8 

-6
 

-0
.0

4%
 

25
 

31
 

15
.7

 
10

 
0.

00
 

2.
 N

B 
I-4

05
 F

w
y.

 s
/o

 I-
71

0 
Fw

y.
 

14
,1

16
 

14
,5

76
 

14
,6

07
 

31
 

0.
21

%
 

0 
15

,0
54

 
15

,0
01

 
-5

3 
-0

.3
5%

 
1 

15
,5

19
 

15
,4

55
 

-6
4 

-0
.4

1%
 

1 
16

,6
36

 1
6,

15
0 

-4
86

 -
3.

01
%

 
1 

48
7 

24
3.

5 
-2

43
 

0.
00

 
SB

 I-
40

5 
Fw

y.
 s

/o
 I-

71
0 

Fw
y.

 
12

,9
04

 
13

,3
48

 
13

,4
34

 
86

 
0.

64
%

47
 

13
,7

71
 

13
,8

13
 

42
 

0.
30

%
 

47
 

14
,5

69
 

14
,6

32
 

63
 

0.
43

%
 

48
 

15
,1

38
 1

5,
10

4 
-3

4 
-0

.2
3%

 
60

 
94

 
46

.9
 

13
 

0.
00

 
3.

 N
B 

I-7
10

 F
w

y.
 b

/w
 W

illo
w

 S
t. 

an
d 

PC
H

 
6,

49
3 

6,
70

8 
6,

76
3 

55
 

0.
81

%
 

46
6 

6,
93

1 
7,

00
5 

74
 

1.
06

%
 

46
8 

7,
18

5 
7,

46
2 

27
7 

3.
71

%
47

5 
7,

58
6 

7,
57

5 
-1

1 
-0

.1
5%

 5
82

 
59

3 
29

6.
6 

28
6 

0.
04

 
SB

 I-
71

0 
Fw

y.
 b

/w
 W

illo
w

 S
t. 

an
d 

PC
H

 
6,

75
3 

6,
92

4 
6,

96
4 

40
 

0.
57

%
 

35
1 

7,
21

1 
7,

26
7 

56
 

0.
77

%
 

34
4 

7,
56

3 
7,

68
7 

12
4 

1.
61

%
34

8 
7,

93
7 

7,
98

4 
47

 
0.

59
%

 
42

8 
38

1 
19

0.
6 

23
8 

0.
03

 
4.

 N
B 

I-1
10

 F
w

y.
 n

/o
 C

-S
tre

et
 

6,
36

1 
6,

48
0 

6,
49

2 
12

 
0.

18
%

 
2 

6,
79

0 
6,

79
2 

2 
0.

03
%

 
2 

7,
20

3 
7,

22
1 

18
 

0.
25

%
 

2 
7,

48
7 

7,
56

9 
82

 
1.

08
%

3 
0 

0.
0 

82
 

0.
01

 
SB

 I-
11

0 
Fw

y.
 n

/o
 C

-S
tre

et
 

5,
59

9 
5,

73
0 

5,
72

5 
-5

 
-0

.0
9%

 
0 

5,
99

3 
5,

99
6 

3 
0.

05
%

 
1 

6,
26

1 
6,

35
0 

89
 

1.
40

%
1 

6,
62

8 
6,

65
7 

29
 

0.
44

%
 

1 
0 

0.
0 

29
 

0.
00

 
6.

 E
B 

SR
-9

1 
Fw

y.
 e

/o
 I-

71
0 

Fw
y.

 
12

,6
93

 
13

,2
22

 
13

,2
05

 
-1

7 
-0

.1
3%

 1
65

 
13

,5
05

 
13

,5
03

 
-2

 
-0

.0
1%

 1
64

 
14

,5
38

 
13

,7
02

 
-8

36
 

-6
.1

0%
 

16
5 

14
,8

42
 1

4,
86

9 
27

 
0.

18
%

 
20

2 
17

5 
87

.6
 

11
5 

0.
01

 
W

B 
SR

-9
1 

Fw
y.

 e
/o

 I-
71

0 
Fw

y.
 

13
,6

62
 

13
,9

22
 

13
,9

11
 

-1
1 

-0
.0

8%
 1

07
 

14
,4

43
 

14
,6

61
 

21
8 

1.
49

%
 

11
2 

16
,3

05
 

16
,6

98
 

39
3 

2.
35

%
 

11
4 

16
,3

18
 1

7,
17

7 
85

9 
5.

00
%

14
1 

0 
0.

0 
85

9 
0.

05
 

7.
 E

B 
SR

-9
1 

Fw
y.

 w
/o

 I-
71

0 
Fw

y.
 

12
,4

52
 

13
,0

16
 

13
,0

12
 

-4
 

-0
.0

3%
 

22
 

13
,3

22
 

13
,3

17
 

-5
 

-0
.0

4%
 

22
 

14
,2

73
 

13
,9

47
 

-3
26

 
-2

.3
4%

 
24

 
14

,4
56

 1
4,

54
1 

85
 

0.
58

%
 

28
 

0 
0.

0 
85

 
0.

01
 

W
B 

SR
-9

1 
Fw

y.
 w

/o
 I-

71
0 

Fw
y.

 
12

,5
16

 
12

,8
83

 
12

,9
76

 
93

 
0.

72
%

 
0 

13
,2

35
 

13
,4

28
 

19
3 

1.
44

%
 

0 
14

,8
00

 
14

,2
80

 
-5

20
 

-3
.6

4%
 

0 
14

,5
58

 1
5,

22
1 

66
3 

4.
36

%
0 

0 
0.

0 
66

3 
0.

04
 

PM
 P

EA
K

. N
B 

I-4
05

 F
w

y.
  n

/o
 I-

71
0 

Fw
y.

 
14

,0
98

 
14

,6
00

 
14

,6
24

 
24

 
0.

16
%

 
25

 
15

,1
25

 
15

,1
27

 
2 

0.
01

%
 

32
 

15
,8

04
 

15
,8

03
 

-1
 

-0
.0

1%
 

36
 

16
,2

93
 1

6,
42

3 
13

0 
0.

79
%

41
 

0 
0.

0 
13

0 
0.

01
 

SB
 I-

40
5 

Fw
y.

 n
/o

 I-
71

0 
Fw

y.
 

15
,3

87
 

15
,8

24
 

15
,8

55
 

31
 

0.
20

%
 

19
 

16
,5

49
 

16
,5

00
 

-4
9 

-0
.3

0%
 

23
 

17
,2

06
 

17
,1

69
 

-3
7 

-0
.2

2%
 

25
 

17
,9

54
 1

8,
01

7 
63

 
0.

35
%

 
30

 
0 

0.
0 

63
 

0.
00

 
2.

 N
B 

I-4
05

 F
w

y.
 s

/o
 I-

71
0 

Fw
y.

 
14

,3
24

 
14

,8
16

 
14

,9
01

 
85

 
0.

57
%

 
1 

15
,3

66
 

15
,2

58
 -

10
8 

-0
.7

1%
 

1 
16

,0
86

 
16

,0
47

 
-3

9 
-0

.2
4%

 
2 

16
,5

96
 1

6,
74

3 
14

7 
0.

88
%

 
2 

0 
0.

0 
14

7 
0.

01
 

SB
 I-

40
5 

Fw
y.

 s
/o

 I-
71

0 
Fw

y.
 

14
,7

80
 

15
,1

70
 

15
,2

63
 

93
 

0.
61

%
 

41
 

15
,7

31
 

15
,7

94
 

63
 

0.
40

%
 

44
 

16
,5

22
 

16
,4

61
 

-6
1 

-0
.3

7%
 

50
 

17
,2

10
 1

7,
29

2 
82

 
0.

47
%

 
58

 
0 

0.
0 

82
 

0.
00

 
3.

 N
B 

I-7
10

 F
w

y.
 b

/w
 W

illo
w

 S
t. 

an
d 

PC
H

 
6,

85
9 

7,
07

0 
7,

11
9 

49
 

0.
69

%
 

36
5 

7,
29

3 
7,

33
4 

41
 

0.
56

%
 

38
6 

7,
57

8 
7,

56
7 

-1
1 

-0
.1

5%
 

42
2 

8,
02

8 
8,

08
7 

59
 

0.
73

%
 

50
2 

44
3 

22
1.

5 
28

1 
0.

03
 

SB
 I-

71
0 

Fw
y.

 b
/w

 W
illo

w
 S

t. 
an

d 
PC

H
 

6,
87

3 
7,

03
7 

7,
06

3 
26

 
0.

37
%

 
21

3 
7,

32
8 

7,
38

0 
52

 
0.

70
%

 
21

9 
7,

65
2 

7,
69

0 
38

 
0.

49
%

 
22

5 
7,

99
8 

8,
08

4 
86

 
1.

06
%

 
26

7 
18

1 
90

.3
 

17
6 

0.
02

 
4.

 N
B 

I-1
10

 F
w

y.
 n

/o
 C

-S
tre

et
 

5,
65

5 
5,

82
6 

5,
83

2 
6 

0.
10

%
 

4 
6,

09
4 

6,
11

9 
25

 
0.

41
%

 
6 

6,
34

7 
6,

31
8 

-2
9 

-0
.4

6%
 

7 
6,

58
7 

6,
63

7 
50

 
0.

75
%

 
8 

0 
0.

0 
50

 
0.

01
 

SB
 I-

11
0 

Fw
y.

 n
/o

 C
-S

tre
et

 
6,

61
8 

6,
90

2 
6,

87
4 

-2
8 

-0
.4

1%
 

1 
7,

03
4 

7,
05

5 
21

 
0.

30
%

 
1 

7,
44

2 
7,

41
3 

-2
9 

-0
.3

9%
 

2 
7,

70
3 

7,
77

9 
76

 
0.

98
%

 
2 

0 
0.

0 
76

 
0.

01
 

6.
 E

B 
SR

-9
1 

Fw
y.

 e
/o

 I-
71

0 
Fw

y.
 

14
,6

76
 

15
,2

05
 

14
,8

46
 

-3
59

 
-2

.4
2%

 1
23

 
15

,2
48

 
15

,8
04

 
55

6 
3.

52
%

12
6 

16
,9

03
 

16
,6

39
 

-2
64

 
-1

.5
9%

 
13

6 
17

,1
43

 1
6,

93
9 

-2
04

 -
1.

20
%

 1
65

 
36

9 
18

4.
3 

-2
0 

0.
00

 
W

B 
SR

-9
1 

Fw
y.

 e
/o

 I-
71

0 
Fw

y.
 

13
,3

09
 

13
,7

67
 

13
,6

62
 

-1
05

 
-0

.7
7%

 
62

 
14

,1
73

 
14

,3
01

 
12

8 
0.

90
%

 
67

 
14

,8
71

 
15

,0
65

 
19

4 
1.

29
%

 
70

 
15

,4
00

 1
5,

58
9 

18
9 

1.
21

%
 

81
 

0 
0.

0 
18

9 
0.

01
 

7.
 E

B 
SR

-9
1 

Fw
y.

 w
/o

 I-
71

0 
Fw

y.
 

14
,5

21
 

15
,1

18
 

14
,9

70
 

-1
48

 
-0

.9
9%

 
12

 
15

,3
34

 
15

,5
68

 
23

4 
1.

50
%

12
 

16
,3

71
 

16
,4

51
 

80
 

0.
49

%
 

12
 

16
,9

33
 1

6,
93

6 
3 

0.
02

%
 

16
 

13
 

6.
5 

10
 

0.
00

 
W

B 
SR

-9
1 

Fw
y.

 w
/o

 I-
71

0 
Fw

y.
 

11
,9

58
 

12
,4

41
 

12
,4

33
 

-8
 

-0
.0

6%
 

0 
12

,6
97

 
12

,7
79

 
82

 
0.

64
%

 
0 

13
,3

82
 

13
,3

36
 

-4
6 

-0
.3

4%
 

0 
13

,9
52

 1
3,

92
9 

-2
3 

-0
.1

7%
 

0 
23

 
11

.5
 

-1
2 

0.
00

 
W

or
ki

ng
 D

ra
ft,

 N
ot

 F
or

 P
ub

lic
 D

is
tri

bu
tio

n

10
-7

0



PORT OF LONG BEACH  CHAPTER 10 COMMENTS RECEIVED AND REPONSES TO COMMENTS  

MIDDLE HARBOR REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT  APRIL 2009 

CT-3. The comment notes that the Project will contribute a fair share to the proposed I-710 Corridor 
Project and recommends that the EIS/EIR identify an alternative mitigation plan in the event 
that the I-710 Corridor Project is not implemented. 

The Port is committed to working with Caltrans and regional transportation agencies to 
improve the transportation system and mitigate the impacts of goods movement(Draft 
EIS/EIR Section 3.5.2.3). Such commitment is reflected in the Port’s $5 million financial 
contribution to date to the on-going I-710 Corridor Project EIR/EIS. The Port’s commitment to 
contribute a fair share would apply to any I-710 improvement plan identified in lieu of the 
project currently under review in the I-710 Corridor Project EIR/EIS that would address 
impacts of the Middle Harbor Redevelopment Project, such as correcting design deficiencies 
that create short distances for vehicles to weave on and off of the freeway and insufficient 
turning radii of freeway ramps. The Port and the City of Long Beach have identified 
improvements south of PCH, and have shared this information with the I-710 Geometric 
Subject Working Group and Technical Advisory Committee as part of the I-710 Corridor 
Project EIR/EIS preparation. As stated in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.5.2.3, the Port does not 
own, control, or maintain any of the impacted highway segments, and cannot unilaterally 
implement any mitigation measures without the consent of Caltrans. However, the Port is 
committed to working with Caltrans and contributing its fair share to a mitigation plan.  

Please see responses to comments CT-4, CC-7, CBD-65, CBD-67, CBD-68, CEHJ-2, and 
LBUSD-17 for additional details. 

CT-4. The comment suggests that five alternative mitigation measures to the I-710 Corridor Project 
be considered as potential replacement mitigation measures should the parties fail to agree 
on a comprehensive plan for the I-710. The alternative mitigation measures include:  (1) 
improvement project which addresses weaving movements in both directions at the I-
710/PCH interchange and I-710/Willow Street interchange; (2) contribution to any I-710 early 
action projects; (3) funding additional studies; (4) contributing to the Gerald Desmond Bridge 
reconstruction; and (5) contributing to ACTA/Caltrans joint SR-47 Truck Only Expressway 
and Schuyler Heim Bridge reconstruction. 

The proposed I-710 Corridor Project identifies several improvements to the freeway between 
its terminus at the Port of Long Beach and I-5, including additional lanes, a freight corridor, 
and elimination of several design deficiencies.  

1) Weaving movements at the freeway interchanges of PCH and Willow Street:  These 
are two of the identified design deficiencies that are being addressed in the I-710 
Corridor Project. As stated in the Draft EIS/EIR and also in response to comment CT-3, 
the Port does not own, control, or maintain any of the impacted highway segments, and 
cannot unilaterally implement any mitigation measures without the consent of Caltrans. 
This includes the interchanges. The Port supports recommended improvements to these 
interchanges and is working with the City of Long Beach and Caltrans to develop a 
recommended alternative for this segment of the I-710. If the I-710 Corridor Project is not 
adopted, the Port will continue to work with Caltrans to identify alternative improvements 
and will contribute the fair share calculated in Draft EIS/EIR Table 3.5-23.  

2) I-710 Early Action Projects: As stated in the Draft EIS/EIR and also in response to 
comment CT-3, the Port does not own, control, or maintain any of the impacted highway 
segments, and cannot unilaterally implement any mitigation measures without the 
consent of Caltrans. This includes I-710 early action projects. The Port supports early 
action projects that will appropriately mitigate Project impacts. The Port will continue to 
work with Caltrans to identify I-710 early action projects that will mitigate the Project 
impacts and will contribute the fair share calculated in Draft EIS/EIR Table 3.5-23. 

3) Funding Additional Studies:  It is unclear how funding additional studies will mitigate 
the Project’s traffic impact. The Port has contributed $5 million for environmental analysis 
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of the I-710 Corridor Project and will continue to partner with Caltrans on I-710 
improvements, including funding additional studies that may be directly related to Port 
operations. Due to the vagueness of this suggested alternative, the Port finds this 
alternative mitigation measure to be infeasible. 

4) Contribution to the Gerald Desmond Bridge Replacement Project:  The Gerald 
Desmond Bridge, which is currently owned and maintained by the Port, will be 
transferred to Caltrans upon completion of the proposed replacement project. The Port 
has funded the environmental analysis and the conceptual design for this project. The 
project cost for design and construction is estimated at $1.125 billion. The project funding 
allocations total $850 million, which includes an additional $100 million contribution from 
the Port and $164.8 million from container fees. The Port is actively seeking federal 
assistance for the remaining $275 million. Therefore, the Port is already contributing to 
the Gerald Desmond Bridge reconstruction and the suggested alternative mitigation is 
not appropriate.

5) Contribution to SR-47 Truck Only Expressway and Schuyler Heim Bridge:  This is 
not an appropriate mitigation measure because the Project would not result in significant 
traffic impacts on SR-47 or the Schuyler Heim Bridge, nor will these improvements 
mitigate the Project’s impacts on I-710.

As previously indicated, the Project impact has been identified and a fair share percentage 
has been calculated to mitigate the Project’s impacts on the I-710. This will be included in the 
MMRP for the Project. Please see response to comment CT-3 for additional details. 
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Department of Conservation, July 10, 2008 

DOC-1. Thank you for your comment. The Port will ensure that all oil wells in the Project vicinity are 
included on future Project maps.  

DOC-2. The comment addresses regulatory procedures for building in proximity to oil wells. As stated 
in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.10.1.3 (Oil Wells) and Section 3.10.2.3 (Impact HAZ-2), the 
Project would comply with all regulatory requirements associated with construction in the 
vicinity of idle or abandoned wells. All of the requirements recommended in the comment 
would be followed. Therefore, no revisions to the Final EIS/EIR are required.  

DOC-3. Final EIS/EIR Section 3.10.2.3 (Impact HAZ-2) has been revised to state that if any plugged 
and abandoned or unrecorded wells are damaged or uncovered during excavation or 
grading, remedial plugging operations may be required.

DOC-4. This comment addresses the review process associated with DOGGR’s Construction Project 
Site Review and Well Abandonment Procedures. Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.10.1.3 9 (Oil Wells) 
and Section 3.10.2.3 (Impact HAZ-2) address how the Project would comply with DOGGR’s 
Construction Project Site Review and Well Abandonment Procedure information packet. 
Therefore, no revisions to the Final EIS/EIR are required. 
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State of California Department of Justice, August 14, 2008 

DOJ-1. The comment suggests that USACE and the Port must do more to describe, analyze, and 
mitigate the Project’s significant cumulative impacts related to global warming. Please see 
response to comments DOJ-3 through DOJ-7 for additional details regarding the Project’s 
GHG emissions and mitigation measures to reduce those emissions. 

DOJ-2. The Port acknowledges that GHG emissions produced from the handling and transport of 
cargo associated with the proposed Project would incrementally contribute to climate change. 
The Port also acknowledges its fundamental duty to accommodate and promote commerce. 
The 1911 grant of the tidelands to the City of Long Beach was for the express purpose of 
constructing improvements “necessary or convenient for the promotion and accommodation 
of commerce and navigation....”  Stats. of 1911, p. 1305. The California Legislature 
subsequently has declared its intent for existing Ports, such as the Port of Long Beach, to 
modernize and construct the necessary facilities in order to avoid the necessity of creating 
new ports (PRC § 30702(b)). The Legislature has recognized the California ports as one of 
the state’s primary economic resources and declared that they are “an essential element of 
the national maritime industry” (PRC § 30702(a)). While the mathematical calculations in the 
comment appear to be correct, the suggestion that by the year 2030, the added GHG from 
this Project would be the equivalent of adding 130,540 new passenger cars to the roads is 
misleading. Without the construction of the Project, the annual metric tons of CO2e would be 
less than if the Project had been constructed by a magnitude of 47,296, or the equivalent of 
8,445.7 [47,296 divided by 5.6] additional passenger cars. The comparison made by the 
commenter assumes that without the Project, there were be no growth in GHG between 2005 
and 2030. While comparison back to the 2005 baseline is appropriate for making a CEQA 
determination of significance, it is not appropriate for describing a snapshot of CO2e vehicle 
equivalency for the year 2030. For discussions on mitigations that would reduce Project 
cumulative impacts to climate change, please see response to comment DOJ-5.  

DOJ-3. The comment suggests that the Draft EIS/EIR fails to describe the serious consequences of 
global warming. The Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.2.1.2 (Greenhouse Gas Emissions) contained a 
discussion of the consequences of GHG and climate change. A discussion of AB 32 is 
included in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.2.1.3. The Draft EIS/EIR quantifies the 2005 GHG levels 
at the Middle Harbor container terminal on a daily and yearly basis (Section 3.2.1.4 (Existing 
Emissions at Middle Harbor container terminals) Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.2.2.1 explains the 
current dilemma of there being no adopted Thresholds of Significance for GHG. It then 
explains the methodology used to calculate GHG (Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.2.2.2). The Draft 
EIS/EIR contains 17 pages of analysis of the GHG emissions associated with the Project and 
the various alternatives (Draft EIS/EIR Sections 3.2.2.3, 3.2.2.4, 3.2.2.5, and 3.2.2.6). It next 
outlines the cumulative impacts of GHG (Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.2.3). Appendix A-1 contains 
additional technical information relating to the GHG emissions and the quantification and 
assessment of the emissions for each of the four alternatives. The commenter incorrectly 
characterizes that discussion as consisting of a single sentence regarding the consequences 
of global warming. After providing an explanation of the linkage between GHG and 
temperature change, the Draft EIS/EIR states that GHG and climate change have potentially 
negative environmental, economic, and social consequences around the globe. It then 
discusses a U.S. Supreme Court case in which the court ruled that harms associated with 
climate change are serious and well recognized. The Draft EIS/EIR listed numerous 
reference documents relating to GHG and climate changes that the reader could review 
(Draft EIS/EIR Chapter 9), referencing six documents containing extensive information on 
GHG and climate change, including website references. On June 19, 2008, after the release 
of the Draft EIS/EIR, the Governor’s Office of Planning & Research (OPR) issued a Technical 
Advisory entitled CEQA and Climate Change: Address Climate Change Through CEQA 
Review. OPR is the state office which has been designated by the Legislature in SB 97 to 
develop CEQA Guidelines for dealing with GHG and climate change. Cal. Pub. Res. Code 
Section 21083.05(a). OPR’s Technical Advisory does not direct lead agencies to include 
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extensive amounts of information regarding the potential consequences of climate change. 
Instead, under the “Recommended Approach,” OPR recommends the following: 

Lead agencies should determine whether greenhouse gases may be generated by a 
proposed project, and if so, quantify or estimate the GHG emissions by type and source. 
Second, the lead agency must assess whether those emissions are individually or 
cumulatively significant. When assessing whether a project’s effects on climate change 
are “cumulatively considerable” even though its GHG contribution may be individually 
limited, the lead agency must consider the impact of the project when viewed in 
connection with the effects of past, current, and probable future projects. Finally, if the 
lead agency determines that the GHG emissions from the project as proposed are 
potentially significant, it must investigate and implement ways to avoid, reduce, or 
otherwise mitigate the impacts of those emissions (Technical Advisory, p. 5.). 

Even though the OPR Technical Advisory was not published until after the release of the 
Draft EIS/EIR, the document nonetheless follows the recommended approach to the letter. 
As stated above, the OPR Technical Advisory does not recommend that the lead agency 
include any type of detailed analysis regarding the consequences of climate change in CEQA 
documents. This may be because the consequences to a large extent are not fully known or 
agreed upon by the experts. The Port and USACE believe that the level of discussion and the 
focus of analysis contained in the Draft EIS/EIR is appropriate. Nonetheless, pursuant to the 
commenter’s suggestion, Final EIS/EIR Section 3.2.1.2 includes a more detailed description 
of potential effects of climate change to California and specifically to the Port and the Project. 
Additionally, the Impact AQ-8 discussion in Final EIS/EIR Section 3.2.2.3 acknowledges that 
Project GHG emissions would incrementally contribute to these effects.  

DOJ-4. This response also addresses Comments CBD-34 and CBD-35. The referenced comments 
state that the Draft EIS/EIR does not disclose the full extent of GHG emissions associated 
with the expansion of the Middle Harbor container terminal because it does not include 
certain mobile emissions outside of California, such as ship emissions on waters outside of 
the U.S. As explained in more detail below, the analysis of GHG in the Draft EIS/EIR is 
entirely consistent with emerging and evolving guidance on the appropriate scope and 
methodology for GHG analysis in NEPA and CEQA documents. However, in an effort to 
provide the detailed type of information the commenter seeks, an additional analysis that 
includes a best estimate of GHG emissions outside of California has been prepared and is 
presented in this response. 

As explained in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.2.1.4 (Greenhouse Gas Emissions), reasonable 
assumptions regarding truck trips, train trips, and ships were made for purposes of the GHG 
calculations. Specifically, for trucks, an in-state average distance was developed for trips 
within California, and the average distance to the state border was used for out-of-state trips. 
Similarly, for trains, emissions were accounted for all the way to the California border. Ship 
emissions were also calculated based upon assumed travel and operations while in California 
waters. For the consumption of electricity generated offsite, all GHG emissions were included 
in the analysis without regard to whether they were generated within or outside California, 
since in part it was not possible to determine the exact source and location of power 
generation. In general, a portion of the electricity used in California is generated outside of 
the state. As explained in the Draft EIS/EIR, this approach is consistent with the goal of the 
CCAR program to report and monitor all GHG emissions within the State of California in 
accordance with AB 32. These same assumptions were applied to the baseline scenarios. 
The Port and the USACE determined that use of the California boundary to delineate the 
domain for the estimation of Project GHG emissions is adequate to provide an indicator of 
the magnitude of proposed GHG emissions.  

As a starting point, it is significant that the focus of AB 32 is “statewide greenhouse gas 
emissions,” which are expressly limited to “the total annual emissions of greenhouse gases 
in the state.” Health & Safety Code Section 38505(m), (bold and italic emph. added). The 
mandate of AB 32 is to reduce the “in state” GHG emissions to their 1990 level by 2020. 
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Health & Safety Code Section 38550. The legislation required that the implementing 
regulations must “to the maximum extent feasible, incorporate the standard and protocols 
developed by the California Climate Action Registry....”  Health & Safety Code Section 
38530(b)(3). The protocols established by the CCAR require that California emissions be 
calculated and maintained separately from emissions in other parts of the U.S. CCAR 
General Reporting Protocol, p. 11. Reporting emissions outside California but within the U.S. 
is identified as strictly optional. (CCAR General Reporting Protocol, p. 11). However, the 
CCAR “does not accept for certification information on emissions released by sources 
outside of the United States.”  CCAR General Reporting Protocol, p. 11 (Bold and italic 
emph. added). 

The Port issued an NOP and the USACE issued an NOI for Draft EIS/EIR for the purpose of 
receiving guidance on the scope and method of analysis in the document. The Port extended 
the deadline for responsible agencies to comment. Not one of the responses to the NOP or 
the NOI requested that a GHG analysis be completed; nor did the responses provide 
suggestions regarding the scope of the analysis. For example, the SCAQMD neither 
requested that the document include GHG analysis nor provided any guidance as to how one 
would be prepared. The entities that submitted Comments CBD-34 and -35 were provided 
with the NOP and submitted some comments on the scope of the NOP. However, the 
commenters did not even suggest the inclusion of a GHG analysis, let alone provide 
suggestions regarding the scope of any such analysis.  

As SCAQMD has noted, as of the May 2008 publication date of the Draft EIS/EIR, there had 
been little regulatory guidance with regard to analyzing GHG emission impacts in CEQA 
documents. See SCAQMD Board Meeting Agenda Package Dec. 5, 2008, Agenda Item No. 
31, Interim CEQA GHG Significance Threshold for Stationary Sources, pp. 1-2. The 
regulations which did exist at that time created more questions than they resolved. For 
example, the California Code of Regulations’ provisions implementing AB 32’s mandatory 
reporting of GHG emissions declared that the reporting of mobile sources was optional. As 
explained in ARB’s “Mandatory Reporting of Greenhouse Gas Emissions:  Instructional 
Guidance for Operators” published in December of 2008: 

5.6. Am I Required to Report Mobile Source Emissions? 

Reporting of mobile source emissions is optional, as specified in section (Title 17, 
California Code of Regulation Section) 95103(a)(4). You may choose to calculate and 
report CO2, CH4, and N2O emissions from mobile combustion associated with your 
facility operations. 

Nonetheless, the GHG emission analysis in the Draft EIS/EIR included mobile sources within 
California. 

As to the “California versus the world” scope of analysis issue, there was no clear path. 
According to the Minutes of the GHG CEQA Significance Threshold Stakeholder Working 
Group, the SCAQMD staff has recommended that GHG emissions in California be analyzed, 
not life cycle emissions. Specifically, the minutes from the April 30, 2008 meeting state as 
follows: 

Considerations in Preparing Significance Thresholds  

a. Direct GHG Emissions or Life Cycle  

Dr. Smith discussed possible considerations for developing significance thresholds. The 
first issue to be addressed was whether direct GHG emissions or life cycle emissions 
should be evaluated. Staff is recommending that direct and indirect GHG emissions 
in California be analyzed, not life cycle emissions. The reason for this 
recommendation is that life cycle emission calculations will be difficult as the process 
could occur outside of California. Further, information to calculate life cycle emissions is 
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not readily available. The working group agreed that direct emissions should include 
impacts from electricity generation as well as indirect impacts, such as potable water, 
electricity, and municipal waste services, and that mitigation measures can be used for 
reducing overall GHG. A comment was made that CEQA applies statewide, and as such 
is not limited to GHG in the Basin. (Bold and italic emph. added). 

After the Draft EIS/EIR was prepared and released, OPR issued its Technical Advisory on 
CEQA and climate change. This document was the first regulatory guidance provided to lead 
agencies on how to analyze GHG in NEPA and CEQA documents. See SCAQMD Board 
Meeting Agenda Package Dec. 5, 2008, Agenda Item No. 31, Interim CEQA GHG 
Significance Threshold for Stationary Sources, pp. 1-2. The Advisory explained the 
requirements of AB 32 and then stated that lead agencies “should make a good-faith effort, 
based upon available information, to calculate, model, or estimate the amount of CO2 and 
other GHG emissions from a project, including emissions associated with vehicular traffic, 
energy consumption, water usage and construction activities.”  The Advisory did not advise 
lead agencies to calculate project-related emissions outside California, which would be 
beyond the scope of AB 32. The Advisory did recommend use of the Climate Action 
Reporting On-Line Tool (CARROT) as one of the modeling tools that lead agencies should 
use to quantify GHG emissions. As explained above, the CARROT protocol requires the 
calculation of California-based GHG emissions. Reporting emissions in other portions of the 
United States is optional, and if done, such emissions are tracked separately. Emissions from 
outside the U.S. are not verified or tracked at all. 

In accordance with PRC Section 21083.05, on January 8, 2009, OPR issued Preliminary 
Draft CEQA Guideline Amendments for Greenhouse Gas Emissions. While the Guideline 
Amendments are not final, they do suggest that the primary criteria that a lead agency should 
consider in assessing the significance of GHG emissions is based on AB 32: 

(1)  The extent to which the project could help or hinder attainment of the state’s goals of 
reducing greenhouse gas emissions to 1990 levels by the year 2020 as stated in the 
Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006. A project may be considered to help attainment 
of the state’s goals by being consistent with an adopted statewide 2020 greenhouse gas 
emissions limit or the plans, programs, and regulations adopted to implement the Global 
Warming Solutions Act of 2006. (Draft Guideline 15064.4(a)(1)). 

The use of the California boundary to delineate the domain for the estimation of Project GHG 
emissions was entirely consistent with this type of assessment, as it tracts the CCAR 
protocol.  

Moreover, the January 8, 2009 Draft Guideline relating to the determination of significance 
impacts from GHG emissions expressly recognizes that a lead agency retains discretion as 
to how to calculate GHG emissions: 

(b)  A lead agency should make a good-faith effort, based on available information, to 
describe, calculate or estimate the amount of greenhouse gas emissions associated with 
a project, including emissions associated with energy consumption and vehicular traffic. 
Because the methodologies for performing this assessment are anticipated to evolve 
over time, a lead agency shall have discretion to determine, in the context of a particular 
project, whether to:  

(1)  Use a model or methodology to quantify greenhouse gas emissions associated with 
a project, and which of any available model or methodology to use. The lead agency 
may include a qualitative discussion or analysis regarding the limitations of the 
particular model or methodology selected for use; or 

(2)  Rely on qualitative or other performance based standards for estimating the 
significance of greenhouse gas emissions. (Draft Guideline 15064.4(b)). 
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Thus, the draft Guidelines leave ample discretion to the lead agency to determine how it 
wishes to proceed with the assessment of GHG emissions. The draft Guidelines do not 
require the type of analysis that the commenter requests. 

To suggest that this Project must calculate and account for vessel emissions between the 
port of origin and the POLB is not reasonable and would require speculation. For example, it 
is not reasonable to assume that the decision regarding whether to construct this Project 
would have any impact on the overall demand for goods or their transport. Therefore, it 
cannot be assumed that the vessel trips would not occur if the Project does not move 
forward. The prediction of ship movement through the world and the GHG emissions 
associated therewith involves so many unknown factors that attempting to calculate 
emissions is speculative. Predicting which countries will be trade partners with the U.S. in 20-
plus years would be an art, not a science. Attempting to ascertain future trade routes is even 
more uncertain. Moreover, if this type of analysis is attempted, where is the logical cutoff 
point?  Must it include the emissions associated with loading the ships in their ports of origin? 
Should it include transporting the cargo overland within the foreign nation to the foreign port? 
Should it include the energy assumed in the manufacture of the cargo itself?  The type of life-
cycle analysis that the commenter suggests is not warranted. Under CEQA, an analysis of an 
impact need not be exhaustive and should not be speculative. For these reasons, the use of 
the California border to establish the domain for the estimation of the Project GHG was 
reasonable.  

Nonetheless, in response to the request in Comment DOJ-5, the Port provides the following 
good faith estimate of the GHG emissions that would occur from the transport of cargo 
between the Middle Harbor container terminal and its first point of rest, regardless of whether 
this point is within or outside California. This analysis is based upon the following vehicle trip 
lengths: 

1. OGV route length = 7,224/3,926 nm for arrivals/departures, or an average of 5,575 nm. 
These data are based on container ship calls to the Middle Harbor container terminal in 
year 2007. Distance within California = 10.5 nm (Precautionary Area) + 157.5 nm 
(Precautionary Area to three nm beyond Point Conception) = 168 nm, so the out of 
California distance = 5,407 nm. 

2. Train route length = year 2007 weighted average distances of UP and BNSF trains 
to/from POLB, or 1,687 miles. Distance from POLB to Arizona = 252 miles, so the out of 
California distance = 1,435 miles.  

3. Truck route length beyond the SCAB = 222/224 in/outbound miles, or an average of 223 
miles per trip. Truck route length within the SCAB ranged from 27 to 33 miles depending 
on the Project year and scenario.  

Tables 10-6 through 10-12 below summarize the annual GHG emissions for the CEQA 
Baseline and each Project scenario. Consistent with the similar tables set forth in the Draft 
EIS/EIR, these tables show that each Project alternative would exceed the CEQA Baseline 
GHG emissions and, therefore, they would produce significant impacts to global climate 
change. Since the Final EIS/EIR proposes all feasible measures to mitigate proposed GHG 
emissions, these additional GHG emissions estimated for each Project alternative do not 
obligate the Port to further mitigate these emissions. 

Regarding the GHG analyses in the Draft EIS/EIR, truck GHG emissions for future Project 
scenarios presented in the Draft EIS/EIR Tables were overestimated, due to an 
overestimation of vehicle miles travelled (VMT) for those sources. For the Draft EIS/EIR, due 
to a lack of specific data for truck trips outside of the Port region, it was assumed that each 
truck trip generated by the Middle Harbor container terminal would travel a distance equal to 
the average of a local trip length and the trip distance between the POLB and the 
California/Arizona border. Subsequent to the Draft EIS/EIR, new more accurate data from 
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traffic analyses became available which identified the amount of POLB-generated truck trips 
that enter/leave the SCAB and their associated origins/destinations. Use of these improved 
new data resulted in a reduction in the GHG emission estimates for future truck trips. For the 
same reason, commuting emissions were also updated based for all Project scenarios based 
on updated, more representative, VMT data. To present examples of these corrected 
emissions, Tables 10-13 and 10-14 show the revised GHG emissions for the CEQA Baseline 
and mitigated Alternative 1 for the “California only” domain evaluated in the Draft EIS/EIR (the 
Final EIS/EIR analyses also correct those inconsistencies). These data show that GHG 
emissions from the mitigated Alternative 1 in year 2030 (Table 10-8) increase by a factor of 
2.88 over the CEQA Baseline (Table 10-6) for the worldwide analyses, compared to an 
increase by a factor of 2.47 for the California domain analyzed in the Draft EIS/EIR (Tables 
10-13 and 10-14). The proportions of these GHG emission increases are similar, regardless 
of whether the analysis used the California or worldwide domain. This further demonstrates 
that the domain used in the Draft EIS/EIR is adequate for CEQA purposes.  

�������	��
������������������������������������������������������������� �!
���������
�������	
����������

�
������������
��
�����	��� ��� ��� ��� ������� ����� �� ������ � ����
������!!��"���#���
���������	
���
���
�������� ������������� ��������� ���������� ������������ ������������ ������������ �������������
�������������
��� �
��!��
���
�������� ���������������� "���������� "�"�������� ������������ ������������ ������������ ����������������
���������#
�$ ����
�������� �%��������������� "�"�������� "�""������� ������������ ������������ ������������ %""��������������
���������& �'��(���� �%%�������������� "�"�������� "�""������� ������������ ������������ ������������ )""��������������
���������# ��*��(�!�+��� ����� ���"����������� "���������� "�"�������� ������������ ������������ ������������ ���")����������
��$������%�	
��# ���"���%����� �����)��� ���������� ������������ ������������ ������������ ������)�%����
���($ 
�����,
�( �-����*�!��������� ����������������� "�"�������� "�"�������� ������������ ������������ ������������ �)���������������
����.��
*�/0���.��� �"�%����������� ����������� "���������� ������������ ������������ ������������ �"�%%����������
�1��� 
2�����'� ��"��%�������� ))�������� ���������� ������������ ������������ ������������ �����"��������
���
���� )��)�"��������� ��"�������� "�)�������� ������������ ������������ ������������ )��������������
�3
�*
�2�/0���.��� �)��������������� "�"%������� "�"�������� ������������ ������������ ������������ �)���������������
, ..����( ���%"����������� "�)�������� "�)"������� ������������ ������������ ������������ ����%�����������
3��4����3�4��(��
���5 ���� ���������������� ���������� ���������� "�"���������� "��)��������� "�"���������� ��"��������������
1�����.��
*�/*������
*�, ���.��� � �)��)���������� "���������� "�"�������� ������������ ������������ ������������ �)�������������
"����#$$%������ �&'�(&)$*���� #%*�������� )#���������� $	$(��������� $	�)��������� $	$(��������� �&')#&#+)����

Table 10-6. Annual Operational GHG Emissions – POLB Middle Harbor Project – CEQA Baseline 
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 Table 2.  Annual Operational GHG Emissions - POLB Middle Harbor Project - Unmitigated Alternative 1.
Metric Tons Per Year

Project Scenario/Source Type CO2 CH4 N2O HFC-125 HFC-134a HFC-143a CO2e
Project Year 2010
 Ships - Fairway Transit (1) 2,674,703    354.24   23.82     -           -           -           2,689,525    
 Ships - Precautionary Area Transit (1) 1,902           0.25       0.02       -           -           -           1,913           
 Ships - Harbor Transit (1) 1,529           0.21       0.01       -           -           -           1,537           
 Ships - Docking (1) 512              0.07       0.00       -           -           -           515              
 Ships - Hoteling Aux. Sources 14,719         1.98       0.11       -           -           -           14,793         
 Ships Sub Total 2,693,365    356.75   23.95     -           -           -           2,708,282    
 Tugboats - Cargo Vessel Assist (1) 541              0.07       0.01       -           -           -           544              
 Terminal Equipment 15,935         2.30       0.16       -           -           -           16,034         
 On-road Trucks 176,829       29.06     14.53     -           -           -           181,945       
 Trains 32,496         4.55       0.32       -           -           -           32,691         
 Railyard Equipment 193              0.03       0.00       -           -           -           194              
Commuting 2,035           0.37       0.36       -           -           -           2,155           
Cold-Iron Usage 5,422           0.05       0.02       -           -           -           5,431           
Reefers Refrigerant Losses -               -         -         0.07         0.18         0.08         817              
On-Terminal Electrical Consumption 16,277         0.14       0.07       -           -           -           16,303         
Project Year 2010 Total 2,943,094    393 39 0.07         0.18         0.08         2,964,396    
Net Change from 2005 CEQA Baseline 1,026,787    136        7            0.02         0.04         0.02         1,032,113    
Net Change from NEPA Baseline Year 2010 173,099       10          (0)           -           -           -           173,169       
Project Year 2015
 Ships - Fairway Transit (1) 3,358,754    444.84   29.91     -           -           -           3,377,368    
 Ships - Precautionary Area Transit (1) 2,409           0.32       0.02       -           -           -           2,422           
 Ships - Harbor Transit (1) 1,924           0.26       0.02       -           -           -           1,935           
 Ships - Docking (1) 643              0.09       0.01       -           -           -           646              
 Ships - Hoteling Aux. Sources 11,412         1.52       0.07       -           -           -           11,464         
 Ships Sub Total 3,375,142    447.03   30.02     -           -           -           3,393,835    
 Tugboats - Cargo Vessel Assist (1) 677              0.09       0.01       -           -           -           681              
 Terminal Equipment 18,495         2.67       0.19       -           -           -           18,609         
 On-road Trucks 149,002       25.02     12.51     -           -           -           153,405       
 Trains 425,031       59.51     4.19       -           -           -           427,580       
 Railyard Equipment 2,845           0.41       0.03       -           -           -           2,863           
Commuting 2,353           0.43       0.42       -           -           -           2,491           
Cold-Iron Usage 3,250           0.03       0.01       -           -           -           3,256           
Reefers Refrigerant Losses -               -         -         0.10         0.23         0.10         1,084           
On-Terminal Electrical Consumption 24,089         0.20       0.11       -           -           -           24,128         
Project Year 2015 Total 4,000,884    535 47 0.10         0.23         0.10         4,027,931    
Net Change from 2005 CEQA Baseline 2,084,578    278        15          0.04         0.10         0.04         2,095,648    
Net Change from NEPA Baseline Year 2015 346,921       29          (1)           -           -           -           347,116       
Project Year 2020
 Ships - Fairway Transit (1) 4,300,500    569.62   38.30     -           -           -           4,324,336    
 Ships - Precautionary Area Transit (1) 3,113           0.42       0.03       -           -           -           3,130           
 Ships - Harbor Transit (1) 2,577           0.35       0.02       -           -           -           2,592           
 Ships - Docking (1) 865              0.12       0.01       -           -           -           870              
 Ships - Hoteling Aux. Sources 9,341           1.22       0.04       -           -           -           9,378           
 Ships Sub Total 4,316,397    571.72   38.40     -           -           -           4,340,306    
 Tugboats - Cargo Vessel Assist (1) 812              0.11       0.01       -           -           -           817              
 Terminal Equipment 21,836         3.15       0.22       -           -           -           21,971         
 On-road Trucks 199,174       32.46     16.23     -           -           -           204,886       
 Trains 541,089       75.76     5.34       -           -           -           544,334       
 Railyard Equipment 4,087           0.59       0.04       -           -           -           4,112           
Commuting 2,710           0.50       0.48       -           -           -           2,869           
Cold-Iron Usage 6,757           0.06       0.03       -           -           -           6,768           
Reefers Refrigerant Losses -               -         -         0.13         0.30         0.13         1,395           
On-Terminal Electrical Consumption 32,738         0.27       0.15       -           -           -           32,791         
Project Year 2020 Total 5,125,600    685 61 0.13         0.30         0.13         5,160,249    
Net Change from 2005 CEQA Baseline 3,209,294    427        29          0.07         0.17         0.07         3,227,966    
Net Change from NEPA Baseline Year 2020 718,363       76          3            -           -           -           720,836       
Project Year 2030
 Ships - Fairway Transit (1) 4,958,836    656.80   44.16     -           -           -           4,986,320    
 Ships - Precautionary Area Transit (1) 3,567           0.48       0.03       -           -           -           3,586           
 Ships - Harbor Transit (1) 2,947           0.40       0.03       -           -           -           2,963           
 Ships - Docking (1) 989              0.13       0.01       -           -           -           995              
 Ships - Hoteling Aux. Sources 10,812         1.41       0.04       -           -           -           10,855         
 Ships Sub Total 4,977,151    659.23   44.27     -           -           -           5,004,719    
 Tugboats - Cargo Vessel Assist (1) 947              0.13       0.01       -           -           -           953              
 Terminal Equipment 27,973         4.04       0.29       -           -           -           28,146         
 On-road Trucks 257,057       41.62     20.81     -           -           -           264,382       
 Trains 531,546       74.42     5.24       -           -           -           534,734       
 Railyard Equipment 4,407           0.64       0.04       -           -           -           4,434           
Commuting 3,595           0.66       0.64       -           -           -           3,806           
Cold-Iron Usage 7,702           0.06       0.04       -           -           -           7,714           
Reefers Refrigerant Losses -               -         -         0.15         0.35         0.15         1,627           
On-Terminal Electrical Consumption 35,900         0.30       0.17       -           -           -           35,958         
Project Year 2030 Total 5,846,279    781 71 0.15         0.35         0.15         5,886,474    
Net Change from 2005 CEQA Baseline 3,929,972    524        39          0.09         0.22         0.10         3,954,191    
Net Change from NEPA Baseline Year 2030 518,937       40          1            -           -           -           519,954       
Note: (1) Includes auxiliary generator emissions.

Table 10-7. Annual Operational GHG Emissions – POLB Middle Harbor Project – Unmitigated Alternative 1. 
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Table 3.  Annual Operational Emissions - POLB Middle Harbor Project - Mitigated Alternative 1.
Metric Tons Per Year

Project Scenario/Source Type CO2 CH4 N2O HFC-125 HFC-134a HFC-143a CO2e
Project Year 2010
 Ships - Fairway Transit (1) 2,503,161  345.23       24.69         -             -             -             2,518,065
 Ships - Precautionary Area Transit (1) 1,853         0.25           0.02           -             -             -             1,863
 Ships - Harbor Transit (1) 1,515         0.21           0.01           -             -             -             1,524
 Ships - Docking (1) 508            0.07           0.00           -             -             -             511
 Ships - Hoteling Aux. Sources 11,674       1.56           0.08           -             -             -             11,730
 Ships Sub Total 2,518,712  347.32       24.80         -             -             -             2,533,693     
 Tugboats - Cargo Vessel Assist (1) 541            0.07           0.01           -             -             -             544
 Terminal Equipment 15,935       2.30           0.16           -             -             -             16,034
 On-road Trucks 174,344     22.60         11.30         -             -             -             178,322
 Trains 32,496       4.55           0.32           -             -             -             32,691
 Railyard Equipment 193            0.03           0.00           -             -             -             194
Commuting 2,035         0.37           0.36           -             -             -             2,155            
Cold-Iron Usage 1,610         0.013         0.007         -             -             -             1,613            
Reefers Refrigerant Losses -             -             -             0.07           0.18           0.08           817
On-Terminal Electrical Consumption 16,277       0.14           0.07           -             -             -             16,303
Project Year 2010 Total 2,762,144  377 37 0.07           0.18           0.08           2,782,366
Net Change from 2005 CEQA Baseline 845,837     120            5                0.02           0.04           0.02           850,084        
Net Change from NEPA Baseline Year 2010 (3,010)        (5)               (3)               -             -             -             (3,970)           
Project Year 2015
 Ships - Fairway Transit (1) 3,143,630  433.56       31.01         -             -             -             3,162,347
 Ships - Precautionary Area Transit (1) 2,346         0.32           0.02           -             -             -             2,360
 Ships - Harbor Transit (1) 1,907         0.26           0.02           -             -             -             1,918
 Ships - Docking (1) 638            0.09           0.01           -             -             -             642
 Ships - Hoteling Aux. Sources 6,495         0.84           0.02           -             -             -             6,518
 Ships Sub Total 3,155,017  435.06       31.07         -             -             -             3,173,784     
 Tugboats - Cargo Vessel Assist (1) 677            0.09           0.01           -             -             -             681
 Terminal Equipment 18,495       2.67           0.19           -             -             -             18,609
 On-road Trucks 147,800     14.96         7.48           -             -             -             150,434
 Trains 425,031     59.51         4.19           -             -             -             427,580
 Railyard Equipment 2,845         0.41           0.03           -             -             -             2,863
Commuting 2,353         0.43           0.42           -             -             -             2,491            
Cold-Iron Usage 3,250         0.027         0.015         -             -             -             3,256            
Reefers Refrigerant Losses -             -             -             0.10           0.23           0.10           1,084
On-Terminal Electrical Consumption 24,089       0.20           0.11           -             -             -             24,128
Project Year 2015 Total 3,779,557  513 44 0.10           0.23           0.10           3,804,909     
Net Change from 2005 CEQA Baseline 1,863,251  256            11              0.04           0.10           0.04           1,872,627     
Net Change from NEPA Baseline Year 2015 104,454     6                (6)               -             -             -             102,740        
Project Year 2020
 Ships - Fairway Transit (1) 4,025,522  555.18       39.71         -             -             -             4,049,490
 Ships - Precautionary Area Transit (1) 3,034         0.41           0.03           -             -             -             3,051
 Ships - Harbor Transit (1) 2,556         0.35           0.02           -             -             -             2,570
 Ships - Docking (1) 859            0.12           0.01           -             -             -             864
 Ships - Hoteling Aux. Sources 7,744         1.00           0.02           -             -             -             7,772
 Ships Sub Total 4,039,715  557.07       39.79         -             -             -             4,063,747     
 Tugboats - Cargo Vessel Assist (1) 812            0.11           0.01           -             -             -             817
 Terminal Equipment 11,921       1.72           0.12           -             -             -             11,995
 On-road Trucks 198,642     30.07         15.04         -             -             -             203,935
 Trains 541,089     75.76         5.34           -             -             -             544,334
 Railyard Equipment 1,614         0.23           0.02           -             -             -             1,624
Commuting 2,710         0.50           0.48           -             -             -             2,869            
Cold-Iron + RMG Electrification 13,539       0.113         0.062         -             -             -             13,560          
Reefers Refrigerant Losses -             -             -             0.13           0.30           0.13           1,395
On-Terminal Electrical Consumption 32,738       0.27           0.15           -             -             -             32,791
Project Year 2020 Total 4,842,780  666 61 0.13           0.30           0.13           4,877,066     
Net Change from 2005 CEQA Baseline 2,926,474  408            29              0.07           0.17           0.07           2,944,784     
Net Change from NEPA Baseline Year 2020 445,976     59              3                -             -             -             448,145        
Project Year 2030
 Ships - Fairway Transit (1) 4,641,432  640.13       45.78         -             -             -             4,669,067
 Ships - Precautionary Area Transit (1) 3,477         0.48           0.03           -             -             -             3,496
 Ships - Harbor Transit (1) 2,922         0.40           0.03           -             -             -             2,939
 Ships - Docking (1) 982            0.13           0.01           -             -             -             988
 Ships - Hoteling Aux. Sources 8,992         1.16           0.02           -             -             -             9,024
 Ships Sub Total 4,657,805  642.30       45.87         -             -             -             4,685,514     
 Tugboats - Cargo Vessel Assist (1) 947            0.13           0.01           -             -             -             953
 Terminal Equipment 14,538       2.10           0.15           -             -             -             14,628
 On-road Trucks 252,488     25.22         12.61         -             -             -             256,927
 Trains 531,546     74.42         5.24           -             -             -             534,734
 Railyard Equipment 1,740         0.25           0.02           -             -             -             1,751
Commuting 3,595         0.66           0.64           -             -             -             3,806            
Cold-Iron + RMG Electrification 16,381       0.136         0.075         -             -             -             16,407          
Reefers Refrigerant Losses -             -             -             0.15           0.35           0.15           1,627
On-Terminal Electrical Consumption 35,900       0.30           0.17           -             -             -             35,958
Project Year 2030 Total 5,514,941  746 65 0.15           0.35           0.15           5,552,304     
Net Change from 2005 CEQA Baseline 3,598,634  488            33              0.09           0.22           0.10           3,620,022     
Net Change from NEPA Baseline Year 2030 207,428     7                (6)               -             -             -             205,752        
Note: (1) Includes auxiliary generator emissions.

Table 10-8. Annual Operational GHG Emissions – POLB Middle Harbor Project – Mitigated Alternative 1. 
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Table 4.  Annual Operational GHG Emissions - POLB Middle Harbor Project - Unmitigated Alternative 2.
Metric Tons Per Year

Project Scenario/Source Type CO2 CH4 N2O HFC-125 HFC-134a HFC-143a CO2e
Project Year 2010
 Ships - Fairway Transit (1) 2,674,703  354.24       23.82         -               -                -                2,689,525    
 Ships - Precautionary Area Transit (1) 1,902         0.25           0.02           -               -                -                1,913           
 Ships - Harbor Transit (1) 1,529         0.21           0.01           -               -                -                1,537           
 Ships - Docking (1) 512            0.07           0.00           -               -                -                515              
 Ships - Hoteling Aux. Sources 14,719       1.98           0.11           -               -                -                14,793         
 Ships Sub Total 2,693,365  356.75       23.95         -               -                -                2,708,282    
 Tugboats - Cargo Vessel Assist (1) 541            0.07           0.01           -               -                -                544              
 Terminal Equipment 15,224       2.20           0.16           -               -                -                15,318         
 On-road Trucks 190,039     29.03         14.52         -               -                -                195,149       
 Trains -             -             -             -               -                -                -              
 Railyard Equipment 30,949       4.33           0.31           -               -                -                31,134         
Commuting 2,035         0.37           0.36           -               -                -                2,155           
Cold-Iron Usage 5,422         0.045         0.025         -               -                -                5,431           
Reefers Refrigerant Losses -             -             -             0.07             0.18              0.08              817              
On-Terminal Electrical Consumption 15,565       0.13           0.07           -               -                -                15,590         
Project Year 2010 Total 2,953,141  393 39 0.07             0.18              0.08              2,974,421    
Net Change from 2005 CEQA Baseline 1,036,835  135            7                0.02             0.04              0.02              1,042,139    
Net Change from NEPA Baseline Year 2010 183,146     10              (1)               -               -                -                183,194       
Project Year 2015
 Ships - Fairway Transit (1) 3,358,754  444.84       29.91         -               -                -                3,377,368    
 Ships - Precautionary Area Transit (1) 2,409         0.32           0.02           -               -                -                2,422           
 Ships - Harbor Transit (1) 1,924         0.26           0.02           -               -                -                1,935           
 Ships - Docking (1) 643            0.09           0.01           -               -                -                646              
 Ships - Hoteling Aux. Sources 11,412       1.52           0.07           -               -                -                11,464         
 Ships Sub Total 3,375,142  447.03       30.02         -               -                -                3,393,835    
 Tugboats - Cargo Vessel Assist (1) 677            0.09           0.01           -               -                -                681              
 Terminal Equipment 18,267       2.64           0.19           -               -                -                18,380         
 On-road Trucks 147,889     24.62         12.31         -               -                -                152,222       
 Trains -             -             -             -               -                -                -              
 Railyard Equipment 426,320     59.69         4.20           -               -                -                428,877       
Commuting 2,353         0.43           0.42           -               -                -                2,491           
Cold-Iron Usage 3,250         0.027         0.015         -               -                -                3,256           
Reefers Refrigerant Losses -             -             -             0.10             0.23              0.10              1,084           
On-Terminal Electrical Consumption 23,800       0.20           0.11           -               -                -                23,838         
Project Year 2015 Total 3,997,698  535 47 0.10             0.23              0.10              4,024,663    
Net Change from 2005 CEQA Baseline 2,081,392  277            15              0.04             0.10              0.04              2,092,381    
Net Change from NEPA Baseline Year 2015 343,734     28              (2)               -               -                -                343,849       
Project Year 2020
 Ships - Fairway Transit (1) 3,442,683  455.99       30.66         -               -                -                3,461,764    
 Ships - Precautionary Area Transit (1) 2,520         0.34           0.02           -               -                -                2,534           
 Ships - Harbor Transit (1) 2,050         0.28           0.02           -               -                -                2,062           
 Ships - Docking (1) 685            0.09           0.01           -               -                -                689              
 Ships - Hoteling Aux. Sources 7,702         1.01           0.03           -               -                -                7,732           
 Ships Sub Total 3,455,640  457.71       30.74         -               -                -                3,474,780    
 Tugboats - Cargo Vessel Assist (1) 677            0.09           0.01           -               -                -                681              
 Terminal Equipment 19,031       2.75           0.19           -               -                -                19,149         
 On-road Trucks 184,545     27.23         13.62         -               -                -                189,338       
 Trains -             -             -             -               -                -                -              
 Railyard Equipment 545,216     76.34         5.38           -               -                -                548,485       
Commuting 2,710         0.50           0.48           -               -                -                2,869           
Cold-Iron Usage 5,456         0.045         0.025         -               -                -                5,465           
Reefers Refrigerant Losses -             -             -             0.13             0.30              0.13              1,395           
On-Terminal Electrical Consumption 28,606       0.24           0.13           -               -                -                28,651         
Project Year 2020 Total 4,241,880  565 51 0.13             0.30              0.13              4,270,813    
Net Change from 2005 CEQA Baseline 2,325,573  307            18              0.07             0.17              0.07              2,338,530    
Net Change from NEPA Baseline Year 2020 (165,358)    (44)             (7)               -               -                -                (168,600)     
Project Year 2030
 Ships - Fairway Transit (1) 4,562,429  604.25       40.62         -               -                -                4,587,712    
 Ships - Precautionary Area Transit (1) 3,280         0.44           0.03           -               -                -                3,297           
 Ships - Harbor Transit (1) 2,598         0.35           0.02           -               -                -                2,612           
 Ships - Docking (1) 866            0.12           0.01           -               -                -                871              
 Ships - Hoteling Aux. Sources 10,420       1.36           0.04           -               -                -                10,461         
 Ships Sub Total 4,579,593  606.52       40.72         -               -                -                4,604,953    
 Tugboats - Cargo Vessel Assist (1) 947            0.13           0.01           -               -                -                953              
 Terminal Equipment 24,125       3.48           0.25           -               -                -                24,274         
 On-road Trucks 238,398     34.96         17.48         -               -                -                244,551       
 Trains -             -             -             -               -                -                -              
 Railyard Equipment 540,315     75.65         5.33           -               -                -                543,556       
Commuting 3,595         0.66           0.64           -               -                -                3,806           
Cold-Iron Usage 6,872         0.057         0.032         -               -                -                6,883           
Reefers Refrigerant Losses -             -             -             0.15             0.35              0.15              1,627           
On-Terminal Electrical Consumption 31,034       0.26           0.14           -               -                -                31,084         
Project Year 2030 Total 5,424,880  722 65 0.15             0.35              0.15              5,461,687    
Net Change from 2005 CEQA Baseline 3,508,573  464            32              0.09             0.22              0.10              3,529,404    
Net Change from NEPA Baseline Year 2030 97,538       (20)             (6)               -               -                -                95,167         
Note: (1) Includes auxiliary generator emissions.

Table 10-9. Annual Operational GHG Emissions – POLB Middle Harbor Project – Unmitigated Alternative 2. 
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Table 5.  Annual Operational GHG Emissions - POLB Middle Harbor Project - Mitigated Alternative 2.

Metric Tons Per Year
Project Scenario/Source Type CO2 CH4 N2O HFC-125 HFC-134a HFC-143a CO2e
Project Year 2010
 Ships - Fairway Transit (1) 2,503,161  345.23       24.69         -              -                -                2,518,065
 Ships - Precautionary Area Transit (1) 1,853         0.25           0.02           -              -                -                1,863
 Ships - Harbor Transit (1) 1,515         0.21           0.01           -              -                -                1,524
 Ships - Docking (1) 508            0.07           0.00           -              -                -                511
 Ships - Hoteling Aux. Sources 11,674       1.56           0.08           -              -                -                11,730
 Ships Sub Total 2,518,712  347.32       24.80         -              -                -                2,533,693       
 Tugboats - Cargo Vessel Assist (1) 541            0.07           0.01           -              -                -                544
 Terminal Equipment 15,224       2.20           0.16           -              -                -                15,318
 On-road Trucks 190,039     29.03         14.52         -              -                -                195,149
 Trains -             -             -             -              -                -                0
 Railyard Equipment 30,949       4.33           0.31           -              -                -                31,134
Commuting 2,035         0.37           0.36           -              -                -                2,155              
Cold-Iron Usage 1,610         0.045         0.025         -              -                -                1,619              
Reefers Refrigerant Losses -             -             -             0.07            0.18              0.08              817
On-Terminal Electrical Consumption 15,565       0.14           0.07           -              -                -                15,591
Project Year 2010 Total 2,774,676  384 40 0.07            0.18              0.08              2,796,021
Net Change from 2005 CEQA Baseline 858,369     126            8                0.02            0.04              0.02              863,739          
Net Change from NEPA Baseline Year 2010 9,523         1                0                -              -                -                9,686              
Project Year 2015
 Ships - Fairway Transit (1) 3,143,630  433.56       31.01         -              -                -                3,162,347
 Ships - Precautionary Area Transit (1) 2,346         0.32           0.02           -              -                -                2,360
 Ships - Harbor Transit (1) 1,907         0.26           0.02           -              -                -                1,918
 Ships - Docking (1) 638            0.09           0.01           -              -                -                642
 Ships - Hoteling Aux. Sources 6,495         0.84           0.02           -              -                -                6,518
 Ships Sub Total 3,155,017  435.06       31.07         -              -                -                3,173,784       
 Tugboats - Cargo Vessel Assist (1) 677            0.09           0.01           -              -                -                681
 Terminal Equipment 18,267       2.64           0.19           -              -                -                18,380
 On-road Trucks 147,889     24.62         12.31         -              -                -                152,222
 Trains -             -             -             -              -                -                0
 Railyard Equipment 426,320     59.69         4.20           -              -                -                428,877
Commuting 2,353         0.43           0.42           -              -                -                2,491              
Cold-Iron Usage 3,250         0.027         0.015         -              -                -                3,256              
Reefers Refrigerant Losses -             -             -             0.10            0.23              0.10              1,084
On-Terminal Electrical Consumption 23,800       0.20           0.11           -              -                -                23,838
Project Year 2015 Total 3,777,573  523 48 0.10            0.23              0.10              3,804,613       
Net Change from 2005 CEQA Baseline 1,861,267  265            16              0.04            0.10              0.04              1,872,330       
Net Change from NEPA Baseline Year 2015 102,470     15              (1)               -              -                -                102,443          
Project Year 2020
 Ships - Fairway Transit (1) 3,222,851  444.48       31.79         -              -                -                3,242,039
 Ships - Precautionary Area Transit (1) 2,455         0.34           0.02           -              -                -                2,469
 Ships - Harbor Transit (1) 2,033         0.28           0.02           -              -                -                2,044
 Ships - Docking (1) 680            0.09           0.01           -              -                -                684
 Ships - Hoteling Aux. Sources 6,412         0.83           0.02           -              -                -                6,435
 Ships Sub Total 3,234,431  446.02       31.85         -              -                -                3,253,672       
 Tugboats - Cargo Vessel Assist (1) 677            0.09           0.01           -              -                -                681
 Terminal Equipment 10,409       1.50           0.11           -              -                -                10,474
 On-road Trucks 184,545     27.23         13.62         -              -                -                189,338
 Trains -             -             -             -              -                -                0
 Railyard Equipment 545,216     76.34         5.38           -              -                -                548,485
Commuting 2,710         0.50           0.48           -              -                -                2,869              
Cold-Iron + RMG Electrification 11,305       0.094         0.052         -              -                -                11,323            
Reefers Refrigerant Losses -             -             -             0.13            0.30              0.13              1,395
On-Terminal Electrical Consumption 28,606       0.24           0.13           -              -                -                28,651
Project Year 2020 Total 4,017,898  552 52 0.13            0.30              0.13              4,046,888       
Net Change from 2005 CEQA Baseline 2,101,592  295            20              0.07            0.17              0.07              2,114,605       
Net Change from NEPA Baseline Year 2020 (378,906)    (55)             (6)               -              -                -                (382,034)         
Project Year 2030
 Ships - Fairway Transit (1) 4,270,192  588.93       42.12         -              -                -                4,295,617
 Ships - Precautionary Area Transit (1) 3,194         0.44           0.03           -              -                -                3,212
 Ships - Harbor Transit (1) 2,575         0.35           0.02           -              -                -                2,589
 Ships - Docking (1) 860            0.12           0.01           -              -                -                865
 Ships - Hoteling Aux. Sources 8,796         1.14           0.02           -              -                -                8,827
 Ships Sub Total 4,285,616  590.97       42.20         -              -                -                4,311,109       
 Tugboats - Cargo Vessel Assist (1) 947            0.13           0.01           -              -                -                953
 Terminal Equipment 12,560       1.81           0.13           -              -                -                12,638
 On-road Trucks 238,398     41.62         20.81         -              -                -                245,724
 Trains -             74.42         5.24           -              -                -                3,188
 Railyard Equipment 540,315     75.65         5.33           -              -                -                543,556
Commuting 3,595         0.66           0.64           -              -                -                3,806              
Cold-Iron + RMG Electrification 14,378       0.120         0.066         -              -                -                14,401            
Reefers Refrigerant Losses -             -             -             0.15            0.35              0.15              1,627
On-Terminal Electrical Consumption 31,034       0.26           0.14           -              -                -                31,084
Project Year 2030 Total 5,126,845  786 75 0.15            0.35              0.15              5,168,084       
Net Change from 2005 CEQA Baseline 3,210,538  528            42              0.09            0.22              0.10              3,235,802       
Net Change from NEPA Baseline Year 2030 (180,668)    47              4                -              -                -                (178,467)         
Note: (1) Includes auxiliary generator emissions.

Table 10-10. Annual Operational GHG Emissions – POLB Middle Harbor Project – Mitigated Alternative 2. 

10-96



PORT OF LONG BEACH  CHAPTER 10 COMMENTS RECEIVED AND REPONSES TO COMMENTS  

MIDDLE HARBOR REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT  APRIL 2009 

 
Table 6.  Annual Operational GHGs - POLB - MHTP - Mitigated Alternative 3.

Metric Tons Per Year
Project Scenario/Source Type CO2 CH4 N2O HFC-125 HFC-134a HFC-143a CO2e
Year 2005 Baseline
 Ships - Fairway Transit (1) 7,095         0.88           0.06           -              -                -                7,132           
 Ships - Precautionary Area Transit (1) 1,148         0.11           0.01           -              -                -                1,153           
 Ships - Harbor Transit (1) 815            0.04           0.00           -              -                -                816              
 Ships - Docking (1) 272            0.01           0.00           -              -                -                272              
 Ships - Hoteling Aux. Sources 19,067       0.79           0.01           -              -                -                19,086         
 Ships Sub Total 28,397       1.83           0.08           -              -                -                28,458         
 Tugboats - Cargo Vessel Assist (1) 478            0.07           0.00           -              -                -                481              
 Terminal Equipment 9,910         1.43           0.10           -              -                -                9,971           
 On-road Trucks 123,451     31.93         15.97         -              -                -                129,071       
 Trains 6,213         0.87           0.06           -              -                -                6,250           
 Railyard Equipment 575            0.08           0.01           -              -                -                579              
Commuting 1,690         0.31           0.30           -              -                -                1,789           
Reefers -             -             -             0.06            0.13              0.06              620              
Terminal Electrical Consumption 13,131       0.11           0.06           -              -                -                13,152         
Year 2005 Total 183,844     37              17              0.06            0.13              0.06              190,371       
Project Year 2010
 Ships - Fairway Transit (1) 21,513       2.97           0.21           -              -                -                21,641         
 Ships - Precautionary Area Transit (1) 1,853         0.25           0.02           -              -                -                1,863           
 Ships - Harbor Transit (1) 1,515         0.21           0.01           -              -                -                1,524           
 Ships - Docking (1) 508            0.07           0.00           -              -                -                511              
 Ships - Hoteling Aux. Sources 12,428       1.66           0.08           -              -                -                12,488         
 Ships Sub Total 37,817       5.16           0.33           -              -                -                38,027         
 Tugboats - Cargo Vessel Assist (1) 541            0.07           0.01           -              -                -                544              
 Terminal Equipment 14,276       2.06           0.15           -              -                -                14,364         
 On-road Trucks 141,430     26.35         13.17         -              -                -                146,067       
 Trains 4,857         0.68           0.05           -              -                -                4,886           
 Railyard Equipment 219            0.03           0.00           -              -                -                220              
Commuting 2,035         0.37           0.36           -              -                -                2,155           
Cold-Iron 1,715         0.014         0.008         -              -                -                1,717           
Reefers -             -             -             0.07            0.17              0.08              790              
Terminal Electrical Consumption 15,733       0.13           0.07           -              -                -                15,758         
Project Year 2010 Total 218,623     35 14 0.07            0.17              0.08              224,529       
Net Change from 2005 CEQA Baseline 34,778       (2)               (2)               0.02            0.04              0.02              34,158         
Net Change from NEPA Baseline Year 2010 -             -             -             -              -                -                -               
Project Year 2015
 Ships - Fairway Transit (1) 27,315       3.77           0.27           -              -                -                27,477         
 Ships - Precautionary Area Transit (1) 2,346         0.32           0.02           -              -                -                2,360           
 Ships - Harbor Transit (1) 1,907         0.26           0.02           -              -                -                1,918           
 Ships - Docking (1) 638            0.09           0.01           -              -                -                642              
 Ships - Hoteling Aux. Sources 7,331         0.95           0.02           -              -                -                7,357           
 Ships Sub Total 39,537       5.38           0.33           -              -                -                39,753         
 Tugboats - Cargo Vessel Assist (1) 677            0.09           0.01           -              -                -                681              
 Terminal Equipment 15,508       2.24           0.16           -              -                -                15,604         
 On-road Trucks 149,498     27.81         13.91         -              -                -                154,393       
 Trains 43,473       6.09           0.43           -              -                -                43,734         
 Railyard Equipment 2,786         0.40           0.03           -              -                -                2,803           
Commuting 2,353         0.43           0.42           -              -                -                2,491           
Cold-Iron 3,669         0.031         0.017         -              -                -                3,675           
Reefers -             -             -             0.10            0.23              0.10              1,061           
Terminal Electrical Consumption 23,582       0.20           0.11           -              -                -                23,620         
Project Year 2015 Total 281,083     43 15 0.10 0.23 0.10 287,815       
Net Change from 2005 CEQA Baseline 97,238       6                (1)               0.04 0.10 0.04 97,443         
Net Change from NEPA Baseline Year 2015 -             -             -             0.00 0.00 0.00 -               
Project Year 2020
 Ships - Fairway Transit (1) 32,405       4.47           0.32           -              -                -                32,598         
 Ships - Precautionary Area Transit (1) 2,789         0.38           0.02           -              -                -                2,805           
 Ships - Harbor Transit (1) 2,273         0.31           0.02           -              -                -                2,286           
 Ships - Docking (1) 761            0.10           0.01           -              -                -                766              
 Ships - Hoteling Aux. Sources 8,709         1.12           0.02           -              -                -                8,740           
 Ships Sub Total 46,938       6.39           0.39           -              -                -                47,194         
 Tugboats - Cargo Vessel Assist (1) 812            0.11           0.01           -              -                -                817              
 Terminal Equipment 10,931       1.58           0.11           -              -                -                10,999         
 On-road Trucks 168,108     30.87         15.44         -              -                -                173,542       
 Trains 56,212       7.87           0.55           -              -                -                56,549         
 Railyard Equipment 1,429         0.21           0.01           -              -                -                1,437           
Commuting 2,710         0.50           0.48           -              -                -                2,869           
Cold-Iron + RMG Electrification 13,547       0.113         0.062         -              -                -                13,569         
Reefers -             -             -             0.11            0.27              0.12              1,234           
Terminal Electrical Consumption 28,977       0.24           0.13           -              -                -                29,023         
Project Year 2020 Total 329,664     48 17 0.11 0.27 0.12 337,234       
Net Change from 2005 CEQA Baseline 145,819     11              1                0.06 0.13 0.06 146,862       
Net Change from NEPA Baseline Year 2020 -             -             -             -              -                -                -               
Project Year 2030
 Ships - Fairway Transit (1) 40,380       5.57           0.40           -              -                -                40,621         
 Ships - Precautionary Area Transit (1) 3,467         0.47           0.03           -              -                -                3,487           
 Ships - Harbor Transit (1) 2,761         0.38           0.02           -              -                -                2,777           
 Ships - Docking (1) 921            0.13           0.01           -              -                -                927              
 Ships - Hoteling Aux. Sources 11,243       1.45           0.03           -              -                -                11,282         
 Ships Sub Total 58,773       7.99           0.49           -              -                -                59,093         
 Tugboats - Cargo Vessel Assist (1) 1,082         0.15           0.01           -              -                -                1,089           
 Terminal Equipment 13,181       1.90           0.13           -              -                -                13,263         
 On-road Trucks 209,056     38.03         19.01         -              -                -                215,748       
 Trains 54,938       7.69           0.54           -              -                -                55,268         
 Railyard Equipment 1,525         0.22           0.02           -              -                -                1,535           
Commuting 3,595         0.66           0.64           -              -                -                3,806           
Cold-Iron + RMG Electrification 16,986       0.141         0.078         -              -                -                17,013         
Reefers -             -             -             0.13            0.31              0.14              1,426           
Terminal Electrical Consumption 31,467       0.26           0.14           -              -                -                31,517         
Project Year 2030 Total 390,604     57 21 0.13 0.31 0.14 399,758       
Net Change from 2005 CEQA Baseline 206,759     20              4                0.07 0.17 0.08 209,386       
Net Change from NEPA Baseline Year 2030 -             -             -             -              -                -                -               

Table 10-11. Annual Operational GHG Emissions – POLB Middle Harbor Project – Mitigated Alternative 3. 
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 Table 7.  Annual Operational GHG Emissions - POLB Middle Harbor Project - Alternative 4 No Project.
Metric Tons Per Year

Project Scenario/Source Type CO2 CH4 N2O HFC-125 HFC-134a HFC-143a CO2e
Project Year 2010
 Ships - Fairway Transit (1) 2,629,021  348.18       23.41         -              -                -                2,643,589
 Ships - Precautionary Area Transit (1) 1,869         0.25           0.02           -              -                -                1,879
 Ships - Harbor Transit (1) 1,494         0.20           0.01           -              -                -                1,502
 Ships - Docking (1) 500            0.07           0.00           -              -                -                503
 Ships - Hoteling Aux. Sources 15,429       2.07           0.11           -              -                -                15,507
 Ships Sub Total 2,648,313  350.78       23.55         -              -                -                2,662,980   
 Tugboats - Cargo Vessel Assist (1) 541            0.07           0.01           -              -                -                544
 Terminal Equipment 10,629       1.53           0.11           -              -                -                10,695
 On-road Trucks 171,042     17.68         8.84           -              -                -                174,153
 Trains -             -             -             -              -                -                0
 Railyard Equipment 37,139       5.20           0.37           -              -                -                37,361
Commuting 2,035         0.37           0.36           -              -                -                2,155          
Cold-Iron Usage 5,646         0.047         0.026         -              -                -                5,655          
Reefers Refrigerant Losses -             -             -             0.07            0.18              0.08              817
On-Terminal Electrical Consumption 14,886       0.12           0.07           -              -                -                14,910
Project Year 2010 Total 2,890,231  376 33 0.07            0.18              0.08              2,909,270
Net Change from 2005 CEQA Baseline 973,924     118            1                0.02            0.04              0.02              976,988      
Project Year 2015
 Ships - Fairway Transit (1) 2,839,648  376.10       25.29         -              -                -                2,855,385
 Ships - Precautionary Area Transit (1) 2,033         0.27           0.02           -              -                -                2,044
 Ships - Harbor Transit (1) 1,654         0.22           0.01           -              -                -                1,663
 Ships - Docking (1) 554            0.08           0.00           -              -                -                557
 Ships - Hoteling Aux. Sources 10,683       1.42           0.06           -              -                -                10,733
 Ships Sub Total 2,854,571  378.09       25.39         -              -                -                2,870,381   
 Tugboats - Cargo Vessel Assist (1) 541            0.07           0.01           -              -                -                544
 Terminal Equipment 12,899       1.86           0.13           -              -                -                12,978
 On-road Trucks 154,526     12.55         6.27           -              -                -                156,734
 Trains -             -             -             -              -                -                0
 Railyard Equipment 159,644     22.35         1.57           -              -                -                160,602
Commuting 2,353         0.43           0.42           -              -                -                2,491          
Cold-Iron Usage 3,136         0.026         0.014         -              -                -                3,141          
Reefers Refrigerant Losses -             -             -             0.10            0.23              0.10              1,084
On-Terminal Electrical Consumption 20,150       0.17           0.09           -              -                -                20,182
Project Year 2015 Total 3,207,820  416 34 0.10            0.23              0.10              3,228,138   
Net Change from 2005 CEQA Baseline 1,291,513  158            2                0.04            0.10              0.04              1,295,855   
Project Year 2020
 Ships - Fairway Transit (1) 3,498,758  463.39       31.16         -              -                -                3,518,147
 Ships - Precautionary Area Transit (1) 2,495         0.33           0.02           -              -                -                2,508
 Ships - Harbor Transit (1) 2,027         0.28           0.02           -              -                -                2,038
 Ships - Docking (1) 679            0.09           0.01           -              -                -                683
 Ships - Hoteling Aux. Sources 8,801         1.15           0.03           -              -                -                8,836
 Ships Sub Total 3,512,760  465.24       31.23         -              -                -                3,532,213   
 Tugboats - Cargo Vessel Assist (1) 677            0.09           0.01           -              -                -                681
 Terminal Equipment 15,748       2.27           0.16           -              -                -                15,846
 On-road Trucks 200,983     25.27         12.63         -              -                -                205,430
 Trains -             -             -             -              -                -                0
 Railyard Equipment 206,584     28.92         2.04           -              -                -                207,822
Commuting 2,710         0.50           0.48           -              -                -                2,869          
Cold-Iron Usage 6,110         0.051         0.028         -              -                -                6,120          
Reefers Refrigerant Losses -             -             -             0.13            0.30              0.13              1,395
On-Terminal Electrical Consumption 25,989       0.22           0.12           -              -                -                26,031
Project Year 2020 Total 3,971,560  523 47 0.13            0.30              0.13              3,998,405   
Net Change from 2005 CEQA Baseline 2,055,254  265            15              0.07            0.17              0.07              2,066,122   
Project Year 2030
 Ships - Fairway Transit (1) 4,075,656  539.79       36.29         -              -                -                4,098,242
 Ships - Precautionary Area Transit (1) 2,904         0.39           0.02           -              -                -                2,920
 Ships - Harbor Transit (1) 2,947         0.40           0.03           -              -                -                2,963
 Ships - Docking (1) 783            0.11           0.01           -              -                -                787
 Ships - Hoteling Aux. Sources 10,226       1.33           0.04           -              -                -                10,266
 Ships Sub Total 4,092,516  542.02       36.39         -              -                -                4,115,178   
 Tugboats - Cargo Vessel Assist (1) 812            0.11           0.01           -              -                -                817
 Terminal Equipment 18,127       2.62           0.19           -              -                -                18,240
 On-road Trucks 252,436     21.50         10.75         -              -                -                256,220
 Trains -             -             -             -              -                -                0
 Railyard Equipment 202,715     28.38         2.00           -              -                -                203,931
Commuting 3,595         0.66           0.64           -              -                -                3,806          
Cold-Iron Usage 6,918         0.058         0.032         -              -                -                6,929          
Reefers Refrigerant Losses -             -             -             0.15            0.35              0.15              1,627
On-Terminal Electrical Consumption 28,115       0.23           0.13           -              -                -                28,160
Project Year 2030 Total 4,605,234  596 50 0.15            0.35              0.15              4,634,907   
Net Change from 2005 CEQA Baseline 2,688,927  338            18              0.09            0.22              0.10              2,702,624   
Note: (1) Includes auxiliary generator emissions.

Table 10-12. Annual Operational GHG Emissions – POLB Middle Harbor Project – Alternative 4 No Project. 
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 Table 8.  Annual Operational GHG Emissions - POLB Middle Harbor Project - DEIS/R CEQA Baseline California Only Domain
Metric Tons Per Year

Project Scenario/Source Type CO2 CH4 N2O HFC-125 HFC-134a HFC-143a CO2e
Year 2005 Baseline
 Ships - Fairway Transit (1) 7,095         0.88           0.06           -             -             -             7,132            
 Ships - Precautionary Area Transit (1) 1,148         0.11           0.01           -             -             -             1,153            
 Ships - Harbor Transit (1) 815            0.04           0.00           -             -             -             816               
 Ships - Docking (1) 272            0.01           0.00           -             -             -             272               
 Ships - Hoteling Aux. Sources 19,067       0.79           0.01           -             -             -             19,086          
 Ships Sub Total 28,397       1.83           0.08           -             -             -             28,458          
 Tugboats - Cargo Vessel Assist (1) 478            0.07           0.00           -             -             -             481               
 Terminal Equipment 9,910         1.43           0.10           -             -             -             9,971            
 On-road Trucks 96,347       30.32         15.16         -             -             -             101,684        
 Trains 2,854         0.40           0.03           -             -             -             2,872            
 Railyard Equipment 575            0.08           0.01           -             -             -             579               
Commuting 1,690         0.31           0.30           -             -             -             1,789            
Reefers -             -             -             0.06           0.13           0.06           620               
Terminal Electrical Consumption 13,131       0.11           0.06           -             -             -             13,152          
Year 2005 Total 153,383     35              16              0.06           0.13           0.06           159,606        

Table 10-13. Annual Operational GHG Emissions – POLB Middle Harbor Project – DEIS/R CEQA Baseline California Only Domain 
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Table 9.  Annual Operational GHG Emissions - POLB Middle Harbor Project - DEIS/R Mitigated Alternative 1 California Only Domain
Project Year 2010
 Ships - Fairway Transit (1) 21,513       2.97           0.21           -             -             -             21,641
 Ships - Precautionary Area Transit (1) 1,853         0.25           0.02           -             -             -             1,863
 Ships - Harbor Transit (1) 1,515         0.21           0.01           -             -             -             1,524
 Ships - Docking (1) 508            0.07           0.00           -             -             -             511
 Ships - Hoteling Aux. Sources 11,674       1.56           0.08           -             -             -             11,730
 Ships Sub Total 37,063       5.06           0.32           -             -             -             37,269          
 Tugboats - Cargo Vessel Assist (1) 541            0.07           0.01           -             -             -             544
 Terminal Equipment 15,935       2.30           0.16           -             -             -             16,034
 On-road Trucks 115,721     19.12         9.56           -             -             -             119,086
 Trains 5,016         0.70           0.05           -             -             -             5,046
 Railyard Equipment 193            0.03           0.00           -             -             -             194
Commuting 2,035         0.37           0.36           -             -             -             2,155            
Cold-Iron 1,610         0.013         0.007         -             -             -             1,613            
Reefers -             -             -             0.07           0.18           0.08           817
Terminal Electrical Consumption 16,277       0.14           0.07           -             -             -             16,303
Project Year 2010 Total 194,392     28 11 0.07           0.18           0.08           199,060
Net Change from 2005 CEQA Baseline 41,009       (7)               (5)               0.02           0.04           0.02           39,455          
Project Year 2015
 Ships - Fairway Transit (1) 27,315       3.77           0.27           -             -             -             27,477
 Ships - Precautionary Area Transit (1) 2,346         0.32           0.02           -             -             -             2,360
 Ships - Harbor Transit (1) 1,907         0.26           0.02           -             -             -             1,918
 Ships - Docking (1) 638            0.09           0.01           -             -             -             642
 Ships - Hoteling Aux. Sources 6,495         0.84           0.02           -             -             -             6,518
 Ships Sub Total 38,701       5.27           0.33           -             -             -             38,914          
 Tugboats - Cargo Vessel Assist (1) 677            0.09           0.01           -             -             -             681
 Terminal Equipment 18,495       2.67           0.19           -             -             -             18,609
 On-road Trucks 96,757       11.93         5.97           -             -             -             98,857
 Trains 65,608       9.19           0.65           -             -             -             66,001
 Railyard Equipment 2,845         0.41           0.03           -             -             -             2,863
Commuting 2,353         0.43           0.42           -             -             -             2,491            
Cold-Iron 3,250         0.027         0.015         -             -             -             3,256            
Reefers -             -             -             0.10           0.23           0.10           1,084
Terminal Electrical Consumption 24,089       0.20           0.11           -             -             -             24,128
Project Year 2015 Total 252,775     30 8 0.10           0.23           0.10           256,884        
Net Change from 2005 CEQA Baseline 99,393       (4)               (8)               0.04           0.10           0.04           97,278          
Project Year 2020
 Ships - Fairway Transit (1) 34,997       4.82           0.35           -             -             -             35,205
 Ships - Precautionary Area Transit (1) 3,034         0.41           0.03           -             -             -             3,051
 Ships - Harbor Transit (1) 2,556         0.35           0.02           -             -             -             2,570
 Ships - Docking (1) 859            0.12           0.01           -             -             -             864
 Ships - Hoteling Aux. Sources 7,744         1.00           0.02           -             -             -             7,772
 Ships Sub Total 49,190       6.71           0.42           -             -             -             49,462          
 Tugboats - Cargo Vessel Assist (1) 812            0.11           0.01           -             -             -             817
 Terminal Equipment 21,836       3.15           0.22           -             -             -             21,971
 On-road Trucks 132,657     26.15         13.08         -             -             -             137,260
 Trains 83,522       11.70         0.82           -             -             -             84,023
 Railyard Equipment 4,087         0.59           0.04           -             -             -             4,112
Commuting 2,710         0.50           0.48           -             -             -             2,869            
Cold-Iron 7,602         0.063         0.035         -             -             -             7,614            
Reefers -             -             -             0.13           0.30           0.13           1,395
Terminal Electrical Consumption 32,738       0.27           0.15           -             -             -             32,791
Project Year 2020 Total 335,155     49 15 0.13           0.30           0.13           342,314        
Net Change from 2005 CEQA Baseline 181,772     15              (0)               0.07           0.17           0.07           182,708        
Project Year 2030
 Ships - Fairway Transit (1) 40,087       5.53           0.40           -             -             -             40,326
 Ships - Precautionary Area Transit (1) 3,477         0.48           0.03           -             -             -             3,496
 Ships - Harbor Transit (1) 2,922         0.40           0.03           -             -             -             2,939
 Ships - Docking (1) 982            0.13           0.01           -             -             -             988
 Ships - Hoteling Aux. Sources 8,992         1.16           0.02           -             -             -             9,024
 Ships Sub Total 56,460       7.70           0.49           -             -             -             56,773          
 Tugboats - Cargo Vessel Assist (1) 947            0.13           0.01           -             -             -             953
 Terminal Equipment 27,973       4.04           0.29           -             -             -             28,146
 On-road Trucks 168,153     20.21         10.10         -             -             -             171,710
 Trains 82,049       11.49         0.81           -             -             -             82,541
 Railyard Equipment 4,407         0.64           0.04           -             -             -             4,434
Commuting 3,595         0.66           0.64           -             -             -             3,806            
Cold-Iron 8,664         0.072         0.040         -             -             -             8,678            
Reefers -             -             -             0.15           0.35           0.15           1,627
Terminal Electrical Consumption 35,900       0.30           0.17           -             -             -             35,958
Project Year 2030 Total 388,149     45 13 0.15           0.35           0.15           394,626        
Net Change from 2005 CEQA Baseline 234,766     11              (3)               0.09           0.22           0.10           235,020        
Note: (1) Includes auxiliary generator emissions.

Table 10-14. Annual Operational GHG Emissions – POLB Middle Harbor Project – DEIS/R Mitigated Alternative 1 California Only Domain 
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DOJ-5. The comment questions whether the Draft EIS/EIR adequately considered all feasible 
measures to mitigate proposed GHG emissions. The POLB is committed to improving the 
environment as demonstrated by its record of environmental protection programs. These 
programs include the Green Port Policy and the SPBP CAAP. The Green Port Policy is an 
aggressive, comprehensive, and coordinated approach to reducing the negative impacts of 
Port operations. The Policy, which was adopted by the Board of Harbor Commissioners in 
January 2005, serves as a guide for decision making and establishes a framework for 
promoting environmentally sustainable Port operations. The policy contains environmental 
principles that govern Port activities and has established a series of goals for each element of 
the policy. 

The CAAP is a sweeping plan aimed at significantly reducing the health risks posed by air 
pollution from port-related ships, trains, trucks, terminal equipment, and harbor craft. The 
plan proposes hundreds of millions of dollars in investments by the Port, the POLA, the 
SCAQMD, the state, and port-related industry to reduce particulate matter pollution from all 
port-related sources by at least 47 percent by 2011. Measures implemented under the CAAP 
will also reduce smog forming nitrogen oxides by more than 45 percent, and will also result in 
reductions of sulfur oxides by at least 52 percent. Although the focus of the CAAP is criteria 
pollutants, some of the measures implemented under the CAAP will also have the effect of 
reducing GHG emissions from operations at the SPBP.  

In 2006, the California Legislature passed the Global Warming Solutions Act, also known as AB 
32. In accordance with AB 32, the ARB approved the Climate Change Proposed Scoping Plan 
(“Scoping Plan”) in October 2008 which outlines the State’s strategy for achieving the 2020 
GHG emissions limit outlined under the law. The Scoping Plan includes recommendations for 
reducing GHG emissions from most sectors of the California economy. For goods movement, 
the Scoping Plan included two measures. The first, Measure T-5, was an Early Action Measure 
requiring Ship Electrification at Ports (i.e., shore-to-ship power or “cold-ironing”). The second, 
Measure T-6, calls for reducing GHG emissions from goods movement through various 
“efficiency” measures. See Scoping Plan, p. 52, and Appendix C-57 to -58. While Measure T-6 
includes several explicit strategies, including the ARB Port Drayage Truck Regulation 
(http://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/onroad/porttruck/finaldrayagereg.pdf) and the proposed OGV 
Vessel Speed Reduction rule, many of specific voluntary or regulatory strategies needed to 
achieve the Scoping Plan’s GHG emission reduction target for goods movement have yet to be 
defined. 

The Port’s commitment to protecting the environment from the harmful effects of Port 
operations, as stated in the Green Port Policy, necessitates the development of programs 
and projects to reduce GHG emissions. Although the State has yet to formalize GHG 
regulations for the goods movement sector, the Port has already begun work in this area. In 
September 2008, the Port’s Board of Harbor Commissioners adopted a formal resolution 
establishing a framework for reducing GHG emissions. The framework outlined efforts that 
are already underway at the Port toward addressing the issue of climate change. These 
efforts include:   

1. The Port collaborated with other City departments to produce the City’s first voluntary 
GHG emissions inventory (calendar year 2007) which was submitted to the CCAR. 

2. The Port joined other City departments in preparing a plan to increase energy efficiency 
in City-owned facilities, in turn reducing indirect GHG emissions from energy generation. 
This initiative is known as the SCE 2009-2011 Local Government Partnership. 

3. The Port participates in tree planting and urban forest renewal efforts through its support 
of the City of Long Beach’s Urban Forest Master Plan. 
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4. Port staff consulted with the Long Beach Gas and Oil Department (LBGO) and Tidelands 
Oil Production Company (Tidelands) to evaluate potential opportunities for capturing 
carbon dioxide produced by oil operations in the Harbor District and re-injecting 
(sequestration) it through wells at the Port back into the subsurface formations. 

5. Beginning with the 2006 POLB air emissions inventory, GHG emissions from ocean-
going vessels, heavy-duty trucks, cargo-handling equipment, harbor craft, and 
locomotives are quantified to enable the establishment of GHG reduction goals. 

6. The Port’s Renewable Energy Working Group is developing strategies to expand 
renewable energy at the Port. Criteria for emerging technologies will be established so 
that the technologies can be evaluated in a manner similar to the existing CAAP 
Technology Advancement Program (TAP).  

7. The Port’s Renewable Energy Working Group recently finalized a Solar Energy 
Technology and Siting Study (“Solar Siting Study”) that reviewed available solar 
technologies and the estimated solar energy generation potential for the entire Harbor 
District. The study determined that there are many sites within the Harbor District where 
solar energy generating technologies could be developed on building rooftops and at 
ground-level. 

8. Based on the Solar Siting Study, Port staff are developing a program to provide incentive 
funding to Port tenants for the installation of solar panels on tenant-controlled facilities. 

The Port is now in the process of developing a Climate Change/Greenhouse Gas Strategic 
Plan (CC/GHG Plan). This plan, which will be comprehensive in nature, will examine GHG 
impacts for all activities within the Harbor District and will identify strategies for reducing the 
overall carbon footprint of those activities. Similar to the CAAP, the Port’s GHG/CC Plan will 
identify strategies for activities under direct Port control and those that are the controlled by 
third parties, such as tenants. This Plan will outline the overall approach for mitigating 
potential project-specific and/or cumulative GHG impacts of projects through the 
modernization and/or upgrading of marine terminals and other facilities in the Long Beach 
Harbor District.  

One element of the Port’s CC/GHG Plan is the Greenhouse Gas Emission Reduction 
Program Guidelines (Guidelines). The Guidelines describe a procedure for the evaluation 
and prioritization of GHG emission reduction projects and practices that the Port may fund 
consistent with the Port’s overall CC/GHG reduction goals. Several types of projects are 
described in the Guidelines, but other projects and practices may be defined as the CC/GHG 
Plan evolves. The Guidelines may be revised accordingly as this occurs.  

The Port is committed to disclosing and mitigating GHG impacts, as evident from the recently 
approved Administration Building and Maintenance Facility Final EIR. Those facilities are 
proposed to be designed and constructed to the City of Long Beach LEED® standards for 
high-performance, sustainable buildings.  

The Draft EIS/EIR listed the following twelve mitigation measures for reducing operational 
GHG emissions, nine of which are specific to reducing GHG emissions: 

AQ-5: Ship-to-Shore Power (“Cold-Ironing”). OGV that call at the Middle Harbor 
container terminal shall utilize shore-to-ship power while at berth.

AQ-9: Clean Railyard Standards. The expanded Pier F intermodal railyard shall 
incorporate the cleanest locomotive technologies into its operations. 

AQ-10: Truck Idling Reduction Measures. The Middle Harbor container terminal operator 
shall minimize on-terminal truck idling and emissions. 
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AQ-11: Slide Valves on OGV Main Engines. The Port will require the use of slide-type fuel 
valves on OGV, where feasible. 

AQ-12: Expanded VSRP for GHG. All OGV that call at the Middle Harbor container terminal 
shall comply with the expanded VSRP of 12 knots from the California overwater 
border to the Precautionary Area. 

AQ-13: Low-sulfur Fuels in OGV for GHG. All OGV shall use 0.2 percent or lower sulfur 
MGO fuel in vessel auxiliary and main engines at berth and within California State 
Waters, or implement equivalent emission reductions. 

AQ-14: LEED. The main terminal building shall obtain the LEED gold certification level. 

AQ-15: Compact Fluorescent Light Bulbs. All interior terminal building lighting shall use 
compact fluorescent light bulbs. 

AQ-16: Energy Audit. The Middle Harbor container terminal tenant shall conduct a third 
party energy audit every five years and install innovative power saving technologies 
where feasible, such as power factor correction systems and lighting power 
regulators.  

AQ-17: Solar Panels. The applicant shall install solar panels on the main terminal building. 

AQ-18: Recycling. The terminal buildings shall achieve a minimum of 40 percent recycling 
by 2012 and 60 percent recycling by 2015.  

AQ-19: Tree Planting. The Port shall plant shade trees around the main terminal building. 

Since the publication of the Draft EIS/EIR, the Port has conducted an exhaustive search for 
additional measures that could feasibly mitigate GHG emissions from the proposed Middle 
Harbor Redevelopment Project. This included a thorough review of regulatory measures 
proposed or adopted by international, federal and state governments to reduce GHG 
emissions, measures being considered by goods movement industry organizations for 
voluntary implementation, and measures adopted by other public agencies in EISs, EIRs, 
master plans, climate action plans, or other environmental programs. In addition, the Port 
considered other technologies that may not have been used in a maritime port setting but 
could be transferred to the goods movement activities and applied to the Project. Based on 
this review, the following measures were specifically considered as either potential feasible 
mitigation measures for the proposed Project or for incorporation into the Project description. 

Green Power. Currently, nearly 16 percent of the electricity delivered by SCE is generated 
from wind, solar, biomass, small hydropower, and geothermal sources. SCE is working to 
develop additional sources of renewable energy in response to a mandate from the State of 
California, and provides incentives for residential and commercial renewable energy projects. 

The Port’s Renewable Energy Working Group recently finished a Solar Energy Technology 
and Siting Study (“Solar Siting Study”) which reviewed available solar technologies and the 
estimated solar energy generation potential for the entire Harbor District, including the Middle 
Harbor container terminal development. In this study, it was determined that there are many 
locations throughout the Port where solar technologies could be installed for the generation of 
electricity. The prime opportunities were building roof-mounted solar collectors, solar car 
ports, and ground-mounted solar collectors, with photovoltaic technology being the most 
feasible generation mechanism. Additional evaluations of the structural capacities of building 
rooftops, lease durations, cost-effectiveness, and marine-related land use maximization must 
be made on a project-by-project basis as this solar technology is advanced at the Port. 

Draft EIS/EIR Mitigation Measure AQ-17 already specifies the applicant to install 
photovoltaic (PV) solar panels on the main terminal building. Because the Middle Harbor 
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Redevelopment Project does not include a significant amount of building rooftop area, there 
is little additional rooftop area suitable for solar panel installations. The Solar Siting Study 
also concluded that there was little opportunity within the proposed terminal area for ground-
level installation of solar panels due to the proposed land use.  

The Port has determined that solar carports likely could be installed in the employee and 
visitor parking areas. Solar carports use existing parking areas to generate power without 
sacrificing valuable real estate and as an added incentive provide shaded and covered 
parking for vehicles. As an added benefit, solar carport systems require little maintenance 
and allow easy access to panels for service.  

Traditional wind power generation relies on strong, prevailing winds for cost effectiveness. 
The Port’s Renewable Energy Working Group reviewed the meteorological data for the 
Harbor District and concluded that the winds at the Harbor District generally lacked those 
characteristics. Emerging technologies for low-wind generation could hold promise for 
environments like the Port, but they are not yet commercially proven or available. Thus, wind 
power was deemed infeasible at this time on both a port-wide and Project basis. 

Cool Roofs. A cool roof is a roofing system that can deliver high solar reflectance and high 
thermal emittance. Buildings that use highly reflective, highly emissive roofing materials stay 
cooler than normal under the summer sun. Cool roofs reportedly can also enhance roof 
durability and reduce both building cooling loads and the urban heat island effect. There are 
three categories of cool roofs for commercial and industrial buildings. They are roofs made 
from inherently cool roofing materials, roofs made of materials that have been coated, or 
green planted roofs. For a typical 100,000 square foot general office building, a cool roofing 
system can reduce electricity consumption by approximately 90 megawatt-hours (MWh) per 
year, thereby eliminating 30 tons of CO2e per year. 

The proposed Project does not include a significant amount of building area, but cool roof 
technology could be used on those building rooftop areas which are not otherwise covered 
(e.g., otherwise covered with solar panels).  

Cool Pavements. Cool pavements refer to a range of established and emerging materials. 
These pavement technologies tend to store less heat and may have lower surface 
temperatures compared with conventional products. They can help address the problem of 
urban heat islands. Traditionally, the container yard area of a marine container terminal has 
been made up of Asphalt Concrete (AC) paving in the ratio of eight inches of AC to 16-inches 
of Crushed Miscellaneous Base (CMB). These thick layers are necessary to support the 
loads of the containers and equipment. AC paving is very flexible thereby making it easy to 
modify the CY, as necessary, throughout the life of the terminal. Another type of paving being 
considered by the Port consists of seven inches of AC over 17-inches of Cement Treated 
Base (CTB). The AC/CTB combination is stronger than AC/CMB but has less flexibility 
because of the cement added to the base. Cool Pavement most typically consists of Portland 
Cement Concrete (PCC). One thing to consider is that the making of PCC itself is noted as 
producing GHG emissions. The ratio of PCC to base required for a CY is 15-inches of PCC 
to six inches of CMB. PCC is very difficult to modify once it is in place because of the 
hardness of the material. 

The cost associated with AC/CMB or AC/CTB is approximately $320,000 to $400,000 per 
acre while the cost associated with PCC/CMB can be up to $850,000 per acre. The cost 
differential for 250-acres of container yard, for example, between the two materials, would 
add approximately $112,500,000 to $132,500,000 to the cost of the project. This makes the 
use of PCC in the container yard economically infeasible. The Port will, however, consider the 
use of cool pavement in areas of the terminal that do not experience heavy loads such as 
employee parking areas, as applicable.  

Biological Sequestration. Trees, plants, and some soils sequester carbon and remove it 
from the earth’s atmosphere. Biological sequestration projects involve activities that either 
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increase existing sequestration or maintain sequestration on land that might otherwise be 
disturbed and release some or all of the sequestered carbon. Some examples of biological 
sequestration projects include the following: (1) planting trees on previously non-forested land 
(i.e., afforestation); (2) planting trees on formerly forested land (i.e., reforestation); (3) limiting 
deforestation by purchasing forested property and preserving the forests with legal and 
enforcement mechanisms; (4) setting aside croplands from agricultural production to rebuild 
carbon in the soil and vegetation; and (5) promoting practices that reduce soil disruption. 
Biological sequestration projects, particularly forestry projects, offer a great deal of potential 
in terms of volume of carbon removed from the atmosphere.

The Port is playing an integral part in the City of Long Beach’s Urban Forest Master Plan. In 
early 2007, the City of Long Beach contracted with a consulting firm to review existing urban 
forest policies and practices and to set out new goals and policies for an Urban Forest Master 
Plan. This was Phase I of the City’s Urban Forest Master Plan. The Port participated in 
Phase I by funding 10 percent of the contract costs, in addition to providing Maintenance and 
Environmental Planning staff assistance and direction. The Port’s 10 percent contribution 
matches the Harbor Department’s 10 percent aerial coverage of land within the City. The City 
is about to commence Phase II of the Urban Forest Master Plan which will inventory current 
tree assets and develop a program to manage and enhance these assets. 

Draft EIS/EIR Mitigation Measure AQ-19 requires the Port to plant shade trees around the 
main terminal building. The Port is now expanding the scope of the proposed tree planting 
measure to include the tree planting along the transportation corridors into the Middle Harbor 
container terminal. Preliminary estimates indicate that this measure would plant several 
hundred new trees, which would remove as much as 800 tons per year of CO2 from the 
atmosphere. 

High Efficiency RTG Cranes. Cranes consume a significant amount of energy in a 
containerized cargo terminal. High-efficiency technologies are available for RTG which can 
significantly reduce the energy consumed in the lift of cargo containers. For traditional 
cranes, the energy released during the load lowering has been wasted by the resistor 
braking. Regenerative crane designs are able to capture and store most of the energy 
released during cargo lowering for use during the next lift cycle. Field tests report that 
terminal operators can reduce energy consumption by 50 percent based on the same 
operating conditions and throughput when compared to conventional RTG crane designs.  

Siemens’ ECO-RTG is one type of regenerative RTG drive system currently in the market. 
With an optional ultra-capacitor, Siemens reports the ECO-RTG Drive System can achieve 
energy savings of up to 70 percent. The key to the new Siemens’ technology of the ECO-
RTG is the custom made digital control unit (DICO) and the DUO inverters. The DICO 
calculates energy consumption and regulates motor revolutions accordingly. This ensures an 
intelligent supply of energy, so the motor always operates efficiently. The Port understands 
that other vendors have similar green RTG drive systems that can achieve similar types of 
energy efficiency and thereby GHG emission benefits.  

High Efficiency RMG Cranes. Similar to the above, high efficiency, regenerative drive 
systems are available for rail mounted gantry (RMG) cranes which can be used on the 
proposed Project. Konecranes manufactures one of the green RMG cranes currently being 
utilized in the market. The regeneration units in Konecranes RMG crane design feeds the 
energy released during load lowering back to the customer’s network. The electricity savings 
from power regeneration can be as high as 70 percent. Other vendors have similar green 
RMG cranes that can achieve similar types of energy efficiencies, and thereby, GHG 
emission benefits.  

Final EIS/EIR Mitigation Measure AQ-7a proposes the replacement of all Project diesel-
powered RTGs with electric-powered RMGs by 2020, or by the completion of construction. 
This time lag is needed, as it would be necessary to wait until near completion of Project 
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construction to efficiently install the associated rail system throughout the terminal. This 
measure also requires each RMG to include regenerative drive systems. Since 
implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-7a could quickly replace the existing RTG fleet, it 
is deemed overly expensive to expect the terminal operator to install regenerative drive 
systems on these units. Mitigation Measure AQ-7a will be revised as noted below. 

Building Energy Efficiency. Buildings can incorporate energy efficiency improvements to 
minimize GHG emissions from heating, ventilation, and cooling systems by improving 
building envelope thermal performance and efficiencies of air conditioning (HVAC) systems. 
Improved building envelope thermal performance can be achieved by installing advanced 
glazing systems; using shading devices and internal blinds; greater use of insulation and 
improved insulation materials; and reduction of air leakage from buildings through improved 
construction techniques. HVAC efficiency can be improved by installing high efficiency pumps 
and fans; optimizing the design of pipes ducts; installing high efficiency chillers and air 
conditioners; use of natural heat (e.g., solar pre-heated air); and improved management of 
environmental conditions in buildings.

New buildings at the Port will incorporate energy efficiency improvements to the extent 
possible, and in accordance with the City of Long Beach LEED certification goals. The Final 
EIS/EIR Mitigation Measure AQ-14 requires the main terminal building design to obtain a 
LEED Gold certification level. Achieving these standards would satisfy the objective for the 
Project to operate energy efficient buildings.  

Additionally, Final EIS/EIR Mitigation Measures AQ-15 (use of compact fluorescent bulbs 
for interior lighting) and Mitigation Measure AQ-16 (conduct third party energy audits every 
five years and install innovative power saving technologies where feasible) also would help to 
achieve this objective. No other feasible mitigation measures are presently available to 
further improve on the energy efficiencies of proposed buildings. 

Energy Efficient Construction Equipment and Vehicles. There are a number of measures 
identified in the EPA SmartWay program which, if feasible, could improve the energy 
efficiency of construction equipment and vehicles used in the construction phase of the 
proposed Project. These measures include automatic tire inflation, trucks using direct fire 
heaters, and trucks using auxiliary power units. The automatic tire inflation program would 
yield an estimated 0.6 percent fuel savings. As for the direct fire heater and auxiliary power 
units for trucks they are estimated to yield 0.78 gallons per hour and 0.6 gallons per hour fuel 
savings, respectively. However, since proposed construction equipment and trucks would 
operate for such a short amount of time, implementation of these measures are deemed 
infeasible on such transitory equipment and truck fleets.  

Unmitigated construction activities would use equipment (other than tugboats) that achieve 
the EPA non-road Tier 3 standards at a minimum. This requirement ensures that proposed 
construction activities would use relatively new equipment with the highest achievable fuel 
efficiency rates. Final EIS/EIR Mitigation Measure AQ-2 also requires Tier 4 standard 
engines in construction equipment, where feasible, which also would result in the use of the 
most fuel efficient equipment, since these standards do not take effect until 2011. Final 
EIS/EIR Mitigation Measure AQ-2 has been revised to include BMPs requested by the 
SCAQMD in comment SCAQMD-14 and this would satisfy a similar request by EPA in 
comment USEPA-18. Some of these BMPs would reduce fuel usage from proposed 
construction sources. No other feasible mitigation measures are available to reduce GHG 
emissions from proposed land-based construction equipment. 

Replace or Repower Harbor Craft Engines. The Final EIS/EIR air quality analysis assumes 
that over time, unmitigated construction and operational assist tugboats would turn over to 
engines that meet EPA Tiers 2 through 4 standards. This assumption is consistent with the 
definition of the future SCAB harbor craft fleet developed by the ARB for implementation of 
the ARB Commercial Harbor Craft Regulation. Final EIS/EIR Mitigation Measure AQ-3 also 
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requires Tier 3 standard engines in construction tugboats, where feasible. As a result, the 
tugboat fleets used during proposed construction and operation would have relatively new 
engines with the highest achievable fuel efficiency rates. Therefore, no other feasible 
mitigation measures are available to reduce GHG emissions from these sources. 

Foss Maritime in the POLB is presently testing the world’s first hybrid tug. The hybrid 
technology incorporated into the tug propulsion system will minimize fuel consumption by 
using a specialized power management system to match required power to the most efficient 
combination of batteries and diesel-powered generators and main engines. It is estimated 
that the hybrid tug will spend at least 75 percent of its operating hours in the lowest two power 
modes of operation. Both of these modes will require the use of the batteries and generators, 
but no main engines. As a result, the tug will generate much lower air pollutant and GHG 
emissions during slower or idle times but will be able to access full power and maintain 
required propulsion when necessary. However, since this technology is not yet demonstrated 
or commercially available, it is deemed infeasible at this time. 

Efficient Boom Flood Lights. The Middle Harbor Redevelopment Project (Draft EIS/EIR 
Section 1.7.3) requires the use of photo cells/timers, low energy fixtures, and light-spillover 
reduction features into new and existing terminal lighting and new electrical equipment. Other 
measures can be added that would further improve energy efficiency from boom flood lights 
on the terminal. 

The container terminal is replacing electromagnetic ballasts with electronic ballasts, using 
double filaments and applying auto-switch-off crane boom floodlights when the boom is up. 
These flood lights are on while the boom is in the downward position. When the boom is in 
the up position the flood lights automatically turn off. These innovative flood lights have a 
significant electricity savings as well as extending the life span of the floodlight. Electricity 
savings from these features are estimated at 14 kW hours per hour of crane operation. 
Therefore, the Final EIS/EIR proposes the following new mitigation measure. 

Coolants Used in Refrigerated Containers (Reefers). Use of refrigerants with a lower 
GWP would reduce CO2e emissions from refrigerated containers. Refrigerated containers are 
owned by the ocean carriers. Terminal operators are responsible for moving refrigerated 
containers, owned by multiple ocean carriers, through their terminal. The terminal operators 
ensure the units are functioning properly and perform basic maintenance activities on these 
systems according to manufacturer instructions. Since terminal operators do not own 
refrigerated containers, they cannot make decisions on behalf of the owner to make changes 
to the refrigeration system, such as replacing a refrigerant. As a result, it is administratively 
infeasible for the terminal operator to implement a refrigerant replacement measure.

Reefer Lighting and Low-Energy Reefer Containers. The following opportunities could 
reduce energy usage from reefer containers moved through the Port.  

In order to reduce energy consumption from reefer containers, Maersk Line recently teamed 
up with Odense Steel Shipyard to develop reefer containers that are cooled by water, thereby 
reducing energy consumption by 15-20 percent from conventional diesel-powered reefers. 
Maersk Line is also involved in a project called Quality and Energy Efficiency in Storage and 
Transport (QUEST). This project is a joint program sponsored by the Dutch Government and 
a research center in the Netherlands. QUEST is a software program that provides a new 
temperature control regime in refrigerated containers. This technology enables Maersk Line 
to cut the energy consumption used for cooling by up to 50 percent without having an impact 
on the quality of refrigeration solutions. It is estimated that when fully implemented in 2008, 
QUEST will reduce GHG emissions from Maersk Line’s operations by 350,000 tons CO2e per 
year. However, the feasibility of applying similar measures to the Project is still under review. 
Reducing the amount of power needed for nighttime lighting at reefer platforms would reduce 
GHG emissions from electrical generation.  
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Employee Carpooling. The Final EIS/EIR has added the following new mitigation measure, 
which encourages construction and terminal employees to carpool or to use public 
transportation. Implementation of these measures would reduce GHG emissions from 
proposed employee commuting activities. 

Terminal and Railyard Equipment. In the future, it may be feasible to convert terminal or 
railyard equipment to electric-powered or fuel cell designs. The terminal could also implement 
strict idling restrictions for diesel-powered cargo handling equipment. Measures which may 
be employed include utilization of electric automated stacking cranes and installation of 
automatic stop-start controls for cargo handling equipment. These types of measures would 
reduce GHG emissions due to reductions in fuel consumption. However, electrification of 
cargo handling equipment is not a proven technology and it is therefore infeasible. Please 
refer to responses to comments SCAQMD-19, SCAQMD-20, and SCAQMD-27 regarding the 
feasibility of the use of electrified yard hostlers, drayage trucks, and trains. These 
technologies are topics of research for the TAP process. If the TAP process determines that 
an emission control technology is feasible, it will be promoted in the future. Additionally, Final 
EIS/EIR includes Mitigation Measure AQ-25 that requires the terminal tenant in 2015 and 
every five years afterwards, to review new air quality technological advancements for the 
purpose of implementing new feasible mitigations.  

Resource Conservation and Environmentally-Preferable Purchasing. Projects that 
minimize the use of resources, and thus, the energy used for manufacture and transport of 
products or resources, can achieve significant GHG reductions. Because water conveyance 
accounts for about 30 percent of the electricity used in California, water conserving projects, 
such as sustainable landscaping, fixture upgrades, and monitored irrigation, will be 
considered under this program. Recycling also reduces the amount of GHG emissions 
produced in the manufacture of products, and Port and tenant recycling programs will be 
expanded. 

Environmentally-Preferable Purchasing programs can accomplish indirect greenhouse gas 
reductions by giving preference to the purchase of locally-produced or recycled products over 
those requiring greater transportation miles or use of virgin materials. This type of measure 
would need to be applied at a port-wide level to be effective.

Solar Water Heating. Solar water heating consists of a series of collectors, typically roof-
mounted, oriented to capture the sun’s energy. Heat is collected and redistributed to create 
hot water systems for use in a process or to supplement traditional hot water heaters. These 
projects reduce GHG emissions by avoiding natural gas combustion. The Port has not 
identified any considerable opportunities for solar water heating on the Middle Harbor 
container terminal. 

Mitigation for Indirect GHG Emissions (“Offsets”). The Port will also require the terminal 
operator to use green commodities to offset carbon emissions from all electrical consumption 
at the terminal. See new Mitigation Measure AQ-24, below. The Port will participate in 
approved offsite renewable credits programs that utilize green commodities. The Port will use 
either Renewable Energy Credits (RECs) or Verified Emission Reductions (VERs) and will 
commit specific annual funds for this endeavor with a not to exceed dollar cap. Due to the 
large expenditure made for the combined Project criteria pollutant and GHG mitigations, any 
further funding of offsite GHG mitigation is deemed economically infeasible. 

RECs are tradable environmental commodities which are used to prove that electricity was 
generated from an eligible renewable energy resource. RECs and VERs are verified/certified 
by entities based on different standards. The primary REC and VER products that will be 
utilized will include one or more of the following options:  

1. Green-e - a voluntary certification and verification program for wholesale, retail, and 
commercial electricity products, tradable renewable certificates (TRCs) and utility green 
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pricing programs in the U.S. Green-e certifies about 100 retail and wholesale green 
power marketers across the country. Green-e markets a product for RECs resulting from 
projects covered by the Western Renewable Energy Generation Information System 
(WREGIS). The WREGIS is an independent, renewable energy tracking system for the 
region covered by the Western Electricity Coordinating Council (WECC). WREGIS tracks 
renewable energy generation from units that register in the system using verifiable data 
and creates RECs for this generation. RECs from WREGIS projects can be tracked to 
the exact project location for customers interested in projects within a specific western 
state/province or region.  

2. CCAR’s Climate Action Reserve – it sets a high measurable standard and brings more 
certainty about the carbon projects through the development of standardized protocols 
for specific industry sectors that are based on internationally recognized best practices. 
These VERs, termed Climate Reserve Tonnes (CRTs or “Carrots”), are designed to be 
“best in breed.”  

3. The Voluntary Carbon Standard (VCS) Program - marketed as a global standard for 
approval of credible voluntary offsets. VCS offsets are required to demonstrate that they 
are real, additional (beyond business-as-usual activities), measurable, permanent, and 
independently verified.  

4. Gold Standard Foundation VERs - a certification scheme for VERs that only accepts 
renewable energy and energy efficiency projects that actively promote sustainable 
development. The Gold Standard Foundation intends to offer a highest quality label to 
voluntary offset projects. Renewable energy and energy efficiency projects with 
sustainable development benefits are eligible and the Gold Standard is now endorsed by 
over 49 non-governmental organizations (NGOs) worldwide.  

User-Fee Schedules. There exists a number of variables that impact the GHG profile of 
vessels, such as vessel engine type, fuel efficiency, emission control systems, fuel type, 
length overall, hull configuration (e.g., bulbous bow), hull fouling, vessel speed, total cargo 
capacity, refrigerated container load. Many of these are difficult to measure or difficult to 
differentiate from other vessels. In addition, currently available data on GHG emissions does 
not provide emissions information for specific vessel types; the estimation of GHG emissions 
from vessels relies on the same emissions factor for broad engine classes (of which 
container vessel typically fall into a single class). As a result, it is not possible to craft an 
effective user-fee based on GHG emissions of a vessel. Rather than implement such an 
accounting system for vessel emissions, the Final EIS/EIR requires Project OGV to comply 
100 percent of the time with proposed mitigation measures that would substantially reduce 
GHG emissions. These include vessel speed reduction and cold-ironing while at berth. While 
tariff rates for vessels are set Port-wide, the POLB has already established a tariff-based 
incentive that encourages participation in the VSRP and has created a financial incentive that 
accelerates the use of low-sulfur, distillate bunker fuels at the Port. Similar to the marine fuel 
incentive, other such programs would be considered on a Port-wide basis and through the 
CAAP process and the lease reopening process, as proposed in Final EIS/EIR Mitigation 
Measure AQ-25 and presented in response to comment USEPA(B)-20. 

Tenant Incentives to Reduce GHG Emissions. For the reasons mentioned in the previous 
paragraph, implementation of an incentive program is deemed to be infeasible. However, in 
the context of the implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-25, tenant incentive programs 
may be part of the discussion. 

New/Revised Mitigation Measures. 

Based on the above evaluations, the Final EIS/EIR includes the following new/revised 
feasible project-level mitigation measures. 
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AQ-7a: High Efficiency Rail Mounted Gantry (RMG) Cranes. The Project terminal 
operator shall replace all diesel-powered RTGs with electric-powered RMGs, as 
soon as feasible, but no later than the completion of construction in 2020. Each 
RMG shall include high efficiency, regenerative drive systems.

AQ-17a: Solar Carports. The applicant will install carport-mounted PV solar panels over the 
employee and visitor parking areas to the maximum extent feasible.  

AQ-19a: Tree Planting – Transportation Corridors. The Port shall plant new shade trees 
on Port-controlled lands adjacent to the roads into the Middle Harbor container 
terminal to the extent practicable given safety and other land use considerations. 

AQ-20: Cool Roofs. Buildings on the Middle Harbor container terminal will incorporate cool 
roofing systems to the extent feasible. Building rooftop areas which are covered 
with solar panels in accordance with Mitigation Measure AQ-17 shall be exempt 
from this measure. 

AQ-21: Energy Efficient Boom Flood Lights: The Port shall install boom flood lights with 
energy efficient features on existing and new dock cranes to the extent feasible. 
Such features may include, but are not limited to, use of photo cells/timers, low 
energy fixtures, and light-spillover reduction features, electronic ballasts, use of 
double filaments, and applying auto-switch-off controls when the crane boom is up. 

AQ-22: Reefer Lighting. The terminal tenant shall downsize light fittings and associated 
electrical power usage at reefer platforms to the extent feasible. 

AQ-23: Employee Carpooling. The construction contractor and terminal tenant shall 
encourage construction and terminal employees to carpool or to use public 
transportation. These employers shall provide incentives to promote the measure, 
include preferential parking for carpoolers, vanpool subsidies, and they shall 
provide information to employees regarding the benefits of alternative transportation 
methods.

AQ-24: Mitigation for Indirect GHG Emissions. The terminal tenant shall be required to 
use green commodities, such as those available from the California Climate Action 
Registry’s Climate Action Reserve, to offset carbon emissions associated with 
terminal’s electricity consumption subject to the limitation specified below. This 
measure applies to all electricity consumed at the terminal, including shore-to-ship 
power usage (“cold ironing”). The terminal-related carbon emissions from electricity 
consumption will be calculated each year based on the local utility’s carbon intensity 
for that year as recognized by the State of California. The tenant may adjust the 
carbon intensity value to wholly reflect any carbon offsets provided by the electricity 
deliverer (i.e., point of generation or point of importation) under applicable California 
and/or federal cap-and-trade regulations (i.e., no double offsetting). 

The Port is limiting the potential cost of this measure. The maximum expenditure for 
purchased offsets required under this measure shall not exceed 15 percent of the terminal 
electricity costs for any given year (i.e., cost of offsets shall not exceed 15 percent of terminal 
electricity costs (US$ basis). 

The future implementation cost for Mitigation Measure AQ-24 is not known because it is 
potentially affected by several unknown factors. These could include (a) the future carbon 
intensity of electricity delivered by the local utility, (b) the future price of green commodities 
(RECs and VERs), (c) the price of electricity, and (d) the effects of future cap-and-trade 
regulations on the (a), (b) and/or (c). 

Greenhouse Gas Emission Reduction Program (GHG Program). To partially address the 
impacts of the Middle Harbor Redevelopment Project, the Port will require this Project to fund 
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the GHG Emission Reduction Program. This money will be used to fund one or more projects 
submitted to the Board of Harbor Commissioners for review and approval in accordance with 
the GHG Emission Reduction Program Guidelines. How this money will be used and the 
amount of GHG emissions reduced will depend on the mix of submitted projects approved 
according to the Guidelines. Applicable GHG reduction projects listed in the Guidelines 
include, but are not limited to, generation of green power from renewable energy sources, 
ship electrification, goods movement efficiency measures, cool roofs to reduce building 
cooling loads and the urban heat island effect, building upgrades for operational efficiency, 
tree planting for biological sequestration of CO2, energy-saving lighting, and purchase of 
RECs.  

As the Port moves toward the replacement of fossil-fuel driven equipment and operating 
practices, onsite renewable energy generation can help address the Port’s increasing 
demand for electricity while avoiding GHG emissions. In order to ascertain the Port’s potential 
solar energy generating capacity, a Solar Energy Technology and Siting Study was 
completed in October 2008. While cost estimates are highly dependent on a number of 
variables, such as the structural capability of an existing building to bear the weight of a solar 
installation, a typical $1,000,000 solar project would be expected to generate approximately 
200 megawatt hours (MWh) of clean energy each year, avoiding the emission of almost 60 
metric tons of CO2e each year. Wind energy technologies are continually improving, and 
while currently infeasible due to the lack of strong prevailing winds at the Port, wind may 
become a more cost-beneficial means of generating renewable energy onsite as 
technologies improve. 

EPA’s Guidelines for cool roofs estimates GHG reductions of six to seven percent at a cost of 
$0.75 - $1.50 per square foot. In one example, $150,000 for such a roofing system for a 
100,000 square foot building would reduce 30 metric tons of CO2e per year due to reduced 
energy consumption. The applicability to roofs at the Port would have to be evaluated on a 
case-by-case basis. 

The McKinsey Group has found that building efficiencies such as more efficient lighting and 
appliances, improved building insulation, and better heating and cooling can be achieved at 
costs under $50 per metric ton CO2e (annualized). Upgrading existing mobile source fleets so 
they produce less GHG emissions is expected to generate a cost savings over time due to 
increased fuel efficiency. They also found that low-cost forestation (e.g., tree planting) can 
achieve emission reductions equivalent from $30 - $50 per metric ton of CO2e. While limited 
opportunities for tree-planting projects may exist within the Harbor District, the Guidelines set 
City-controlled projects as an important consideration. The Port is currently participating in 
the City’s Urban Forest Renewal Program and may find additional GHG mitigation 
opportunities within the structure of this Program. 

The ARB’s AB 32 Scoping Plan and its associated appendices describe various control 
measures and projects that are under consideration for meeting California’s commitment to 
reducing GHG emissions. Some projects are well established and their emission benefits and 
costs are well understood. Additional studies by private and other public organizations have 
shown that other projects considered for GHG emission reduction measures may have less 
well defined emission reduction benefits and cost estimates. However, even these estimates 
show a general cost-effectiveness range of $30 - $50 per metric ton of CO2e reduced 
(annualized). At the upper range of $50 per metric ton of CO2e reduced, 20,000 metric tons 
of CO2e could be reduced at a cost of $1,000,000; more cost-effective projects could result in 
even greater GHG reductions. 

RECs are currently available on a voluntary market and may be purchased to further mitigate 
GHG emissions. The cost for high-quality, Green-e certified, new project, US-based RECs is 
approximately $21 for wind projects and $34 for solar projects. Each REC is the equivalent of 
generating one MWh of renewable energy and represents the avoidance of generating 641 
pounds of CO2e at the Port. Therefore, a $1,000,000 investment in wind RECs would result in 
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the avoidance of almost 14,000 metric tons of CO2e at the Port. However, since RECs are 
generated by projects outside of the Harbor District, their purchase is listed as a low priority in 
the Guidelines. 

Ultimately, the Board of Harbor Commissioners will have the final approval authority on which 
types or mix of projects will be funded for GHG emission reductions, as described by the 
review and approval procedures in the Guidelines. As an example, approximately $5 million 
would pay for all of the following measures: 700 MWh capacity of solar generation, the 
conversion of 100,000 square feet of traditional roofs to cool roofs, investment of $1 million 
toward energy-efficiency projects, and the installation of 2,500 trees within the Long Beach 
Urban Forest. A conservative calculation of the corresponding GHG emissions 
reductions/avoidance for this type of project mix would be approximately 22,000 metric tons 
CO2e per year.  

The Port is proposing to require the project to provide grant funding of $5 million for the GHG 
mitigation program. Although it is not known which projects will ultimately be proposed and 
selected, the example above shows that this level of funding would provide the means to 
reduce GHG emissions, with an emphasis on projects that can be implemented locally. 
Depending on the types of projects submitted and ultimately approved, $5 million in grant 
funding could annually reduce 22,000 metric tons CO2e per year (based on the project mix 
described above) to 333,000 metric tons CO2e per year (based on the most cost-effective 
projects at $15/ton CO2e). From the Middle Harbor Redevelopment Project EIS/EIR, the 
change in GHG compared to the CEQA Baseline ranged from an increase of 41,797 to an 
increase of 247,058 metric tons CO2e per year in 2010 and 2030, respectively. Compared to 
the NEPA Baseline, the change in GHG emissions ranged from reduction of 2,287 to an 
increase of 36,360 metric tons CO2e per year in 2010 and 2030, respectively. Depending on 
the cost-effectiveness of the submitted and approved projects, the grant funding from the 
Middle Harbor Redevelopment Project could mitigate some or all of these GHG increases. 
Projects approved pursuant to the Guidelines can be implemented shortly after grant funding 
becomes available, which will occur once the Middle Harbor Redevelopment Project receives 
final approval and any appeals have been exhausted, Since the mix of submitted and 
approved GHG mitigation projects (and their cost-effectiveness) cannot be determined a
priori, the Port nonetheless concludes that the impacts of GHG emissions from the Middle 
Harbor Redevelopment Project remain significant and unavoidable. 

AQ-28: Greenhouse Gas Emission Reduction Program (GHG Program). To partially 
address the cumulative GHG impacts of the Middle Harbor Project, the Port will 
require this Project to provide funding for the GHG Program in the amount of $5 
million. This money will be used to pay for measures pursuant to the GHG Emission 
Reduction Program Guidelines, include, but are not limited to, generation of green 
power from renewable energy sources, ship electrification, goods movement 
efficiency measures, cool roofs to reduce building cooling loads and the urban heat 
island effect, building upgrades for operational efficiency, tree planting for biological 
sequestration of CO2, energy-saving lighting, and purchase of renewable energy 
certificates (RECs).  

The timing of the payments pursuant to Mitigation Measures AQ-28 shall be made 
by the later of the following two dates:  (1) the date that the Port issues a Notice to 
Proceed or otherwise authorizes the commencement of construction on the Phase 1 
Construction Contract; or (2) the date that the Middle Harbor Final EIS/EIR is 
conclusively determined to be valid, either by operation of PRC Section 21167.2 or 
by final judgment or final adjudication. 

In conclusion, the Port has thoroughly disclosed potential GHG emissions associated with the 
Project and it has expended considerable effort to identify all feasible project-specific 
measures to mitigate proposed GHG emissions. It would be economically infeasible and 
outside of the tenant’s control to implement any additional measures beyond those described 
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above. The Port will continue to pursue additional GHG mitigation measures under the 
CC/GHG Plan. This will result in additional reductions in GHG emissions beyond those that 
would be achieved through the direct project mitigation measures described above.  

DOJ-6. This response addresses comments DOJ-6 and CDB-36. Comment DOJ-6 outlines the GHG 
emissions projected for Alternative 3, the NEPA Baseline. The comment states “there is no 
basis to exclude these significant increases in greenhouse gas emissions from the NEPA 
Baseline.”  The Draft EIS/EIR did not exclude the subject GHG emissions from the NEPA 
Baseline. This response assumes the comment intended to reference the “inclusion” of these 
emissions rather than the exclusion.  

This comment and the Commenters in CBD-36 have criticized the Draft EIS/EIR, asserting 
that the NEPA Baseline is flawed because it includes the proposed redevelopment and 
backland expansion on existing lands within the project site (the “Landside Parcels”) to 
accommodate additional containerized cargo up to the capacity of the existing wharfs and 
berths. Commenters contend that by doing so, the Draft EIS/EIR does not evaluate the 
impacts of this expansion, which must be evaluated not only by the Port, but by USACE, as 
well. Commenters further contend that USACE’s approvals are not a minor, tangential part of 
the overall Project, but encompass the heart of the development process, and that the 
Landside Parcels would not be developed absent the USACE approvals. 

NEPA does not specify the scope of analysis that federal agencies must conduct in 
determining whether their actions, when combined with private actions, come within the 
mandate of 42 USC § 4332(2)(C). Under USACE’s NEPA Implementing Procedures (33 CFR 
Pt. 325, App. B 7 (b), where an activity requiring a federal permit is one component of a 
larger project, the lead agency must look at (i) the impacts of the portion of the project 
requiring the federal permits, and (ii) the impacts of the other portions of the entire project 
over which the federal authorities have “sufficient control and responsibility to warrant federal 
review.”  This has been interpreted to require review of those environmental impacts of the 
larger project which are essentially products of the federal action. 33 CFR Part 325, Appendix 
B, Section (b)(1). Thus, the USACE must look at additional incremental impacts of the 
development of the Landside Parcels attributable to the approval of the federal permits. The 
USACE must examine any development of the Landside Parcels that would not occur but for 
the USACE’s approvals of the water improvements. See Wetlands Action Network et al. v. 
United States Army Corps of Engineers, et. al., (9th Cir. 2000) 222 Fed.3d 1105. 

The USACE scope of analysis established in the Draft EIS/EIR includes construction and 
operational activities that would not require issuance of federal permits. The NEPA Baseline 
does not include in-water activities (e.g., dredging, filling Slip 1 and the East Basin, and new 
wharf construction), no wharf upgrades would occur (except the provisions for shore-to-ship 
power), and channel and berth deepening would not occur. The USACE has no authority or 
responsibility to regulate activities, such as upland operations, that are occurring or could 
occur absent a USACE permit. These activities and resulting conditions, therefore, comprise 
the NEPA Baseline. Accordingly, the NEPA Baseline would include redevelopment of the 
existing terminal areas on Piers E and F and the land north of Gerald Desmond Bridge and 
Ocean Boulevard with the Project site would be converted to a container yard. The NEPA 
Baseline would include construction of the following upland site improvements: 
redevelopment and backland expansion on existing lands within the Project site (the Berth 
E23 oil area would be abandoned and redeveloped as container yard area); construction of a 
new 66kV Pier E Substation; construction of shore-to-ship infrastructure at Piers E and F to 
cold-iron vessels while at berth; construction of a Mainline Track Realignment at Ocean 
Boulevard/ Harbor Scenic Drive and the Pier F storage yard and tracks; and  expansion of 
the existing Pier F intermodal railyard to six tracks.  

It is important to note that this is not a situation where the operation and development of a 
cargo terminal is dependent upon the proposed federal permits. Middle Harbor already 
operates as a cargo terminal. Piers D and E were constructed in the 1940s. Pier F was 
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completed in 1965. Piers E and F are specifically designed for container handling, and Pier D 
is predominately used for break-bulk, dry-bulk and liquid-bulk. Each of the piers in the Project 
area already contain facilities that accommodate ship calls. Thus, the Project area already 
operates a functional container terminal at this location, and continued (and expanded) 
operations and additional development of the upland portions of the Project could and 
undoubtedly would occur in the absence of a USACE permit, which would result in increased 
throughput and additional impacts over time. Existing terminal operations include 
containerized cargo and break-bulk activities that are operated by two terminal operators 
(CUT and LBCT); the existing terminal consists of four berths with a total container berth 
length of 4,480 LF and a 10,000 track-feet intermodal rail facility (Pier F). By 2015, the 
existing total container terminal acreage (244 acres) would increase to 267 acres due to 
redevelopment of land (13 acres) north of Gerald Desmond Bridge and Ocean Boulevard as 
a container yard, and, absent USACE authorization of regulated activities in waters and 
navigable waters of the U.S. The change from existing to reasonable forecasted 
improvements under the NEPA Baseline would result in an 80 percent increase in TEUs, a 10 
percent increase in total container terminal acreage, a 50 percent increase in annual vessel 
calls, and a 45 percent increase in average daily truck trips. 

This upland area represents portions of the Project area that could be developed for 
container storage and transfer (i.e., nonfederal or private action) entirely independent of the 
CWA Section 404 and River and Harbor Act Section 10 authorization from USACE (i.e., 
federal action). The environmental consequences of using this site for container storage and 
transfer are clearly not the result of USACE permit action, and there is no other federal 
funding, guarantee, other financial assistance, or regulation pertaining to the Project area 
uplands requiring further expansion of the USACE scope of analysis into this nonfederal 
portion of the Project area (i.e., minimal federal control and responsibility). Vessel traffic and 
container throughput have increased and substantial additional increases are expected, 
necessitating an increased need for cargo-handling areas, such as this one, whether or not a 
USACE permit is issued.  

For this project, the NEPA Baseline is not fixed because the upland area is expected to 
increase its throughput and impacts regardless of whether a USACE permit is issued. In 
contrast, the CEQA Baseline is static as normally required by CEQA (i.e., the conditions at 
the issuance of the NOP). The fact that Project area conditions would change in the absence 
of a USACE permit underscores the limited federal control and responsibility that exists and 
the need for a dynamic Project NEPA Baseline. 

The Draft EIS/EIR specifically analyzes the portion of each impact attributable to federal 
control and responsibility, and, as appropriate, evaluates each NEPA increment in a broader 
context to assess Project-specific and cumulative effects. The Draft EIS/EIR correctly 
identified USACE’s scope of analysis and area subject to federal control and responsibility for 
each resource or issue of concern, performed the appropriate independent analyses, and 
made justifiable NEPA impact determinations for the Project’s direct and indirect impacts, as 
well as the cumulative impacts. Therefore, no revisions to the Final EIS/EIR are required.

DOJ-7. This response addresses both comments DOJ-7 and CBD-40. Both comments criticizes the 
Draft EIS/EIR because under NEPA, the document delineates no federal “threshold of 
significance” to assess the significance of Project’s GHG emissions. Specifically, the USACE 
noted that because there was no science-based GHG significance threshold, and no federal 
or state adopted standard, it would compare the GHG emissions associated with the Project 
and its alternatives to those associated with the NEPA Baseline, so that their relationship was 
disclosed, but that it would not express a judgment as to their significance (Draft EIS/EIR 
Section 3.2.2.2). 

NEPA is a procedural statute requiring agencies to consider the environmental impacts of 
their actions, while at the same time “guaranteeing broad public dissemination of relevant 
information.”  Neither NEPA, CEQ guidelines, nor the USACE NEPA regulations require 
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quantitative thresholds in determining the significance of a NEPA impact. While the decision 
of whether or not to prepare an EIS does require a determination of significance, once that 
determination is made, and the EIS path is chosen, there is no legal requirement for a federal 
agency to reach conclusions on significance. NEPA requires disclosure of information. That 
function was fully accomplished. The ultimate labeling of the information as significant or not 
significant is not required. 

Thus, as a result, no federal “threshold of significance” has been established for GHG 
emissions, and to the USACE’s knowledge, no federal agency has utilized a threshold of 
significance for GHG in NEPA documents. The USEPA has not promulgated any policies 
regarding this issue. It is anticipated that with the new administration, a policy may come to 
fruition in the future.  

40 CRF Section 1502.22 specifically sanctions the approach taken by USACE in this 
instance. It provides guidance for the situation where information is unavailable. It instructs 
federal agencies to make it clear that the information is lacking and explain the relevancy of 
the missing information (40 CRF § 1502.22). See also, Addressing Climate Change in NEPA 
and CEQA Documents, Aug. 2007, ICF Jones & Stokes, pp. 16-17, available at 
www.climatechangeforcusgroup.com. [“EIS is not necessarily required to disclose the 
significance of individual effects (biology, air quality, etc.) of the project and thus some federal 
lead agencies may analyze climate change effects but decide not to determine the specific 
significance of project impacts related to climate change.”] 

Given the lack of a federal or scientifically-based GHG standard, the USACE believes it is 
premature to make a determination of significance under NEPA for proposed GHG emissions 
and instead chooses to fully disclose these emissions attributable to the proposed 
alternatives and compare them to the NEPA Baseline. 

This position is entirely consistent with NEPA. 

Comment CDB-40 raises the same general comment  as DOJ-7, and additionally cites the 
Ninth Circuit Court of Appeal decision in Center for Biological Diversity v. National Highway 
Traffic Safety Administrations, 508 Fed.3d 508 (9th Cir. 2007) (“National Highway”), as the 
basis for the comment. In National Highway, the federal agency was attempting to avoid the 
preparation of an EIS altogether, even though the agency conceded that its actions would 
have an effect on global warming due to an increase in GHG emissions. The court concluded 
that while the Environmental Assessment for the action “catalogued” the total of CO2 
emissions from the action, it did not evaluate the “incremental impacts” of the emissions, and 
that it did not evaluate the results in the context of other past, present, or reasonable 
foreseeable future actions. In contrast, the Draft EIS/EIR has a detailed analysis of GHG 
emissions associated with each alternative, it identifies the incremental impacts, and it clearly 
places those incremental emissions in context. The Draft EIS/EIR had an extended 
discussion of the GHG emissions, various benchmarks, and various comparisons and 
measures of the incremental impact of Project scenarios. See, for example, Draft EIS/EIR 
Section 3.2.2.3 (Impact AQ-8) relating to Alternative 1. This specifically includes analysis of 
mitigation measures, under NEPA and CEQA. And even though it does not attach the federal 
label of “significant” or “not significant,” it clearly calls out that after mitigation the Project 
would exceed the estimated NEPA Baseline condition for 2010, 2020 and 2030, although it 
would be below the estimated NEPA Baseline for the 2015 condition (Draft EIS/EIR Section 
3.2.2.3). In addition, the readers of the Draft EIS/EIR were provided with the threshold of 
significance discussion as it related to CEQA. 

Given the lack of a federally sanctioned threshold of significance, to require anything further 
would be unwarranted. 

DOJ-8. Your comment is noted and appreciated. 
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Department of Toxic Substances Control, June 4, 2008 

DTSC-1. The comment states that the document should identify the current and historic uses of the 
Project site that have resulted in a release of hazardous wastes/substances. Draft EIS/EIR 
Sections 3.1.1.2 (Soil and Groundwater Contamination) and Section 3.10.1.2 (Hazardous 
Materials) summarize prior site uses, the known and potentially contaminated sites as a 
result of those prior site uses, and the results of site assessments and remediation activities 
on the Project site. Section 3.1.1.2 addresses soil and groundwater contamination as a result 
of prior site activities, and Section 3.10.1.2 discusses prior spills of petroleum products and 
hazardous substances, as well as buildings to be demolished that may contain asbestos-
containing materials and lead-based paint. Therefore, no revisions to the Final EIS/EIR are 
required.

DTSC-2. Please see response to comment DTSC-1. Draft EIS/EIR Sections 3.1.1.2 and 3.10.1.2 
summarize prior site uses, the known and potentially contaminated sites as a result of those 
prior site uses, and the results of site assessments and remediation activities on the Project 
site. The databases referenced in this comment were reviewed and all relevant information 
was included in the Draft EIS/EIR.

DTSC-3. The comment requests that the document identify the mechanism required to initiate 
remediation of contaminated sites. Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.1.1.3 (Soil and Groundwater 
Contamination) summarizes regulatory oversight requirements associated with potential soil 
and groundwater contamination. Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.1.2.2 (Soil and Groundwater 
Contamination) and Section 3.1.2.3 (Impact GEO-5) indicate that contaminated soil 
encountered during construction, caused by prior activities, would be remediated and/or 
disposed in accordance with all federal, state, and local regulations. Therefore, no revisions 
to the Final EIS/EIR are required.

DTSC-4. Please see response to comment DTSC-3. Contaminated soil encountered during 
construction, caused by prior activities, would be remediated and/or disposed in accordance 
with all federal, state, and local regulations. Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.1.1.2 (Soil and 
Groundwater Contamination) summarizes substances that are commonly found in oil fields 
and discusses the site assessment that was conducted in areas to be excavated adjacent to 
Slip 3. Therefore, no revisions to the Final EIS/EIR are required.  

DTSC-5. Please see response to comments DTSC-3 and DTSC-4. Contaminated soil encountered 
during construction, caused by prior activities, would be remediated and/or disposed in 
accordance with all federal, state, and local regulations. In addition, substances that are 
commonly found in oil fields have been summarized and a site assessment has been 
conducted in areas to be excavated adjacent to Slip 3. Therefore, no revisions to the Final 
EIS/EIR are required.

DTSC-6. Final EIS/EIR Section 3.10.2.3 (Impact HAZ-5) has been revised to state that soil 
contamination as a result of prior spills on adjacent properties could potentially extend onto 
the Project site. 

DTSC-7. Please see response to comment DTSC-3. Contaminated soil encountered during 
construction would be remediated and/or disposed in accordance with all applicable federal, 
state, and local laws and regulations. In the event that fill material is imported for use as 
backfill in areas excavated during soil remediation, the fill material would be systematically 
sampled to ensure that it is free of contamination. Either the fill material supplier would 
provide documentation that the fill has been tested and is free of contaminants, or the fill 
would be systematically tested by the Port prior to use as fill material. Analytical testing would 
typically include volatile organic compounds, semi-volatile organic compounds, halogenated 
organic compounds, metals, and pesticides/herbicides. No revisions to the Final EIS/EIR are 
required.
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DTSC-8. The comment addresses procedures for protecting sensitive health receptors during 
construction and demolition activities. Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.10.1.2 (Hazardous Materials) 
summarizes the potential for hazardous materials, including ACMs, lead-based paint, and 
PCBs, to be present during construction and demolition activities. Draft EIS/EIR Section 
3.10.1.3 summarizes regulations pertaining to hazardous materials and hazardous waste that 
are designed to limit the risk of upset during the use, transport, handling, storage, and 
disposal of hazardous materials. Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.10.2.3 (Impact HAZ-1) indicates 
that ACMs and lead-based paint may be present in buildings and other infrastructure (e.g., old 
utility lines) to be demolished as part of the Project. Similarly, PCBs may be present in pre-1979 
electrical equipment and natural gas pipelines. Disturbance of such materials would be harmful 
if inhaled or ingested during demolition and disposal activities. Therefore, health impacts 
associated with demolition of onsite buildings and related infrastructure would be potentially 
significant. However, ACM, lead-based paint, and PCB surveys would be completed in 
accordance with all federal and state regulations. In the event that hazardous levels of ACMs, 
lead-based paint, and PCBs were detected, a contractor licensed to handle such materials 
would properly remove and dispose these materials offsite. Implementation of standard health 
and safety protocol during remediation activities, such as respiratory and skin protection, would 
prevent health and safety impacts to onsite personnel. Therefore, no revisions to the Final 
EIS/EIR are required. 

DTSC-9. Please see response to comment DTSC-8. In the event that hazardous levels of ACMs, lead-
based paint, and PCBs were detected, a contractor licensed to handle such materials would 
properly remove and dispose these materials offsite. Any hazardous waste generated by 
proposed operations would be managed in accordance with all applicable laws and regulations, 
including the California Hazardous Waste Control Law. Therefore, no revisions to the Final 
EIS/EIR are required. 

DTSC-10. Please see response to comment DTSC-9. The Project would comply with all laws and 
regulations applicable to hazardous waste. No revisions to the Final EIS/EIR are required.  

DTSC-11. The Project would obtain an EPA identification number if required. Therefore, no revisions to 
the Final EIS/EIR are required.  

DTSC-12. Please see response to comment DTSC-3. Contaminated soil encountered during 
construction, caused by prior activities, would be remediated and/or disposed in accordance 
with all federal, state, and local regulations. Therefore, no revisions to the Final EIS/EIR are 
required.

DTSC-13. The Port will coordinate with DTSC as necessary regarding clean-up oversight through an 
Environmental Oversight Agreement.  

DTSC-14. Your comment is noted and appreciated. Inclusion of email addresses of CEQA document 
preparers will be considered for future documents.  
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Native American Heritage Commission, June 5, 2008

NAHC-1. Thank you for your comment. As described in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.14.2.1, it was 
determined that most of the Project area (or Area of Potential Effects) is located on artificial 
fill material to a depth of approximately 30 feet below ground surface, which is below the 
depth of proposed Project ground disturbance. Therefore, there would be no adverse impact 
on an archaeological site or other resource considered significant to contemporary Native 
Americans. No revisions to the Final EIS/EIR are required.

NAHC-2. A copy of the Draft EIS/EIR was sent to the contacts identified in the NAHC letter. No 
revisions to the Final EIS/EIR are required.

NAHC-3. Please see response to comment NAHC-1. It was determined that most of the Project area 
(or Area of Potential Effects) is located on artificial fill material to a depth of approximately 30 
feet below ground surface. There is no potential for intact archaeological sites to occur within 
this artificial fill and; therefore, it is considered to have very low sensitivity for archaeological 
resources or other resources considered significant to contemporary Native Americans. Use 
of Native American monitors and/or archaeological monitors is not warranted in this situation. 
No revisions to the Final EIS/EIR are required.

NAHC-4. It is agreed that lack of surface evidence of archaeological resources does not preclude their 
subsurface existence. However, in this case, soil boring demonstrated that most of the 
Project area is located on artificial fill material, and there is little potential for intact 
archaeological sites to occur within this artificial fill, as described in Draft EIS/EIR Section 
3.14.1.3. To address NAHC’s concerns, however, the following mitigation measure has been 
incorporated into the Final EIS/EIR Section 3.14.2.3 (Impact CR-1.1) to address unexpected 
discoveries: 

Mitigation Measure CR-1.1.1: In the unlikely event that any archaeological material is 
discovered during construction, all work must be halted within the vicinity of the archaeological 
discovery until an assessment of the significance by a qualified archaeologist is completed. If 
the resources are found to be significant, they shall be avoided or shall be mitigated consistent with 
SHPO Guidelines. Treatment plans must be developed in consultation with the County, 
SHPO, and local Native Americans. 

If human remains are encountered, the Los Angeles County Coroner shall be contacted 
immediately. If the remains appear to be Native American, the coroner shall contact the 
Native American Heritage Commission who will appoint the Most Likely Descendent. 
Additionally, if the human remains are determined to be Native American, a plan will be 
developed regarding the treatment of human remains and associated burial objects, and the 
plan will be implemented under the direction of the Most Likely Descendent.  

NAHC-5. Although the potential for damaging unknown prehistoric remains is remote, Mitigation 
Measure CR-1.1.1 has been added to the Final EIS/EIR Section 3.14.2.3 (Impact CR-1.1) to 
address unexpected discoveries. This measure includes provisions for a Treatment Plan that 
must be developed in consultation with the County, SHPO, and local Native Americans.

NAHC-6. Although the potential for damaging unknown prehistoric remains is remote, Mitigation 
Measure CR-1.1.1 has been added to the Final EIS/EIR Section 3.14.2.3 (Impact CR-1.1) to 
address unexpected discoveries. This measure includes procedures to follow if human 
remains are encountered.

NAHC-7. Although the potential for damaging unknown prehistoric remains is remote, Mitigation 
Measure CR-1.1.1 has been added to the Final EIS/EIR Section 3.14.2.3 (Impact CR-1.1) to 
address unexpected discoveries. This measure includes a provision that if resources are 
found to be significant, they shall be avoided or shall be mitigated consistent with SHPO 
Guidelines. 
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South Coast Air Quality Management District 
21865 Copley Drive, Diamond Bar, CA 91765-4182 
(909) 396-2000 • www.aqmd.gov���

E-MAILED: AUGUST 15, 2008      August 15, 2008 

Richard D. Cameron, Director of Environmental Planning 
Port of Long Beach 
925 Harbor Plaza 
Long Beach, CA 90802 

Dear Mr. Cameron: 

Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Report (Draft EIS/EIR) for the Proposed
Middle Harbor Redevelopment Project

The South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) staff appreciates the opportunity 
to comment on the above-mentioned document.  The proposed Middle Harbor container terminal 
is located in the Port of Long Beach near already impacted residential communities that are 
currently experiencing health risks in excess of 1500 in a million1.  If approved, the proposed 
Middle Harbor Redevelopment Project will be the largest container terminal expansion project 
since the adoption of the San Pedro Bay Ports Clean Air Action Plan (CAAP) by the Ports of Los 
Angeles and Long Beach.  At full implementation, the proposed Middle Harbor Redevelopment 
Project will generate over 3.6 million truck trips, 360 ship calls, and 2,000 rail trips annually.  
Although the proposed project through implementation of mitigation measures is expected to 
reduce the health risk to the surrounding community, the residual health risk remains elevated 
and of concern. 

In general, the SCAQMD staff has concerns regarding the air quality analysis, sufficiency of 
mitigation measures, and development of the San Pedro Bay Standards.  These comments are 
briefly discussed below.  Additional and more detailed comments are provided in Attachment I.   

Air Quality Analysis.  The SCAQMD staff is concerned that the lead agencies have not 
adequately calculated the peak daily emissions from the proposed project.  The peak daily 
emissions should be representative of the highest emissions estimate that can occur during the 
construction phase, operational phase, and any overlapping construction and operational phases 
of the proposed project.  Because the construction phase extends over a ten year period and will 
occur simultaneously with operation of the proposed project, the significance determination in 
the Final EIR should be based on the peak daily overlapping construction and operational 
emissions compared to the significance thresholds for operational emissions. 

1    California Air Resources Board.  April 2006.  “Diesel Particulate Matter Exposure Assessment Study for the Ports of Los Angeles and Long 
Beach.” 
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The SCAQMD staff is concerned that reductions from mitigation measures are inappropriately 
applied to the unmitigated project.  The proposed unmitigated project does not specify strategies 
for Vessel Speed Reduction Program (VSRP) and 0.2 percent sulfur fuel for ocean-going vessels.  
SCAQMD staff recommends the lead agencies clearly indicate in Final EIR if the VSRP and use 
of 0.2 percent low sulfur fuel requirement is considered as part of the unmitigated or mitigated 
project.  The Final EIR air quality analysis for the unmitigated scenario should reflect only those 
reductions described in the projection description. 

To achieve the goals of the San Pedro Bay Ports CAAP and the regional air quality goals, it is 
imperative that the air pollution impacts be appropriately quantified and communicated, and that 
the project include all feasible measures to mitigate air quality and public health impacts.  
Additional mitigation measures are feasible, and some measures included in the DEIS/EIR can 
feasibly be accelerated or modified for stronger commitment.  Such measures must be included 
as required by CEQA Guidelines §15126.4 to reduce impacts below significance. 

Low Sulfur Fuel.  Reducing fuel sulfur is one of the most significant and feasible means of 
expeditiously reducing particulate and sulfur oxides emissions from the proposed Middle Harbor 
container terminal.  Based on a conversation with Port staff regarding MM AQ-6, it is SCAQMD 
staff’s understanding that the 0.2 percent low sulfur fuel within 40 nautical miles of Point Fermin 
compliance requirement for ocean going vessels calling at the Middle Harbor container terminal 
would begin immediately upon project approval.  SCAQMD staff recommends the commitment 
by Port staff to implement MM AQ-6 should include greater specificity and commitment to use 
low sulfur fuel in main and auxiliary engines of vessels calling at the proposed Middle Harbor 
container terminal.  This measure is consistent with the low sulfur marine fuel requirements in 
the CAAP Control Measures OGV-3 and OGV-4.  In addition, SCAQMD staff recommends all 
vessels calling at the Middle Harbor container terminal shall use fuel in main and auxiliary 
engines with sulfur content no higher than 0.1 percent sulfur fuel by 2010. 

On-dock Rail. With roughly a fifteen fold increase in annual rail movements by 2020 for the 
proposed Middle Harbor Redevelopment project, SCAQMD staff recommends implementation 
of CAAP Measure RL-2 to reduce emissions from existing Class I railroad operations that will 
be servicing the on-dock rail yard.  SCAQMD staff believes that the emissions reduction strategy 
should be based on the State Implementation Plan (SIP) of accelerating introduction of cleaner 
locomotives. SCAQMD staff recommends 90% control of PM and NOx for switchers and helper 
locomotives at the expanded Pier F intermodal on-dock rail yard by 2011.  In addition, 
SCAQMD staff recommends all line haul locomotives at the expanded Pier F intermodal on-
dock rail yard achieve a Tier 4 emission rate by 2014, as assumed in the SIP. 

The proposed project should include sufficient on-dock rail capacity for all containers destined to 
be transported out of the region by rail.  This will minimize highway congestion impacts caused 
by truck drayage to near and off-dock rail yards, and will reduce the need for additional capacity 
at near and off-dock rail yards.  We understand that space for on-dock yards is limited, but 
CAAP measure RL-3 committed the ports to explore all opportunities to maximize on-dock rail 
and explore alternative operating procedures such as transporting containers by rail from the 
docks unsorted by destination as a means of freeing up space devoted to creating single 
destination trains. 
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Main Engine Controls for New Vessel Builds and for Existing Vessels.  SCAQMD staff is 
concerned that the Middle Harbor Redevelopment Project DEIS/EIR requires no mitigation 
measure for main engine controls for ocean going vessels.  SCAQMD staff recommends a 
mitigation measure for new vessels to utilize a combination of advanced control technologies to 
achieve fleet average emission reductions of 30% for NOx and particulates by 2014, and a 70% 
reduction of NOx and 50% reduction of particulates by 2023.   There are currently a significant 
number of new vessels on order.  Once those vessels are built and in the water, the technical and 
economic challenges to control them will be much greater.  Controls such as water injection, 
emulsified fuels or humid air are feasible technologies.  In addition, SCR is a mature technology 
in use on a wide variety of sources including marine vessels.  The feasibility of using advanced 
controls on marine vessel engines, including main engines, is supported by the recent proposal 
by the Marine Environmental Protection Committee of the International Maritime Organization 
to establish increasingly stringent marine vessel emissions limits.   

San Pedro Bay Standards. We understand the Ports are proceeding to develop the San Pedro Bay 
Standards.  The CAAP includes a Project Specific Standard stating that the contribution of 
emissions from a project to cumulative effects will allow for timely achievement of the San 
Pedro Bay Standards.  It is uncertain if the residual emissions and health risk from the Middle 
Harbor container terminal over the course of the long term lease will allow for the timely 
achievement of the San Pedro Bay Standards.  In the absence of the San Pedro Bay Standards, 
the SCAQMD staff urges the Lead Agencies to compare residual emissions from this proposed 
project, including cumulative emissions from all other foreseeable port actions, with the 2007 
Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) mass emission targets for the ports, and ensure project 
approval is consistent with achieving those targets.  

The SCAQMD staff appreciates the opportunity to comment on this important project.  We look 
forward to working with the Port of Long Beach on this and future projects.  If you have any 
questions, please call me at (909) 396-3105. 

       Sincerely, 

       

       Susan Nakamura 
       Planning Manager 

Attachment 

LAC080521-01
Control Number 
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Attachment I
Additional Comments on the Draft EIS/EIR for the Proposed 

Middle Harbor Redevelopment Project  

The following includes more detailed and specific comments on the Proposed Middle Harbor 
Redevelopment Project.  

Mitigation Measures 
Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15126.4 (a)(2) mitigation measures must be fully enforceable 
through permit conditions, agreements or other legally binding instruments.  One means of 
making the mitigation measures for the proposed project legally binding is for the lead agencies 
to incorporate them into the Terminal Operator’s lease agreement.  Furthermore, the lease 
agreement or permit language with the Terminal Operator must specifically contain binding 
requirements to monitor the air quality mitigation measures and must provide a legal mechanism 
to allow the Lead Agencies to enforce the mitigation measures.  As discussed in more detail 
below, many of the mitigation measures lack specificity such as specific dates and milestones.  
The lease agreement or permit language should also include an annual environmental status 
report wherein the terminal operator would be required to provide a status update of 
implementation of mitigation measures. 

Mitigation Measure for On-road Trucks During Construction 
SCAQMD staff urges the lead agencies to require that as part of a mitigation measure for 
construction, that the lead agencies require use of the cleanest available trucks.  Specifically, 
trucks used for construction prior to construction year 2015 should use engines with the lowest 
certified NOx emissions levels, but no greater than the 2007 NOx emission standards.  In 
addition, trucks used during construction in 2015 and beyond should meet U.S. EPA 2010 
emission standards. 

MM AQ-1: Additional Fugitive Dust Controls 
MM AQ-1 requires the Project construction contractor to develop and implement dust control 
methods that will achieve controls levels indicated in the SCAQMD Rule 403 dust control plan.   
The lead agencies have determined on page 3.2-27 of the DEIS/EIR that the construction related 
air quality impacts from the proposed project are estimated to exceed established daily 
significance thresholds for PM10 and PM2.5.  SCAQMD staff recommends that the lead 
agencies modify existing and add new mitigation measures to further reduce particulate matter 
from the proposed project.  Recommended changes include: 
• Apply approved non-toxic chemical soil stabilizers according to manufacturers’ 

specifications to all inactive construction areas or replace groundcover in disturbed areas 
(previously graded areas inactive for ten days or more).

• Suspend all soil disturbance activities when winds exceed 25 mph as instantaneous gusts or 
when visible plumes emanate from the site and stabilize all disturbed areas. 

Recommended additions include: 
• Appoint a construction relations officer to act as a community liaison concerning on-site 

construction activity including resolution of issues related to PM10 generation; 
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• Sweep all streets at least once a day using SCAQMD Rule 1186, 1186.1 certified street 
sweepers or roadway washing trucks if visible soil materials are carried to adjacent streets 
(recommend water sweepers with reclaimed water);  

• Apply water three times daily, or non-toxic soil stabilizers according to manufacturers’ 
specifications, to all unpaved parking or staging areas or unpaved road surfaces; 

• Pave road and road shoulders; 
• Apply water three times daily or as needed to areas where soil is disturbed. 

MM AQ-2: Emission Controls for Non-road Construction Equipment 
MM AQ-2 requires construction equipment shall meet the EPA Tier 4 non-road engine 
standards, where feasible (Tier 4 standards assumed to become available in year 2012).  
SCAQMD staff is concerned that this mitigation measure lacks commitment by the lead 
agencies.  SCAQMD staff recommends including interim standards prior to 2012.  Specifically, 
all construction equipment prior to 2012 should be equipped with a Level 2 or 3 verified diesel 
emissions control and also should meet the cleanest off-road diesel emission level, but no greater 
than Tier 3 NOx emission standards.  In addition, all construction equipment post 2012 should 
meet Tier 4 emission standards. 

The SCAQMD staff also recommends mandatory inclusion of Best Management Practices 
(BMPs) for construction equipment.  BMPs, in addition to the Tier requirements specified above, 
should include at a minimum Diesel Oxidation Catalysts and catalyzed diesel particulate traps; 
maintain equipment to manufacturers’ specification; unnecessary idling restriction to 5 minutes 
(per CARB regulation); high pressure fuel injectors; and use electricity from power poles rather 
than temporary diesel or gasoline power generators. 

MM AQ-3 Emission Controls for Construction Tugboats 
MM AQ-3 requires all tugboats used in construction shall meet the EPA Tier 2 marine engines 
standards, and if feasible use construction tugs that meet EPA Tier 3 marine engine standards 
(assumed to become available starting in year 2012).  SCAQMD staff recommends the lead 
agencies provide specific language to the mitigation measure to clarify when tugs meeting EPA 
Tier 3 standards are required.  Lastly, as stated in CAAP measure HC-1, the lead agencies should 
modify the mitigation measure to require all tugboats to use shore-power while at their home 
fleeting location. 

MM AQ-4: Expanded VSR Program 
MM AQ-4 requires all ocean going vessels that call at the Middle Harbor container terminal to 
comply with the expanded VSR program of 12 knots from 40 nm from Point Fermin to the 
Precautionary Area.  SCAQMD staff recommends the mitigation measure commit to 100% of all 
ocean going vessels that call at the Middle Harbor container terminal comply with the Expanded 
VSR Program of 12 knots from 40 nm from Pont Fermin to the Precautionary Area upon project 
approval.  If the 100% compliance rate cannot be met, then the lead agencies should indicate in 
the mitigation measure that similar reductions would be achieved elsewhere, with specifics. 

MM AQ-5: Shore-to-Ship Power (“Cold Ironing”) 
MM AQ-5 requires ocean going vessels that call at the Middle Harbor container terminal to 
utilize shore-to-ship power while at berth.  The mitigation measure allows for lease stipulations 
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in considering alternative technologies that would achieve 90 percent of the emission reductions 
of cold-ironing.  Based on the proposed wharf construction schedule, 33% of ocean going vessels 
(OGVs) calling at the Middle Harbor Container Terminal will cold-iron in 2010 with 100% of 
vessels to cold iron by 2015.  SCAQMD staff recommends clarification of the lease stipulation 
mentioned in the mitigation measure which will include consideration of alternative technologies 
that achieve 90 percent of the emission reduction of cold ironing.  The mitigation measure should 
list those alternative technologies for consideration.  Furthermore, SCAQMD staff recommends 
the mitigation measure to have an interim phase-in target prior to 2015.  Lastly, beginning 2010, 
all ships retrofitted for cold ironing, should be required to cold iron while hoteling at 100% 
compliance rate, with the exception of circumstances when a cold iron capable berth is 
unavailable due to utilization by another cold iron capable ship. 

Lastly, as mentioned in the above paragraph,  MM AQ-5 Shore-to-Ship Power (“Cold Ironing”) 
would require 33 percent of all OGVs calling at the Middle Harbor Terminal to cold iron in 2010 
and this activity would increase to 100 percent by 2015.  However, based on review of the 
construction schedule, the electrical Pier E Substation will not be completed until 2010.  
SCAQMD staff requests clarification of how the 33 percent cold ironing mitigation measure 
requirement for 2010 will be met with limited access to the shore power infrastructure that is 
needed.  In addition, SCAQMD staff requests information detailing the amount of shore power 
berths the proposed Middle Harbor Terminal will have for operational years 2010, 2015, 2020, 
and 2030.   

MM AQ-6: Low-Sulfur Fuels in OGV 
MM AQ-6 requires use of 0.2 percent low-sulfur fuel in all OGV auxiliary and main engines at 
berth and out to a distance of 40 nm from Point Fermin, or implement equivalent emission 
reductions.  However, the mitigation measure lacks a specific commitment date for compliance.  
Based on a conversation with Port staff regarding MM AQ-6, it was SCAQMD staff’s 
understanding that the 0.2 percent low sulfur fuel compliance requirement for OGVs calling at 
the Middle Harbor container terminal would begin immediately upon project approval.  This 
commitment by Port staff to implement MM AQ-6 should be included in the Final EIR.  In 
addition, on or before January 1, 2010, all vessels calling at the Middle Harbor Terminal should 
use fuel in main and auxiliary engines with sulfur content no higher than 0.1 percent within 40 
nm of Point Fermin. 

MM AQ-7: Container Handling Equipment
MM AQ-7 requires all project container handling equipment (CHE) to be equipped with VDEC 
by 2009 and a phase-in of EPA Tier 4 non-road engine standards for CHE from 2010 to 2014.  
SCAQMD staff understands that the electric yard tractor is currently in the test phase.  However, 
SCAQMD staff recommends the use of an all electric yard tractor fleet for the Middle Harbor 
terminal once the test phase is successfully completed.  The mitigation measure should anticipate 
the electric yard tractor becoming commercially available for use at the terminal.  Furthermore, 
SCAQMD staff recommends designing the terminal to utilize electric rail mounted gantry cranes 
reducing the need for other terminal equipment such as yard tractors, top-picks, and side-picks.  
The Port of Los Angeles has proposed using electric rail mounted gantry cranes on the China 
Shipping terminal. 
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MM AQ-8: Heavy Duty Trucks 
MM AQ-8 requires a replacement schedule for all project heavy duty trucks consistent with the 
POLB Clean Truck Program Tariff.  To augment this mitigation measure, SCAQMD staff 
recommends a phase-in schedule of electric drayage trucks for the Middle Harbor terminal once 
the test phase is successfully completed.  SCAQMD staff understands that the electric drayage 
truck is currently in the test phase.  The mitigation measure should anticipate the electric drayage 
truck becoming available for use at the terminal.  However, LNG-fueled or other alternative 
fueled trucks should also be considered if the electric drayage trucks are not available.  Similar to 
the China Shipping terminal project at the Port of Los Angeles, SCAQMD staff recommends 
heavy-duty diesel trucks entering the Middle Harbor Container Terminal required to be LNG-
fueled in the following percentages: 
• 50% in 2012 and 2013 
• 70% in 2014 through 2017 
• 100% in 2018 and thereafter 

MM AQ-9: Clean Railyard Standards
MM AQ-9 indicates that the expanded Pier F Intermodal rail yard shall incorporate the cleanest 
locomotive technologies into its operations.  SCAQMD staff recommends the expanded Pier F 
intermodal on-dock rail yard should incorporate the cleanest locomotive technologies consistent 
with CAAP measure RL-3.  The SCAQMD staff recommends that the Final EIS/EIR include 
specific language clarifying the types of technologies and timeframe that this measure will 
implement.  With roughly a 15 fold increase of trains from year 2005 (138 trains) to 2020 (2098 
trains) anticipated at the proposed Middle Harbor Terminal, SCAQMD staff recommends 90% 
control of PM and NOx for switchers and helper locomotives at the expanded Pier F intermodal 
on-dock rail yard by 2011.  In addition, SCAQMD staff recommends all line haul locomotives at 
the expanded Pier F intermodal on-dock rail yard achieve a Tier 4 emission rate by 2014, as 
assumed in the SIP. 

MM AQ-10: Truck Idling Reduction Measures
MM AQ-10 indicates that the Middle Harbor container terminal operator will minimize on 
terminal idling and emissions.  Potential methods listed in the mitigation measure to reduce 
idling include: 
• Maximize the durations when the main gates are left open, including during off-peak hours. 
• Implement a container tracking and appointment-based truck delivery and pick-up system to 

minimize fuel consumption and resulting criteria pollutant emissions. 
SCAQMD staff recommends that this mitigation measure go beyond the CARB regulation.  
Although the CARB regulation restricts idling to five minutes, there are many exceptions to this 
regulation.  One particular exception that increases the need for this mitigation measure is the 
truck queuing exception allowing idling to go beyond five minutes, thus increasing potential 
emissions in the future years with increased capacity and growth.  Therefore, it is imperative for 
the lead agencies consider a mitigation measure that would increase terminal efficiency, beyond 
the current Pier Pass System.  SCAQMD staff recommends the mitigation measure include as an 
example, implementing an Automated Gate System (AGS) to increase the efficiency of cargo 
transportation processing at the proposed Middle Harbor terminal.  The mitigation measure 
should provide specific commitments and compliance dates.  
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MM AQ-11: Slide Valves on OGV Main Engines 
MM AQ-11 indicates that all ocean-going vessels that call at the middle harbor container 
terminal will have slide fuel valves installed on their main engines, or implement an equivalent 
emission reduction technology.  The SCAQMD staff supports use of slide valves in ship main 
engines.  However, the mitigation measure lacks commitments that are specific or enforceable.  
Slide valves are available technology that can be readily retrofitted into existing engines without 
the need to enter dry-dock.  Many such applications have occurred.  A phase-in schedule for 
slide valves is feasible now and should be provided in the DEIS/EIR as part of this mitigation 
measure.  We urge that 100 percent of ship calls be equipped with slide valves no later than two 
years after project approval.   

Slide valves and other control technologies could be used in combination to obtain higher control 
rates, and can be retrofitted to existing vessels.  These additional control technologies can 
feasibly be applied to ship main engines and should be required by the project approval.  Below 
is a table listing feasible measures with the associated emission reduction estimates compiled by 
SCAQMD staff. 

List of Feasible Controls

Control Control Details Estimated Emission Reductions 
PM NOx Other 

SCR and DOC Selective Catalytic Reduction 
with Urea Injection and Diesel 

Oxidation Catalyst 

25-50% 90% 90% CO 

Engine 
Optimization  

Slide Valves, Injection Timing 
Delay 

20-30% 30% N/A 

Exhaust Gas 
Water Treatment

Exhaust Gas Mixes with Sea 
Water 

80% N/A 70-90% SO2

Water Injection Humidification of Fuel-Air 
Mixture 

10-20% 20-40% N/A 

Slide valves that provide a 30 percent reduction in NOx emissions and 20-30% reduction in PM 
emissions are available from Mann, one of the leading marine engine manufacturers.  These slide 
valves have been installed on several ocean-going vessels and are being demonstrated as part of 
a joint effort with the California Air Resources Board (CARB).  Water injection, emulsified 
fuels, or humid air are established technologies used in Europe.  In addition, SCR is a mature 
technology used on a wide variety of sources including marine vessels and could potentially be 
applied to a large container ship.  Based on SCAQMD staff visits to European marine vessel 
operators, such an application is feasible and merely a matter of appropriate engineering.  
Utilization of the control device could be limited to areas adjacent to the coast.  Space constraints 
would be an issue, thus making installation most feasible in new builds, but SCR may be 
retrofitted if space issues are addressed.  

Many of the above retrofit technologies are summarized in a report by Lovblad and Fridell 
(2006).  The report can be found at www.profu.se or can be obtained from the SCAQMD staff. 
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Retrofits of existing vessels should meet the State Implementation Pan (SIP) of achieving fleet 
average emission reductions utilizing a combination of advanced controls technologies 
mentioned above.  Those emission reductions include a 30% reduction of NOx and particulates 
by 2014, and a 70% reduction of NOx and 50% reduction of particulates by 2023. 

Main Engines in New Vessel Builds  
SCAQMD staff is concerned that no mitigation measure was found in the DEIS/EIR for main 
engine controls in new vessel builds and consider the DEIS/EIR to be inadequate without this 
mitigation measure.  Based on the comments and list of Feasible Controls summarized in the 
preceding section, SCAQMD staff urges inclusion of a mitigation measure requiring new vessel 
builds for the proposed Middle Harbor container terminal to meet at a minimum the SIP 
requirement for main engine controls for new vessel builds.  As mentioned in MM AQ-11, the 
SIP assumes that new and existing vessels will utilize a combination of advanced control 
technologies to achieve fleet average emission reductions of 30% for NOx and particulates by 
2014, and a 70% reduction of NOx and 50% reduction of particulates by 2023. 

The relative feasibility of installing advanced control in new builds as discussed in MM AQ-11 
underscores the importance of acting immediately to establish control requirements for new 
vessels in the proposed terminal operator’s lease.  There are currently an extraordinary number 
of vessels on order to be constructed.  Once those vessels are built and in the water, the technical 
and economic challenges to control them will be much greater.  Reductions from advanced 
controls on new vessel builds are feasible now and needed to ensure consistency with the 
adopted air quality plans to meet federal attainment deadlines.   

The feasibility of using advanced controls on marine vessel engines, including main engines, is 
supported by the recent proposal by the Marine Environmental Protection Committee of the 
International Maritime Organization to establish increasingly stringent marine vessel emissions 
limits.  These proposed limits include a requirement that new vessels built after January 2016 
and operated in Emission Control Areas control NOx emissions by 80% beyond pre-existing 
standards.  Approximately 100 nations agreed to propose these limits.  The limits are similar to 
those in a proposal made by the United States that was supported by the World Shipping Council 
– an industry organization made up of carriers of over 90% of containerized cargo.  Under these 
circumstances, the failure of the Middle Harbor EIR to include emissions standards that are at 
least as stringent as those proposed at IMO is a failure to include all feasible mitigation 
measures.  Indeed, we believe that, given that the proposed IMO standards are based on existing 
technologies, the Middle Harbor EIR can and should accelerate implementation of such 
standards sufficiently for the emission reductions assumed in the SIP to be achieved.   

MM AQ-12: Expanded VSR Program for GHG 
MM AQ-12 indicates that all ocean going vessels that call at the Middle Harbor container 
terminal will comply with the expanded VSR Program of 12 knots from the California overwater 
border to the precautionary area.  However, no commitment date or distance to the California 
overwater border was provided.  SCAQMD staff request clarification with regards to the 
difference between MM AQ-12 and MM AQ-4.  Furthermore, SCAQMD staff recommends 
combining MM AQ-4 and MM AQ-12 into one mitigation measure that would achieve the 
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greatest emissions reductions for the project and require 100% compliance upon project 
approval. 

MM AQ-13: Low Sulfur Fuels in OGV for GHG   
MM AQ-13 indicates that all ocean going vessels that call at the Middle Harbor container 
terminal will use 0.2% or lower sulfur MGO fuel in vessel auxiliary and main engines at Berth 
and within California State Waters, or implement equivalent emission reductions.  However, no 
commitment date or distance to the California State Waters was provided.  SCAQMD staff 
request clarification with regards to the difference between MM AQ-13 and MM AQ-6.  
Furthermore, SCAQMD staff recommends combining MM AQ-6 and MM AQ-13 into one 
mitigation measure that would achieve the greatest emissions reductions for the project and 
require 100% compliance upon project approval.  

Green-Container Transport System.  The Final EIS/EIR should commit to a process of 
implementing zero- or near-zero emission transport technologies such as rail electrification.  
Through implementation of the CAAP, the Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach are evaluating 
advanced cargo transportation technologies.  The Lead Agencies should include a mitigation 
measure that would incorporate this commitment.  Freight rail electrification is clearly feasible, 
being in wide use in Europe. 

Exceedance of Projected Throughput.  The lease agreement or permit should mandate the 
performance of an annual analysis of cargo throughput.  The SCAQMD staff urges the lead 
agencies to establish requirements in the lease providing that if the analysis shows the throughput 
is above levels assumed in the Final EIS/EIR, additional mitigation measures will be required. 

Metropolitan Stevadore (METRO) Bulk Loading Terminal Railyard.  Page 1-30 of the DEIS/EIR 
states that track realignments and connection of a third track under Ocean Boulevard located to 
the west of the existing mainline tracks would allow METRO to perform switching operations 
safely and not interfere with mainline train traffic.  SCAQMD recommends that if the METRO 
rail yard is being redeveloped under this DEIS/EIR, CAAP measure RL-3 for new and 
redeveloped rail yards should be applied to the METRO rail yard. 

Air Quality Analysis
Peak Daily Emissions.  The SCAQMD staff is concerned that the lead agencies have not 
adequately calculated the peak daily emissions from the proposed project.  The peak daily 
emissions should be representative of the highest emissions estimate that can occur during the 
construction phase, operational phase, and any overlapping construction and operational phases 
of the proposed project.  Because the construction phase extends over a ten year period and will 
occur simultaneously with operation of the proposed project, the significance determination in 
the Final EIR should be based on the peak daily overlapping construction and operational 
emissions compared to the significance thresholds for operational emissions.   

In addition, it appears that emission evaluated in project years 2010, 2015, 2020 and 2030 were 
arbitrarily selected incorporating peak daily assumptions by the lead agencies, which does not 
necessarily reflect peak daily emissions that are expected to occur from implementation of the 
proposed project.  The SCAQMD staff is concerned that the peak daily emissions may occur 
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during interim years and therefore adverse air quality impacts are not adequately addressed.  The 
SCAQMD staff recommends that the lead agencies determine the year in which peak daily 
operational emissions will actually occur and provide additional clarification in the Final EIR to 
substantiate selection of the peak year. 

Operation Emissions.  The SCAQMD staff believes that for existing equipment or sources, only 
those emission reductions that are achieved beyond adopted rules and regulations should be 
attributed to the proposed project.  Thus, emission reductions that result from adopted rules and 
regulations with future effective compliance dates can only be attributed to implementation of 
those existing regulatory programs and are not a result of implementation of the proposed 
project.  The SCAQMD staff recommends that the FEIR excludes from the project emissions, 
those emission reductions from existing equipment or sources that will occur due to adopted 
rules, regulations, or other enforceable reduction programs.  However, for existing equipment or 
sources, any emission reductions that go beyond adopted rules or regulations or other 
enforceable agreements can be attributed to implementation of the proposed project. 

Construction Emissions Assumptions.  Page 3.2-20 provides a brief discussion on the 
methodologies used for determining construction emissions and the peak daily construction 
emissions.  SCAQMD staff recommends providing a more detailed discussion on the 
methodology and the assumptions used in determining the construction emissions and the peak 
daily construction emissions.  A similar table to Table 3.2-9 (Middle Harbor Project Air Quality 
Operational Assumptions for the Project and Alternative Scenarios) used to describe construction 
emission assumptions outlining regulations/CAAP measure assumption for each source category 
by project scenario would be helpful to the reviewer of the DEIS/EIR.  Some examples of 
assumptions that should have been provided include (not all encompassing list): 
• On-road Trucks: Construction related truck travel distances and speed, truck idling times 
• Tugboats: Sulfur content of fuel, tugboat usage description usage during dredging, tugboat 

usage description during assist of general cargo ship during crane delivery, tugboat usage 
description during landfill and wharf construction activities 

• General Cargo Ships: Description of VSRP observation, boundary for emissions calculations, 
usage description for crane delivery (if any) or general cargo (if any) 

Construction Fugitive Dust Emissions.  Page 3.2-24 of the DEIS/EIR, the lead agencies assumes 
a 75 percent reduction from uncontrolled PM10 fugitive dust emissions from soil disturbance 
during construction from watering and the use of other measures on page 3.2-27 (AQ-1: 
Additional Fugitive Dust Control). Based on control efficiencies from the Western Regional Air 
Partnership (WRAP) Fugitive Dust Handbook (September 2006), the SCAQMD staff 
recommends using a control efficiency of 61 percent to estimate mitigated fugitive dust impacts 
from soil disturbance. Therefore, the lead agency should revise the construction air quality 
impacts from fugitive dust (PM10) in the Final EIS/EIR using the 61 percent control efficiency. 

The lead agency also uses a 90 percent control efficiency for construction PM10 fugitive dust 
stating that dust control methods would be developed and implemented in a SCAQMD Rule 403 
(Fugitive Dust) dust control plan but does not include in the Draft EIS/EIR the specific measures 
that the lead agency is committed to implement. In the Final EIS/EIR, the lead agency should 
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specify those measures and quantify the effects of the control measures to demonstrate the 
control efficiencies of those measures. 

Construction Emissions Significant.  Page 3.2-27 of the DEIS/EIR indicates that the construction 
air quality impacts from the proposed project are estimated to exceed established daily 
significance thresholds for volatile organic compounds (VOC), nitrogen oxide (NOx), and 
particulate matter (PM10 fugitive dust) and PM2.5 (fugitive dust).  SCAQMD staff recommends 
that the lead agencies consider adding the following additional mitigation measures to further 
reduce construction air quality impacts from the project, if applicable and feasible: 
• Use electricity from power poles rather than temporary diesel or gasoline power generators; 
• Provide temporary traffic controls such as flag person, during all phases of construction to 

maintain smooth traffic flow; 
• Schedule construction activities that affect traffic flow on the arterial system to off-peak hour 

to the extent possible; 
• Reroute construction trucks away from congested street or sensitive receptor areas; 
• Provide dedicated turn lanes for movement of construction trucks and equipment on- and off-

site; 
• Configure construction parking to minimize traffic interference; 
• Improve signal flow by traffic synchronization; 
• All vehicles and equipment will be properly tuned and maintained according to 

manufacturer’ specifications; and 
• Traffic speeds on all unpaved roads to be reduced to 15 mph or less. 

Contaminated Sediments.  Page 1-37 of the DEIS/EIR states that if borrowed materials included 
contaminated sediments, those materials would be capped and sequestered in an engineered fill 
by the placement of uncontaminated materials on top and at the sides in accordance with 
regulatory requirements and permits.  SCAQMD staff requests that the lead agency provide in 
the Final EIR additional information regarding the contaminated sediments (amount, type of 
contaminant(s), transportation method of the contaminated sediments, etc.).  The lead agencies 
are reminded that, if soil is contaminated by hydrocarbon contaminants, contaminated sites 
would be subject to SCAQMD Rule 1166 – Volatiles Organic Emissions from Decontamination 
of Soil and that compliance should be referenced in the Final EIR. 

Electrification of Dredge Equipment.  Page 3.2-22 of the DEIS/EIR indicates that all dredge 
equipment will use shoreside electricity to power during construction.  SCAQMD staff is 
concerned that under the unmitigated scenario, the shoreside power infrastructure will not be 
available for use to electrically power dredge equipment.  SCAQMD staff requests clarification 
with regards to the shoreside power source.  Please identify in the Final EIR the source of power 
for the electric dredge equipment to be used during construction.  If the shoreside power for the 
dredge equipment is anticipated to come from a diesel generator, the emissions from the 
generators should also be included in the unmitigated and possibly the mitigated scenarios.  

Operational Emission Assumptions.  Page 3.2-21, Table 3.2-9 identifies regulations/CAAP 
measures assumed for each project operational scenario.  Some of the assumptions were also 
found in the footnotes of the tables in Attachments A-1.2 and A-1.3.  However, when reviewing 
the tables, assumption specific approaches to calculating the emissions for the various emissions 
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sources during project operations was found to be deficient in the DEIS/EIR.  SCAQMD staff 
requests the lead agencies adequately list all assumptions in a narrative or bullet list format for 
each source type for unmitigated and mitigated scenarios by source category.  In addition, 
provide all additional assumptions used by source category with respect to the peak daily 
emissions estimates for the proposed project.  Some examples of assumptions that should have 
been provided include (not all encompassing list): 
• Container Ships: Boundary for emission calculations, VSRP compliance rate for baseline and 

future years, hoteling assumptions with and without AMP, hoteling durations, fleet mix for 
baseline and future years, ships at berth during peak scenario with validating explanation, 
ship activity during peak day scenario with validating explanation, hoteling time during peak 
day scenario, and sulfur content of fuel during peak day scenario. 

• Tugboats: Fuel sulfur content for baseline and future operational years. 
• Terminal Equipment: Available cranes for baseline and future operational years, peak day 

scenario with validating explanation, peak day factor used (if any). 
• Trucks: Truck trip distances to off-dock rail yards, truck trip distances to non-rail yard 

destinations within California, truck trip distances to the California border, truck speed, and 
truck idling time for on-terminal and off-terminal, peak day scenario with validating 
explanation. 

• Train and Rail Yard Equipment: Average train trip distance to the California border, 
distribution of containers moving through on-dock rail yards and off-dock rail yards, 
containers transported by each inbound and outbound train; peak day scenario for on-dock 
and off-dock rail yard with validating explanation, idling times for line-haul locomotives, and 
sulfur content of fuel. 

• AMP Power Generation: Amount of electricity required by hoteling container ships. 

Furthermore, The SCAQMD staff is concerned that reductions from mitigation measures are 
inappropriately applied to the unmitigated project.  The proposed unmitigated project does not 
specify strategies for Vessel Speed Reduction Program (VSRP) and 0.2 percent sulfur fuel for 
ocean-going vessels.  SCAQMD staff recommends the lead agencies clearly indicate in Final 
EIR if the VSRP and use of 0.2 percent low sulfur fuel requirement is considered as part of the 
unmitigated or mitigated project.  The Final EIR air quality analysis for the unmitigated scenario 
should reflect only those reductions described in the projection description. 

Emission Estimates in California.  The Final EIR should include all emissions that would occur 
in the state of California.  The DEIS/EIR did not calculate emissions in the state of California 
and only included emission to the edge of the South Coast Air Basin.  The Annual and Peak 
Train Emission Tables found in Attachments A-1.2 and A-1.3 only provide emissions up to the 
South Coast Air Basin border.  It is SCAQMD staff’s understanding that it is the intent of CEQA 
to apply impacts occurring within the state of California.  Further, CEQA Guidelines §21080(14) 
states that, “any emissions or discharge that would have significant effect on the environment in 
the state are subject to this division.” 

Vessel Speed Reduction Program (VSRP) 100% Compliance Assumption.  Table 3.2-9 Middle 
Harbor Project Air Quality Operational Assumptions for the Project and Alternative Scenarios on 
Page 3.2-21 of the DEIS/EIR indicates 100% compliance for VSRP in the unmitigated project 
scenario.  SCAQMD staff requests clarification of this assumption.  SCAQMD staff understands 
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the VSRP to be mostly voluntary and that there is no specific rule, tariff, or agreement that 
would require container ships that would be calling at the proposed Middle Harbor Terminal to 
reduce speeds to 12 knots from 40 nm from Point Fermin to the Precautionary Areas. 

Annual Trains.  Page 1-19, Table 1.6-1 of the DEIS/EIR includes the number of annual trains for 
baseline conditions and project alternatives.  As shown in the table, there is a significant increase 
in the number of annual trains due to the proposed project alternatives.  The DEIS/EIR lacks 
sufficient detail on how these estimates were determined and SCAQMD staff requests that the 
Final EIR provide the assumptions for these projections.  In order to show whether on-dock rail 
is being maximized, SCAQMD staff recommends that the table be amended to add percent TEUs 
going by way of trucks, near-dock rail, and on-dock rail for each alternative, as well as the 
baseline scenario. 

During the review of the Attachment tables in A-1.2 and A-1.3 with regards to the annual trains, 
several discrepancies were detected by SCAQMD staff.  SCAQMD staff recommends the lead 
agencies correct the following discrepancies and recalculate the emissions accordingly: 
• Annual trains for year 2030 found on Tables A.1.2-AltM-19 and A1.3-AltM-19 is 

inconsistent with Table 1.6-4 (Project Operations Summary).  Annual trains for year 2030 for 
the unmitigated scenario tables appear to be inconsistent as well. 

• Annual trains for years 2010, 2015, 2020, and 2030 found on Tables A.1.3-Alt2M-19 and 
A1.3-Alt2U-19 for Alternative 2 is inconsistent with Table 1.6-1 (Project Alternatives 
Operations Summary). 

Auxiliary Engine Fuel Sulfur Content Assumption.  Table A.1.3-Alt1U-6 Annual Aux. Gen. 
Emissions (Cargo Vessel Transit, Fairway Zone), Table A.1.3-Alt1U-7 Annual Aux. Gen. 
Emissions (Cargo Vessel Transit, Precautionary Area), Table A.1.3-Alt1U-8 Annual Aux. Gen. 
Emissions (Cargo Vessel Transit, POLB Breakwater), Table A.1.3-Alt1U-9 Annual Aux. Gen. 
Emissions (Cargo Vessel Docking, POLB Breakwater), and Table A.1.3-Alt1U-10 Annual Aux. 
Gen Emissions (Cargo Vessel Hoteling) assumes 100% usage of 0.2% sulfur MGO fuel for the 
unmitigated proposed project scenario.  SCAQMD staff requests clarification of this assumption 
and because the scenario is unmitigated, the Lead Agencies should provide the state or federal 
law or tariff/agreement that would require 100% usage of 0.2% sulfur MGO fuel.  SCAQMD 
staff is aware of no specific requirement where container ships that would be calling at the 
proposed Middle Harbor terminal would be required to use 0.2% sulfur MGO fuel in the 
unmitigated scenario.  Furthermore, in reviewing Table 3.2-9 Middle Harbor Project Air Quality 
Operational Assumptions for the Project and Alternative Scenarios on page 3.2-21, the 
assumption of 0.2% sulfur MGO fuel is not marked as part of the unmitigated scenario.  
SCAQMD staff recommends using the new CARB Fuel Requirements that will take affect in 
2009 (0.5% or less fuel sulfur content) and 2012 (0.1 fuel sulfur content) for the unmitigated 
scenario calculations in the Final EIS/EIR.  The assumptions for both the mitigated and 
unmitigated scenarios should be clearly specified in the Final EIR. 

Cargo Handling Equipment Peak Daily Assumption.  Table A.1.3-Alt1M-31 in Attachment A-
1.3 provides a footnote stating that the gate peak daily TEUs were “reduced 50% to simulate that 
half of the gate throughput is not handled by CHE.  This reducing factor is necessary to prevent 
overprediction of CHE usage for the entire terminal.”  It is SCAQMD staff’s understanding that 
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all gate throughput is handled by cargo handling equipment.  SCAQMD staff requests 
clarification of this assumption in the Final EIR and supporting information to show the lead 
agencies are not under estimating the peak daily cargo handling equipment emissions. 

Total Container Berth Length.  Page 1-41, Table 1.6-4 Project Operations Summary of the 
DEIS/EIR indicates a decrease in total container berth length from 4,590 LF in 2010 to 2,900 LF 
in 2015.  In addition, operating berths are decreased from 5 berths to 4 berths.  However, the 
total TEUs and annual vessel calls increase by over 500,000 TEUs and 50 annual vessel calls 
from 2010 to 2015, respectively.  SCAQMD staff requests clarification of the throughput 
increase in the Final EIS/EIR when almost half of the total container berth length is unavailable 
with one less operating berth. 

Average Daily Truck Trips.  Page 1-41, Table 1.6-4 Project Operations Summary of the 
DEIS/EIR indicates a decrease in average daily truck trips with a dramatic increase in annual 
trains from year 2010 to 2015.  SCAQMD staff requests clarification on the decrease in truck 
trips and the dramatic increase in annual trains from year 2010 to 2015. 

Health Risk Assessment.  Information on how emissions were assigned to air dispersion modeled 
sources and justification for the source parameters (width, height, initial vertical and horizontal 
dimensions, etc.) were not provided for construction.  Since this information was not provided, 
SCAQMD staff could not verify that the correct emissions were used in the model or that the 
source parameters used were correct for construction.  The Final EIR should include this 
documentation.  The documentation should be sufficient for the public to verify that the 
emissions and source parameters are correct. 

In addition, detailed information on the allocation of operational emissions to sources and 
justification for operational source parameters was not supplied for HRA sources.  SCAQMD 
staff is assuming that operational emissions allocation and source parameters are the same as the 
criteria pollutant analysis.  If this is not the case, then the Final EIR should include 
documentation on how the operational emissions were allocated to sources and how source 
parameters were developed in a way that the public can verify that this was done correctly. 

Lastly, the sources for construction do not appear to be sized appropriately.  An Excel file, 
Middle Harbor - Const Emissions - DPM (Alt1-Alt2-NEPA).xls, was provided that listed widths 
of the construction sources.  The width of source S7 is listed as 700 meters; however the initial 
horizontal dimension is listed as 700 meters in the modeling file.  Since the initial horizontal 
dimension is either the length of side divided by 4.3 or 2.15 depending on whether the volume 
source is a single source or adjacent to another source, the width modeled would be either 1,503 
or 3,010 meters.  This and other width appear to be much greater than the widths assigned to 
construction sources in the AQIA.  The construction sources in the HRA and AQIA should be 
made consistent in the Final EIR. 
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South Coast Air Quality Management District, August 8, 2008 

SCAQMD-1.  Thank you for participating in the Draft EIS/EIR public review process. We appreciate your time 
and effort. It should be noted that the annual projected truck trips, ship calls, and rail trips 
identified in the comment equates to the combined level of existing plus future operations of the 
proposed Middle Harbor container terminals. Because the terminals currently exist and operate, 
and would continue to operate with or without the Project, it is not correct to suggest that all of 
the trips and ship calls listed are “generated” by the Project. The Draft EIS/EIR sets forth the 
2005 level of operations, as well as projected level of operations which would exist in the year 
2030 if the Project were not built (Draft EIS/EIR Section 1.6.3.1). 

SCAQMD-2. The comment states that the peak daily emissions associated with the Project were not 
adequately calculated because the emissions for construction and operation were calculated 
separately. Pursuant to the SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook, the recommended 
approach to calculate proposed emissions for criteria pollutants is to quantify construction 
and operation emissions separately and compare each to the applicable construction and 
operational thresholds of significance (Chapters 6 and 9 of the CEQA Handbook). To the 
Port’s knowledge, the SCAQMD has not developed or published combined construction and 
operational emission significance thresholds, with the exception of its December 5, 2008 
adoption of a GHG Significance Threshold for certain projects where SCAQMD is the lead. 
There, the construction emissions are amortized over 30 years and added to the operational 
emission. Additionally, the SCAQMD did not make a request for this type of combined 
assessment in its comments on the Project NOP. 

It should be noted that the HRA cancer and non-cancer risk analyses provided in the Draft 
and Final EIS/EIR consider health impacts from both proposed construction and operational 
emissions, combined.  

Nonetheless, in response to the SCAQMD’S request, Tables 10-15 through 10-19 provide 
summaries of the analysis of peak daily emissions associated with overlapping operational and 
mitigated construction activities that would occur from the Project and alternatives between 
years 2009 and 2019. SCAQMD has not adopted significance thresholds that apply to the 
combined construction and operation activities. The Port and the USACE determined that it was 
most appropriate to determine the significance of these emissions by comparing them to the 
SCAQMD daily construction emission thresholds. While the comment suggests using the 
operational threshold of significance for this purpose, the analysis used construction thresholds 
instead, since this overlapping situation is caused by the temporary presence of construction 
activities. Final EIS/EIR Appendix A-1, Section 3.0 provide more clarifications on the 
assumptions used in the peak daily emissions analysis. Additionally, the series of Tables A.1.2- 
in Appendix A-1 provide peak daily emissions assumptions in tabular form. 

Peak daily impacts were calculated by subtracting CEQA Baseline peak daily emissions from 
the combined peak daily operational and mitigated construction emissions that would occur 
from the Project and alternatives. This peak CEQA Baseline scenario differs from the annual 
average daily scenario used in the Draft EIS/EIR to evaluate operational emissions. This new 
approach was taken, as it was deemed as a more representative evaluation to compare peak 
baseline to peak future conditions. The series of Tables A.1.2-CB- in Appendix A-1 provide 
peak daily emissions assumptions in tabular form for the CEQA Baseline.

The data in Tables 10-15 through 10-19 show that the combined operational and mitigated 
construction peak daily emissions for the unmitigated Alternatives 1 and 2 scenarios would 
exceed the SCAQMD daily construction emission significance thresholds for (1) NOx in years 
2009 through 2011 and (2) VOC in 2010. These exceedances would represent significant 
impacts. Those significant impacts were identified in the Draft EIS/EIR for construction of 
Alternatives 1 and 2. In other words, this analysis does not identify any new significant 
impacts. Lastly, the combined mitigated operational and construction peak daily emissions for 
Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 would not exceed any SCAQMD emission significance threshold for 
construction during any year.  
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Table AQ-RTC-A.  Peak Daily Construction + Operational Emissions for Project Years 2009 - 2019 - Unmitigated Alternative 1

Year/Activity VOC CO NOx SOx PM10 PM2.5
2009
Construction 37              172              756                 1                  89             40             
Operation 1,154         4,321           22,544            2,871           707           661           
Project Year 2009 Total 1,191         4,492           23,300            2,871           796           701           
Net Change from CEQA Baseline (35)             (453)            1,428              (215)            (278)          (307)          
2010
Construction 254            1,087           5,177              6                  252           192           
Operation 1,136         4,164           22,712            2,817           615           574           
Project Year 2010 Total 1,390         5,252           27,890            2,822           867           766           
Net Change from CEQA Baseline 164            306              6,018              (264)            (207)          (242)          
2011
Construction 121            550              2,464              3                  236           103           
Operation 1,081         3,904           20,562            2,296           539           503           
Project Year 2011 Total 1,201         4,453           23,026            2,299           775           607           
Net Change from CEQA Baseline (24)             (493)            1,154              (787)            (300)          (402)          
2012
Construction 63              331              1,289              1                  162           66             
Operation 1,025         3,643           18,411            1,775           463           433           
Project Year 2012 Total 1,089         3,973           19,701            1,777           625           499           
Net Change from CEQA Baseline (137)           (972)            (2,171)             (1,309)         (450)          (510)          
2013
Construction 70              359              1,428              2                  367           127           
Operation 970            3,382           16,261            1,254           386           363           
Project Year 2013 Total 1,040         3,741           17,689            1,256           753           490           
Net Change from CEQA Baseline (186)           (1,204)         (4,183)             (1,830)         (322)          (519)          
2014
Construction 70              359              1,428              2                  386           139           
Operation 915            3,121           14,111            734              310           292           
Project Year 2014 Total 985            3,480           15,538            735              696           431           
Net Change from CEQA Baseline (241)           (1,465)         (6,334)             (2,351)         (379)          (577)          
2015
Construction 59              341              1,207              1                  367           120           
Operation 859            2,860           11,960            213              233           222           
Project Year 2015 Total 918            3,202           13,167            214              601           342           
Net Change from CEQA Baseline (307)           (1,744)         (8,705)             (2,872)         (474)          (667)          
2016
Construction 46              315              947                 1                  536           141           
Operation 853            2,988           11,814            205              233           221           
Project Year 2016 Total 899            3,303           12,761            206              769           363           
Net Change from CEQA Baseline (326)           (1,643)         (9,111)             (2,880)         (306)          (646)          
2017
Construction 74              569              1,508              2                  546           150           
Operation 846            3,116           11,668            196              232           221           
Project Year 2017 Total 920            3,685           13,176            198              778           371           
Net Change from CEQA Baseline (305)           (1,260)         (8,696)             (2,888)         (297)          (638)          
2018
Construction 74              569              1,508              2                  461           145           
Operation 840            3,244           11,521            188              231           220           
Project Year 2018 Total 914            3,813           13,030            190              692           365           
Net Change from CEQA Baseline (312)           (1,132)         (8,842)             (2,896)         (383)          (644)          
2019
Construction 21              125              425                 0                  271           74             
Operation 833            3,372           11,375            180              231           219           
Project Year 2019 Total 854            3,497           11,800            181              502           293           
Net Change from CEQA Baseline (372)           (1,449)         (10,072)           (2,905)         (572)          (716)          
CEQA Baseline - 2005 1,226         4,946           21,872            3,086           1,075        1,008        
SCAQMD Daily Significance Thresholds 75 550 100 150 150 55

Pounds per Day

Table 10-15.  Peak Daily Construction + Operational Emissions for Project Years 2009 – 2019 - Unmitigated Alternative
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Table AQ-RTC-B.  Peak Daily Construction + Operational Emissions for Project Years 2009 - 2019 - Mitigated Alternative 1

Year/Activity VOC CO NOx SOx PM10 PM2.5
2009
Construction 37              172              756                 1                  89             40             
Operation 1,051         3,922           17,519            852              397           371           
Project Year 2009 Total 1,088         4,094           18,275            853              486           412           
Net Change from CEQA Baseline (137)           (852)            (3,597)             (2,233)         (588)          (597)          
2010
Construction 254            1,087           5,177              6                  252           192           
Operation 1,008         3,666           16,431            293              228           212           
Project Year 2010 Total 1,262         4,753           21,608            299              480           404           
Net Change from CEQA Baseline 36              (193)            (264)                (2,787)         (595)          (604)          
2011
Construction 121            550              2,464              3                  236           103           
Operation 968            3,481           15,275            270              224           210           
Project Year 2011 Total 1,089         4,031           17,738            273              460           313           
Net Change from CEQA Baseline (137)           (915)            (4,133)             (2,813)         (614)          (695)          
2012
Construction 63              331              1,289              1                  162           66             
Operation 929            3,297           14,119            248              221           208           
Project Year 2012 Total 992            3,628           15,408            249              384           274           
Net Change from CEQA Baseline (234)           (1,318)         (6,464)             (2,837)         (691)          (735)          
2013
Construction 70              359              1,428              2                  367           127           
Operation 889            3,113           12,963            225              218           206           
Project Year 2013 Total 959            3,472           14,390            226              585           333           
Net Change from CEQA Baseline (267)           (1,474)         (7,481)             (2,859)         (490)          (676)          
2014
Construction 70              359              1,428              2                  386           139           
Operation 849            2,928           11,807            202              215           204           
Project Year 2014 Total 919            3,288           13,234            204              601           343           
Net Change from CEQA Baseline (306)           (1,658)         (8,637)             (2,882)         (473)          (666)          
2015
Construction 59              341              1,207              1                  367           120           
Operation 810            2,744           10,651            179              212           202           
Project Year 2015 Total 869            3,085           11,857            181              579           322           
Net Change from CEQA Baseline (357)           (1,860)         (10,015)           (2,905)         (496)          (687)          
2016
Construction 46              315              947                 1                  536           141           
Operation 809            2,804           10,580            175              212           202           
Project Year 2016 Total 855            3,118           11,527            176              749           343           
Net Change from CEQA Baseline (370)           (1,828)         (10,345)           (2,910)         (326)          (665)          
2017
Construction 74              569              1,508              2                  546           150           
Operation 808            2,863           10,509            170              213           202           
Project Year 2017 Total 882            3,432           12,017            172              758           352           
Net Change from CEQA Baseline (343)           (1,514)         (9,855)             (2,914)         (317)          (656)          
2018
Construction 74              569              1,508              2                  461           145           
Operation 807            2,923           10,438            165              213           203           
Project Year 2018 Total 881            3,492           11,946            167              673           347           
Net Change from CEQA Baseline (344)           (1,454)         (9,925)             (2,919)         (401)          (661)          
2019
Construction 21              125              425                 0                  271           74             
Operation 807            2,982           10,367            161              213           203           
Project Year 2019 Total 827            3,107           10,792            161              485           277           
Net Change from CEQA Baseline (398)           (1,839)         (11,080)           (2,925)         (590)          (732)          
CEQA Baseline - 2005 1,226         4,946           21,872            3,086           1,075        1,008        
SCAQMD Daily Significance Thresholds 75 550 100 150 150 55

Pounds per Day

Table 10-16.  Peak Daily Construction + Operational Emissions for Project Years 2009 – 2019 – Mitigated Alternative 
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Table AQ-RTC-C.  Peak Daily Construction + Operational Emissions for Project Years 2009 - 2019 - Unmitigated Alternative 2

Year/Activity VOC CO NOx SOx PM10 PM2.5
2009
Construction 37              172              756                 1                  89             40             
Operation 1,131         4,229           22,108            2,870           705           659           
Project Year 2009 Total 1,168         4,401           22,863            2,871           795           700           
Net Change from CEQA Baseline (58)             (545)            992                 (215)            (280)          (309)          
2010
Construction 254            1,087           5,177              6                  160           106           
Operation 1,107         4,050           22,166            2,816           613           572           
Project Year 2010 Total 1,361         5,137           27,344            2,822           773           678           
Net Change from CEQA Baseline 135            191              5,472              (264)            (301)          (330)          
2011
Construction 121            550              2,464              3                  160           64             
Operation 1,057         3,808           20,113            2,295           537           502           
Project Year 2011 Total 1,177         4,358           22,577            2,298           697           565           
Net Change from CEQA Baseline (48)             (588)            705                 (788)            (377)          (443)          
2012
Construction 63              331              1,289              1                  131           37             
Operation 1,006         3,567           18,060            1,775           461           432           
Project Year 2012 Total 1,069         3,897           19,349            1,776           592           468           
Net Change from CEQA Baseline (156)           (1,049)         (2,522)             (1,310)         (482)          (540)          
2013
Construction 35              256              716                 1                  332           88             
Operation 956            3,325           16,007            1,254           385           361           
Project Year 2013 Total 991            3,581           16,723            1,255           717           449           
Net Change from CEQA Baseline (235)           (1,365)         (5,149)             (1,831)         (358)          (559)          
2014
Construction 54              375              1,106              1                  332           88             
Operation 905            3,084           13,953            733              309           291           
Project Year 2014 Total 960            3,458           15,060            735              641           379           
Net Change from CEQA Baseline (266)           (1,488)         (6,812)             (2,351)         (434)          (629)          
2015
Construction 24              154              495                 1                  298           69             
Operation 855            2,842           11,900            213              232           221           
Project Year 2015 Total 879            2,996           12,395            213              531           290           
Net Change from CEQA Baseline (346)           (1,949)         (9,477)             (2,873)         (544)          (719)          
2016
Construction 17              99                347                 0                  515           122           
Operation 831            2,866           11,498            199              227           216           
Project Year 2016 Total 848            2,965           11,845            199              742           338           
Net Change from CEQA Baseline (377)           (1,981)         (10,027)           (2,886)         (332)          (671)          
2017
Construction 44              317              898                 1                  426           113           
Operation 808            2,890           11,095            185              221           211           
Project Year 2017 Total 852            3,207           11,994            186              648           324           
Net Change from CEQA Baseline (374)           (1,738)         (9,878)             (2,900)         (427)          (685)          
2018
Construction 36              277              725                 1                  113           24             
Operation 784            2,914           10,693            172              216           206           
Project Year 2018 Total 820            3,191           11,418            172              329           229           
Net Change from CEQA Baseline (406)           (1,754)         (10,454)           (2,913)         (746)          (779)          
2019
Construction -             -              -                  -              -            -            
Operation 761            2,939           10,291            158              210           201           
Project Year 2019 Total 761            2,939           10,291            158              210           201           
Net Change from CEQA Baseline (465)           (2,007)         (11,581)           (2,928)         (864)          (808)          
CEQA Baseline - 2005 1,226         4,946           21,872            3,086           1,075        1,008        
SCAQMD Daily Significance Thresholds 75 550 100 150 150 55

Pounds per Day

Table 10-17.  Peak Daily Construction + Operational Emissions for Project Years 2009 – 2019 – Unmitigated Alternative 2 
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Table AQ-RTC-D.  Peak Daily Construction + Operational Emissions for Project Years 2009 - 2019 - Mitigated Alternative 2

Year/Activity VOC CO NOx SOx PM10 PM2.5
2009
Construction 37              172              756                 1                  89             40             
Operation 1,029         3,819           17,210            851              395           370           
Project Year 2009 Total 1,066         3,991           17,966            852              484           410           
Net Change from CEQA Baseline (159)           (955)            (3,906)             (2,234)         (590)          (598)          
2010
Construction 254            1,087           5,177              6                  160           106           
Operation 980            3,537           16,044            293              225           210           
Project Year 2010 Total 1,234         4,624           21,222            298              385           316           
Net Change from CEQA Baseline 8                (321)            (650)                (2,787)         (689)          (692)          
2011
Construction 121            550              2,464              3                  160           64             
Operation 945            3,375           14,954            270              222           208           
Project Year 2011 Total 1,066         3,925           17,418            273              383           272           
Net Change from CEQA Baseline (160)           (1,021)         (4,454)             (2,813)         (692)          (737)          
2012
Construction 63              331              1,289              1                  131           37             
Operation 910            3,213           13,864            247              220           206           
Project Year 2012 Total 974            3,543           15,153            249              351           243           
Net Change from CEQA Baseline (252)           (1,402)         (6,719)             (2,837)         (724)          (765)          
2013
Construction 35              256              716                 1                  332           88             
Operation 875            3,051           12,774            225              217           205           
Project Year 2013 Total 910            3,307           13,490            225              549           292           
Net Change from CEQA Baseline (315)           (1,639)         (8,382)             (2,861)         (526)          (716)          
2014
Construction 54              375              1,106              1                  332           88             
Operation 840            2,888           11,683            202              214           203           
Project Year 2014 Total 895            3,263           12,790            203              546           290           
Net Change from CEQA Baseline (331)           (1,683)         (9,082)             (2,883)         (528)          (718)          
2015
Construction 24              154              495                 1                  298           69             
Operation 806            2,726           10,593            179              211           201           
Project Year 2015 Total 830            2,881           11,088            180              509           270           
Net Change from CEQA Baseline (396)           (2,065)         (10,784)           (2,906)         (565)          (739)          
2016
Construction 17              99                347                 0                  515           122           
Operation 789            2,699           10,309            170              207           197           
Project Year 2016 Total 806            2,798           10,656            170              722           319           
Net Change from CEQA Baseline (420)           (2,148)         (11,216)           (2,916)         (352)          (689)          
2017
Construction 44              317              898                 1                  426           113           
Operation 772            2,672           10,026            161              204           194           
Project Year 2017 Total 816            2,989           10,924            162              630           307           
Net Change from CEQA Baseline (410)           (1,957)         (10,948)           (2,924)         (445)          (702)          
2018
Construction 36              277              725                 1                  113           24             
Operation 755            2,645           9,742              151              200           191           
Project Year 2018 Total 791            2,922           10,467            152              313           214           
Net Change from CEQA Baseline (435)           (2,024)         (11,405)           (2,934)         (762)          (794)          
2019
Construction -             -              -                  -              -            -            
Operation 738            2,618           9,458              142              196           187           
Project Year 2019 Total 738            2,618           9,458              142              196           187           
Net Change from CEQA Baseline (487)           (2,328)         (12,414)           (2,944)         (878)          (821)          
CEQA Baseline - 2005 1,226         4,946           21,872            3,086           1,075        1,008        
SCAQMD Daily Significance Thresholds 75 550 100 150 150 55

Pounds per Day

Table 10-18.  Peak Daily Construction + Operational Emissions for Project Years 2009 – 2019 – Mitigated Alternative 2 
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Table AQ-RTC-E.  Peak Daily Construction + Operational Emissions for Project Years 2009 - 2019 - Alternative 3

Year/Activity VOC CO NOx SOx PM10 PM2.5
2009
Construction -             -              -                  -              -            -            
Operation 1,024         3,801           17,003            851              391           366           
Project Year 2009 Total 1,024         3,801           17,003            851              391           366           
Net Change from CEQA Baseline (201)           (1,145)         (4,869)             (2,235)         (684)          (643)          
2010
Construction 6                33                117                 0                  62             62             
Operation 974            3,515           15,786            292              220           205           
Project Year 2010 Total 980            3,548           15,903            293              281           266           
Net Change from CEQA Baseline (246)           (1,398)         (5,969)             (2,793)         (793)          (742)          
2011
Construction 6                46                117                 0                  180           181           
Operation 939            3,343           14,685            270              213           199           
Project Year 2011 Total 944            3,389           14,802            270              393           380           
Net Change from CEQA Baseline (281)           (1,557)         (7,070)             (2,816)         (681)          (628)          
2012
Construction 11              62                217                 0                  124           123           
Operation 904            3,172           13,584            248              207           194           
Project Year 2012 Total 914            3,234           13,801            248              331           317           
Net Change from CEQA Baseline (311)           (1,712)         (8,070)             (2,838)         (744)          (691)          
2013
Construction 11              77                217                 0                  309           308           
Operation 869            3,000           12,483            225              201           189           
Project Year 2013 Total 879            3,077           12,700            225              509           497           
Net Change from CEQA Baseline (346)           (1,869)         (9,171)             (2,861)         (565)          (511)          
2014
Construction 8                173              173                 0                  311           310           
Operation 833            2,828           11,382            203              195           183           
Project Year 2014 Total 842            3,002           11,556            203              505           494           
Net Change from CEQA Baseline (384)           (1,944)         (10,316)           (2,883)         (569)          (515)          
2015
Construction 17              99                347                 0                  315           314           
Operation 798            2,657           10,281            180              188           178           
Project Year 2015 Total 815            2,755           10,628            181              503           492           
Net Change from CEQA Baseline (410)           (2,190)         (11,244)           (2,905)         (572)          (516)          
2016
Construction 17              99                347                 0                  503           502           
Operation 784            2,664           10,034            171              187           177           
Project Year 2016 Total 801            2,763           10,381            171              690           679           
Net Change from CEQA Baseline (424)           (2,183)         (11,491)           (2,915)         (384)          (329)          
2017
Construction 17              99                347                 0                  503           502           
Operation 771            2,672           9,787              162              186           176           
Project Year 2017 Total 788            2,770           10,134            162              689           679           
Net Change from CEQA Baseline (438)           (2,176)         (11,738)           (2,924)         (385)          (330)          
2018
Construction 8                49                173                 0                  397           396           
Operation 757            2,679           9,540              152              185           175           
Project Year 2018 Total 765            2,728           9,714              153              582           572           
Net Change from CEQA Baseline (460)           (2,217)         (12,158)           (2,933)         (492)          (437)          
2019
Construction -             -              -                  -              -            -            
Operation 743            2,686           9,293              143              184           175           
Project Year 2019 Total 743            2,686           9,293              143              184           175           
Net Change from CEQA Baseline (483)           (2,259)         (12,578)           (2,943)         (890)          (834)          
CEQA Baseline - 2005 1,226         4,946           21,872            3,086           1,075        1,008        
SCAQMD Daily Significance Thresholds 75 550 100 150 150 55

Pounds per Day

Table 10-19.  Peak Daily Construction + Operational Emissions for Project Years 2009 – 2019 – Alternative 3 
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SCAQMD-3. Draft EIS/EIR Table 3.2-9 in Section 3.2.2.2 shows that the 100 percent compliance with the 
VSRP would apply to all Project scenarios. However, this table should have also showed that, 
with the exception of the CEQA Baseline, all Project scenarios use of 0.2 percent sulfur 
diesel fuel in OGV sources. Final EIS/EIR Section 3.2.2.2 clarifies how each emission control 
measure/regulation applies to each unmitigated/mitigated Project scenario. Emission 
reductions for unmitigated scenarios that would occur due to CAAP measures that are part of 
the Project lease agreement are attributed to the Project (Final EIS/EIR Table 3.2-9). Please 
see response to comment SCAQMD-31, which explains how the analysis adequately 
simulates the effects of currently adopted regulations for the estimation of future proposed 
emissions. 

SCAQMD-4. Your comment is noted. The comment does not identify what additional mitigation measures 
are feasible, or which of the existing mitigation measures could be accelerated or made 
stronger. The EIS/EIR provides and thorough and adequate analysis of the proposed 
Project’s air quality and health impacts for NEPA/CEQA purposes. Mitigation Measures AQ-
1 through AQ-29 represent all feasible means to reduce air pollution impacts from proposed 
construction and operational emission sources and they include all applicable CAAP 
measures. 

SCAQMD-5. Mitigation Measure AQ-6 requires all Project OGV to use 0.2 percent sulfur diesel in 
auxiliary generators and main engines beginning with lease commencement and Project year 
1, estimated to be 2010. Additionally, the Final EIS/EIR assumes that beginning in Project 
year 1, all Project scenarios would comply with the ARB Fuel Sulfur Regulation for OGV, as 
proposed by the ARB on October 21, 2008. This regulation requires use of 0.1 percent sulfur 
diesel in auxiliary generators, main engines, and boilers beginning in year 2012. Mandating 
the use of 0.1 percent sulfur diesel in Project OGV prior to this time would be infeasible, due 
to its unavailability in the international setting. Additionally, the new IMO regulations recently 
adopted do not require 0.1 percent sulfur until January 2015 and only for the Emission 
Control Areas (ECAs). Otherwise, the global standard (areas other than ECAs only lowers the 
fuel sulfur content to 0.5 percent sulfur in 2020, but it is subject to a review in 2018, with no 
delay past 2025. 

SCAQMD-6. The comment requests implementation of CAAP Measure RL-2 to reduce emissions from 
existing Class I railroad operations at the expanded Pier F intermodal railyard.
Implementation of the requested emission control measures to line haul locomotives that 
service the expanded Pier F intermodal railyard is infeasible as these sources are not bound 
by the Project terminal lease agreement. The infeasibility primarily stems from the Port’s lack 
of jurisdiction over rail operations. The Surface Transportation Board has exclusive 
jurisdiction over transportation by rail carriers, including rules, practices, and operations. 49 
U.C.S. § 10501(b). Federal law defines “transportation” very broadly to include “a locomotive, 
car, vehicle, vessel, warehouse, wharf, pier, dock, yard, property, facility, instrumentality, or 
equipment of any kind related to the movement of passengers or property, or both, 
regardless of ownership or an agreement concerning use.” 49 U.S.C. §10102(9). The courts 
have recognized that “[i]t is difficult to imagine a broader statement of Congress’s intent to 
preempt state regulatory authority over railroad operations.”  City of Auburn v. United States, 
154 F. 3d 1029, 1030 (9th Cir. 1998). The commenter's request for the Port to assert control 
over line haul locomotives ignores the practical, contractual, and legal issues relating to 
interstate rail operations.  

On March 14, 2008, the EPA adopted Tier 3 and Tier 4 emission standards for diesel line-
haul and switcher locomotives. Conversion of the national line haul locomotive fleet to these 
standards will substantially reduce emissions from these sources as compared to the fleet 
with only Tier 2 standards. Since the air quality analysis in the Draft EIS/EIR was finalized in 
March 2008, it was not able to simulate implementation of these updated non-road Tier 3 and 
Tier 4 standards. As a result, the analysis overestimated future emissions from these 
sources. However, the Final EIS/EIR has been revised to assume that based on EPA-
estimated remanufacturing rates and new purchases, the fleet of locomotives serving SCAB 
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would have the equivalent of Tier 3 emissions beginning in 2025. The Baywide HRA used to 
develop the SPBS includes this same assumption. Since locomotive engines with Tier 4 
standards will not be available until 2015, it is infeasible to assume the entire fleet could 
comply with this requirement, especially by 2014. 

SCAQMD-7.  The commenter (1) asserts that the Project should include sufficient on-dock rail capacity to 
accommodate all direct intermodal throughput at the terminal (i.e., capacity for all containers 
destined to be transported out of the region by rail, and (2) mistakenly contends that 
transporting trains unsorted from the railyard would maximize on-dock rail capacity. 

1. As for a need to provide more on-dock rail capacity, the Project as proposed is designed 
to maximize on-dock rail facilities. The existing railyard on site is underutilized and serves 
only one of the two existing terminals. The proposed Project will combine the operations 
of two terminals into one, thereby facilitating efficient operation of the proposed 
expanded Pier F intermodal railyard and increasing the number of containers that can 
travel by rail. 

By expanding on-dock rail infrastructure on 47 acres, the redeveloped terminal will 
accommodate 2,098 annual trains while ensuring sufficient container yard capacity to 
handle 3,320,000 annual TEUs. Every effort was made from the design and operation 
perspective to maximize the railyard capacity, taking into account the need for the 
additional container yard capacity necessary to accommodate projected demand. Even 
were there a legitimate need for more on-dock rail capacity, which there is not, the 
planned on-dock railyard could not be expanded into the planned container yard because 
overall terminal capacity would be reduced, thus creating a less efficient terminal. In light 
of the physical constraints of the site and the need to provide sufficient container yard 
capacity to handle the projected cargo throughput, the proposed Project maximizes on-
dock rail capacity. The proposed re-use of this site has been carefully planned to ensure 
adequate space for operations, storage, and trackage that will result in an increase of 
613,160 TEUs between the 2030 No Project and 2030 Project alternatives (the only 
difference in throughput being the design of the site). 

Moreover, a sizeable amount of the Project throughput will be made up of low-volume 
destination cargo that must be assembled at the near- and off-dock railyards throughout 
the region. Specifically, low-volume-destination containers (i.e. non-Chicago-bound 
containers) oftentimes cannot wait for a unit train to be built on-dock. Rather, these 
boxes are assembled off-dock from multiple terminals in order to achieve the appropriate 
volumes to generate a single train in a timely fashion. Therefore, some direct intermodal 
containers will always need to be drayed to the Intermodal Container Transfer Facility, 
Hobart Yards, and other railyards throughout the region regardless of the size of the on-
dock railyard at Middle Harbor. 

2. As for adding unsorted trains as an operating feature of the Project, this would not 
enhance on-dock railyard capacity. It should be understood that Parson’s railyard 
capacity model assumes that trains are fed constantly with containers, in essence 
mimicking the effect of building unsorted trains. Consequently, the capacity numbers 
would not be increased by including unsorted trains as an alternative operating 
procedure. 

Further, the Class-1 railroads (UP and BNSF) already have the ability to sort unsorted 
trains inland, and the railroads will do so if, and when, it makes business and operating 
sense. This decision involves a change in business operations, and it is not within the 
control of the Port to unilaterally impose such a condition, especially since the feasibility 
of such a condition has not yet been established. The Port is currently undertaking a 
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feasibility study to explore other opportunities for inland port operations (not to be 
confused with maximizing on-dock rail capacity) that would minimize truck trips.3

SCAQMD-8. The comment recommends a new mitigation measure for main engine emission controls on 
new and existing OGV. Draft EIS/EIR Mitigation Measure AQ-11 requires the use of slide 
valves on OGV main engines. However, it would be extremely complex and therefore 
infeasible for the Port to negotiate implementation of the requested advanced control 
technologies with a proposed shipper (such as water injection, emulsified fuels, humid air, 
and SCR), as in part, there may not be enough incentive for the shipper to do so if the vessel 
is not committed totally to the Project terminal trade. These technologies are currently not 
feasible for large container ships that would call at the Project terminal. Although SCR 
technology has been demonstrated on a limited number of smaller vessels with a limited 
geographic range (e.g., small vessels carrying scrap/steel in the San Francisco Bay), the 
applicability of low-emission technologies like SCR to large OGV that travel long distances 
such as container ships requires further evaluation and demonstration of feasibility.  

Implementation of the requested controls is best handled at the national and international 
regulatory level and progress has been made in this area. For instance, the Project shippers 
must comply with the IMO MARPOL Annex VI NOx limits that took effect in 2005 and the new 
standards approved in October 2008 that limit fuel sulfur content and NOx emissions. These 
requirements include (1) global standards, and (2) tighter standards for ships that operate in 
areas with air quality problems, designated as ECAs. The engine standards include the 
following.  

1. The ECA engine emission standards are Tier 3 for new engines and equate to 80 
percent NOx reduction starting January 2016 (based on the use of advanced catalytic 
after treatment systems). EPA is in the process of preparing an application for ECA 
status for U.S. coastal waters. The Port is working with the EPA to develop a West Coast 
ECA and they fully support the establishment of the West Coast as an ECA; 

2. The global engine emission standards are (1) Tier 2 for new engines (20 percent NOx 
reduction starting January 2011) and (2) Tier 1 for existing engines, or equal to those 
adopted by EPA in 2003 and the current IMO Annex VI standards (15-20 percent NOx 
reduction from current uncontrolled levels); 

Manufacturers may begin certifying systems (sets of upgraded replacement parts) 
starting in 2010. Installation will occur at a vessel’s first “renewal survey” following the 
Tier 1 certification applicable to the vessel’s engines. A renewal survey is a major 
inspection and maintenance activity, typically done every five years; 

It is expected that with the implementation of Project Mitigation Measure AQ-11 (slide 
valves), Mitigation Measure AQ-6 (low sulfur fuels in OGV), and the introduction of 
IMO-compliant OGV, the Project OGV fleet would achieve the fleet average NOx and PM 
emission reductions recommended in the comment; and 

Emission controls in new OGV engines is also a topic of research by the CAAP TAP 
process. Additional emission controls on new OGV builds will be implemented as they 

                                                      

 
3 The feasibility of inland port operations is in question for several reasons:  First, the rail-lines are currently shared by several operators, including PHL railroad, passenger 

railroad, and the Class-1 (UP and BNSF) railroads. It is unclear whether the Class-1 rail carriers have sufficient common interests to agree with a single common user inland 
port terminal as a practical solution, or whether separate terminals are required for each rail carrier, in which case the concept of an inland port could be economical ly infeasi-
ble. Second, there may be no near-term sites available for a large conventional intermodal facility in the Inland Empire. Sites easily accessible from UP and BNSF are heavily 
developed, and available parcels large enough for a conventional intermodal terminal are often inaccessible from the railroads, inappropriately zoned, or physically unsuitable 
as intermodal terminals. Finally, the Class-1 railroads have stated concerns that short haul container moves to an inland port would not be financially feasible and that utilizing 
mainline capacity for these short moves at the expense of long haul moves is not a sound business decision. Any goods destined within 800 miles of the Ports travel by truck for 
economic reasons. Shippers choose trucks over trains for short haul trips due to the cost difference. Class-1 railroads discourage short haul moves by pricing them out due to 
limited rail corridor capacity. Moreover, costs and emissions associated with double handling containers (once at the marine terminal, again at the inland port) prior to distribu-
tion would be increased. 
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become required by regulations or are deemed feasible through the TAP process. 
However, to help address this concern, the Final EIS/EIR includes new Mitigation 
Measure AQ-25, as presented in response to comment USEPA(B)-20, that requires the 
terminal tenant in 2015 and every 5 years afterwards, to review new air quality 
technological advancements for the purpose of implementing new feasible mitigations.  

SCAQMD-9. In developing the SPBP CAAP, the Port of Long Beach and the Port of Los Angeles 
(collectively, “Ports”) established a series of principles and goals designed to reduce air 
emissions and related health impacts while allowing Ports development to continue. The 
CAAP committed the Ports, with the assistance of their agency partners (the technical 
working group or TWG, comprised of representatives from ARB, SCAQMD, and the EPA) to 
establish SPBS to define targets for reduction of Ports-related air impacts, specifically air 
quality and health risk impacts. The SPBS address the Ports’ primary air quality goals of 
reducing health risks to local communities from Ports operations and reducing emissions to 
allow the region to reach attainment with the health-based ambient air quality standards. The 
Ports have been actively engaged in discussions with the TWG to reach agreement on the 
Standards since the CAAP was adopted in November 2006. The development of the 
Standards has been challenging, as no precedent existed that could be used as a framework. 
The Ports recently completed the Draft SPBS, which is currently under review by the other 
members of the SPBS working group, including the SCAQMD. The Ports anticipate that 
agreement between the TWG and the Ports on the SPBS will be achieved shortly, and at that 
time the SPBS will be available for public review. 

To develop the Standards, the Ports have met regularly and frequently with the TWG from 
March 2007 through early 2009 to discuss the technical underpinning of the SPBS; over 18 
meetings and conference calls were held. While the original goal was to develop and present 
the agreed upon SPBS by in 2007, this has not been possible due to the complexity of the 
issues and the number of agencies involved in their formulation and approval. The supporting 
technical analyses for the SPBS, including the development of emissions forecasting and a 
Baywide HRA tool, represent significant and time-consuming efforts, but were necessary to 
ensure that the Ports resources would be utilized most effectively as they worked to improve 
air quality. The analyses completed include: (1) Ports-wide emissions inventories for 2005 
(developed over the period 2006 to early 2008); (2) Ports-wide forecast emissions for 2014 
and 2023 (developed over the period 2007 to mid-2008); (3) Bay-wide HRA tool for diesel 
particulate matter (draft HRA Protocol completed in October 2007, which included a detailed 
analysis of data from meteorology stations near the Ports, and a draft HRA tool finalized in 
June 2008); and (4) the regular collection and analysis of data from Ports air monitoring 
stations (on-going). For each of these efforts, the Ports developed a technical analysis, 
provided supporting documents to the TWG for review, and received and responded to 
numerous verbal and written comments on those documents from the TWG. The technical 
complexity of the analyses meant that they were time consuming to complete, and often 
required multiple meetings between the Ports and TWG to achieve mutual understanding 
and consensus. For example, six meetings were held solely to discuss and agree upon the 
methods to be used for forecasting emissions. In early July 2008 the Ports provided the 
results of key supporting analyses to the TWG, and several weeks later, proposed the Health 
Risk portion of the SPBS. Since that time, the Ports have continued to meet regularly with the 
TWG to develop the final language of the SPBS, which describes both the Health Risk 
Reduction and the Emission Reduction components of the SPBS. 

The primary purpose of the SPBS will be to provide a valuable tool for long-term air quality 
planning, aiding the Ports and the agencies to achieve substantial reductions in the long-term 
cumulative air quality impacts of emissions from ongoing and future ports operations over 
time in conjunction with implementation of CAAP measures and existing regulations. In 
developing the SPBS, the Ports, including the POLB, recognize the importance of ensuring 
that new projects are designed to be consistent with the CAAP as well as with other 
applicable regulations and that implementation of the project will allow for the Ports to meet 
their long-term health risk and emission reduction goals. The forecasting used for developing 
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the Health Risk Reduction and Emission Reduction components of the SPBS was based 
upon implementation of the CAAP through the specified implementation mechanisms, such 
as CEQA mitigations and terminal leases, and implementation of existing regulations. As long 
as the project meets the assumptions used to develop the SPBS, including all then-applicable 
CAAP measures and regulatory requirements, as well as any new emissions control 
measures determined to be feasible, available and effective at reducing emissions covered 
under the Standards, then the project will be consistent with the SPBS. The Port has worked 
to ensure that the Project fully meets these criteria; the proposed project is consistent with 
the draft SPBS as it includes all applicable CAAP measures, existing regulations, and, in 
some areas, exceeds compliance with applicable CAAP measures.  

SCAQMD-10. Your comment is noted and your input is appreciated.  

SCAQMD-11. Approval of the Project is dependent upon an acceptable MMRP that identifies all feasible 
mitigation measures to reduce Project air quality impacts. The MMRP in the Final EIS/EIR 
would be certified by the Board of Harbor Commissioners and adopted as a Project lease 
condition. Accordingly, the mitigation measures identified in the Final EIS/EIR will become 
part of the conditions of the Project terminal lease agreement. Periodic reporting on 
implementation of mitigation measures proposed in the Final EIS/EIR is a compliance 
function of the MMRP, which includes monitoring and enforcement mechanisms to ensure 
appropriate implementation of all mitigation measures (CEQA Guidelines Sections 15091(d), 
15097). Final EIS/EIR Section 3.2.4 clarifies this process and states that the MMRP will 
require an annual mitigation compliance report within the first year of Project approval and 
then annually thereafter, unless otherwise directed by the Board. Additionally, the Final 
EIS/EIR more clearly identifies the implementation schedule for each mitigation measure. 

SCAQMD-12.  Thank you for your comment. The Final EIS/EIR has been revised to include the suggested 
comment as Mitigation Measure AQ-2b, which requires trucks used for construction: (1) 
prior to 2015 to use engines with the lowest certified NOx emissions levels, but no greater 
than the 2007 NOx emission standards; and (2) in 2015 and beyond to meet EPA 2010 
emission standards. 

SCAQMD-13. Final EIS/EIR Mitigation Measure AQ-1 (Section 3.2.2.3) has been revised to include the 
requested fugitive dust control measures. 

SCAQMD-14. Please see response to comment USEPA(B)-18 regarding the difficulty and infeasibility of 
implementing USEPA Tier 4 engine standards on proposed land-base construction 
equipment. However, Final EIS/EIR Mitigation Measure AQ-2 does require Tier 4 standard 
engines in construction equipment, where feasible. The Final EIS/EIR includes Mitigation 
Measure AQ-2a that will require the BMPs identified in your comment, with the qualifier that 
they shall be implemented where feasible:  

AQ-2a: Best Management Practices (BMPs) for Construction Equipment. The 
construction contractor shall implement the following BMPs on construction 
equipment, where feasible, to further reduce emissions from these sources:  

1. Use of diesel oxidation catalysts and/or catalyzed diesel particulate traps, as 
feasible; 

2. Maintain equipment according to manufacturer specifications; 

3. Restrict idling of equipment and trucks to a maximum of five minutes (per ARB 
regulation); 

4. Use of high-pressure fuel injectors on diesel-powered equipment; and 

5. Use of electricity from power poles rather than temporary diesel- or gasoline-
powered generators. 
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SCAQMD-15. Final EIS/EIR Mitigation Measure AQ-3 requires Tier 3 standard engines in tugboats, where 
feasible. This requirement applies for the entire period of Project construction. However, it is 
acknowledged that Tier 3 standard harbor craft engines whose sizes match those needed for 
proposed construction are not required by the EPA Final Marine Engine Rule until 2012 
through 2014. Due to the slow penetration of Tier 3 engines into the harbor craft fleet and the 
substantial cost associated with engine replacement, it would be economically infeasible to 
require these engines on all proposed tugboats during Project construction. 

Construction tugboats that home port in the SPBP generally shut down their engines when 
they return home, as any nominal lighting/instrumentation requirements are already provided 
by electrical shore power. Nevertheless, the Final EIS/EIR has been revised to include the 
suggested comment as new Mitigation Measure AQ-3a: 

AQ-3a: Construction Tugboat Home Fleeting. The construction contractor shall require all 
construction tugboats that home fleet in the SPBP to (a) shut down their main 
engines and (b) refrain from using auxiliary engines at dock or to use electrical shore 
power, if need be. 

SCAQMD-16. Draft EIS/EIR Mitigation Measure AQ-4 requires all (100 percent) OGV that call at the Middle 
Harbor container terminal to comply with the Expanded VSRP of 12 knots within 40 nm of Point 
Fermin. Implementation of this measure would occur at the effective date of the new terminal 
lease(s) and Project year 1. Final EIS/EIR Section 3.2.4 (MMRP) clarifies this point. 

SCAQMD-17. Regarding the request to clarify lease stipulations that would consider alternative 
technologies to achieve 90 percent of the emission reduction of cold ironing, the Port’s 
intention is that in the event that alternative technologies, including equipment, fuel or fuel 
additives, are or become available that achieve 90 percent or more of the emissions 
reductions of cold-ironing, the terminal operator may request use of such alternative 
technologies, by providing documentation and demonstration of effectiveness. At the 
discretion and subject to the approval of the Executive Director, the Terminal Operator may 
substitute the use of the requested technology instead of cold-ironing. Because of the long-
term nature of the new lease agreement4, it is not possible to identify those future 
technologies at this time. This provision serves as a place holder given that the technologies 
evolve over time. 

Three new berths with the capacity to cold-iron OGV would become available according to 
the following Project construction schedule:  (1) December 2009; (1) March 2012; and (3) 
December 2014. As each of these berths become available, they would cold-iron one-third of 
the total annual ship visits at the Project terminal, so by December 2014, 100 percent of the 
Project’s ship visits would cold-iron. Given the magnitude and scale of proposed construction, 
this is the earliest that the Project could provide cold-iron capable berths. This schedule 
complies with the CAAP and it exceeds the requirements of the ARB At-Berth Ocean-Going 
Vessels Regulation. Essentially, any Project OGV that is retrofitted to cold-iron would moor at 
a berth with cold-ironing capabilities unless it is already in use by another cold-ironing vessel.  

The Port will provide the Terminal Operator with a construction schedule for installation of 
shore-side power at least one year before anticipated completion, and quarterly construction 
updates, to provide time to retrofit candidate vessels. The Terminal Operator will submit 
quarterly reports to the Director of Planning demonstrating compliance with the cold-ironing 
requirement. The Terminal Operator will ensure that vessels use shore-side power when 
assigned to any wharf where cold-ironing is available unless the Executive Director 
determines in a particular case that this cannot be done for safety reasons or because no 
other berths are available.  

                                                      

 
4 Given the magnitude of the capital investment necessary to meet the CAAP and mitigation measures, the term of the new terminal lease, which is still under negotiation, is likely 

to be at least 30 years. 

10-156



PORT OF LONG BEACH  CHAPTER 10 COMMENTS RECEIVED AND REPONSES TO COMMENTS  

MIDDLE HARBOR REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT  APRIL 2009 

SCAQMD-18. Mitigation Measure AQ-6 requires all Project OGV to use 0.2 percent sulfur diesel in 
auxiliary generators and main engines beginning with lease commencement and Project year 
1, which is estimated to be 2010. Regarding the feasibility of using 0.1 percent sulfur diesel 
prior to 2012, please see response to comment SCAQMD-5.

SCAQMD-19. The comment recommends the use of electric yard hostlers and RMGs at the Middle Harbor 
container terminal. Electrification of yard hostlers is not a proven technology and therefore it 
is infeasible under CEQ Regulations 40 CFR 1502.16(h) and CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.4(a) due to economic and productivity considerations. Balqon Corporation built a 
prototype electric vehicle for use as either a drayage truck or yard hostler as a proof of 
concept. Balqon conducted some initial testing for both yard hostler and minor drayage duty-
cycles. Initial drayage testing was only conducted for a single day; however, initial yard tractor 
testing was conducted for approximately one month. That testing was able to establish proof 
of concept but was insufficient to demonstrate the commercial, operational, and financial 
viability of the technology. The prototype unit is no longer in use; however, based on the 
results of the prototype the POLA decided to initially conduct a demonstration of an electric 
yard hostler at marine terminals where duty-cycle is less demanding than a drayage truck 
demonstration. Consequently, POLA ordered 20 yard hostler units, at a cost of $4.3 million 
for vehicles and chargers, to determine the commercial, operational, and financial viability of 
the equipment. The demonstration units are expected to be delivered through February and 
March 2009. As part of the TAP, the POLB is also participating in the demonstration through 
the development and implementation of the work plan. Should the demonstration of an 
electric yard hostler prove successful, the Ports will then begin the demonstration of an 
electric drayage truck. Given the current cost of nearly $200,000 per unit plus charging 
equipment (compared to approximately $60,000 per unit for diesel technology), this 
technology does not currently represent a financially feasible mitigation absent the 
conclusions of the demonstration. 

Final EIS/EIR Mitigation Measure AQ-7a proposes the replacement of all Project diesel-
powered RTGs with electric-powered RMGs by 2020, or sooner, if feasible. This measure 
also requires each RMG to include regenerative drive systems. Additionally, the Final 
EIS/EIR includes new Mitigation Measure AQ-25 that requires the terminal tenant in 2015 
and every five years afterwards, to review new air quality technological advancements for the 
purpose of implementing new feasible mitigations.  

SCAQMD-20. The comment recommends that Port limit the trucks that can enter the Middle Harbor 
container terminal. Specifically, the comments recommends a phase in schedule under which 
by 2018, only LNG fuels vehicles may enter the terminal. 

The mitigation of Project truck emissions is handled through the CTP. The Port of Long 
Beach adopted a port-wide approach to dealing with drayage trucks rather than a project by 
project approach due to a number of complicating factors. It is important to understand the 
complexities and difficulties of dealing with the unconsolidated and highly competitive 
drayage industry. No trucking company calls at a single terminal, but rather calls at all port 
terminals. In addition, trucking companies do not serve the ports exclusively; rather port 
drayage represents only a portion of their trucking business. One survey funded by both Ports 
shows that  72 percent of the Licensed Motor Carriers (LMCs) have at least some business 
with non-port related customers, and for 19 percent of the LMCs, more than 50 percent of 
their business occurs outside of the Ports (Husing, et al. 2007). Due to the high degree of 
competition in port drayage, the ports realized it was not cost-effective to address fleet 
modernization on a terminal-by-terminal basis. Serving a single terminal cannot provide 
enough business to sustain a trucking company, while increased costs of fleet modernization 
could not be realized through higher trucking rates at facilities that were not subject to similar 
requirements (due to the fact that trucking companies would be competing against trucking 
firms that did not face increased compliance costs). This would be the case for either new 
diesel or new alternative-fueled vehicle requirements imposed on a single terminal. As a 
result, the Ports have taken an approach that spread fleet modernization costs over an 
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accelerated five-year schedule that covered all terminals on port-owned property in the two 
ports. Through this approach, the Board of Harbor Commissioners also adopted, as part of 
the CTP, Clean Truck Fee exemptions that encourage the purchase of alternatively-fueled 
trucks by industry and adopted a goal that 50 percent of the CTP-funded trucks be LNG. 
Accordingly, it is not feasible to address further mitigation of these emissions through a 
terminal-specific approach. Such an approach would result in unsustainable trucking rates 
calling at the terminal, while at the same time imposing a cost structure that would prevent a 
trucking firm from competing in the rest of the trucking market.  

Also, it is important to note that emissions benefits achieved through the use of LNG-fueled 
trucks would only provide marginal emissions benefits. Currently, most of the diesel trucks 
being funded through the CTP program have lower particulate matter emissions than LNG 
trucks. While LNG trucks do currently have lower emissions of nitrogen oxides, by 2010 new 
diesel and new LNG trucks will have the same emission rates for nitrogen oxides. Given the 
50 -100 percent increased cost of LNG trucks for the small, short term benefit, this is another 
reason why it is not cost-effective to require these technologies on a terminal specific basis. 

As electric-powered drayage trucks are not proven technologies, it is infeasible at this time to 
require them to mitigate Project truck emissions. However, these technologies are topics of 
research for the CAAP TAP process. If the TAP process determines that an emission control 
technology is feasible, it will be promoted in the future. Additionally, Final EIS/EIR Mitigation 
Measure AQ-25 includes a requirement to periodically review new emission control 
technologies for purposes of including them within the lease for the terminal.  

SCAQMD-21. Regarding measures to control locomotive emissions within the expanded Pier F intermodal 
railyard, please see response to comment SCAQMD-6. 

SCAQMD-22. The comment requests that Mitigation Measure AQ-10 be revised to go beyond the ARB 
regulations that restrict truck idling to five minutes. The Port encourages efforts to minimize 
truck trips and associated on-terminal idling through programs including the PierPass and 
virtual container yards. The enforcement mechanisms for Mitigation Measure AQ-10 are 
included in Final EIS/EIR Section 3.2.4.  

Marine container terminal gates already use the most sophisticated automated gate 
technologies throughout the Port. As requested in the comment, the Project gate would 
include this type of system and would be designed to handle the peak terminal truck traffic. A 
terminal in-gate is normally comprised of three stations: a security checkpoint, an optical 
character recognition/radio frequency identification (OCR/RFID) portal, and a pedestal. In 
order to comply with security requirements, all trucks must pass through a security 
checkpoint where terminal security controls site access. Next, at the OCR/RFID portal, 
several items are read by the OCR scanner, typically the container number, chassis number, 
and truck license plate. Finally, based on that information, the truck will receive instructions 
on where to proceed in the terminal at the pedestal. As a result of these technologies, gate 
queues have been substantially reduced throughout the Port. These Project terminal systems 
would maximize terminal efficiencies and they would keep truck idling to less than what was 
assumed in the air quality analysis. In conclusion, the Project gate system is already 
designed to prevent any substantial delays or idling during peak Project truck traffic 
conditions. 

SCAQMD-23. The comment requests inclusion of a phase-in schedule for slide valves in the Final EIS/EIR. 
Draft EIS/EIR Mitigation Measure AQ-11 requires installation of slide valves on all OGV that 
call at the Middle Harbor container terminal, where feasible. Implementation of this measure 
is conditional, as only OGV with MAN B&W engines can readily accept such a retrofit. Final 
EIS/EIR Mitigation Measure AQ-11 and Section 3.2.4 (MMRP) have been revised to clarify 
this requirement. 

Regarding retrofitting existing OGV with the other control technologies requested in the 
comment, please see response to comment SCAQMD-8. It is expected that with the 
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implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-11 (slide valves), Mitigation Measure AQ-6 (low 
sulfur fuels in OGV), and the introduction of IMO-compliant OGV, the Project OGV fleet 
would achieve the fleet average NOx and PM emission reductions recommended in the 
comment. 

SCAQMD-24.   Regarding installing other control technologies requested in the comment into new vessel 
builds, please see response to comment SCAQMD-8. It is expected that with the 
implementation of Project Mitigation Measure AQ-11 (slide valves), Mitigation Measure 
AQ-6 (low sulfur fuels in OGV), and the introduction of IMO-compliant OGV, the Project OGV 
fleet would achieve the fleet average NOx and PM emission reductions recommended in the 
comment. 

SCAQMD-25. The comment requests clarification of Draft EIS/EIR Mitigation Measures AQ-4 and AQ-12, 
and further requests a commitment date and a quantification of distance to the California 
overwater border. Mitigation Measures AQ-4 and AQ-12 apply to criteria pollutant and GHG 
emission reductions, respectively. The Final EIS/EIR keeps these vessel speed reduction 
measures separate to clarify this point and to enable separate enforcement mechanisms. 
Both measures require 100 percent compliance rates at lease commencement in Project 
year 1 (2010 or sooner). Final EIS/EIR Section 3.2.4 has been revised to clarify the mitigation 
monitoring and reporting requirements for the measures. The California overwater border is 
equal to the offshore state boundary, meaning that for the northern vessel route out of the 
Port, this boundary lies about three nm west of Point Conception at the western end of the 
Santa Barbara Channel. 

SCAQMD-26. Mitigation Measures AQ-6 and AQ-13 apply to criteria pollutant and GHG emission 
reductions, respectively. The Final EIS/EIR keeps these measures separate to clarify this 
point. Mitigation Measure AQ-13 takes effect beginning with lease commencement and 
Project year 1, which is estimated to be 2010. The distance between the state waters 
boundary 3 nm beyond Point Conception and the northern end of the expanded vessel speed 
reduction program zone (40 nm beyond the Precautionary Area) that is used in the Final 
EIS/EIR is 117 nm. 

SCAQMD-27. The comment states that the Final EIS/EIR should commit to a process of implementing 
zero- or near-zero emission transport technologies such as rail electrification. Commenter 
further states that the POLB and POLA are evaluating advanced cargo transportation 
technologies per the CAAP and recommends that the lead agencies include a mitigation 
measure to incorporate this commitment. 

With regard to electrification, the Alameda Corridor Use and Operating Agreement 
specifically prohibits the Ports from unilaterally mandating rail electrification. Specifically, in 
Section 2.2(c), the Agreement provides:  “Neither POLA, POLB nor ACTA will require the 
Railroads to operate Through Trains powered by electric locomotives on the Rail Corridor 
unless the Railroads voluntarily agree thereto, provided, however, if electrification is 
otherwise required, such requirements shall not be a basis on which any party may terminate 
this Agreement, but if legally permissible, a Railroad may satisfy the requirement to use 
electric powered locomotives by using locomotives powered by an alternative energy source 
acceptable to the appropriate government entities.”  (P. 15). Thus, any steps toward rail 
electrification in the future would have to be jointly agreed to by the railroads. 

The Port is in the process of reviewing possible zero- or near-zero emission transport 
technologies as envisioned in the CAAP. In 2007, Cambridge Systematics prepared the 
Alternative Container Technology Evaluation and Comparison assessment for the POLB and 
POLA. While the assessment identified 14 candidate technologies that may prove suitable for 
a demonstration project between a container terminal and a near- or off-dock rail facility, it 
also pointed out that none of these technologies has ever been demonstrated to be 
functionally or financially feasible. Pursuant to its commitments under the CAAP, the Port is 
exploring feasible technologies and in 2009 will release a Request for Proposals for the 
design of a zero- or low-emission container movement demonstration project between one 

10-159



PORT OF LONG BEACH  CHAPTER 10 COMMENTS RECEIVED AND REPONSES TO COMMENTS  

MIDDLE HARBOR REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT  APRIL 2009 

marine terminal and a near-dock rail facility. The demonstration project will address certain 
key issues that will help determine whether this technology can be feasibly employed in Port 
operations, including the functionality of the system, the availability of rights-of-way to 
accommodate the system, the capital costs for the construction of the system and the costs 
of operations and maintenance, and the needed interface between the terminals and the 
railyards. 

Functionality:  As stated, there are no zero emissions technologies currently in practical 
operation, so it is unknown whether these technology systems can feasibly transport 
containers. Although one such technology is being tested in Italy, the testing and construction 
of such a technology in the POLB would require a minimum of five years according to 
vendors. 

Rights-of-way:  For such technologies to be feasible, adequate rights of way must be 
available. The Port has identified potential alignments, but each poses different challenges. 
The SR-47 alignment requires Caltrans approval; the LA River alignment would require 
approvals by several regulatory agencies; and the other alignments may require use of 
privately owned land or leased marine terminal property, and could impact oil and gas 
production.  

Capital costs and operation/maintenance expenses:  Preliminary cost estimates for 
construction of these technologies range from $180 to $264 million per mile.5  The estimated 
annual operation and maintenance costs range from $7.5 to $10.5 million.6  To be viable, the 
system must be financially feasible. At this point, there is insufficient data to determine the 
financial feasibility of a zero-emission container mover system. 

Port/railyard interfacing:  The system must integrate with marine terminal and railyard 
operations. The throughput of the system depends upon the functionality of the interfaces. As 
yet, none of the systems are service-proven.  

Should the Port’s demonstration project establish that a zero- or near-zero emission transport 
technology is operationally and financially feasible, the Port will investigate expanding the 
system to include the Middle Harbor operations. At this point, it is not financially or 
operationally feasible to include a zero- or near-zero emission transport technology as a 
mitigation measure for the Project. However, to help address this concern, the Final EIS/EIR 
includes a new mitigation measure, Mitigation Measure AQ-25, that requires the terminal 
tenant in 2015 and every five years thereafter, to review new air quality technological 
advancements for the purpose of implementing new feasible mitigations.  

SCAQMD-28. The Project air quality analysis is based on terminal and operational activities that pertain to 
the maximum capacity of the Project facility. It is unlikely that actual throughput levels would 
exceed those evaluated in the Final EIS/EIR. Additionally, a given amount of cargo 
throughput could result in substantially different emissions depending upon its form of 
transport and handling. Therefore, if the Project exceeds throughput values used in the Final 
EIS/EIR analyses for years 2010, 2015, 2020, or 2030, the Port will estimate annual 
emissions for these years and compare them to the annual emission estimates presented in 
the Final EIS/EIR. If these actual annual emissions exceed those in the Final EIS/EIR for a 
given year, the Port would apply new or additional mitigations as part of the requirements of 
Final EIS/EIR, new Mitigation Measure AQ-26, periodic throughput tracking: 

AQ-26:  Annual Cargo Throughput Monitoring. Every five years, the Port shall compare 
actual cargo throughput that occurred at the terminal to the cargo assumptions used to 

                                                      

 
5  Alternative Goods Movement Technology Analysis, I-710 Initial Feasibility Study prepared by URS Corporation for Los Angeles County Transportation Authority, January 6, 

2008. 
6  Ibid. 
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develop the Final EIS/EIR. The years used in this analysis shall include 2015, 2020, 
2025, and 2030. The Port shall calculate annual air emissions associated with these 
throughput levels (for OGV, assist tugs, locomotives, cargo handling equipment, and 
trucks) and compare them to the annual air emissions presented in the Final EIS/EIR. 
If actual emissions exceed those presented in the Final EIS/EIR, then new/additional 
mitigations would be applied through Mitigation Measure AQ-25. 

SCAQMD-29. RL-3 is a CAAP measure that applies specifically to modifications to railyards. The 
construction of a long lead track between the Pier G railyard and the Pier G mainline tracks 
does not constitute a redevelopment of the Pier G railyard. The redevelopment of the Pier G 
railyard is not planned as part of this Project. Therefore, this modification does not trigger 
CAAP measure RL-3. Therefore, no revisions to the Final EIS/EIR are required.  

SCAQMD-30. Please see response to comment SCAQMD-2 for discussion regarding the analysis of peak 
daily emissions associated with overlapping Project construction and operational activities.  

The emission estimates provided for years 2010, 2015, 2020, and 2030 match evenly spaced 
milestones used in the Draft and Final EIS/EIR to define activity data associated with the 
Project alternatives as shown in Draft and Final EIS/EIR Table 1.6-10. The analyses provided 
in response to comment SCAQMD-2 also verify that the year of peak daily unmitigated and 
mitigated emissions from Project operations would occur in year 2010 and not an interim year 
between these milestones. 

SCAQMD-31. It is acknowledged that the accounting of how existing and proposed regulations and 
mitigation measures affect the emission scenarios presented in the EIS/EIR is complex. The 
Draft EIS/EIR adequately simulates the effects of currently adopted regulations on future 
emissions for each Project scenario. As discussed under Impact AQ-3 in Draft EIS/EIR 
Section 3.2.2.3, “the unmitigated Project would produce lower operational emissions 
compared to the CEQA Baseline levels in 2005. This is the case, as due to currently adopted 
regulations (Table 3.2-9), most unmitigated Project vehicle fleets would turn over to 
substantially lower emission standards with time, compared to 2005 existing conditions. 
These lower emission rates would offset throughput increases and activities associated with 
the Project.”  In other words, the Draft EIS/EIR does not specifically attribute these emission 
reductions to the Project. Additionally, unmitigated scenarios do include emission reductions 
that are associated with the implementation of Port-wide CAAP measures (Draft EIS/EIR 
Table 3.2-9). However, Mitigation Measures AQ-4 through AQ-11 that are proposed in the 
Draft EIS/EIR are attributed to implementation of the Project, as these control measures 
(e.g., Mitigation Measure AQ-5, Shore-to-Ship Power) could not be put in place unless the 
terminal is redeveloped and a new lease is established that includes these mitigation 
measures. Section 3.2.2.2 of the Final EIS/EIR includes clarifications of the emission control 
measures/regulations that apply to each unmitigated/mitigated Project scenario. 

In addition, the definition of the CEQA Baseline established by the Port is in strict compliance 
with the CEQA Guidelines (CEQA Guideline 15125(a) and 15126.2(a)).  

SCAQMD-32. The comment requests additional clarification regarding the methodology and assumptions 
used in determining the construction emissions and peak daily construction emissions. In 
response to the request in the comment, Table 3.2-10 in Final EIS/EIR Section 3.2.2.2 
includes a tabulation of applicable regulations/assumptions used in the estimation of 
construction emissions. Draft EIS/EIR Section 1.6.3.1 and Appendix A-1 (Tables A.1.1-Alt1-1 
through A.1.1-Alt1-158) include specific activity data associated with construction of the 
Project, such as those identified in the comment. Final EIS/EIR Appendix A-1 (Section 2) 
more clearly specifies the locations of the requested data in these tables, as providing a 
substantial amount of technical data in the text would not improve the readability of the 
document. OGV would not take part in proposed construction activities, including crane 
delivery or delivery of construction-related cargo.  
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SCAQMD-33. Project construction has to comply with SCAQMD Rule 403, which essentially prohibits dust 
from blowing beyond the Project property line. The Project air quality analysis assumes that 
for the unmitigated construction scenario to comply with Rule 403, it would require a high 
level of dust control. Hence, the selection of a 75 percent control rate achieved with rigorous 
watering of the construction site. To achieve the mitigated dust control level of 90 percent 
would require applying water at least every two hours during construction.  

According to an EPA study, a dust control level of 74/95 percent can be achieved on unpaved 
roads by watering every 3-4/2 hours, respectively (http://www.cdc.gov/niosh/mining/pubs/pdfs 
/hrdcf.pdf). Additionally, test results discussed in the Western Regional Air Partnership (WRAP) 
Fugitive Dust Handbook (September 2006), show similar control efficiencies.  

As stated in response to comment SCAQMD-13, implementation of the additional fugitive 
dust control measures requested by the SCAQMD that are included in Final EIS/EIR 
Mitigation Measure AQ-1 will assist in achieving the 90 percent control efficiency. The 
Project construction contractor would be required to comply with this level of fugitive dust 
control through the bid specification issued for the Project. 

SCAQMD-34. The requested additional construction mitigation measures will be included as 
specifications/conditions for the Project construction contractor, with the qualifier that they 
shall be implemented, if feasible. The measure in the first bulleted paragraph is included in 
Final EIS/EIR Mitigation Measure AQ-2a, as stated in response to comment SCAQMD-14. 
The measures in bulleted paragraphs two through eight are included in Final EIS/EIR 
Mitigation Measure AQ-2b, as stated in response to comment SCAQMD-12. The measure 
in the last bulleted paragraph is included in Final EIS/EIR Mitigation Measure AQ-1.  

The Final EIS/EIR includes new Mitigation Measure AQ-2b that would reduce air quality 
impacts from Project construction traffic, with the qualifier that they shall be implemented 
where feasible:  

AQ-2b: Construction Traffic Emission Reductions. The construction contractor shall 
implement the following measures to further reduce emissions from construction:  

1. Trucks used for construction (a) prior to 2015 shall use engines certifiedto no 
less than 2007 NOx emissions standards and (b) in 2015 and beyond shall meet 
EPA 2010 emission standards; 

2. Provide temporary traffic control such as flag person, during all phases of 
construction to maintain smooth traffic flow; 

3. Schedule construction activities that affect traffic flow on arterial systems to off-
peak hour where possible; 

4. Re-route construction trucks away from congested streets or sensitive receptor 
areas; 

5. Provide dedicated turn lanes for movement of construction trucks and 
equipment on- and offsite; 

6. Configure construction parking to minimize traffic interference; 

7. Improve traffic flow by signal synchronization; 

8. All vehicle and equipment will be properly tuned and maintained according to 
manufacturer specification; and  

9. Reduce traffic speeds on all unpaved roads to 15 miles per hour or less.  

SCAQMD-35. The Port does not intend to use contaminated sediments as proposed landfill materials nor 
would these materials have a VOC concentration of 50 ppm or greater. Therefore, SCAQMD 
Rule 1166 is not applicable to proposed landfilling activities. Proposed construction would 
follow an approved fill plan that prevents the use of contaminated sediments.  
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Final EIS/EIR Section 1.6.3.1 (Construction Phase 2) has been revised to clarify that the 
Project does not intend to use any contaminated soil. Should it be determined that the 
excavated soil is contaminated, the requisite reviews and permits will be performed to ensure 
compliance with all applicable appropriate regulatory and permitting requirements, including 
Rule 1166.

SCAQMD-36. The source of electricity for the proposed electric dredges would come from Pier T. No diesel 
generators would be utilized. The Pier T infrastructure allowing for electric dredging was built 
expressly for this purpose.

SCAQMD-37. Draft EIS/EIR Table 3.2-9 has been revised with updated information, as presented in Table 
3.2-11 of the Final EIS/EIR. The text of Final EIS/EIR Appendix A-1 (Section 3.0) more 
clearly references the locations of operational source emissions assumptions to the tables in 
Appendix A-1 Attachments A.1.2 and A.1.3, such as those requested in the six bulleted items 
in the comment. This approach was followed as providing a substantial amount of technical 
data in the text would not improve the readability of the document. 

Regarding the last paragraph of the comment, the Draft EIS/EIR air quality analysis assumed 
that all OGV in all Project scenarios would comply with the VSRP, as shown in Draft EIS/EIR 
Table 3.2-9. The Draft EIS/EIR air quality analysis also assumed that OGV in all Project 
scenarios would use 0.2 percent sulfur diesel in their auxiliary engines, although this is not 
correctly shown in Draft EIS/EIR Table 3.2-9. Lastly, the Draft EIS/EIR air quality analysis 
assumed that OGV in the unmitigated Alternatives 1 and 2 scenarios would use 0.2 percent 
sulfur diesel in their main engines in the estimation of emissions in Draft EIS/EIR Tables 3.2-
16, -17, -32, and -33, although this is not shown accurately in Draft EIS/EIR Table 3.2-9. Final 
EIS/EIR Table 3.2-9 includes the correction. However, the HRA performed for the 
unmitigated Alternatives 1 and 2 scenarios in the Draft EIS/EIR and Final EIS/EIR assumed 
that OGV would use 2.7 percent sulfur diesel in their main engines. 

SCAQMD-38. The comment requests that the Final EIS/EIR includes all emissions that would occur in the 
state of California. This is a new request. It was not included in the SCAQMD comments on 
the Project NOP. The air quality analysis in the Draft EIS/EIR focused on the SCAB region, 
as this is where the Project would produce the highest spatial concentration of emissions. 
The regulatory scheme relating to air quality is based upon a network of distinct geographic 
air basins. Thresholds of significance are basin-specific, and are based about the criteria 
pollutants generated within the basin.  

Criteria pollutant emissions were quantified within the SCAB and compared to the SCAQMD 
emission thresholds for SCAB to determine the significance of regional emission impacts. The 
Project would generate substantially more emissions within the SCAB than any other affected 
air basin. The Port acknowledges that criteria pollutant emissions from Project operations also 
would occur across numerous other air basins beyond the SCAB and beyond California 
borders. Due to the intermittent nature of Project truck and train trips outside the SCAB, their 
emissions would produce substantially lower impact concentrations compared to Project 
emissions within the SCAB. As a result, Project emissions outside of the SCAB would produce 
less than significant air quality impacts. Therefore, calculation of emissions from Project 
sources that operate beyond the SCAB is deemed unnecessary for purposes of CEQA.  

SCAQMD-39. The comment requests clarification of the enforcement measures for the VSRP under the 
unmitigated Project scenario. Draft EIS/EIR Mitigation Measure AQ-4 (Expanded VSRP) 
requires the all OGV that call at the Middle Harbor container terminal shall comply with the 
expanded VSRP of 12 knots from 40 nm from Point Fermin to the Precautionary Area 
beginning in Project year 1. This measure equates to CAAP measure OGV1, which is a Port-
wide requirement for terminal lease renewals. The Project terminal lease agreement would 
require all OGV that call at the terminal to comply with CAAP measure OGV1 under the 
unmitigated Project scenario. Section 3.2.4 of the Final EIS/EIR (MMRP) includes monitoring 
and enforcement mechanisms to ensure appropriate implementation of all mitigation 
measures. The MMRP would be certified by the Board of Harbor Commissioners and 
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adopted as a Project lease condition. As evidence that this is an achievable compliance rate, 
it should be noted that the existing Middle Harbor container terminals in the baseline year of 
2005 achieved a nearly 100 percent compliance rate with the VSRP (POLB 2007d). 

SCAQMD-40. Commenter requests that the Final EIS/EIR provide the assumptions for annual train projections 
and recommends that Table 1.6-1 be amended to add percent TEUs going by way of trucks, 
near-dock rail, and on-dock rail for each alternative, as well as the baseline scenario. 

The assumptions are based on a conversion of annual TEUs to annual containers/boxes, 
with each container/box on average equal to 1.817 TEUs. Thus, the total of 3,320,000 TEUs 
in 2030 would equal 1,827,188 boxes. Based on mode split, the on-dock containers, which 
are those boxes being shipped by eastbound rail transport, are estimated to be 16.5 percent 
of total cargo in 2030 (1,827,188 boxes x .165 = 301,486 annual on-dock boxes). The 
assumption of train utilization is estimated at 87 percent, meaning that up to 13 percent of the 
bare tables are empty. (This primarily occurs in the westbound direction.)  Thus, 301,486 
boxes times 0.87 equals 262,293 boxes. Each train consists of 25 cars, and each car can 
carry up to 10 containers. Thus, 262,293 boxes divided by 25 cars equals 10,492 boxes, 
which divided by 10 boxes equals 1,049 trains. The number of trains is then multiplied by 2 to 
account for trips in both directions (2 x 1049 = 2098). The annual train formula is as follows: 

Annual Trains = [(annual on-dock containers x 0.165 x 0.87)/25]/10 x 2 

Refer to revised Table 3.5-7 in the Final EIS/EIR, which has been updated with mode split 
percentage for each of the scenarios. The assumptions for these splits are based on the 
design of the facility. The Project design balances berth locations, container yard space, on-
dock rail, and vehicular access. Each of these elements has been maximized to ensure that 
cargo efficiently moves to and from vessels with minimum delays to trucks, trains, and ships. 

Please refer to response to comment SCAQMD-7 for more detailed information. 

SCAQMD-41. Just prior to publication of the Final EIS/EIR, it was discovered that the air quality analysis 
included in the Draft EIS/EIR used an outdated value for the Alternative 1 annual train trips in 
year 2030 only. The actual estimated number train trips for Alternative 1 for year 2030 is 
2,098 trips, which is an increase of 1.8 percent from the 2,061 train trips that were used in the 
Draft EIS/EIR. Consequently, the daily emissions for Alternative 1 in 2030 were updated in 
the Final EIS/EIR to correct this issue. The change in train trips results in an underestimation 
of the annual train trips in the Draft EIS/EIR in years 2030 and beyond by 1.8 percent, or less 
than 0.43 percent of the total project DPM emissions in 2030. This change has not been 
incorporated into the HRA in the Final EIS/EIR because inclusion of this revised information 
would result in an immeasurable increase in the cancer risks estimated for the unmitigated 
and mitigated Alternative 1 scenarios in the Final EIS/EIR. Additionally, as discussed in Final 
EIS/EIR Section 3.2.2.3, under Impact AQ-6, with respect the HRA cancer results for 
unmitigated Alternative 1 (Table 3.2-24) and the mitigated Alternative 1 (Table 3.2-25), ships 
and trucks are the major emission sources that contribute to the maximum cancer risk 
values. Thus, a small 1.8 percent increase in annual train emissions would not be expected 
to change the overall maximum cancer risk results of the cancer risk analysis for Alternative 
1. Consequently, project-specific cancer, acute, and chronic risk impacts for all Project 
alternatives under both NEPA and CEQA would remain less than significant.   

The number of annual train trips for Alternative 2 identified in Table 1.6-1 are correct. The 
Draft EIS/EIR air quality analysis for Alternative 2 used the correct number of annual train 
trips, as shown in Tables A.1.2-Alt2U-19 and A.1.2-Alt2M-19, which are not the tables 
referenced in the comment. The comment references A.1.3-Alt2M-19 and A.1.3-Alt2U-19. 
Those two tables do have a typographical error. Specifically, Tables A.1.3-Alt2U-19 and 
A.1.3-Alt2M-19, which pertain to data used to estimate peak daily emissions for unmitigated 
and mitigated Alternative 2, inadvertently showed the annual number of train trips for 
Alternative 1 and not Alternative 2 (this tabular error has been corrected in the Final EIS/EIR). 
The estimation of peak daily locomotive emissions for Alternative 2 did not use these annual 
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data. Rather, the analysis used the peak daily train trips shown in these tables. However, the 
estimation of peak daily railyard equipment (RYE) is in part based upon the ratio of peak day 
versus annual train trips. Therefore, emissions for RYE are overestimated in 2010 by 4.9 
percent and underestimated in 2015, 2020, and 2030 by 0.3, 0.8, and 1.7 percent, 
respectively. Review of Tables A.1.3-Alt2M-33 and A.1.3-Alt2U-33 show that revising the 
RYE emissions with these correct inputs would produce imperceptible changes to total peak 
daily emissions for Alternative 2, as RYE produces less than 1.5 percent of any pollutant (CO) 
during the peak day. Therefore, no revisions to the Final EIS/EIR are deemed necessary.

SCAQMD-42. The comment requests clarification of the OGV sulfur fuel assumptions used in the Project 
air quality analysis. Please see responses to comments SCAQMD-5 and SCAQMD-37. The 
unmitigated Project scenarios would operate according to the ARB Fuel Sulfur Regulation for 
OGV, meaning use of 1.5/0.1 percent sulfur fuel in Project year 1/year 2012. The mitigated 
Project scenarios would implement Mitigation Measure AQ-6 in Project year 1, which 
requires the use of 0.2 percent sulfur diesel in OGV auxiliary generators and main engines. 
Beginning in year 2012, the mitigated Project scenarios would use 0.1 percent sulfur diesel in 
auxiliary generators, main engines, and boilers and consistent with the requirements of the 
ARB Regulation. For the years prior to 2012, the mitigation measure is more stringent than 
the ARB Fuel Sulfur Regulation. Table 3.2-9 in the Final EIS/EIR has been revised to show 
these assumptions. 

SCAQMD-43. To create a worst-case peak daily emissions scenario, the analysis maximized the amount of 
cargo that could move through the wharf, railyard, and gate. This scenario results in an 
extreme amount of cargo that would converge in the terminal yard in one day. If the gate 
throughput handled by CHE were not reduced by 50 percent, the amount of cargo handled by 
CHE in this scenario would be about 5.5 times the annual  average daily terminal throughput. 
It would be impossible for the proposed CHE to handle this amount of cargo in a normal 
manner in one day, including unloading/loading truck trailers, sorting, stacking, and 
distributing cargo to the railyard and wharf. Review of Table A.1.3-Alt1M-31 shows that 
amount of cargo handling used in the analysis to generate peak day CHE emissions is about 
3.3 times the annual average daily terminal throughput for each year of consideration, which 
is a substantial amount of CHE activity for one day. It is true that all cargo that goes through 
the gate ultimately gets handled by CHE, but during this hypothetical peak day, it is assumed 
that 50 percent of the gate cargo essentially would stay on trailers until CHE become 
available to service them the following day(s). However, the analysis did calculate emissions 
for all of the truck trips that would transport cargo through the gate during this peak day. 

SCAQMD-44. The comment requests clarification of the throughput increase assumptions used in the Draft 
EIS/EIR. Interim year throughput (2010/2015) is based on forecast market demand and 
terminal capacity at build-out. This process was described in the terminal throughput protocol; 
it can be summarized as follows:  

1. Estimate terminal capacity at full build-out; 

2. Calculate completed terminal’s share of overall San Pedro Bay capacity (post 2020); 

3. Allocate the 2020 San Pedro Bay container throughput forecast (36.2 million TEU) to 
individual terminals based on share of overall capacity. (e.g., a terminal with 10 
percent of San Pedro Bay container capacity at build-out would receive 10 percent of 
the projected throughput at 2020.); 

4. Calculate compound annual growth rate (CAGR) needed for throughput to grow from 
most recent observed throughput (NOP) to estimated 2020 throughput; and 

5. Interpolate interim year throughput by growing observed terminal throughput at the 
terminal’s CAGR through the interim years (2010/2015). 

 Interim year vessel activity was estimated by allocating weekly vessel services calling at 
the terminal sufficient to handle its projected throughput. Neither of these measures 
(throughput or vessel activity) were limited by physical capacity during the interim years. 
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This approach is more conservative, from an overall activity and emissions perspective, 
than estimating interim terminal capacities and limiting interim year throughput based on 
those capacities. Additionally, this methodology is consistent with the overall level of 
throughput growth for the Port developed in the long-term forecast project. While it may 
be reasonable to expect that the construction phasing for Middle Harbor could prevent 
the terminal from accommodating all of the throughput allocated during interim years, this 
methodology is more conservative for analysis purposes. No revisions to the Final 
EIS/EIR are required.

SCAQMD-45. Commenter states that the Draft EIS/EIR indicates a decrease in average daily truck trips 
with a dramatic increase in annual trains from year 2010 to 2015. 

Draft EIS/EIR Table 1.6-4 shows that average daily truck trips decrease from 2010 to 2015 at 
the same time annual train trips increase significantly. Several rail projects are scheduled to 
begin construction in 2009/2010 and be fully operational by 2015. As illustrated in Table 3.5-7 
on page 3.5-36, approximately 10 percent of cargo throughput is expected to use rail in 2010 
under the 345-Acre and 315-Acre alternatives. By 2015, nearly 31 percent of cargo 
throughput is expected to use rail. 

SCAQMD-46. Draft EIS/EIR Appendix A-2 provides details regarding the criteria pollutant modeling, while 
Draft EIS/EIR Appendix A-3 provides details regarding the HRA modeling analysis. Since the 
emission source configurations are used for both criteria pollutant modeling and HRA 
analysis, the information was provided in Appendix A-2 (where it is first needed to be 
described) and Appendix A-3 refers the reader to Appendix A-2 for the details. 

Draft EIS/EIR Appendix A-2 (Section 3.1) provides an adequate description of the 
assumptions used for the physical simulation of construction and operational sources for both 
the criteria pollutant modeling and HRA analyses. This description is set forth on pages A-2-5 
through A-2-9. Appendix A-2 includes modeling emission estimations and calculations of how 
these emissions are distributed to each modeled source. Final EIS/EIR Appendix A-2 shows 
the locations of volume sources evaluated in the construction modeling analyses in Figure A-
2-1 and provides explanations of the requested source parameters. Additionally, Final 
EIS/EIR Appendices A-2 and A-3 provide further clarifications and justifications for 
construction and operational source definitions used in the modeling analysis.  

SCAQMD-47. Regarding the adequacy of operational emissions data used in the HRA, please see 
response to comment SCAQMD-46. 

In the Draft EIS/EIR HRA, the size (i.e., width and height) of each construction source were 
erroneously inputted into the AERMOD model as initial vertical and horizontal dimensions. 
The modeling parameters have been corrected and were used to revise the Project HRA and 
they are included in the HRA impact summary tables for each project alternative in the Final 
EIS/EIR. These revisions slightly reduced the maximum cancer impacts to occupational 
receptors for each Project alternative and otherwise had no effect on maximum cancer risks 
to other receptor types. Realizing that this correction slightly reduced the predicted pollutant 
impacts for construction sources and therefore to be conservative, the criteria pollutant 
modeling analyses were not revised in the Final EIS/EIR.  
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Southern California Association of Governments, June 12, 2008 

SCAG-1. The comment concurs with the Draft EIS/EIR findings that the Project is not regionally 
significant per SCAG Intergovernmental Review Criteria and CEQA Guidelines (Section 
15206). Therefore, no revisions to the Final EIS/EIR are required.  
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City of Commerce, August 13, 2008

CC-1. The comment suggests that the Draft EIS/EIR fails to analyze the Project’s impacts on the 
intermodal facilities in the City of Commerce. Please see response to comments CC-4 
through CC-8 for additional details.  

CC-2. The comment correctly summarizes the proposed Project description as stated in Draft 
EIS/EIR Chapter 1 (Section 1.6.3.1).

CC-3. Commenter requests additional analysis of the Project’s impacts on the broader region. 
Commenter erroneously assumes that railyards in Commerce, by extension, are port facilities 
and that any enhancement of the Port’s ability to accommodate freight and goods movement 
will have an adverse impact on those intermodal facilities in Commerce. Commenter 
requests that information on additional train and truck traffic affecting the City of Commerce 
be provided.  

Train Impacts: As discussed in detail below, the response to this comment regarding rail 
impacts is two-fold:  First, the two main rail corridors, including the BNSF and UP connecting 
the Ports to the Hobart and East Los Angeles railyards via the Alameda Corridor, have no at-
grade crossings in the City of Commerce. There are several rail spurs connecting these two 
Class I rail corridors to warehouses, industrial uses, and distribution centers in the City of 
Commerce. Although some of these spurs traverse roadways at-grade, the spurs are not 
used by Port trains. Trains traveling from the Project would be destined for long-haul 
destinations outside of the southern California region. Short-haul trips to nearby distribution 
centers, retail centers, industrial uses, and warehouses will continue to occur by truck. The 
Project is not anticipated to alter the existing operations of these facilities, and therefore the 
Project will not have an impact at the at-grade crossings.  

Secondly, the number of trains anticipated to traverse Commerce via the Alameda Corridor is 
contained in Table 1.6-1 of the Draft EIS/EIR. This table indicates that the Project would 
increase the number of trains  traveling from the Middle Harbor container terminal to 
downtown Los Angeles via the Alameda Corridor from 0.378 per day in 2005 to 5.75 per day 
in 2020 and beyond, an addition of 5.37 trains per day. The analysis assumed an average 
length of 7,500 feet for each train. Existing train lengths generally vary from 6,000 to 8,000 
feet. The primary rail corridors serving the Ports are grade separated. There will be no traffic 
impacts resulting from Project generated trains.

Truck Traffic Impacts: The commenter claims that the increase in truck traffic will likely 
have a direct and measureable impact on Commerce. However, the ultimate source of 
congestion and delays on transportation facilities in the City of Commerce, including at at-
grade rail crossings, is from planned and approved land developments and the associated 
population and employment growth that has occurred on either side of long-standing railroad 
rights-of-way. The City of Commerce’s 2008 General Plan Update7 and its certified EIR 
describe the City as follows:  “Industrial uses account for 62.7 percent of the City’s land area 
(2,630 acres) and these activities are located throughout Commerce. Land uses in this 
category range from warehousing and distribution activities to heavy manufacturing uses. In 
addition, a substantial amount of land area in the City is devoted to railyards and related 
railroad uses.”  As part of the General Plan Update approved in 2008, the City converted 
some industrial type land uses to retail resulting in the addition of nearly 8,000 daily vehicle 
trips. In spite of the existing congestion on roadways and freeways, this increase was 
deemed to have no significant impact, and therefore, no traffic mitigation measures were 
included.  

                                                      

 
7 http://www.ci.commerce.ca.us/pdf/EnvironmentalImpact.pdf 
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In 2030, Project average daily truck trips are estimated to be 10,112, which is 3,548 above 
the 2005 CEQA Baseline (Table 1.6-1 in the Draft EIS/EIR). However, this number includes 
future traffic growth that will occur without the Project. Analyzing the Project’s truck traffic 
impacts in the City of Commerce using the same methodology that the City uses for 
analyzing traffic impacts (the Los Angeles CMP Traffic Impact Analysis guidelines), which 
measures project impacts by comparing “Future without Project” to “Future with Project 
traffic,” the Project impact is only 518 daily trips. Even if all these trips ran through the City, 
this number of trips is well-below the nearly 8,000 vehicle trips resulting from the City of 
Commerce’s General Plan Update (2008), which were deemed by the City to be less than 
significant. 

CMP also includes a significance threshold of 150 trips in any one direction for determining 
an impact on a freeway. As shown in Table 3.5-23 of the Draft EIS/EIR, in 2030 the peak 
hour trucks on I-710 will be 131 during the p.m. peak hour in the northbound direction south 
of Willow Street. Moreover, as explained below, the truck trips would be even fewer in 
Commerce due to the dispersal of trucks on various other highway routes. This is below the 
level of significance; therefore, no mitigation is required.  

Additional select link analysis was conducted to provide the commenter with more detailed 
information about the number of Project trips anticipated to travel to Commerce. According to 
the traffic model, the highest volume of Project trucks traveling on I-710 is 55 trucks in the 
northbound direction during the p.m. peak hour, which is defined as 4:00 p.m. to 5:00 p.m. Of 
these trips, the model projects that 20 trucks would exit Atlantic Boulevard in the City during 
this period. According to the City of Commerce’s General Plan EIR, Atlantic Boulevard carries 
28,500 trips per day, including 331 trips during the p.m. peak hour. Thus, the addition of 20 
Project trucks is anticipated to result in less than a significant impact. 

A select link analysis of the traffic model was also conducted to compare the difference in 
traffic volumes between 2030 with and without Project scenarios. When the  “Future with 
Project” is compared to the “Future without Project”, the analysis reveals that there is a nearly 
immeasurable difference with the Project, as the Project would result in no additional truck 
trips on the I-710 north of I-105. The No Project Alternative (2030) actually results in more 
truck trips  in Commerce than the Project or alternatives in the northbound direction.  

Location

2030 Project 
p.m. Peak 

Hour
(northbound)

2030 No 
Project p.m.
Peak Hour 

(northbound)

2030 p.m.
Peak Hour 
Difference 

(northbound)

2030 Project 
p.m. Peak 

Hour
(southbound)

2030 No 
Project p.m.
Peak Hour 

(southbound) 

2030 p.m.
Peak Hour 
Difference 

(southbound)
I-710 North of I-405 173 141 32 113 98 15 
I-710 North of SR-91 85 79 6 62 59 3 
I-710 North of I-105 55 56 -1 46 46 0 
I-710 at Atlantic Blvd 22 33 -11 16 15 1 

Atlantic Blvd. NB Off-Ramp 12 9 3 16 15 1 

CC-4. The Final EIS/EIR provides an adequate analysis of air quality impacts for NEPA/CEQA 
purposes. Annual and daily emissions generated by Project truck traffic that would travel 
through the City of Commerce to their first point of rest are included in the Draft EIS/EIR. 
These truck trip destinations would include the Bandini and Hobart railyards. Implementation 
of the expanded Pier F intermodal railyard would reduce the number of truck trips generated 
between the POLB and Bandini and Hobart railyards compared to existing conditions and, 
therefore, would reduce localized impacts from truck traffic to all receptor types within the City 
of Commerce.  

The Draft EIS/EIR also estimated annual and daily emissions from Project trains that would 
travel through the City of Commerce. These trains would not stop at the Bandini and Hobart 
railyards and therefore impacts attributed to these sources are not directly the result of these 
facilities. The evaluation of train trips generated out of these railyards due to Project cargo 
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was not evaluated in the EIS/EIR, as they are deemed to be the responsibility of these 
facilities and not the Port. In the absence of the expanded Pier F intermodal railyard, train 
trips generated by Project cargo still would occur through the City of Commerce, as they 
would be generated by other near-dock railyards or the Bandini and Hobart railyards.  

The ARB is in the process of evaluating and mitigating air quality impacts from these and 
other railyards in California. These analyses evaluate existing plus future growth emission 
scenarios from these facilities. Information on ARB’s Railyard Emission Reduction Program, 
including HRAs and air quality mitigation plans for the Bandini and Hobart railyards, is 
available on the ARB website at http://www.arb.ca.gov/railyard/railyard.htm.  

CC-5. Commenter incorrectly asserts that the Draft EIS/EIR does not analyze the effects that the 
Project’s additional direct and secondary truck trips will have on the freeway segments, major 
thoroughfares, and local streets and roads that serve the City, and considers only the effects 
of truck trips directly related to Port operations. Commenter further states that the Project 
does not consider mitigation for the freeways.  

Please refer to response to comment CC-3 for a detailed explanation, including a table that 
summarizes anticipated Project truck trips in Commerce. Please also refer to responses to 
comments CT-2 through CT-4 for detailed information about the Project’s fair share 
contribution to the I-710 Corridor Project. 

CC-6. The comment implies that the Project would have cumulative noise impacts at sensitive 
receptor locations adjacent to intermodal facilities in the City of Commerce due to increased 
rail and truck operations. However, even though Project operations would generate 
significant truck traffic impacts on the Port’s perimeter roadways (Draft EIS/EIR Section 
3.5.2.3). As stated in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.9.2.3 (Impacts NOI-1.2 and NOI-2.2), Project 
operations would contribute no more than 0.5 dB to ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the 
Port and would not exceed LBMC maximum noise levels adjacent to sensitive receptors sites 
on local surface streets and the Port’s perimeter roadways. Both rail and truck traffic from the 
proposed Project would be less in Commerce than in the immediate vicinity of the Port 
because Project rail and truck traffic would disperse in different directions. Consequently, the 
less than significant noise levels near the Port would be even lower in Commerce, including 
at sensitive receptors near the intermodal facilities. As explained in Section 3.5 of the Draft 
EIS/EIR and in responses to comments CC-3, CC-5, and CC-7, the Project’s rail and truck 
traffic does not cause significant impacts in the City of Commerce. Consequently, Project 
operations would not generate significant noise impacts at sensitive receptor locations 
adjacent to City of Commerce intermodal facilities. As a point of clarification, freeways and 
interstate highways across the nation serve as transportation corridors for regional goods 
movement. Additionally, the comment does not acknowledge the contribution of planning by 
local land use agencies in the region to reduce noise impacts on sensitive receptors adjacent 
to intermodal facilities. For example, truck and rail operations that support intermodal facilities 
in the City of Commerce are a direct result of the land use permitting of intermodal facility 
operations. Truck and rail traffic that transports containers to and from intermodal facilities in 
the City would have been addressed in the CEQA analysis conducted for those facilities. 
Therefore, no revisions to the Final EIS/EIR are required. 

CC-7. Commenter asserts that the analysis of environmental justice needs to consider the effects of 
additional truck trips on the affected minority and low-income populations of Commerce. 

Please refer to response to comment CC-3 regarding City of Commerce’s General Plan 
Update (2008) EIR determination of less than significant traffic impacts, as well as the CMP 
traffic impact discussion. No mitigation measures were identified in the General Plan EIR 
because the traffic generated by the planned goods movement land use types was deemed 
to be less than significant. As the Project traffic impacts are well below the threshold of 
significance in Commerce, no mitigation is required. Even though the Project would not have 
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a significant impact on the community of Commerce, it should be noted that the Los Angeles 
County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro), in cooperation with Caltrans, is 
managing the preparation of an EIS/EIR for the I-710 Corridor Project. Preparation of the 
EIR/EIS includes a comprehensive public outreach process to address key issues, such as 
environmental justice. Several stakeholder groups participate in guiding the project 
alternatives, including elected officials, residents, and technical staff from various agencies 
and each City adjacent to the freeway. The City of Commerce has been actively involved in 
participating in the design of the proposed freight corridor, which is envisioned as four truck 
lanes connecting the railyards to the Ports. The freight corridor alternative would address 
several of the issues raised by the commenter. As stated in response to comment CT-2, the 
Port is committed to working with Caltrans and regional transportation agencies to improve 
the transportation system and mitigate the impacts of goods movement. The Project’s 
anticipated fair share for I-710 improvements is included in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.5 (Table 
3.5-23). 

CC-8. This comment incorrectly asserts that the Project affords mitigation measures to Long Beach 
residents that are not extended to additional areas, including the City of Commerce. 
Consistent with NEPA and CEQA requirements, the Draft EIS/EIR incorporates all feasible 
mitigation measures to address the significant impacts of the proposed Project. If those 
impacts occur in Long Beach, then the mitigation measures would apply in Long Beach. If, 
however, a significant impact of the proposed Project had been identified in Commerce, then 
feasible measures to mitigate the impacts in Commerce would have been imposed on the 
Project. Because the Draft EIS/EIR found no significant impacts in Commerce, no specific 
mitigation measures applicable only in Commerce have been identified. 

The Draft EIS/EIR incorporates all feasible mitigation measures to address the significant 
environmental impacts of the proposed Project. The Draft EIS/EIR incorporates all feasible 
mitigation measures that reduce impacts on air quality, transportation, noise, and 
environmental justice from proposed construction and operational activities that are capable 
of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into 
consideration economic, environmental, legal, social, and technological factors (CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15364). Accordingly, the analysis presented in the document meets the 
requirements of NEPA and CEQA.  

Please see response to comment CC-4. In addition to the mitigation measures proposed by 
the ARB through the Railyard Emission Reduction Program, Mitigation Measure AQ-8, 
Heavy Duty Trucks, which requires container trucks that call at the Middle Harbor container 
terminal to comply with the Port’s CTP tariff, would reduce localized air quality impacts from 
Project trucks that travel in the City of Commerce. Additionally, many other Project mitigation 
measures would directly reduce the impact of Project emissions that may occur in the City 
from the POLB and offshore waters. Conversion of the national line haul locomotive fleet to 
adopted EPA Tiers 3 and 4 non-road standards also will substantially reduce emissions from 
Project trains that traverse through the City in future years. 

CC-9. This comment suggests that the Draft EIS/EIR fails to address cumulative and growth 
inducing impacts outside the Port area and requests recirculation of the Draft EIS/EIR. 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. The 
Draft EIS/EIR has appropriately evaluated the Project’s environmental effects and identified 
mitigation measures and reasonable alternatives to avoid significant environmental impacts. 
Accordingly, the USACE and the Port believe that the analysis presented in the document 
meets the requirements of NEPA and CEQA and therefore, recirculation is not warranted.
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City of Riverside, August 12, 2008 

CR-1. Commenter incorrectly states that the Draft EIS/EIR does not include data and calculations 
for rail trips. 

The rail data are based on the TEUs projected terminal throughput and the percentage of 
total throughput that would be transported via rail. The TEU-per-acre estimates are based on 
the approximate size of the container yard projected for each year noted (2010, 2015, 2020, 
and 2030). Rail cars are combined into trains with an assumed length of 25 rail cars. Details 
and assumptions are provided in Draft EIS/EIR Table 1.6-1 and Appendix B (Table 2-1). The 
worksheets contained as Appendix J of Appendix B provide the calculations, but the 
assumptions are best explained in Draft EIS/EIR Table 1.6-1. This table outlines the 
calculations for determining the amount of cargo, and the resulting train and truck traffic, 
including acreage provided for on-dock rail. Also, this table is used as the reference for the 
impact calculations.  

Please see responses to comments SCAQMD-7, SCAQMD-40, RCTC-2, RCTC-3, RCTC-4, 
RCTC-9, CR-2, CR-3, CR-5, CR-8, CR-9, CR-11, and CC-3.

CR-2. Commenter notes that the traffic study incorrectly states that rail trips are expected to 
increase 94 percent; according to the listed trip numbers (138 trips in 2005 and 2,098 trips in 
2025), rail trips will increase 1,520 percent. The Draft EIS/EIR does not explain or verify rail 
trip data.  

The reference to the 94 percent increase will be deleted, but  the data and results remain the 
same. Rail data are based on the projected terminal TEU throughput and the percentage of 
total throughput that would be transported via rail. Please see assumptions that are included 
in Draft EIS/EIR Talbe 1.6-1and Appendix B (Table 2-1). 

Please also see response to comment CR-1, which explains that Draft EIS/EIR (Table 1.6-1) 
and Appendix B (Table 2-1) offer a detailed summary of the rail data and corresponding 
assumptions. 

CR-3. Commenter states that the Draft EIS/EIR does not define “on-dock” rail facilities and how it 
differs from other types of rail facilities mentioned.  

Section 1.6.2 of the Draft EIS/EIR highlights the difference between on-dock and near-dock 
rail facilities:  “A near-dock intermodal yard is one that is located in or near the Port but 
outside any of the container terminals.”  An “on-dock” rail facility, as the name connotes, is 
located at the container terminal. An “off-dock” rail facility is located farther inland, such as at 
Carson or downtown Los Angeles. 

CR-4. Commenter states that the Draft EIS/EIR does not state whether rail trips are one-way or 
round-trip, and that if they are round-trip, then the rail impacts are actually double the 
reported values. The listed rail trip figuresin the Draft EIS/EIR are for one-way rail trips.  

CR-5. Commenter states that the Draft EIS/EIR must perform a cumulative rail analysis that 
includes rail traffic from the China Shipping Terminal Project at the POLA.  

The cumulative projects list in Table 2.1-1 of the Draft EIS/EIR already includes the China 
Shipping Terminal Project, also known as the Berths 97-109 Container Terminal Project. As 
stated in the Draft EIS/EIR Section 3,5, the travel demand model used in this analysis is 
based on the SCAG Regional Travel Demand Forecasting Model. The model was adjusted to 
include additional projects in and near the Ports, including the Berths 97-109 Container 
Terminal Project. Table 2.1-1 in the Draft EIS/EIR lists all of the projects included in the 
cumulative analysis (Berths 97-109 is project #14). The China Shipping project is projected to 
add three trains per day.  
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A quantitative cumulative analysis was undertaken to confirm that there would be no 
cumulative impacts using the field survey prepared by POLA in connection with its China 
Shipping analysis and applying the City of Riverside’s long-term train counts of 24-hour 
periods, which are discussed in response to comment RCTC-2.8  The cumulative impacts 
would result from additional trains added from the TraPac, China Shipping, and Middle 
Harbor projects. The first two projects did not include specific estimates of number of trains, 
but provided detailed estimates of TEUs. For TraPac, the estimated additional rail freight is 
2304 TEUs per day, which translates to four additional trains per day. For China Shipping, the 
estimated additional rail freight is 128,741 TEUs per month, with 35 percent expected to be 
on-dock rail. Those projections translate to three additional trains per day. Therefore, the 
cumulative impact is based on 12 trains/day (four from TraPac, three from China Shipping, 
and five from Middle Harbor). For most hours of the day, there would only be one additional 
train, but even at four additional trains in the peak hour, the average delay would be 24 
seconds per vehicle.  

Refer to response to comment RCTC-2 for additional information. 

CR-6. Commenter incorrectly states that Section 3.6 of the Draft EIS/EIR admits that increased rail 
traffic will cause adverse traffic impacts, particularly at “at-grade crossings,” and does not 
explain why grade separations are infeasible mitigations for increased rail traffic at at-grade 
intersections. 

Commenter is mistaken in two ways:  First, Section 3.6 concerns vessel transportation, not 
ground transportation, which is found in Section 3.5. Second, and more importantly, Section 
3.5.2.3 concludes that the Project would NOT have a significant effect on rail services or 
vehicular delays at the at-grade crossings, either in the Port vicinity or in the Alameda 
Corridor because the only two local grade crossings have planned improvements and will be 
eliminated in the near future.  

For at-grade crossings in Riverside County, the response to comment RCTC-2 and RCTC-4 
provide a complete analysis of train impacts. The overall finding is that there are delay 
impacts from trains, but these impacts are approximately five to six seconds of delay/vehicle 
per train. Since this is below the threshold of significance (55 seconds of delay/vehicle), the 
impacts are not significant and no mitigation is required.  

Additional grade separations are neither feasible nor warranted as a Project mitigation 
measure. The minimal traffic delays at the at-grade crossings generated by the Project would 
not warrant grade separations because the costs are too high for the benefit received. 

Although the Project impacts to the Riverside County at-grade crossings are not significant, 
the response to comment RCTC-2 provides more information about the Port’s support of the 
Proposition 1B Trade Corridor Improvements Fund (TCIF) for grade separations. The County 
and City of Riverside are receiving more than $150 million of TCIF funding for grade 
separation projects. This regional approach is supported by SCAG and all impacted counties 
as the best means for dealing with regional goods movement activities. 

Please also see the response to comments RCTC-2, RCTC-3, RCTC-9, CR-5, CR-8, CR-11, 
CR-12, and CC-3 responses. 

CR-7. Commenter notes that the Port must analyze the effects of increased rail traffic from the 
Project, and that the Port does not need to have control of the rails to know the amounts and 
destination of rail freight. 

                                                      

 
8 The City of Riverside provided the POLA with copies of long-term train counts of 24-hour periods in connection with POLA’s consideration of Phases II and III of the Berth 97-

109 (China Shipping) Container Terminal Improvements Project. POLB obtained those Riverside counts from POLA in connection with the consideration of the proposed 
Project, and these counts are available by contacting POLB staff. 
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The Draft EIS/EIR has estimated the baseline and with-Project number of trains. The Project 
will generate 5.37 additional trains per day more than the 2005 CEQA Baseline. Of these, 75 
percent (four trains) will likely travel east, with one traveling on the UP line through San 
Bernardino and the other three traveling through Riverside. This increase will result in a five 
to six second vehicle delay in Riverside, which is less than significant. Additional details are 
included in response to comment RCTC-2. The overall finding is that the delay impacts from 
Project-generated trains are not significant.  

Please also see responses to comments SCAQMD-7, RCTC-2, RCTC-3, RCTC-4, RCTC-9, 
CR-8, CR-9, CR-11, and CR-12.

CR-8. Commenter states that rail traffic from the Ports especially affects the City of Riverside 
because 75 percent of the containers from the Ports pass through the city, and erroneously 
concludes that the increased rail traffic from the Project (three more trains a day) will affect 
the City of Riverside even more. 

First, Commenter incorrectly states that 75 percent of the containers from the Ports pass 
through the city by rail. This is impossible because only 40 to 45 percent of all containers 
travel by rail.  

Commenter’s suggestion that an increase in the City’s rail traffic of three trains a day from the 
Project would disproportionately burden the residents of the City does not distinguish 
between existing conditions in the City and the impacts of this Project. The purpose of the 
Draft EIS/EIR is to identify and evaluate the environmental impacts that could potentially be 
caused by the Project, both individually and cumulatively. CEQA does not require that the 
document mitigate existing baseline conditions. These existing conditions, which are the 
result of regional development, are being addressed through those regional programs 
mentioned in response to comment RCTC-2. 

The supplemental information provided by the City in its comment letter, particularly the 2006 
Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) report entitled Impact of Blocked Highway/Rail Grade 
Crossings on Emergency Response Services, confirms that many of the impacts concerning 
the city are the result of regional development. The FRA report acknowledges (in Section 
IV.A) that in many parts of the country, communities grew up around the railroad, which 
means the railroad often runs right through the middle of town. The report further 
acknowledges that, as the towns spread out into the suburbs, development leads to new 
roads and demands for additional grade crossings if there is no nearby grade-separated 
highway. Investigation by the Port confirms that circumstances in the City of Riverside 
conform to this typical pattern. Aerial photographs show that the railroad rights-of-way extend 
through the City of Riverside, with development around the rights-of-way and numerous 
grade crossings. Areas along the railroad rights-of-way and in the areas surrounding the 
railroad rights-of-way have been developed with industrial, commercial, and residential uses, 
and various roadway infrastructure features have been developed.  

SCAG documents show that the City of Riverside, Riverside County, and the Inland Empire 
have been the fastest growing areas in the state. The EIRs for Riverside General Plans, 
including the City of Riverside’s General Plan, show that land use development in the City of 
Riverside and the nearby jurisdictions has resulted in numerous environmental impacts, such 
as traffic congestion on local roadways, freeway congestion, air emissions, and noise. As 
discussed in the Draft EIS/EIR, roadway congestion, in combination with passing trains, 
contributes to at-grade rail crossing delay impacts. 

However, the assertion by the City that Project-related rail traffic would cause significant 
environmental impacts in the City of Riverside is inconsistent with the conclusions of the Final 
EIR for the City’s General Plan (City of Riverside 2007). In that EIR, the City acknowledged 
that traffic delays at the at-grade rail crossings would occur under the Plan. However, the City 
did not identify those delays as potentially significant environmental impacts. In a letter dated 
September 7, 2007, the Friends of Riverside Hills commented on the Draft EIR, urging that 
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the EIR consider impacts of the City’s growth upon the at-grade crossings and include a 
study of the present and projected delays at the City’s grade crossings. The City responded 
to the Friends of Riverside Hills, stating the following (City of Riverside 2007):

In 2003, the City completed the Railroad Grade Separation Report that will help the City 
prioritize the grade separation projects. The City has identified a total of 28 grade 
separation projects, listed below. Of the 28 grade separation projects, one project is fully 
funded, and four are partially funded;

The report will help the City prioritize future grade separations in a comprehensive 
manner, similar to but on a smaller scale than the Alameda Corridor project;

[T]he General Plan includes Policy CCM-12.3 which calls for the City to “Aggressively 
pursue grade-separated rail crossings to alleviate traffic congestion and associated air 
quality and noise impacts.”

Thus, because the City has already studied the impacts of railroad crossings in its 2003 
Railroad Grade Separation Report, which was specifically referenced in the Draft PEIR, 
and has already identified a priority list of grade separation projects, no further analysis is 
required in the Draft EIR.

Although the City’s response acknowledged the role of “expected growth” of the City in 
contributing to at-grade rail crossing delays, the City did not revise its EIR to provide the 
requested detailed traffic impact delay analysis at the at-grade crossings. Instead, the City in 
reliance on the above-quoted statements, declined to make any change to its conclusion that 
at-grade rail crossings in the City would not be significantly impacted or require mitigation. 

Data are available to assess the impact of at-grade rail crossing delays, including the 24-hour 
counts from the City of Riverside Train Blocking Delay Study and POLA’s rail analysis. An 
analysis of the data finds that the Project will not result in a significant impact by itself or 
cumulatively.  

Please see response to comments SCAQMD-7, RCTC-2, RCTC-3, RCTC-4, RCTC-9, CR-5, 
CR-11, CR-12, and CC-3. 

CR-9. Commenter states the Draft EIS/EIR incorrectly claims that remaining rail capacity exists. 
However, the statement in the Draft EIS/EIR is correct. Capacity and operations are different 
concepts. Scheduling delays can occur with as few as two trains, if they both are needed on 
the track at the same time. While increasing the number of trains will increase the potential 
for scheduling conflicts, there is still available capacity (i.e., more trains can be added based 
on a volume to capacity ratio basis). The Project trips do not have a set departure time, 
unlike passenger rail trips. Since the Project rail trip departure times are flexible, the Project 
impact on scheduling is anticipated to be less than significant.  

If the existing rail corridors continue to be the primary routes for freight traffic for all 
operations of the Ports, there could be insufficient rail capacity to accommodate all projected 
cargo throughput. However, for this Project analysis, a reasonable balance between truck 
and train traffic was considered, meaning that rail capacity on the Class I Railroads was 
considered. According to the MCGMAP (refer to RCTC-2 response for a detailed 
explanation), the railroad capacity in 2025 is 174 daily trains. Existing daily trains range from 
110 to 140. Therefore, the addition of three daily trains will not exceed the mainline capacity. 

CR-10. Thank you for your comment. Please see responses to comments RCTC-2, RCTC-3, and 
RCTC-7. 

CR-11. Commenter states that Riverside residents wait an average of three hours per day per 
crossing for trains to pass. The City of Riverside did not provide any source for these 
statistics, but the comment is clearly overstated. As written, the implication is that a typical 
Riverside resident spends three to six hours per day waiting for trains. Rather, it is assumed 
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that the City meant “the average total delay at crossings in the City of Riverside is three to six 
vehicle-hours per crossing.”  Data provided by RCTC in its comment letter (Technical Review 
of Draft EIS/EIR for Middle Harbor Redevelopment Project prepared by Kimley-Horn and 
Associates, Inc.) suggest that the average delay per crossing is 13.2 to 43.9 vehicle-hours of 
delay per day, per crossing in the City of Riverside. Even assuming these higher values are 
accurate, the point of the City’s comment is not clear. As noted in response to comments CR-
8 and RCTC-2 through RCTC-4, total daily delay is not a significance criterion. Even if it 
were, the Project will add 1.9 to 12.0 daily vehicle-hours of delay to the at-grade crossings in 
Riverside County (per RCTC). Assuming an average of 10,000 vehicles/day at these 
crossings (consistent with typical values), the additional delay will be 0.7 to 4.2 
seconds/vehicle. The Port’s methodology (described in response to comment RCTC-4) is 
more comprehensive and conservative. With that methodology, the estimated delays are 
approximately five to six seconds/vehicle. These values are all well below the threshold value 
of 55 seconds/vehicle, so none of these impacts are significant. 

Please see response to comment RCTC-2. 

CR-12. Commenter states that train traffic has delayed fire trucks, police vehicles, and ambulances 
in Riverside.  

Please see response to comments CR-11 and RCTC-2 through RCTC-4. While existing 
trains do result in delays at at-grade crossings, the Draft EIS/EIR considers only whether 
impacts from the proposed Project will be significant. The City has 14 fire stations on either 
side of the main rail corridors strategically placed throughout the City. Pursuant to a 
discussion with City of Riverside Fire Department on February 26, 2009, the City has an 
established emergency response goal of five minutes. The City also has a protocol for 
dealing with rail traffic. If an emergency vehicle experiences a delay at a rail crossing, the 
Captain is required to call dispatch if he anticipates the train delay to result in an overall 
response time of more than five minutes so that a station on the other side of the rail line can 
be dispatched. Therefore, Project generated trains will generate less than a significant impact 
to emergency response. 

CR-13. Thank you for your comment. Please see responses to comments RCTC-2, RCTC-3, and 
RCTC-7 

CR-14. Commenter asserts the Port can mitigate the rail burdens in Riverside by offering fair-share 
contributions to grade separation projects. Many of the problems described by the 
commenter are being addressed by a partnership of regional and state organizations. Various 
southern California counties (including the County of Riverside) comprise the Southern 
California National Freight Gateway, referred to as the Trade Corridor Improvement Fund 
(TCIF). During the past two years, the following southern California agencies have worked 
closely together to develop of list of Tier I and Tier II projects to address various goods 
movement issues throughout all of the respective counties: 

 POLA; 

 Riverside County Transportation Agency (to which the City of Riverside belongs); 

 POLB; 

 San Bernardino Associated Governments; 

 Alameda Corridor Transportation Authority; 

 Orange County Transportation Authority; 

 Alameda Corridor East Construction Authority; 

 Los Angeles County METRO; 

 Ventura County Transportation Commission; 
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 Southern California Rail Authority; and 

 SCAG. 

These agencies have submitted numerous applications to the California Transportation 
Commission for the TCIF funding of individual projects in each county, including grade 
separation projects. Furthermore, as indicated on page 20 of the FRA report that the City of 
Riverside provided, grade separations generally are funded by Caltrans and local 
communities. (FRA p. 20.)  The FRA report also calls for communities to work with the 
railroad (in their communities) to determine the most effective methods for addressing at-
grade crossing traffic congestion and to minimize costs for grade separations.  

Commenter attempts to draw a nexus between Port and/or Project-related truck and rail 
traffic and allegedly significant environmental impacts in Riverside County, including 
significant at-grade rail crossing delay impacts. However, as noted in responses to comments 
CR-8 and CR-11, the at-grade rail crossing delays are well below the significance threshold. 

Please see response to comments RCTC-2 and CBD-65. 
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