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City of Seal Beach, June 25, 2008 

CSB-1. The paragraph cited in the comment has typographical errors. This text has been corrected in 
the Final EIS/EIR. 

CSB-2. Your comment is appreciated and will be forwarded to the Board of Harbor Commissioners. The 
Final EIS/EIR includes additional mitigation measures that would further reduce health risks to 
the community compared to those identified in the Draft EIS/EIR. For example, new Mitigation 
Measure AQ-2a will require BMPs during construction and new Mitigation Measure AQ-25 
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. 
Additionally, the response to comment LBUSD-26 regarding new Final EIS/EIR Mitigation 
Measure AQ-29, which would further mitigate Project cumulative air quality impacts.  

CSB-3. Commenter asserts the Draft EIS/EIR should more specifically describe the impacted 
freeway segments and on-off ramp locations where Project impacts may occur, so that it can 
be determined, for example, how far south of the I-710 impacts extend along the I-405. The 
count locations on I-405 have been specified in the Final EIS/EIR Section 3.5 (Table 3.5-1). 

CSB-4. Commenter requests that the Port discuss any impacts and develop appropriate mitigation 
measures with the City of Seal Beach and Caltrans District 12.  

Based on the traffic volumes, there are no impacts identified along I-405 extending south into 
the City of Seal Beach. Based on the Port’s Transportation Model, under the year 2030 
proposed Project traffic conditions on the I-405 freeway south of I-710 is expected to 
generate the following traffic volumes (PCEs): 

Highway/Freeway Links Auto Bobtail Chassis Container Total PCE
In Out In Out In Out In Out In Out

NB I-405 Fwy s/o I-710  
SB I-405 Fwy s/o I-710 

A.M. Peak Hour 
3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 
0 12 0 12 0 1 0 12 0 51 

MD Peak Hour 
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 
0 8 0 17 0 1 0 16 0 61 

P.M. Peak Hour 
2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 
0 22 0 14 0 1 0 14 0 67 

As shown in the table, the PCE trips on I-405 are anticipated to be below the Los Angeles 
County CMP threshold of 150 trips per hour. Therefore, the Project trips would result in a less 
than significant impact. 

CSB-5. The comment requests analysis of potential impacts on anchorage facilities outside the 
breakwaters of the proposed Project. Container ships rarely use anchorages either inside or 
outside of the breakwater. Once a pilot boards the ships, they go directly to the berths. The 
anchorages adjacent to Seal Beach are used by the USCG. 

The comment correctly notes that the proposed Project would result in an increase of 179 
annual vessel calls. However, as the proposed Project would deepen navigation channels and 
upgrade existing wharf infrastructure to accommodate larger container vessels, the Project 
would better serve ships that visit the Port. Consequently, as the Project would increase and 
optimize cargo handling efficiency and capacity of the Port, it is reasonable to assume that the 
very rare instances of container ships anchoring outside the Port would be reduced. 
Furthermore, the Project would not change the number of existing anchorages outside the 
breakwaters of the Project. Therefore, no revisions to the Final EIS/EIR are required. 

CSB-6. Thank you for your comment. Four hardcopies and an electronic version of the Final EIS/EIR 
will be submitted to the City of Seal Beach.  
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Long Beach Unified School District, August 7, 2008 

LBUSD-1. Your comment is noted and appreciated. Please see responses to comments LBUSD-2 
through LBUSD-22 

LBUSD-2.  The comment identifies 11 LBUSD educational facilities within two miles of the Project area 
boundary, and an additional school located just over 2.1 miles from the boundary. Draft 
EIS/EIR Appendix A-3 (Table A-3-4) and Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.2.1.2 identifies schools and 
sensitive receptors evaluated in the Project HRA. The HRA evaluated impacts to almost all of 
the listed LBUSD schools, including the closest ones to the Project terminal. Therefore, the 
HRA identified the maximum-impacted school locations and these impacts are within 
acceptable levels. The HRA did not specifically evaluate three schools on the LBUSD list, 
including International Elementary School, Bethune Center, and Reid Continuation High 
School. However, since these schools are more distant from Project emissions, Project 
impacts at these locations would be lower than those specifically presented in the Draft 
EIS/EIR. Moreover, the Final EIS/EIR HRA provides an evaluation of Project impacts at these 
three schools and the results verify this conclusion. Final EIS/EIR Appendix A-3 (Table A-3-4) 
has been revised to include all schools that occur within the LBUSD jurisdiction. 

To further mitigate Project cumulative air quality impacts, the Final EIS/EIR includes new 
Mitigation Measure AQ-29, which would further mitigate Project cumulative air quality 
impacts.  

LBUSD-3. Final EIS/EIR Section 3.2 and Appendix A include revisions that more clearly define 
assumptions, mitigation measures, and implementation schedules used in the air quality 
analyses.  

LBUSD-4. The comment suggests that the EIS/EIR should include a more comprehensive analysis of 
air quality impacts on LBUSD facilities. As further explained in the responses to the specific 
comments, the Draft and Final EIS/EIR adequately assess the Project’s potential to cause 
significant impacts to LBUSD schools. Please see responses to comments LBUSD-2, and 
LBUSD-5 through LBUSD-12. 

LBUSD-5. The Project HRA identifies the maximum health impacts to the sensitive receptor group for 
each Project alternative. This group includes schools, day care centers, convalescent homes, 
and hospitals. These maximum impacts identified by the HRA can be used as indicators of 
the relative impact of each Project alternative to LBUSD school locations. The results of the 
HRA show that the proposed Project (Alternative 1)/Alternative 3 would produce the 
highest/lowest impacts to schools. Tables 3.2-23, 3.2-39, 3.2-49, and 3.2-55 summarize 
these results.

The Project alternatives would generate some additional truck traffic to and from the UP 
ICTF. The air quality analyses present estimates of daily emissions, criteria pollutant 
modeling analyses, and HRAs that take into consideration truck trips between the Project 
terminal and this facility for each Project alternative. Prior to the 2030 horizon, the 
improvements to expanded Pier F intermodal railyard would eliminate a good portion of the 
future truck trips between near-dock railyards (such as the UP ICTF) and Middle Harbor 
container terminal. However, it is forecasted that the expanded Pier F intermodal railyard and 
adjacent rail system would be unable to handle all Project intermodal cargo by 2030 and at 
this time; thus, truck traffic would begin to increase between the near-dock railyards and 
Middle Harbor container terminal. Current forecasts show that Alternative 1/Alternative 4 (No 
Project) would generate 1,072/1,017 truck trips to and from the near-dock railyards in 2030, 
compared to 692 that occurred in 2005 (POLB 2008b).  

Activities that occur with the UP ICTF fall under the jurisdiction of UP and not the Port. 
However, for a disclosure of potential future activity levels, air quality impacts, and mitigation 
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measures associated with the UP ICTF, please see the ARB Railyard Emission Reduction 
Program web site at http://www.arb.ca.gov/railyard/railyard.htm. 

LBUSD-6.  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). 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. Final EIS/EIR Section 3.2.4 has been clarified to 
explain this process. 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. 

The Draft EIS/EIR evaluates the effects of all feasible mitigation measures under one 
combined scenario. While performing sensitivity analyses under a range of different control 
measures would provide interesting information, these analyses are beyond the scope of this 
EIS/EIR. 

The Project air quality analyses are based almost entirely on adopted regulations and CAAP 
control measures, which would be included as binding requirements in the terminal lease 
agreement. However, the Draft EIS/EIR analyses simulated implementation of the proposed 
ARB At-Berth Ocean-Going Vessels Regulation, as it was expected that this regulation would 
become law prior to Project year 1 (2010). The Office of Administrative Law (OAL) approved 
the regulation on December 3, 2008 and it became effective on January 2, 2009. Conversely 
and as stated in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.2.1.3, the Project air quality analyses did not 
simulate the Tiers 3 and 4 locomotive emission standards adopted by the EPA on March 14, 
2008, as time did not allow for the inclusion of these standards into the Draft EIS/EIR 
analyses. However, the Final EIS/EIR assumes that based on EPA-estimated 
remanufacturing rates and new purchases, the fleet of locomotives serving SCAB would have 
the equivalent of Tier 3 emissions beginning in 2025.

LBUSD-7. The Project lease agreement would require the terminal operator to comply with all mitigation 
measures identified in the Final EIS/EIR MMRP, including Mitigation Measure AQ-6. As the 
MMRP in the Final EIS/EIR would be certified by the Board of Harbor Commissioners and 
adopted as a Project lease condition, it is speculative to assume Mitigation Measure AQ-6 
would not be implemented (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(f)(5)). Furthermore, as this 
measure is specific to OGV that use the Middle Harbor container terminal, it has a high 
probability of success. Due to many of the reasons mentioned in your comment, it appeared 
that the Fuel Sulfur Regulation for OGV approved by the ARB on July 24, 2008 did not have a 
high probability of being successful. Accordingly, this regulation was not simulated in the 
Draft EIS/EIR. Since that time, the revised regulation proposed by the ARB on October 21, 
2008 appears to have a high potential for success. Therefore, the Final EIS/EIR simulates 
that all Project scenarios would comply with this regulation. In any case, the lease conditions 
on the project would serve as a backstop against the successful challenge of the new ARB 
Fuel Sulfur Regulation for OGV.  

LBUSD-8. Please see responses to comments LBUSD-6 and LBUSD-7. The MMRP table in Section 3.4 
of the Final EIS/EIR provides the implementation schedule for each of the Project mitigation 
measures, many of which are CAAP measures. In general, CAAP measures proposed as 
mitigation measures would take effect in Project year 1, which is assumed to be 2010, or 
earlier; except for Mitigation Measure AQ-5 (Shore-to-Ship [“Cold Ironing”] which has a 
specific implementation schedule of 33 percent of all OGV by 2009, 66 percent of all OGV by 
March 2012, and 100 percent of all OGV by December 2014; Mitigation Measure AQ-7a 
(RMG Crane) which will be implemented by 2020 or earlier; and Mitigation Measure AQ-8 
(CTP) which will be implement based on the schedule identified in the CAAP (also refer to 
Table 3.2-59 of the Final EIS/EIR). All control measures and mitigation measures that were 

10-284



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

MIDDLE HARBOR REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT  APRIL 2009 

assumed in the analysis to reduce emissions will be a mandatory component of the facility 
lease. Final EIS/EIR Section 3.2.2.2 Table 3.2-11 includes clarifications of the emission 
control measures/regulations that apply to each unmitigated/mitigated Project scenario. 

LBUSD-9. The comment incorrectly suggests that health impacts in the Draft EIS/EIR are 
underestimated due to limitations in the HRA methodology. This is not the case, as the 
Project air quality analysis used the most current methods to evaluate health effects that are 
recommended by the SCAQMD and ARB. In addition, the criteria pollutant modeling analysis 
is based on ambient air quality standards that take non-cancer effects into consideration. 
Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.2.2.3 (Impact AQ-6) includes a section entitled Uncertainty of Risk 
Analysis for the purpose of discussing some of the limitations of the Project HRA. It is true 
that the non-cancer REL for DPM approved by the OEHHA was not specifically based upon 
the types of health effects referenced in this comment (e.g., decreased lung function in 
children, aggravated asthma, respiratory and cardiovascular hospitalizations, and premature 
death from non-cancer effects such as respiratory and heard disease). This has been 
clarified in the Final EIS/EIR. The intent of this statement, which was underscored in the 
comment, was to indicate that adverse effects would occur due to elevated exposure to 
particulates, such as those that exceed the DPM HHI. The sentence underlined in this 
comment has been eliminated from the Final EIS/EIR Section 3.2.2.3 (Impact AQ-6) in order 
to avoid any confusion. The Draft EIS/EIR acknowledges that DPM causes a variety of non-
cancer effects, as discussed in the section entitled PM Morbidity and Mortality Considerations 
under Impact AQ-6 (Section 3.2.2.3). 

LBUSD-10. The comment states that the Draft EIS/EIR does not clearly specify that the HRA results do 
not account for risk from UFP. The Project HRA did not evaluate UPF as an individual 
pollutant, as there are no standards or criteria to determine the significance of impacts for 
this pollutant. The Project HRA evaluated DPM emissions, which includes the entire range of 
diesel particulate sizes, including UPF. Impact AQ-6 in Section 3.2.2.3 of Final EIS/EIR has 
been revised to clarify this issue.

LBUSD-11. Regarding clarification on the evaluation of Project non-cancer effects from DPM, please see 
response to comment LBUSD-9. 

LBUSD-12.  The Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.2.3 described air quality impacts estimated for projects (as 
shown in Draft EIS/EIR Table 2.1-1) that would combine with Project impacts and produce 
the most substantial cumulative impacts. This was determined in terms of the potential 
strengths of cumulative project emissions and their proximities to Project emission sources. 
The Draft EIS/EIR did not specifically consider emissions from the proposed UP and SCIG 
ICTF projects. Rather, it can be inferred from the cumulative air quality analysis that 
emissions from the UP facility would continue the degraded air quality conditions within the 
region. Final EIS/EIR Section 3.2.3 has been revised to include summaries of the air quality 
impacts estimated for these projects and to consider their contributions to project cumulative 
impacts. 

Please see response to comment CBD-26 regarding new Final EIS/EIR Mitigation Measure 
AQ-29, which would further mitigate Project cumulative air quality impacts from schools. 

LBUSD-13.  Commenter states that the Port should evaluate how often trains would be diverted to the 
Union Pacific railroad tracks and the impacts those diversions would have on local schools. 

Trains primarily utilize the Alameda Corridor. The primary purpose of the UP tracks is to act 
as an alternative should a blockage occur on the Alameda Corridor. The Alameda Corridor 
has sufficient capacity to accommodate the proposed Project rail traffic, and a blockage 
thereof would be extremely rare and related only to trains serving existing warehouses, 
industrial facilities, and distribution centers connected to this route. Since the Alameda 
Corridor began operating, no blockages have required the use of the UP tracks. Thus, the 
Project would not result in additional usage of the UP tracks. 
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LBUSD-14.  Commenter points out that the Draft EIS/EIR Executive Summary statements about Project 
rail activity regarding no increase in rail activities are inconsistent with statements throughout 
the Draft EIS/EIR that the Project would result in increased train movements.  

Revised statements about Project rail activity have been included in the Final EIS/EIR. Final 
EIS/EIR Section ES.5 has been amended to read:  “Construction would not result in any 
increases in rail activity.”  Final EIS/EIR Section ES.6 has been amended to read:  “As the 
Project would not increase the demand for transit services and its incremental effect on rail 
activities would not be cumulatively considerable, the Project would not contribute towards 
the cumulative impacts on transit or rail services.”  Final EIS/EIR Table ES.8-1 (TRANS-4.2) 
will be amended to read:  “TRANS-4.2:  Project operations would result in an increase in rail 
activities, but would not result in significant impacts.”  Finally, section 3.5.2.3 (Impact TRANS-
4.2) has been amended to state:  “Impact TRANS-4.2:  Project operations would not result in 
any significant impacts because of rail activity.”  Although the Project would result in 
increased train movements to and from the Port, the Project does not increase rail activity by 
an amount that wouldl have significant impacts on the study intersections. 

LBUSD-15. Commenter states that the Draft EIS/EIR describes inconsistent methods for determining 
levels of service for signalized intersections because it utilizes LOS and V/C ratios.  

LOS is a qualitative measure from A (best) to F (worst) describing operational conditions 
within a traffic stream, generally described in terms of such factors as speed and travel time, 
freedom to maneuver, traffic interruptions, comfort and convenience, and safety. LOS is 
measured by degree of volume to capacity ratio. LOS A has a V/C ratio of 0.0 to 0.34, 
whereas LOS F has a V/C ratio of 1.00 or greater. Therefore, there is no inconsistency in the 
methodology utilized. 

LBUSD-16.  Commenter states that trip generation rates do not reflect a worst-case scenario, and should 
not assume that the Port will necessarily expand operating hours or increase dual 
transactions.  

The traffic study conducted for the proposed Project did not intend to estimate traffic impact 
based on the worst-case scenario. CEQA does not require analysis based on a worst-case 
scenario; rather, it requires analysis of the effect which a project is likely to have on the 
environment. Since this proposed Project includes several fully functioning terminals, the 
traffic study was able to use field data to validate and calibrate the transportation model and 
traffic forecast. Specifically, peak-hour trips have been reduced since the Pier-PASS Off-
Peak program was introduced in 2005. Commenter asserts that the assumed increased 
efficiencies due to different terminal operating parameters (e.g., more second-shift and hoot 
shift activity) may not actually occur. However, many of the changes in operation have 
already started to occur. (Section 3.5.22) 

LBUSD-17.  Commenter states the Draft EIS/EIRmakes several references to a Caltrans fair share 
contribution program and states that the references imply that there is no impact when in fact 
the conclusion is that the Project would have unavoidable adverse impacts on study area 
freeways. 

On the contrary, the Draft EIS/EIR concludes that because the Port cannot unilaterally impose 
mitigation measures to add improvements to those segments of the area highways that would 
be impacted by the Project (because they are controlled and maintained by Caltrans), these 
impacts must be deemed significant and unavoidable. See response to comment CBD-67. It 
was merely noted that the Port is participating in several regional programs to deal with regional 
transportation problems (such as the I-710 Corridor EIS/EIR 2008, ATMIS, and the SR-91 
Study), which would minimize the Project’s impacts on highway segments. In addition, when 
Caltrans adopts a strategy and a mitigation program to deal with regional traffic impacts, the 
Port has committed to paying its fair share of the needed improvements. Because it is not 
guaranteed that Caltrans will develop a fair share mitigation program, approval of the Project 
would require the adoption of a Statement of Overriding Considerations. 
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Please see response to comments CT-2 through CT-4, CBD-65, and RCTC-2.  

LBUSD-18. Commenter states that the Draft EIS/EIR stated decrease in delays at the Pico Avenue/Pier 
G Avenue and Harbor Plaza intersection due to construction-related traffic is a questionable 
assertion.  

The Draft EIS/EIR does not state that there will be a decrease in delays at the Pico/Pier G 
Avenue and Harbor Plaza intersection due to construction-related traffic. Rather, the 
proposed Project traffic mitigation would upgrade the intersection of Pico/Pier G at Harbor 
Plaza from ALL-WAY STOP to a fully actuated traffic signal by 2010. This upgrade would 
significantly reduce wait time on all approaches of traffic, thus resulting in decreased delays. 

LBUSD-19. The comment states the Draft EIS/EIR does not address that pile driving activities would 
result in noise levels that exceed significance thresholds at Cesar Chavez School. The noise 
measurement locations identified in the Draft EIS/EIR, including Cesar Chavez Park, were 
selected based on the proximity of sensitive receptors to the Project site and regional 
transportation corridors. As clarified in Final EIS/EIR Section 3.9.1.2, the specified three dBA 
increase in ambient noise levels is an industry standard that is consistently used in the 
environmental review process by local agencies because ambient noise level changes of less 
than three dBA generally cannot be perceived by the human ear. Several jurisdictions use 
three dBA to define a “substantial increase” in ambient noise levels as specified in CEQA 
Guidelines Appendix G (Noise).9   

The comment notes the lowest ambient level recorded in the vicinity of the school was 57 
dBA, and that Cesar Chavez School is located approximately 1,500 feet from the 
northeastern site boundary. However, the school is located approximately 3,500 feet from the 
in-water construction areas where pile driving activities would occur. Pile driving would 
therefore not result in noise levels at the school as high as those noted in the Draft EIS/EIR 
for a distance of 2,500 feet. In addition, there are numerous intervening structures between 
the pile driving location and the school which would further attenuate noise over the longer 
distance leading the EIS/EIR to conclude, “At receiver Sites 3 through 7, increased distance 
from the Project and the shielding effects of intervening structures and topography would 
reduce construction noise levels to below the existing ambient level.”  

As stated in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.9.1.2 (Existing Noise Environment in the Project 
Region), noise measurement Site 3, which is located on Golden Avenue immediately east of 
Cesar Chavez Park, between 4th and 5th  Streets, was selected as a representative sensitive 
receptor site due to existing residential uses east of the site and the school to the south. 
Consequently, Cesar Chavez School location was evaluated as a sensitive receptor in the 
assessment of noise impacts during construction activities (i.e., pile driving) at Site 3. 
Although Cesar Chavez School is located approximately 1,500 feet from the northeastern site 
boundary, the school is located approximately 3,500 feet from the in-water construction areas 
where pile driving activities would occur. Pile driving would therefore not result in noise levels 
at the school as high as those noted in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.9.2.3 for a distance of 2,500 
feet. In addition, there are numerous intervening structures between the pile driving location 
and the school which would further attenuate noise over the longer distance. While the 
impact noise of pile driving noise would occasionally be audible at the school site intermixed 
with ambient levels because of its intermittent character, it is not expected to be obtrusive. 
However, Final EIS/EIR Mitigation Measure NOI-1.1a has been revised to state: 

                                                      

 
9 The following environmental guidance documents and EIRs use three dBA to define a “substantial” increase in noise: (1) County of Ventura Initial Study Guidelines; City of 

Santa Barbara Initial Study Guidelines; (3) Final EIR - Riverview Offices Project (City of Del Mar; State Clearinghouse Number: 2007091007); Parklands Specific Plan EIR (City 
of Ventura; State Clearinghouse No: 2008031082); County of Riverside Public Safety Enterprise Communication Project Draft EIR (County of Riverside; State Clearinghouse 
No. 2008021126); and Final EIR No. 06.03 for the Oxnard Village Specific Plan Project (City of Oxnard, State Clearinghouse Number: 20066101099). 
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NOI-1.1a:  Temporary noise barriers shall be located between noise-generating 
construction activities (e.g., pile driving) and hotel/residential buildings and 
Cesar Chavez School to the east.  

In addition, as described in more detail in response to comment USEPA(B)-8, the Port has 
developed the Schools and Related Sites Program to help mitigate cumulative noise impacts 
from Port operations, including the Project. The program: (1) establishes eligibility criteria for 
potential applicants based on facility type and the proximity to the SPBP; (2) provides metrics 
that will be used to assess a proposed Project’s noise impact mitigation potential based on 
established regulatory mitigation programs and recent scientific information on noise impacts; 
and (3) explains how the Port Board Harbor Commissioners will choose among eligible 
proposals and approve funding. Cesar Chavez School, along with other LBUSD schools, will 
be eligible to apply for funds from this program for noise mitigation projects. Section 3.9.3 of 
the Final EIS/EIR has been revised to include a discussion of the Schools and Related Sites 
Program. 

LBUSD-20. Please see response to comment LBUSD-19. Final EIS/EIR Mitigation Measure NOI-1.1a 
(Section 3.9.2.3) has been revised to stipulate that temporary noise barriers shall be located 
between noise-generating construction activities (e.g., pile driving) and Cesar Chavez School 
to the east. Furthermore, the standard noise construction control in Final EIS/EIR Section 
1.7.3 has been revised as follows:  

Notification – The Port would publish notices in the Press Telegram and all property 
managers adjacent to the Project site would be notified in advance of the construction 
schedule. The Port would coordinate with schools and other affected agencies to ensure 
construction activities do not substantially interfere with facility operations.

LBUSD-21. The comment requests advance notification of construction schedules for the proposed 
Project. The Port will ensure that the LBUSD is provided a schedule of construction activities 
prior to commencement of construction activities. LBUSD is on the Port’s mailing list and will 
receive all public notices for the Project and future projects. 

LBUSD-22. Your comment is appreciated. Please see response to comments LBUSD-2 through LBUSD-
21 for discussion explaining how the Draft EIS/EIR includes schools as sensitive receptors 
and adequately evaluates air, noise, and traffic impacts on these receptor sites.  

The HRA cancer and non-cancer risk analyses provided in the Draft EIS/EIR consider health 
impacts from both proposed construction and operational emissions, combined, which goes 
beyond the requirements of guidance from cognizant agencies, including the “Air Quality and 
Risk Assessment Analysis Protocol for Proposed Projects at the POLB” (POLB 2007b); 
OEHHA’s “Air Toxics Hot Spots Program Guidance Manual for Preparation of Health Risk 
Assessments” (OEHHA 2003); the SCAQMD’s “Supplemental Guidelines for Preparing Risk 
Assessments for Toxics “Hot Spots” Information and Assessment Act (AB 2588)” (SCAQMD 
2005a); and “Health Risk Assessment Guidance for Analyzing Cancer Risks from Mobile 
Source Diesel Emissions” (SCAQMD 2003). A discussion was included in the Draft EIS/EIR 
regarding health impacts beyond the HRA, including PM morbidity and mortality, health 
impacts from DPM emission, and uncertainty in risk analysis (Draft EIS/EIR page Section 
3.5.2.2 (Impact AQ-6). Additionally, Draft EIS/EIR Appendix A-3 provides details regarding 
the HRA modeling analysis.  
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Riverside County Transportation Commission, July 9, 2008 

RCTC-1. The comment suggests that the Draft EIS/EIR fails to analyze and mitigate reasonably 
foreseeable Project impacts in Riverside County. 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. Please see 
response to comments RCTC-2 through RCTC-9 for additional details. 

RCTC-2. Commenter provides information to suggest that increased rail and truck traffic from the Port 
disproportionately burdens the residents of Riverside County. However, the commenter does 
not distinguish between existing conditions in the County 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 regional 
programs, such as: 

 San Pedro Bay CAAP, available at: www.cleanairactionplan.org/reports/documents/; 

 SCAG’s Regional Transportation Plan, available at: www.scag.ca.gov/rtp2008/final-
amendment/; 

 Multi-County Goods Movement Action Plan and the State’s Goods Movement Action 
Plan, discussed below; 

 Southern California National Freight Gateway Collaboration Agreement, which is be-
ing implemented through the Proposition 1B TCIF, discussed below; 

 I-710 Corridor EIS/EIR, discussed at pages 3.5-13, 3.5-14 of the Draft EIS/EIR; 

 SR-91 Study, discussed at page 3.5-14 of the Draft EIS/EIR; and 

 ATMIS system, discussed at pages 3.5-13, 3.5-14 of the Draft EIS/EIR. 

With regard to the Project, every aspect of the Draft EIS/EIR transportation analysis, 
including the traffic study, complies with all applicable environmental regulations, including 
CEQA. The traffic study was prepared in accordance with City of Long Beach procedures and 
CMPTIA procedures.

RCTC’s comment encompasses three separate issues:  (i) the overall impacts on Riverside 
County from increased rail and freight; (ii) the impacts of truck traffic on freeways in Riverside 
County; and (iii) the impacts of increased rail at at-grade crossings. Each issue is addressed 
below. 

Overall impacts on Riverside County.  Although the analysis indicates that the Project 
would not exceed the traffic thresholds for significance established for Los Angeles or 
Riverside Counties or commonly accepted rail impact thresholds, the SCAG Regional 
Transportation Plan recognizes overall growth in regional population, employment, and goods 
movement will continue to create congestion on freeways, arterials, and rail corridors, and 
has adopted policies and programs aimed at addressing congestion impacts. As noted 
above, these impacts are being addressed outside of this Project through local and regional 
programs. 

In January 2007, the Business, Transportation and Housing Agency and California 
Environmental Protection Agency prepared the Multi-County Goods Movement Action Plan 
(MCGMAP, available at: www.metro.net/projects_studies/mcgmap/action_plan/). RCTC is 
one of the regional MCGMAP representative agencies participating in this unprecedented 
partnership between county, regional, and state transportation agencies to address the goods 
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movement challenge faced by Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside, San Bernardino, San Diego, 
Ventura, and Imperial counties. These counties comprise the U.S.’s preeminent international 
commerce gateway, handling 44 percent of the Nation’s containerized imports. This 
preeminence reflects southern California’s competitive advantage derived from its unique 
combination of large deep-water ports; the proximity of the California/Mexico border; the 
West Coast’s largest population concentrations; one of the Nation’s largest densities of 
transloading, consolidation, and distribution warehouses; and the availability of intermodal 
facilities. The region also has unparalleled connectivity by all-weather Interstate freeways and 
transcontinental rail lines to all points within the U.S. RCTC joined other regional agencies to 
address infrastructure needs, environmental concerns, and community impacts related to the 
region’s robust goods movement activities. The MCGMAP partners are the transportation 
and planning agencies that co-manage the development of the Action Plan:  Los Angeles 
County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro), Orange County Transportation 
Authority, RCTC, San Bernardino Associated Governments, San Diego Association of 
Governments, SCAG, Ventura County Transportation Commission, and Caltrans Districts 7, 
8, 11, and 12. The MCGMAP partners plan, fund, maintain, operate, construct and implement 
multi-modal transportation projects and influence the goods movement system through the 
regional planning and programming of funds to transportation projects. 

Because federal, state, and regional agencies have varying regulatory authorities over the 
trucking and rail industries, the MCGMAP partners have little ability to unilaterally regulate the 
operations, business practices, and/or pollutant emissions of the private sector goods 
movement operators, and no authority to regulate shippers and ocean carriers. As a result, 
the MCGMAP partners have focused primarily on goods movement infrastructure while 
acknowledging the essential roles to be played by the regulatory agencies, the Ports CAAP, 
and public or private technology initiatives.  

Given their defined roles and responsibilities, the MCGMAP partners cannot fully implement 
many of the plan’s recommended strategies on their own. Therefore, to fully realize the 
benefits of this plan, continued collaboration and consensus building among the MCGMAP 
partners and other public and private sector stakeholders will be necessary and critical. 

Both ports work with regional transportation agencies, including RCTC, as indicated by the 
“Southern California National Freight Gateway Collaboration Agreement” that the Ports 
entered into on October 12, 2007 (RCTC Partnership Agreement 07-67-041-00). The 
agreement confirmed the commitment of all of the agencies that had participated in the 
MCGMAP process initiated by the State Business, Transportation & Housing Agency. The 
goal of the collaboration is to improve sustainable and efficient freight transportation 
operations via rail and truck in the southern California region, while protecting and enhancing 
health and safety, air quality, and the well-being of adjacent communities.  

Like MCGMAP, the Agreement derived from the realization that many of the regional goods 
movement impacts are attributable to factors outside of the region’s direct sphere of 
influence, namely federal trade and state transportation policies. In furtherance of the 
USDOT's National Strategy to Reduce Congestion on America's Transportation Network, the 
agreement establishes collaboration among RCTC, Los Angeles County Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority (Metro), the Orange County Transportation Authority, San 
Bernardino Association of Governments, Ventura County Transportation Commission, 
Imperial County Transportation Commission, SCAG, POLA, POLB, Port Hueneme, State 
Departments of Business, Transportation and Housing, California Environmental Protection 
Agency, California Resources Agency, U.S. Department of Transportation, U. S. Department 
of Interior, USACE, EPA, and the U.S. Department of Commerce. Its purpose is to advance 
projects that contribute to efficient freight transportation while protecting and enhancing 
environmental and community issues. 

The southern California collaboration and consensus demonstrated its first success during 
the competition to obtain state TCIF provided by the passage of Proposition 1B (Prop 1B). 
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The California Transportation Commission allocated approximately 60 percent of the nearly 
$3.1 billion bond funding for goods movement to the southern California partnership, 
including $152.7 million for 12 grade separation projects in Riverside County. The funding 
allocation marked the most significant financial commitment by the State for railroad grade 
separations and solidified the importance of the regional partnership. The collaboration 
provided information and data to secure the funding allocation requests; significantly, cargo 
growth projections for the ports, including projections from this Project, were utilized to 
support the need for grade separations along key rail corridors in Riverside. This information 
is also being supplied to support funding requests through federal appropriations, the 
proposed Stimulus Bill, and the upcoming Transportation Bill. 

Impacts on freeways in Riverside County.  Commenter states that trucks carrying cargo 
containers from the Ports will contribute to congestion on the freeways in Riverside County. 
While some trucks that service the ports use the roadway system in Riverside County, 
identifying truck traffic from the Ports as one of the “main causes of traffic snarls” (i.e., 
congestion) is a gross overstatement. Trips from the Ports constitute a small percentage of 
trips in Riverside County. Cambridge Systematics prepared the “Critical Goods Movement 
Issues Scan for Riverside County” (September 15, 2006) for RCTC. That study addressed 
current and future trucking, freight, and distribution center data, specifically focused on 
Riverside County, finding that the traffic volume on freeways into Riverside County includes 
only 0.5 to 0.7 percent port truck traffic. Those data include trucks from both ports (Los 
Angeles and Long Beach), so the volume from the POLB only is even smaller. The Project 
would only be a small component of the total POLB truck traffic. 

Most of the technical support in this comment (as well as comment RCTC-5) appears to be 
drawn from two sources:  an article in the Los Angeles Times (Weikel and Rubin, June 10, 
2008) and personal opinions from State Senator George Runner. Both of these sources have 
technical limitations: 

The Los Angeles Times article states that the truck trips on Riverside County freeways “are 
expected to double in order to accommodate port growth by the year 2025.”  There is no 
evidence to support a contention that the percentage of overall Riverside County freeway 
truck traffic that is Port-related has or will increase so substantially due to this Project. Some 
simple calculations illustrate the inaccuracy of that statement: 

 Only a small percentage of the projected increase in truck volumes can be attributed 
to Port traffic. Based on RCTC statistics as noted above, less than one percent of 
freeway traffic in Riverside County comes from the POLA and POLB (Cambridge 
Systematics, Inc. 200610).  

 Approximately 10 percent of all freeway traffic in Riverside County is trucks (based 
on Caltrans data available from its Website http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/traffops 
/saferesr/trafdata/truck2007final.pdf). 

 If less than one percent of all traffic comes from the Ports, even assuming nearly all 
of this traffic is trucks, less than 10 percent of the truck traffic on Riverside County 
freeways comes from the Ports. 

 If overall Riverside County freeway truck traffic doubled due to Port related traffic on-
ly, Port related truck traffic on Riverside County freeways would have to increase 
from its current 10 percent of overall Riverside County freeway truck traffic to 50 
percent of overall Riverside County freeway truck traffic. 

                                                      

 
10  www.rctc.org/downloads/Critical%20Goods%20Movement%20Issues%20Scan%20for%20Riverside%20County%2006-09-15.pdf 
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The second citation is to a partisan political statement by an elected official (Runner). Senator 
Runner’s staff identified one piece of data (about trucks taking 25 to 30 percent of freeway 
space) from a document prepared by the Reason Foundation (http://www.reason.org/ 
ps324.pdf). The accuracy of this particular “fact” is addressed in detail later in this document 
(see response to comment RCTC-5), but third-hand, unsupported statements are not 
sufficiently credible to constitute substantial evidence.  

To illustrate the relatively small volume of truck traffic from the Project that would affect 
Riverside County, an additional set of analyses was conducted. First, pursuant to the County 
of Riverside’s methodology, which compares the future “2030 With Project” freeway 
conditions with the future “2030 No Project” freeway conditions, the additional a.m. and p.m. 
peak hour truck trips generated by the Project are shown in the table below. The 2030 Project 
would add a total of 639 a.m. peak hour (8 -9 a.m.) and 560 p.m. peak hour (4-5 p.m.) truck 
trips to the five-county SCAG region, whereas the “2030 No Project” alternative would add a 
total of 574 a.m. peak hour and 546 p.m. peak hour truck trips. (Draft EIS/EIR Table 3.5-13 
and Table 3.5-44.)  As shown in the table below, the difference is 65 a.m. and 14 p.m. peak 
hour trips, respectively, which are well-below the 100 and 200 peak hour trip thresholds 
identified in the Riverside County Traffic Impact Analysis Preparation Guidelines (page 12, 
items 9 and 10).11 

 2030 Total a.m. Peak  
Hour Truck Trips 

2030 Total p.m. Peak  
Hour Truck Trips 

Proposed Project 639 560 
No Project Alternative 574 546 
Difference 65 14 

Thus, even assuming all of the additional 2030 peak hour truck trips went through Riverside 
County – they will not – there would not be enough Project truck trips to even trigger the need 
to prepare a traffic analysis under the County’s Guidelines. 

The above analysis was corroborated using the travel demand model used in the Draft 
EIS/EIR. The total number of a.m. and p.m. peak hour truck trips associated with the 
proposed Project in 2030 is 1,199. These trips are the model-estimated total coming in and 
out of the driveway of the Project site during the 8-9 a.m. and 4-5 p.m. daily peak hour 
periods in 2030. (Draft EIS/EIR Table 3.5-13). The truck trips leaving the Port were tracked 
(using a tool called “select link analysis”) throughout the region.12  The total Project-related 
trips in 2030 on SR 91 (between I-15 and SR 60/I-215); I-15 (between SR 91 and I-10); SR 
60 (between SR 71 and I-15); and I-10 (east of I-15) were tabulated using the County of 
Riverside’s methodology, which compares the future “2030 With Project” freeway conditions 
with the future “2030 No Project” freeway conditions. The select link analysis results are 
contained in the table below. The table shows that in the p.m. peak hour, the 2030 Project 
would add only six trucks on SR-91 and would actually result in a decrease of four trucks on 
I-10. The largest addition of peak hour 2030 Project truck trips on any one freeway was only 
17, which would occur on the I-10 East of I-15 (eastbound) during the a.m. peak hour. As 
stated, the Riverside County Traffic Impact Analysis Preparation Guidelines exempt projects 
anticipated to generate fewer than 100 vehicles in a peak hour from preparing a traffic study. 
Under these Guidelines, the Project would be exempt.13   

                                                      

 
11 The Riverside County Traffic Impact Analysis Preparation Guidelines is available at: http://www.rctlma.org/trans/documents/pamphlets/traffic_impact_anaylsis.pdf. 
12 Select link analysis provides projections of the distribution of future Project trips. Select link analysis is most accurate within close proximity of the Project and less accurate on 

links that are further away. Select link data provided in the table below is based on the regional SCAG model land use and socio-economic assumptions. Data has not been 
post-processed outside of the study area, which explains the low projected traffic volumes on SR-60 and the lack of any Project trips on I-15. In turn, the model could be project-
ing too many trips on SR-91 and I-10. 

13 Even under the most conservative methodology, which compares peak hour Project truck trips to the 2005 CEQA Baseline, the Project would add only 94 a.m. peak hour truck 
trips on westbound SR-91 and 86 PM peak hour truck trips on eastbound SR-91 (see select link analysis table), which are below the 100 vehicle threshold and well below the 
200 vehicle threshold provided on page 12 of the Riverside County Traffic Impact Analysis Preparation Guidelines. 
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Select Link Analysis 
Table:Location

2030
Project 

a.m. Peak 
Hour

2030 No 
Project 

a.m.
Peak 
Hour

2030 a.m.
Peak Hour 
Difference

2030
Project 

p.m.
Peak 
Hour

2030 No 
Project 

p.m.
Peak 
Hour 

2030 p.m.
Peak Hour 
Difference

SR-91 East of I-15 (eastbound) 78 77 1 86 80 6 
SR-91 East of I-15 (westbound) 94 78 16 64 63 1 
I-15 North of  SR-91 (northbound) 0 0 0 0 0 0 
I-15 North of SR-91 (southbound) 0 0 0 0 0 0 
SR-60 West of I-15 (eastbound) 8 2 6 17 13 4 
SR-60 West of I-15 (westbound) 0 0 0 0 1 1 
I-10 East of I-15 (eastbound) 36 19 17 34 38 -4 
I-10 East of I-15 (westbound) 22 14 8 51 54 -3 

Furthermore, commenter recognized that only about 29 percent of daily truck trips from the 
Ports travel toward the Inland Empire (Riverside and San Bernardino Counties). (Technical 
Review of Draft EIS/EIR for Middle Harbor Redevelopment Project prepared by Kimley-Horn 
and Associates, Inc., p. 8, submitted with RCTC’s comment letter.)  In 2030, the No Project 
and Project alternatives would generate 9,594 and 10,112 daily truck trips, respectively – a 
difference of 518 more daily truck trips with the Project. Because only 29 percent of these 
daily trips would pass through the Inland Empire, this equates to 150 daily trips. Based on the 
select link analysis, I-10 and SR-91 are projected to carry 42.5 percent of the a.m. peak hour 
truck trips and SR-60 is projected to carry 15 percent. In the p.m. peak hour, SR-91 and SR-
60 are projected to carry 63 and 37 percent, respectively. This suggests that the 150 daily 
Project truck trips destined for the Inland Empire would be distributed on three primary east-
west freeway corridors. 

Please also refer to response to comment RCTC-6. 

Finally, the congestion along the freeways in Riverside County is more predominantly a result 
of agency-approved land use planning and development throughout the County. Riverside 
County, through its land use policies, has approved the development of a large number of 
industrial facilities, warehouses, and commercial uses (including big boxes) that generate 
numerous daily truck trips, not only within the County, but also between the County and the 
rest of the nation. These developments and their tenants import, export, or otherwise 
transport goods, raw materials, and finished products to and from Riverside County. Although 
there are Port-related trips that travel on freeways that extend through Riverside County, 
those trips are a small percentage of the overall trips.  

Impacts at at-grade train crossings. As discussed more fully below, the response to this 
comment is two-fold:  First, the impact of the Project at Riverside County at-grade crossings 
has been analyzed and found to be less than significant. Second, most of the impacts at at-
grade crossings are due to land use decisions in Riverside County where environmental 
analyses have not identified the need for grade separations as mitigation. 

The Draft EIS/EIR (Table 1.6-1) indicates that the Project would increase the number of 
trains  traveling from Middle Harbor to downtown Los Angeles via the Alameda Corridor. The 
number of trains would increase 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. Existing 
distribution indicates that approximately 75 percent of the trains travel east and 25 percent 
travel north. There are two eastern routes, one owned by BNSF that travels along SR-91 and 
the other owned by UP that travels along I-10. The worst case scenario indicates that the 
Project would generate an additional three trains per day through Riverside. 
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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.14  The 
following impact analysis utilizes those counts and the methodology employed by Riverside 
County for prioritizing grade separation projects. Finally, the analysis applies the Highway 
Capacity Manual (2000) average vehicle delay, which is consistent with Riverside County 
Traffic Impact Analysis Preparation Guidelines.15 

The assumptions in this response are based on the following details derived from the City of 
Riverside’s Train Block Delay Study rail counts: 

 70 to 95 trains per day travel on the BNSF line, including 11 passenger trains; 

 An average of 40 trains per day travel on the UP line, including 13 passenger trains; 

 Average gate down time for freight trains is three minutes and for passenger is one 
minute; 

 No more than seven trains cross per hour; 

 During the a.m. peak hours (6:30 to 8:30 a.m.), the average total gate down time per 
hour is less than six minutes; and  

 During the p.m. peak hours (4:30 to 6:30 p.m.), the total average gate down time per 
hour is less than five minutes. 

Regarding at-grade crossing delays, RCTC made substantially identical claims in connection 
with the Port of Los Angeles’s Recirculated Draft EIS/EIR recently prepared for POLA’s Berth 
97-109 Project. In response, POLA conducted a field survey of trains traveling along rail lines 
through Riverside County and the City of Riverside, which concluded that the additional 
project rail traffic would not result in significant impacts to traffic at at-grade crossings in 
Riverside County.16  This data is consistent with the data included in the long-term train 
counts of 24-hour periods provided by the City of Riverside. 

POLA found that one additional train in the peak hour in Riverside County and City of 
Riverside would result in an average vehicle delay of approximately five to six seconds which 
is deemed a good level of service when compared to the HCM measure of 55 seconds per 
vehicle.17 

POLA’s study also included a cumulative analysis of the impact of multiple trains from 
different sources. While the delay would increase, multiple trains would cumulatively 
contribute to an impact that was less than significant. For example, four trains arriving in a 
peak hour (with an average gate time of three minutes) would result in an average delay of 
approximately 24 seconds per vehicle. According to Riverside’s 24-hour counts and the 
POLA peak hour counts, the probability of four freight trains crossing in a peak hour is less 
than 10 percent. During 48 separate hours of observations in Riverside County in October 
2008, there were only three hours (out of 48) when more than two freight trains were 
observed during the peak hours. This is consistent with the 24-hour counts. It is more likely 
that the additional trains would travel during different hours of the day when traffic volumes 
are lower, creating less than five to six seconds of additional delay during more non-peak 
hours. 

                                                      

 
14 The City of Riverside’s copies of long-term train counts of 24-hour periods available by contacting POLB staff. 
15  Riverside County Traffic Impact Analysis Preparation Guide, p. 3, available at: http://www.rctlma.org/trans/documents/pamphlets/traffic_impact_anaylsis.pdfIbid. 
16   “Riverside County Train Data Collection and Analysis Technical Memorandum” prepared by CH2MHill in 2008 and available by contacting POLB staff. 
17 The threshold for vehicle delay of 55 seconds per vehicle is based on a national resource (the Highway Capacity Manual), which RCTC requires for the preparation of traffic 

impact analyses. There is no specific applicable guidance for Riverside County rail crossings, but the HCM methodology provides a measure of vehicle delay that can be uti-
lized to determine performance at railroad crossings. 
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Because the average vehicle delay from cumulative trains from POLA’s West Basin terminals 
would be substantially less than the significance threshold of 55 seconds per vehicle, POLA 
concluded that there would be no cumulative impact from its projects, and therefore there 
was no requirement to provide mitigation. 

To extend the POLA’s analysis and applying the City of Riverside’s 24-hour rail counts, a 
more quantitative cumulative analysis was undertaken to confirm that there would be no 
cumulative impacts. 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). Of these, 75 percent 
(nine additional trains) are expected to travel east through Riverside. For most hours of the 
day, there would only be one additional train, particularly in the peak hours when passenger 
rail accounts for up to four trains per hour, but even at four additional trains in the peak hour, 
the average delay would be 24 seconds per vehicle. A delay of 24 seconds would be less 
than significant, and therefore no mitigation is required.

The City of Riverside provided similar comments about existing delays to emergency service 
providers in the City of Riverside. In this regard, please also see responses to comments CR-6, 
CR-8, CR-9, CR-14. The Final EIR for the City’s 2007 General Plan concluded that the planned 
grade separations in the City would address at-grade rail crossing impacts sufficiently to keep 
them from having to be evaluated as potentially significant impacts in that EIR. 

More broadly, the ultimate source of congestion and delays on transportation facilities in the 
Inland Empire, including at-grade rail crossings within the Inland Empire counties, is from 
planned and approved land developments and the associated population growth that has 
occurred on either side of long-standing railroad rights-of-way. A review of the County of 
Riverside’s 2003 General Plan Update and its certified EIR shows that “it is projected that at 
build out, a population of 1.77 million persons will reside in unincorporated areas of Riverside 
County.”  Additional information is available at: (http://www.rctlma.org/genplan/content/eir/ 
volume1/). In addition, the General Plan recognizes the economic importance of goods 
movement and established the TUMF to fund infrastructure projects throughout the county. 
The program charges fees to goods movement uses, such as warehouses and distribution 
centers, to fund freight corridor improvements, such as grade separations. Five City of 
Riverside at-grade crossings have been fully funded, including the UP and BNSF crossings at 
Columbia Avenue and Iowa Avenue and the UP crossing at Magnolia Avenue. However, 
despite the substantial growth planned for the unincorporated areas of Riverside County, the 
County General Plan EIR did not identify traffic delays at the at-grade rail crossings as 
potentially significant environmental impacts, even though the information regarding the 
planned growth was available in a document developed for RCTC to prioritize grade 
separations (Riverside County Rail Crossing Priority Analysis 2001). 

Furthermore, as indicated on page 20 of the FRA report that the City of Riverside provided, 
the 2006 FRA report entitled Impact of Blocked Highway/Rail Grade Crossings on 
Emergency Response Services (FRA report), grade separations generally are funded by the 
Caltrans or local agencies. The FRA report also calls for communities to work with the 
railroads in their communities to determine the most effective methods for addressing at-
grade crossing traffic congestion and to minimize costs for grade separations. The Riverside 
County Transportation Authority has been an integral part of those processes. 

As for feasibility of grade separations, low traffic volumes such as those generated by the 
Project generally do not warrant grade separations because the costs are too high for the 
benefit received. Costs of grade separations vary depending on various physical constraints, 
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but the Port of Long Angeles has estimated costs to start at nearly $102 million (based on 
actual costs from prior grade separation projects at the POLA and not assuming the 
increased costs of materials). Recent, more focused grade separation projects in Orange 
County have been estimated at $20 million or more. Regardless of the cost, these projects 
also often take a number of years to be constructed, which often results in periodic delays in 
traffic. For relatively low traffic volumes, the costs and potential traffic delays outweigh the 
potential benefits. In addition, a number of grade crossings and traffic improvements 
unrelated to the Project in the area are expected to further decrease traffic congestion. 

Despite the lack of any demonstrated significant impact of Port traffic on the Inland Empire 
jurisdictions, the POLB and POLA have supported the region’s pursuit of the Prop 1B TCIF 
for grade separations. The County and City of Riverside combined will receive over $150 
million of TCIF for 12 grade separation projects. Also, due to limited trackage on the rail 
routes through Riverside County and demand for expanded Metrolink and Amtrak passenger 
rail service, future alterations to rail freight travel are being studied. Per the Inland Empire 
Rail Study prepared by the SCAG in 2005 (available at: www.metro.net/projects 
studies/mcgmap/action_plan/), the preferred future rail routes for freight traffic are projected 
to be the UP Alhambra and UP San Gabriel lines, and therefore will go through San 
Bernardino County instead of Riverside County. 

Also, as stated in the Draft EIS/EIR, should the Caltrans develop a plan for improving freight 
corridors and a related fair share calculation, the Port would participate as required. 

Please see responses to comments CT-1, RCTC-3, RCTC-4, RCTC-5, RCTC-6, CC-3, CBD-
65, and CBD-66 

RCTC-3. Commenter states that the Draft EIS/EIR analyzes traffic impacts near the Port, and fails to 
analyze reasonably foreseeable impacts in Riverside County. Commenter further asserts that 
while the Draft EIS/EIR finds that the Project would not generate more rail activity, data from 
the Draft EIS/EIR contradict that finding. 

In general, the Port recognizes freight movement impacts key freeway corridors, and is 
working with Caltrans to identify opportunities for improving key freight movement corridors. 
The Port also recognizes that some goods travel to warehouses throughout the region that lie 
outside of the study area.  

However, the impacts beyond the study area (e.g., Riverside County) have been shown to be 
less than significant because the number of trips associated with the Project is low and 
because the trucks disperse to several different routes once beyond the study area. The 
significance criterion for this assessment is the CMP methodology which requires impact 
analysis where 150 or more trips during either the a.m. or p.m. weekday peak hours are 
added to a freeway segment. 

As set forth in response to comment RCTC-2, the number of peak hour truck trips associated 
with the proposed Project is 1,199. These trips are the total coming in and out of the driveway 
of the Project site during the 8-9 a.m. and 4-5 p.m. daily peak hour periods in 2030 (p. 3.5-
46). A select link analysis was conducted to determine the number of Port trucks that would 
be generated by the Project on Riverside County freeways. As noted in response to comment 
RCTC-2, the additional truck trips generated by the Project on Riverside County freeways 
would be less than significant.

The select link analysis provides a means of estimating Project 2030 traffic volumes to 
determine whether additional traffic analysis is required in accordance with the Los Angeles 
County CMP for analyzing freeway segments. Riverside County Traffic Impact Analysis 
Preparation Guidelines include a similar threshold which provides that projects that are 
anticipated to generate less than 100 peak hour trips in certain circumstances and 200 peak 
hour trips in other circumstances are generally exempt from further analysis. Since the 
Project results in only 65 a.m. and 14 p.m. peak hour trips, the Project would not have 

10-318



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

MIDDLE HARBOR REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT  APRIL 2009 

significant impacts under either the150-peak hour trip CMP standard or the 100/200-peak 
hour trip threshold in the County of Riverside Guidelines. The Draft EIS/EIR uses the number 
of anticipated truck trips as the basis for part of its analysis and presents the information 
using truck trips during the peak hour, consistent with the significance thresholds and 
consistent with industry standards for performing traffic analyses. Although the number of 
annual truck trips might appear “enormous” to the commenter, NEPA and CEQA traffic 
impact analyses on freeways are performed based on peak-hour impacts, not aggregated 
annual trip generation.

Warehouse uses in Riverside County and throughout the region generate significant truck 
trips on local streets. In accordance with CEQA, the Riverside County General Plan EIR 
addresses traffic impacts from designated land uses and prescribes mitigation measures, 
including a traffic impact fee program. The program, Transportation Uniform Mitigation Fee, 
was implemented in 2003 to mitigate traffic impacts generated from various land uses, 
including warehouse and distribution center uses. The General Plan recognizes the economic 
importance of goods movement to Riverside and supports it through various policies. Since 
truck traffic that carries containers to and from these facilities has been accounted for and 
mitigation has been prescribed, the Project impact on local roadways will be less than 
significant.  

Please also see response to comments CT-1, RCTC-2, RCTC-4, RCTC-5, RCTC-6, CC-3, 
CBD-66, and CEHJ-2. 

As for the proposed Project’s rail activity, the Draft EIS/EIR recognizes throughout the 
document that the Project would generate more rail activity, with annual rail trips going from 
138 in the 2005 CEQA Baseline year to 2,098 annual trips by 2020. The heading for Impact 
TRANS-4.2 mistakenly states:  “Project operations would not result in any increases in rail 
activity.”  (Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.5.2.3). This mistake is corrected in the text following the 
heading, and elsewhere, where it states:  “The proposed Project would cause an increase in 
the number of trains and the amount of auto and truck traffic.”  Final EIS/EIR Section 3.5.2.3 
(Impact TRANS-4.2) has been revised to state that “Project operations would not result in any 
significant impacts because of rail activity.”  

RCTC-4. Commenter mistakenly states that the Project would have traffic impacts not only locally, but 
on Riverside County roadways associated with rail impacts, as well. Commenter cites the 
attached Technical Review of Draft EIS/EIR for Middle Harbor Redevelopment Project 
prepared by Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc., in support of its position.  

Much of the Kimley-Horn technical review does not provide new information; it simply 
reiterates information already provided in the Draft EIS/EIR. The supplemental analysis 
(starting on page 8 of the Technical Review) is organized in two parts. The first part (top half 
of page 8), states that 1,039 additional daily Project truck trips would be added to Inland 
Empire roadways. This statement artificially inflates the number of daily truck trips the Project 
will add to Inland Empire roadways because it is based on a comparison of the 2030 Project 
to the 2005 CEQA Baseline (10,112 – 6,528 = 3584; 29 percent of 3584 = 1039), rather than 
a comparison of the 2030 Project to the “Future No Project” alternative, as is called for in the 
County of Riverside’s adopted methodology. Applying the County’s adopted methodology, the 
Project would add only 150 daily truck trips to Inland Empire roadways (10,112 – 9,594 = 518; 
29 percent of 518 = 150). The only comment on these 1,039 daily trips is that their impact on 
Riverside County freeways has not been addressed. As explained in responses to comments 
RCTC-2 and RCTC-3, the impact of truck trips on Inland Empire roadways has been 
addressed and has been found to be less than significant.

The second part (“Rail Crossing Traffic Delay”) provides more quantitative information. The 
Draft EIS/EIR uses more accurate train data based on Project-specific information rather 
than general derivations that are used in the Kimley-Horn evaluation. The Draft EIS/EIR 
evaluated the impact of five additional daily train trips of 25 cars (7,500 feet long). The 
resulting Kimley-Horn calculations yield six new trains per day of over 100 cars each. This is 
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incorrect. The total future Middle Harbor trains would be six, but the Project would generate 
five trains. The site currently generates 138 trains per year, or 0.38 per day. The net new 
trains per day would be five. 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. There also seems to be confusion on Kimley-Horn’s part regarding rail cars. A car 
in rail terms consists of five articulated bare tables and averages 300 feet in length. 

After this point, the Kimley-Horn analysis cannot be verified because no backup calculations 
are provided. Kimley-Horn estimates an added delay of 174.1 vehicle-hours per day 
throughout Riverside County in 2030. 

However, there are no significance criteria attached to these values. The Riverside County 
General Plan focuses on LOS as its policy guidance on traffic operations. It does not contain 
standards for assessing whether a daily increase in delay (e.g., 174.1 vehicle-hours per day) 
is significant. There are no standards for total daily delay for two reasons.  

First, delays are generally assessed in the peak hour, when impacts are greatest. 

Second, the impact of total delay varies depending on traffic volumes. For example, a total 
delay of 174.1 vehicle-hours per day at a stop controlled intersection with 2,000 vehicles per 
day is 313 seconds per vehicle. A total delay of 174.1 vehicle-hours per day spread over 12 
intersections with 30,000 vehicles per day (typical for a signalized intersection) would be 1.7 
seconds per vehicle.  

To try to evaluate impacts using total daily delay, an example at a signalized intersection is 
illustrative. A typical signalized intersection might have a total traffic volume of 50,000 
vehicles per day (the intersection of Jurupa Avenue and Van Buren Boulevard in Riverside 
County has similar traffic volumes, per http://www.rctlma.org/trans/documents/traffic_coun 
t_book.pdf. At the midpoint of LOS C (27.5 seconds of delay per vehicle), the total delay at 
that intersection would be 382 vehicle-hours on a typical day, which is substantially higher 
than the highest total vehicle delay provided in the Kimley-Horn evaluation (on page 11 of the 
Technical Review).  

In conclusion, total vehicle delay does not appear to represent a valid or meaningful threshold 
upon which to assess significant impacts under NEPA or CEQA, for two reasons: 

 The total vehicle delay for the rail crossings provided by Kimley-Horn would be less 
than the total vehicle delay for a typical signalized intersection along a highway in Ri-
verside County; and 

 The total vehicle delays at these signalized intersections are generally considered 
acceptable (as demonstrated by the ubiquitous nature of signalized intersections 
along County roadways), and therefore it is assumed that a similar delay at a railroad 
crossing would be less than significant. 

As noted in respose to comment RCTC-2, RCTC and Kimley-Horn made substantially similar 
claims in connection with the Port of Los Angeles’s Recirculated Draft EIS/EIR recently 
prepared for POLA’s Berth 97-109 Project. To assess the impact of trains in Riverside 
County, POLA conducted a comprehensive data collection and analysis study to determine 
gate time. Trains were observed at 12 crossings in Riverside County for the week of October 
20 to 24, 2008. The 12 crossings were many of the same locations identified on page 11 in 
the Kimley-Horn report (e.g., McKinley Street in Corona, Iowa Avenue in Riverside, etc.)  (A 
summary of these findings was included in the “Riverside County Train Data Collection and 
Analysis Technical Memorandum” prepared by CH2MHill in 2008 and available by contacting 
POLB staff.)

During 48 hours of observations (four hours per location) from October 20, 2008, through 
October 24, 2008, a total of 54 freight trains were observed (Metrolink trains were not 
counted). Of those trains, 39 trains were BNSF, and 15 were UP. Most (50) of the trains were 
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container trains. The average train included 103 platforms (commonly called bare tables and 
averaging 50-60 feet long). There was no pattern to the train arrivals; they occurred randomly 
throughout the week.  

The average train crossing time was 2:23 (two minutes, 23 seconds). This time did not 
include the additional gate down/up time (per the analysis in POLA’s Recirculated Draft 
EIS/EIR, which value is 36 seconds per train). Therefore, the average total gate time was 
2:59 for trains in Riverside County. Traffic volumes vary by locations, and throughout the day. 
To test the sensitivity of the calculation and assess potential impacts, traffic volumes between 
1,000 and 25,000 vehicles/day were evaluated on two- and four-lane roadways (one or two 
lanes in each direction). The percentage of traffic during each hour was developed from a 
random location in Riverside County (on SR-60) using data from the Caltrans PeMS 
database. Then, the resulting delay was calculated on each of six roadways for a 24-hour 
period, recording the average and highest (peak hour delay). Table 10-20 below provides a 
summary of the projected average delay (for a range of at-grade crossings) for different 
traffic volumes during each hour of the day. 

Table 10-20. Sample Delay Calculations (seconds/vehicle) 

Hour Delay % of Traffic Daily Traffic Volumes
1,000 5,000 10,000 15,000 20,000 25,000

12 to 1 a.m. 1.1% 4.5 4.5 4.6 4.6 4.6 4.7 
1 to 2 a.m. 0.8% 4.5 4.5 4.6 4.5 4.6 4.6 
2 to 3 a.m. 0.7% 4.5 4.5 4.6 4.5 4.6 4.6 
3 to 4 a.m. 0.8% 4.5 4.5 4.6 4.5 4.6 4.6 
4 to 5 a.m. 1.6% 4.5 4.6 4.7 4.6 4.7 4.8 
5 to 6 a.m. 35% 4.5 4.7 5.0 4.9 5.0 5.2 
6 to 7 a.m. 6.1% 4.5 4.9 5.6 5.2 5.6 6.0 
7 to 8 a.m. 6.8% 4.6 5.0 5.8 5.4 5.8 6.2 
8 to 9 a.m. 6.4% 4.5 5.0 5.7 5.3 5.7 6.1 
9 to 10 a.m. 5.6% 4.5 4.9 5.5 5.2 5.5 5.8 
10 to 11 a.m. 5.3% 4.5 4.9 5.4 5.1 5.4 5.7 
11 a.m. to 12 p.m. 5.5% 4.5 4.9 5.4 5.2 5.4 5.8 
12 to 1 p.m. 5.7% 4.5 4.9 5.5 5.2 5.5 5.8 
1 to 2 p.m. 5.8% 4.5 4.9 5.5 5.2 5.5 5.9 
2 to 3 p.m. 5.8% 4.5 4.9 5.5 5.2 5.5 5.9 
3 to 4 p.m. 5.8% 4.5 4.9 5.5 5.2 5.5 5.9 
4 to 5 p.m. 5.7% 4.5 4.9 5.5 5.2 5.5 5.8 
5 to 6 p.m. 5.7% 4.5 4.9 5.5 5.2 5.5 5.8 
6 to 7 p.m. 4.9% 4.5 4.8 5.3 5.1 5.3 5.6 
7 to 8 p.m. 4.5% 4.5 4.8 5.2 5.0 5.2 5.5 
8 to 9 p.m. 4.1% 4.5 4.8 5.1 5.0 5.1 5.4 
9 to 10 p.m. 3.6% 4.5 4.7 5.1 4.9 5.1 5.2 
10 to 11 p.m. 2.6% 4.5 4.6 4.9 4.8 4.9 5.0 
11 p.m. to 12 a.m. 1.7% 4.5 4.6 4.7 4.6 4.7 4.8 

Weighted Average 4.5 4.9 5.4 5.1 5.4 5.7
Maximum 4.6 5.0 5.8 5.4 5.8 6.2

To summarize the results, POLA completed a comprehensive set of calculations to assess 
the impacts of different trains on different roads at different times of day. Based on the 
adjusted average gate time of 2:59, the results are summarized in Table 10-21. 

As can be seen in Table 10-21, based on the average total gate time of 2:59, the average 
delay (approximately five to six seconds per vehicle throughout the peak hour) would be 
below the impact threshold (55 seconds average delay per vehicle per hour of traffic), and 
significant vehicle delay impacts at the at-grade crossings in Riverside County (and City of 
Riverside) are not anticipated. Therefore, no mitigation for such impacts is required. 
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Table 10-21. Projected Average Delay at Riverside County Crossing (seconds/vehicle) 
Lanesa 1 1 1 2 2 2

Daily Traffic Volumeb 1,000 5,000 10,000 15,000 20,000 25,000 
Average Delayc 4.5 4.9 5.4 5.1 5.4 5.7 
Peak Hour Delayc 4.6 5.0 5.8 5.4 5.8 6.2 
Notes: 

a. Number of approach lanes per direction 
b. Vehicles/day 
c. Seconds/vehicle 

Source: “Riverside County Train Data Collection and Analysis Technical Memorandum” prepared by CH2MHill in 
2008 and available by contacting POLB staff. 

Please also see responses to comments SCAQMD-7, RCTC-2, RCTC-3, RCTC-9, CR-5, 
CR-8, CR-9, CR-11, CR-12, and CC-3.

RCTC-5. Commenter erroneously states that additional truck trips from the Project would exacerbate 
traffic problems in Riverside County, in part due to increased congestion, higher risks for 
accidents, and increased wear on highway infrastructure. 

As explained in response to comment RCTC-3, this Project would not cause significant 
impacts to freeways in the Inland Empire. With regard to the statement that the freeways in 
Riverside County are already congested with Port traffic, please see response to comment 
RCTC-2, which explains that only a small portion of the freeway traffic in Riverside County 
can be attributed to POLB and POLA. Characterizing congestion in Riverside County as 
caused by the Ports is incorrect and unsubstantiated. Rather, congestion in Riverside County 
is predominantly a result of land use planning and growth policies and decisions of the 
jurisdictions within the County. 

RCTC suggests that trucks traveling at slower speeds will lead to a “slow-down of freeway 
traffic generally.”  While trucks do travel at slower speeds than cars, the effects are not 
significant. A small change in speed will have a negligible impact on overall capacity. For 
example, a five mph difference in free-flow speed of the overall traffic stream translates to a 
difference of 50 vehicles per hour per lane in the capacity of a freeway, per the HCM. If trucks 
travel 20 percent slower than the current average traffic, and 10 percent more trucks are 
added, the average travel speed will be reduced by less than 0.2 percent. Even a one percent 
difference in average speed would translate to a capacity difference of only six vehicles per 
hour per lane (or 24 vehicles per hour on a four-lane directional freeway). While this might be 
loosely interpreted as a “general slow-down,” it is not significant.  

RCTC asserts that “trucks slowing down and merging leads to congestion and increases the 
likelihood of accidents.”  While most research suggests that speed differentials do have an 
effect on safety, quantifying these effects due to a specific increase in truck volumes is not 
possible. Similarly, the congestion impacts of an increase in truck traffic can only be 
quantified if the exact volume of trucks on a specific freeway is known. The trucks in question 
(from Project traffic) are either through-trucks or trucks destined for local land uses (e.g., 
distribution centers, warehouses, or manufacturing facilities in Riverside County). Through-
trucks do not use the ramps in Riverside County (i.e., they do not need to slow down and 
merge). Based on RCTC data, these through-trucks are somewhat less than 50 percent of 
Port trucks in Riverside County (see page 2 of the Critical Goods Movement Issues Scan for 
Riverside County) (Cambridge Systematics, 2006). Furthermore, if trucks traveling on 
freeways within Riverside County slow down to exit the freeway or merge onto the freeway, it 
is because they are traveling to and from destinations such as businesses or warehouse 
facilities within the Inland Empire. These destinations or origins are likely land uses that have 
been approved by a local jurisdiction, which has also considered the environmental impacts 
of its approvals. 

The statement that “trucks take up 25-30 percent of valuable freeway space” is without merit. 
The cited source of that statement (http://www.reason.org/ps324.pdf) reads: 
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On some of these routes, even though very heavily trafficked by commuters and other light 
vehicle traffic, trucks constitute over 10 percent of the traffic stream. Considering that a 
tractor/semitrailer [sic] occupies about 2.5 to 3 times the road space of a light vehicle, trucks 
often take up 25 to 35 percent of highway capacity in these corridors. 

This calculation is not correct. First, while trucks are up to three times longer than passenger 
vehicles, they do not take up “2.5 to 3 times” more space. The space requirements for all 
vehicles depend on the size of the vehicle and the gaps between vehicles. The standard 
traffic engineering reference on this topic is the HCM, which has factors to estimate the 
amount of capacity (“road space” in the common vernacular) for different vehicle types. On 
level freeways (which constitute most of the congested freeways in Riverside County), the 
PCE factor for trucks is 1.5 (per the HCM). While the word “space” hasn’t been clearly 
defined, trucks constitute 25 to 30 percent of available freeway capacity only if they constitute 
19 to 25 percent of the vehicles on the freeway. As examples, average daily truck 
percentages in Riverside County range from six to eight percent on SR-91, from 11 to 14 
percent on SR-60, six to nine percent on I-15, and six to seven percent on I-215 (Caltrans, 
USDOT, and FHWA 2008). During the peak periods, when congestion occurs, the 
percentages are much lower. For example, on I-15 near SR-60, the graph below shows the 
reduced truck percentages during the peak periods. The average percentage for trucks at 
that location is about nine percent, but the peak average is five to seven percent (Caltrans, 
2008). 

The comment expresses concern regarding wear and tear of the freeways caused by trucks. 
However, all vehicular users of the freeways pay taxes applied to fuels, which are used to 
fund highway maintenance and improvements. Wear and tear from trucks traveling on any 
section of freeway are treated the same as wear and tear generated by any other vehicle 
traveling on the freeway, and is not regarded as an environmental impact for purposes of 
NEPA or CEQA analysis. As discussed in response to comment CR-14, there are various 
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regional and statewide efforts to address various goods movement issues and fund solutions, 
and the RCTC has been an integral part of those processes. 

Please also see responses to comments RCTC-2, RCTC-3, RCTC-4, and CSE(A)-12. 

RCTC-6. Commenter asserts that (i) the Draft EIS/EIR does not analyze traffic impacts on SR-60 or I-
15; (ii) the significance thresholds for the Cities of Los Angeles and Long Beach do not apply 
to Riverside County; and (iii) the Draft EIS/EIR must analyze traffic impacts for all freeways in 
Riverside County. 

Additional analyses have corroborated the Draft EIS/EIR’s assumption that the proposed 
Project’s truck traffic would have less than significant impacts on freeways in Riverside 
County. Please see response to comment RCTC-2, which explains that:  (1) pursuant to the 
County of Riverside’s methodology for determining freeway impacts, which compares the 
future “2030 With Project” freeway conditions with the future “2030 No Project” freeway 
conditions, the additional truck trips generated by the Project on Riverside County freeways 
would be only 65 a.m. and 14 p.m. peak hour truck trips; and (2) under the Port’s select link 
analysis, the largest addition of peak hour 2030 Project truck trips on a particular freeway 
would be only 17 peak hour trips (eastbound on the I-10 East of I-15 during the a.m. peak 
hour). As for SR-60, the 2030 Project would generate only six a.m. and five p.m. peak hour 
truck trips. The 2030 Project would not generate any a.m. or p.m. peak hour truck trips on the 
I-15. As stated, the Riverside County Traffic Impact Analysis Preparation Guidelines exempt 
projects anticipated to generate fewer than 100 vehicles in a peak hour from preparing a 
traffic study. Under these Guidelines, the Project would be exempt because the maximum 
number of peak hour truck trips it is projected to generate in 2030 is well under the 100 and 
200 vehicle thresholds of the Guidelines.18 

Please also see responses to comments CT-1, RCTC-2, RCTC-3, RCTC-4, RCTC-5, CC-3, 
CC-5, CBD-66, CEHJ-2, and CSE(B)-18.

RCTC-7. 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 SCAB portion of Riverside County to their first point of rest are included in the 
Draft EIS/EIR. The Draft EIS/EIR also estimated annual and daily emissions from Project 
trains that would travel through the SCAB portion of Riverside County. Thus, the emissions 
within the entire air basin were identified, assessed, and mitigated, to the extent feasible. 

The Draft EIS/EIR presents air dispersion modeling analyses for each Project Alternative 
under Impact AQ-3 in Section 3.2.2. These analyses focused on the area directly adjacent to 
the proposed Middle Harbor container terminal, as the density of proposed emissions and 
resulting ambient impacts would be the greatest in this area. The results of these analyses 
show that each Project scenario would produce significant impacts to ambient nitrogen 
dioxide levels and less than significant impacts to all other ambient pollutant levels. The 
density of emissions produced from proposed trucks and trains that travel within Riverside 
County would be substantially less than those that would occur adjacent to the Middle Harbor 
container terminal. As a result, these sources would produce less than significant localized 
impacts within Riverside County.  

The Technical Review (page 12) that accompanies your comment letter presents an estimate 
of emissions that would occur from vehicles that idle while they wait at grade crossings 
affected by Project train trips. This analysis shows that the magnitude of these emission 
increases would range from a low of 0.3 (PM10) to a high of 65 (CO) pounds per day (other 

                                                      

 
18  Even under the most conservative methodology, which compares peak hour Project truck trips to the 2005 CEQA Baseline, the Project would add only 94 a.m. peak hour truck 

trips on westbound SR-91 and 86 PM peak hour truck trips on eastbound SR-91, below the 100 vehicle threshold and well below the 200 vehicle threshold provided on page 12 
of the Riverside County Traffic Impact Analysis Preparation Guidelines. 
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than CO2). These emission increases would be substantially less than one percent of the 
Project emission scenarios evaluated in the dispersion modeling analyses mentioned in the 
above paragraph. These impacts are intermittent. As noted in response to comment RCTC-2, 
the added average delay associated with one addition train is minimal (five to six seconds.)  
Therefore, due to the low magnitude of these emission increases, their intermittent nature, 
and the fact that they would be spread over several at-grade crossing, they would produce 
less than significant localized air quality and health impacts within Riverside County.  

As stated in Section 3.2.3 of the Draft EIS/EIR, the Project region within the SCAB presently 
does not attain the national and/or state ambient air quality standards for O3, PM10, and 
PM2.5. These pollutant nonattainment conditions within the Project region, which includes 
Riverside County, are cumulatively significant. The combined emissions of Project trains and 
trucks that travel through Riverside County would increase compared to existing conditions 
(2005) by year 2015. As stated in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.2.3, the impact of these emission 
increases would be cumulatively considerable within the SCAB and Riverside County. Project 
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 
emissions and localized air quality impacts from the operation of Project trucks, including 
within Riverside County. Additionally, many other Project mitigation measures would indirectly 
reduce the impact of Project emissions transported into Riverside County from the POLB and 
offshore waters. Conversion of the national line haul locomotive fleet to adopted EPA Tiers 3 
and 4 non-road standards will also substantially reduce emissions from Project trains that 
traverse through the Riverside County on the UP line in future years. Regarding the feasibility 
of eliminating at grade crossings and information regarding delays, see response to comment 
RCTC-2.

RCTC-8. Thank you for providing the additional CEQA information. As a point of clarification, the 
Berths 97-109 Container Terminal Project is a POLA project that was included in the 
cumulative impact analysis. Please see Draft EIS/EIR Section 2.1.1 (Table 2.1-1; Figure 2.1-
1) for a list of related and cumulative projects that were included in the cumulative impact 
analysis. Please see response to comments RCTC-2 and RCTC-3 for additional details.  

RCTC-9. Commenter erroneously states that the Draft EIS/EIR indicates that the Project would be 
adding 5.75 trains per day, and mistakenly concludes that the evidence does not support the 
Draft EIS/EIR’s conclusion of no cumulative impact in this regard because this could cause 
significant at-grade delays in Riverside County. Commenter asserts mitigation measures are 
necessary to negate these impacts. 

The Project would not add 5.75 trains per day; rather, train traffic will increase from the 
baseline number of 138 rail trips per year (0.378/day) to 2,098 per year in 2030 (5.75/day), or 
around five trains per day. Moreover, the No Nroject Alternative would result in 786 annual 
trains (3.59 trains per day), and thus, the Project would add only 2.16 more trains per day 
than the No Project Alternative. Please refer to response to comment RCTC-2 regarding the 
lack of cumulative impacts.

RCTC-10. Your comment is appreciated. For the reasons discussed in response to comments RCTC-2 
through RCTC-9, the USACE and Port believe that the analysis presented in the document 
meets the requirements of NEPA and CEQA. RCTC is on the Port’s mailing list and will 
receive all public notices for the Project and future projects.
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Center for Biological Diversity, et al., August 8, 2008 

CBD-1. This comment suggests that the Draft EIS/EIR fails to address numerous environmental 
issues associated with the proposed Project 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. 

The Final EIS/EIR provides an adequate analysis of air quality 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. 
The Final EIS/EIR added additional mitigation measures as discussed in more detail in the 
following responses. 

CBD-2. As discussed in the Draft EIS/EIR, with the redevelopment Middle Harbor container terminal, 
it is estimated that there would be would an increase from 1,264,021 annual TEUs to 
3,320,000 annual TEUs over a 25-year period. Without the redevelopment of the Middle 
Harbor container terminal, it is estimated that the increase in annual TEUs for that same time 
period would be from 1,264,021 annual TEUs to 2,600,000 annual TEUs, which is 720,000 
fewer annual TEUs than the Project (refer to Draft EIS/EIR Section 1.6.3.2 (Table 1.6-4) and 
Section 1.6.3.4 (Table 1.6-10)). Thus, approximately 1.34 million annual TEUs will be added 
to the Middle Harbor throughput over the next 25 years without the proposed redevelopment. 
Thus, in terms of assessing the magnitude of this Project by comparing it to the 2006 
Vancouver annual TEU throughput (2,207,730), the growth that will occur without the 
proposed terminal redevelopment represents approximately 58 percent of the 2006 
Vancouver TEUs, and the added growth enabled by the terminal redevelopment represents 
approximately one-third of the 2006 Vancouver TEUs. The environmental analysis addresses 
environmental impacts as a result of this expansion and incorporates mitigation measures 
that reduce significant impacts to the fullest extent feasible. As described in Draft EIS/EIR 
Section 1.7, the Port has several environmental programs, including the Port’s Green Port 
Policy and the CAAP, to reduce the potential environmental impacts associated with the 
Port’s daily activities and future expansions. In addition, the Port has developed two 
programs to mitigate the cumulative effects of its projects:  the Schools and Related Sites 
Program and the Healthcare and Seniors’ Facility Program. Please see response to comment 
USEPA(B)-8 for discussion of these two programs. 

CBD-3. Your comment is noted and will be forwarded to the Board of Harbor Commissioners for their 
consideration. Section 3.2.1.2 of the Final EIS/EIR describes the existing air quality of the 
Project region and the fact that operations within the Ports contribute to degraded air quality 
conditions within the Ports area. Implementation of adopted regulations and Mitigation 
Measures AQ-4 through AQ-29 proposed in the Final EIS/EIR would reduce future air 
emissions compared to 2005 baseline operations associated with the Middle Harbor container 
terminals. Regarding the statement about purported deficiencies in the Draft EIS/EIR stated in 
the comment, please see responses to comments CBD-4 through CBD-103.  

CBD-4. This comment incorrectly asserts that the project description included in the Draft EIS/EIR is 
inadequate as it fails to disclose details regarding loading and unloading procedures at the 
Middle Harbor container terminal. A detailed discussion of proposed stevedoring 
(loading/unloading ships) and container storage activities is included in Draft EIS/EIR Section 
1.6.3.1(Terminal Operations). As discussed in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.10.2.3, the proposed 
Project would involve construction activities and increased throughput during operations that 
would increase the potential for spills or leaks of petroleum products and hazardous 
substances. Due to the localized nature of these accidents and the low annual rainfall at the 
Project site, it is very unlikely that hazardous material spills would enter the harbor. Moreover, 
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the potential for spills of hazardous materials to enter the harbor in storm water runoff is 
extremely low because the spill would have to occur on one of the few days each year when 
rain falls. Please see response to comment CBD-82 for additional details. No revisions to the 
Final EIS/EIR are required. 

CBD-5. Shoaling and sedimentation is limited within the harbor as there is no continuing source for 
new sediments to be deposited (i.e., a river). Consequently, maintenance dredging is 
conducted rarely and only on an as-needed basis. For this reason, maintenance dredging is 
not part of the proposed project. Moreover, maintenance dredging at the Port is conducted 
pursuant to a separate permit that requires environmental review. 

CBD-6. The comment correctly notes that redevelopment, expansion, and modernization of existing 
terminal facilities in the Project area is required to accommodate a portion of the forecasted 
increases in containerized cargo throughput volumes. However, the comment misconstrues 
the information provided in the Draft EIS/EIR regarding future cargo forecasts. As stated in 
Draft EIS/EIR Section 1.3.1.2, the purpose of future cargo forecasting is to project the 
maximum container throughput capacity at the Port which reflects the expected demand for 
containerized goods moving through the Port based on long-term demographic and 
economic trends for the U.S. In order to accurately forecast the overall container throughput 
for the SPBP, it’s necessary to base future assumptions on the unlimited capacity of the 
ports. Accordingly, the potential capacity limitations of Port infrastructure were not considered 
in the development of the future cargo forecasts included in the SPBP Long-Term Cargo 
Forecast (Mercer and Standard & Poor’s DRI  1998) or the  Ports of Long Beach/Los Angeles 
Transportation Study (Meyer, Mohaddes Associates 2001). No revisions to the Final EIS/EIR 
are required. 

CBD-7. The comment inaccurately states that the Project would increase emissions. As explained 
above and in the Draft EIS/EIR, implementation of adopted regulations and Mitigation 
Measures AQ-4 through AQ-29 proposed in the Final EIS/EIR would reduce future 
operational air emissions compared to 2005 baseline operations emissions associated with 
the Middle Harbor container terminals.  

With regard to the SPBS, please see response to comment SCAQMD-9. The development of 
the SPBS is a complex process that includes input from several members of the SPBS 
working group. 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 SPBS 
includes methodologies that will be used to assess whether a Project is consistent with the 
SPBS. This Project is consistent with the goals and objectives of the draft SPBS, and will in 
no way interfere with the attainment of those goals.  

CBD-8. The Final EIS/EIR incorporates all feasible measures to reduce air pollution impacts from 
proposed construction and operational emission sources during the life of the Project. 
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). The MMRP in the Final EIS/EIR would be certified by 
the Board of Harbor Commissioners and adopted as a Project lease condition. Final EIS/EIR 
Section 3.2.4 identifies the Project MMRP process. The Port has also made significant gains 
in air pollution control at the POLB through implementation of its Green Port Policy, such as 
the OGV Green Flag Incentive Program, CHE Diesel Emissions Reduction Program, and the 
PHL locomotive engine replacement program. 

CBD-9.  Regarding adoption of the SPBS by the Port, please see responses to comments CBD-8 and 
SCAQMD-9. The Project would adopt all applicable CAAP measures, as required by the SPBS.  

CBD-10.  Generally, CAAP measures assumed in the unmitigated Project scenarios are Port-wide 
measures that would necessarily occur with or without the Project. Regardless, all adopted 
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be included as binding requirements in the terminal lease agreement. Regarding the 
implementation and enforcement of proposed mitigation measures, please see response to 
comment CBD-8.  

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 Middle Harbor container 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. This 
requirement would be part of the new lease for the terminal facility.  

Use of 0.2 percent sulfur diesel in OGV auxiliary engines under the unmitigated scenarios would 
be a condition of the Project lease agreement. Ultimately, this requirement could serve as a 
backstop against the successful challenge of the new ARB Fuel Sulfur Regulation for OGV. 

Regarding the Project vessel speed reduction compliance rate, vessels calling at the existing 
Project terminal currently achieve a 100 percent compliance rate with this measure (POLB 
2007d). This demonstrates the feasibility of this goal in the unmitigated scenario. The 
analysis for CEQA Baseline assumes that the vessels calling at the Project terminal would 
comply with the original VSRP with extends out 20 nm from Point Fermin.  

CBD-11. The air quality analyses in the Draft and Final EIS/EIR did not simulate the 2005 
ARB/Railroad Statewide Agreement in either unmitigated or mitigated Project scenarios. 

CBD-12. Tables in the A.1.3- series in Appendix A-1 include assumptions used in the peak day 
analysis. For example, Table A.1.3-Alt1M-1 outlines the assumptions for peak day ship 
operations for each Project year:  for 2010, it assumes one round trip transit for a 4000-4999 
TEUs vessel and further assumes that two ships would be hoteling (one 8,000-8,999 TEUs 
vessel and one 6,000-6,999 TEUs vessel). Additionally, Table A.1.3.-AltM-15 sets forth the 
assumption that there would be three tug assists on the peak day per ship call. The text of 
Final EIS/EIR Appendix A-1 Section 3.0 more clearly references the locations of peak day 
operational source emissions assumptions to the tables in Appendix A-1 Attachments A.1.3. 
This approach was followed as providing a substantial amount of technical data in the text 
would not improve the readability of the document.

CBD-13. Please see responses to comments CBD-8 and CBD-10. All adopted regulations, CAAP 
measures, and mitigation measures proposed in the Final EIS/EIR would be included as 
binding requirements in the terminal lease agreement and would apply for the life of the 
Project. They would continue as lease measures even if the CAAP were to expire.

CBD-14. Final EIS/EIR Section 3.2.2.3 (Table 3.2-24) has been revised to include updated results on 
impacts of goods movement in California from the ARB. 

CBD-15. The response to comment SCAQMD-2 presents an analysis of peak daily emissions 
associated with overlapping Project construction and operational activities. Additionally, 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. 

CBD-16.  Your comment is noted and appreciated. The Project air quality analyses evaluate the 
ambient impact of potential PM2.5 emissions, including those that would occur from trucks 
that travel on highways in the Port area. As discussed in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.2.2.3, 
Impact AQ-4, the analysis determined that the location of maximum impact from the 
mitigated Project, thus the impacts at all other locations would be less than that location. The 
analysis indicated the mitigated Project would only slightly increase PM2.5 ambient impacts 
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compared to existing conditions. Additionally, review of Draft EIS/EIR Tables 3.2-5 and 3.2-
18 show that mitigated Project truck emissions would substantially decrease compared to 
existing conditions, even with the expected increase in future Project truck trips. Therefore, 
Project emissions would not contribute to an exceedance of a national ambient air quality 
standard in the near highway environment. 

CBD-17. Based on the methods outlined in the General Conformity Rule, as currently promulgated, the 
Project conformity determination concludes that the proposed USACE action would conform 
to the SIP, as presented in Appendix A-4 of the Final EIS/EIR. The USACE and other federal 
agencies will use new methods to determine conformity, when they are promulgated by the 
EPA.  

CBD-18. Your comment is acknowledged and appreciated. Please see responses to comments CBD-
16 and CBD-17. Mitigation Measures AQ-1 through AQ-29 in the Final EIS/EIR represent 
all feasible means to reduce air pollution impacts from proposed construction and operational 
emission sources. The MMRP for the Final EIS/EIR includes monitoring and enforcement 
mechanisms to ensure appropriate implementation of all mitigation measures (CEQA 
Guidelines Sections 15091(d), 15097).  

CBD-19. 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. The Final EIS/EIR and MMRP have been revised with these 
assumptions. 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 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, but no 
delay past 2025. 

To facilitate implementation of low-sulfur fuel in OGV, the Port operates the Main Engine 
Low-Sulfur Fuel Incentive Program to encourage vessel operators to use low-sulfur (0.2 
percent or less) MGO in their main engines within 20 or 40 nm of Point Fermin. The Port 
provides funding to cover the cost differential between burning low-sulfur and heavy bunker 
fuel. To receive the incentive, vessel operators must also participate in the VSRP and use 
low-sulfur fuel in their auxiliary engines while at berth. This one-year program is in place from 
July 1, 2008 through June 30, 2009, after which time the ARB Fuel Sulfur Regulation for OGV 
is in effect. The Port has committed up to $10 million for this program. However, the result is 
that the terminal operators will be required to fulfill these requirements, as they will be specific 
elements of the terminal lease. 

CBD-20. Regarding the ability of the expanded Pier F intermodal railyard to handle all Project 
intermodal cargo, please see response to comment SCAQMD-7. The Port has planned 
several Port-wide rail improvement projects to increase on-dock rail use. However, increasing 
rail use is governed not only by the destination of the goods, but how the goods are shipped. 
At present, 55 to 60 percent of the goods coming into the Ports are destined outside of the 
southern California region (defined as the area within 800 miles of the Ports, including Las 
Vegas and Phoenix metropolitan areas), whereas 40 to 45 percent travels through the Ports 
to destinations beyond the local region. Local goods are not transported via rail for financial 
and operational reasons. 

On-Dock Rail Issue. The Port has planned several Port-wide rail improvement projects to 
increase on-dock rail use. However, increasing rail use is governed not only by the 
destination of the goods, but how the goods are shipped. At present, 55 to 60 percent of the 
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goods coming into the Ports are destined within the southern California region (defined as the 
area within 800 miles of the Ports, including Las Vegas and Phoenix metropolitan areas), 
whereas 40 to 45 percent travels through the Ports to destinations beyond the local region. 
Local goods are not transported via rail for financial and operational reasons.

Please see responses to comments SCAQMD-7 and CBD-71 for additional details regarding 
on-dock rail capacity. 

Electrified Rail Issue. Due to power source issues and cost, as well as the Alameda 
Corridor Agreement, electrifying the rail corridors is currently infeasible. Refer to responses  
to comments SCAQMD-27,  CBD-71, CSE(A)-3, CSE(A)-4, and CSE(B)-3 for detailed 
explanations regarding the request to electrify the rail corridors. 

CBD-21.  Regarding research associated with implementing zero- or near-zero emission transport 
technologies such as rail electrification through the CAAP process, please see response to 
comment SCAQMD-27. Both the ACTA and the SCAG have analyzed the feasibility of 
electrifying rail corridors serving the Ports. Due to power source issues and cost, as well as 
the Alameda Corridor Agreement, their findings determine that electrifying the rail corridors is 
financially and operationally infeasible at this time. Please see responses to comments 
SCAQMD-27, CBD-20, CBD-71, CBD-100, CSE(A)-3, CSE(A)-4, and CSE(B)-3 for additional 
information. 

CBD-22. The comment requests integration of additional systems into the Clean Railyard Standards 
identified in the Draft EIS/EIR (Mitigation Measure AQ-9). The provider of the switcher 
locomotives that would service the expanded Pier F intermodal railyard, PHL, recently 
completed the replacement of old engines in their entire fleet of 22 locomotives with (1) 16 
engines certified to EPA Tier 2 standards, (2) six engines with EPA Tier 3 generator sets (a 
measure requested in the comment), and (3) all engines with devices that limit idling to 15 
minutes (POLB 2005b). This idling limitation is consistent with the ARB agreements with UP 
and BNSF referenced in the third bullet point in the comment. Additionally, as part of CAAP 
measure RL-1, upon successful demonstration, these locomotives will install DOCs to further 
reduce emissions of DPM.  

Implementation of the requested emission control measures to line haul locomotives that 
service the Pier F intermodal railyard is infeasible, as these sources are not bound by the 
Project terminal lease agreement. For a more complete explanation of this issue, please see 
response to comment SCAQMD-6. However, on March 14, 2008, the EPA adopted Tiers 3 and 
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, compared to the fleet with only Tier 2 standards. As stated in the Draft EIS/EIR, since 
the air quality analysis in this Draft EIS/EIR was finalized in March 2008, it was not able to 
simulate implementation of these updated non-road Tier 3 and 4 standards. As a result, the 
analysis somewhat overestimates future emissions from these sources. However, the Final 
EIS/EIR assumes, based on EPA assumptions for remanufacturing, that fleet of line haul 
locomotives serving the Ports would have the equivalent of Tier 3 standards beginning in 2025. 

With regard to the use of diesel electric hybrids and genset locomotives (referenced in bullets 
one and two), the technologies were mainly created for older locomotives in services, where 
there is a lot of idle time, such as yard switching. As indicated above, after completion of the 
Draft EIS/EIR, the EPA adopted Tier 3 and Tier 4 emission standards for diesel line-haul and 
switcher locomotives. Conversion of the locomotive fleets to these standards will substantially 
reduce emissions from these sources as compared to the fleet with only Tier 2 standards and 
was assessed in the Final EIS/EIR for operations past year 2025. With respect to hybrid 
locomotives, there have been failure problems (Boyd 2009) and there is no long-term 
performance record for the use of genset locomotives. Thus, it would not be feasible for this 
Project to require the use of these two new technologies specifically based on available 
information. Nonetheless, the two technologies were identified in Draft and Final EIS/EIR 
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Mitigation Measure AQ-9 as some of the control methods that could be used to reduce 
locomotive emissions.  

CBD-23.  The comment requests that a greater percentage of vessels calling at the Middle Harbor 
container terminal should be required to cold-iron by 2010. Three new berths with the 
capacity to cold-iron OGV would become available according to the Project construction 
schedule:  (1) December 2009; (2) 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 
Middle Harbor container terminal, so by December 2014, 100 percent of the Project’s ship 
visits would cold-iron. 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. This schedule complies with 
the CAAP and it exceeds the requirements of the ARB At-Berth Ocean-Going Vessels 
Regulation. Given the magnitude and scale of proposed construction (for example, new wharf 
construction in currently open water), this is the earliest that the Project could provide cold-
iron capable berths.  

An interim retrofit of the existing berths for cold ironing pending their reconstruction as 
scheduled in the proposed Project would not be feasible. It would be prohibitively expensive 
to install, operate for a few years, and then remove cold-ironing infrastructure at the 
remaining existing berths that are operational during construction. 

At stated in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.2.2 (Impact AQ-8, Mitigation Measures), use of cold-
ironing would reduce GHG emissions from OGV at berth by reducing fuel usage. 

CBD-24. Regarding installation of new vessel builds OGV with the advanced control technologies 
requested in the comment, please see response to comment SCAQMD-8. It is expected that 
with 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 requested in the comment.  

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 are deemed 
feasible through the TAP process. Implementation of the requested controls is best handled 
at the national and international regulatory level and progress has been made in this area. 
Project shippers must comply with the IMO MARPOL Annex VI NOx limits that took effect in 
2005 and the new standards approved by IMPO 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. 
However, to help address this concern, the Final EIS/EIR includes a 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. 

CBD-25. Consistent with the Draft EIS/EIR project description, the unmitigated air quality analysis for 
construction assumed that land-based construction equipment (including onsite generators) 
would be the cleanest equipment available, meaning they would achieve EPA non-road Tier 3 
standards at a minimum. This essentially equates to BACT, as requested in the comment. 
Final EIS/EIR Sections 1.7.3 and 3.2.2.2 have been revised to clarify this assumption. 
Additionally, Final EIS/EIR Mitigation Measure AQ-2 requires Tier 4 standard engines in 
construction equipment, where feasible. As requested in comment SCAQMD-14, the Final 
EIS/EIR includes new Mitigation Measure AQ-2a that will require additional BMPs, with the 
qualifier that they shall be implemented where feasible.  

As requested in comment SCAQMD-12, the Final EIS/EIR includes new Mitigation Measure 
AQ-2b, which requires trucks used for construction prior to 2015 to use engines with the 
lowest certified NOx emissions levels, but no greater than the 2007 NOx emission standards; 
and in 2015 and beyond to meet EPA 2010 emission standards.  
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The calculation of unmitigated emissions from construction tugboats is based on 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. By year 2013/2016, the composite fleet emission factors reach Tiers 2/3 emission 
levels (See Appendix A-1 Table A.4.1-Alt 1-135). 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 proposed tugboats during 
construction. However, Final EIS/EIR Mitigation Measure AQ-3 requires Tier 3 standard 
engines in tugboats, where feasible. 

Covering truck loads is a requirement identified in the Draft EIS/EIR (Mitigation Measure 
AQ-1), and is also a State law.  

Regarding the request for special precautions near sensitive sites, proposed construction 
would not occur within 1,000 feet of these sites.  

Regarding onsite generators that would be used during construction, the Draft EIS/EIR 
analysis assumed that all unmitigated construction equipment (including generators) would 
be the cleanest equipment available, meaning they would achieve the most stringent 
available equipment at a minimum, which is equivalent to EPA non-road Tier 3 standards as 
stated in Section 3.2.2.2. This requirement is one of the many environmental controls 
required of the unmitigated Project, as identified in Section 1.7.3 of the Final EIS/EIR. Final 
EIS/EIR Mitigation Measures AQ-2 and AQ-2a, would also require construction equipment 
such as generators to meet to soon to be most stringent EPA Tier 4 standards, where 
feasible. Consequently, all the construction equipment (including generators) would exceed 
current standards for offroad equipment, as requested in the comment.  

CBD-26.  The Port has developed two programs with corresponding guidelines in an effort to mitigate 
potential cumulative air quality and noise impacts of projects in the SPBP’s’ area (including 
marine terminal expansions/modernizations for the POLB and POLA and related 
transportation projects). In particular, the programs are designed to (1) reduce emissions 
(e.g., school bus DPM filters) and/or (2) exposure to air emissions and noise impacts directly 
(e.g., high-efficiency particulate air (HEPA) filters, noise berms, etc.) or though prevention, 
education, and outreach programs. The programs are specifically aimed at sensitive 
populations (i.e., school-age children, senior citizens, and persons with specific respiratory 
illnesses), which have been identified by state and local air agencies as particularly sensitive 
to air pollutants. One program is focused on school-age children; the Port has prepared 
Schools and Related Sites Guidelines for the Port of Long Beach Grant Programs that 
identify eligible applicants as schools, pre-schools, and daycare centers where children 
spend a significant portion of their waking hours. The other program is focused on specific 
prevention, education, and outreach programs, as well as direct mitigation projects for 
hospitals, healthcare facilities, retirement homes, senior centers, and convalescent homes. 
The Port has prepared Healthcare and Seniors Facility Program Guidelines for the Port of
Long Beach Grant Programs, which includes funding opportunities for 
prevention/education/outreach programs to help sensitive receptors which include children, 
senior citizens, and people with respiratory illnesses in areas determined to be most affected 
by cumulative air impacts near the ports as well as direct mitigation projects for certain 
facilities described previously.  

The eligibility criteria for eligible applicants have been developed to take into account 
cumulative air quality and noise impacts as a function of distance from the SPBP area and 
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the related goods movement transportation routes (e.g. I-710 and SR-47). The most recent 
SCAQMD MATES III19, the ARB Diesel Particulate Matter Exposure Assessment Study for 
the Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach study20 and recent modeling work during the 
development of the CAAP Baywide health standard have shown that areas downwind (north 
and east) of the Port are most heavily impacted by pollution from port and related goods 
movement activities. For this reason, the guidelines give preference to those facilities closer 
to the Port because the sensitive receptors at those facilities would likely be exposed to 
greater cumulative air and noise impacts.  

The Port has developed a list of projects that can be implemented effectively at schools, 
preschools and daycare centers with demonstrated direct improvements to exposure to air 
and noise pollution, or prevention programs designed to minimize/prevent exposure to health 
impacts from port-area air pollution sources, particularly sources of DPM. These projects 
have specified criteria to ensure that the demonstrated improvements will be achieved. The 
air-related projects are predominantly modeled after programs promulgated and approved by 
the ARB and SCAQMD. These projects have been shown to result in either a decrease in PM 
(as well as other criteria pollutant) emissions or to reduce exposure to those pollutants.  

These guidelines (1) establish eligibility criteria for potential applicants based upon the facility 
type and proximity to the SPBP; (2) provide the metrics that will be used to assess a 
proposed project’s air quality and/or noise impact mitigation potential based on established 
regulatory air reduction/mitigation programs and the latest scientific information on noise 
impacts, or the proven effectiveness of proposed air pollution-based health impact 
prevention-education-outreach programs; and (3) explain how the Port Board of Harbor 
Commissioners will choose among eligible proposals and approve funding for them.  

Therefore, to implement the above programs and further reduce cumulative air quality 
impacts from the Project, the Final EIS/EIR includes new Mitigation Measure AQ-29. Please 
see response to comment CSB-2.  

CBD-27. Regarding providing funds for other sensitive site mitigations, please see response to 
comment CBD-26.

CBD-28. Final EIS/EIR Section 3.2.3 has been revised to show the connection between cumulative 
impacts of Project toxic air contaminants and their health effects, as presented in Final 
EIS/EIR Section 3.2.2.3 under Impact AQ-6. 

It is beyond the scope of this NEPA/CEQA process to quantify Project cumulative health 
impacts, as this would require a dispersion modeling analysis that takes into consideration all 
sources of TACs within the Ports region. As a worst-case, the Project cumulative air quality 
analysis qualitatively assumed that the existing degraded air quality conditions within the 
Project region would continue into the immediate future. The Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.2.3 
described air quality impacts estimated for projects (Draft EIS/EIR Table 2.1-1) that would 
combine with Project impacts and produce the most substantial cumulative impacts. This was 
determined in terms of the potential strengths of cumulative project emissions and their 
proximities to Project emission sources. The Draft EIS/EIR did not specifically consider 
emissions from the proposed UP and SCIG ICTF projects. Rather, it can be inferred from the 
cumulative air quality analysis that emissions from the UP facility would continue the 
degraded air quality conditions within the region. Final EIS/EIR Section 3.2.3 has been 
revised to include summaries of the air quality impacts estimated for these projects and to 
consider their contributions to project cumulative impacts.  

                                                      

 
19  The September 2008 SCAQMD MATES III Report, interactive map and related information can be found at http://www.aqmd.gov/prdas/matesIII/matesIII.html.  
20  Diesel Particulate Matter Exposure Assessment Study for the Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach, dated October 3, 2005 
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Upon completion of the SPBS by the POLB and POLA, data will be publically available that 
quantifies the cumulative health effects from existing and proposed emission sources within 
the SPBP, including the Middle Harbor Redevelopment Project. These data are described in 
the Bay-wide HRA that was conducted as part of this process. The Bay-wide HRA evaluates 
emission scenarios for years 2014 and 2023 that include implementation of applicable CAAP 
measures to many of the Ports CEQA projects proposed in Draft EIS/EIR Table 2.1-1. 

The Final EIS/EIR includes all feasible measures to reduce incremental air quality impacts 
from the Project. Implementation of these measures also would reduce Project cumulative air 
quality impacts to the maximum extent feasible. Please see response to comment CBD-26 
for further mitigations that would reduce cumulative Project impacts.  

CBD-29. The Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.2.3 focused on describing air quality impacts estimated for 
projects (as shown in Table 2.1-1) that would combine with Project impacts and, therefore, 
produce the most substantial cumulative impacts. It is assumed that impacts from the 
proposed I-710, SCIG, and UP ICTF projects are included in the future cumulative conditions 
described in the Draft EIS/EIR. However, Final EIS/EIR Section 3.2.3 has been revised to 
summarize air quality impacts estimated for the I-710, SCIG, and UP ICTF projects. 

CBD-30. Please see response to comment DOJ-3. Pursuant to the request of the California Attorney 
General’s Office, Section 3.2.1.2 of the Final EIS/EIR includes descriptions of potential 
effects of climate change to California and the world. 

CBD-31. The comment criticizes the Draft EIS/EIR for not having a specific analysis and specific 
mitigation relating to black carbon. None of the agencies, organization (including the 
commenters) or individuals who received the NOP/NOI for the Draft EIS/EIR requested that 
the Draft EIS/EIR address black carbon. While both the EPA and the SCAQMD responded to 
the NOP/NOI, neither agency suggested that an analysis of black carbon be included, and 
neither has raised this issue in their comments on the Draft EIS/EIR. Moreover, neither 
agency has adopted regulations or protocols relating to assessing or mitigating black carbon 
emissions. The entities that submitted Comment CBD-31 responded to the NOP/NOI, but did 
not request any analysis of black carbon. 

More than a week after the release of the Middle Harbor Draft EIS/EIR, the author of this 
comment submitted a letter to SCAQMD requesting that it identify methodologies to quantify 
black carbon as well as mitigation measures to mitigate black carbon emissions. The letter 
acknowledges that methodologies for quantifying black carbon did not then exist, but noted 
that black carbon should be considered in GHG analysis “as soon as methodologies are 
available to quantify black carbon emissions.” (Center for Biological Diversity Letter to 
SCAQMD, May 27, 2008).  

Nevertheless, Section 3.2.1.2 of the Final EIS/EIR has been revised to describe potential 
effects of climate change from black carbon. Additionally, the discussion under Impact AQ-8 
in the Final EIS/EIR acknowledges that since the Project would reduce emissions of DPM 
compared to existing conditions, this effect would reduce the overall significant impact to 
climate change from other Project emissions. 

CBD-32. Please see response to comment CBD-31. As stated in the comment, black carbon is a subset 
of DPM and of fine particulate matter (PM2.5). Emissions of DPM are the focus of the Project 
HRA and the health risk factors, which were established by the ARB’s OEHHA, for DPM take 
into consideration all of its chemical constituents, which include black carbon, as discussed in 
the following link: http://www.oehha.ca.gov/air/toxic_contaminants/pdf_zip/diesel_final.pdf. 
Additionally, the general health effects of airborne black carbon is evaluated with the use of 
PM10 and PM2.5 standards, as there are no standards that specifically regulate elemental or 
black carbon. Therefore, the Project air quality analysis indirectly considers the health effects of 
Project emissions of black carbon and provides an adequate analysis of air quality impacts for 
NEPA/CEQA purposes. 
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CBD-33. The comment states that black carbon emission reduction strategies should be considered 
independently from particulate matter reductions. Please see responses to comments CBD-
31 and CBD-32. The Final EIS/EIR includes all feasible measures to reduce proposed DPM 
(of which black carbon is a subset) and GHG emissions. Proposed measures that would 
reduce fuel usage, such as Mitigation Measures AQ-4, AQ-5, and AQ-10, would directly 
reduce black carbon emissions. Additionally, Final EIS/EIR 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, could 
identify measures that would further reduce Project emissions of black carbon. 

CBD-34. Please see response to comment DOJ-4. The Draft EIS/EIR analysis used the boundary of 
California to delineate the domain for the estimation of Project baseline and proposed GHG 
emissions, as the Port believes it is of adequate size to provide an indicator of the 
significance of proposed GHG emissions. Nonetheless, in response to comment DOJ-4, the 
Port provides a good faith estimate of GHG emissions that would occur from the transport of 
Project cargo between the POLB Middle Harbor and its first point of rest, regardless of 
whether this point is within or outside of California.  

CBD-35. As explained in Appendix A-1 in Section 1.1.2 of the Draft EIS/EIR, the GHG emissions were 
calculated based on methodologies provided in the CCAR’s General Reporting Protocol. At 
the time that the Draft EIS/EIR was released, the Governor’s OPR had not yet issued its 
Technical Advisory on CEQA and Climate Change. When the Technical Advisory was issued 
on June 19, 2008, it included guidance on the calculation of GHG Emissions. The Advisory 
states on pages 5-6:  “Lead agencies should make a good-faith effort, based on available 
information, to calculate, model, or estimate the amount of CO2 and other GHG emission 
from a project, including emissions associated with vehicular traffic, energy consumption, 
water usage and construction activities...”  The analysis in the Draft EIS/EIR satisfies this 
good-faith effort.  

There are many methods used in the CCAR Protocol beside geographic scope that are 
applicable to the calculation of Project GHG emissions. Some of these include applicable 
activity data and emission factors needed to calculate GHG emissions. With regard to the 
portion of the comment regarding emissions outside of California, as requested by the Office 
of the Attorney General, the Port has revised the calculations to include those emissions as 
well. Please see response to comment DOJ-4.  

CBD-36. 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 4332(2)(C). USACE, however, adopted regulations that set forth how it should 
determine the proper scope of analysis under NEPA. Where the activity requiring a permit is 
one component of a larger project, USACE regulations provide that the USACE must address 
in the NEPA document impacts of the specific activity requiring a DA permit and those 
portions of the entire project over which the USACE has sufficient control and responsibility to 
warrant federal review, 33 CFR Part 325, Appendix B Section 7(b)(1). The USACE District 
Engineer has control and responsibility for portions of the project beyond USACE jurisdiction 
“where the environmental consequences of the larger project are essentially products of 
USACE action,” 33 CFR Part 325, Appendix B Section 7(b)(2). 

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 
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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.  

The Project area already operates a functional container terminal at this location, and 
continued 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 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. 

CBD-37.  This Project differs from the shipping terminal example in 33 CFR 325,Appendix B Section 
7(b)(3) “…a shipping terminal normally requires dredging, wharves, bulkheads, berthing 
areas and disposal of dredged material in order to function. Permits for such activities are 
normally considered sufficient federal control and responsibility to warrant extending the 
scope of analysis to include the upland portions of the facility.” In the case of Middle Harbor, 
the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future use of the uplands include, and would 
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continue to include, container shipping storage and transfer operations. The Project area 
already operates a functional container terminal at this location, and continued 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 a 
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 clearly would not be the result of a 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. No revisions to the Final EIS/EIR are required.

CBD-38. Please see response to comment CBD-36. The upland area of the Project site 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 clearly would not be 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. 
No revisions to the Final EIS/EIR are required. 

CBD-39. Please see response to comment CBD-36. 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.

CBD-40. Please see response to comment DOJ-7. 

CBD-41. Please see responses to comments DOJ-5 and CBD-54. The Final EIS/EIR includes new 
measures that would provide GHG emission reductions that would exceed those proposed in 
the Draft EIS/EIR. Proposed Mitigation Measures AQ-2 through AQ-29 represent all 
feasible means to reduce criteria pollutant and GHG emissions from proposed construction 
and operational sources.  
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The Port regards climate change seriously, as evidenced by the number of sustainability 
programs included in the Green Port Policy. The City of Long Beach is a reporting member of 
the CCAR and the POLB GHG emissions inventory will become part of the City’s overall 
CCAR inventory. Additionally, the Port is actively involved in tree planting and urban forest 
renewal efforts as evidenced by participating in the City of Long Beach’s Urban Forest Master 
Plan. The TAP process evaluates a variety of technologies that would reduce fuel usage and 
GHG emissions from Port operations. 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 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.  

Please see the discussion of the new Mitigation Measures AQ-28, Greenhouse Gas 
Emission Reduction Program in response to comment DOJ-5. This new measure should 
result in additional reductions in GHG emissions beyond those that would be achieved 
through the direct project mitigation measures described above. Additionally, reducing GHG 
emissions from the transportation sector is an issue that is expected to be addressed at state 
and federal levels in the near future.  

CBD-42. The CTP identified in Final EIS/EIR Mitigation Measure AQ-8 is the mechanism that the 
Port would use to control emissions from drayage trucks21 that call at the Project terminal. 
This is the case, as given the complexities and difficulties of coordinating with the 
unconsolidated and highly competitive drayage industry, it is infeasible to further mitigate 
these emissions through a terminal-by-terminal approach, such as with the measures 
requested in the comment. In addition, the large number of truck drivers would make this 
coordination difficult, as 869 licensed motor carriers on 2/24/09 have an executed concession 
agreement with the POLB (POLB 2009). Many of the proposed measures in the comment are 
not consistent with the CTP. The CTP specifies that trucks funded by the program have duty 
cycles that are more efficient for a typical drayage trip as opposed to long haul trucking. 
Since the CTP in the future would turn over the Port truck fleet to newer vehicles, it would 
convert the fleet to the most fuel efficient trucks available. However, it should be noted that 
CTP funded trucks are equipped with tire pressure gauges, as requested in the comment.  

The EPA SmartWay creates benefits by reducing drag and improving fuel efficiency. This is 
achieved by operating at highway speeds for long-haul distances. The truck fuel 
efficiency/design standards identified in the comment are mainly designed to reduce GHG 
emissions from long haul truck trips rather than shorter truck trips generated by the Project 
terminal for the following reasons. The average drayage truck trip length is about 20 miles 
and travels through local congested roads and freeways. The requested aerodynamic truck 
designs and reduced rolling resistance measures would not provide substantial benefits for 
this type of low-speed trip, as the weight added by these measures would counteract their 
associated fuel usage benefits that only occur at higher speeds. Implementation of the 
detailed weight reduction measures to the Port truck fleet would be procedurally infeasible, as 
noted in the first paragraph of this comment response, and would result in negligible benefits. 
The use of Low viscosity lubricants cannot be enforced by the Port and thus is not being 
proposed. With respect to drivers training, based on the large number of truck drivers that 
service the Port, it would be infeasible for the Port to implement a driver training program. 
However, in the Final EIS/EIR new Mitigation Measures AQ-28, Greenhouse Gas Emission 
Reduction Program, was added achieve additional reductions in GHG emissions beyond 
those that would be achieved through the direct project mitigation measures described under 
response to comment DOJ-5. Additionally, reducing GHG emissions from the transportation 

                                                      

 
21  Drayage trucks are diesel-fueled, heavy-duty trucks that transport containers, bulk, and break-bulk goods to and from ports and intermodal railyards to other locations. 

https://secure.cascadesierrasolutions.org/downloads/css_library/drayagetruckfactsheet.pdf 
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sector is an issue that is expected to be addressed at state and federal levels in the near 
future.  

CBD-43.  Regarding the incorporation of the requested efficiency/low GHG emission standards into 
construction and operational equipment, please see responses to comments DOJ-5 and 
SCAQMD-19. Unmitigated construction activities will 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 includes new Mitigation Measure AQ-2a to include the BMPs requested by 
the SCAQMD in comment SCAQMD-14. 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. 

The Final EIS/EIR air quality analysis assumes that over time unmitigated construction and 
assist tugboats would turn over to engines that meet EPA Tier 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 requires Tier 3 standard engines in construction tugboats, 
where feasible. These assumptions and requirements imply that proposed tugboats used 
during construction and operation would have relatively new engines with the highest 
achievable fuel efficiency rates. Additionally, the Final EIS/EIR includes new Mitigation 
Measure 3a at the request of comment SCAQMD-15, which requires all construction 
tugboats that home port in the SPBP to use electrical shore power. Therefore, no other 
feasible mitigation measures are available to reduce GHG emissions from these sources. 

The most feasible and economical way to comply with Draft EIS/EIR Mitigation Measure 
AQ-7 is to replace current CHE with new equipment that achieve the EPA non-road Tier 4 
standards. This infusion of new, more fuel efficient engines would minimize GHG emissions 
from the proposed CHE fleet. Additionally, the Final EIS/EIR includes a new mitigation 
(Mitigation Measure AQ-7a) that would replace all diesel-powered RTGs with electrified 
RMGs with high efficiency, regenerative drive systems by the end of proposed construction, 
or year 2020 at the latest. This measure would reduce GHG emissions from proposed CHE 
sources.  

The use of hybrid technology has not been proven for use on CHE and therefore has been 
determined by the Port to be infeasible. However, this technology is a topic 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, a lease reopener mechanism has 
been included as part of Final EIS/EIR Mitigation Measure AQ-25. 

CBD-44. Due to the high costs associated with performing the requested retrofits and the limited 
reductions in GHG that would be achieved, it is financially infeasible for the Port or terminal 
operator to retrofit existing OGV (which they do not own or control) with the requested design 
features, such as bulbous bows and energy recovery systems. Use of these technologies is 
more economically feasible by implementing on vessel new builds. Vessels typically are built 
to maximize fuel efficiency and it is expected that new vessels will include the most advanced 
types of designs for this purpose. The IMO encourages the use of fuel efficiency techniques 
through their ship efficiency management plan (IMO 2008). Fueling flexibility is a common 
feature of most modern OGV and it is expected that new vessel builds will include this feature 
to enable compliance with the latest IMO fuel standards. The application of sky sails to trans-
Pacific container vessels has not been demonstrated and therefore they are technologically 
and economically infeasible at this time. As explained in Navy Ship Propulsion Technologies: 
 Options for Reducing Oil Use – Background for Congress, by Ronald O’Rouke, June 2, 
2006, pp. 21-22: 
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Sails on masts have certain potential disadvantages. One article states: In 
unfavorable winds, large masts create a lot of drag. In gales, masts cause ships to 
heel, sometimes dangerously. ... Loading and unloading is more expensive, since 
the cranes that lift containers must work around the masts. Engineers designed taller 
(and more expensive) masts, some exceeding 100 metres in height, to reduce their 
number and limit the loss of storage space. But the Panama Canal limits masts to 60 
metres, and collapsible masts would be prohibitively expensive to build, operate and 
service. The cost of retrofitting a cargo ship with a row of masts, and strengthening 
its hull and deck to dissipate the additional stress, was estimated at euro10m 
($12.5m). 

However, these and other OGV designs are topics of research by the TAP process which is 
intended to further advance the development of such technologies for future implementation. 
Additionally, Final EIS/EIR Mitigation Measure AQ-25 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. 

CBD-45. Regarding the infeasibility of utilizing environmentally differentiated Port fees bases on vessel 
GHG emissions, please see response to comment DOJ-5. Proposed Mitigation Measures 
AQ-2 through AQ-29 represent all feasible means to reduce criteria pollutant and GHG 
emissions from proposed construction and operational sources.  

Please see response to comment DOJ-5 regarding new Mitigation Measures AQ-28, 
Greenhouse Gas Emission Reduction Program Guidelines. This new measure should result 
in additional reductions in GHG emissions beyond those that would be achieved through the 
mitigation measures described above. Additionally, reducing GHG emissions from the 
transportation sector is an issue that is expected to be addressed at state and federal levels 
in the near future. 

CBD-46. Regarding the request to control GHG refrigerants in bulleted paragraph #1, please see 
response to comment DOJ-5. The terminal operators only perform basic maintenance 
activities on these systems that are owned by multiple ocean carriers and not themselves. 
They cannot make decisions on behalf of the owner to make changes to the refrigeration 
system, such as replacing a refrigerant. Therefore, it is administratively infeasible to 
implement the requested refrigerant control measures.  

Regarding the infeasibility of implementing environmentally differentiated fees or incentive 
programs, such as mitigation funds, to reduce GHG emissions on vessels, please see 
response to comment DOJ-5. 

Regarding the request for periodic leak inspections for ships, trucks, and trains that use HFC 
refrigerants, this activity is already carried out by the operators of these vehicles as part of 
routine maintenance.  

Regarding the infeasibility of implementing an HFC-recovery process at the Port, please see 
the first paragraph of this response. 

As part of the TAP program, the Port will be considering strategies for reducing GHG 
refrigerants from reefers. This mechanism also has been included as part of Final EIS/EIR 
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. Additionally, reducing GHG refrigerants will be 
considered in the future under the POLB CC/GHG Plan and Final EIS/EIR Mitigation 
Measures AQ-28. 

The Draft EIS/EIR analysis assumes that Project reefers lose 35 percent of their total 
refrigerants per year, regardless of location. This is an assumption found in the CCAR 
General Reporting Protocol (Table 3.9), which recommends using an upper bound annual 
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loss rate of 35 percent for commercial air conditioning systems. The 35 percent annual loss 
rate is a conservative assumption intended for use in de minimis determinations. Actual loss 
rates are expected to be much lower (roughly two percent per year), as presented in Table 
3.9 of the Guidance to the California Climate Action Registry: General Reporting Protocol 
(California Energy Commission 2002).

CBD-47.  The Port does not contract with third party carriers. Therefore the comment is not applicable 
to the Project. 

CBD-48. Regarding the request to provide additional renewable electrical generation beyond what is 
proposed in Mitigation Measure AQ-17, please see response to comment DOJ-5. The Final 
EIS/EIR proposes new Mitigation Measure AQ-17a that requires the applicant to install 
carport-mounted PV solar panels over the employee and visitor parking areas to the 
maximum extent feasible.  

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

CBD-49. Please see response to comment SCAQMD-22. Implementation of the proposed terminal 
systems and Mitigation Measure AQ-10 would maximize terminal efficiencies and they 
would keep truck idling to less than what was assumed in the air quality analysis.  

AB 2650, codified as Health and Safety Code Section 40720, already requires shipping 
terminal operations to limit truck idling to no more than 30 minutes, as requested in the 
comment. The SCAQMD enforces this regulation, but despite months of monitoring they 
have not cited anyone for a violation of this requirement in the POLB/POLA. The terminal 
operator would be required to enforce this law as part of their general operations.  

It is impractical to limit truck turnaround time to 30 minutes, since while the proposed 
appointment system would minimize this situation from occurring, disturbances to the cargo 
handling activities within the terminal could cause longer turnaround times.  

The enforcement mechanisms for Mitigation Measure AQ-10 are included in Section 3.2.4 
of the Final EIS/EIR. The terminal would be required to make available to truckers an 
appointment system such as eModal or Voyager Tracker to manage truck arrivals at the gate. 
This system would allow trucks to schedule their arrival for a specific period. In addition, 
marine container terminal gates are now highly automated and allow trucks to quickly move 
through the gate and into the terminal.  

The requested measures for truck plug-ins and comfort stations to minimize truck idling on 
site are impractical, as trucks would not stay in one location long enough to take advantage 
of these measures and is in direct conflict with gate operations.  

Regarding the requested measure for a mandatory logistics software tracking system, Final 
EIS/EIR Mitigation Measure AQ-10 includes a requirement to implement such a system. 

CBD-50.  Regarding the request to use recycled materials whenever possible in the construction 
phases of the Project, Section 1.7.3 of the Draft EIS/EIR identified that Project construction 
proposes the beneficial reuse of construction-generated materials. Additionally, Final EIS/EIR 
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Mitigation Measure AQ-18 includes a requirement to use recycled materials in the Project 
terminal buildings.  

CBD-51.  The requested implementation of monitoring of hull efficiencies on Project OGV is already 
practiced by shippers worldwide, as they are aware of the benefits they provide to fuel 
savings. These measures also are promoted by the IMO (IMO 2008). Therefore, is it 
unnecessary to require these measures as specific mitigations in the Final EIS/EIR or the 
Project terminal lease agreement, as they are currently part of routine operational procedures 
for shipping activities and they can not be enforced by the Port or terminal operator.  

CBD-52.  Please see response to comment DOJ-5. The Port participates in the City of Long Beach’s 
Urban Forest Master Plan. Additionally, the Final EIS/EIR proposes new Mitigation Measure 
AQ-19a, Tree Planting – Transportation Corridors that 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. 

CBD-53.  It has not been demonstrated that an electric tug could perform the assist operations needed 
by Project OGV. Therefore, this technology is currently infeasible.  

Note that within the jurisdiction of the Project, neither the Port or tenant contract directly with the 
tug assist operator. When tugboats complete OGV assist activities at the Project berths, they 
either return to their home berth or transit to another assist operation. Tugboats are rarely if ever 
“not in use” at the Project berths and therefore it is impractical for these vessels to use shore-
side power at the Project berths. However, tugboat operators that home port within the SPBPs 
are considering the use of cold-ironing at their home berths, per CAAP measure HC1.  

CBD-54.  The comment recommends optimization of cranes to fully utilize regenerative power. Dock 
cranes today typically are equipped with regenerative systems, so this is a feasible measure. 
The Final EIS/EIR includes new Mitigation Measure AQ-27, electrical regenerative systems 
on dock cranes, which requires the terminal operator to have these systems on all Project 
dock cranes in Project year 1.  

AQ-27.  Electrical Regenerative Systems on Dock Cranes. Port will require that the 
terminal operator to have electric regenerative systems on all Project dock cranes in 
Project year 1.  

Regarding electrification of other CHE, please see responses to comments SCAQMD-19 and 
CBD-43. Final EIS/EIR Mitigation Measure AQ-7a proposes the replacement of all Project 
diesel-powered RTGs with electric-powered RMGs by 2020. This measure also requires 
each RMG to include regenerative drive systems. However, electrification of other CHE is 
deemed economically infeasible at this time. Nevertheless, to promote an ongoing evaluation 
of future air emission control technologies, Final EIS/EIR Mitigation Measure AQ-25 
requires the terminal tenant in 2015 and every five years afterwards to review such 
advancements for the purpose of implementing new feasible mitigations.  

CBD-55.  Regarding the electrification of yard hostlers and drayage trucks, please see responses to 
comments SCAQMD-19 and SCAQMD-20.  

CBD-56.  The comment states that the Port should commit to researching efficiency and design 
improvements to containers. Container weights, structures, and refrigeration systems are 
designed to industry standards. The Port is very supportive of a redesign of containers to 
reduce the energy needed to transport, handle, and refrigerate them. However, the Port is not 
in the business of designing or manufacturing containers and requiring new container design 
on a project-specific basis is infeasible. Due to the fact that multiple ocean carriers make use 
of a single marine terminal, it would not be feasible to implement the requested measures 
outside of the industry standard process. With regard to the infeasibility of implementing the 
requested refrigerant control measures on refrigerated containers handled at the Project 
terminal, please see response to comment CBD-46.  
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CBD-57. Other equipment at the Project terminal are designed to industry standards. In addition, since 
most of the crane weight is associated with the support structure, it is unclear how weight 
reductions would reduce GHG emissions on an ongoing basis. 

CBD-58. Regarding the request to install photovoltaic panels beyond what is proposed in Mitigation 
Measure AQ-17, please see responses to comments DOJ-5 and CBD-48. 

CBD-59. Regarding the request to further reduce Project GHG emissions by contributing to GHG 
offset programs, please see response to comment DOJ-5. The Final EIS/EIR includes new 
Mitigation Measure AQ-24, Offsite GHG Mitigation, which requires the terminal tenant to 
use green commodities, such as those available from the CCAR’s Climate Action Reserve, to 
offset carbon emissions from electrical consumption at the terminal. This commitment 
includes a not to exceed annual cap on expenditure for purchased offsets based on a 
percentage of electricity costs. 

CBD-60. The comment states the Port should establish measures to monitor and control black carbon. 
The POLB (and POLA) has done limited monitoring for black carbon in their ambient air 
quality monitoring programs through the analysis of filter-related particulate monitors. At both 
POLB monitoring stations, the POLB collects 24-hour average PM2.5 samples on filter-based 
particulate monitors. These filters have been analyzed for elemental carbon by the Desert 
Research Institute, a leading particulate laboratory that is part of the University of Nevada. 
Elemental carbon is the equivalent of black carbon. The particulate filters are archived and 
can be analyzed in the future if need be. There are also real-time instruments that measure 
black carbon (aethalometers) that have been deployed at several of the Ports area 
monitoring stations by the SCAQMD. These data are available for review by the public. 
Therefore, no further monitoring of this compound is deemed necessary. 

Please see responses to comments CBD-32 and CBD-33. The Final EIS/EIR includes all 
feasible measures to mitigate Project emissions of DPM (of which black carbon is a subset) 
from proposed construction and operational emission sources. The Project air quality analysis 
also adequately considers the health effects of Project emissions of DPM and, therefore, 
black carbon for NEPA/CEQA purposes. 

CBD-61. Please see response to comment CBD-60. As the implementation schedules for DPM 
mitigation measures proposed in the Final EIS/EIR are already very aggressive, further 
acceleration of these schedules would make their implementation less feasible. Regarding 
the infeasibility of accelerating Mitigation Measures AQ-2, AQ-3, and AQ-5, please see 
responses to comments USEPA(B)-18, USEPA(B)-19and CBD-10.  

CBD-62. Please see response to comment CBD-60. In the past, the Port has conducted source testing 
to gain a better understanding of source emission rates from Port operations. Source testing 
will be an ongoing research topic of the TAP. 

CBD-63. Please see responses to comments CBD-22 and CBD-60. 

CBD-64. Regarding the infeasibility of accelerating the schedule of Mitigation Measure AQ-5, please 
see response to comment CBD-10. Regarding the infeasibility of implementing diesel emissions 
reduction measures on OGV engines, please see responses to comments SCAQMD-23 and 
SCAQMD-24. Implementation of the truck and locomotive diesel emission reduction strategies 
identified in the comment to OGV would be more infeasible than the ones suggested in 
comments SCAQMD-23 and SCAQMD-24. This is the case, as OGV engines are substantially 
larger and engineered much differently than land-based vehicle engines.  

CBD-65. Commenter states that the Port is a major contributor to the egregious traffic conditions on I-
710, and that the Draft EIS/EIR takes too narrow a view of traffic impacts by not analyzing the 
impacts of the Project north of Anaheim Street, fails to consider non-road improvement 
mitigation measures, and fails to describe traffic mitigation measures in adequate detail.  
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The traffic analysis in the Middle Harbor Draft EIS/EIR does analyze Project impacts on 
highway segments north of Anaheim Street, including those impacts concerning the I-710. 
The traffic analysis was prepared in accordance with CEQA guidelines and complies with 
City of Long Beach procedures and CMPTIA procedures. Mitigation measures within the 
Harbor District have been developed as part of the monitoring program. These mitigation 
measures (which are limited to road improvements because there are no significant rail 
impacts from the Project) address all significant impacts of the Project that are within the 
power of the Port to impose. The Port cannot unilaterally impose specific mitigation measures 
concerning the I-710, as these measures would be within the jurisdiction of Caltrans. 
Nevertheless, the Port has not ignored the regional impacts of the Port operations, and has 
committed to pay its fair share towards highway improvements that will mitigate impacts 
caused by the Project once Caltrans formulates the scope and cost of such improvements.

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[Impact TRANS-2.1]). Such commitment is reflected in the Port’s $5 million financial 
contribution to the on-going I-710 Corridor Project EIR/EIS, along with the implementation in 
2009 by POLB/POLA of the ATMIS project, which will help mitigate the I-710 impacts of the 
Project, and POLB’s cooperation with the Gateway Cities Council of Governments’ initiation of 
the SR-91 Corridor Study, which will improve traffic conditions on that freeway. As stated in the 
Draft EIS/EIR, 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. Therefore, the Port is working with Caltrans and other jurisdictions to jointly develop a 
mitigation plan, and has committed to assume the proposed Project’s fair share of necessary 
improvements as set forth in Draft EIS/EIR Table 3.5-23. 

In addition, the overall anticipated growth in container throughput in both POLB and POLA, 
and associated traffic impacts, are included in the current SCAG Regional Transportation 
Plan. The Port also partners with regional transportation agencies in pursuing state and 
federal funding to improve freight movement. This collaborative approach in addressing the 
region’s transportation needs is reflected in the Multi-County Goods Movement Action Plan 
(MCGMAP) and the State’s Goods Movement Action Plan. In addition, the Port has 
implemented off-peak incentives to shift truck traffic to nighttime operations and will continue 
to support such initiatives. 

Both ports work with regional transportation agencies, as indicated by the “Southern 
California National Freight Gateway Collaboration Agreement” that the Ports entered into on 
October 12, 2007. The goal of the collaboration is to improve sustainable and efficient freight 
transportation operations in the southern California region, while protecting and enhancing 
health and safety, air quality, and the well-being of adjacent communities. As pointed out in 
the Draft EIS/EIR, the proposed Project would not result in significant Los Angeles County 
CMP impacts at freeways near the Port (measured by subtracting future without Project trips 
from future with Project trips). That is, Project-related traffic at northbound I-710 at Willow 
Street would be well below the CMP threshold of 150 peak-hour trips (there would be 92 a.m. 
peak-hour trips and 121 p.m. peak-hour trips). Hence, no mitigation is required under the 
CMP guidelines. In fact, no analysis is even required if below 150 peak-hour trips. 
Nevertheless, as stated, 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 
ultimately adopted that would address impacts of the Middle Harbor Redevelopment Project. 

Please see responses to comments RCTC-2 through RCTC-4, CT-3, CT-4, CC-7, CBD-67, 
CBD-68, CEHJ-2, and LBUSD-17. 
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The Project reviewed, but did not include, non-road mitigation measures above and beyond 
the on-dock rail included in the Project. Refer to response to comment CBD-69 response 
regarding transit use. Refer to response to comments SCAQMD-7, SCAQMD-27, CBD-20, 
CBD-71, CSE(A)-4, and CSE(B)-3 for additional information about Maglev and electrified rail. 

CBD-66. Commenter erroneously asserts that (i) the Draft EIS/EIR understates traffic impacts 
because the study area is too small, and arbitrarily excludes large sections of freeways that 
will be affected by increases in Port-related traffic; (ii) the I-710 carries 25,000 port truck trips 
per day south of the I-405, 20,000 north of the I-405, 15,000 north of Route 91, and 11,600 
north of I-105; and consequently; and (iii) the study area should be expanded through 
Commerce to SR 60.  

The Project study area appropriately reflects the area of potential impact. The boundaries 
were selected by applying the Los Angeles County CMP Traffic Impact Analysis guidelines. 
The CMP requires analysis of any freeway segments where a project will generate more than 
150 trips in one direction during the peak hour. The CMP defines project trip generation as 
the difference between the “Future with Project” and the “Future without Project.”  The Project 
went a step further than the CMP requirement and compared the “future with project” to the 
2005 CEQA Baseline, a more conservative approach that resulted in a finding of significant 
impacts. As shown in the table in response to comment CC-3, the Project would not 
significantly impact the City of Commerce in accordance with City of Commerce and the Los 
Angeles County thresholds of significance. Furthermore, the total number of total future 
Project trips compared to the 2005 CEQA Baseline does not exceed 150 trips in any one 
direction on the roadways that the Commenter is requesting for additional analysis. Refer to 
response to comment CC-3 and CC-5 for additional information regarding traffic volumes in 
and near Commerce. The Project would not significantly impact the City of Commerce in 
accordance with City of Commerce and the Los Angeles County thresholds of significance. 
Refer to response to comment CC-3 and CC-5 for additional information regarding traffic 
volumes in and near Commerce.

CBD-67. Erroneously asserting that the Port’s commitment to paying a fair share to Caltrans 
mitigations is insufficient and vague, commenter states that the Draft EIS/EIR fails to identify 
several feasible traffic mitigation measures, and needs to include a specific list of measures. 

Please refer to responses to comments CT-2 through CT-4, RCTC-2 through RCTC-4, CC-7, 
CBD-65, CBD-68, CEHJ-2, and LBUSD-17 for a discussion about fair share for the I-710 
Corridor Project. 

Commenter should keep in mind that the Draft EIS/EIR does not conclude that the Project’s 
impacts on highway segments is reduced to less than significant because of the mitigation 
measures imposed on the Port to pay its fair share of future improvements. Since those 
improvements have not yet been identified and are under the jurisdiction of another agency, it 
would be impossible to make such a finding. Thus, the Draft EIS/EIR concludes that the 
Project’s impacts to certain highway segments are significant and unavoidable, and to 
approve the Project, the Board of Harbor Commissioners will have to approve a Statement of 
Overriding Considerations, finding the benefits of the Project outweigh the identified 
unavoidable significant impacts. Commenter asks the Port to do the impossible – address 
and mitigate at a Project EIR stage, regional problems that need to be addressed, and are 
being addressed and mitigated, on a regional level. As reflected in the MCGMAP and the 
State’s Goods Movement Action Plan, the region needs a holistic approach to addressing 
freight needs. The Port cannot specify what exact mitigation measures will be developed for 
the I-710 corridor, because those measures are still being formulated by Caltrans and the 
other agencies involved in addressing the I-710 problems. The Port’s participation in the 
numerous regional programs and studies referenced in the Draft EIS/EIR and response to 
comments RCTC-2, CR-14, and CBD-65 demonstrates its commitment to addressing and 
mitigating the Port’s environmental impacts, not only from this Project, but at a regional, 
cumulative level. 
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Furthermore, the fair share calculation applied in the Draft EIS/EIR is more conservative than 
Caltrans’ calculation and commits the Project to providing a greater share than would be 
required by Caltrans. The Los Angeles County CMP Traffic Impact Analysis guidelines 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 will result in only 518 more daily truck trips than the 
future No Project condition. 

As stated, however, the Draft EIS/EIR for the Project utilizes a more conservative 
methodology to determine impacts, which compares “Future with Project” traffic conditions to 
the 2005 CEQA Baseline, rather than comparing the difference between the future with and 
without Project traffic conditions. This very conservative approach does not take into account 
either the traffic that will occur or the highway improvements that will be constructed even 
were the Project not approved. Use of this very conservative methodology resulted in a 
finding of unavoidable 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.  The Project’s fair share contribution was 
based on this analysis. 

More detailed information regarding CMP analysis and Caltrans fair share calculation is 
provided in other responses referenced below. 

The Port is also in the process of reviewing possible 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 CAAP, the Port is exploring technologies for a 
potential zero-emission container movement demonstration project between one 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 
railyardrailyards. 

Please also see responses to comments SCAQMD-27, CBD-20, CBD-71, CBD-100, CSE(A)-
3, CSE(A)-4, CSE(B)-3. 

CBD-68. Commenter states that the Port and Caltrans have no guarantee that they will agree on the 
magnitude of traffic impacts from the Project. Moreover, the Draft EIS/EIR does not describe 
how the agencies plan to enforce traffic mitigation measures. 

Please see responses to comments RCTC-2, CT-2 through CT-4, CC-7, CR-14, CBD-65, 
CBD-67, CEHJ-2, and LBUSD-17.

CBD-69. Commenter states that the Port can increase public transit service to reduce traffic. 

The Project is not required to mitigate existing conditions or impacts that are not significant. 
As stated in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.5.2.3 (Impact Trans-3.1), the Project impacts on transit 
services would be less than significant, and therefore no mitigation is required. 

Further, increased public transit would not take Project trips off the road. The public does not 
travel to the Project site. The vehicle traffic generated by the Project will be largely truck 
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traffic that would not involve public transit, and terminal operators currently operate shuttles 
to transport longshoremen to the terminals when ships arrive. This practice will continue and 
is part of the CAAP that the Port will continue to enforce through leases with the terminal 
operators. Therefore, increased transit service would not address Project traffic issues. 

CBD-70. Commenter states that the Port can improve truck efficiency — and reduce truck traffic — by 
having trucking companies own trucks and assign a single truck to different drivers on 
multiple shifts. This would reduce the amount of commute-only truck trips. 

As part of the CAAP, the POLB and POLA implemented a CTP in October 2008. The 
program imposes fees on trucks older than 1989 models and provides funding to assist with 
the purchase of new, cleaner-burning trucks. In addition to the replacement program, the 
POLA included a concession, similar to the commenter’s request, that requires drivers to be 
hired by a trucking company that would own and operate the trucks. The POLB adopted a 
very similar concession, except that it permits non-employee owner operator drivers to 
continue operating at the Port. The current drayage system in the ports of San Pedro Bay is 
overwhelmingly based on owner operators. Long Beach felt that allowing this model to 
continue while requiring newer trucks and subsidizing their purchase would be the best 
mechanism to move to a clean and sustainable drayage fleet. Los Angeles chose the 
employee model to pursue this end. It is too early to tell which policy choice is the most 
successful in practice. However, the Los Angeles model has been more controversial and 
has been a particular focus of litigation by the America Trucking Associations (ATA) and the 
Federal Maritime Commission (FMC).  

Commenter’s claim that the employee-model improves truck efficiency and reduces truck 
traffic is unsubstantiated. There have not been any comprehensive studies supporting a 
finding that the employee-model reduces commute-only truck trips. Nor have there been 
documented findings on efficiency differential since an owner-operated truck could also be 
used for multiple shifts. In fact, under the POLA concession more personal trips by truck 
drivers will likely occur as they commute to and from work site for their shifts. Such increase 
in personal trips would simply shift traffic congestion from one region to another and yield no 
environmental benefit.  

CBD-71. Commenter states that increased use of on-dock rail and Maglev would mitigate traffic. In 
addition, the Port could construct an intermodal facility on its property to make it easier to 
transfer cargo from trucks to rail. The import car lot off Anaheim Street is one potential place 
to build such a facility. Since these options have not been shown to be infeasible, they must 
be implemented. 

The proposed Project will include 47 acres of on-dock rail capacity. The expanded Pier F 
intermodal railyard would reduce a significant number of trucks on congested roadways. 
Please see response to comments SCAQMD-7 and CBD-20 for more detailed information 
about maximization of on-dock rail. By replacing locomotives with new, cleaner-burning 
locomotives that meet EPA’s Tier 3 and Tier 4 locomotives, the proposed Project’s on-dock 
rail operations will be both physically and financially feasible while improving air quality. For 
the reasons set forth in response to comments SCAQMD-27 and CSE(A)-3, Maglev is not a 
feasible mitigation for the Project, technologically, physically, or financially at this time. 

The use of Port terminals is bounded by long-term lease agreements. Commenter’s assertion 
that an intermodal facility should be constructed on the import car lot off Anaheim Street is 
financially and legally infeasible as it would significantly and negatively interrupt tenant 
operations. The Port is exploring options for an intermodal facility, such as an expansion of 
the Pier B railyardrailyard, ICTF, and enhancements to the Port’s rail system (listed as item 
10 in Table 2.1-1). Also, a near-dock project, the Southern California International Gateway 
(listed as item 23 in Table 2.1-1) is under consideration. These two projects are in the 
planning stage. Environmental analyses will be required for these proposed projects; 
therefore, it is not feasible to include them as mitigation measures for the Project. See 
response CEHJ-2 for more information about proposed near-dock facilities. 
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CBD-72. As discussed in responses to comments CBD-73 through CBD-80, the Draft EIS/EIR 
provides an adequate analysis of noise impacts for NEPA/CEQA purposes. The document 
uses approved criteria that are set forth in Section 8 of the LBMC. The noise measurement 
locations identified in the Draft EIS/EIR, including Cesar Chavez Park, were selected based 
on the proximity of sensitive receptors to the Project site and regional transportation 
corridors. The document incorporates project-specific and cumulative analyses for all 
potential noise sources associated with proposed construction and operational activities that 
would potentially affect surrounding sensitive noise receptors. In addition, the Draft EIS/EIR 
identifies mitigation measures to reduce impacts determined to be significant. 

The Port also has developed the Schools and Related Sites Program to help mitigate 
cumulative noise impacts from Port operations, including the Middle Harbor Redevelopment 
Project. The program:  (1) establishes eligibility criteria for potential applicants based on 
facility type and proximity to the SPBP; (2) provides metrics that will be used to assess a 
proposed project’s noise impact mitigation potential based on established regulatory 
mitigation programs, recent scientific information on noise impacts, and the proven 
effectiveness of proposed education/outreach programs; and (3) explains how the Port Board 
of Harbor Commissioners will choose among eligible proposals and approve funding. Please 
see response to comment USEPA(B)-8 for additional details. 

CBD-73. The comment asserts that the Project underestimates potential noise impacts by using 
inaccurate significance criteria. As clarified in Final EIS/EIR Section 3.9.1.2, the specified 
three dBA increase in ambient noise levels is an industry standard criterion for the threshold 
of audibility that is widely used in the environmental review process by local agencies.22    

A healthy human ear is able to discern changes in sound levels of one dBA in a very quiet 
environment. However, it is widely accepted that changes of three dBA in the normal 
environment are just noticeable to most people, thereby establishing a reasonable threshold 
level of significance. Below this threshold, the change in noise will typically go unnoticed by 
most people. Also, as the comment notes and as indicated in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.9.1.2 
(Tables 3.9-4 and 3.9-5), ambient noise at sites near main streets and the I-710 generally 
exceed the LBMC noise limits for predominantly residential areas. While the Draft EIS/EIR 
concludes that the impacts are less than significant because the increment attributable to the 
proposed Project “would not increase ambient noise levels by three dBA”, the actual amount 
by which the proposed Project would increase noise levels is no more than 0.5 dBA. (Draft 
EIS/EIR, Section 3.9 (Table 3.9-9) [compares 2020 Alternative 1 (0.9) and Alternative 4 (0.4) 
at Site 2 in the PM – all other differences are 0.4 or less]).  Final EIS/EIR Section 3.9.2.3 has 
been modified to note that the increment is actually 0.5 dBA or less. This level is virtually 
undetectable by the human ear, and is therefore considered less than significant even though 
ambient levels are above the LBMC limits.  

The comment confusingly states that “this level [11 dBA] results in a doubling of loudness 
when compared to the maximum allowed under the LBMC.”  Actually, a doubling of sound 
pressure level results in an increase of three dBA, that is, two equal noise sources (e.g. two 
60 dB sources) at the same location, when combined, will produce a sound pressure level 
that is three dB higher than each by itself (63 dB total for both together). The doubling of 
loudness as perceived by the human ear requires an increase of 10 dB. The primary issue is 
the perception of the noise level by the human ear. While the dBA scale goes lower than the 
three dB threshold, levels below three dB fall generally into the imperceptible range and 
levels below 0.5 dB, therefore, would not constitute significant perceptible changes.  

                                                      

 
22 Examples of Guidelines or Environmental Documents using the three  dBA standard include: County of Ventura Initial Study Guidelines; City of Santa Barbara Initial Study 

Guidelines; Final and Draft EIR - Riverview Offices Project (City of Del Mar; State Clearinghouse Number: 2007091007); Parklands Specific Plan EIR (City of Ventura; State 
Clearinghouse No: 2008031082); County of Riverside Public Safety Enterprise Communication Project Draft EIR (County of Riverside; State Clearinghouse No. 2008021126); 
Final  EIR No. 06.03 for the Oxnard Village Specific Plan Project (City of Oxnard, State Clearinghouse Number: 20066101099). The three dB threshold is also generally ac-
cepted in the acoustic profession as an appropriate and widely applicable threshold of detection for human hearing (FHWA 1995). 
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Furthermore, the Draft EIS/EIR appropriately acknowledges that the Project’s cumulative 
contribution to existing noise levels during construction would be significant and unavoidable 
after implementation of proposed mitigation measures (Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.9.3). 

Please see response to comment LBUSD-19 for additional details. 

CBD-74. Final EIS/EIR Section 3.9.1.2 has been revised to include additional information on the 
potential health effects of noise on people. Please see response to comment CBD-80 for 
additional details. The noise survey that was conducted as part of the proposed Project 
appropriately quantified ambient noise levels in the Project vicinity. This information was used 
to characterize the existing noise environment and establish baseline conditions (CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15125 [a]). The acoustics of human hearing are well understood. While 
attitudes to noise may be of interest to some, such attitudes are subjective and variable over 
time. In contrast, the purpose of the noise impact analysis in the EIR is to assess the actual 
documented effects of noise on potential receptors, now and in the future, not to identify 
current attitudes towards existing noise levels. Therefore, the recommended community 
attitude study is not required or appropriate to establish baseline noise conditions. 

CBD-75. The significance criteria used in the Draft EIS/EIR are based on an industry standard 
developed to measure the point at which noise from a particular project is first perceptible to 
the human ear. Three dBA is an appropriate standard because most people will not detect 
any change in noise level that is less than three dBA. Please see response to comment CBD-
73 for additional details. 

The comment recommends using “all” of a series of four inconsistent documents or threshold 
sources “to adequately address residents’ existing noise concerns or to discuss the adverse 
effects that noise has on people.”  The “existing noise impacts experienced by residents” are 
documented in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.9.1.2 (Tables 3.9-4 and 3.9-5). As noted in response 
to comment CBD-74, community attitudes do not represent actual noise impacts and would 
not be appropriate for assessing acoustic effects of the Project. The 1974 EPA noise 
“regulation” cited in the comment specifically states under the main heading that “It does not 
constitute a standard, specification, or regulation.”  This document was an early attempt to 
provide guidelines to local jurisdictions for the establishment of noise standards. It was not 
intended as an impact assessment guide. While it contains a great deal of information from 
1973 and before, the EIS/EIR has adopted more current practices for impact analysis. Finally, 
the EIS/EIR does employ the LBMC, which is more current that the EPA’s guidance and 
consistent with widely utilized noise impact procedures for EIS/EIR documents. Therefore, no 
revisions to the Final EIS/EIR are required. 

CBD-76. The comment suggests that noise monitoring on Site 3 does not adequately represent noise 
levels at adjacent sensitive receptors. The comment fails to recognize that the residential 
receptors near Cesar Chavez Park are farther from the Project and the freeway than the 
Park. Since noise attenuates with distance, Project-generated noise levels at residential 
locations near the Park would be lower than those estimated at the Park itself. The sound 
wall attenuates existing traffic noise, and is therefore reflected in the existing ambient 
measurements. The Project impact analysis, based as it is on a closer receptor, therefore 
overstates the Project impacts and likewise conservatively assesses the potential impacts on 
the residential areas near the Park. It therefore is appropriate to use the Park as a surrogate 
for an actual residence in the neighborhood. As stated in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.9.2.3, since 
these sensitive receptors are located outside Port property and a substantial distance from 
Middle Harbor, operational noise sources generated at the Project site would not increase 
noise levels at these locations. No revisions to the Final EIS/EIR are required.  

CBD-77. The comment asserts that the Draft EIS/EIR “… omits numerous sources from the acoustical 
model.”  This may be based on a misunderstanding of how (1) a “road traffic model” was 
used for traffic noise, and (2) generalized noise and vibration attenuation calculations were 
applied for other noise sources, including operational noise from future Middle Harbor activity. 
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Port operations were assessed, including transportation impacts and onsite operations,(Draft 
EIS/EIR Sections 3.9.2.3). Attention was focused on transportation noise because that would 
occur in much closer proximity to sensitive receptors than port operations. Table 3.9-9 
assesses transportation noise related to the project in considerable detail. However, Port 
operations in the harbor and wharf area would be comparable in intensity to existing 
conditions. Because the distance between Middle Harbor operations and the sensitive 
receptors is considerable, and the increment of noise expected compared to current 
conditions is expected to be negligible, the impact of Port operations absent transportation 
noise was considered too small to quantify. However, Project-related truck and rail traffic 
would generate noise levels adjacent to sensitive receptor sites on local surface streets and 
the Port’s perimeter roadways, including I-710, Harbor Scenic Drive, Pico Boulevard, and 
PCH. Accordingly, these increases in road traffic noise level at each receptor site were 
quantified and included in the acoustical modeling. The Project’s contribution to traffic noise 
would not exceed 0.5 dBA at any location. (Draft EIS/EIR, Section 3.9 (Table 3.9-9) 
[compares 2020 Alternative 1 (0.9) and Alternative 4 (0.4) at site 2 in the p.m. – all other 
differences are 0.4 or less].) 

CBD-78. The comment correctly notes that construction noise impacts at sensitive receptor sites 
(Sites 3 – 7) would be reduced to less than significant levels due to distance attenuation, 
intervening development, and topography. Although Site 3 (Cesar Chavez Park) is located 
approximately 1,500 feet from the northeastern site boundary, this site is located 
approximately 3,500 feet from the in-water construction areas where pile driving activities 
would occur. Sites farther away from Middle Harbor operations than Site 3 would experience 
even lower impacts due to the greater distance and attenuation and therefore could not 
experience significant impacts if closer locations do not. Thus, it is unnecessary to formally 
analyze the impacts to more distant sites. Please see response to comment CBD-77 
regarding transportation noise which was formally assessed for Sites 3-7 because of their 
proximity to the I-710 (Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.9.2.3 Table 3.9-9). No revisions to the Final 
EIS/EIR are required. 

CBD-79. Please see response to comment CBD-77. The Draft EIS/EIR provides an adequate analysis 
of noise impacts for NEPA/CEQA purposes. The Draft EIS/EIR incorporates a Project-
specific analysis for all potential noise sources generated by proposed operations that would 
potentially affect surrounding sensitive noise receptors. The Draft EIS/EIR has appropriately 
evaluated the Project’s environmental effects on noise and identified mitigation measures to 
minimize significant environmental impacts to the extent feasible. 

The comment incorrectly asserts that “the documents [sic] analysis of impacts related to 
operational noise dismisses entirely the residential communities surrounding the Port…”  The 
Draft EIS/EIR evaluates operational impacts to residential communities as described in 
response to comment CBD-75, above, by using Cesar Chavez Park as an appropriate 
surrogate for the residential communities in Long Beach. Final EIS/EIR Section 3.9.1.2 has 
been revised to clarify this issue. The Park is closer to the location of Port activity than the 
residential communities. Again, since point source noise attenuates with distance at an 
exponential rate, small increases in relative distance result in much larger relative reductions 
in sound pressure level. Therefore, once a suitable location at a suitable distance has been 
evaluated and the impact found to be less than significant, that conclusion can reasonably be 
applied to any other location the same distance or further from the project source. 

CBD-80. The comment asserts that the Draft EIS/EIR “also understates appropriate noise limits and 
ignores other relevant indicators of their significance.” While this comment again mentions 
EPA’s 1974 document, as explained in response to comment CDB-75, more recent models and 
sources, such as the LBMC, were used in the noise evaluation of this Project. The comment 
further asserts that communication interference, sleep interference, and physiological 
responses and annoyance were not considered in the EIS/EIR and suggests that the 
consequences of these effects in humans are well understood and settled. However, research 
of available scientific information reveals that studies are inconclusive on many points related to 
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human health effects of noise. Additional text has been added to Final EIS/EIR Section 3.9.1.2 
to expand upon the human health aspects of noise including the following:  

A number of studies have linked increases in noise with health effects, including hearing 
impairment, sleep disturbance, cardiovascular effects, psychophysiological effects, and 
potential impacts to fetal development (Babisch 2006). Potential health effects appear to 
be caused by both short and long term exposure to very loud noises and long term 
exposure to lower levels of sound (chronic exposure). Acute exposure to sounds of at 
120 dB can cause mechanical damage to hair cells of the cochlea (the auditory portion of 
the inner ear) and hearing impairment (Babisch 2005). As noted in Draft EIS/EIR Section 
3.9.1.2 (Table 3.9-2), 110-115 dB is the noise level associated with a rock concert or a jet 
plane flying overhead at 300 meters.  

The WHO and EPA consider Leq = 70 dBA to be a safe daily average noise level for the 
ear. Some research has suggested that even this “ear-safe” level may cause disturbance 
to sleep and concentration and may be linked to chronic health impacts such as 
hypertension and heart disease (Babisch 2006). A number of studies have looked at the 
potential health effects from the sound of chronic lower noise levels, such as traffic, 
especially as these noise levels affect children. In a study of school children in Germany, 
blood pressure was found to be 10 mmHg higher in a group of students exposed to road 
traffic noise from high traffic transit routes (Babisch 2006). A study by Kawanda (2004) 
showed that in pregnant women, exposure to airplane noise was found to be associated 
with decreased fetal body weight.  

However, a meta-analysis of 43 epidemiological studies of the association between noise 
exposure and blood pressure and ischemic heart disease (van Kempen et al. 2002) 
found no statistically significant correlation between community exposure and heart 
disease, although small but statistically significant correlations were found for 
occupational exposures. This paper found a positive correlation between high blood 
pressure and elevated noise exposure in the workplace. It was not, however, able to 
identify a threshold above which significant health effects could be expected to occur in 
the general population. The meta-analysis concludes that “epidemiological evidence on 
noise exposure, blood pressure, and ischemic heart diseases (IHDs) is still limited” (van 
Kempen et al. 2002). Extending upon this and other studies, Babisch (2006) concluded 
that evidence of health effects related to hypertension and IHDs has increased in recent 
years, although other health effects have not been clearly demonstrated.  

In conclusion, there appears to be a relationship between exposure to higher than normal 
noise levels and some health effects, although the evidence is inconsistent at this time. 
Recent research has not unequivocally identified community noise levels above which 
specific health effects may occur. In the absence of more definitive research, a level of 120 
dBA may be a suitable threshold above which acute exposure would be health threatening. 
Similarly, chronic exposures above the 70 dB threshold used by the WHO and EPA may 
potentially be health threatening.  

Finally, the commenter notes, without citation, a study that suggests that a 75 dBA interior 
noise level would cause sleep deprivation in 30 percent of the cases. Assuming this fact to be 
true, it is not directly relevant in this instance because the noise study results indicate that 
such an interior noise level is highly unlikely as a consequence of the proposed Project.  

CBD-81. The comment incorrectly asserts that the Draft EIS/EIR failed to accurately evaluate impacts 
on hydrology and water quality. The proposed new Middle Harbor facilities are all related to 
shipment of containers. These containers are unloaded/loaded using on-dock cranes. The 
containers are temporarily stored in the associated backlands, and imports are transferred to 
trucks or rail for shipment outside the Port. No liquid-bulk cargo, such as petroleum products, 
or other bulk cargo of any kind would be loaded or unloaded at the Project berths. The new 
facilities are designed to handle container cargo in a safe and efficient manner. No revisions 
to the Final EIS/EIR are required.
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CBD-82. This comment suggests that the Draft EIS/EIR failed to evaluate impacts associated with 
stormwater runoff. Based on the past hazardous material spill history described in Draft 
EIS/EIR Section 3.10.1.2.(Past Accidents and Spills), and the estimated average maximum 
throughput at the Project facilities, less than two accidents per year are predicted to  occur as 
a result of container handling. Due to the localized nature of these accidents and the low 
annual rainfall at the Project site, it is very unlikely that hazardous material spills would enter 
the harbor. Moreover, the potential for spills of hazardous materials to enter the harbor in 
storm water runoff is extremely low because the spill would have to occur on one of the few 
days each year when rain falls. Samples taken at POLB storm drains in 2005 (MBC 2005) 
and 2006-2007 (MBC 2007) found no exceedance of water quality standards or objectives in 
receiving waters (i.e., the harbor). Therefore, Project activities are unlikely to result in runoff 
of pollutants at concentrations that would cause harbor waters to exceed water quality 
standards. No revisions to the Final EIS/EIR are required.

CBD-83. Please see response to comment CBD-82. The Project would not change the type of 
activities that occur in the harbor or the type of pollutants that could occur in runoff. Although 
the amount of land surface would be increased, this would not increase the amount of 
pollutants entering harbor waters from aerial deposition because the deposition that currently 
occurs on the water surface to be filled would subsequently be on the new landfill surface and 
be washed off by rainfall. In addition, the continued use of existing pollution controls and 
implementation of improved storm drain infrastructure on the new fill areas would reduce the 
potential for pollutants to enter the harbor (Impact WQ-1.3 in the Draft EIS/EIR). Although 
Project operations would result in additional truck and rail activities, the potential for 
associated aerial deposition would be reduced by adherence to agency regulations and 
proposed mitigation measures that would reduce DPM emissions. Furthermore, all tenants 
would be required to comply with pollution control measures in the City of Long Beach 
Municipal Stormwater Permit, which would prevent exceedance. No revisions to the Final 
EIS/EIR are required.

CBD-84. The comment infers that the Draft EIS/EIR turbidity analysis is not supported by evidence. 
The Draft EIS/EIR turbidity assessment in Section 3.3.2.3 (Impact WQ-1.1) is based on a 
pilot dredging project. Sampling that was based on water transmissivity at 82, 164, and 382 
feet from the pilot dredging study (USACE et al. 2002; Moore and Edmunds 2002) found the 
turbidity plume for clean sediments did not extend over 328 feet in the down current direction. 
A typical mixing zone in a dredging permit is 328 feet (USACE 2002). Based on this 
information, turbidity from Project dredging would affect a small area of the East Basin near 
the dredging site and would not substantially affect water quality outside the mixing zone. 
Installation of piles and bulkheads generally cause minimal turbidity as very little bottom is 
disturbed during pile driving and/or sheet pile installation. Turbidity dissipates rapidly, so 
individual events separated by time and space would not result in a cumulative impact. 
Furthermore, Project-specific permits will require monitoring to verify that construction 
activities do not cause water quality criteria to be exceeded. No revisions to the Final EIS/EIR 
are required.

CBD-85. The comment incorrectly interprets the following statement in the Draft EIS/EIR Section 
3.3.2.3 (Impact WQ-1.3) by eliminating the underlined text identified below. 

“The amount of vessel traffic in the East Basin would nearly double compared to baseline 
conditions, representing a 3.4 percent increase in total vessel traffic in the harbor as a 
result of the proposed Project.” 

 The comment suggests that the Draft EIS/EIR fails to discuss potential impacts related to a 
decrease in DO associated with turbidity from increased vessel traffic. The increase in 
Project-related vessel traffic of one additional vessel every two days would not result in a 
substantial increase in turbidity and associated decrease in dissolved oxygen due to the short 
transit time within the harbor and the slow speeds. A very small area of the harbor would be 
affected during passage of each vessel, and turbulence caused by the vessel would mix the 
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water so that dissolved oxygen would not be reduced to below regulatory standards. No 
revisions to the Final EIS/EIR are required. 

CBD-86. The comment states that dredging activities would affect the tidal prism of Long Beach 
Harbor. Although the tidal prism would be reduced slightly, the Project would not affect 
salinity of harbor waters. The harbor is an open embayment of the Pacific Ocean with open 
connections to ocean waters, and salinity within the harbor is essentially the same as in the 
ocean. Therefore, minor changes in tidal prism would not affect salinity. Any increase in sea 
level as a result of global warming would increase the tidal prism and but would not change 
the salinity due to the open ocean connection. No revisions to the EIS/EIR are required.

CBD-87.  The comment suggests that the analysis of spill effects on water quality is skewed because only 
spills associated with container terminals were used. However, because the Project is a 
container terminal, it is appropriate to focus the impact analysis on container-related spills. No 
boat maintenance or fuel dock facilities are part of the Project, and consequently, spills 
associated with those facilities are not analyzed in the Draft EIS/EIR. Based on storm drain 
sampling described in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.3.1 and in response to comment CBD-82, runoff 
of pollutants from onshore activities, including any accidental spills that could have occurred, 
have not resulted in exceedance of water quality standards. In addition, all tenants will be 
required to comply with pollution control measures in the City of Long Beach Municipal 
Stormwater Permit. Discharge of ballast water from large commercial vessels is regulated to 
minimize the introduction of non-native species, and most container vessels using the Project 
facilities would be unloading cargo and, thus, not discharging ballast water as described in 
Impact BIO-5.3 of the Draft EIR/EIR. This would minimize the potential for discharge of oil-
contaminated ballast water in the harbor. Furthermore, discharge of contaminated ballast water 
is prohibited within the harbor. Therefore, no revisions to the Final EIS/EIR are required. 

CBD-88. The comment suggests that the Draft EIS/EIR provides an inadequate analysis of impacts on 
special status birds and marine mammals. However, construction activities have been 
ongoing in the harbor for many years, and the abundance of special status birds have shown 
no apparent decline related to such activities. The Project is in an area unlikely to be used by 
foraging California least terns and is not characterized by foraging habitat typically used by 
these terns. Therefore, the impact of the Project on least terns is less than significant. 
California brown pelicans can be found throughout the harbor, but only 17 were observed in 
the Project area out of approximately 11,000 observed in the entire harbor from February 
2000 through January 2001 (MEC Analytical Systems, Inc. 2002). Thus, this species does not 
rely heavily on the Project area for foraging or resting, and few, if any, individuals would be 
displaced due to Project construction. The same is true for California sea lions and harbor 
seals because few have been observed in the Project area during year-long surveys. The 
deep water slips to be filled as part of the Project do not provide important habitat for any 
special status species or marine mammals. For these reasons, and as explained in more 
detail in Section 3.4.2.3 of the Draft EIS/EIR, the impacts on special status species and 
marine mammals will be less than significant. No revisions to the Final EIS/EIR are required.

CBD-89. This comment incorrectly asserts that the Draft EIS/EIR inadequately analyzes the Project’s 
cumulative impacts to biota and habitats. The Draft EIS/EIR uses the best information 
currently available regarding past, present and reasonably foreseeable future projects to 
conclude that the impacts will be less than significant. In particular, based on baseline 
surveys of biota in the harbor over the past several decades (MBC 1984; MEC 1988; MEC 
Analytical Systems, Inc. 2002), the abundance and diversity of marine organisms in the 
harbor have not declined while a number of projects (e.g., Pier 300 and Pier 400) that are 
much larger than the Project have been implemented. These and other projects have 
occurred at various times in the past with some overlapping in time but not in space. The 
future projects used in the cumulative analysis would be at numerous locations, some of 
which are away from harbor waters. Most would not overlap in time, but a few could. 
However, no detailed construction schedules are available for the future projects because 
they are not well advanced in the planning process. Thus, the overlap of specific activities 
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such as pile driving or dredging cannot be estimated. Construction activities on land would 
not have substantial cumulative impacts on marine biota considering the current regulatory 
control of such projects that limits runoff to harbor waters and the dispersed locations of the 
projects. In-water construction would occur during a small proportion of the future cumulative 
projects, and the locations generally would be widely separated. The duration of in-water 
work is relatively short, particularly for specific activities such a pile driving and at specific 
locations (e.g., fill placement). No changes to the Final EIS/EIR are required. 

CBD-90. The comment suggests that the Draft EIS/EIR dredging assessment fails to quantify the 
impacts of resuspended contaminants on fish mortality rates. As described In Draft EIS/EIR 
Section 3.3.2.3 (Impact WQ-1.1), substantial resuspension of contaminated sediments as a 
result of dredging does not occur. Also, elutriate tests (mixing Slip 3 sediments with 
uncontaminated water and then testing the water for released contaminants) have shown no 
elevation of contaminants above water quality objectives for protection of marine life (Weston 
Solutions 2006b). Most contaminants are adsorbed to sediment particles and do not release 
to the water due to low solubility in water. The suspended sediments then settle back to the 
bottom and do not expose fish in the water column to contaminants. Therefore, no increase 
in fish mortality would occur from resuspended sediments. In addition, as noted in response 
to comment CBD-2 the Project is not in an area with heavy inputs of sediment that would 
require maintenance dredging because no major land runoff (e.g., river) that could carry 
heavy sediment loads enters this area. As a consequence, maintenance dredging is 
conducted very rarely and only on an as-needed basis. Moreover, any necessary 
maintenance dredging is performed pursuant to a separate permit that requires its own 
environmental review. No revisions to the Final EIS/EIR are required.

CBD-91. The socioeconomic analysis was prepared in accordance with requirements under NEPA and 
CEQA. Assumptions are necessary for any forecast or analysis, and the assumptions made 
for the socioeconomic analysis for this EIS/EIR are commensurate with the level of detail that 
is known at this time about employment effects of the proposed Project and its alternatives, 
where jobs would be generated, and where employees and their families would live.  

Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.12 has been revised to clarify the distinction between the five-county 
Los Angeles region and the Gateway Cities subregion, and why each region is appropriate for 
the metrics applied to it. The input-output model used to estimate direct and indirect 
employment impacts is specific to the five-county Los Angeles region; therefore, POLB used 
the five-county region as the comparison area for assessing the significance of employment 
effects. POLB used the Gateway Cities subregion, which is a subset of the five-county Los 
Angeles region, to assess the significance of effects on population and housing. As noted in 
the Draft EIS/EIR, the analysis of population impacts assumes that due to the proximity of the 
Gateway Cities subregion to the Port, incoming population associated with the direct port 
industry employment as well as a portion of the population associated with the direct export 
manufacturer and import wholesaler employment would take up residence in the Gateway 
Cities subregion.  

Final EIS/EIR Section 3.12 has been revised to clarify that not all standards address the 
entire five-county region.

CBD-92. The allocation of Project-related inmigrants to cities within the Gateway Cities subregion 
follows a standard gravity modeling approach where, in this context, the relative 
attractiveness of a given subregion city to inmigrants is directly related to that city’s amenities, 
including shopping, the variety of public services and facilities, and accessibility to places of 
work. City population is oftentimes used as a surrogate measure for the concentration and 
variety of amenities. Distance or trip time is the typical measure of work-place accessibility. 
The great majority of Project-related Port industry jobs are located in the Gateway Cities 
subregion. These jobs are connected with warehouse, transloading, trucking and other 
related logistics activities as well as marine terminal operations at the Project site. 
Historically, they have been found to be scattered throughout the Gateway Cities subregion. 
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Thus, for this analysis, it was assumed that each city within the subregion was equally 
accessible to Port industry jobs created by the Project. Therefore, the only factor in allocating 
inmigrants to the subregion’s cities was city size. Consequently, each city within the Gateway 
Cities subregion was allocated a share of the inmigrating population equal to its share of the 
Gateway Cities’ total population; larger cities received more inmigrating people, while smaller 
cities received less. In this case, the resulting allocations did not result in inmigrant 
populations exceeding significance thresholds of 0.5 percent of the baseline populations that 
would have triggered more detailed, case-study impact analyses. 

CBD-93. The approach used in the Draft EIS/EIR allocates Project-induced inmigrating populations to a 
relatively small subarea of the economic region. Specifically, the Gateway Cities subregion 
represents only 11 percent of the total population within SCAG’s five-County region. Moreover, 
the Draft EIS/EIR makes assumptions about the number of Project-related inmigrants and 
where they reside that substantially overstates the Project’s population-related impacts in the 
Gateway Cities subregion. Specifically, for this analysis it is assumed that all Project-induced, 
direct Port industry jobs are filled by workers who migrate to the Gateway Cities subregion. This 
overstates Project impacts on public facilities and housing in the five-County region and 
subregion because: (1) not all Project jobs would be filled by inmigrants to the region ; and (2) 
not all Project jobs filled by inmigrants to the region will choose to live in the subregion.  

The assumption that all Project-induced, direct Port industry workers would be inmigrants 
overstates population impacts to the extent that some Port industry occupations are low-skilled, 
low-paying and not likely to attract inmigrants from outside the region. Based on the Bureau of 
Labor Statistics National Employment Matrix (December 2007), which contains detailed tables 
of occupations by industrial sector, and the Port’s Input-Output model runs, which calculate 
sector-specific port industry jobs, it is estimated that over 40 percent of Project jobs would be 
filled by relatively low-skilled workers. These occupations include service workers (Occupation 
Code 31-3900), assemblers and fabricators (51-2000), truck drivers (53-3030) and laborers and 
material movers (53-7000). Evidence that many of these new Port industry jobs are not filled by 
inmigrants is revealed in past Census data. Customized cross-tabulations from the 2000 
Decennial Census’s 1-Percent Public Use Microdata Sample Files prepared for a geographic 
area approximating the Gateway Cities subregion (consisting of Public Use MicroSample Areas 
6305, 6307 and 6406-10), show that for the period 1995-2000, only six percent of the Water 
Transportation Services workers (a reasonable sector-surrogate for all Port industry workers) 
living in the Gateway Cities subregion had moved there from someplace outside the subregion. 
During this same period, container traffic in San Pedro Bay increased 76 percent. These data 
would suggest that new port industry jobs are filled, in part, by workers already residing in the 
Gateway Cities subregion.  

The assumption that all Project-induced, direct Port industry workers who do inmigrate would 
choose to locate in the Gateway Cities subregion overstates population impacts to the extent 
that some inmigrants would choose to live elsewhere in the five-county region. Such appears 
to be the case based on the spatial distribution of International Longshore and Warehouse 
Union (ILWU) worker’s places of residence. June, 2005 zip code data for over 8,000 
members show that over 30 percent lived outside the Gateway Cities subregion, largely in 
cities and unincorporated areas west of the 110 Freeway, and in Orange County. Given that 
ILWU jobs are located in San Pedro Bay and that other Project-induced port industry sectors, 
such as truck drivers and warehouse operators, would be located throughout the Gateway 
Cities subregion, it is likely that an even higher percentage of these new jobs would be filled 
by workers living outside the subregion in areas such as North Los Angeles County and in 
Western San Bernardino and Riverside Counties. 

CBD-94. The EIS/EIR addresses growth-inducing effects as required under NEPA (40 CFR 1508.8[b]) 
and CEQA (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2) that require an EIS/EIR to examine the 
potential of a project to significantly or adversely affect the environment as a result of direct or 
indirect effects. As stated in Draft EIS/EIR Section 5.3, the Project would not have a growth-
inducing impact on surrounding areas. Although the Project would lead to development of an 
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area currently underutilized and increase the volume of containers moving through Middle 
Harbor, this would not stimulate significant economic or population growth, remove obstacles 
to population growth, or necessitate the construction of new community facilities that would 
lead to additional growth in the surrounding area. Final EIS/EIR Section 5.3.2.2 has been 
revised to clarify that the Project would generate 2,961 jobs.  

CBD-95. The comment is inaccurate in stating that the Project would have growth-inducing impacts 
during Project construction. Given the relatively large regional construction industry and the 
dearth of construction projects in the current economy, it is likely that the labor force from 
within the region would be sufficient to support Project construction activities without an influx 
of new workers and that relocation within the region would be minimal. Consequently, the 
Project would not be expected to stimulate substantial population growth that would lead to 
additional growth in the surrounding area (refer to Draft EIS/EIR Section 5.3.2). As the 
construction labor force in the region would be sufficient to complete the construction 
activities without workers migrating to the region, the Project would not stimulate substantial 
growth associated with labor needs and expenditures. Overall, the Project would not generate 
significant growth-inducing impacts. No revisions to the Final EIS/EIR are required.  

CBD-96. The comment suggests that the Draft EIS/EIR growth-inducing analysis failed to consider the 
substantial economic activity that is indirectly induced by Port operations at offsite ancillary 
facilities. Although Port operations do create business opportunities in surrounding 
communities, it is not possible to determine what opportunities might be created by the 
Project. As the commenter notes, there are a large number of ancillary facilities that already 
serve the Port. These facilities may be sufficient to serve the Project. If current facilities are 
not sufficient, then as new facilities are proposed, the environmental impacts of such facilities 
will be evaluated in the applicable permitting processes. Any effort to evaluate such impacts 
in the Draft EIS/EIR would be entirely speculative because there is not enough information 
about such possible facilities to allow environmental analysis. The Draft EIS/EIR evaluates 
the project specific and cumulative impacts of the proposed Project on traffic, air quality, 
noise and other environmental resource areas at the Port as well as in the surrounding 
communities. It also assesses whether the project will induce growth. As explained in Section 
5.3.2 of the Draft EIS/EIR, the Project is not growth inducing. 

CBD-97. The comment is inaccurate in stating that the proposed Project would result in growth-
inducement due to increased housing demands associated with Port workers. The Project 
would not significantly affect the economy of the region in ways that would generate 
significant growth-inducing impacts. Because of the existing sizable local and regional labor 
pool, it is not likely that the Project would cause a significant influx of workers who would 
move to the Inland Empire in order to work at the Project. Therefore, due to the minimal 
number of employees and the existing supply of workers in the local community, any increase 
in population and housing as a result of construction of the proposed Project would be less 
than significant. Please see responses to comments CBD-91, CBD-92 and CBD-93. No 
revisions to the Final EIS/EIR are required. 

CBD-98. This comment suggests that the Draft EIS/EIR fails to address numerous environmental 
issues associated with increased population required to support Project construction and 
operations. The Draft EIS/EIR incorporates programmatic, project-specific, and cumulative 
analyses for all environmental issue areas that would potentially be impacted by the proposed 
Project. The Draft EIS/EIR has appropriately evaluated the Project’s environmental effects 
and identified mitigation measures and reasonable alternatives to avoid significant 
environmental impacts. Moreover, as explained in response to comments CBD-91 through 
CBD-94, the Project would have less than significant impacts on regional population. 
Therefore, no revisions to the Final EIS/EIR are required.

CBD-99. The comment incorrectly suggests that the Draft EIS/EIR failed to examine a reasonable 
range of alternatives to the proposed Project. The four alternatives that were carried forward 
for detailed analysis in the Draft EIS/EIR provided a reasonable range of alternatives that 
fulfilled basic Project objectives while potentially reducing significant environmental impacts. 
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In addition to the proposed Project, the alternatives included Alternative 2 (315-Acre 
Alternative), which reduced the size of the Project, Alternative 3 (Landside Improvements 
Alternative), which did not involve any in-water activities, and Alternative 4 (No Project 
Alternative), which did not involve construction of any kind. Six other alternatives were 
evaluated but not carried forward for detailed analysis because they did not meet the Project 
objectives or were infeasible. Refer to Section 1.6.2 of the Draft EIS/EIR for additional details. 
In addition, although hundreds of comments on the Draft EIS/EIR were submitted to the Port 
and the USACE, only one additional alternative was suggested in all the comments. Please 
see response to comment USEPA(A)-3 and the response thereto for the reasons the 
suggested alternative was not analyzed in detail. As required by NEPA and CEQA , the Draft 
EIS/EIR considered a reasonable range of alternatives that met the basic Project objects 
while potentially minimizing or avoiding significant impacts. 

The comment does not consider the Port’s fundamental duty to accommodate and promote 
commerce. The 1911 grant of the tidelands to the City of Long Beach was for the purpose of 
constructing improvements “necessary or convenient for the promotion and accommodation 
of commerce and navigation…..”  Stats. Of 1911, p. 1305. The California Legislature has 
subsequently declared its intent for existing ports, including the POLB, 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)). 

CBD-100. The comment suggests that the proposed GHG mitigation measures fail to address the 
Project’s largest source of GHG emissions and recommends that a new alternative be 
evaluated in the Final EIS/EIR that includes Maglev and other zero emissions container 
mover systems. 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 in the Draft EIS/EIR. 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 Port is now in the process of developing a 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. Please see response to comment DOJ-5 for additional details. 

Please see response to comment DOJ-5 for additional information regarding mitigation 
measures that specifically minimize the Project’s GHG emissions and contributions to global 
climate change. 

Please see response to comment SCAQMD-27 for discussion regarding the feasibility of 
Maglev technology. Using an on-dock Maglev system is both physically impractical and 
financially infeasible. There are no zero emissions technologies currently in practical 
operation to move containers, so it is unknown whether these technology systems can 
feasibly transport containers. Although one such technology is being constructed in Italy, the 
testing and construction of such a technology in the Port would require a minimum of five 
years according to vendors, due to environmental/permit approvals, design, and construction. 
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Preliminary cost estimates for construction of these technologies range from $180 to $264 
million per mile.23  The estimated annual operation and maintenance costs range from $7.5 
to $10.5 million.24  To be viable, the system must be financially feasible. In addition, such a 
system must be able to connect to mainline railroad via the Alameda Corridor in order to 
maximize its potential environmental benefits.  

Development of a Maglev train rail network related to regional goods movement infrastructure 
is outside the scope of the proposed Project. The Port is in the process of reviewing possible 
zero- or near-zero emission transport technologies as envisioned in the CAAP. Pursuant to 
its commitments under the CAAP, the Port is exploring various technologies, financing 
mechanisms, and a demonstration project between a marine terminal and a near-dock rail 
facility. In the event the Port’s demonstration project determines that a zero- or near-zero 
emission transport technology is operationally and financially feasible, the Port will investigate 
expanding the system to involve other terminals, possibly including the Middle Harbor 
container terminal. However, at this point, it is not financially or operationally feasible to 
include this type of technology as a mitigation measure for the project. 

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 
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.  

CBD-101. Environmental justice evaluations of significant hourly NO2 (construction and operation) and 
annual NO2 (operations), focusing on the peak operations emissions year, 2010, were 
reconfirmed based on the most recently available NO2  background data, analysis of Census 
data (both block group data and block data), zoning information, high-resolution satellite 
photos, and on-the-ground verification. The year 2010 is the time period when the proposed 
Project would generate the highest amount of operational emissions (i.e., associated with 
ship docking and hoteling, terminal equipment, on-road trucks, and trains) within and 
adjacent to the Middle Harbor container terminal. These emissions would in turn produce the 
highest ambient levels of pollutants in the Port and onshore regions compared to any other 
Project year. As the modeling shows, the reason why the operational emissions would be 
higher in 2010 than subsequent years is that additional air quality mitigation measures and 
offset reductions will be implemented after 2010.  

In the areas containing significant hourly and annual NO2 impacts from Project operations 
(Impact AQ-4), land uses and the underlying zoning are predominantly industrial, commercial, 
or public facilities/infrastructure, with a small area of residential uses (0.5 acres out of 845 
total land acres, for annual NO2, and zero acres for hourly NO2). Based on analysis of aerial 
photos, zoning maps and associated field verifications, only one residence is located in the 
area of significant hourly NO2 ambient concentrations and three to four residences are 
located in the area of significant annual NO2 concentrations. The one residence in the 
significant impact area for hourly NO2 is in an area that is zoned for heavy industrial use (City 
of Los Angeles 2008) and surrounded by industrial uses, including a container storage area. 
The three to four residences in the significant impact area for annual NO2 are at the outer 
edge of a residential neighborhood (i.e., not a significant concentration of residential units). 
However, these residences would not be affected in the latter years of the project   

                                                      

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

2008. 
24  Ibid. 
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Based on the reconfirmation of NO2 data using updated background concentrations, 
proposed Project construction would not create a disproportionate offsite hourly impact for 
environmental justice (Impact AQ-2).  

Thus, while there are a high percentage of low-income communities of color in residential 
areas closest to the Port, modeling evaluations have shown that areas of significant air 
quality impacts related to Impacts AQ-2 and AQ-4 are almost entirely within industrial areas, 
both within the Port and outside of the Port boundaries.  

As noted by the air quality analyses in Section 3.2 and related appendices (Appendix A), despite 
increases in cargo throughput, operational emissions would decrease following the 2010 peak 
year, as additional air quality mitigation measures and offset reductions are implemented, and 
the impacts identified in 2010 would no longer occur. For example, an analysis was conducted 
for 2030, which included emissions reductions related to Mitigation Measure AQ-11 (OGV 
slide valves) and the newly adopted IMO NOX standards which will result in significant 
reductions in NOx emissions. Consistent with this reduction, the SCAQMD assumes in the 2007 
AQMP that there will be an OGV fleet-wide NOx reduction of 30 percent and 70 percent in 2014 
and 2023, respectively, compared to the 2007 fleet. Based on these considerations, a 
conservative reduction of 35 percent is assumed for assessing one-hour NO2 impacts in 2030, 
which showed no significant environmental justice impacts. The same conclusions were found 
for 2020. Thus, with these considerations post-peak years such as 2020 and 2030 also would 
be characterized by no significant environmental justice impacts.  

In summary, the conclusions in the Draft EIS/EIR that impacts related to Impact AQ-2 and 
Impact AQ-4 would not represent disproportionately high and adverse effects on minority 
and/or low-income populations are unchanged, and the referenced statement that the highest 
offsite concentrations of hourly and annual NO2 levels would be within predominately 
industrial areas is correct. The analysis reconfirmed that there would be no disproportionate 
effects to minority or low-income populations and therefore, no significant environmental 
justice impacts. These conclusions are also consistent with predicted reductions in Project 
NO2 levels as compared to baseline conditions (Section 3.2 of the Draft EIS/EIR and Final 
EIS/EIR), including reductions in significant areas of NO2 concentrations predominantly within 
port complex boundaries typified by industrial, commercial, or public facilities/infrastructure. 

CBD-102. Conclusions in the Draft EIS/EIR regarding disproportionate effects from odor are distinct 
from conclusions related to other air quality effects. This is because the principle source of 
odor from the Project would be derived from diesel particulate material while NO2 is 
associated with gas phases and not detectable to the human olfactory system until 
concentrations are reached that are three to 10 times higher than predicted by the AQ 
analysis. As an example of this difference, given that the distance between proposed Project 
emission sources within the terminal and the nearest residents is 0.4 miles, this distance 
would be far enough to allow for adequate dispersion of these emissions to below 
objectionable odor levels, while NO2, although not detectable as an odor, would extend at 
significant levels beyond this distance (see response to comment CBD 101). However, even 
with this greater distance additional modeling, aerial photo analysis, zoning information and 
on-the ground checking reconfirmed that five or fewer residences would be affected, in total, 
by significant hourly and annual NO2 emissions levels, but only in the initial years of the 
Project. No residential concentrations would be affected and, as indicated in the Draft 
EIS/EIR, there would be no disproportionate effects from these emissions to environmental 
justice populations from construction or operations. 

CBD-103. 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 or mitigate significant 
environmental impacts. Accordingly, the USACE and the Port believe that the analysis 
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presented in the document meets the requirements of NEPA and CEQA and therefore, 
recirculation is not warranted. 

The comment correctly notes that recirculation is required only when “significant new 
information” is added to an EIR after public review and comment on the draft EIR but before 
certification. (PRC§ 21092.1)  Not all new information added to an EIR is “significant.”  
According to the CEQA Guidelines, new information added to an EIR is significant only if ”… 
the EIR is changed in a way that deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment 
upon a substantial adverse environmental effect of the project or a feasible way to mitigate or 
avoid such effect (including a feasible project alternative) that the project’s proponents have 
declined to implement.” (14 C.C.R. § 15088.5). Examples of significant new information 
include: (1) a new significant impact of the project or from a new mitigation measure 
proposed to be implemented; (2) a substantial increase in the severity of an environmental 
impact for which no mitigation measures are added which reduce the impact to a level of 
insignificance; or (3) a feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably 
different from others previously analyzed would clearly lessen the environmental impacts of 
the project, but the project proponent declines to adopt it. Based on these standards, there is 
no reason to recirculate the Draft EIS/EIR. Although some new information has been added 
to the Final EIS/EIR in response to comments, none of the information is significant. No new 
impacts have been identified, the severity of the impacts identified in the Draft EIS/EIR are 
not substantially increased over what is described in the document, and no feasible 
alternatives or mitigation measures were identified which would clearly lessen the 
environmental impacts of the Project. For these reasons, the commenter incorrectly asserts 
that recirculation is required. 
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Coalition for Clean & Safe Ports, June 11, 2008 

CCSP-1. The comment requested an extension of the public comment period for the Draft EIS/EIR. In 
order to ensure adequate public involvement, the Port extended the public comment period 
an additional four weeks to August 8, 2008. 

10-441



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

MIDDLE HARBOR REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT  APRIL 2009 

This page intentionally left blank. 

10-442



10-443

CEHJ-1

CEHJ-2



10-444



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

MIDDLE HARBOR REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT  APRIL 2009 

Coalition for Environmental Health and Justice, August 7, 2008 

CEHJ-1. Thank you for participating in the Draft EIS/EIR public review process. We appreciate your 
time and effort. 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. Please refer to Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.5 for the Project’s 
effects on regional transportation corridors. 

CEHJ-2. Commenter states that the Draft EIS/EIR does not consider the growth inducing effect forcing 
the expansion of the I-710 and the addition of near-dock rail capacity. Commenter also states 
that the analysis should, at a minimum, include the I-710 corridor extending from the Port to 
SR 60. 

The Draft EIS/EIR does analyze the impacts of the Project on the I-710 (Draft EIS/EIR 
Section 3.5.2.3). The I-710 Corridor Project EIR/EIS is being prepared by the Los Angeles 
County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro) in coordination with Caltrans. The most 
recent geometric design concepts presented to the Long Beach City Council I-710 Oversight 
Committee on January 27, 2009, indicate that no additional lanes will be required to 
accommodate future growth on the southern most part of the I-710.25

The impacts of the addition of near-dock rail capacity were also analyzed as a known future 
project that was included in Table 2.1-1 Related and Cumulative Projects (items 10 and 23). 
However, the Intermodal Container Transfer Facility (ICTF) and Southern California 
Intermodal Gateway (SCIG) are not approved projects; therefore, the Draft EIS/EIR assumed 
a worst case scenario. The vehicular trips associated with the related projects were included, 
but the anticipated benefits of reduced truck trips resulting from more near-dock rail capacity 
were not included. Without ICTF and SCIG, the transportation model indicates that more 
cargo would be hauled by trucks to other railyards in the region, primarily the East Los 
Angeles and Hobart railyards. As discussed in response to comment CC-3, Project impacts 
on I-710 north of the study area would not exceed the significance thresholds.  

                                                      

 
25  To obtain the meeting minutes, contact the Long Beach City Clerk Department at (562) 570-6101 or send an email to cityclerk@longbeach.gov.  
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Jesse N. Marquez, Coalition for a Safe Environment, June 11, 2008 

CSE(A)-1. This comment incorrectly suggests that the Draft EIS/EIR fails to comply with NEPA and 
CEQA. 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. Despite the application of all feasible mitigation measures, significant 
unavoidable adverse project-level and cumulative impacts would occur. These impacts have 
been identified in the Draft EIS/EIR, and the decision-makers will consider them as part of 
their deliberations to approve or disapprove the Project. Consistent with CEQ Regulations 
and CEQA Guidelines Section 15124(b), the Draft EIS/EIR includes a discussion of the 
Project purpose and need and objectives that is used to explain the underlying reasons why 
USACE and the Port are proposing the Project. As stated in Draft EIS/EIR Sections1.3.2 and 
1.3.3, the overall purpose of the proposed Project is to increase and optimize the container 
cargo-handling efficiency and capacity of the Port at Middle Harbor in order to accommodate 
a share of foreseeable increases in containerized cargo while implementing environmental 
controls necessary to reduce pollution and conserve energy.  

CSE(A)-2. The Port has developed two programs to mitigate cumulative air quality and noise impacts 
from Port operations, including the Middle Harbor Redevelopment Project:  the Schools and 
Related Sites Program and the Healthcare and Seniors’ Facilities Program. The programs: 
(1) establish eligibility criteria for potential applicants based on facility type and proximity to 
the SPBP; (2) provide metrics that will be used to assess a proposed project’s air quality and 
noise impact mitigation potential based on established regulatory mitigation programs, recent 
scientific information on air quality and noise impacts, and the proven effectiveness of 
proposed education/outreach programs; and (3) explain how the Port Board of Harbor 
Commissioners will choose among eligible proposals and approve funding. Please see 
response to comment USEPA(B)-8 for additional details. 

The Port has provided the opportunity for affected communities, individuals, organizations, 
and groups to participate in the EIS/EIR process by providing public notifications about 
preparation and availability of the EIS/EIR. The Port has held public scoping meetings and 
public hearings to inform the public about the Project, the alternatives, and the associated 
impacts. Meetings were held in evening hours in surrounding communities in locations that 
were as close as practical to areas most affected by the Project. A separate advisory 
committee is not necessary.

CSE(A)-3. Regarding the feasibility of Maglev technology, please see response to comment SCAQMD-
27. Using an on-dock Maglev system is both physically impractical and financially infeasible. 
There are no zero emissions technologies to move containers currently in practical operation, 
so it is unknown whether these technology systems can feasibly transport containers. 
Although one such technology is being constructed in Italy, the testing and construction of 
such a technology in the Port would require a minimum of five years according to vendors 
due to environmental/permit approvals, design, and construction. Preliminary cost estimates 
for construction of these technologies range from $180 to $264 million per mile.26  The 
estimated annual operation and maintenance costs range from $7.5 to $10.5 million.27  To be 
viable, the system must be financially feasible. In addition, such system must be able to 
connect to mainline railroad via the Alameda Corridor in order to maximize its potential 
environmental benefits.  

                                                      

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

2008. 
27  Ibid. 
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Development of a Maglev train rail network related to regional goods movement infrastructure 
is outside the scope of the proposed Project. The Port is in the process of reviewing possible 
zero- or near-zero emission transport technologies as envisioned in the CAAP. Pursuant to 
its commitments under the CAAP, the Port is exploring various technologies, financing 
mechanisms, and a demonstration project between a marine terminal and a near-dock rail 
facility. In the event the Port’s demonstration project determines that a zero- or near-zero 
emission transport technology is operationally and financially feasible, the Port will investigate 
expanding the system to involve other terminals, possibly including the Middle Harbor 
container terminal. However, at this point, it is not financially or operationally feasible to 
include this type of technology as a mitigation measure for the project. 

CSE(A)-4.  Please see responses to comments SCAQMD-27 and CSE(A)-3. Electrifying the Alameda 
Corridor has been studied fully and is not being pursued for several reasons, including 
operational feasibility during loading/unloading of trains and environmental and fiscal impacts 
of constructing a new power plant that could supply a sufficient source of power. 

According to ACTA staff, the Corridor was designed with overhead clearances to install an 
electric catenary in case a decision was made to electrify rail systems in southern California. 
SCAG conducted a study on electrifying the southern California rail system in the 1990s, 
however, and concluded it was prohibitively expensive to do so; and thus infeasible at that 
time. Electrifying the region's rail system is still being evaluated to address air quality 
attainment objectives28. The cost to electrify rail in southern California was estimated to be in 
excess of $6 billion,29 and thus it would still be infeasible. In any event, new federal EPA 
standards for Tier 3 and 4 locomotives and Electric Container Movement System (ECMS)
studies seem to be shifting federal air quality improvement emphasis away from 
electrification to cleaner locomotive engines. 

Electrifying the Corridor alone does not make practical or environmental sense for two 
reasons. First, the yards at the ports cannot be electrified because overhead lines would 
interfere with the loading of containers onto trains. Therefore a handoff would be required 
from non-electric locomotives to electric ones both at the Port and offsite at transfer points. At 
the Corridor's north end, idling diesel locomotives would have to wait at some LA/Commerce 
location for the handoff from the electric locomotives to non-electric locomotives, further 
increasing emissions at these already impacted locations. Thus, the operation would not only 
be inefficient, but much of the emissions saved along the Corridor would be transferred to the 
ends of the Corridor. 

The Alameda Corridor Use and Operating Agreement specifically prohibits the Ports from 
unilaterally mandating rail electrification. Furthermore, in accordance with the Alameda 
Corridor Agreement: 

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. (Alameda Corridor Use and Operating Agreement, 
dated October 12, 1998, ¶ 2.2(c), p. 15.) 

In any event, new federal EPA standards for Tier 3 and 4 locomotives and studies on 
alternative technology container mover systems, i.e. “Maglev” or “linear motor,” seem to be 
shifting federal air quality improvement emphasis away from electrification. The preferred 

                                                      

 
28   http://www.scag.ca.gov/goodsmove/pdf/2007/workshop/GMCM080207_FreightRail.pdf 
29   Ibid, Slide #12. 
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alternative to electrification or Maglev is to replace locomotives with new, cleaner-burning 
locomotives that meet the EPA’s Tier 3 and Tier 4 locomotives. 

Please see responses to comments SCAQMD-27, CBD-20, CBD-71, CSE(A)-3, and CSE(B)-
3 for additional information about electrifying the rail corridors. 

CSE(A)-5. USACE and the Port share the concerns expressed regarding adverse health effects in the 
Port 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 therefore reduce its long-term health effects. 
The Final EIS/EIR incorporates all feasible mitigation measures (i.e., Mitigation Measures 
AQ-1 through AQ-29) that would reduce toxic air pollution and GHG emissions from 
proposed construction and operational emission sources 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). Additionally, please see response to comment CSE(A)-9 
regarding new Final EIS/EIR Mitigation Measure AQ-29, which would further mitigate 
Project cumulative air quality impacts. 

CSE(A)-6. Please see responses to comments SCAQMD-7 and CBD-20. All Project intermodal cargo 
would be transported by train through the Alameda Corridor. Non-intermodal cargo that “must 
travel long distance” cannot be transported by rail if there are no rail facilities in proximity to 
the destination of the cargo or it does not make economic sense. However, as part of their 
transportation planning efforts, the ports are evaluating whether shuttle or satellite 
railyardrailyardss located outside of the Los Angeles Basin can be used to effectively replace 
these “long distance” truck trips that traverse the Basin with train trips. Ultimately, cargo 
owners determine where their cargo goes, as for example, cargo may first be transloaded 
before it is transported by rail. Therefore, conducting the requested Middle Harbor 
Redevelopment Project Study would not provide the information that could be used to 
increase the Project use of the Alameda Corridor.

CSE(A)-7. Regarding the inability of all OGV to use the proposed shore-power system during the first 
few Project years, please see response to comment SCAQMD-17.  

It would be economically infeasible to install systems like the Advanced Maritime Emissions 
Control Systems (AMECS) for a few years of use, as by 2015, all Project OGV would cold-
iron. Regarding the construction schedule to install the Project cold-ironing systems, please 
see response to comment CBD-23. Only ships that have retrofitted to use the electric-shore 
power system by 2015 will be permitted to call at the Project terminal. Therefore, it is not 
necessary to use an AMECS system for ships calling at the terminal. Additionally, Project 
OGV would rarely wait outside the breakwater, use of the AMECS in this area would be 
economically infeasible. 

CSE(A)-8. The comment requests that the Port sponsor a community health public survey to validate 
the HRA. The Project HRA uses methods approved by the OEHHA, ARB, and the SCAQMD. 
The comment objects to the 10 in a million cancer risk threshold. The 10 in a million cancer 
risk threshold is consistent with the guidelines of OEHHA, ARB, and SCAQMD. The precision 
of the results of the HRA is appropriate for NEPA/CEQA purposes. In addition, using such a 
survey to validate an HRA is not practical, as the HRA has certain very long exposure 
assumptions for residential areas. Therefore, it is deemed inappropriate to perform the 
request Health Survey in order to validate the HRA. 

CSE(A)-9.  Please see response to comment CBD-26. The comment requests that the Port establish a 
Public Health Care Mitigation Trust Fund. The Port has developed two programs in an effort 
to mitigate potential cumulative air quality and noise impacts of Port projects: (1) Schools and 
Related Sites Program -- Guidelines for the Port of Long Beach Grant Programs and (2) 
Healthcare and Seniors’ Facility Program-- Guidelines for the Port of Long Beach Grant 
Program. These programs are specifically aimed at sensitive populations (i.e., school-age 
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children, senior citizens, and persons with specific respiratory illnesses), which have been 
identified by state and local air agencies as particularly sensitive to air pollutants. The 
Schools and Related Sites Program focuses on school age children and identifies schools, 
preschools and daycare centers as eligible applicants for the funding opportunities of the 
program. The Healthcare and Seniors’ Facility Program is focused on specific prevention, 
education, and outreach programs, as well as direct mitigation projects, for schools, 
hospitals, healthcare facilities, retirement homes, senior centers, and convalescent homes 
that help sensitive receptors such as children, senior citizens, and people with respiratory 
illnesses in areas near the Port.  

The eligibility criteria for these programs have been developed to take into account that 
cumulative air quality and noise impacts are a function of distance from the Port area and the 
related goods movement transportation routes, including the I-710 and SR-47. The most 
recent SCAQMD MATES III, the ARB Diesel Particulate Matter Exposure Assessment Study 
for the POLB and POLA Study and recent modeling work completed in connection with the 
development of the CAAP Baywide health standard, have shown that areas downwind (north 
and east) of the Port are most heavily impacted by pollution from Port and related goods 
movement activities. For this reason, the guidelines in the two Port programs give preference 
to facilities closer to the Port because the sensitive receptors at these facilities would likely be 
exposed to greater cumulative air and noise impacts.  

The implementation guidelines for the two programs (1) establish eligibility criteria for 
potential applicants based on the facility type and proximity to the Port; (2) provide metrics 
that will be used to assess a proposed project’s air quality, noise and/or health mitigation 
potential; and (3) explain how the Port Board of Harbor Commissioners will choose among 
eligible proposals and approve funding. Therefore, to implement the above programs and 
further reduce cumulative air quality impacts from the Project, the Final EIS/EIR includes new 
Mitigation Measure AQ-29. Please see response to comment CSB-2. 

CSE(A)-10. The comment suggests that the Port include wetland restoration projects in San Pedro Bay 
as biological mitigation. The proposed Project would not result in impacts that require 
mitigation for removal of wetlands, and POLB has habitat credits in the existing Bolsa Chica 
mitigation bank that would totally mitigate the fill in Middle Harbor (Draft EIS/EIR, Section 
3.4.2.3, Table 3.4-4). Consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15370(e), mitigation includes 
compensating for an impact by replacing or providing substitute resources or environments. 
Thus, offsite replacement is permissible as mitigation within an established program such as 
the Bolsa Chica wetland restoration program. POLB has considered opportunities for habitat 
mitigation in the harbor area and found no viable opportunities in Wilmington for projects that 
would replace habitat under existing mitigation requirements. Pier A West is presently 
undergoing remediation and will likely be used by the Port in the future for container 
operations. Since implementation of the CWA, POLB has accounted for habitat loss and 
provided onsite or offsite compensatory mitigation for permanent loss of marine habitat in 
coordination with federal and state resource agencies. In accordance with the CCA, POLB 
has been designated an essential element of the national maritime industry (PRC Section 
30701), and POLB is responsible for modernizing and constructing necessary facilities to 
accommodate the demands of foreign and domestic waterborne commerce and other 
traditional and water dependent facilities in order to preclude the necessity for developing 
new ports elsewhere in the state. As a result, POLB gives priority for development of 
shoreline for maritime purposes as opposed to habitat creation. No revisions to the Final 
EIS/EIR are required. The Port continues to look for opportunities to restore wetlands and is 
currently working on a potential wetland restoration project (i.e., Colorado Lagoon) with the 
City of Long Beach. 

CSE(A)-11. The comment requests that the Port establish a marine fish hatchery to restore fish 
populations in San Pedro Bay. The comment does not explain how this request is related to 
the Project under review in this EIS/EIR. The Draft EIS/EIR appropriately represents the 
existing setting for fish populations and assesses potential Project impacts on the 
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environment by comparing the physical conditions in the affected area as they exist at the 
time the NOP was published to the expected conditions with construction and operation of 
the Project. As set forth in Section 3.4.2.3 of the Draft EIS/EIR, this comparison indicates that 
the Project’s impact on fish populations is less than significant and therefore, does not 
require mitigation. Moreover, baseline studies of the harbor since the mid 1980s have not 
shown a decrease in fish populations (MEC Analytical Systems, Inc. 2002) that would need to 
be augmented through use of a fish hatchery. For these reasons, the suggested mitigation is 
not necessary, and no revisions to the Final EIS/EIR are required. 

CSE (A)-12. Commenter requests that the Port establish an off-port property transportation infrastructure 
mitigation trust fund. The comment expresses concern regarding wear and tear of the 
freeways caused by trucks. However, all vehicular users of the freeways pay taxes applied to 
fuels, which are used to fund highway maintenance and improvements. Wear and tear from 
trucks traveling on any section of freeway are treated the same as wear and tear generated 
by any other vehicle traveling on the freeway, and is not regarded as an environmental impact 
for purposes of NEPA or CEQA analysis. As discussed in responses to comments RCTC-2 
and CR-14, there are various regional and statewide efforts to address various goods 
movement issues and fund solutions, so there is no need for the transportation infrastructure 
mitigation trust fund requested by the commenter. Please also see responses to comments 
CT-2, RCTC-5, CBD-65, CBD-67, and CBD-68. 

CSE(A)-13. The comment requests that the Port decontaminate and sanitize containers before they are 
placed at offsite container storage yards. The Port does not have control over land uses or 
the operation of facilities that exist outside its jurisdiction, nor does it control containers in the 
goods movement chain. The terminal operator is responsible for transporting containers from 
overseas to the Middle Harbor container terminal, where either trucking firms pick up the 
containers or where containers are transported to the intermodal railyard. In either case, the 
destination of the container becomes the responsibility of the entity that ordered the container 
or the trucking firm. Once containers leave the terminal, they would be managed and 
controlled by other businesses and facilities in the goods movement chain that are not within 
the control of the Port or its tenants. Impacts associated the storage or management of 
containers once they leave the Port are too speculative to evaluate in the Draft EIS/EIR 
because it is not possible to determine what impacts might occur.   

The comment implies that containers may be hazardous, although any shipment of 
hazardous materials must comply with strict packaging and transportation requirements, as 
described in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.10.1.3. Due to the strict regulatory guidelines regarding 
the packaging and transportation of hazardous materials, the potential for such materials to 
contaminate the containers is considered minimal. Moreover, existing federal, state, and local 
environmental and land use laws regulate and control the safe operation and storage of 
containers, as well as all other aspects of the goods movement industry to insure 
environmental protection. It should also be noted that no offsite container storage facilities 
would be constructed as part of the proposed Project.  

CSE(A)-14. The comment requests public review of Port leases to ensure applicable environmental 
provisions are included in all lease agreements. All new leases and lease renewals are 
reviewed and approved by the Board of Harbor Commissioners. The public is invited to 
address the Board of Harbor Commissioners on any particular agenda item, including leases. 
If the Board of Harbor Commissioners certifies the Final EIS/EIR, it will also be required to 
adopt a MMRP. The MMRP will ensure compliance with all of the identified mitigation 
measures by making the measures part of the Project lease. The MMRP will 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. 
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Jesse N. Marquez, Coalition for a Safe Environment, August 6, 2008 

CSE(B)-1. Please see response to comment CSE(A)-1. The Draft EIS/EIR has appropriately evaluated 
the Project’s purpose and need/objectives and environmental effects, and has identified 
mitigation measures and reasonable alternatives to avoid significant environmental impacts 
as required by NEPA and CEQA. Despite the application of all feasible mitigation measures, 
significant unavoidable adverse project-level and cumulative impacts would occur. These 
impacts have been identified in the Draft EIS/EIR, and the decision-makers will consider 
them as part of deliberations to approve or disapprove the Project.

CSE(B)-2. The environmental justice analysis included in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.15 meets all 
applicable requirements of NEPA, CEQA, and other statutes and regulations. To the extent 
that other comments in this letter provide specific comments on portions of the analysis, 
those are addressed below; for example, individual mitigation measures are addressed under 
response to comment CSE(B)-3, and the environmental justice zone of impact is discussed 
under response to comment CSE(B)-4.

CSE(B)-3. Final EIS/EIR Mitigation Measures AQ-1 through AQ-29 represent all feasible means to 
reduce criteria pollutant and GHG emissions from proposed construction and operational 
sources. Regarding the feasibility to implement electric or Maglev train systems at the 
expanded Pier F intermodal railyard or Alameda Corridor network, please see responses to 
comments CSE(A)-3, CSE(A)-4, and SCAQMD-27. With regard to the comment that 
American Maglev Company has volunteered to build the test facility, American Maglev 
submitted an unsolicited proposal to the POLB and POLA in early 2008. While the proposer 
claimed it would to build this facility at its own expense, it also asked the ports to grant it the 
use of land for the train alignment connecting Pier A and ICTF. A preliminary review by Port 
staff on the alignment proposed by American Maglev revealed that a significant number of 
parcels are not owned by the Port. The unsolicited proposal neglected to assess the cost of 
land acquisition, permitting process, and potential environmental impact on sensitive uses 
along its proposed alignment. The financial plan included in the unsolicited proposal had not 
been fully audited by any financial institutions. 

The Port is exploring various 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 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 railyardrailyardss.  

It is infeasible and impractical to build a permanent parking structure on Pier B, which is not 
part of the proposed Project, for housing a Maglev facility in connection with the proposed 
ICTF by UP or SCIG by BNSF. The cost per parking space for a parking structure ranges 
from $20,000 to $25,000. Constructing a four or five-story parking structure on Pier B would 
add significant cost to the current tenant (Toyota) that may yield no financial benefit. If a 
permanent parking structure is constructed, it could significantly constrain the future use on 
this terminal. The proposed ICTF by UP and SCIG by BNSF are independent of the proposed 
Middle Harbor Redevelopment Project. The Port may only impose mitigation measures and 
other Project conditions that provide a reasonable relationship to the significant impacts that 
would occur if the proposed Project is approved. The Port may not go beyond the scope of 
the impacts created by the proposed Project in formulating mitigation measures.  

Draft EIS/EIR Mitigation Measure AQ-10 includes a requirement to implement a container 
tracking system as requested in this comment. The Port is encouraging efforts to minimize 
truck trips and associated on-terminal idling through programs like the PierPass and virtual 
container yards.  
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Please see responses to comments CSE(A)-7 and CBD-23 for discussion regarding the use of 
the AMECS and Clean Air Logix - Witmar Dual Multi-Voltage Cold Ironing System on OGV at 
berth. The Port is investing a significant amount of capital in the cold-ironing technology to 
achieve the greatest emission reductions in the long-term. Due to economic considerations, it 
would not be cost-effective to implement duplicative technologies to reduce hoteling emissions. 

The use of the Advanced Locomotive Emissions Control System (ALECS) on locomotives in 
the expanded Pier F intermodal railyard would only be applicable to locomotives that remain 
stationary for extend periods of time, as the ALECS is designed to control exhausts from 
locomotive that are stationary in a railyard. Locomotives would only use the expanded Pier F 
intermodal railyard for switching activities and for the most part would be in constant motion. 
Locomotives would not remain stationary for activities such as (1) waiting for dispatch or (2) 
undergoing maintenance. In addition, all PHL locomotives have 15-minute idle-limiting 
devices, which would further preclude the need for such a technology. 

Regarding incorporation of a Vycon Electric Regen system on RTG cranes, Final EIS/EIR 
Mitigation Measure AQ-7a would replace all diesel-powered RTGs with electrified RMGs by 
the end of proposed construction, or year 2020 at the latest, as the rail lines would have to be 
constructed and would not be available earlier. Mitigation Measure 7a also requires these 
RMGs to have regenerative drive systems. Implementation of this measure on existing or 
new diesel-powered RTGs would be economically infeasible, as it would be too costly to 
implement for only a few years before they are replaced with RMGs.  

Regarding the request to use electric drayage trucks and their infeasibility, please see 
response to comment SCAQMD-20. 

Regarding an extension of Project construction over a longer time period to reduce the daily 
intensity of significant air quality and traffic, this measure is infeasible, as performance of an 
efficient construction process requires many of these activities to occur either simultaneously 
or immediately after each other. As a result, extending the construction schedule would be 
logistically and economically infeasible.  

Regarding the request for the Port to fund (1) the installation of air purification systems, (2) 
local community health clinics and hospitals, (3) public health surveys every five years, and 
(4) grants to environmental justice and public health organizations, please see response to 
comment CSE(A)-9.

Final EIS/EIR Mitigation Measure 2a has been augmented to require Project construction to 
curtail on days predicted by the SCAQMD to experience Stage 1 ozone episodes.  

Regarding the request to incorporate renewable and sustainable solar and wind energy 
technology, please see response to comment DOJ-5. The Final EIS/EIR includes new 
mitigation measures that would expand on proposed solar energy production and GHG off-
sets, including (1) Mitigation Measure AQ-17a, Solar Carports and (2) Mitigation Measure 
AQ-24, Mitigation for Indirect GHG Emissions. 

Additionally, the Port is now in the process of developing a 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. 
To further reduce proposed Project GHG emissions, the Port would provide funding to 
implement additional GHG mitigation measures, which are consistent with the recently 
adopted Guidelines, through implementation of the CC/GHG Plan. The Final EIS/EIR has 
adopted these strategies as new Mitigation Measures AQ-28, Greenhouse Gas Emission 
Reduction Program Guidelines. This new measure should result in additional reductions in 
GHG emissions beyond those that would be achieved through the direct project mitigation 
measures described above.  
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CSE(B)-4. The environmental setting and area of influence described in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.15.1.2 
extends beyond the one-mile vicinity of the Port to include I-710 up to SR-91 (more than five 
miles from the Project site) and the rail line up to, but not including, the Alameda Corridor. 
Minority and low-income population data are also provided for the City of Long Beach and 
Los Angeles County. The environmental justice analysis in Section 3.15.2 evaluates potential 
impacts where they are located and is not limited to a one-mile radius. No revisions to the 
Final EIS/EIR are required. 

CSE(B)-5. Please see response to comment CSE(B)-2. The environmental justice analysis included in 
Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.15 meets all requirements of applicable statutes and regulations. The 
Draft EIS/EIR complies with NEPA and CEQA by disclosing and evaluating disproportional 
impacts on the environmental justice community. Despite the application of all feasible 
mitigation measures, significant unavoidable adverse Project-level and cumulative impacts 
would occur. These impacts have been identified in the Draft EIS/EIR, and the decision-
makers will have to consider them as part of their deliberations to approve or disapprove the 
Project.

CSE(B)-6. The comment states that a comprehensive cumulative impact analysis should be completed 
for the Project. The Draft EIS/EIR incorporates cumulative analyses for all environmental 
issue areas that would potentially be impacted by the proposed Project, as required under 
NEPA (40 C.F.R. 1508.7 and 40 C.F.R. 1508.25(a)(2)) and the CEQA Guidelines (Section 
15130). The cumulative analysis approach used in the Draft EIS/EIR used one of two 
methodologies: the “list” methodology or the “projection” methodology. Consistent with CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15130(b), most of the resource areas were analyzed using a list of 
existing or reasonably foreseeable projects that would be constructed in the Project region, 
including the SPBP harbor districts, and areas south of Willow Street/Sepulveda Boulevard, 
between I-110 on the west and Long Beach Boulevard on the east. In addition, several 
reasonably foreseeable public agency projects within counties that may be affected by Port-
industry operations were also used to assess the proposed Project’s contribution to regional 
cumulative impacts. The Air Quality and Health Risk (Section 3.2), Ground Transportation 
(Section 3.5), and Noise (Section 3.8) cumulative impact analyses use a projection or a 
combined list and projection approach that is based on annual regional growth and 
development rates. This approach uses a summary of projections contained in adopted plans 
that encompass the regional conditions contributing to a project’s cumulative region of 
influence (CEQA Guidelines Section 15130[b][1]). Regional projects have been integrated 
into this cumulative analysis through incorporation into regional plan (i.e., SIP, AQMP, and 
RTP) projections that are used to formulate annual regional growth rates. 

The comment suggests that the Draft EIS/EIR cumulative impact analysis is inadequate as it 
fails to include several construction expansion projects in Wilmington (e.g., L.A. Harbor 
College, ConocoPhillips Oil Refinery, Tesoro Shell Oil Refinery, Valero Oil Refinery, and a 
new elementary/middle school) and in Carson (e.g., BP/ARCO Oil Refinery, BP/ARCO 
Hydrogen Power Plant, a new elementary and high school, and a new retail shopping mall). 
Insufficient data is included in this comment to support inclusion of the referenced 
educational and commercial developments in Wilmington and Carson as reasonably 
foreseeable projects in the Final EIS/EIR. Furthermore, a search of publicly available sources 
did not identify any Project-relevant information for the L.A. Harbor College and Tesoro Shell 
Oil Refinery projects identified in this comment. Although the projects listed in the comment 
were not specifically identified in Draft EIS/EIR Section 2.1.2, it is reasonable to assume that 
the facility upgrades and compliance projects identified in this comment were included in the 
projections used in the Draft EIS/EIR cumulative analysis, including the SCAB 2007 AQMP, 
the MATES-II (SCAQMD 2000), MATES-III studies (SCAQMD 2008b), and Regional 
Transportation Plan. The specific approved or pending actions identified in Table 2.1-1 were 
selected because they represent related (i.e. large-scale container terminal) projects that 
would be growth-inducing, are expected to generate potential impacts concurrently with the 
proposed Project, and have publicly available information on the project descriptions and 
impact evaluations.  
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Because new projects are constantly being fed into the environmental review process, CEQA 
authorizes a lead agency to establish a reasonable cutoff date and to limit its analysis of 
probable future projects to those which are planned or which have had an application made 
at the time of the cutoff date. (San Franciscans for Reasonable Growth v. City and County of 
San Francisco (1984) 151 Cal.App.3d 61, 74, n. 14.)  Several of the projects referenced in 
this comment, including the ConocoPhillips Los Angeles Refinery – PM10 and NOx Reduction 
Projects (SCH# 2006111138), ConocoPhillips Oil Refinery (ConocoPhillips Los Angeles 
Refinery Tank Replacement Project [SCH # 2008051097]), and Valero Oil Refinery (Ultramar 
Inc., Valero Wilmington Refinery Rule 1105.1 Compliance Project [SCH# 2007021021]), did 
not have applications submitted at the time the NOP was published (December 2005), which 
defines a reasonable point in time at which to begin the cumulative analysis. 

CSE(B)-7. This comment incorrectly asserts that the Draft EIS/EIR failed to show that there is a need for 
the Project. However, the Port’s forecasts of future cargo volumes (Draft EIS/EIR Section 
1.3.1.2), and analyses of the future capacity of Port terminals to accommodate those cargo 
volumes (Draft EIS/EIR Section 1.3.1.3) clearly indicate that projected container throughput 
demand will exceed the aggregate container terminal capacity within the ports by the year 
2030. As stated in Draft EIS/EIR Section 1.3.2, the overall Project need is to increase 
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.  

The comment questions the validity of the Port’s projected future growth estimates in light of 
the Port’s low growth rates in 2007 and 2008. The Port’s projections for future container 
throughput growth are based on long-term demographic and economic trends for the U.S. 
and its trading partners, which account for fluctuating market demands over an extended 
period of time. Overall, market demand is expected to increase throughput over the term of 
the Project until the maximum physical capacity of the Middle Harbor container terminal is 
reached. Therefore, no revisions to the Final EIS/EIR are required. 

The comment also identifies several specific factors that should be considered in the Draft 
EIS/EIR. Please see response to comments CSE(B)-3 and CSE(B)-8 for additional details 
regarding IT container tracking program technologies and direct transport of cargo from ship 
to train. Please see response to comment SCAQMD-26 regarding a Maglev train. The Port is 
in the process of reviewing possible zero- or near-zero emission transport technologies as 
envisioned in the CAAP. Pursuant to its commitments under the CAAP, the Port is exploring 
feasible technologies for zero- or low-emission container movement demonstration project 
between one marine terminal and a near-dock rail facility to determine the feasibility of this 
technology at the Port.  

Furthermore, as required by NEPA and CEQA, the Draft EIS/EIR focuses on the significant 
environmental effects of the proposed Project, and is not intended or required to comprise an 
economic cost/benefit analysis, nor is the EIS/EIR intended to allocate employment benefits 
to the residents of any particular community. 

CSE(B)-8. The comment summarizes the NEPA Project purpose and need and identifies various 
technologies that would further enhance and optimize the cargo handling efficiency and 
capacity of the Port. All feasible measures that would improve cargo handling efficiencies 
already have been included in the design of the Project. These measures include expansion 
of the Pier F intermodal railyard and installation of modernized gantry cranes. The comment 
suggests certain other technologies that should be included in the Project, but for the reasons 
set forth below, these technologies are not necessary or feasible for this Project.  

Development of a Maglev train rail network relates to regional goods movement infrastructure 
and is outside the scope of the proposed Project. The Port is in the process of reviewing 
possible zero- or near-zero emission transport technologies as envisioned in the CAAP. 
Pursuant to its commitments under the CAAP, the Port is exploring various technologies, 
financing mechanisms and a demonstration project between a marine terminal and a near-
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dock rail facility. In the event the Port’s demonstration project determines that a zero- or near-
zero emission transport technology is operationally and financially feasible, the Port will 
investigate expanding the system to include other terminals, possibly including the Middle 
Harbor container terminal. However, at this point, it is not financially or operationally feasible 
to include this type of technology as a mitigation measure for the Project. 

Please see response to comments SCAQMD-27, CBD-20. CBD-68, CBD-71, CBD-100, 
CSE(A)-3, CSE(A)-4, and CSE(B)-3. 

The comment inaccurately notes that up to three vessels could be berthed at one time at the 
Middle Harbor container terminal. As noted in Draft EIS/EIR Section 1.6.3.1, the schedules 
used to estimate future berth activity/capacity predict that a maximum of four vessels could 
be berthed at one time. 

The recommendation to build a terminal with docks situated such that a ship can be unloaded 
from both sides is not a feasible alternative because it would require the conversion of large 
amounts of backlands to channel in order to maintain the existing Back Channel configuration 
and would pose inefficiencies in the docking of ships. The reduction in backlands would 
reduce the overall efficiency of the container terminals. 

As the proposed Pier F intermodal railyard is an expansion of the existing railyard, the 
location of this facility would sufficiently increase and optimize cargo handling efficiency. The 
existing terminal already uses OCR and RFID technology to support terminal operations. 
Please see response to comments SCAQMD-7, CBD-20, and CBD-71. 

Please see response to comment CSE(B)-3 for discussion regarding incorporating solar and 
wind energy technologies into the Project. 

CSE(B)-9. The proposed Project is designed to be a highly efficient, modern marine terminal. Please 
see response to comment CSE(B)-8.  

CSE(B)-10. The comment incorrectly notes that the Project would not fulfill the Project purpose to 
implement the Green Port Policy. The Green Port Policy serves as a guide for decision 
making and establishes a framework for reducing environmental impacts associated with 
Port operations. The policy contains specific environmental principles that govern all Port 
activities and has established a series of goals for each element of the policy. Several of the 
Green Port Policy goals, including the use of the latest technology (i.e., cold-ironing) are 
included as Project environmental controls and mitigation measures. All mitigation measures 
included 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. The 
MMRP would include monitoring and enforcement mechanisms to ensure appropriate 
implementation of all mitigation measures. The Port and Project terminal operator would 
comply with the MMRP for the life of the lease. As a landlord Port, leases are one of the 
primary mechanisms for the Port to implement its environmental initiatives, including the 
Green Port Policy.  

The Project also supports the Green Port Policy’s community engagement program through 
its environmental review process. The Port has provided the opportunity for affected 
communities, individuals, organizations, and groups to participate in the EIS/EIR public 
review process by providing public notifications about preparation and availability of the 
EIS/EIR. The Port has held public scoping meetings and public hearings to inform the public 
about the Project, the alternatives, and the associated impacts.  

Please see response to comment CSE(B)-6 for discussion regarding establishment of a 
POLB Port Community Advisory Committee. 
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CSE(B)-11. As explained in response to comment CSE(B)-8, all feasible measures to improve the 
efficiency of cargo handling operations have been included in the Project. Commenter 
erroneously asserts that the Project’s purpose of providing efficient terminal traffic flow and 
cargo handling is not being achieved.  

This comment addresses the efficacy of the Project rather than its environmental impacts. 
Please refer to response to comment CSE(B)-8. 

CSE(B)-12.  Your comment is noted regarding a current public health status baseline study. The HRA was 
prepared using the methods recommended by the Cal-EPA’s OEHHA and the SCAQMD. 
The OEHHA develops guidelines to evaluate cancer and non-cancer effects from TAC 
exposure for a HRA and the Toxic “Hot Spots” Program (AB 2588), based on information 
available from published animal and human studies. The preparation of a public health status 
baseline study is not part of the recommended protocol to analyze heath risks. The HRA in 
the Draft EIS/EIR provides adequate descriptions of Project health impacts for NEPA/CEQA 
purposes and complies with the existing requirements for such an analysis. 

Regarding the request to conduct a Middle Harbor Redevelopment Project Study, please see 
response to comment CSE(A)-6.  

CSE(B)-13. As described in more detail in response to comment USEPA(B)-8, the Port has developed a 
program to mitigate cumulative health impacts from Port operations, including the Middle 
Harbor Redevelopment Project. The program: (1) establishes eligibility criteria for potential 
applicants based on facility type and the proximity to the SPBP; (2) provides metrics that will 
be used to assess a proposed project’s impact mitigation potential based on established 
regulatory mitigation programs, recent scientific information  and the proven effectiveness of 
proposed education/outreach programs; and (3) explains how the Port Board of Harbor 
Commissioners will choose among eligible proposals and approve funding.  

CSE(B)-14. The comment incorrectly states that the Project failed to include an accurate sensitive 
receptor ZOI. The Project HRA was conducted in accordance with the “Air Quality and Risk 
Assessment Analysis Protocol for Proposed Projects at the POLB” (POLB 2007b); OEHHA’s 
“Air Toxics Hot Spots Program Guidance Manual for Preparation of Health Risk 
Assessments” (OEHHA 2003); the SCAQMD’s “Supplemental Guidelines for Preparing Risk 
Assessments for Toxics “Hot Spots” Information and Assessment Act (AB 2588)” (SCAQMD 
2005a); and “Health Risk Assessment Guidance for Analyzing Cancer Risks from Mobile 
Source Diesel Emissions” (SCAQMD 2003). These are the HRA protocols that are required 
by the cognizant regulatory agencies. The HRA evaluated individual lifetime cancer risks, 
cancer burden, and chronic and acute non-cancer hazard indices associated with the 
proposed Project and the receptor grid that was analyzed was based on the ZOI identified for 
the Project.  

The HRA in the Draft EIS/EIR evaluated an adequate air dispersion modeling domain by 
taking into consideration locations of Project emission sources, adjacent sensitive receptors, 
regional meteorological conditions, and recent meteorological data collected within the Port’s 
area. The intent of the domain was to (1) ensure that the analysis captured all substantial or 
significant impacts and (2) identified maximum impact locations due to Project emissions. 
Review of cancer risk isopleths figures in Appendix A-3 that identify NEPA and CEQA 
increments for the Project and alternatives shows that the receptor field used in the analysis 
captured all significant impacts (isopleths values greater than 10), and is the approach 
included in the regulatory agencies’ (identified above) HRA protocols. Therefore, this domain 
was not arbitrary. By definition receptors outside of the ZOI would have lower impacts than 
those within the ZOI that were analyzed. 

CSE(B)-15.  The Port has maintained air monitoring stations at Inner and Outer Harbor locations since 
May 2005. This inner harbor station collects data that are representative of the community in 
West Long Beach. Due to its proximity to Port operations and emissions, air quality levels at 
this station generally would be equal to or greater than those experienced at major sensitive 
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receptors locations within the POLB or Wilmington. It would be economically infeasible to 
locate permanent monitoring stations ate all major sensitive receptor locations.

CSE(B)-16. Please see responses to comments CSE(B)-12 and CSE(B)-14. The HRA in the Draft 
EIS/EIR provides adequate descriptions of Project health impacts for NEPA/CEQA purposes.

CSE(B)-17. Please see response to comment CSE(B)-14. With respect to wind patterns, the North Long 
Beach Monitoring Station has traditionally been the station used by SCAQMD for modeling air 
quality impacts within the Port area. Monitoring Data from the North Long Beach Monitoring 
Station have not been processed for use with the AERMOD dispersion model, which is the 
regulatory default model currently required for use by EPA and the SCAQMD. However, over 
the past several years, a number of additional meteorological stations have been operating in 
the POLB area. These stations help to improve the characterization of meteorological 
conditions near the POLB. As described in the Draft EIS/EIR Appendix A-2, the most 
appropriate meteorological data sets were used in the modeling. 

CSE(B)-18. Commenter states that 68.4 percent of the Project’s containers will be delivered by trucks, 
not trains, which is unacceptable because 60 percent of containers are for out-of-state 
delivery and could go by train. Commenter further states that there is a discrepancy between 
Table 1.6-4 and the text, in that the table indicates there will be 3,690,880 truck trips per year 
in 2030, but trucks are estimated to carry only 2,523,200 TEUs per year (i.e., there will be 
1,167,680 more truck trips than TEUs).  

Commenter incorrectly states that 60 percent of the containers are destined for out-of-state 
delivery. In fact, only 40 to 45 percent of the containers will travel beyond the southern 
California region.  

Commenter also incorrectly concludes that there is a discrepancy between the text and Table 
1.6-4 because commenter assumes that one truck trip translates to one TEU. TEU is a 
maritime industry standard and does not directly translate into one truck. The daily trips 
presented in the table (10,112) are total trucks in and out at the terminal gate, and can mean 
a bobtail, bare chassis, or a truck carrying an empty or loaded container. For example, the 
total trips include inbound and outbound trips made by bobtails. That is, the trips include (i) 
bobtails entering the gate to get a loaded import box; (ii) those bobtails then carrying that box 
out of the gate to deliver to some destination outside the Port complex (off-dock yard or 
warehouse facility); (iii) those bobtails then bringing the bare chassis or empty container back 
to the port; and (iv) the bobtails then heading back to their home facilities. Thus, there could 
be four truck trips associated with carrying one TEU. Similarly, moving export TEUs from off-
dock/near-dock or domestic warehouse registers a minimum of two truck trips. The trips 
shown at the gate also include the trips made between the terminals (inter-terminal trips). 
There are factors in the Quicktrip which account for these transactions, as well as for dual 
transactions, where a driver brings the bare chassis back to port and picks up another box for 
delivery outside the port. The fact that multiple trips can be associated with just one TEU 
accounts for the fact that the total trip number is larger than the TEU number. 

Final EIS/EIR Section 1.6.3.1 (Truck Operations) has been revised as follows: “…to an 
average of approximately 10,112 trips per day in the year 2030…”; and “At maximum terminal 
capacity in 2030…”

Please see responses to comments SCAQMD-7 and CBD-20 for additional details. 

CSE(B)-19. The comment requests inspection of all containers that are loaded and unloaded at the 
Middle Harbor container terminal and suggests additional information be included in the Final 
EIS/EIR regarding the proposed security monitoring and surveillance system. All containers 
go through radiation portal monitors at the terminal. In addition, the ports in cooperation with 
federal, state, and local stakeholders have developed a Maritime Preventative Radiological 
Nuclear Detection Concept of Operations (ConOps). The ConOps is intended for maritime 
security stakeholders in the ports to aid in the decision making processes relative to creating 
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and revising current regional or interagency Preventative Radiological/Nuclear Detection 
Plans and individual agency Standard Operating Procedures. The ConOps is a preemptive 
tool designed to protect the ports and their supply chains. 

Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.8 includes discussion on planned responses to emergency situations 
such as natural disasters, national security incidents, power outages, and other large-scale 
disasters. In an emergency situation, the Port would use a SEMS/NIMS approach to address 
potential threats or events. In addition, work has recently been completed on the Port’s 
SCCC. The SCCC provides a centralized location that facilitates security monitoring 
operations for the various agencies responsible for security at the Port, including the LBPD 
the USCG, and the Department of Homeland Security. There are approximately 1,000 LBPD 
Officers including 20 stationed in the Port, 500 City of Long Beach Firefighters, and 
approximately 40 Port Harbor Patrol Officers. The average container terminal has 
approximately 50 security personnel. As discussed in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.8.1.2, the 
terminals have security measures in place such as controlled access, fencing, lighting, 
cameras, and guard patrols. 

In April 2008, a container truck was stopped at the entrance gate of a marine container 
terminal on Pier T in the Port. The container had the words “Anthrax a gift from Osama” 
written on the side. Graffiti is common on containers and that in and of itself is not a security 
problem. However, because of the implied threat associated with this particular container, the 
truck was taken to an isolated part of Pier T where it was inspected by hazardous material 
teams. Air samples were taken along with swabs of the inside of the container. It was later 
determined that anthrax was not present in the container. Accordingly, the security 
procedures conducted by local authorities were effective. 

The Port does not have control over land uses or the operation of facilities that exist outside 
its jurisdiction, including off-port property inspection facilities, and no such facilities are 
included as part of this Project. Furthermore, all container inspections are conducted at the 
terminal by Homeland Security and other responsible federal, state, and local agencies; the 
Port is not responsible for conducting onsite container inspections.  

CSE(B)-20. The Project does not include any component that involves fishing, fishermen, or the use of 
explosives. Any use of explosives by fishermen is unrelated to this Project. No revisions to 
the Final EIS/EIR are required.

CSE(B)-21. The comment requests public review of Port leases to ensure applicable environmental 
provisions are included in all lease agreements. All new leases and lease renewals are 
reviewed and approved by the Board of Harbor Commissioners. The public is invited to 
address the Board of Harbor Commissioners on any particular agenda item, including leases. 
If the Board of Harbor Commissioners certifies the Final EIS/EIR, it will also be required to 
adopt an MMRP, which will ensure compliance with all of the identified mitigation measures 
by making the measures part of the Project lease. The MMRP will 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. As 
the Project would maximize use of the expanded Pier F intermodal railyard, project 
operations also would maximize use of the Alameda Corridor. 

CSE(B)-22. To minimize GHG emissions from the transit of Project OGV, Final EIS/EIR Mitigation 
Measure AQ-12 limits the speed of Project OGV to 12 knots between the Precautionary Area 
and the boundary of California State Waters. This would extend the Project VSRP to a point 
greater than 100 nm from Point Fermin for the primary Project shipping route (northern). 

CSE(B)-23.  Please see response to comment SCAQMD-5. The comment requests the use of 0.1 
percent or lower MGO fuel in Project OGV. Mitigation Measure AQ-6 requires all Project 
OGV to use 0.2 percent sulfur diesel in auxiliary generators and main engines beginning in 
Project year 1, or 2010. The Final EIS/EIR assumes that all Project scenarios would comply 
with the ARB Fuel Sulfur Regulation for OGV, as proposed by the ARB on October 21, 2008, 
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which requires use of 0.1 percent sulfur diesel in auxiliary generators, main engines, and 
boilers beginning in year 2012. 

CSE(B)-24. The comment implies that the Draft EIS/EIR fails to address atmospheric aerial deposition at 
the Port. Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.3.1.2 (Marine Water Quality) discusses existing 
atmospheric deposition of pollutants at the Port. Please see response to comment CBD-83 
for additional details. 

Implementation of Final EIS/EIR Mitigation Measures AQ-1 through AQ-29 would reduce 
Project emissions of particulates compared to existing conditions. Therefore, the mitigated 
Project would produce less than significant impacts to the atmospheric deposition of these 
pollutants to water resources. Therefore, control of Project air pollutants for purposes of 
mitigating impacts to water resources is unnecessary. 

CSE(B)-25. The provider of the switcher locomotives that would service the expanded Pier F intermodal 
railyard, PHL, recently completed the replacement of old engines in their entire fleet of 22 
locomotives with (1) 16 engines certified to EPA Tier 2 standards, (2) six engines with EPA 
Tier 3 generator sets, and (3) all engines with devices that limit idling to 15 minutes. 
Additionally, as part of CAAP measure RL-1, upon successful demonstration, these 
locomotives will install DOCs to further reduce emissions of DPM. Implementation of the 
requested emission control measures to line haul locomotives that service the Pier F 
intermodal railyard is infeasible, since these sources are not bound by the Project terminal 
lease agreement. Please see response to comment SCAQMD-6 for more details regarding 
the Port’s lack of jurisdiction over rail operations. However, on March 14, 2008, the EPA 
adopted Tier 3 and 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, compared to the fleet with only Tier 2 standards. As 
stated in the Draft EIS/EIR, since the air quality analysis in this Draft EIS/EIR was finalized in 
March 2008, it was not able to simulate implementation of these updated non-road Tier 3 and 
4 standards. As a result, the analysis somewhat overestimates future emissions from these 
sources. However, the Final EIS/EIR assumes, based on EPA assumptions for 
remanufacturing, that the fleet of line haul locomotives serving the Port would have the 
equivalent of Tier 3 standards beginning in 2025.  

This EIS/EIR is not required to mitigate air quality impacts from railyards other than the 
expanded Pier F intermodal railyard. For a disclosure of air quality impacts and mitigations 
associated with these railyards in the SCAB, please see the ARB Railyard Emission 
Reduction Program web site at http://www.arb.ca.gov/railyard/railyard.htm. 

CSE(B)-26. Please see response to comment CSE(B)-3 for discussion regarding the potential for use of 
the ALECS on locomotives within the expanded Pier F intermodal  railyard. Mandating the 
use of the ALECS on railyards other than the expanded Pier F intermodal railyard is 
infeasible, as these facilities would operate independent of the Project terminal lease 
agreement and are not subject to the control of either the Port or the terminal operator. 
Please see response to comment SCAQMD-6 for more details regarding the Port’s lack of 
jurisdiction over rail operations.

CSE(B)-27. The comment correctly notes that noise associated with terminal operations would increase 
as part of the proposed Project. As stated in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.9.2.3, however, future 
increases in traffic and rail noise levels from operation of the Project would not cause 
significant impacts, and the Project would not substantially increase ambient noise levels at 
sensitive receptor locations. Please see response to comments CBD-72 through CBD-80 for 
additional details. Therefore, no revisions to the Final EIS/EIR are required. 

CSE(B)-28. Commenter states that the Draft EIS/EIR failed to analyze other public street intersections 
that would be impacted by increased Project rail traffic, such as the intersection of Anaheim 
and Alameda. 
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Commenter incorrectly asserts that Wilmington residents must wait for the train to pass in 
order to travel east on Anaheim to go to Long Beach due to the rail traffic to the proposed 
Project site. Trains serving the Project site will cross Alameda Street, a north/south street, 
and connect with the Alameda Corridor. The Alameda Street railroad at-grade crossing is 
approximately 700 feet north of Henry Ford Avenue and 2,700 feet north of the intersection of 
Anaheim Street and Alameda Street. Alameda Street has two travel lane in each direction 
and carries approximately 700 passenger-cars and trucks during the p.m. peak hour, which 
yields an lLOS of A. Since the proposed Project is not expected to add new rail traffic to this 
intersection or nearby major intersections, Wilmington residents have the same options as 
today of using either PCH or Anaheim Street to the west side. It should be further noted that 
PCH is less than one mile north of Anaheim Street and overpasses the Alameda Corridor 
without any impediment by rail traffic. Please see response to comments CR-9 and RCTC-2. 

CSE(B)-29. For a disclosure of the adequate analysis and mitigation of impacts from Project operations 
due to the use of near-dock rail facilities within the SCAB, please see responses to 
comments SCAQMD-7, CC-4, CC-8, and RCTC-7. 

The Draft EIS/EIR estimated emissions from Project trains that would travel through the 
referenced communities, although these trains would not stop at any near-dock/off-dock 
railyard. The evaluation of train trips generated out of near-dock railyards due to Project 
cargo was not evaluated in the Project EIS/EIR, as they are deemed to be the responsibility 
of these facilities and not the Port.  

For a disclosure of air quality impacts and mitigations associated with railyards in the SCAB, 
please see response to comment CSE(B)-25. 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 to near-dock railyards. Additionally, many other 
Project mitigation measures would directly reduce the impact of Project emissions 
transported to these areas 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 these communities in 
future years.  

CSE(B)-30. This comment inaccurately asserts that the Port limited public involvement in the 
environmental review process. The Port has provided the opportunity for affected 
communities, individuals, organizations, and groups to participate in the EIS/EIR process by 
providing public notifications about preparation and availability of the Draft EIS/EIR. The Port 
also notified all respective City officials by providing public notification of Project meetings, 
including the cities of Vernon, Compton, and Los Angeles. 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. 
The Port has held public scoping meetings and public hearings to inform the public about the 
Project, the alternatives, and the associated impacts. Meetings were held in evening hours in 
surrounding communities in locations that were as close as practical to areas most affected 
by the Project, including the City of Long Beach. The Draft EIS/EIR is available at the Port 
offices and on-line. Public comment time on the Draft EIS/EIR was extended by four weeks in 
response to requests from the public. 

CSE(B)-31. The comment suggests that the Draft EIS/EIR failed to provide adequate information about 
potential health risks associated with the Project. However, as part of the Draft EIS/EIR, an 
extensive HRA was completed, and the results of that assessment are described in detail in 
Section 3.2.2.3 of the Draft EIS/EIR. Section 3.2.2.3 identifies mitigation measures 
(Mitigation Measures AQ-1 through AQ-19) that would reduce emissions and related 
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health effects of the Project. In addition, as described in more detail in response to comment 
USEPA(B)-8, the Port has developed two programs to mitigate potential cumulative impacts 
of Port projects, including the Middle Harbor Redevelopment Project:  the Schools and 
Related Sites Program and the Healthcare and Seniors’ Facility program. The disclosure of 
potential health impacts and the incorporation of all feasible mitigation measures satisfies the 
NEPA and CEQA requirements for this Project. 

Also, please see response to comments CSE(B)-30 and USEPA(B)-23.  

CSE(B)-32. Please see response to comment CSE(A)-8. The Project HRA uses methods approved by 
the OEHHA, ARB, and the SCAQMD. The HRA protocols of those agencies do not call for 
the type of studies that the comment requests. The precision of the results of the HRA is 
adequate for NEPA/CEQA purposes. 

CSE(B)-33. Please see response to comment CSE(A)-10. The proposed Project would not result in 
impacts that require mitigation of wetlands. As described in Section 3.4.2 of the Draft 
EIS/EIR, mitigation for the impacts of new fill areas at the Project site would be provided 
through mitigation credits in the Bolsa Chica mitigation bank. For this reason, there is no 
need for a wetlands taskforce. The request to adopt the Harbor Vision Task Force San Pedro 
Bay recommendations is noted.  

CSE(B)-34. Please see response to comment CSE(A)-11. The Project would not substantially reduce fish 
populations in San Pedro Bay; therefore, no mitigation measures are required. 

CSE(B)-35. A complete aesthetics analysis was prepared for the Project. The EIS/EIR evaluation of 
aesthetics/visual resources complies with applicable regulatory requirements as described in 
Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.16. It is important to note that neither the proposed Project nor the 
alternatives establish any offsite facilities. Potential aesthetic impacts associated with 
operations at offsite facilities (i.e., transportation corridors, railyard facilities, container storage 
yards, truck/chassis staging areas, distribution centers, and dredged material storage/drying 
areas), which are not part of the Project, are handled by existing community plans and zoning 
ordinances that are designed to address land use compatibility concerns. The request for a 
taskforce is noted, but the Port and the USACE do not believe such an organization is 
necessary as part of the proposed Project. 

CSE(B)-36. AB 32 contains a mandate for the ARB to reduce future statewide GHG emissions. The Draft 
EIS/EIR took this into account in the by calculating the Project GHG emissions in a manner 
consistent with AB 32. In addition, the Project air quality analysis uses many of the assumptions 
required in AB 32 GHG emissions analyses and it also adopts many of the GHG mitigation 
measures proposed by the AB 32 process. Final EIS/EIR Mitigation Measures AQ-2 through 
AQ-29 represent all feasible means to reduce criteria pollutant and GHG emissions from 
proposed construction and operational sources. Regarding the feasibility of implementing zero 
or near zero technologies, please see response to comment SCAQMD-27. 

The analysis of Project GHG emissions in the Draft EIS/EIR assumes that all Project 
refrigerated containers would lose 35 percent of their refrigerants per year, regardless of 
location (CCAR 2008). Please see response to comment DOJ-5 regarding the infeasibility to 
control refrigerants from Project reefers. 

CSE(B)-37. The comment suggests that the Draft EIS/EIR fails to consider the cumulative impacts of 
increased vessel calls on marine mammals. Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.4.3 addresses 
cumulative impacts of vessel traffic to marine mammals. Impacts to the blue whale are 
considered significant and unavoidable, and any contribution from the Project would add to 
that impact, so the Project would have a cumulatively considerable effect on blue whales. 
Many of the vessels travelling along the coast of California are not coming from or going to 
the Long Beach-Los Angeles Harbor. The ports have a joint VSRP that gives Port-bound 
vessels Green Flag incentives to slow to 12 knots within 40 nm of Point Fermin. These 
incentives include lower dockage fees and environmental recognition. Moreover, Mitigation 
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Measure AQ-12, which requires OGV that call at the Middle Harbor container terminal to 
slow to 12 knots from the California overwater border to the Precautionary area, will apply to 
this Project. Please see response to comment NMFS-6 for more information regarding vessel 
routes. As explained in Section 3.6.1.2 of the Draft EIS/EIR, some vessel routes along the 
coast are proposed by the USCG and approved by the IMO. “Regulated Navigation Areas” 
are established by federal regulation. Even assuming that alteration of vessel routes would 
effectively reduce impacts to blue whales or any other whale or marine mammal, for the 
reasons set forth in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.6.1.2, any effort to alter these routes is infeasible 
due to the unacceptable liability for collisions that could result. Commenter suggests vessel 
spacing as a way to allow time for passage of whales and other marine mammals. Under 
current requirements, ships already must maintain 0.25 nm of vessel separation in the 
Precautionary Zone. See Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.6.1.2. Increasing this spacing is of 
speculative effectiveness in preventing whale strikes and would require a holding pattern that 
would increase air emissions and increase the costs of goods delivered to the U.S. No 
revisions to the Final EIS/EIR are required.

CSE(B)-38. The comment suggests that the Draft EIS/EIR fails to address impacts associated with offsite 
container storage facilities. The proposed Project does not include offsite container storage 
facilities. The Port does not have control over land uses or the operation of facilities that exist 
outside its jurisdiction. The terminal operator is responsible for transporting the containers 
from overseas to the Middle Harbor container terminal, where either trucking firms pick up 
the containers or where containers are then transported to the Pier F intermodal railyard. In 
either case, the destination of the container becomes the responsibility of the entity that 
ordered the container or the trucking firm.

The comment incorrectly asserts that the Port has failed to adopt state-of-the-art container 
storage technologies. The proposed Project has incorporated advanced technological 
systems into the Project design to accommodate a maximum throughput capacity of 
3,320,000 TEUs per year. These advanced state-of-the art systems include RMGs that allow 
more containers to be stored onsite, modern gantry cranes that are designed to generate 
more lifts per hour, and an expanded intermodal railyard that would increase on-dock 
container cargo handling efficiencies.  

The comment appears to inaccurately assume the Port’s responsibility associated with empty 
containers. The Port does not own the cargo containers; the destination of the container 
becomes the responsibility of the entity that ordered the container, or the trucking firm. The 
Port cannot efficiently regulate empty container returns which are an integral part of tenants' 
stevedoring and common carrier market operations. However, the Port is currently exploring 
options to minimize the amount of container hauling and methods to coordinate container 
pick-ups and drop-offs.   

CSE(B)-39. The comment suggests that the Port has failed to adopt policies to require the sanitation and 
decontamination of containers. Please see response to comment CSE(A)-13. Once 
containers leave the terminal, they would be managed and controlled by other businesses 
and facilities in the goods movement chain that are not within the control of the Port or its 
tenants. The Port does not have control over land uses or the operation of facilities that exist 
outside its jurisdiction.  

The comment implies that empty containers may be hazardous, although any shipment of 
hazardous materials must comply with strict packaging and transportation requirements, as 
described in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.10.1.3. Due to the strict regulatory guidelines regarding 
the packaging and transportation of hazardous materials, the potential for such materials to 
contaminate the containers is considered minimal. 

CSE(B)-40. The comment suggests that the Draft EIS/EIR fails to address impacts associated with offsite 
container inspection facilities. Neither the proposed Project or the alternatives establish any 
offsite facilities. The Port does not have control over land uses or the operation of facilities 
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that exist outside its jurisdiction, including off-port property inspection facilities. Truck  traffic 
and hazards associated with offsite container inspection facility operations would have been 
addressed in any CEQA analysis conducted for those facilities. Furthermore, all container 
inspections are conducted at the terminal by Homeland Security and other responsible 
federal, state, and local agencies. The Port is not responsible for conducting onsite container 
inspections. Therefore, no revisions to the Final EIS/EIR are required.  

CSE(B)-41. The comment does not specify the locations of the offsite storage and staging areas, 
however, the Port does not approve, fund, or control land uses outside of the Harbor District. 
Those land uses are the jurisdiction of the municipality/jurisdiction where they are located. 
Please see response to comment CSE(B)-50 for additional information. 

CSE(B)-42. Commenter states that the Draft EIS/EIR fails to address and mitigate numerous truck 
impacts, including regional traffic congestion and accidents. Commenter requests that the 
Port Traffic Management Plan be included in the Draft EIS/EIR for review and comment.  

Regarding truck impacts and mitigation, please see responses to comments CT-1 through 
CT-4, RCTC-2, RCTC-3, RCTC-4, RCTC-5, RCTC-6, CC-3, CC-5, CBD-65, CBD-66, CEHJ-
2, and CSE(B)-18. 

Commenter also asserts that the Project fails to address regional traffic congestion and 
accidents. The Project is only responsible for mitigating Project impacts. Regional programs 
have been established to address existing regional problems. Refer to response to comment 
RCTC-2 for additional details. 

The Traffic Management Plan required as Mitigation Measures TRANS1.1-a and
TRANS1.1-b for the Project would be developed by the selected contractor. These plans are 
specific to a contractor’s plan and schedule for constructing the Project and cannot be 
developed until these specific details are known. For example, it is not known how much cut 
and fill would be required or where fill would travel to or from. This information is dependent 
upon the design of the Project, which would be developed by the selected construction 
contractor. Available fill and/or available space to deposit cut would be identified during the 
design phase. It is not possible to determine where available fill or space for cut will be 
located until a detailed construction schedule is developed. This information is necessary to 
identify preferred construction routes. Traffic Management Plans are not included in 
environmental documents because it is not practical or feasible to do so.  

CSE(B)-43. It is beyond the scope of the Draft EIS/EIR for this Project to evaluate noise impacts 
associated with all Port, security, emergency services, media, and Homeland Security 
operations that may occur in a busy Port complex. Consistent with NEPA and CEQA, the Port 
has evaluated noise impacts associated with the proposed project and has imposed 
mitigation measures to address any potentially significant impacts that might occur if the 
Project is approved. No revisions to the Final EIS/EIR are required.

CSE(B)-44. Please see response to comment CSE(B)-19. The comment suggests the Port has inadequate 
emergency response procedures to address a major Port catastrophe. As stated in Draft 
EIS/EIR Section 3.8.2.1, the POLB EOP addresses the planned response to emergency 
situations such as natural disasters, national security incidents, and other large-scale 
disasters that require emergency response. In the event of a major disaster, the Port would use a 
SEMS/NIMS emergency response approach to address potential threats or events. Furthermore, 
the Port and City response agencies would provide mutual aid assistance to respond to 
disasters affecting this area. The proposed Project would not substantially burden existing 
emergency response levels of service and acceptable emergency response times would be 
maintained (Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.8.2.3). No revisions to the Final EIS/EIR are required.  

The Port has an approved RMP that includes emergency response and evacuation plans. 
The Port RMP incorporates issues associated with container terminals in Middle Harbor. The 
proposed Project is consistent with the Port’s RMP as noted in Draft EIS/EIR (Impact HAZ-4). 
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Additionally, the proposed Project would be required to prepare a specific emergency 
response and evacuation plan consistent with LBMC requirements.  

CSE(B)-45. Your comment is noted and will be transmitted to the Board of Harbor Commissions for their 
consideration. Please see responses to comments CSE(A)-8, CSE(B)-12, CSE(B)-14, and 
CSE(B)-32. The analysis in the Draft EIS/EIR used air quality dispersion models that have 
been approved by EPA, and have also been used by the ARB and SCAQMD in similar 
applications. Tracer studies are very difficult to design and conduct which adequately 
represent the release and dispersion of emissions at a specific site. For example, the 
referenced Wilmington Air Tracer Study used a tracer gas released at an elevated level from 
a power plant stack to study dispersion in the Wilmington area. This tracer study was not 
representative of the many small mobile sources that are the typical surface-based emission 
sources operating around the Port. A more appropriate analytical approach is to use 
approved models, which have built-in conservative factors, to help ensure that the results will 
be protective of public health. The level of analysis contained in the HRA is adequate for 
NEPA/CEQA purposes. Therefore, it is deemed unnecessary to perform the request tracer 
study for purposes of this Project-level EIS/EIR. 

CSE(B)-46.  The Consolidate Slip marina is about 1.5 miles from the nearest point of the Middle Harbor 
container terminal and therefore fugitive dust from Project construction essentially would not 
impact this distant location. The dispersion modeling analyses of Project construction (Impact 
AQ-2) (which includes fugitive dust) and operational impacts (Impact AQ-4) included receptor 
points in this marina. The results of these analyses showed nominal increases in Project 
emissions at this location.  

Project construction only would store dredged materials within the Middle Harbor container 
terminal in the form of surcharge and directly atop newly created landfills. Project 
construction would comply with SCAQMD Rule 403, which prohibits dust from blowing 
beyond the Project property line. Appropriate dust control measure including extensive 
watering will be used during construction to ensure compliance with SCAQMD Rule 403 
requirements. Additionally, Project construction activities would have to comply with 
SCAQMD Rule 402, nuisance rule, to ensure that they do not emit substantial odors. 
Therefore, no further analysis is necessary. 

CSE(B)-47. 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. 
The EIS/EIR provides a thorough and adequate analysis of the proposed Project’s ground 
transportation and environmental justice impacts for NEPA/CEQA purposes.  

CSE(B)-48. 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. 
The EIS/EIR provides a thorough and adequate analysis of the proposed Project’s ground 
transportation and environmental justice impacts for NEPA/CEQA purposes.  

CSE(B)-49. Please see response to comment CSE(B)-48. 

CSE(B)-50. The comment suggests that the Draft EIS/EIR failed to disclose impacts associated with 
offsite Port properties, including offsite container storage yards, offsite chassis assembly and 
storage yards, offsite container and cargo inspection and fumigation facilities, and offsite 
truck staging, parking, and storage areas. The Port does not have control over land uses or 
the operation of facilities that exist outside its jurisdiction, nor does it control containers in the 
goods movement chain. The terminal operator is responsible for transporting containers from 
overseas to the Middle Harbor container terminal, where either trucking firms pick up the 
containers or where containers are transported to the intermodal railyard. In either case, the 
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destination of the container becomes the responsibility of the entity that ordered the container 
or the trucking firm. Once containers leave the terminal, they would be managed and 
controlled by other businesses and facilities in the goods movement chain that are not within 
the control of the Port or its tenants. Impacts associated the storage or management of 
containers once they leave the Port are too speculative to evaluate in the Draft EIS/EIR 
because it is not possible to determine what impacts might occur. No revisions to the Final 
EIS/EIR are required. 

CSE(B)-51. The comment inaccurately notes that the Draft EIS/EIR evaluation of earthquakes is 
inadequate. There is no data provided to support the conclusions identified in the comment 
regarding major earthquake predictions. Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.1.1.2 (Regional Seismicity) 
states the probability of a magnitude 7.0 or greater earthquake occurring in southern 
California before the year 2024 is estimated at 85 percent. In addition, Draft EIS/EIR Section 
3.1.1.2 (Seismic Design Basis) indicates site-specific seismic analyses have been completed 
for the Middle Harbor area, including maximum credible earthquakes, maximum anticipated 
ground accelerations, and earthquake probabilities. Furthermore, the reports cited in Draft 
EIS/EIR Section 3.1.1.2 (Tsunami) evaluate the potential for a major tsunami in the POLB 
and POLA as a result of a 7.6 earthquake on the offshore Catalina Fault. This probability 
would not be increased as a result of the proposed Project, and the Project would not expose 
people or property to a greater than average risk of tsunamis or seiches, among coastal 
areas of southern California. The comment is unclear with respect to the specific USC study; 
however, Jose Borrero of USC is a prominent tsunami expert that has published many 
articles on the threat of tsunamis in southern California. Mr. Borrero’s work was cited in Draft 
EIS/EIR Section 3.1.1.2 (Tsunamis) as Borrero (2001) and Borrero (2005). The latter 
document describes economic impacts to the Port as a result of a large tsunami. In addition, 
as indicated in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.1.1.2 (Tsunami), the tsunami modeling that was 
recently completed for the Port (Moffatt & Nichol 2006a) was based on work completed by 
Borrero and others. Therefore, no revisions to the Final EIS/EIR are required. 

CSE(B)-52. Please see response to comment CSE(B)-51. In addition, as indicated in Draft EIS/EIR Section 
3.1.1.2 (Tsunami) and Section 3.1.2.3 (Impact GEO-8), a recently developed Port Complex 
model predicts tsunami wave heights from a magnitude 7.6 earthquake on the Santa Catalina 
Fault, a maximum likely seismic scenario for generation of a tsunami or seiche in the SPBP. 
The model predicts tsunami wave heights of up to five feet above MSL in the Project area. 
Incorporating the Port MSL of +2.82 feet, the model predicts tsunami wave heights up to 7.8 
feet above MLLW at the Project site. Because the Project site elevation ranges from 10 to 16 
feet above MLLW, tsunami-induced flooding would not likely occur under a maximum likely 
seismic scenario. Therefore, no revisions to the Final EIS/EIR are required.

CSE(B)-53. The comment suggests that the Draft EIS/EIR fails to address impacts associated with fires 
and explosions from onsite oil production facilities. As indicated in Draft EIS/EIR Section 
3.10.1, the proposed Project would involve construction activities and increased throughput 
during operations that would increase the potential for spills or leaks of petroleum products 
and hazardous substances. However, the proposed Project would not involve increased risk 
of fire or explosion hazards from sources such as tanker vessels, oil tanks, or refineries. 
Therefore, the Draft EIS/EIR does not include a risk of upset analysis and associated hazard 
footprint analysis, which is consistent with the provisions of the Port’s RMP. Therefore, no 
revisions to the Final EIS/EIR are required. 
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Tom Politeo, Harbor Vision Task Force, L.A. Chapter, June 18, 2008 

HVTF-1. The Port acknowledges that climate change is a global phenomenon and appreciates your 
comment.

HVTF-2. This comment asks that the Draft EIS/EIR consider GHG emissions from cargo transport and 
to include additional mitigation measures. As detailed in response to comment DOJ-5, the 
scope of the GHG analysis included in the Draft EIS/EIR was adequate. However, at the 
request of the Attorney General’s office, GHG emissions associated with Project cargo transit 
along the entire transportation route including OGV Pacific Ocean transits have been 
included in Final EIS/EIR Section 3.2.2. Additional mitigation measures have been included in 
the Final EIS/EIR to further reduce Project GHG emissions.  
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Gabrielle Weeks, Prometheus, August 8, 2008 

PROM-1. The Draft EIS/EIR has appropriately evaluated the Project’s purpose and need/objectives and 
environmental effects, and has identified mitigation measures and reasonable alternatives to 
avoid significant environmental impacts. The Port and the USACE believe that the analysis 
presented in the document meets the requirements of NEPA and CEQA. Please see 
response to comment CBD-103 for the reasons recirculation is not warranted.  

PROM-2. The comment inaccurately states that all Port-wide environmental plans and policies can be 
implemented independent of the proposed Project. As the POLB CAAP notes on page 23, 
among the primary implementation methods for CAAP control measures are lease 
requirements and CEQA mitigation measures. Although some CAAP measures can be 
implemented by tariff changes or voluntary incentives, many of the emission reductions that 
result from implementation of the Middle Harbor Redevelopment Project occur only because 
the Port has the authority through new lease provisions or CEQA mitigation measures to 
require such reductions. As stated in Draft EIS/EIR Section 1.7.2, the Draft EIS/EIR analysis 
requires Project compliance with the CAAP and in some cases exceeds the emission 
reduction strategies stipulated in the CAAP. No revisions to the Final EIS/EIR are required. 

PROM-3. The comment requests that the Port include renewable energy sources (i.e., wind turbines 
and solar power) on Port facilities. As stated in Draft EIS/EIR Sections 1.7.3, marine terminal 
buildings would be designed and constructed to LEED® standards for high-performance, 
sustainable buildings, which include provisions for using photovoltaic cells on roofs of 
facilities. Proposed Mitigation Measures AQ-2 through AQ-29 represent all feasible means 
to reduce criteria pollutant and GHG emissions from proposed construction and operational 
sources. The Final EIS/EIR includes the following new mitigation measures that would 
expand on proposed solar energy production and GHG off-sets: 

Mitigation Measure 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.  

Mitigation Measure AQ-24: Mitigation for Indirect GHG Emissions. The terminal tenant 
shall be required to use green commodities, such as those available from the CCAR’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 future implementation cost for this measure 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). 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)). 

Additionally, the Port is now in the process of developing a 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. 
To further reduce proposed Project GHG emissions, the Port would provide funding to 
implement additional GHG mitigation measures, which are consistent with the recently 
adopted Guidelines, through implementation of the CC/GHG Plan. The Final EIS/EIR has 
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adopted these strategies as new Mitigation Measures AQ-28, Greenhouse Gas Emission 
Reduction Program Guidelines. This new measure should result in additional reductions in 
GHG emissions beyond those that would be achieved through the mitigation measures 
described above.  
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Southern California Environmental Health Sciences Center, August 8, 2008 

SCEHSC-1. The comment is noted and appreciated. The Port will respond to all comments received 
during the public comment period.

SCEHSC-2. Thank you for your comment and the accompanying materials/attachments to the comments. 
The Port has reviewed the materials provide and will retain them for future reference. The 
Project HRA uses comprehensive methods recommended by the OEHHA, ARB, and 
SCAQMD to evaluate potential health effects from the Project. The precision of the results of 
the HRA is adequate for NEPA/CEQA purposes. 
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