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BNSF Railway, August 8, 2008 

BNSF-1. The information contained in this comment explaining the potential benefits of Port projects to 
the local economy is noted. No revisions to the Final EIS/EIR are required.

BNSF-2. This comment summarizes and concurs with the job growth scenarios that could occur under 
the proposed Project and notes the importance to the local economy of Project-related jobs. 
No revisions to the Final EIS/EIR are required. 

BNSF-3. Final EIS/EIR Section 1.6.2 has been revised to clarify that the use of cleaner trucks or other 
technology, as considered in the CAAP would reduce the difference in emissions generated 
by on-dock and near-dock railyards.  

BNSF-4. Final EIS/EIR Section 1.6.2 has been revised to clarify that BNSF has committed to using 
clean trucks at BNSF’s proposed near-dock facility, SCIG. 

BNSF-5. Final EIS/EIR Section 1.6.2 has been revised to more accurately reflect the emission 
differences between on-dock and near-dock rail facilities.

BNSF-6.  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 the 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 overestimated 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 ports 
would have the equivalent of Tier 3 standards beginning in 2025.  

BNSF-7.  The comment summarizes the proposed environmental controls for rail and the 1998 
Memorandum of Understanding between the ARB and the railyard. This information is noted 
for the record. No revisions to the Final EIS/EIR are required. 

BNSF-8. The comment summarizes and concurs with the proposed rail infrastructure improvements 
discussed in the Draft EIS/EIR. No revisions to the Final EIS/EIR are required. 

BNSF-9. Please see response to comments BNSF-3 and BNSF-5. Final EIS/EIR Section 1.6.2 has 
been revised to clarify that clean trucks would reduce the difference in emissions generated 
by on-dock and near-dock railyards. 

BNSF-10.  Please see response to comment BNSF-4. Final EIS/EIR Section 1.6.2 has been revised 
to clarify that BNSF has committed to using clean trucks at SCIG. 

BNSF-11.  Your comment is noted and appreciated. 
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Dockside Machine and Ship Repair, June 16, 2008 

DMSR-1. The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. 
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Foreign Trade Association of Southern California, June 27, 2008

FTA-1. The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. 
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Harbor Industrial Services Corp., June 16, 2008 

HI-1. The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. 
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Hunsaker & Associates

HA-1. The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. 
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Jacobsen Pilot Service, Inc., June 11, 2008

JPS-1. The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. 
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The Klabin Company, July 27, 2008 

KC-1. The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. 
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K&R Transportation Inc., Undated 

KR-1. The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. 
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Long Beach Area Chamber of Commerce, August 8, 2008 

LBACC-1. The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. 
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Los Angeles County Economic Development Corporation, July 3, 2008 

LAEDC-1. The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. 
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MACTEC, June 30, 2008 

MACTEC-1. The comment is acknowledged and appreciated.

MACTEC-2. The comment concurs with the Draft EIS/EIR findings that the Project would provide 
economic benefits associated with goods movement growth through the Port. No revisions to 
the Final EIS/EIR are required.  
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Pacific Coast Recycling, June 20, 2008

PCR-1. The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. 

PCR-2. The comment concurs with the Draft EIS/EIR findings that the Project would provide 
economic benefits associated with goods movement growth through the Port. No revisions to 
the final EIS/EIR are required. 
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PMT Logistics, LLC, Undated 

PMT-1. The comment is acknowledged and appreciated.  
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Re:Trans, Undated 

RET-1. The comment is acknowledged and appreciated.  
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Roberts & Kehagiaras LLP, July 25, 2008 

RK-1. The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. 
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Southern California Edison, July 24, 2008 

SCE-1. Final EIS/EIR Section 3.13.2.3 has been revised to indicate that a final Method of Service 
agreement between SCE and the Port would be required that details final design plans for 
electric services facilities.

SCE-2. Please see response to comment SCE-1. Preparation of a final Method of Service agreement 
that details final design plans for electric services facilities would be required to initiate 
electrical services for the proposed Project.  
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TIMA Power Systems, Undated

TIMA-1. Ships at the Middle Harbor container terminal would begin to cold-iron as soon as the new 
infrastructure is available. See Section 1.6.3 for the phasing schedule for installation of the 
cold-ironing infrastructure. Electrification of the railroads is outside of the scope of the 
proposed Project. Moreover, the Operating Agreement for the Alameda Corridor provides 
that neither POLB nor POLA can require the railroads to use electric locomotives on the 
corridor. The Port has implemented a TAP to evaluate new technologies that may help to 
further reduce impacts. Due to the speculative nature of these new technologies, and in order 
to be conservative, the analyses in the Draft EIS/EIR were conducted without consideration of 
the reduction of impacts that these technologies might generate. 

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. 

TIMA-2. The Port is currently conducting a solar siting study to evaluate solar technology opportunities 
throughout the Port as well as the proposed Project site. As part of the Green Port Policy and 
TAP, the Port is evaluating other alternative energy sources. Traditional wind power 
generation relies on strong, prevailing winds for cost effectiveness. The Port’s Renewable 
Energy Working Group reviewed the meteorological data for the Harbor District and 
concluded that the winds at the Harbor District generally lacked those characteristics. 
Emerging technologies for low-wind generation could hold promise for environments like the 
Port, but they are not yet commercially proven or available. Thus, wind power was deemed 
infeasible for the proposed Project. Due to the lack of a geothermal source within the harbor 
there is no opportunity to use that technology. As noted, wave technology is still in the design 
stages and so is too speculative to analyze as part of the proposed Project.

TIMA-3. Construction of a nuclear power plant, desalinization plant, or other “power facility” is not part 
of the proposed Project and construction of such facilities is outside the scope of the 
proposed Project. As explained in Section 3.13.2 of the Draft EIS/EIR, the increased demand 
for electricity from the construction and operation of the Project is not substantial relative to 
existing and projected regional electrical supply. For this reason, additional power facilities 
are not needed for this Project. 
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URS Corporation, Washington Division, June 25, 2008

URS-1. The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. 
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Weston Solutions, June 24, 2008 

WS-1. The comment is acknowledged and appreciated.  

WS-2. The comment concurs with the Draft EIS/EIR findings that the Project would provide 
economic benefits associated with goods movement growth through the Port. No revisions to 
the Final EIS/EIR are required. 
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Richie Aldarete, June 17, 2008 

RA-1. The comment is acknowledged and appreciated.  
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Deborah Berg, Undated 

DB-1. The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. 
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Narcisa Boen, Undated 

NB-1. The comment is acknowledged and appreciated.  
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Terry Brennan, June 18, 2008 

TB-1. The comment is acknowledged and appreciated 

TB-2. The comment concurs with the Draft EIS/EIR findings that the Project would provide 
economic benefits associated with goods movement growth through the Port. No revisions to 
the Final EIS/EIR are required.
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Rita Brenner, Undated 

RB-1. The comment is acknowledged and appreciated.  
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Rita and Jeff Brenner, June 18, 2008 

RJB-1. The comment is acknowledged and appreciated.  

RJB-2. The comment concurs with the Draft EIS/EIR findings that the Project would provide 
economic benefits associated with goods movement growth through the Port. No revisions to 
the Final EIS/EIR are required.  
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Julie Brown, July 2, 2008

JB-1. The comment is acknowledged and appreciated.  
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Jonathan Glasgow, June 18, 2008 

JG(A)-1. The comment addresses the current location of the Los Angeles River. However, the location 
and condition of the Los Angeles River as of 2005 is the baseline for the Project. The Project 
would not change the location of the Los Angeles River or alter the quality or quantity of its 
flow and, thus, would not contribute to cumulative impacts under CEQA. The Project would 
not adversely affect water quality at the beaches of Long Beach due to distance and runoff 
control measures to be implemented as part of the Project. No revisions to the Final EIS/EIR 
are required.

JG(A)-2. The comment requests preparation of mitigation measures to offset impacts on the Los 
Angeles River. Because the Project would not affect the Los Angeles River, no mitigation is 
required under NEPA or CEQA. Preparation of a history of Port growth as described in the 
comment would describe the past impacts but would not mitigate or offset any impacts of the 
proposed Project. No revisions to the Final EIS/EIR are required. 

JG(A)-3. As stated in response to comment JG(A)-2, the Project would not affect the Los Angeles 
River, and water quality impacts in the harbor would be less than significant as described in 
Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.3.2. Therefore, no mitigation is required. No revisions to the Final 
EIS/EIR are required. 
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Jonathan Glasgow, August 5, 2008 

JG(B)-1. Please see response to comment JG(A)-1. Project activities would not affect water quality of 
the Los Angeles River or at the beaches of Long Beach. No revisions to the Final EIS/EIR are 
required. 

JG(B)-2. Please see response to comment JG(A)-2. No mitigation is required because the Project 
would not affect the Los Angeles River.  

JG(B)-3. Please see response to comment JG(A)-3. Water quality impacts in the harbor would be less 
than significant as described in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.3.2; therefore, no mitigation is 
necessary. No revisions to the Final EIS/EIR are required. 
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Gunnar L. Gose, June 15, 2008

GG-1. The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. 
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Larry Keller, June 18, 2008 

LK-1. The comment is acknowledged and appreciated.  
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Andrew Lee, June 19, 2008 

AL-1. The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. 
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Barry Molnaa and Anna-Maria Kanauka, June 18, 2008 

BMAK-1. The comment is acknowledged and appreciated.  

BMAK-2. The comment concurs with the Draft EIS/EIR findings that the Project would provide 
economic benefits associated with goods movement growth through the Port. No revisions to 
the Final EIS/EIR are required.
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Alan J. Reid, June 16, 2008 

AR-1. The comment is acknowledged and appreciated 
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Jenelle Saunders, July 3, 2008 

JS-1. The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. 
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Bill Spooner, August 3, 2008 

BS-1. Regarding the electrification of CHE please see responses to comments DOJ-5, SCAQMD-19, 
CBD-43, and PT(B)48. 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. 
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Joseph A. Towers, June 29, 2008 

JT-1.  The comment is incorrect with its regard to the conclusions of the MATES III Study. The 
following facts are derived directly from the MATES-III Final Report (SCAQMD, September 
2008): 

 The average risk in the SCAB (Los Angeles area) is 853 per million.  

 The average risk in the San Pedro Ports area is 1,415 per million. 

 A direct comparison of the average risk in the Ports area to the average risk in the 
SCAB is more appropriate than the numbers presented in the comment.  

 For comparison, the incidence of cancer over a lifetime in the U.S. population is 
about 300,000 in a million. The 10 in a million cancer risk mentioned as the normal 
cancer risk incidence is the measure that is used for assessing impacts from new 
projects. 

 The Harvard Report on Cancer Prevention (November, 1996) estimated that of can-
cers associated with known risk factors, about 30 percent were related to tobacco, 
about 30 percent were related to diet and obesity, and about 2 percent were asso-
ciated with environmental pollution related exposures.  

The full MATES III study is available for review online at http://www.aqmd.gov/prdas/matesI 
II/MATESIIIFinalReportSept2008.html. It will be made part of the administrative record.  

Construction of the Project would generate additional short-term emissions to the Project 
area, some of which would produce significant air quality impacts. However, as stated in Draft 
EIS/EIR Section 3.2.2.3 (Table 3.2-18), the mitigated Project would produce lower 
operational emissions compared to existing operations at the Middle Harbor container 
terminal in 2005. As a result, operation of the mitigated Project would not further degrade 
ambient air quality.  

JT-2.  Your comment is noted and appreciated. Please see response to comment JT-1. 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. 
Through the TAP program, the Port will assess new technologies for reducing impacts of 
cargo transport on the surrounding community. Additionally, 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. 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.  

JT-3. The comment questions the validity of the Port’s projected future growth estimates in light of 
the recent economic crisis. 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. 
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D.A. Trehuba, June 19, 2008 

DT-1. The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. 
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James P. Whelan, July 11, 2008 

JW-1. The comment concurs with the explanation in the Draft EIS/EIR of the need to upgrade the 
current Middle Harbor facilities.

JW-2. Your comment is noted. Please see response to comment DOJ-5 regarding the discussion of 
cool pavements. The Port has considered a smoother type of pavement for the terminal area 
besides the standard AC/ CMB  that consists of seven inches of AC over 17-inches of CTB. 
The AC/CTB combination is stronger than AC/CMB but has less flexibility because of the 
cement added to the base. Cement is very difficult to modify once it is in place because of the 
hardness of the material. 

The cost associated with AC/CMB or AC/CTB is approximately $320,000 to $400,000 per 
acre while the cost associated with cement/CMB can be up to $850,000 per acre. The cost 
differential for 250-acres of container yard, for example, between the two materials, would 
add approximately $112,500,000 to $132,500,000 to the cost of the project. This makes the 
use of cement or surfaces smoother than AC in the container yard economically infeasible. 
The Port will, however, consider the use of cool pavement in areas of the terminal that do not 
experience heavy loads such as employee parking areas, as applicable. Additionally, the 
Project terminal surfaces would not substantially degrade to the point that they would produce 
substantial increases in equipment energy usages, as this would result in an unacceptable 
economic condition for the operation of these equipment. 

JW-3. Regarding the feasibility of rail electrification and Maglev technology, please see response to 
comment SCAQMD-27. The POLB and POLA are in the process of evaluating possible zero- 
or near-zero emission transport technologies as envisioned in the CAAP. If they establish 
through this process that a zero- or near-zero emission transport technology is operationally 
and financially feasible, the POLB will investigate expanding the system to include the Middle 
Harbor operations. At this point, it is not financially or operationally feasible to include a zero- 
or near-zero emission transport technology as a mitigation measure for the Project. However, 
to help address this concern, the Final EIS/EIR includes a new mitigation measure, 
Mitigation Measure AQ-25, that requires the terminal tenant in 2015 and every five years 
thereafter, to review new air quality technological advancements for the purpose of 
implementing new feasible mitigations.  
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Robert M. White, Jr., August 8, 2008 

RW-1. The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. 
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Public Hearing Transcript, June 11, 2008 

PT(A)-1. The comment is acknowledged and appreciated.

PT(A)-2. The comment is acknowledged and appreciated.

PT(A)-3. The comment is acknowledged and appreciated.

PT(A)-4. The comment incorrectly notes that NEPA provisions preclude the Project from requiring 
compliance with the CAAP. One of the mechanisms used to implement CAAP provisions is 
through the NEPA/CEQA process. Accordingly, the proposed Project is part of a continued 
effort to meet the goals and objectives of the CAAP. No revisions to the Final EIS/EIR are 
required.  

PT(A)-5. The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the EIS/EIR analysis. No 
revisions to the Final EIS/EIR are required. 

PT(A)-6. Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.2.1.2 documents the degraded air quality conditions in the ports 
area. Project construction would generate additional short-term PM2.5 emissions to the 
Project area, some of which would produce significant air quality impacts. However, as stated 
in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.2.2.3 (Table 3.2-18), the mitigated Project would produce lower 
operational emissions of PM2.5 compared to existing operations at the Middle Harbor 
container terminal in 2005. As a result, operation of the mitigated Project would not further 
degrade ambient air quality. 

PT(A)-7. The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. 

PT(A)-8. The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. 

PT(A)-9. The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. 

PT(A)-10. The comment is acknowledged and appreciated.  

PT(A)-11. The comment is acknowledged and appreciated 

PT(A)-12. The comment is acknowledged and appreciated.

PT(A)-13. The comment is acknowledged and appreciated 

PT(A)-14. The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. 

PT(A)-15. The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. 

PT(A)-16. The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. 

PT(A)-17. The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. 

PT(A)-18. The comment is acknowledged and appreciated.  

PT(A)-19. The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. 

PT(A)-20. The comment is acknowledged and appreciated.  

PT(A)-21. The comment requests 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 
for four additional weeks from July 11, 2008, to August 8, 2008.  

PT(A)-22. 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 
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public hearings to inform the public about the Project, the alternatives, and the associated 
impacts. Meetings were held in surrounding communities in locations that were as close as 
practical to the areas most affected by the Project. The Draft EIS/EIR is available at the Port 
office and on-line. Additionally, public notices were placed in a number of newspapers, 
including the Press-Telegram, Downtown and Grunion Gazettes, and the Long Beach 
Business Journal. Approximately 125 local agencies and organizations were contacted, 
including service groups, community groups, local businesses and business organizations, 
local colleges, labor organizations, police and fire organizations, minority business 
organizations, and local health organizations.  

PT(A)-23. The comment is acknowledged and appreciated.

PT(A)-24. The comment is acknowledged and appreciated.

PT(A)-25. The comment is acknowledged and appreciated.

PT(A)-26. The comment is noted and appreciated.

PT(A)-27. 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. 
Also, please refer to response to comment CSE(A)-2 regarding establishment of a Port 
community advisory committee.

PT(A)-28. Please see response to comment CSE(B)-8.

PT(A)-29. 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-
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. 

PT(A)-30. The HRA included in the Draft EIS/EIR provides adequate descriptions of public health 
impacts for NEPA/CEQA purposes. The Port’s primary means of mitigating air quality and 
health impacts is through reducing the source of emissions causing the impact. Twenty-nine 
mitigation measures proposed to reduce air quality and health impacts are included in 
Section 3.2. For example, with regard to Impact AQ-6, exposure of sensitive receptors to 
TACS, which is identified as a disproportionate, cumulative air quality impact in the 
environmental justice analysis, Mitigation Measures AQ-4 through AQ-11 are already 
identified in Section 3.2 for the Project. For a detailed listing of mitigation measures, please 
see Table ES.8-1, which is summarized as follows: Mitigation Measure AQ-4:  Expanded 
VSR Program; Mitigation Measure AQ-5:  Shore-to-ship Power (“Cold Ironing”); Mitigation 
Measure AQ-6:  Low-sulfur Fuels in OGV; Mitigation Measure AQ-7:  Container Handling 
Equipment; Mitigation Measure 7a:  Replacement of diesel-powered RTGs with electric-
powered RMGs; Mitigation Measure AQ-8:  Heavy Duty Trucks; Mitigation Measure AQ-9: 
 Clean Railyard Standards; Mitigation Measure AQ-10:  Truck Idling Reduction Measures; 
and Mitigation Measure AQ-11:  Slide Valves on OGV Main Engines. In addition, please see 
response to comment USEPA(B)-8 for a description of two programs designed to reduce 
potential cumulative impacts of Port projects:  the Schools and Related Sites Program; and 
the Healthcare and Seniors’ Facilities Program.
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PT(A)-31. The on-dock rail system has been optimized to enable as much cargo as feasible to transit 
along the Alameda Corridor. The expanded Pier F intermodal railyard has been sized to 
accommodate all of the containers that are destined for outside the basin, with the exception 
of those that must be transloaded for transport via rail to the local market. Development of a 
Port-wide mandate requiring all Port terminals to maximize use of the Alameda Corridor is 
outside the scope of the proposed Project.  

  Please see response to comments SCAQMD-7, CBD-20, and CBD-71. 

PT(A)-32. The commenter requests preparation of a detailed study to determine the amount of 
containers that must be delivered by truck due to their local delivery requirements versus 
those that will travel long distance and out of the state. Commenter incorrectly states that the 
project refuses to increase the use of the Alameda Corridor. 

The Port utilized historical and existing data to estimate future local versus long haul trips that 
would be generated by the Project. The ACTA collects fees on all containers traveling 
through the Alameda Corridor, as well as containers traveling by truck to the Hobart Yard off-
dock rail facility. These trips are the long-haul trips that travel more than 800 miles from the 
SPBP by rail. Long-haul trucks account for less than two percent of all container moves, and 
they typically occur because they cannot be adequately served by rail. Based on information 
from ACTA from 2000 to 2005, long-haul cargo accounts for 40 to 45 percent of the total 
throughput. This split was assumed for the Project. The comment also requests that a 
detailed study be prepared to determine the destinations of the containers. During 
preparation of the Draft EIS/EIR, the Port was also preparing a cargo forecast study. The San 
Pedro Bay Cargo Forecast (December 2007) prepared by Tioga and Global Insight for the 
POLB and POLA collaborates the assumptions employed for estimating truck trips for the 
Project. While the study was not available during preparation of the Draft EIS/EIR, much of 
the data in the study had been collected and was utilized to prepare the environmental 
analysis. 

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

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

PT(A)-33. 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. 
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PT(A)-34. Please see response to comment CSE(A)-8. 

PT(A)-35. The comment is acknowledged and appreciated.

PT(A)-36. The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. 

PT(A)-37. Your comment is noted and appreciated. In response to public concerns regarding the 
complexities of the Draft EIS/EIR, the Port extended the public comment period for four 
additional weeks from July 11, 2008, to August 8, 2008, in order to allow more time for review 
of the Draft EIS/EIR.  Please see response to comment PT(A)-21. 

PT(A)-38. Regarding status on the adoption of the SPBS by the Port, please see response to comment 
SCAQMD-9. 

PT(A)-39. The response to comment SCAQMD-2 provides an analysis of the peak daily emissions 
associated with overlapping Project construction and operational activities. The significance 
of these emissions was determined by comparing them to the SCAQMD daily construction 
emission thresholds. The analysis used construction thresholds since this overlapping 
situation is caused by the temporary presence of construction activities. 

PT(A)-40. Please see response to comment SCAQMD-5. 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 or sooner. The emissions and criteria pollutant modeling analyses 
presented in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.2.2.3 (Tables 3.2-16 through 3.2-21) assume the use of 
0.2 percent sulfur diesel in Project OGV for unmitigated/mitigated scenarios, as it was 
deemed that this lease condition would have to apply for both scenarios. This was not shown 
accurately in Draft EIS/EIR Table 3.2-9, but Final EIS/EIR Table 3.2-9 provided updated 
values. Lastly, the Project HRA only assumed the use of low sulfur diesel in the mitigated 
Project scenarios. The implementation schedule and monitoring and enforcement 
mechanisms for Final EIS/EIR Mitigation Measure AQ-6 are presented in Final EIS/EIR 
Section 3.2.4, MMRP. 

Final EIS/EIR Section 3.2 assumes that all Project scenarios (unmitigated/mitigated) would 
comply with the ARB Fuel Sulfur Regulation for OGV, as proposed by the ARB on October 
21, 2008. By year 2012, this regulation requires use of 0.1 percent sulfur diesel in auxiliary 
generators, main engines, and boilers for all Project scenarios. 

PT(A)-41. Mitigation measures in the Final EIS/EIR have been included for all Project years. 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 will require an annual mitigation compliance report within the 
first year of Project approval and then, unless otherwise directed by the Board. Final EIS/EIR 
Section 3.2.4 was revised to clearly identify the implementation schedule for each mitigation 
measure.  

PT(A)-42. Regarding the request for a new mitigation measure for main engine emission controls on 
new OGV, see responses to comments SCAQMD-8 and SCAQMD-24. It is expected that 
with the implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-11 (slide valves), Mitigation Measure 
AQ-6 (low sulfur fuels in OGV), and the introduction of IMO-compliant OGV, the Project OGV 
fleet would achieve the fleet average NOx and PM emission reductions recommended in 
these comments.  

PT(A)-43. Regarding the Project MMRP function, please see response to comment PT(A)-41.  

Regarding the request to clarify lease stipulations that would consider alternative 
technologies to achieve 90 percent of the emission reduction of cold ironing, please see 
response to comment SCAQMD-17. 
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Implementation of CAAP measure RL-3 to line haul locomotives that service the expanded 
Pier F intermodal railyard is infeasible at this time, as these sources are not bound by the 
Project terminal lease agreement. 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, as these sources are not bound by the 
Project terminal lease agreement. 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 Port would have the equivalent of Tier 3 standards beginning in 2025. 

Regarding the implementation of Final EIS/EIR Mitigation Measure AQ-11, please see 
response to comment SCAQMD-23. 

PT(A)-44. Regarding the accounting of how existing and proposed regulations and mitigation measures 
affected the emission scenarios analyzed in the Final EIS/EIR, please see response to 
comment SCAQMD-31. 

PT(A)-45. The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. 

PT(A)-46. The comment is acknowledged and appreciated.

PT(A)-47. The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. 

PT(A)-48. Please see response to comments SCAQMD-1 through SCAQMD-47 regarding information 
provided in response to issues identified by SCAQMD during the public review period. Flaring 
activities at the THUMS facilities are not related to the proposed Project or any other Port 
activities. Flare problems should be reported to the SCAQMD.

PT(A)-49. Please see response to comment PT(A)-22. 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, and 
has held multiple public meetings/hearings to inform the public about the proposed Project. 
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   1 

   2 

       LONG BEACH, CALIFORNIA, WEDNESDAY, JUNE 18, 2008 

                          6:35 P.M. 3 

                            -O0O- 

   4 

            MR. CAMERON:  I'd like to thank everyone for 5 

  coming this evening.  This is the second public hearing 6 

  for the Middle Harbor Redevelopment Project.  I'd like to 7 

  first ask everybody to make sure you turn off your cell 8 

  phones or turn them on silent, vibrate, whatever you guys 9 

  have.  My name Rick Cameron.  I am the director of 10 

  Environmental Planning for the Port of Long Beach.  Once 11 

  again, I want to thank everybody for coming.  This is the 12 

  second public hearing for this project. 13 

          Tonight we're holding a public hearing for the 14 

  Middle Harbor Redevelopment Project.  The purpose of 15 

  tonight's hearing is to provide comments on the Draft 16 

  Environmental Impact Statement, Draft Environmental 17 

  Impact Report that the Port of Long Beach released on May 18 

  19 for a 45 day public review.  This is -- the Port of 19 

  Long Beach has prepared this environmental document in 20 

  accordance with the National Environmental Quality Act, 21 

  the California Environmental Quality Act, the California 22 

  Coastal Act, and lastly, the Port of Long Beach Certified 23 

  Port Master Plan. 24 

          The purpose here tonight is to answer questions 25 

26 
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 3

  or to -- excuse me -- is not to answer any questions or 1 

  to approve or deny the project.  Those in the audience 2 

  that wish to provide oral testimony we have -- if you 3 

  haven't already done so, we have yellow cards at the back 4 

  table.  Please fill out a speaker card.  We will take 5 

  those cards in order and there will be a three-minute 6 

  limit for the public comment. 7 

          I'd also like to encourage everybody to also -- 8 

  in addition to providing your comments this evening is to 9 

  provide written comments to me directly and/or Aaron 10 

  Allen from Army Corps of Engineers, who is our co-lead 11 

  agency from the NEPA side of things.  And it will be 12 

  great if we were both on the letterhead, but if you send 13 

  it to either one of us, we are going to be coordinating. 14 

  We're going to ensure that we receive everything and that 15 

  we're all on the same page.  With that being said I'm 16 

  going to go ahead and start with a brief presentation. 17 

          I would like to point out a couple things.  We 18 

  do have our sign language interpreter here this evening, 19 

  if there's any need for that.  We also have a Spanish 20 

  speaking interpreter.  He's right here on the right-hand 21 

  side here.  We've got headsets if anybody needs that 22 

  assistance.  We also have a court reporter this evening 23 

  who will be transcribing as well as the last public 24 

  hearing we had for the record.  I would ask that when you 25 
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  are presenting to make sure you're not going too fast so 1 

  she can hear clearly and get it down properly. 2 

          With that being said let's get started with the 3 

  presentation.  As I've stated before or have not maybe 4 

  stated the Port of Long Beach has determined the need to 5 

  redevelop two older container terminals into one green 6 

  modern terminal.  As part of that evaluation and 7 

  determination we conducted a formal initial study 8 

  analysis and determined that a formal environmental 9 

  review of the project was necessary. 10 

          The Port is asking that the state lead agency 11 

  under CEQA for the preparation of the environmental 12 

  impact report, EIR.  The Army Corps of Engineers -- this 13 

  is a joint environmental document with the Army Corps of 14 

  Engineers.  It's the federal lead agency under NEPA for 15 

  the preparation of the EIR/EIS.  In terms of background 16 

  the Port prepared a notice of preparation and a notice of 17 

  intent under NEPA and was issued on December 30, 2005. 18 

          There were two public scoping meetings conducted 19 

  in January of 2006 as well as early February 2006.  We 20 

  received both written as well as comments at those 21 

  scoping meetings and those have been addressed in those 22 

  draft environmental documents as far as comments we 23 

  received.  And those could be found in Chapter 1.  The 24 

  two terminals the Port of Long Beach is proposing to 25 
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  redevelopment into one modern terminal is California 1 

  United Terminals and the Long Beach Container Terminal. 2 

          Each of these terminals are probably by far the 3 

  two older container terminals in the Port of Long Beach. 4 

  The facilities as a whole need rehabilitation.  As part 5 

  of this the Port has looked at this as being long term. 6 

  One of the more important aspects of this redevelopment 7 

  project in terms of infrastructure the lack of on-dock 8 

  rail.  One of the facilities has no on-dock rail 9 

  currently. 10 

          Meaning, the boxes that want to get on the rail 11 

  or trains have to go out the gate.  The Long Beach 12 

  Container Terminal facility has very small on-dock 13 

  railing, but even they're in boxes.  There's a high 14 

  percentage that currently goes out the gate because that 15 

  facility is maxed out.  For purposes of our analysis 16 

  pursuant to CEQA we utilized a combination of the 2005 17 

  baseline.  And what we did is we combined both LBCT and 18 

  CUT's existing operations at that time frame and this is 19 

  a result of what we consider the baseline for this 20 

  project for those two existing operations. 21 

          Currently, there's 294 acres.  At the time of 22 

  baseline there's 1.2 million TEUs that went through those 23 

  two facilities.  I think the important facet here is when 24 

  we get to one of the preferred alternatives I'll be 25 

26 

10-709



 6

  describing in more detail is the two gates and the length 1 

  of the wharf in terms of the amount of berths that 2 

  currently exists in relation to the future proposed 3 

  project. 4 

          Project objectives.  I think the major project 5 

  objectives here I've already hit on is the rehabilitation 6 

  and modernization.  I discussed the need for the on-dock 7 

  rail facilities that are lacking at this operation.  I 8 

  think more importantly is the implement of the Green Port 9 

  Policy as well as the measures that are brought in -- 10 

  (unintelligible) and other necessary improvements, 11 

  utility improvements, storm drain lines, storm drain 12 

  treatment systems that will all be incorporated into this 13 

  project. 14 

          As part of our analysis both CEQA and NEPA, we 15 

  evaluated several potential alternatives.  We actually 16 

  have conducted a screening alternatives analysis.  And as 17 

  part of that analysis we determined that there are four 18 

  alternatives that we would be carrying through the 19 

  document.  There's a 345-acre terminal, the preferred 20 

  project; a 315-acre alternative.  The landside-only 21 

  alternative, which could also be considered the no 22 

  federal action alternative, as well as CEQA no project 23 

  alternative. 24 

          This is a rendering of the 345-acre terminal as 25 
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  depicted after full build-out 2023.  The remainder of my 1 

  presentation I'm going to focus on the 345-acre terminal, 2 

  the impact analysis we conducted as well as the proposed 3 

  litigation matters.  This is what we consider full 4 

  build-out 2025.  In the document that we call 2023 we 5 

  analyzed it for its impact and if you go back to the 6 

  previous language of existing operations you can see the 7 

  difference with the existing operations in terms of 8 

  acreage, length of the berth, how many gates. 9 

          The things that we need to highlight here are 10 

  the doubling of the TEUs.  3.3 million TEUs as well as 11 

  trains.  Previously we only had, I think, a little over 12 

  150 trains.  We have a lot here for this proposed 13 

  operation, but we still contain just two gates for each 14 

  facility.  As part of our evaluation of this project, 15 

  since we are evaluating two existing operations, the Port 16 

  basically focused on a 10 year, two phase project. 17 

          We need to keep these -- both these operations 18 

  going while we're moving forward with these improvements. 19 

  And we've identified that in a timeline in our document. 20 

  So the next two slides will be discussing some of the 21 

  highlights of each of those phases and a little bit more 22 

  of the -- kind of time frames of the completion of 23 

  construction.  Phase one primarily is conducted on the 24 

  northern end of the CUT end of the facility. 25 
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          The major aspect of this would be filling 22 1 

  acres of slip one, which is kind of the lower gray box to 2 

  the right of the screen.  That currently is a berth area 3 

  that is not utilized currently.  There's no ship activity 4 

  and this is an important facet for phase two, the on-dock 5 

  rail yard -- proposed on-dock rail yard for the facility. 6 

  As part of this phase we have other types of utility 7 

  improvements, marine facilities that would be LEED 8 

  standard. 9 

          The phase two development -- the phase one 10 

  development we've timed out from roughly about 2009 to 11 

  about 2014.  There's a little bit of overlap in phase two 12 

  around 2014 that extends out to 2019.  Kind of in the 13 

  middle of that after we get the landfill kind of ready 14 

  for development that's critical for actually phase two 15 

  portion of developing the on-dock rail yard aspect. 16 

  Another major facet for this phase is filling for the 17 

  acres, which is kind of down on the southern half and a 18 

  lot of work that will end up being conducted on the LBCT 19 

  side of the facility. 20 

          As part of our evaluation of this construction 21 

  we've identified impacts for both air quality, short-term 22 

  impacts on air quality.  We realize we're going to have 23 

  construction as well as ongoing operations.  We also are 24 

  going to have short-term traffic impacts on the roadway 25 
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  systems within the port as well as potentially on the 710 1 

  freeway.  To mitigate that we've identified the following 2 

  mitigation. 3 

          The bigger ones that are important here that 4 

  really give us a lot of reduction -- direction.  This is 5 

  a policy of the Green Port Policy that all dredging would 6 

  be electric.  And this is huge in terms of emission 7 

  reductions.  These dredgers are basically huge generators 8 

  and we're going to shut off those generators.  The 9 

  cleanest construction equipment, we've identified Tier 3 10 

  analysis.  We've also added mitigation for Tier 4 in the 11 

  outer phase of the construction as available. 12 

          We require low-sulfur fuels all construction 13 

  equipment as well as installation of diesel oxidation 14 

  catalysts.  In terms of time frames we've limited time 15 

  for the purposes of various aspects of construction and 16 

  that's really for the noise impact as part of the 17 

  project.  We'll be implementing temporary noise barriers 18 

  in various locations and there will be certain time 19 

  limits.  We'll also be requiring recycling and reuse of 20 

  construction material, demolition material. 21 

          Once again, to be a little more sustainable and 22 

  reuse some material.  Construction in terms of the 23 

  traffic analysis, we've identified the need for a 24 

  construction traffic management plan.  This will be 25 
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  ongoing for each phase.  It will be updated.  Restricting 1 

  the construction-related traffic during morning and 2 

  afternoon peak commuting hours.  Making sure that those 3 

  are coming before, mid, or after. 4 

          Installation of the signals is actually early. 5 

  The signalization are identified more of an operational 6 

  side, but we're proposing to install those signals 7 

  earlier in the phase to help with the traffic 8 

  construction impacts that we've identified.  And once 9 

  again the impacts on the 710.  I will be talking a little 10 

  bit about the long-term improvements and proposed 11 

  mitigations.  I'll be jumping into operational aspects of 12 

  the facility.  We'll be closing out the facility 13 

  construction completed 2019. 14 

          Thereafter, we will get full capacity -- full 15 

  operation of this facility roughly about 2023, 2025.  In 16 

  doing so we've actually evaluated in the EIR standpoint 17 

  2010, 2015, 2020, and 2030, so that we could 18 

  appropriately identify mitigations that will be necessary 19 

  in those particular time frames.  The important things we 20 

  have identified is we do have operational impacts. 21 

  Accordingly, we've implemented a proposed mitigation in 22 

  the draft document to include 100 percent vessel 23 

  cold-ironing. 24 

          If you go back to the phasing that I presented 25 
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  in those two slides, we're going to start at the northern 1 

  end of what we call slip three, rehabbing that wharf, 2 

  getting it ready for cold-ironing.  When it's ready for 3 

  cold-ironing, a hundred percent of the vessel at berth 4 

  will be cold-ironing.  And that will happen progressively 5 

  on down the chain through complete the full restoration 6 

  of that berth all the way down.  So it will be four 7 

  operational berths. 8 

          A hundred percent vessel compliance with VSR 9 

  starting pretty much I would have to guarantee after the 10 

  leases have been signed and in the upward beginning years 11 

  of the operation.  Use of low-sulfur fuels in 100 percent 12 

  of the vessels.  Once again, this would be something that 13 

  would happen upfront.  Compliance with our Clean Trucks 14 

  Program.  For analysis purposes of the document we've 15 

  identified 2007 or better diesel. 16 

          However, I would like to point out that it's the 17 

  Port of Long Beach's policy is that the board approve 60 18 

  percent goal of alternative fuel vehicles.  That could be 19 

  ENG.  There could be other types of alternative fuel 20 

  vehicles.  So for purposes of this analysis we wanted to 21 

  be safe.  We didn't want to speculate.  Tier 4 is 22 

  consistent with our cleaner action plan. 23 

          In fact all the measures I've identified are 24 

  consistent with the cleaner action plan.  And there are 25 
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  few mitigation measures that we did not actually do 1 

  quantitative analysis on.  One of those was slide valves 2 

  on ocean-going vessels.  And the reason for that being is 3 

  slide valves are specific to specific types of vessel 4 

  engines.  And so as the future operator identifies their 5 

  fleet builds we will work with them to ensure that if 6 

  they have vessels that are -- have engines that can use 7 

  these slide valves, we will ensure that they are 8 

  installed.  Some of the other measures on here relate to 9 

  greenhouse gases. 10 

          We did a full analysis of greenhouse gas 11 

  emissions.  The solar panels, tree planting, LEED 12 

  building standards, truck idling reduction measures as 13 

  well as clean rail yard standards with are consistent 14 

  with the Clean Air Action Plan as well.  With everything 15 

  I've just presented in terms of operations mitigation, 16 

  what we see and what we did in our analysis for air 17 

  quality was we conducted -- our mass emissions priority 18 

  to complete a criteria evaluation. 19 

          And I think more importantly we conducted a 20 

  comprehensive health risk assessment for all the 21 

  alternatives and we looked at it with pre-mitigation 22 

  without any of the CAAP measures included.  And we looked 23 

  at the limitation of all the mitigation (unintelligible). 24 

  Overall we see health risk reduction reduced with 25 
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  doubling of the cargo to be used.  I think the important 1 

  facet here is that it's by virtue of implementing the 2 

  measures that have been identified; cold-ironing, clean 3 

  trucks. 4 

          You see a reduction overall of about 50 percent 5 

  of the private pollutant.  I think last week -- those of 6 

  you that were at my presentation -- this has been cleaned 7 

  up a little bit because some of the graphics were 8 

  (unintelligible).  I think overall you get kind of a -- 9 

  this is comparing back to the baseline of 2005.  Looking 10 

  at 2030 and we see overall percent reductions.  This is 11 

  with the, once again, full operational 345-container 12 

  terminal alternative. 13 

          Cumulative impacts.  We've identified cumulative 14 

  impacts for both air quality, traffic, biological, 15 

  invasive species, as well as environmental justice, 16 

  traffic and air quality.  Some of the potential long-term 17 

  mitigation that we see is our continued efforts in 18 

  working with the Cleaner Action Plan and working with 19 

  other stakeholders to see what else we can use in terms 20 

  of programs and also the Port of Long Beach -- for the 21 

  traffic.  The 710 side is participating in the regional 22 

  evaluation of the improvements for the I-710. 23 

          The Port has funded an additional Port of Los 24 

  Angeles each five million dollars for that huge document 25 
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  analysis that's being done.  As part of that study 1 

  alternatives for those various improvements up and down 2 

  the I-710 corridor will be identified and the Port has 3 

  identified its fair share of participation once those are 4 

  identified overall.  We've conducted two hearings. 5 

  You're here at the second public hearing we've had.  May 6 

  19 we did release a document for 45 days, which gets us 7 

  to about July 11 of 2008. 8 

          At this point we will be accepting written 9 

  comments up until that point.  We can receive them via 10 

  e-mail.  The written directly to me.  The contact 11 

  information is on the fax sheet.  You can find it online. 12 

  All of this -- the documentation can be found online.  If 13 

  anybody would like any additional information, please 14 

  feel free to call my office. 15 

          And during this review period I'll be glad to 16 

  support you in whatever you need to answer any questions. 17 

  In terms of next steps I can only estimate we're going to 18 

  get a lot of comments.  I hope they're constructive. 19 

  This is a draft document.  We're going to evaluate those 20 

  comments, make the necessary modifications, properly 21 

  respond to each one of those comments, and get something 22 

  ready for final review. 23 

          We'll follow the 10 day review prior to the 24 

  Board of Park Commissioners considering certification of 25 
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  the document and approval of the project.  Right now I'm 1 

  not going to speculate when that is.  We're hoping to 2 

  have something finalized in good form to our board, 3 

  hopefully, by the end of the year.  With that being said, 4 

  I'm going to go ahead and conclude the presentation 5 

  portion of the public hearing.  We'll get started on the 6 

  comments. 7 

          I would like to remind everybody that there is a 8 

  three-minute rule.  I will give a little bit of extension 9 

  if you're almost there, but please try to abide by the 10 

  rule.  And remember you can always provide me written 11 

  comments.  With that being said, we're going to turn this 12 

  around and start. 13 

          And the first speaker will be Bill Madden.  The 14 

  second speaker will be Larry Henderson and the third 15 

  speaker will be Bruce Wargo. 16 

            MR. MADDEN:  My name is Bill Madden.  I've 17 

  worked at the Port of Long Beach for 28 years.  I've been 18 

  a resident of Long Beach for 30.  And from both 19 

  perspectives I fully support and commend the Port of Long 20 

  Beach for their leadership and the effort to modernize 21 

  these terminals.  More importantly, the use of the green 22 

  technologies, work practices, and equipment is at the 23 

  center of this project and is an absolute requirement to 24 

  make this happen. 25 
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          If this project does not go forward, we will 1 

  lose a unique opportunity to develop these technologies 2 

  and practices on a large scale and perhaps slow down 3 

  implementation of such practices port wide.  In this 4 

  regard I believe all concerned parties will benefit 5 

  greatly if this Middle Harbor project goes forward. 6 

  Thank you. 7 

            MR. CAMERON:  Thank you.  Mr. Henderson, can I 8 

  ask you a favor.  We have Councilwoman Uranga and she has 9 

  another engagement.  We'll get to you. 10 

            COUNCILWOMAN URANGA:  Thank you.  I'm going to 11 

  be sticking around for a little while.  I'm not leaving 12 

  right away.  I'm glad to see everyone here.  It seems to 13 

  be a little bit more trade people than there are actually 14 

  community folks, but I think a lot of it is that maybe 15 

  there's a feeling that there's not physical impacts to 16 

  the community at this time.  Although, I've been looking 17 

  at the presentation I have a few questions and I needed 18 

  some clarification on the truck trips and the number of 19 

  ships.  The annual -- was that 364 annual ships? 20 

            MR. CAMERON:  That is correct. 21 

            COUNCILWOMAN URANGA:  Vessel trips and 10,000 22 

  plus truck trips with this project only? 23 

            MR. CAMERON:  That is correct. 24 

            COUNCILWOMAN URANGA:  Okay.  Well, we all know 25 
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  that here in the communities of West Long Beach and the 1 

  two neighborhoods that I represent that there is a 2 

  concern for air quality issues.  So I've applaud the Port 3 

  for increasing on-dock rail because that's something that 4 

  we've been talking about in the community for a very long 5 

  time.  But with that we know there will be increased 6 

  truck trips and ship trips as well. 7 

          And so I encourage the Port and everyone to keep 8 

  you focused on the best available control technology and 9 

  that we have the cleanest and greenest technology, not 10 

  only in the construction equipment but also the ships and 11 

  the trucks that come into the port.  I hope also that 12 

  this is going to be built with union jobs and that we 13 

  have a livable wage that is going to be given to all the 14 

  workers including the truck drivers that come into the 15 

  port.  I understand that you will have -- is it 30 16 

  percent, 35 percent on-dock rail? 17 

            MR. CAMERON:  The way it's been estimated, yes. 18 

  It's a little bit under 30 percent.  There's more to 19 

  that, but that's the way we've estimated, yes. 20 

            COUNCILWOMAN URANGA:  Okay.  And we'll be 21 

  keeping an eye on the construction and the fact that 22 

  hopefully the impacts to the neighboring communities, 23 

  although, we're not as close to the construction site as 24 

  some other communities, but that we do use the cleanest 25 
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  and the greenest.  My concern is for the 710 impacts. 1 

  You had talked about fair share participation and future 2 

  710 improvements and good movement -- improvement 3 

  reductions.  And so if there's any possible way to 4 

  involve the community as community benefit programs that 5 

  will allow those communities like myself that live in 6 

  Wrigley and West Long Beach area that have to live near 7 

  and around the 710 freeway, that we participate in those 8 

  benefits -- community benefit projects that will help. 9 

  Because if there's going to be an increase of 10,000 plus 10 

  truck trips for this project alone going up and down the 11 

  710 freeway, that's a tremendous impact. 12 

            MR. CAMERON:  Councilwoman, it's not an 13 

  increase in 10,000 truck trips.  That's an increase by 14 

  4,000.  The baseline is 6,000, when we talk about the 15 

  existing operations of 2005.  So it's really a doubling 16 

  of the truck trips.  Because by virtue of having the 17 

  on-dock rail we are taking -- it could be on-dock rail 18 

  with that size of the facility.  But a lot of -- the 30 19 

  percent is coming -- if you look at the increase of 20 

  doubling the TEUs, half of those TEUs that are being 21 

  doubled by virtue of the project are going on the rail. 22 

  So we are increasing by 4,000 -- 23 

            COUNCILWOMAN URANGA:  -- 364 vessel trips. 24 

            MR. CAMERON:  That's doubling the existing 25 
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  vessels. 1 

            COUNCILWOMAN URANGA:  When we consider all the 2 

  other activity in and around the Port of Long Beach and 3 

  LA, there is an impact to the community.  So I would like 4 

  to see some kind of committee formed or community benefit 5 

  committee that would allow those neighborhoods impacted 6 

  by increased traffic of the 710 to at least acknowledge 7 

  and give their ideas on what they'd like to see.  We know 8 

  that the 710 construction will be going on the EIR for 9 

  that for the improvements of the 710 freeway. 10 

          And so it's just going to be bombarding the 11 

  whole area of construction.  And it's exciting times. 12 

  You know, business is good.  And that means a lot of 13 

  money for a lot of people, but it also means a lot of 14 

  congestion and a lot of traffic and a lot of air 15 

  pollution.  So thank you.  We will be watching carefully 16 

  and rest assured that we hope that this is not only the 17 

  cleanest project but the greenest project, and that's 18 

  going to ensure we have great jobs and a livable wage. 19 

  Thanks. 20 

            MR. CAMERON:  Thank you. 21 

            MR. HENDERSON:  Yes.  Thank you.  My name is 22 

  Larry Henderson and I'm an organizer with IBEW Local 11. 23 

  And my area is the two ports and the refineries.  And 24 

  Local 11 represents 8,000 people in the Los Angeles area. 25 
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  It's the electrical union.  And I would like to speak in 1 

  favor of this project and Local 11 would be very happy to 2 

  do the electrical construction on this.  Thank you very 3 

  much. 4 

            MR. CAMERON:  Thank you.  After Mr. Wargo will 5 

  be Debbie Karmelich and Mark -- I'm sorry, Maechling. 6 

            MR. WARGO:  Hello, my name is Bruce Wargo and 7 

  I'm the president of Pier Pass.  We operate in the ports 8 

  of Long Beach and Los Angeles.  Our offices are at 100 9 

  Ocean Gate in Long Beach.  We're a Long Beach company. 10 

  I'm here tonight to tell you that Pier Pass does support 11 

  the Port of Long Beach's plan for the Middle Harbor 12 

  redevelopment for many important reasons.  I think the 13 

  plan is a timely win win for both the port and the 14 

  community. 15 

          There's many examples of that.  I'm sure we'll 16 

  here more of it tonight.  This project is critical to 17 

  improve the environment while growing to support our 18 

  community needs.  Our communities here in Southern 19 

  California consume a lot of goods and services and these 20 

  ports are critical to those good movements.  It is also 21 

  critical for the jobs' growth in this region. 22 

          It's creating over 14,000 jobs, important jobs, 23 

  good jobs.  So this project, I think, is viewed by many 24 

  people as critical to the future economic development of 25 

26 

10-724

PT(B)-6

PT(B)-7



 21

  the region.  This project is also critical to improving 1 

  the safety and productivity of the port.  The Port of 2 

  Long Beach has already pointed out that these two 3 

  facilities are the oldest facilities in the port complex 4 

  and need to be upgraded.  And everybody that is in the 5 

  trade understands that -- the reasons for that. 6 

          I think it's also very, very important to 7 

  reiterate that this project has the potential to be the 8 

  cleanest port development in America and possibly the 9 

  world.  And it would certainly raise the bar dramatically 10 

  for all other port operations for something to strive to. 11 

  So we support this project and encourage the port and the 12 

  community to get engaged in the project as soon as 13 

  possible.  Thank you. 14 

            MR. CAMERON:  Thank you. 15 

            MS. KARMELICH:  I'm Debbie Karmelich with ILWU 16 

  Local 63, office clericals.  I have been working in the 17 

  Port for 28 years and we represent approximately 800 18 

  employees in the Port, and we do support this project. 19 

  I'm also a resident of Long Beach and I think that we 20 

  definitely can use the business here in the Port.  And I 21 

  believe that it's -- with this green port project that it 22 

  will be cleaner.  In the literature it says it will be 50 23 

  percent cleaner than the existing ports are now, and I 24 

  think we can set an example for the other ports.  Thank 25 
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  you. 1 

            MR. CAMERON:  Thank you. 2 

            MR. MAECHLING:  Good evening.  My name is Mark 3 

  Maechling and I'm the president of Cal-Lift.  Cal-Lift is 4 

  a 45 year old equipment dealership in Southern 5 

  California.  We provide cargo handling equipment.  The 6 

  Tier 3 and down the road Tier 4 equipment that you were 7 

  talking about.  We are in complete support of the green 8 

  terminal. 9 

          We feel it's going to promote commerce.  It's 10 

  going to add jobs.  Not necessarily in the ports but also 11 

  as well outside the ports.  We have a hundred employees 12 

  at Cal-Lift that support the products that we put into 13 

  the harbor down here.  And most importantly, it's going 14 

  to reduce pollution.  You have our complete support. 15 

  Thank you. 16 

            MR. CAMERON:  Thank you.  The next three 17 

  speakers will be John Cross, Dennis Lord, and George 18 

  Lang. 19 

            MR. CROSS:  Good evening.  My name is John 20 

  Cross.  I'm the vice president of West Long Beach 21 

  Neighborhood Association which represents everything west 22 

  of the river, north city limits, down to the port on 23 

  Anaheim Street.  I would like to welcome you here as the 24 

  vice president of West Long Beach Association.  We've got 25 
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  a few concerns about the project.  You said approximately 1 

  30 percent is going to be on rail? 2 

            MR. CAMERON:  Correct. 3 

            MR. CROSS:  That will leave approximately, off 4 

  the top of my head, about 350 to four thousand more 5 

  trucks on the road than those other terminals.  Because 6 

  about 40 percent of the cargo going out of the port 7 

  leaves the state, if I'm correct.  The rest stays in the 8 

  Southern California area or throughout California and 9 

  moves by truck anyway.  I would like to see you put more 10 

  on-dock rail to actually handle anything leaving the port 11 

  that goes out of state.  Add a few more rail lines if you 12 

  have to or whatever. 13 

          That way you can cut out the extra 4,000 trucks 14 

  a day that are going up and down the freeways that you 15 

  expect increased growth on that.  I got another concern. 16 

  Where are you getting all the landfill to fill in between 17 

  those two ports?  Because you got another project coming 18 

  up -- to clean up and I was told last week there's going 19 

  to be approximately 900 trucks a day moving in and out of 20 

  that facility bringing in dirt and taking away dirty 21 

  dirt.  And where are you going to get the landfill to 22 

  fill in your project? 23 

            MR. CAMERON:  I can't answer that question. 24 

  That will be identified (inaudible). 25 
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            MR. CROSS:  Because if you have to haul it in 1 

  and you got both those projects going at one time, that's 2 

  going to take a lot of trucks and you got major traffic 3 

  problems. 4 

            MR. CAMERON:  The majority of the fill would be 5 

  actually part of dredging operations.  It's a dredge-fill 6 

  type of material. 7 

            MR. CROSS:  On barges you pull in and drop it. 8 

            MR. CAMERON:  Hydraulic dredging, correct. 9 

            MR. CROSS:  Yeah, but put it on barges, pull in 10 

  and drop it.  If you got both those projects going at one 11 

  time, there's going to be a lot of trucks just moving 12 

  dirt around.  And on the clean -- you're saying it's 13 

  going to be 26 percent cleaner.  Is that based on the 14 

  current rate or prospective growth? 15 

            MR. CAMERON:  26 percent -- if you're referring 16 

  to the slide -- 17 

            MR. CROSS:  Yeah. 18 

            MR. CAMERON:  -- one particular issue and that 19 

  was the VOCs.  That's that full build-out. 20 

            MR. CROSS:  Full build-out with -- 21 

            MR. CAMERON:  It's a reduction of existing 22 

  operations. 23 

            MR. CROSS:  Because we've got some major 24 

  concerns because there's two major rail projects being 25 
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  proposed.  Something to do with one -- the state project 1 

  and extension of UP which is a joint powers deal.  And 2 

  those projects are located right next to a school. 3 

  That's why I would like to see more on-dock rail, so 4 

  those trains can go right off the dock and up the Alameda 5 

  Corridor.  Thank you. 6 

            MR. CAMERON:  Thank you. 7 

            MR. LORD:  Good evening.  Dennis Lord, 8 

  governmental affairs, So. Cal Gas Company.  And we 9 

  applaud you making some positive change here to the 10 

  community with this project and we're advocates for 11 

  responsible change.  Given that I would simply like to 12 

  share and thank the port for having the foresight to do a 13 

  50/50 split on what the vehicles will be that service 14 

  this port.  And that's half clean diesel and half 15 

  alternative fuel. 16 

          But I will remind you that in last week's 17 

  meeting while compressed natural gas trucks were not 18 

  authorized or approved as being approved vehicles, we've 19 

  been working very closely with staff recently citing some 20 

  very good projects that we've had.  For example, LA Metro 21 

  Bus lead is now converted to the largest natural gas bus 22 

  lead in the nation.  And no longer are residents of LA 23 

  County having to sit behind a black smoke belching 24 

  vehicle.  FedEx and UPS are cited as folks that are 25 
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  experiencing almost 30 percent decrease in fuel costs and 1 

  that's a very aspect today. 2 

          I'll share with you that the West Port 3 

  (inaudible) is what is proposed for our demonstration 4 

  project that will be coming out next month.  We will have 5 

  four or five of these vehicles on the road demonstrating 6 

  that they really do work and are able to do the short 7 

  haul range for this community.  You're citing an increase 8 

  of 4,000 truck trips. 9 

          We know that 67 percent of the truck trips are 10 

  short haul in the port area.  That is our target market. 11 

  To be able to clean up the area for those multiple truck 12 

  trips by using the cleanest engine possible, which today 13 

  is six times cleaner on (inaudible) and no diesel 14 

  particular in the LNG engine.  So Port of Long Beach, we 15 

  applaud you for what you're doing.  But don't forget that 16 

  So. Cal Gas is here to continue to support you. 17 

            MR. CAMERON:  Thank you.  After Mr. Lang we 18 

  have Alan Reid, Mike Duree, and Behjat Zanjani.  I 19 

  apologize. 20 

            MR. LANG:  My name is George Lang.  I'm the 21 

  senior vice president of California United Terminals. 22 

  And I'm here to support this project.  As manufacturing 23 

  jobs leave this country at alarming rates it becomes very 24 

  important that we have a future for our children.  Many 25 
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  areas around the US would be grateful to be in our 1 

  position right now.  The good news is we are generating a 2 

  future for our kids.  The great news is we will do it 3 

  with less emissions and cleaner air. 4 

          The US is criticized worldwide about our lack of 5 

  consent for the environment, our inability to ratify the 6 

  protocol, and our excessive use of carbon based fuels. 7 

  Here before us today is a project that sets the standard 8 

  for clean marine terminals not only in the US but for the 9 

  world.  I applaud the port for bringing together all the 10 

  stakeholders on a common theme of green operations.  The 11 

  port will build the infrastructure to support this 12 

  change. 13 

          The terminal will purchase environmentally 14 

  friendly equipment and load 30 percent of all cargo to 15 

  rail avoiding running the same cargo up the 710 freeway. 16 

  The trucking community will use clean trucks.  The steam 17 

  ship line will use low-sulfur fuels (inaudible) and 18 

  install extensive equipment that will allow them to plug 19 

  into shore power and turn off their generators. 20 

  (Inaudible) volume will double and emissions will pass. 21 

          New high paying jobs will be created in both 22 

  skilled and unskilled capacities.  The future is looking 23 

  bright and clear.  Congratulations to the Port of Long 24 

  Beach for this commitment. 25 
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            MR. CAMERON:  Thank you. 1 

            MR. REID:  Good evening.  My name is Alan Reid. 2 

  I'm a local resident.  I live about five miles from the 3 

  port, and I live in the third counsel district.  And I'm 4 

  directly downwind from the Pier J terminal.  I'm here 5 

  tonight and I appreciate the couple minutes to speak. 6 

  I'm here as a local resident.  I've worked and lived in 7 

  this area for over 25 years, the last five in Long Beach. 8 

          And I intend to stay in Long Beach at least the 9 

  next 10 or 15.  And whether I stay here after retirement 10 

  will depend a lot on how this project goes and in the 11 

  future ports.  As a resident I have a rhetorical 12 

  question.  What took you guys so long?  You started in 13 

  2001 and we're just now at the public comment section of 14 

  the Environmental Impact Report.  And I hope the rest of 15 

  the project goes a lot faster than this. 16 

          The changes I've seen around the port in the 17 

  last few years -- excuse me.  You can usually anticipate 18 

  more boxes, more growth, and squeeze it in.  This is the 19 

  first time I've seen at least firsthand a project that 20 

  involves increasing environmentally sustainable growth 21 

  and increasing the size of the terminal.  So I'm all for 22 

  it.  I don't represent my neighborhood, but I do 23 

  represent my family and myself.  There's two areas we're 24 

  really concerned about. 25 
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          One is the air pollution produced from inside 1 

  the terminal and you seem to be addressing that really 2 

  well with the on-dock rail, the alternative fuels, some 3 

  of the other things that you had up there, the 4 

  cold-ironing, and I saw something about cleaner harbor 5 

  craft hybrids, et cetera.  The second area we're really 6 

  concerned about is the air pollution outside the 7 

  terminal.  Most of that is truck trips as I understand 8 

  it.  And I applaud you for the on-dock rail, but we'd 9 

  very much like to recommend that you try and increase the 10 

  percentage of on-dock rail. 11 

          Anything we can do to get the trucks out of the 12 

  neighborhood and the 710 freeway is a plus.  As for the 13 

  trucks, I know you've got a greener truck program where 14 

  you retire older trucks, but my neighborhood would like 15 

  to encourage you also to include alternative fuels in the 16 

  trucks that go outside of the terminals and not just 17 

  inside.  Just going to the latest diesel trucks won't 18 

  solve the whole problem. 19 

          Lastly, I think we all know that this project, 20 

  if it does get off the ground, will improve the health of 21 

  a lot of the local residents.  Like I'm said, I'm 22 

  downwind from the port.  I see a lot of retired people 23 

  walking around down on the boardwalk and Belmont Shores 24 

  and it would certainly help them, the school kids playing 25 
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  around here.  I encourage the port for spending the money 1 

  and getting on with this, but please let's do get on with 2 

  it.  Thank you. 3 

            MR. CAMERON:  Thank you. 4 

            MR. DUREE:  Good evening.  My name is Mike 5 

  Duree.  I'm also a resident of the third counsel 6 

  district, and I am the vice president of the Long Beach 7 

  Fire Fighters' Association.  And I come before you this 8 

  evening to express my support of this EIR.  I've had a 9 

  chance to review the document, and I believe the Port of 10 

  Long Beach has clearly demonstrated a commitment to the 11 

  community regarding this project. 12 

          The project will create thousands of high paying 13 

  jobs in and around the port and will also maintain those 14 

  high paying jobs that currently exist.  The Port's 15 

  commitment to creating the greenest port in the world is 16 

  admirable and should not be taken lightly.  This is a 17 

  huge commitment by the Port and based on the document 18 

  they're clearly focused on that task.  Along with 19 

  updating the port with new technology and cargo delivery 20 

  systems the Port continues to invest in public safety 21 

  infrastructure. 22 

          The Port's commitment to public safety in and 23 

  around the port will continue to ensure that those that 24 

  live, work, and visit the City of Long Beach will have 25 
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  the highest level of public safety available.  Most 1 

  importantly, the Port's commitment to reducing emissions 2 

  from trucks, trains, and vessels will benefit the entire 3 

  Southern California region for years to come.  The Port 4 

  is recognized that more can be done to eliminate 5 

  pollution and I applaud their efforts. 6 

          This is responsible growth that will ensure that 7 

  Long Beach retains its place as a world leader in 8 

  international trade.  It also shows forward thinking by 9 

  placing an emphasis on public safety that will not only 10 

  benefit the port but the entire community.  I and the 11 

  Long Beach fire fighters wholeheartedly support this 12 

  project.  Thank you. 13 

            MR. CAMERON:  Thank you. 14 

            MS. ZANJANI:  Good evening.  I'm Behjat 15 

  Zanjani, the owner and the president of Integrated 16 

  Engineering Management.  We are a small construction 17 

  management, project management firm based in San Pedro, 18 

  California.  On behalf of our company I'm here this 19 

  evening to express our support of the Middle Harbor 20 

  Redevelopment Project Draft EIR/EIS.  We have a total of 21 

  15 employees from which seven live in the harbor area. 22 

          Over 60 percent of our business comes from the 23 

  ports of Long Beach and Los Angeles.  Therefore, our 24 

  business vitality and employee health are directly 25 
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  related to the Port's continued development and growth of 1 

  green facilities.  We have been providing services to the 2 

  Port of Long Beach since 1996 and since then we have 3 

  personally witnessed the Port's cultural change in 4 

  building and developing green and emission-free 5 

  facilities. 6 

          We along with many others are in support of 7 

  green growth at the ports.  And this project is a great 8 

  example that demonstrates how future growth at the port 9 

  can be efficiently managed while mitigating environmental 10 

  impacts, and it represents an important step to ensure 11 

  green growth at the ports.  As with any healthy business 12 

  it is imperative to have continuous improvements and 13 

  operational enhancement.  And the Port's facilities are 14 

  no different. 15 

          The Middle Harbor facilities are outdated and 16 

  require upgrade to improve efficiency and performances, 17 

  which will also allow implementing environmental measures 18 

  to reduce our emission.  If the Port stops their project 19 

  improvements and growth, soon our company, along with 20 

  many others who are as small as we are and who specialize 21 

  in ports and harbor facilities, will be driven out of 22 

  business.  Please approve this draft EIR/EIS and allow 23 

  the Port to implement their plan for building and 24 

  operating an efficient and emission-free Middle Harbor 25 
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  facility.  Thank you. 1 

            MR. CAMERON:  Thank you.  The next three 2 

  speakers will be Elizabeth Shober, Andrea Hricko, and Hud 3 

  Warren. 4 

            MS. SHOBER:  Good evening.  My name is 5 

  Elizabeth Shober and I'm here as a resident of Long Beach 6 

  as well as one of the owners of a company headquartered 7 

  here in Long Beach.  We have a staffing firm that 8 

  specializes in information technology and finance 9 

  resources.  And in reading this EIR, you know, I, of 10 

  course, zone in on the number of jobs that are going to 11 

  be created. 12 

          While most of the jobs that are going to be 13 

  created are not information technology and finance based, 14 

  we have had the opportunity to do some business with port 15 

  companies currently and of course as resources are needed 16 

  in those areas, infrastructure and information technology 17 

  and finance are needed to support that.  So from a 18 

  business standpoint as a small company headquartered in 19 

  Long Beach, we are in support of the project.  The other 20 

  thing -- and I said this last week and I can't underscore 21 

  it enough. 22 

          I've been in the staffing industry for 20 years 23 

  and something that I talked to my candidates about all 24 

  the time before they go to an interview is I say, you 25 
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  know, you talk to talk about your assets.  You need to 1 

  talk about what differentiates you from your competition. 2 

  Why are they going to hire you instead of the person 3 

  that's coming in after you in the interview.  And it's 4 

  always important to retool your assets and keep them up 5 

  to the market. 6 

          And when I look at Long Beach, you know, one of 7 

  our greatest assets is our ports.  And this project is so 8 

  critical and so important and, you know, to retool our 9 

  assets so that we remain competitive.  We're in 10 

  competition with Seattle and San Francisco.  Bring those 11 

  dollars to Long Beach and create an environment where we 12 

  can continue to track that kind of commerce, so we have a 13 

  long-term sustainable pocket of economic impact on our 14 

  city. 15 

          And at the same time this study demonstrates to 16 

  me that you've been able to balance that thoughtfulness 17 

  with an ability to improve the quality of life of the 18 

  residents.  And, yes, there is issues with, you know, 19 

  trucks, you know, can we rebalance the way we have number 20 

  of trucks or the using rail or, you know, small kinds of 21 

  balancing.  And I think that through the course, as you 22 

  said, that you had milestones and you're going to do a 23 

  study, if I heard you correctly, every five years and I 24 

  think those are the times where you can really -- did I 25 
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  understand that correctly? 1 

          Kind of rebalance or reshift the way you maybe 2 

  tweak some of those fine points.  But to underscore what 3 

  the councilwoman said to have the cleanest and greenest 4 

  ports where we can really attract the commerce for this 5 

  city, I think, is just a great opportunity for the City 6 

  of Long Beach.  And I am in full support of the project. 7 

  Thank you. 8 

            MR. CAMERON:  Thank you. 9 

            MS. HRICKO:  Thank you for this opportunity. 10 

  My name is Andrea Hricko and I'm with the University of 11 

  Southern California Tech School of medicine.  First I 12 

  would like to thank the Port of Long Beach staff for its 13 

  hard work in putting together the Draft EIR/EIS for this 14 

  Long Beach project and for the various mitigation 15 

  measures that you have included. 16 

          I was very surprised, however, when I carefully 17 

  read the document and realized that some very serious 18 

  health impacts are going unaddressed and that some 19 

  serious traffic issues are just glossed over.  My 20 

  concerns as always are air pollution and environmental 21 

  health, especially the need to protect our most 22 

  vulnerable population, children and the elderly.  First, 23 

  the Port says that construction of this huge terminal 24 

  will take 10 years and that during those 10 years the 25 
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  project will not meet the one hour NO2 and 24 hour PM10 1 

          Thresholds calling this a significant 2 

  unavoidable impact.  The same goes for noise levels 3 

  during construction.  Exceeded and unavoidable.  The 4 

  press release says the project will improve air quality 5 

  when it is completed.  But in fact when completed, both 6 

  the one hour and 24 nitrogen dioxide limits will be 7 

  exceeded as would levels of toxic air contaminants. 8 

  These standards are based on health affects. 9 

          So the Port must find ways to reduce them.  Must 10 

  find ways to reduce PM10 and noise during construction 11 

  and NO2s during both construction and operation.  I'd 12 

  like to focus a little bit on NO2 -- that the surrogate 13 

  for traffic-related pollutants sort of a marker for 14 

  traffic exhaust.  There are other scientists that think 15 

  that NO2 might itself be a harmful contaminant. 16 

          Recently, there have been dozens of studies 17 

  showing a plethora of health affects related to NO2 18 

  exposure.  These include respiratory infections, 19 

  respiratory (inaudible) wheezing and asthma, reduced lung 20 

  function, even ear infections.  Children exposed to more 21 

  NO2 use more asthma medications.  My scientific 22 

  colleagues at USC have measured NO2 levels and their 23 

  relationship to respiratory health. 24 

          They've done a huge study with 12 -- in Southern 25 
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  California, one of which is Long Beach.  In fact Long 1 

  Beach has the -- in the top three communities for the 2 

  highest levels of NO2.  And they link that NO2 exposure 3 

  to reduced lung function in children, including children 4 

  in the community of Long Beach.  I would like to submit a 5 

  stack of the studies that have been done by our 6 

  scientists and other for the record and for the 7 

  consideration of the final EIR. 8 

          I believe that this project must solve the 9 

  significant NO2 impacts that have been identified in 10 

  these written text that are under CEQA.  Thank you. 11 

            MR. CAMERON:  Thank you.  I'm going to call the 12 

  next three speakers.  Anthony Otto, Mark Bierei -- I'm 13 

  sorry, and then Steve Smith.  I apologize.  I have Steve 14 

  Smith. 15 

            MR. WARREN:  Good evening.  Hud Warren.  I'm a 16 

  small business owner of a small boutique consulting firm. 17 

  But I'm here as president of the Foreign Trade 18 

  Association of Southern California which is made up of 19 

  roughly 300 members, many of whom reside and/or work 20 

  and/or provide employment in the Long Beach area.  We've 21 

  evaluated this project and we think it's significant that 22 

  it will create 14,000 new permanent jobs in Southern 23 

  California. 24 

          About a thousand construction jobs during the 10 25 
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  year construction.  The project will reduce air pollution 1 

  significantly from port-related operations at the 2 

  terminals by fully implementing the aggressive 3 

  environmental measures contained in the Green Port Policy 4 

  and the San Pedro Bay Port's Clean Air Action Plan.  The 5 

  redevelopment will reduce air pollution by 50 percent or 6 

  more and cut associated health risks.  This environmental 7 

  measure will include use of clean trucks, shore side 8 

  power for ships, low-sulfur fuels, vessel speed 9 

  reductions, and clean switch locomotives. 10 

          Air pollution will be reduced at least 50 11 

  percent existing levels and max objective growth 12 

  (unintelligible).  As a condition of the redevelopment 13 

  project future tenants of the Middle Harbor container 14 

  terminals will be required to sign green leases, which we 15 

  encourage completely.  The project will divert nearly 30 16 

  percent of the total cargo at Middle Harbor terminals to 17 

  on-dock rail requiring no local truck trips. 18 

          In addition, the Port is actively participating 19 

  in the Long Beach 710 freeway improvement planning and 20 

  environmental review process to help reduce congestion on 21 

  the 710.  For these reasons stated the Foreign Trade 22 

  Association of Southern California fully supports this 23 

  program.  Thank you. 24 

            MR. CAMERON:  Thank you. 25 
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            MR. OTTO:  Hello.  I thank you for the 1 

  opportunity to speak in support of the Middle Harbor 2 

  Redevelopment Project.  My name is Anthony Otto and I'm 3 

  the president of Long Beach Container Terminal.  The 4 

  Middle Harbor Redevelopment Project is a key component to 5 

  the Port's movement towards greening its operations and 6 

  reducing its overall impact on air quality in the 7 

  surrounding community. 8 

          We applaud the Port's staff and their tireless 9 

  efforts to put together an EIS that places environmental 10 

  mitigation ahead of everything else.  The LBCT has worked 11 

  in partnership with the Port over the past several years 12 

  on several innovative emission reduction projects.  The 13 

  cutting edge technology that's used in these projects 14 

  have resulted in major reductions in airborne emissions. 15 

  Collaborative efforts between the Port of Long Beach and 16 

  its tenants have forged a way towards significantly 17 

  cleaner operations. 18 

          And while these efforts continue the Middle 19 

  Harbor Redevelopment Project is a perfect example of the 20 

  next logical step in our industry's movement towards the 21 

  goal of greener operation and reducing its impact on 22 

  local air quality.  The two existing terminals are old 23 

  and poorly designed with very little in the way of 24 

  on-dock rail capacity.  The redevelopment of the Middle 25 
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  Harbor will allow for these two terminals to merge into 1 

  one very modern and state of the art container handling 2 

  facility capable of moving cargo more efficiently 3 

  resulting in major reductions in air pollution. 4 

          The project would increase on-dock rail 5 

  infrastructure allowing for more than 1,000 truck trips 6 

  per day to be removed from off the streets and highways. 7 

  It would provide shore side power allowing for vessels to 8 

  plug in instead of having to burn auxiliary engines while 9 

  in port.  It would also allow for the next generation of 10 

  cleaner, more environmentally friendly container handling 11 

  equipment needed to further cut emissions.  These plus a 12 

  number of other cutting edge environmental requirements 13 

  will make this new facility the most environmentally 14 

  friendly container terminal in the world and will be used 15 

  as a benchmark for others to follow. 16 

          Failure to approve this project would perpetuate 17 

  the current inefficiencies and would kill on-dock rail 18 

  progress that would remove hundreds of thousands of 19 

  containers from local streets and highways each year. 20 

  Approval would mean cleaner operations and a huge 21 

  economic boost for the City of Long Beach, creating 22 

  thousands of permanent and high paying jobs for the local 23 

  economy.  For these reasons and so many more we urge the 24 

  Harbor Commission to approve the redevelopment of the 25 
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  Middle Harbor.  Thank you. 1 

            MR. CAMERON:  Thank you. 2 

            MR. BIEREI:  Hello.  My name is Mark Bierei and 3 

  I've lived in Long Beach for 10 years and pay property 4 

  taxes since 1991.  Although, I'm not a resident of Long 5 

  Beach at this time.  I wanted to congratulate the Port on 6 

  its recent awards for -- by the EPA for its Clean Air 7 

  Excellence Award that it just recently received as well 8 

  as the many other environmental awards that show the Port 9 

  of Long Beach is aware of its need to improve the 10 

  environment and implement sustainable development. 11 

          I support this project fully and I think it 12 

  meets or exceeds the three key components of sustainable 13 

  growth.  That being community, continuing its success in 14 

  the compliance, the objective and requirements of 15 

  (unintelligible).  Helping support those funds and the 16 

  benefits those funds provide.  It provides upgraded 17 

  safety facilities for the public.  And let's not forget 18 

  our national defense. 19 

          It supports an economic engine that provides 20 

  high paying and local jobs as discussed many times 21 

  previously.  And provides an improved environment.  And 22 

  that basically is the second topic of a key component of 23 

  sustainable development in the environment and reduces 24 

  air emissions.  It improves air quality.  And it allows 25 
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  the renegotiation of old leases with new green leases 1 

  that meet the Port's Green Port Policy. 2 

          We talked about cold-ironing and vessel 3 

  reductions, the clean truck program, the implementation 4 

  of the further limitation of the Cleaner Action Plan and 5 

  the expansion of on-dock rail.  And lastly, from the 6 

  business and commerce side it allows the Port to continue 7 

  its worldwide leadership role in sustainable development, 8 

  contributes to the economic health of the city, the 9 

  region, and the nation, provides more efficient goods 10 

  moving. 11 

          So in summary there's no project alternative is 12 

  not an option I fully support the development of project 13 

  number one.  It's a win, win, win.  It's a win for the 14 

  city and the community, a win for the environment, and a 15 

  win for continued economic success of this area and the 16 

  region.  Thank you. 17 

            MR. CAMERON:  Thank you.  This is Mr. Smith. 18 

  After Mr. Smith we will have Mike Morrow, Lori Lofstrom, 19 

  and Carl Kemp. 20 

            MR. SMITH:  Okay.  Good evening.  And thank you 21 

  for the opportunity to comment on the Draft EIR/EIS 22 

  Middle Harbor Project.  I am Dr. Steve Smith and I'm the 23 

  (unintelligible) supervisor of the California 24 

  Environmental Quality Act section of the South Coast 25 
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  AQMD.  Before I get started with my comments I want to 1 

  let you know that AQMD staff has not completed review of 2 

  the DEIS/DEIR for this project.  So my comments are 3 

  preliminary to provide an indication of some of staff's 4 

  initial concerns. 5 

          Before I get started with the specific comments 6 

  I believe that additional time is necessary to review the 7 

  DEIS/DEIR because of the sheer volume of the technical 8 

  data that needs to be reviewed.  AQMD staff, however, 9 

  will be providing comments as necessary by the close of 10 

  comments.  South Coast AQMD staff wants to emphasize the 11 

  importance of the San Pedro Base Standards and urges the 12 

  Port to proceed as expeditiously as possible to develop 13 

  these standards. 14 

          The AQMD and the public need assurance that 15 

  individual projects, when cumulatively considered with 16 

  other port sources, will not interfere with achieving San 17 

  Pedro Base Standards.  Based on staff's initial 18 

  evaluation of the air quality analysis, staff is 19 

  concerned that the air quality analysis in the DEIS/DEIR 20 

  did not account for peak daily emissions.  For example, 21 

  the AQMD recommends that any project with overlapping 22 

  construction and operational emissions be summed and 23 

  those emissions be compared to the operational 24 

  significant threshold. 25 
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          With regards to mitigation measures it is AQMD 1 

  staff's understanding based on discussions with Port of 2 

  Long Beach staff that the lead agencies are committed to 3 

  using 0.2 percent low-sulfur fuel in the proposed 4 

  project.  Staff is concerned, however, that the DEIS/DEIR 5 

  does not commit to an implementation time frame for this 6 

  commitment.  Also, the mitigated emissions do not appear 7 

  to reflect the implementation of this measure.  With 8 

  regard to new vessels, the DEIS/DEIR does not include any 9 

  mitigation measures for new vessels built. 10 

          The AQMD staff believes that the DEIS/DEIR must 11 

  include an enforceable provision requiring new vessels to 12 

  be built with advanced controls such as the 13 

  (unintelligible) catalytic reduction.  The economic and 14 

  technical challenges of retrofitting an existing vessel 15 

  are far greater than requiring new vessels to be built 16 

  with advanced pollution control technology.  AQMD staff 17 

  remains concerned that the lack of commitment to require 18 

  these vessels to incorporate advanced control technology 19 

  will result in lost opportunities for further control. 20 

          AQMD staff is also concerned that a number of 21 

  mitigation measures like the (unintelligible) strong 22 

  commitments.  For example, mitigation measure AQ5 23 

  regarding cold-ironing.  It states these stipulations 24 

  shall include consideration of all (unintelligible) 25 
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  technology that exceed 90 percent of the emission 1 

  reductions.  AQMD staff also requests that mitigation 2 

  measure AQ9, clean rail yard standard, should at a 3 

  minimum be consistent with the CAAP measure RS3. 4 

          In closing AQMD staff believes that the air 5 

  quality analysis should exclude reductions required under 6 

  state and federal regulations that are not a result of 7 

  implementing the proposed projects versus voluntary 8 

  reductions from the project required by the court.  AQMD 9 

  staff looks forward to working with you on this project 10 

  and I'd like to thank you for the opportunity to comment. 11 

            MR. CAMERON:  Thank you. 12 

            MR. MORROW:  Hello.  My name is Mike Morrow and 13 

  I am an employee of (unintelligible) Stevenson Company. 14 

  We're a general engineering contractor based in Long 15 

  Beach, Signal Hill.  I moved to Long Beach 20 years ago 16 

  and I've been working at the ports of Long Beach and Los 17 

  Angeles ever since.  I'm here to speak in favor of the 18 

  Middle Harbor Project.  And as I'm not much of a public 19 

  speaker I'll be brief. 20 

          As a business person I support this project 21 

  primarily for the thousand construction jobs it will 22 

  create over a period of 10 years.  That's 20 million man 23 

  hours.  Probably mostly performed by residents of this 24 

  area and performed at the prevailing wage rate that will 25 
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  be considered a good living wage.  I also, as a resident 1 

  of the area, support this project because the 14,000 jobs 2 

  it will create. 3 

          Many of my friends and neighbors work at the 4 

  port and the economic engine that the Port of Long Beach 5 

  provides is vital to this community.  I'd like to see 6 

  this go forward as it will allow the Port to become more 7 

  efficient, not just on this terminal but on future 8 

  projects.  And as a parent I'm here to support it in 9 

  terms of the reduced emissions from a current level, 10 

  which I think is quite impressive.  And also with the 11 

  increase in rail traffic it will minimize the amount of 12 

  truck traffic increases and should make the commute 13 

  better for all of us.  So thank you. 14 

            MR. CAMERON:  Thank you. 15 

            MS. LOFSTROM:  Good evening.  My name is Lori 16 

  Lofstrom.  I'm present chair of public policy for the 17 

  Long Beach Chamber.  I'm here tonight on behalf of the 18 

  Chamber to support the Middle Harbor Project.  The Port 19 

  prides itself as a leader in the green movement, 20 

  successfully balancing economic need with environmental 21 

  concerns.  This Middle Harbor Project continues its 22 

  commitment of the Port by the Port's creation of 14,000 23 

  new and permanent jobs while removing one thousand trucks 24 

  from the road. 25 
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          This project will continue to benefit the 1 

  community by bringing about a thousand a high paying 2 

  construction jobs over the next 10 years.  In order for 3 

  our economy to grow we must continue to improve and 4 

  innovate (unintelligible) movement plans.  The upgrade of 5 

  the Port will allow for doubling the capacity with the 6 

  reduction in health risks.  Combined with an on-dock rail 7 

  expansion plan the Port will be able to more efficiently 8 

  move goods throughout Long Beach and the nation.  This 9 

  Middle Harbor Project is an environmentally sound 10 

  certified project that produces over 15,000 new high wage 11 

  jobs for our cutting edge port, which for our benefit we 12 

  should all support.  The Chamber urges full support of 13 

  the Port's EIR and it's Middle Harbor Project.  Thank 14 

  you. 15 

            MR. CAMERON:  Thank you. 16 

            MR. KEMP:  Good evening.  My name is Carl Kemp 17 

  and in the spirit of full disclosure I represent 18 

  California United Terminals and PMSA.  But I'm not here 19 

  speaking on their behalf.  I'm speaking as a resident who 20 

  lives just over the bridge in Wrigley.  I'd first like to 21 

  applaud the Port for its efforts.  You've come a long way 22 

  from the last time you tried to do an EIR.  The Green 23 

  Port Policy is more than just words on paper and has 24 

  really made the port a model for the world in terms of 25 

26 

10-751

PT(B)-35

PT(B)-36



 48

  what to do environmentally on a terminal.  And I really 1 

  do hope that this project allows those plans to come to 2 

  fruition, so that the world sees what the most 3 

  environmentally friendly port actually looks like.  This 4 

  project will give the port one of the largest rail yards 5 

  in America.  And to the points that were made earlier, 6 

  will take a thousand trucks per day off of the freeway. 7 

  We'll have 30 percent on-dock rail, which will, by virtue 8 

  of that alone, sort of -- it eliminates the need to do 9 

  near-dock rail.  So the projects that this community 10 

  fears to a certain extent will be minimized if this 11 

  project is successful.  Another point that was made 12 

  earlier was that -- or a question that was raised about 13 

  the dredging.  And I know simply because I used to work 14 

  at the port.  That much of the dredging material will 15 

  come from other piers, which as those piers develop will 16 

  have more on-dock rail which will take future trucks off 17 

  the road and have a better impact environmentally for 18 

  those communities.  So you won't have the trucks move the 19 

  dirt back and forth that need to be wet down per se.  It 20 

  will be wet when it comes out of the ocean.  It will be 21 

  wet when it goes back into the ocean.  And then by a 22 

  strange twist of faith this dredging will actually be an 23 

  economic benefit to the marine ecology out at the Port of 24 

  Long Beach.  Finally, I just want to coin a phrase, if I 25 
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  might, this project gives this community the three Es. 1 

  It gives this community an environmental benefit.  It 2 

  gives this community an economic benefit.  It gives the 3 

  businesses that work at the port and through the port the 4 

  efficiency that they need to be successful 5 

  internationally and I just want to thank you all for it. 6 

            MR. CAMERON:  Thank you.  The next three 7 

  speakers will be Jonathan Glasgow, Allen Yourman, and 8 

  Larry Perko. 9 

            MR. GLASGOW:  Good evening.  My name is John 10 

  Glasgow.  First of all, thank you for your presentation. 11 

  It's a very exciting project and I am mostly supportive 12 

  of the project.  The one thing that I haven't seen 13 

  addressed in the EIR or in the presentation is anything 14 

  having to do with the LA River and the history of the 15 

  river being re-routed to go past our beaches. 16 

          Today our beach is totally closed down because 17 

  of the LA River being re-routed, and I realize it's been 18 

  going on over a very long period of time back to the '20s 19 

  and the '30s.  But it was done in order to fill in this 20 

  whole area that we're now seeing a proposal on to fill in 21 

  even further.  So I just think that it's a great 22 

  opportunity through the EIR process to study the 23 

  cumulative effects of having built and filled in all the 24 

  Pier J area and now filling in more of it, as to how did 25 
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  this happen. 1 

          What is the history of the turning of the river, 2 

  and are there any possible mitigations over time.  I 3 

  realize that it may not be possible to mitigate it and I 4 

  realize that the governmental agencies are working very 5 

  hard on working with upstream cities in order to 6 

  alleviate the pollution.  But that's never going to be 7 

  totally effective.  It's not realistic to think that 8 

  somebody like Glendale today isn't going to have a sewage 9 

  spill. 10 

          So I just think that that's something that 11 

  should be addressed in the EIR -- is some of the history 12 

  of how the river was changed, how that decision was made. 13 

  I lived in the City of Long Beach for 18 years and I've 14 

  just come to the realization that the whole shoreline 15 

  area was not filled in with landfill, it filled in itself 16 

  because the river changed course.  That was something 17 

  very enlightening to me to realize how that whole area 18 

  got filled in. 19 

          So I just think that a little bit of development 20 

  of the history so that we all understand it.  Your 21 

  website already contains a lot of the diagrams of how 22 

  this happened over time.  It's not like it's a secret, 23 

  but there's a lot of the community that doesn't 24 

  understand it.  So I think that would be useful.  The 25 
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  other mitigation that might be possible is to at least 1 

  look into possible ways of filtering or cleaning up more 2 

  aspects of the LA River as it comes out of the area where 3 

  it comes out now.  Thank you. 4 

            MR. CAMERON:  Thank you. 5 

            MR. YOURMAN:  I'm Allen Yourman, representing 6 

  Yourman and Associates and I'm a principal and founder of 7 

  the firm.  We're a local 20 percent engineering firm that 8 

  specializes in infrastructure and transportation projects 9 

  including the ports.  The Middle Harbor Project we think 10 

  is an excellent example of smart growth that leads to 11 

  additional jobs and helping with the economic viability 12 

  of our area.  It's a continuing example of the greening 13 

  of the port that I have personally seen in my time with 14 

  the port as the water in the port has increased in its 15 

  viability noticeably over the last 25 years.  And it's an 16 

  excellent example of increasing efficiency for our 17 

  economic progress.  We recommend approval of the Middle 18 

  Harbor Project.  Thank you. 19 

            MR. CAMERON:  Thank you. 20 

            MR. PERKO:  My name is Larry Perko.  I'm vice 21 

  president of a company known as Kleinfelder.  We're a 22 

  geotechnical environmental and construction materials 23 

  firm that has offices here in the Port of Long Beach.  I 24 

  personally have worked for the Port of Long Beach and 25 
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  Port of LA for 15 years.  Through my experience with the 1 

  Port of Long Beach over this 15 year period I've come to 2 

  know that these folks expect a lot from their people who 3 

  work for them.  They demand a very high quality of 4 

  product. 5 

          They demand a very high quality behavior of 6 

  their tenants.  And I think that this port and this 7 

  project that's being entertained here today is a 8 

  representative continuation and an increase in the 9 

  quality of their expectations.  A lot has been said about 10 

  the environmental aspects that I think are extremely 11 

  positive, and one thing that may or may not be addressed 12 

  in the environmental statement of the type that you've 13 

  prepared here and our viewing currently, is there, I 14 

  believe, a significant infrastructure improvement in 15 

  terms of seismic safety for the current -- over and above 16 

  the current operational facilities that exist here in the 17 

  current facilities. 18 

          Some of these port facilities have been designed 19 

  decades ago and are currently probably reaching the limit 20 

  of what could be considered as seismically up to par at 21 

  this point in time.  And I don't know if the port has 22 

  taken account of that as a benefit, but I think it is one 23 

  that you should seriously consider as a benefit here. 24 

  With that I'd like to restate that I fully support the -- 25 
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  this project and I would like to see it go forward for 1 

  the benefit of the community and the benefit of, in fact, 2 

  the larger community of California and the US.  Thank 3 

  you. 4 

            MR. CAMERON:  Thank you.  The next three 5 

  speakers will be Ron Neal, Kevin Hayes, and Jim Stewart. 6 

            MR. NEAL:  I'd like to thank you for the 7 

  opportunity to speak in support of Middle Harbor 8 

  Redevelopment Project.  My name is Ron Neal and I work 9 

  for a shipping terminal in the Port of Long Beach.  I'm 10 

  in full support of this project for many reasons.  The 11 

  most important of which is cleaning up the environment, 12 

  which has been a goal of our industry for the last couple 13 

  of years, not only for the men and women that work on the 14 

  docks each day, but for the residents that live nearby. 15 

          This project will work towards that goal by 16 

  taking over a thousand trucks off the 710 freeway.  The 17 

  results will not only relieve traffic congestion but will 18 

  also eliminate excessive emissions.  Secondly, this 19 

  project will make this the new standard for 20 

  environmentally friendly terminals.  This will be 21 

  cleanest and greenest terminal in North America and 22 

  possibly the world. 23 

          This will send a strong message that the Port of 24 

  Long Beach is serious about being a green port.  In my 25 
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  opinion the construction of the Middle Harbor 1 

  Redevelopment Project further exemplifies the Port's 2 

  commitment to the Green Port Policy.  That includes 3 

  growth of international commerce, an increase of 4 

  employment opportunities, and ensuring that any 5 

  improvements are made with the environment and the 6 

  community as a major priority.  Thank you. 7 

            MR. CAMERON:  Thank you. 8 

            MR. HAYES:  Good evening.  My name is Kevin 9 

  Hayes.  I've worked on the docks for 24 years.  The last 10 

  15 years right here in Long Beach.  I've also lived in 11 

  Long Beach for the last 15 years.  I live here with my 12 

  wife and kids.  And this is where we live, where we play, 13 

  where we spend our money. 14 

          We all know about the economic impact that the 15 

  ports have.  A project like this is good economically. 16 

  But this is the community, this is the area, this is 17 

  where I walk my dogs, this is where we go out and walk on 18 

  the beaches.  The potential for this project to clean up 19 

  the environment -- I know what the ports have done over 20 

  the last few years and there's a lot of step by step 21 

  greening of the ports. 22 

          This project allows for that quantum leap.  A 23 

  giant leap forward into a truly green port.  For that 24 

  purpose, to help keep my community where I live clean and 25 
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  healthy, I want to express my support for this project. 1 

  Thank you. 2 

            MR. CAMERON:  Thank you. 3 

            MR. STEWART:  Hi.  I'm Jim Stewart, 4 

  representing the Angeles Chapter of the Sierra Club with 5 

  50,000 members in LA and Orange County.  I have a 6 

  question.  Am I correct in understanding that the -- by 7 

  2030, when this is built out, it would be about four 8 

  times the current level of greenhouse gas emissions? 9 

            MR. CAMERON:  It's in the document.  I don't 10 

  have it. 11 

            MR. STEWART:  Okay.  Fine.  Well, that's my 12 

  understanding is that this is going to be an 13 

  environmental diaster.  The other question I have is 14 

  whether the on-dock rail is going to be a hundred percent 15 

  electrified. 16 

            MR. CAMERON:  Not as proposed in the document. 17 

            MR. STEWART:  So in other words, we're going to 18 

  be having this on-dock rail, which is going to be run by 19 

  dirty diesel locomotives.  Long Beach may want cleaner 20 

  locomotives, but I think the feds have said that we have 21 

  no control over those locomotives.  So this is going to 22 

  emit a tremendous amount of dirty emissions.  And in 23 

  fact, the way I understand it here, is that there is 24 

  going to be some reductions in the emissions of this 25 
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  port -- you know, this section of the port by maybe by 1 

  half of what it is currently now. 2 

          But of course as our AQMD man said most of those 3 

  reductions are already required by a statute as the 4 

  various tiers are implemented for the trucks, and 5 

  hopefully we'll get some tiers on the rail soon.  But the 6 

  point is that this is basically an environmental 7 

  flimflam.  All of you people -- I mean I am in support of 8 

  jobs.  I mean all of us are in support of jobs but at 9 

  what cost. 10 

          I mean the ports of Long Beach, according to the 11 

  AQMD of Long Beach and LA, kill about 3,000 people a 12 

  year.  There's a hundred thousand hospitalizations and a 13 

  million lost school days and three hundred thousand lost 14 

  workdays because of, basically, the particular matter 15 

  that comes from the ships, the trains, and the trucks. 16 

  This is not going -- this project has this green tinge to 17 

  it, but it's not going to stop it. 18 

          And finally, I want to say that this discussion 19 

  about the work of building this wonderful new harbor is 20 

  like rearranging the deck chairs or something like that 21 

  on a decks of the Titanic as it's about to hit the 22 

  iceberg.  You may not be aware of the fact that the ice 23 

  is sliding off of Greenland at an increasing rate.  This 24 

  means that as we continue business as usual the sea level 25 
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  is going to rise 23 feet and the whole port will be under 1 

  water. 2 

          I guess the real question that I want to ask the 3 

  Port's commission is, you know, what did you do, daddy, 4 

  in the great war on global warming?  Did you stop global 5 

  warming or did you just continue business as usual?  Huge 6 

  increases in global warming gases, huge sea level rises, 7 

  and all of the other forest fires and crop failures and 8 

  everything that's already happening with global warming. 9 

  This is a diaster and we're opposed. 10 

            MR. CAMERON:  Thank you.  The next three 11 

  speakers will be Angelo Logan, Gisele Fong, and I can't 12 

  pronounce your last name.  Ms. Patel.  I apologize.  And 13 

  then Shannon Mandich. 14 

            MR. FARRINGTON:  Good evening.  My name is Carl 15 

  Farrington.  I'm with the South Coast Interfaith Counsel. 16 

  Angelo Logan asked me to read the statement that he has 17 

  submitted.  First, he wanted to request an extension of 18 

  the comment period to 90 days instead of 45 days.  First, 19 

  on the impacts on communities along the 710 and other 20 

  freeways.  The Draft EIR shows that from expansion of 21 

  this project there will be 3500 more trucks a day leaving 22 

  the Port of Long Beach than today. 23 

          Experience shows that a huge percentage of those 24 

  trucks will be heading up the 710 freeway.  Yet I, that 25 
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  is Angelo, says he can find no analysis of what that will 1 

  mean to our communities of Commerce, South Gate, Maywood, 2 

  Vernon and other southeast LA cities.  The Port really 3 

  doesn't -- does the Port really think the impact of 4 

  thousands of heavy dirty diesel trucks affect only 5 

  Wilmington and Long Beach?  What does that many 6 

  additional trucks a day mean for our parks, our school 7 

  children, and our residents in the City of Commerce and 8 

  East LA? 9 

          Secondly, about the impacts on the communities 10 

  and schools along the Alameda Corridor.  From the Middle 11 

  Harbor Project there will be 2,000 more trains a day 12 

  along the Alameda Corridor, each with three line haul 13 

  locomotives pushing and pulling them.  That is 6,000 more 14 

  diesel locomotives a year, 16 more every day going past 15 

  each Alameda Corridor community from just this one 16 

  project.  I urge the Port to look at the impacts for each 17 

  community and school along the route of these trains, 18 

  which does not appear to have been done in this Draft 19 

  EIR. 20 

          We also urge that the Port consider ways that 21 

  this project can employ the cleanest diesel, cleanest 22 

  locomotive technology available for line haul 23 

  locomotives, not just what the EPA requires over time in 24 

  its rules.  Finally, several of the commentators on the 25 
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  NOP asked for analyzing alternative technology means of 1 

  moving cargo containers.  These included Norman -- Susan 2 

  Nakamura from the South Coast Air Quality Management 3 

  District who asked for maximizing alternative non-diesel 4 

  container ground delivery systems and also Tori Contreras 5 

  from the City of Commerce who made a similar request. 6 

          That -- these requests do not appear to have 7 

  been considered or analyzed.  This is an issue that many 8 

  of us are concerned about.  Why were these comments about 9 

  alternative technology ignored?  Thank you. 10 

            MR. CAMERON:  Thank you. 11 

            MS. FONG:  Hi there.  My name is Gisele Fong, 12 

  and I represent Communities for Clean Ports, a nonprofit 13 

  public education campaign based in Los Angeles.  Long 14 

  Beach is also where I call home and where I'm raising two 15 

  children.  As you know Long Beach, Wilmington, San Pedro, 16 

  Carson, and other places along the goods movement chain 17 

  are communities whose air quality and public health have 18 

  been severely damaged by port operations. 19 

          That is why we're paying attention and not just 20 

  your promises and plans but to actual implementation. 21 

  Because if you fail to deliver on the promises you've 22 

  made in the past in the Clean Air Action Plan last year, 23 

  for instance, or the clean trucks program earlier this 24 

  year, then you make it very difficult for us to put stock 25 
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  in promises like those in the Middle Harbor Draft EIR. 1 

          The Middle Harbor Project is an expansion 2 

  project designed to significantly increase the movement 3 

  of ships, trucks, cargo handling equipment and trains. 4 

  So we all know that it will increase greenhouse gas and 5 

  toxic emissions.  To minimize those increases all we have 6 

  are your promises.  More specifically mitigation measures 7 

  for Middle Harbor depend on a fully functional and 8 

  accountable CAAP.  And as yet the ports have missed 9 

  important target deadlines and goals set by the CAAP. 10 

          For instance, the (unintelligible) standards 11 

  promised to us in spring 2007 have yet to be adopted. 12 

  And without them it's unclear how the Harbor 13 

  Commissioners and staff can adequately evaluate any port 14 

  expansion project.  For an even more recent example, I 15 

  want to point to Monday's commission meeting.  In 16 

  February this commission passed a clean trucks program 17 

  that promised at least 50 percent of a new fleet would be 18 

  alternative fuel trucks that are the cleanest available. 19 

          But on Monday of this week the Port passed a 20 

  so-called jump-start program that contained only 140 old 21 

  fuel trucks, which just means that 25 percent of 22 

  jump-start trucks are cleanest available.  We would like 23 

  to know what happened.  These latest examples make it 24 

  very difficult to take on faith the Port's new promises 25 
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  and projects like Middle Harbor.  We understand that 1 

  mitigation measures are difficult and costly, but please 2 

  remember that the residents are already paying for 3 

  port-related pollution with our health and with billions 4 

  of dollars of taxpayer dollars. 5 

          Expanding port activity will only make it worse. 6 

  So I ask you to do everything in your power to 7 

  aggressively reduce emissions from current and future 8 

  port operations, including fully implementing cleanest 9 

  available technology standards and making sure that 10 

  communities are regularly informed about your progress in 11 

  meeting them.  Thank you. 12 

            MS. PATEL:  Hello.  My name is Sejal Patel and 13 

  I'm here today on behalf of the Coalition for Clean and 14 

  Safe Ports.  Last week the coalition sent a letter to the 15 

  Port dated June 11 requesting 30 additional days to the 16 

  public comment period.  Given the magnitude of the Middle 17 

  Harbor Project the public's analysis would greatly 18 

  benefit with more time.  I would like to strongly urge 19 

  you to extend the public comment period for the modest 20 

  amount of time of 30 days to analyze your great efforts 21 

  in completing this EIR.  The sooner you can inform the 22 

  public the greater help it will be to those that will be 23 

  impacted by this project to submit comments.  Thank you 24 

  very much. 25 
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            STAFF MEMBER:  Thank you.  I'm going to name 1 

  the next three speakers.  And if I may, the court 2 

  reporter has asked that you clearly speak your name and 3 

  clearly give your presentation which means probably 4 

  slowing down a tiny bit, so that she can get accurate 5 

  documentation.  So I thank you for that.  If I can have 6 

  the next people, Shannon Mandich, Michele Grubbs, and 7 

  Greg Beal in that order of line up. 8 

            MS. MANDICH:  Hello.  My name is Shannon 9 

  Mandich and I work for Hunsaker and Associates.  We are a 10 

  civil engineering and survey firm located in Irvine, 11 

  California.  And we just very simply would like to extend 12 

  our full support of the project.  After reviewing the 13 

  EIR/EIS document we feel that the Middle Harbor Project 14 

  is extremely worthwhile and has the potential to bring a 15 

  lot of benefit to the entire Southern California 16 

  community.  Thanks. 17 

            MS. GRUBBS:  Good evening.  My name is Michelle 18 

  Grubbs and I'm the vice president of the Pacific Merchant 19 

  Shipping Association.  PMSA is a trade association 20 

  representing marine terminal operators and ocean carriers 21 

  on the West Coast.  Our members are responsible for 22 

  carrying 90 percent of the containerized cargo in and out 23 

  of West Coast ports.  Thank you for the opportunity to 24 

  speak on behalf of the Middle Harbor Redevelopment 25 
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  Project. 1 

          We are pleased to see progress being made in 2 

  Southern California on port development.  It is critical 3 

  that Southern California ports become more efficient in 4 

  processing cargo.  The San Pedro Bay ports are a critical 5 

  hub in the nation's movement of commerce.  The vessels 6 

  calling at our ports today are bringing in larger amounts 7 

  of cargo.  Our marine terminals must be capable of moving 8 

  this cargo in an efficient manner to avoid congestion, 9 

  minimize pollution, and serve the needs of the market. 10 

          Today's terminals must also be capable of 11 

  transferring cargo from the vessels directly to rail to 12 

  serve the eastbound cargo.  We are pleased to see the 13 

  Middle Harbor Project will have a new large rail 14 

  facility.  The Middle Harbor Project will support 14,000 15 

  jobs, and we are proud to see that happen in Long Beach. 16 

  Thank you. 17 

            STAFF MEMBER:  Thank you.  If I may, the next 18 

  three speakers, Larry Keller, Debbie Neev, and Pat 19 

  Kennedy.  Thank you. 20 

            MR. BEAL:  Hello.  My name is Greg Beal and I 21 

  work in Long Beach and I live in one of the surrounding 22 

  communities and I support the project.  Thank you. 23 

            STAFF MEMBER:  Thank you. 24 

            MR. KELLER:  Good evening.  Thank you for 25 
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  allowing me this opportunity to speak tonight.  My name 1 

  is Larry Keller.  I'm a resident of Long Beach with 2 

  significant experience in shipping, ports, and 3 

  engineering and now with Kennedy (unintelligible) 4 

  Engineering and Scientists.  I'm here to speak in support 5 

  of the Middle Harbor Project and the tremendous 6 

  improvements you are proposing.  This is because Middle 7 

  Harbor is the first Long Beach project to which you can 8 

  apply the impressive array of environmental and 9 

  operational improvements which you have spent the last 10 

  several years working on. 11 

          All of the requests to clean air, better health 12 

  for all of us, and smart growth, which inevitably must be 13 

  accommodated.  Middle Harbor is your proof of concept and 14 

  it should move forward quickly to allow the improvements 15 

  to be put in place now and to be proven on the ground. 16 

  Let me name a few that I particularly like.  Cold-ironing 17 

  to allow the ships to shut down all of their engines 18 

  while in port will bring very significant air quality 19 

  improvements to our city. 20 

          Middle Harbor will be the largest use of 21 

  cold-ironing for cargo ships in the port.  Use of 22 

  alternative fuel are all electric terminal handling 23 

  equipment and trucks will vastly reduce harmful 24 

  particulars and air pollution in our air.  This too is 25 
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  significant.  The small terminals which become Middle 1 

  Harbor are old, inefficient, and require a great deal of 2 

  additional truck work that burns fuel and pollutes the 3 

  air. 4 

          And new fully-integrated layout will allow 5 

  cleaner, more efficient operations.  Yet another point is 6 

  rail.  Few doubt and most people support the use of 7 

  on-dock rail in the port.  Only one of the Middle Harbor 8 

  terminals as you pointed out as on-dock rail now, but is 9 

  old and poorly suited to modern operations and has never 10 

  been used to full effect simply because of its size and 11 

  layout.  As a result many of the containers that should 12 

  move by rail now move by truck, first up the 710 to 13 

  another point of rest at another rail yard. 14 

          The Middle Harbor changes that.  As a result 15 

  thousands of truck trips will be eliminated as will their 16 

  traffic and pollution allowing for the ports LNG powered 17 

  and green -- clean locomotives to move the containers out 18 

  of the port and on their way.  The goods will continue to 19 

  come and the volumes will grow.  There's no doubt about 20 

  that.  We've seen the studies.  We know it's going to 21 

  happen.  They can be handled cleanly with the green 22 

  technologies which you proposed or they can be moved 23 

  using the old technology and be overwhelmed by the 24 

  numbers. 25 
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          And we know that those old methods have negative 1 

  effects and we all know them well.  There is a choice. 2 

  What you are proposing is a tremendously -- these clean 3 

  air technologies have not been used anywhere in the 4 

  world.  They need to be implemented now.  You can always 5 

  wait, but to paraphrase an old saying, the perfect is the 6 

  enemy of the excellence.  Let it start here in Long 7 

  Beach.  Let Middle Harbor be your proof of concept. 8 

  We'll all be the beneficiaries.  Thank you very much. 9 

            MS. NEEV:  Good evening.  My name is Debbie 10 

  Neev and I'm an environmental engineer and a partner with 11 

  Malcolm Pirnie.  And I'm also the past president of the 12 

  Harbor Association of Industry and Commerce.  And I've 13 

  been involved with the ports for close to 20 years. 14 

  Although, I know I don't look it. 15 

          I've seen the commitment that the ports have had 16 

  particularly the Port of Long Beach recently with the 17 

  community, with their environmental approaches, and most 18 

  recently with the Green Port Policy.  We fully support 19 

  and commend the Port of Long Beach for their leadership 20 

  to embark on this very important project.  Goods movement 21 

  is critical to the United States and to our economy and 22 

  growth will occur.  With the Green Port Initiative the 23 

  Port is setting an example around the world establishing 24 

  a benchmark, and I think raising the bar environmentally 25 
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  to demonstrate that environmental sustainability can be a 1 

  companion of growth. 2 

          It's possible and I think we can make this a 3 

  reality.  This project will create over 14,000 jobs, will 4 

  increase on-dock rail expansion, and most of all will 5 

  decrease air emissions overall by 50 percent, taking a 6 

  thousand trucks a day off the road.  We recommend rapid 7 

  approval of this Middle Harbor Redevelopment Project. 8 

  It's environmentally sound and it's smart.  Thank you. 9 

            STAFF MEMBER:  And after Pat I'd like to call 10 

  Dave Zelhart, Margaret Foss, and then Dick McKenna. 11 

            MR. KENNEDY:  My name is Pat Kennedy.  I'm the 12 

  executive director of Greater Long Beach Interfaith 13 

  Community Organization.  Ten churches here in Long Beach. 14 

  Obviously, we're concerned about the impacts across Long 15 

  Beach, but most particularly in a couple of 16 

  neighborhoods.  One is right across from the harbor, the 17 

  Cesar Chavez Park, the Cesar Chavez School, Edison 18 

  School.  That downtown neighborhood. 19 

          It's going to be 10 years of construction impact 20 

  plus the 710 and the additional traffic.  Second, is West 21 

  Long Beach with all of the trucks coming up the Terminal 22 

  Island Freeway.  I would hope that that's looked at more 23 

  deeply in terms of analysis of impact, no only up the 24 

  freeway and up the terminal island but the Alameda 25 
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  Corridor but also those particular neighborhoods.  You 1 

  know, it was nice to hear people say there's going to be 2 

  a thousand reduction in trucks because of rail, but 3 

  there's 4,000 more trucks. 4 

          So we go from 5,000 to 4,000.  You guys could do 5 

  better than that.  You know, if we're going to do on-dock 6 

  rail, why don't we talk about maybe a thousand reduction 7 

  overall in trucks and six thousand more on rail.  I mean 8 

  if we're going to go there, let's go there.  Let's not 9 

  tippy-toe.  Finally, it sort of reminds me of the real 10 

  state boom a couple of years ago. 11 

          Everyone was saying you got to get in, you got 12 

  to get in, you got to do it now.  A lot of people got in, 13 

  did it now, and now they're losing their places because 14 

  they got in when it was too high.  Nobody has talked 15 

  about the fuel prices going up today.  No one has talked 16 

  about the imports going down. 17 

          We have to do it immediately.  Does the economic 18 

  life frame for the business community or is this 19 

  something that's really needed at this moment?  I think 20 

  we can take the time to figure out how to do this in a 21 

  way that's going to really effect the community in a 22 

  positive way.  Thank you. 23 

            MR. ZELHART:  Good evening.  My name is Dave 24 

  Zelhart, vice president of Pacific Crate Maintenance 25 
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  Company.  Between the LBCT and the CUT terminals I have 1 

  approximately 120 employees that are full-time performing 2 

  maintenance, repair, construction tasks, whatever the 3 

  terminals needs, we're supporting that.  I know for a 4 

  fact that these two terminals have spent hundreds of 5 

  thousands of dollars on any kind of new technology that 6 

  can reduce emissions, decrease fuel consumption, use 7 

  better use of electricity. 8 

          Anything it's been able to do these guys have 9 

  done.  I've been there.  I've been a participant.  I know 10 

  the money has been spent.  In addition to the new green 11 

  terminal that's going to be opened, I know that my 12 

  employees will enjoy working there.  These two terminals 13 

  are excellent places to work.  They care about their 14 

  employees.  And we're very, very happy to call them our 15 

  customers. 16 

          We are in complete and total support of this 17 

  project.  I think it's a wonderful idea.  In addition to 18 

  everything else that's going on with the green terminal 19 

  we also do projects all across the United States and 20 

  international as well.  We know that these two terminals 21 

  have to be given their right to increase for the 22 

  technology, for the throughput, for the efficiencies to 23 

  compete in a world-wide basis. 24 

          There's terminals opening in Mexico.  Canada 25 
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  opened a new terminal.  The East Coast is booming.  The 1 

  Gulf port, the new Panama Canal lane.  With all this 2 

  competition coming these two terminals have to be given 3 

  the opportunity to compete on a global basis.  If they're 4 

  not given the right, then you're stifling their growth, 5 

  their competitiveness, anything they got going on. 6 

          So once again we stand it complete and total 7 

  support of this project.  Thank you. 8 

            MS. FOSS:  Hi.  My name is Margaret Foss.  I'm 9 

  a resident of Long Beach.  I've been a resident of Long 10 

  Beach.  I've been a resident of Long Beach for 58 years. 11 

  I live in Old Bluff Park.  I'm part of the ILWU 12 

  workforce.  I belong to Local 63.  And I'm an LBCT rail 13 

  planner.  I know what my rail can do.  The amount of 14 

  cargo we're able to move just with four tracks is -- we 15 

  clean out that ship every week. 16 

          I believe being a resident of Long Beach and 17 

  seeing the changes over the years, if we don't go in this 18 

  direction, it's going to make Long Beach a dead end 19 

  community.  Right now the Long Beach freeway is nothing 20 

  but a parking lot after 2 o'clock in the afternoon.  With 21 

  on-dock rail for every container you put on a train 22 

  you're going to take a truck off that freeway.  With the 23 

  expansion of the yard it will become a safe place to work 24 

  for the longshoreman. 25 
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          And that is one of our big concerns with 1 

  contracts is safety.  So I just want to say that I 2 

  support this a hundred percent.  I'm sorry I'm so 3 

  nervous.  Thank you. 4 

            MR. McKENNA:  Good evening.  I'm Dick McKenna, 5 

  executive director of Marine Exchange of Southern 6 

  California.  We are the de facto ship operations center 7 

  for the ports, both Los Angeles and Long Beach.  And 8 

  we're a major participant in the volunteer speed 9 

  reduction program.  Having heard the presentation on this 10 

  project, I endorse it and recommend it move forward.  The 11 

  only upside to the delays encountered thus far is that 12 

  we've allowed more improved pollution cutting features to 13 

  be added to the plan. 14 

          The down side is that as long as the plan is 15 

  delayed the pollution issues of this part of the harbor 16 

  are, with one or two notable exceptions, not being 17 

  addressed.  I think Mayor Foster, who campaigned on a 18 

  platform of improved air quality, has it right when he 19 

  says that projects like this must start happening if we 20 

  are to see notable improvements in the quality of our 21 

  air.  Delays of our kind only maintain status quo.  The 22 

  Port's efforts in the Middle Harbor Redevelopment Project 23 

  go in a significant way to addressing environmental 24 

  justice. 25 
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          As I was reminded a few years ago there's also a 1 

  concept of economic justice and that's necessary to be 2 

  considered in the reconfiguration of the Middle Harbor 3 

  now that the Port has addressed environmental concerns. 4 

  The construction jobs, the ensuing permanent jobs, and 5 

  the economic well-being of the region that 6 

  (unintelligible) Long Beach will ensure needs also to be 7 

  considered in the decision process.  It is time for this 8 

  longstanding project to be positively addressed.  Thank 9 

  you for your time. 10 

            STAFF MEMBER:  Thank you.  If we could have 11 

  Mr. Clay Sandidge, following him would be Bob Gonzalez, 12 

  and then Joe Donato. 13 

            MR. SANDIDGE:  Good evening.  My name is Clay 14 

  Sandidge.  I'm here representing Weston Solutions. 15 

  Weston employs over a hundred people in the area.  We are 16 

  in strong support of the project.  I'm also here 17 

  representing Future Ports, which is a consortium of 18 

  companies and stakeholders in the port area.  Future 19 

  Ports is also in total support of the project. 20 

          I'm not going to go into detail as many of my 21 

  predecessors have this evening.  I think seeing the 22 

  presentation this evening we all recognize that it is a 23 

  vast improvement to the air quality.  With the project 24 

  moving forward it promotes smart green growth, emissions 25 
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  reductions.  One thing that I think has failed to be 1 

  mentioned today, if the project does not go forward, it's 2 

  going to divert cargo out of the area. 3 

          And that's the last thing we can afford in the 4 

  community.  We've run off too many jobs to date.  We need 5 

  to secure jobs and bring more jobs to the economy.  And 6 

  with that said I just want to make it known that Future 7 

  Ports and Weston Solutions strongly support this project. 8 

  Thank you. 9 

            MR. GONZALEZ:  Good evening.  My name is Bob 10 

  Gonzalez, general manager of maintenance for Pacific 11 

  Crane Maintenance Company, PCMC.  I was previously 12 

  assigned to LBCT, Long Beach Container Terminal.  I'm 13 

  currently assigned to CUT, California United Terminal, 14 

  and MCC, Mitsubishi Cement Corporation, which does 15 

  perform cold-ironing of vessels.  We are in full support 16 

  of this project. 17 

          We think it's a great idea.  We personally -- we 18 

  work down there.  All of our mechanics work down there 19 

  and no one is affected more than we are.  The port is 20 

  making great strides to green the port.  I commend you. 21 

  And let's get this project going.  We're in full support. 22 

  Thank you. 23 

            MR. DONATO:  My name is Joe Donato.  I'm the 24 

  current honorary mayor of San Pedro and a dock worker for 25 
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  over 25 years.  We are on the front lines.  We're the 1 

  ones who inhale the stack smoke.  We're the ones that are 2 

  there with the older ports, working with the diesels 3 

  that's coming in.  We're working it every day.  This is a 4 

  great project that's going to go forward. 5 

          This is a win-win situation for the Port of Long 6 

  Beach and the State of California.  This will be the 7 

  first green terminal within the Port of Long Beach, Los 8 

  Angeles, State of California and the United States of 9 

  America.  We have the opportunity here.  The Port of Long 10 

  Beach has always been a leader.  Here they have the 11 

  opportunity to be a leader to the rest of the world and 12 

  put together a model terminal.  So that other terminals 13 

  that are going to be built in the future can reach the 14 

  goals and surpass the terminals we built here. 15 

          We had Pier 400 built by MIRFS.  We had Pier -- 16 

  the 300 terminal by APL.  Neither one of those are green. 17 

  We need to start looking towards the green area so that 18 

  our children can breathe cleaner air.  I breathe that 19 

  stack smoke almost every day and hopefully I will be able 20 

  to see my grandchildren.  But the only way it's going to 21 

  happen is for the individuals that are here today and the 22 

  leaders to go forward with this green terminal. 23 

          It is economically correct for the Port of Los 24 

  Angeles and Long Beach for this to be here.  You know, 25 
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  all around we keep seeing jobs being exported.  Stop 1 

  exporting jobs.  Keep the jobs here and the support jobs 2 

  that go along with the port.  There's a lot of people 3 

  that depend on the port for being there. 4 

          So every time we grow the port the outer areas 5 

  grow also.  This is an industrial port just like Los 6 

  Angeles.  We need to embrace, make it green, and make it 7 

  better so we can leave it for our children and beyond 8 

  that.  Thank you very much.  Have a nice night. 9 

            MR. CAMERON:  The next three speakers will be 10 

  Sid Greenwald, Allie McDonald, and Adrian Martinez. 11 

            MR. MARTINEZ:  Hi.  My name is Adrian Martinez 12 

  and I'm here on behalf of the National Resources Defense 13 

  Counsel.  At the outset I just want to say that we are 14 

  doing a rigorous examination of the environmental impact 15 

  report and we will be providing extensive comments based 16 

  on concerns and actually noting what's positive in the 17 

  project.  The first -- at the outset I think I want to 18 

  mimic what AQMD said is the Port is flying blind here. 19 

          They don't have San Pedro Bay Standards and 20 

  because of that they don't have a roadmap for meeting 21 

  their clean air standards.  It's unclear how this project 22 

  fits in to meeting overall port-wide emission reduction 23 

  and health risk reduction goals.  Without these it's hard 24 

  for the community and for decision makers to evaluate 25 
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  this project.  The second concern I have is that the 1 

  mitigation measures remain completely unclear. 2 

          For example, the project recommends the use of 3 

  low-sulfur fuel.  First of all, there is no timeline 4 

  for -- with what specific milestones will be met, how 5 

  much -- what percentage of ships will use cleaner fuels 6 

  by what date.  These and other mitigation measures need 7 

  to be further elaborated and actually there needs to be 8 

  peaks to these.  Because the lease in the environmental 9 

  impact report provide a good mechanism to create 10 

  enforceable ways to reduce pollution.  The third issue 11 

  that came up earlier was the greenhouse gas emissions. 12 

          I think we need to do better and we're going to 13 

  propose several mitigation measures that we've asked that 14 

  the Port and decision makers truly consider and evaluate. 15 

  A lot of these mitigation measures will actually create 16 

  jobs.  Things like installation of solar panels and other 17 

  things like that are job creators and good for the 18 

  community.  The fourth issue is, I think, the Port and 19 

  the materials are confounding two issues. 20 

          The Cleaner Action Plan is what's going to clean 21 

  up pollution from the port.  As I read this project it's 22 

  not the project itself.  It's implementation of measures 23 

  and actually ensuring that those programs get implemented 24 

  and implemented on time.  In fact I think it will be very 25 
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  informative if, when the Port is presenting on this 1 

  project, to provide analysis of the no project 2 

  alternative and what the emissions reductions are 3 

  associated with that. 4 

          (Unintelligible) no project alternative the way 5 

  the Port did its analysis emissions go dramatically down. 6 

  Now this doesn't mean NRDC is supporting the no project 7 

  alternative per se, but I think it's important for the 8 

  analysis, and I think what it does show is that the Port 9 

  needs to go further in mitigating the pollution.  And the 10 

  final thing is I cannot find in the EIR where it says 11 

  thousands of trucks will be taken off the I-710. 12 

          In fact, I don't think it's in there.  If you 13 

  look at the no project alternative, in 2030 the truck 14 

  trips are fewer than what will exist when the project is 15 

  fully built.  And I think there needs -- this project 16 

  needs to be very accurately portrayed and what's being 17 

  sold needs to be very accurate.  Thank you for having me 18 

  today and I will provide more extensive comments at a 19 

  future date.  Thank you. 20 

            MR. CAMERON:  Thank you. 21 

            MS. GREENWALD:  Good evening.  Thank you for 22 

  this opportunity.  My name is Sid Greenwald.  I'm a board 23 

  member of the Coalition for Clean Air, speaking on behalf 24 

  of the Coalition, which is the only statewide 25 
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  organization that is dedicated solely to ensuring clean 1 

  air and healthful air for all of California.  The 2 

  Coalition has not had a chance to fully review the 3 

  documents, so I'm going to limit my discussion today to 4 

  the presentation that's been made and to the comments 5 

  that have been made as well. 6 

          Your objective up there was to implement the 7 

  Green Port Plan and Clean Air Action Plan.  And it's 8 

  obvious that the people who are here today are very 9 

  supportive of the measures within those plans.  They are 10 

  longing what they will bring about and they're good 11 

  measures, but the problem is that we don't know how we're 12 

  going to ensure that those are actually achieved.  You 13 

  need to have solid enforceable commitment to guarantee 14 

  that those measures are actually implemented and that it 15 

  will achieve their emission reductions in the health 16 

  improvement targets that they project. 17 

          The document or at least the discussion relies 18 

  to a great extent upon implementation measures in the 19 

  Clean Air Action Plan.  And for lack of a better 20 

  description they already haven't been done.  You've 21 

  already missed many of those measures.  And we have no 22 

  guarantee that they will actually be implemented through 23 

  this document.  As somebody who wrote CEQA documents for 24 

  many, many years and had my feet held to the fire, one of 25 
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  the best things about CEQA compared to NEPA is that CEQA 1 

  asks you not only to identify what the impacts are but to 2 

  actually mitigate those impacts. 3 

          And you must have enforceable measures to 4 

  mitigate those impacts.  So most people out here today 5 

  who supportive of this project because of those 6 

  mitigation measures have a way to ensure that you enforce 7 

  them.  They must be enforceable.  And I would highly 8 

  recommend that you have a chart with dates and deadlines 9 

  for those projects, so that your public can make sure 10 

  that you are doing what you have said those mitigations 11 

  measures to be.  Again, we have not had a chance to look 12 

  at the document in its entirety and we will be submitting 13 

  comments later.  Thank you. 14 

            MR. CAMERON:  Thank you. 15 

            MS. McDONALD:  Good evening.  Thank you for the 16 

  opportunity to speak.  My name is Allie McDonald and I am 17 

  with the American Lung Association of California.  The 18 

  American Lung Association would like to thank Port staff 19 

  for the notable efforts to include some very important 20 

  environmental mitigation measures that will have positive 21 

  effects on air quality and on the health of California in 22 

  the future.  However, serious public health concerns 23 

  remain about the amount of air pollution that will be 24 

  generated from this massive expansion project. 25 
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          And we are concerned that this project does not 1 

  mitigate all of the health impacts it will create.  This 2 

  project will dramatically increase the number of dirty 3 

  diesel trucks, ships, and trains operating at the ports. 4 

  Meanwhile, the lifesaving goals of the Clean Air Action 5 

  Plan are not being achieved according to schedule. 6 

  Without greater compliance to the Clean Air Action Plan 7 

  and without greater commitments to clean up local sources 8 

  of toxic air pollution, the American Lung Association 9 

  remains concerned that the Port is not completely 10 

  fulfilling its promise to (unintelligible) and mitigate 11 

  air pollution. 12 

          We should not have to sacrifice the health of 13 

  children today for the promise of improved air quality 14 

  many years to come.  Mitigation measures of this project 15 

  must be greatly strengthened if you're ever going to see 16 

  a reduction in the astounding numbers of premature 17 

  deaths, school absences, and lost workdays that are a 18 

  direct result of California's very high air pollution 19 

  levels.  Thank you. 20 

            MR. CAMERON:  Thank you.  The next three 21 

  speakers, and we're winding down here.  I think we have 22 

  five left.  Kathleen Woodfield, James Whelan, and Aubrey 23 

  Bayley. 24 

            MS. WOODFIELD:  Good evening.  My name is 25 

26 

10-784

PT(B)-70

PT(B)-71



 81

  Kathleen Woodfield.  I'm the vice president of the San 1 

  Pedro Peninsula Homeowner's Coalition.  I'd like to talk 2 

  about one area specifically of the EIR and make some 3 

  broader comments.  I also have not fully reviewed the 4 

  document, so these are partial comments.  The Draft EIR 5 

  has to consider meteorological data commonly called MET 6 

  data, basically, which way the wind is blowing, in its 7 

  air dispersion modeling. 8 

          At the time of the modeling there was only one 9 

  year's data for the inner port and the outer port, which 10 

  are the two monetary stations for the Port of Long Beach. 11 

  The data was not readily used and had to be processed for 12 

  use in the AER (unintelligible) dispersion model.  So 13 

  instead of using the Long Beach data, consultants used 14 

  data from two ports of LA monitored stations.  We would 15 

  like to request that the METS data be thoroughly checked 16 

  since it would make such a difference in all of the 17 

  emissions and health effect calculations if the LA 18 

  stations were not represented of the conditions in Long 19 

  Beach. 20 

          I did my own check and what I found did not make 21 

  me confident.  For instance, at noon today the 22 

  predominant winds at the inner harbor of the Port of Long 23 

  Beach were blowing south.  At the Port of LA the 24 

  predominant wind pattern was west.  Yesterday the wind 25 
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  conditions were quite different from today, but they were 1 

  also quite different between the two ports.  I couldn't 2 

  find anywhere in the DEIR where it said that the LA wind 3 

  monitoring data was compared with the Long Beach to 4 

  ensure that the patterns were the same and that 5 

  therefore, substituting LA wind data would yield 6 

  appropriate conclusions. 7 

          Wind pattern is a strong drivable factor in air 8 

  quality as it carries pollutants and particulars.  This 9 

  is an important base from which a lot of conclusions are 10 

  made regarding health risk.  So it is extremely important 11 

  that the wind pattern analysis is correct.  Again, I ask 12 

  that you please review this carefully to make sure that 13 

  this substitution is sound.  I'm also very concerned 14 

  about your fact sheet and I'd like to submit your fact 15 

  sheet because I'd like you to include it in the comments 16 

  section of the DEIR. 17 

          It is very deceiving in that it does give people 18 

  the impression, as you have seen through testimony over 19 

  and over again, that truck trips are actually going to be 20 

  reduced by a thousand.  This is not correct.  Truck trips 21 

  will be increased.  So I -- in looking at all of this 22 

  fact sheet, I don't see anything about increased 23 

  (unintelligible).  I only see inferences of reduction of 24 

  emissions and in traffic, which is not necessarily the 25 
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  case.  So I'm going to submit that to someone for putting 1 

  into the comment section. 2 

            MR. WHELAN:  My name is Jim Whelan.  I'm a 3 

  longshoreman.  I work down there every day.  I have my 4 

  bags of Haul's.  And that's not meant to be funny.  Most 5 

  of us carry Haul's, Ricola, bags of them.  Sore throats. 6 

  Any way, I wanted to ask a question.  Are you going to do 7 

  this in asphalt?  Are you going to cover the three 8 

  hundred and some odd acres in asphalt? 9 

            MR. CAMERON:  I believe so. 10 

            MR. WHELAN:  Okay.  I'd like to recommend 11 

  against it.  I drive heavy equipment.  The equipment is 12 

  too heavy for the asphalt.  Ten years ago, when I 13 

  started, they used to deck and undeck containers using 14 

  transtainers.  You go over to MIRS right now or Han-Jen, 15 

  the two newest ports, I haven't been to China in a while, 16 

  but there's areas you drive through there and it just 17 

  beats you to death.  If you're going to use these 18 

  electric UTRs, I don't think the batteries are going to 19 

  tolerate that kind of pounding.  Not that there's any 20 

  battery in the world that will tolerate it.  I mean they 21 

  are really rough.  I know that some of the women, pardon 22 

  me, but this is physiology, do have to wear double-strap 23 

  bras and sports bras depending on their tolerance of the 24 

  bumping.  But that needs -- you need to think about doing 25 
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  this in something else that will stand a lot heavier 1 

  weight.  Machines weigh 78 to 86 tons and they're only on 2 

  six wheels.  That's probably more weight than a 747 puts 3 

  down when they land at LAX.  Okay.  Second thing, do you 4 

  have any plans included in this to move things other than 5 

  rail and truck besides ships? 6 

            MR. CAMERON:  I don't quite understand the 7 

  question. 8 

            MR. WHELAN:  Okay.  Have you left ways for 9 

  right-of-ways for the future because at some point maybe 10 

  you want to use a (unintelligible), Southern California 11 

  Guideway, the monorail or any of the other 11 systems 12 

  that have been proposed to move containers in and out of 13 

  this entire area without the use of -- with combustion 14 

  being done someplace else, for example, in a stationary 15 

  plant where it's much cleaner?  I didn't see anything 16 

  that even indicated that you were considering this. 17 

            MR. CAMERON:  This really isn't a Q and A.  I'm 18 

  trying to stay away from Q and A.  But to clarify, I 19 

  think you would need to go back to the document in terms 20 

  of looking at the rail yard and things of that nature. 21 

  I'm not sure what you're referring to in terms of a 22 

  right-of-way, but we've entertained and strongly suggest 23 

  any written comments. 24 

            MR. WHELAN:  Something other than local 25 
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  combustion engines and that's what the man -- some of 1 

  these people have complained about.  It still goes up the 2 

  710 freeway and that should be taken into account.  Thank 3 

  you. 4 

            MR. CAMERON:  Thank you. 5 

            MS. BAYLEY:  Hello.  My name is Aubrey Bayley. 6 

  I work with Leighton Consulting.  And I just want to say 7 

  I support this project for the economic benefits, the 8 

  clean air initiative, and also for setting an example to 9 

  the ports in the US and also within the world.  So, 10 

  again, I support this project.  Thank you. 11 

            MR. CAMERON:  Thank you.  Now we have five 12 

  officially left.  If there's anybody else, please get 13 

  your cards in now.  Cate Salera, Joel Therwachter.  I 14 

  apologize.  And Ann Fry. 15 

            MS. SALERA:  Hi.  I'm Cathy Salera and I live 16 

  at -- at the freeway.  The Long Beach Freeway at 17 

  Willow -- West Willow.  And everyone here has already 18 

  spoken my thoughts and my plans and the one 19 

  (unintelligible) perhaps though that I try to be this 20 

  subject here for the ports, which I'm glad.  I'm for it 21 

  too.  But I'm here want to bring it up -- also bring up 22 

  the 710 freeway where I live next door, right at the 23 

  border. 24 

          So I'm glad that -- I hope that the council will 25 
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  (unintelligible) but I wish this community started with 1 

  the 710 freeway.  So I want it not to be shelved and if 2 

  anyone can help, the Port of Long Beach can help with 3 

  money-wise I think.  To go on, you know, so that the 4 

  truck lane and, you know, don't get to many trucks off 5 

  the freeway, but what about the plan.  There was supposed 6 

  to be extending to the flood control on the east side 7 

  where they only have truck lanes. 8 

          That would be easier for the other cars and 9 

  avoid accident and walls.  So I just want to review and 10 

  bring this up again along with your port improvements and 11 

  the air pollution and, you know, the trucks.  So I know I 12 

  don't live to see this project, but I wish it would start 13 

  now while I'm still alive, so I could see the 710 with my 14 

  neighbors next door is improving and the trucks are on 15 

  the other side.  So I don't hear the rumbling too close 16 

  to my bedroom.  And I want to thank you for this.  Thank 17 

  you. 18 

            MR. CAMERON:  Thank you. 19 

            MR. THERWACHTER:  Good evening.  My name is 20 

  Joel Therwachter.  I'm a business representative for the 21 

  International Union of Operating Engineers, Local 12.  I 22 

  represent union members in heavy equipment operators, 23 

  crane operators, and dredging.  Local 12 strongly 24 

  supports this project.  Thank you. 25 
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            MR. CAMERON:  Thank you. 1 

            MS. FRY:  Good evening.  My name is Ann Fry.  I 2 

  am a resident of Long Beach and a former resident of the 3 

  San Pedro area.  I work for Community Hospital of Long 4 

  Beach and we have a clinic at Community Hospital called 5 

  OCC Med 1st.  We service the port industries and the PMA 6 

  through doing both physicals and accidents for their 7 

  employees.  The reason I'm here today is I do support 8 

  this totally at one hundred percent because I don't think 9 

  anybody realizes how deep the job cuts really go. 10 

          Not only at the hospital are having to lay off 11 

  our personnel, and these are not high dollar personnel. 12 

  These are medical assistants and also clerks.  We also 13 

  have found that some of our lab services such as Quest, 14 

  which is a national company, has also contacted me 15 

  letting me and asking me what is going on because they 16 

  too are feeling the loss of business.  I do understand 17 

  the objections.  I have a grandchild.  I live in the 18 

  area.  My grandson spends time with me. 19 

          But I also feel that we have to have enough 20 

  faith and belief that the Port will come through and 21 

  handle all the objections as they have done in the past 22 

  in doing what they have done to create green ports.  So I 23 

  do recommend that we do vote for this project, so that we 24 

  may move on and move forward in securing our place in the 25 

26 
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  country as being what we are; the largest and the best 1 

  port in the world.  And having employment because there's 2 

  going to come a point that we're not going to be able to 3 

  do that.  Thank you. 4 

            MR. CAMERON:  Thank you.  Final two.  John 5 

  Tilerthey.  I apologize.  My pronunciation is horrible. 6 

  And after that will be John Hilbert.  John T.  No.  Mr. 7 

  Hilbert. 8 

            MR. HILBERT:  Good evening.  My name is John 9 

  Hilbert.  I currently live out of the area, but have 10 

  worked consistently in the LA, Long Beach Harbor for the 11 

  last 34 years.  Implementing this green terminal is very, 12 

  very important to myself as well as a lot of the workers 13 

  that work for us in the maintenance and equipment areas 14 

  of the harbor region.  And I approve this project.  Thank 15 

  you. 16 

            MR. CAMERON:  Thank you.  That concludes all 17 

  the speaker cards that I have.  Anybody wishing to come 18 

  up and speak.  Going one.  Going twice.  I want to thank 19 

  everybody for coming here this evening, those of you who 20 

  spoke.  I would like to remind everybody to submit any 21 

  written comments myself and/or Dr. An engineers.  And 22 

  have a good evening. 23 

   24 

          (The meeting concluded at 8:50 p.m.) 25 
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Public Hearing Transcript, June 18, 2008 

PT(B)-1. The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. 

PT(B)-2. The comment summarizes the annual vessel calls and truck trips associated with the 
proposed Project. No revisions to the Final EIS/EIR are required.

PT(B)-3. The Port has included all feasible mitigation measures to reduce impacts associated with 
proposed Project construction and operations. These measures are consistent with or go 
beyond CAAP requirements that include control measures for OGV, trains, trucks, terminal 
equipment, and harbor craft (see Draft EIS/EIR Section 1.7.2 and 3.2.2). 

PT(B)-4. The comment expresses concern regarding the I-710 impacts and suggests that a 
community benefit committee be formed to allow those that live in the vicinity of the I-710 to 
provide their ideas on mitigation measures and what they would like to see happen with 
regard to the I-710 improvements programs. 

  The proposed project’s impact on the I-710 is included in the Draft EIS/EIR. The comment 
request for the formation of a community group to provide ideas for the I-710 improvement is 
already underway as part of the I-710 Corridor Project. The Los Angeles County Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority (Metro), in cooperation with Caltrans, is heading up the public 
outreach. The City of Long Beach I-710 Oversight Committee consisting of Councilmembers 
Tonia Reyes-Uranga (7th District), Val Lerch (9th District), and Rae Gabelich (8th District), 
provides technical input to Metro, specifically with the design of the freeway. As conceptual 
design and environmental analysis progresses, Metro and Caltrans will be working directly 
with communities adjacent to the corridor to develop appropriate mitigation for identified 
impacts related to the I-710 improvements that are being studied. Additional information 
about the I-710 Corridor Project environmental analysis and associated public outreach is 
available on Metro’s website.30

PT(B)-5. Please see response to comment PT(B)-4. 

PT(B)-6. The comment is acknowledged and appreciated.. 

PT(B)-7. The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. 

PT(B)-8. The comment is acknowledged and appreciated.

PT(B)-9. The comment is acknowledged and appreciated.

PT(B)-10. The expanded Pier F intermodal railyard would be sized to accommodate all of the containers 
that are destined for outside the basin, with the exception of those that must be transloaded 
for transport via rail to the local market. 

PT(B)-11. Please see response to comment USEPA(A)-6. Section 1.6.3.1 of the Final EIS/EIR has 
been revised to indicate that the material could come from dredge or borrow areas in the 
Outer Harbor. All material to be used as fill would be appropriately characterized according to 
agency-specified testing requirements to determine its suitability for unconfined aquatic 
disposal. The results of that testing will be provided to the USACE as part of the Section 404 
permit application. 

PT(B)-12. Please see response to comment SCAQMD-7 regarding the design capacity of the expanded 
Pier F intermodal railyard.

                                                      

 
30  http://www.metro.net/projects_studies/I710/default.htm 
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PT(B)-13. The comment is acknowledged and appreciated.

PT(B)-14. The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. 

PT(B)-15. The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. 

PT(B)-16. The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. 

PT(B)-17. Please see response to SCAQMD-20. The mitigation of Project truck emissions is being 
handled through the Port-wide CTP. Alternative fuel-powered drayage trucks are being 
funded through the CTP. The Board of Harbor Commissioners has established a goal that 50 
percent of the trucks funded through the CTP should be alternatively-fueled.  

PT(B)-18. The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. 

PT(B)-19. The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. 

PT(B)-20. The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. 

PT(B)-21. The comment is acknowledged and appreciated.

PT(B)-22. The Project criteria pollutant modeling analysis for construction evaluated scenarios where 
activities would produce the highest level of daily emissions during any period of construction. 
Therefore, the analysis identifies the maximum possible ambient pollutant impacts from 
construction. It is expected that large periods of Project construction would generate 
emissions that would not contribute to exceedences of the one-hour NO2 and 24-hour PM10 
standards.  

The Project criteria pollutant modeling analysis determined that Project operational emissions 
would contribute to significant levels of NO2. However, these impacts would be less than 
those identified for CEQA Baseline conditions and therefore operation of the Project 
represents lower levels of NO2 compared to existing conditions. The HRA performed in the 
Final EIS/EIR shows that the mitigated Project would reduce cancer risks within the entire 
Port region compared to existing conditions. 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. 

PT(B)-23. Please see response to comment PT(B)-22. 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. 
The Final EIS/EIR incorporates all feasible mitigation measures (i.e., Mitigation Measures 
AQ-1 through AQ-29) that would reduce NOx and NO2 emissions from proposed 
construction and operational 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). In 
its ROD, the USACE will make a determination based on its legal mandates that will commit 
to full implementation of all measures identified in the Final EIS/EIR.  

PT(B)-24. The comment is acknowledged and appreciated.

PT(B)-25. The comment is acknowledged and appreciated.

PT(B)-26. The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. 

PT(B)-27. The comment is acknowledged and appreciated.

PT(B)-28. Your comment is noted and appreciated. In response to public concerns regarding the 
complexities of the Draft EIS/EIR, the Port extended the public comment period by four 
additional weeks from July 11, 2008, to August 8, 2008, in order to allow more public 
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participation. Please see response to comment SCAQMD-9 for additional information 
regarding the status on the adoption of the SPBS by the Port.  

PT(B)-29. The response to comment SCAQMD-2 provides an analysis of the peak daily emissions 
associated with overlapping Project construction and operational activities. The significance 
of these emissions was determined by comparing them to the SCAQMD daily construction 
emission thresholds. The analysis used construction thresholds since this overlapping 
situation is caused by the temporary presence of construction activities. Final EIS/EIR 
Appendix A-1 provides the assumptions used in the peak daily emissions analysis. 

PT(B)-30. Please see response to comment SCAQMD-5. 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, or sooner. The emissions and criteria pollutant modeling analyses 
presented in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.2.2.3 (Tables 3.2-16 through 3.2-21) assume the use of 
0.2 percent sulfur diesel in Project OGV for unmitigated/mitigated scenarios, as it was 
deemed that this lease condition would have to apply for both scenarios. This was not shown 
accurately in Draft EIS/EIR Table 3.2-9, but Final EIS/EIR Table 3.2-9 provided updated 
values. Lastly, the Project HRA only assumed the use of low sulfur diesel in the mitigated 
Project scenarios. The implementation schedule and monitoring and enforcement 
mechanisms for Final EIS/EIR Mitigation Measure AQ-6 are presented in Final EIS/EIR 
Section 3.2.4, MMRP. 

Final EIS/EIR Section 3.2 assumes that all Project scenarios (unmitigated/mitigated) would 
comply with the ARB Fuel Sulfur Regulation for OGV, as proposed by the ARB on October 
21, 2008. By year 2012, this regulation requires use of 0.1 percent sulfur diesel in auxiliary 
generators, main engines, and boilers for all Project scenarios. 

PT(B)-31. Regarding the request for a new mitigation measure for main engine emission controls on 
new OGV, see responses to comments SCAQMD-8 and SCAQMD-24. It is expected that 
with the implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-11 (slide valves), Mitigation Measure 
AQ-6 (low sulfur fuels in OGV), and the introduction of IMO-compliant OGV, the Project OGV 
fleet would achieve the fleet average NOx and PM emission reductions recommended in 
these comments. 

PT(B)-32. The implementation schedule and monitoring and enforcement mechanisms for all mitigation 
measures proposed in the Final EIS/EIR are presented in Final EIS/EIR Section 3.2.4, 
MMRP. The requested mitigation measures is a repeat of what was requested under 
comment PT(A)-43. Please see response to comment PT(A)-43. 

PT(B)-33. Regarding the accounting of how existing and proposed regulations and mitigation measures 
affected the emission scenarios analyzed in the Final EIS/EIR, please see response to 
comment SCAQMD-31. 

PT(B)-34. The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. 

PT(B)-35. The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. 

PT(B)-36. The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. 

PT(B)-37. Please see response to comments JG(A)-1, JG(A)-2, and JG(A)-3. Project activities would 
not significantly affect water quality or impact the Los Angeles River. Consequently, no 
mitigation measures are necessary. No revisions to the Final EIS/EIR are required.

PT(B)-38. The comment is acknowledged and appreciated.

PT(B)-39. The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. 

PT(B)-40. The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. 
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PT(B)-41. The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. 

PT(B)-42. The comment correctly notes that in 2030, the Draft EIS/EIR estimates that Project sources 
would generate GHG emissions that would be about 400 percent above those estimated for the 
2005 CEQA Baseline existing condition. Specifically, the Draft EIS/EIR estimated that for the 
2005, the total CO2e emissions would be 208,107 metric tons per year, compared to the 
mitigated Alternative 1, which would produce 920,858 metric tons per year as of 2030. 
Significantly, under the no Project scenario, because of future growth which will occur even 
without the redevelopment of the terminals, the terminals would generate 873,289 metric tons 
per year. 

PT(B)-43. Regarding future emissions from locomotives that would service the expanded Pier F 
intermodal railyard, please see response to comment PT(B)-32. 

The comment that the POLB and POLA result in 3,000 deaths per year is unsubstantiated by 
the commenter. The MATES-III report (SCAQMD, 2008) explains the concept of risk from air 
pollution: “This refers to the expected number of additional cancers in a pollution of one 
million individuals that are exposed over a 70-year lifetime.”  So it provides an estimate of the 
expected number of additional cancers that could occur in a population, and not the number 
of deaths. According to the MATES-III report, the cancer risk in the Ports area (analyzed for 
2005) is estimated at 1,415 per million as compared to a cancer risk of 853 per million in the 
SCAB, an increase of 562 per million. Since the latest population estimate in the Ports area 
for 2005 is 959,761, this means that the expected number of increased cancers would be 562 
x (959,761/1,000,000) = 539 additional cancers in the population around the Ports as 
compared to the rest of the LA Basin (assuming that the population was exposed 
continuously over a 70-year lifetime. The estimated incidence in cancer in the Ports region is 
1,415 x (959,761/1,000,000) = 1,358 cases of cancer, which does not necessarily result in 
1,358 annual deaths. The MATES-III report is available online at http://www.aqmd.g 
ov/prdas/matesIII/MATESIIIFinalReportSept2008.html. It will be made part of the 
administrative record on this project. 

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. 

PT(B)-44. Your comment is noted and appreciated. In response to public concerns regarding the 
complexities of the Draft EIS/EIR, the Port extended the public comment period by nearly four 
additional weeks from July 11, 2008, to August 8, 2008, in order to allow more public 
participation.

PT(B)-45. The Draft and Final EIS/EIR present estimations of annual and daily emissions that would 
occur from the travel of Project truck traffic between the Port and the first point of rest within 
the SCAB, including East Los Angeles. These truck trip destinations would include the 
Bandini and Hobart railyards. 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 within the 
SCAB, including East Los Angeles. Additionally, many other Project mitigation measures 
would indirectly reduce the impact of Project emissions transported into the City from the 
POLB and offshore waters. The results of the emissions analyses in the Final EIS/EIR show 
that the mitigated Project would produce less emissions within the SCAB compared to 
existing conditions.  

PT(B)-46. The comment inaccurately states that because of the Project, there will be 2000 more trains 
per day using the Alameda Corridor. The maximum annual train trips estimated for the 
Project is 2,098 in 2025. The Draft EIS/EIR estimated annual and daily emissions from 
Project trains that would travel between the Port and the eastern boundary of the SCAB. The 
Project would generate a maximum of six daily train trips in year 2020. The Draft and Final 
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EIS/EIR performed dispersion modeling analysis (Impact AQ-3) and health risk assessments 
(Impact AQ-6) for the highest impacted areas in proximity to the Project terminal. Project 
impacts beyond this area and north along the Alameda Corridor would be less than those 
identified in these analyses.  

PT(B)-47. Please see response to comment PT(A)-43. Implementation of emission control measures 
beyond those promulgated by EPA on line haul locomotives that service the expanded Pier F 
intermodal railyard is infeasible, as these sources are not bound by the Project terminal lease 
agreement. Please see response to comment SCAQMD-6 for more details regarding the 
Port’s lack of jurisdiction over rail lines.

PT(B)-48. Please see response to comment SCAQMD-19 for discussion regarding the use of 
alternative non-diesel container ground delivery systems, including the electrification of CHE. 
However, the Final EIS/EIR also includes new Mitigation Measure AQ-7a which requires the 
Project terminal operator to replace all diesel-powered RTGs with electric-powered RMGs, as 
soon as feasible, but no later than the completion of construction in 2020. 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. 

PT(B)-49. Please see response to comment PT(B)-42 for discussion regarding the increase in Project 
GHG emissions. Operation of the mitigated Project would reduce emissions of toxic air 
contaminants compared to those identified for CEQA Baseline conditions. Mitigation 
MeasuresAQ-1 through AQ-29 represent all feasible means to reduce air pollution impacts 
from proposed construction and operational emission sources. The implementation schedule 
and monitoring and enforcement mechanisms for all mitigation measures proposed in the 
Final EIS/EIR are presented in Section 3.2.4, MMRP.  

PT(B)-50. Regarding progress on the adoption of the SPBS by the Port, please see response to 
comment SCAQMD-9. Also, please see response to comment PT(B)-49. The Port CTP is in 
full implementation. 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. 

PT(B)-51. Your comment is noted and appreciated. In response to public concerns regarding the 
complexities of the Draft EIS/EIR, the Port extended the public comment period by nearly four 
additional weeks from July 11, 2008, to August 8, 2008, in order to allow more public 
participation. 

PT(B)-52.  The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. 

PT(B)-53. The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. 

PT(B)-54. The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. 

PT(B)-55. The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. 

PT(B)-56. The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. 

PT(B)-57. Thank you for your comment. As noted in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.5.2.3, the Port 
acknowledges significant impacts on certain highway segments and is participating in the I-
710 Corridor EIR/EIS and Caltrans Project Report. As stated in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.5.2.3, 
the Port is presently working with Caltrans, Metro, SCAG, and COG (of which the Port and City 
of Long Beach are member agencies) on the I-710 Corridor EIR/EIS and Caltrans Project 
Report. POLB has committed $5 million to this $34-million, 42-month study, which was 
commenced in early 2008. This project entails analyzing potential impacts and advancing 
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preliminary engineering of the LPS adopted by the communities and participating agencies in 
2004/2005. The LPS consists of dedicated truck lanes commencing at Ocean Boulevard, 
additional mixed flows on I-710 between Ocean Boulevard and Washington Street, and 
numerous freeway to freeway and arterial street interchange improvements. The POLB, City of 
Long Beach, and Gateway Cities COG are aggressively seeking federal, state, and Metro funds 
for the I-710 Corridor. Please see responses to comments RCTC-2, RCTC-3, RCTC-4, CBD-
65, and CBD-66. 

PT(B)-58.  The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. 

PT(B)-59. The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. 

PT(B)-60. The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. 

PT(B)-61. The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. 

PT(B)-62. The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. 

PT(B)-63. The comment is acknowledged and appreciated.

PT(B)-64. Regarding progress on the adoption of the SPBS by the Port, please see response to 
comment SCAQMD-9. 

PT(B)-65. Regarding implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-6, which requires all Project OGV to 
use 0.2 percent sulfur diesel in Project year 1, or 2010, or sooner, please see response to 
comment PT(B)-30. Final EIS/EIR Section 3.2.4 MMRP has been revised to identify the 
implementation schedule and enforcement mechanisms for each mitigation measure. 

PT(B)-66. 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. Please see response to comment DOJ-5. The Final EIS/EIR includes several new 
mitigation measures that would reduce proposed GHG emissions, including Mitigation 
Measures AQ-17a  (Solar Carports) and Mitigation Measure AQ-24 (Mitigation for Indirect 
GHG Emissions). 

To promote new emission control technologies in the future, the Final EIS/EIR includes a new 
mitigation measure, Mitigation Measure AQ-25 that requires the terminal tenant in 2015 and 
every five years thereafter to review new air quality technological advancements for the 
purpose of implementing new feasible mitigations. 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. 

PT(B)-67.  Please see response to comment PT(B)-66. Draft and Final EIS/EIR Section 3.2.2.6 includes 
an analysis of air quality impacts associated with the No Project Alternative. The No Project 
Alternative would include fewer emission controls compared to the proposed Project and, 
therefore, would produce more emissions in the future per given unit of cargo throughput. Final 
EIS/EIR Table 3.2-9 presents comparisons of the applicable regulations, CAAP measures, and 
Project mitigation measures associated with each Project scenario. 

PT(B)-68. The commenter is correct; under the No-Project Alternative, because of the fewer number 
acres in each terminal, they would handle less cargo and therefore would have fewer truck 
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trips. However, under the No-Project Alternative the existing Pier F intermodal railyard would 
not be expanded; therefore, increased truck trips to near-dock and downtown Los Angeles 
railyards would occur. Please see responses to comments RCTC-2, RCTC-3, RCTC-4, CBD-
65, CBD-66, and PT(B)-57. 

PT(B)-69. Please see response to comment PT(A)-41. Approval of the Project is dependent upon an 
acceptable MMRP that identifies all feasible mitigation measures to reduce Project air quality 
impacts. The MMRP would be certified by the Board of Harbor Commissioners and adopted 
as a Project lease condition, and would include monitoring and enforcement mechanisms to 
ensure appropriate implementation of all mitigation measures. 

PT(B)-70. 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. The mitigation measures proposed in the Final EIS/EIR will become requirements of 
the Project lease agreement. The MMRP would include monitoring and enforcement 
mechanisms to ensure appropriate implementation of all mitigation measures. 

For examples of how the mitigated Project would reduce air quality and health impacts 
compared to existing conditions, please see response to comment PT(B)-22.  

PT(B)-71. Upon commencement of the Project air quality analyses, the POLB air monitoring stations 
had yet to collect annual sets of meteorological data that are needed to perform dispersion 
modeling. Nevertheless, the data collected at the POLA Berth 47 and Wilmington Saints 
Peter and Paul School (SPPS) sites are representative of conditions that occur within the 
Project outer and inner harbor areas, respectively. Therefore, the criteria pollutant dispersion 
modeling analyses (Impact AQ-3) and HRAs (Impact AQ-6) performed in the Draft and Final 
EIS/EIR produce accurate results within the entire Project modeling domain, including Long 
Beach. The POLA SPPS station in located 3.5 miles northwest of the Project site, in 
Wilmington (Inner Harbor). Recent analyses conducted for the POLB concluded that data 
from the POLA SPPS station is most suitable for dispersion modeling of inland projects within 
the POLB area (Environ 2007). The ARB has approved the AERMOD-processed 
meteorological data from the SPPS station; for example, these data were used in a HRA for 
evaluation of the BSNF Watson Railyard in the Wilmington area (ARB 2007f). Consequently, 
the one-year of SPPS AERMET-processed meteorological data previously developed for 
performing the BSNF Watson HRA were used for performing the dispersion modeling 
analysis for the Inner Harbor operations sources for this Project. The POLA Berth 47 station, 
located 1.3 miles west-northwest of Angel’s Gate and about four miles southwest of the 
Project site (Outer Harbor). The Berth 47 station is ideally situated to provide meteorological 
data that are representative of conditions in the Outer Harbor. As part of this HRA, an annual 
meteorological data set was developed from the Berth 47 data for the same one-year 
timeframe of the SPPS data that had been processed for AERMOD. The Berth 47 data were 
processed with AERMET using the same approach as for the SPPS data.

PT(B)-72. Please see response to comment PT(B)-57 and PT(B)-68. 

PT(B)-73. Please see response to comments JW-1 through JW-3. 

PT(B)-74. Please see response to comment SCAQMD-27.  

PT(B)-75. The comment is acknowledged and appreciated.

PT(B)-76. Please see response to comment PT(B)-57.

PT(B)-77.  The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. 

PT(B)-78. The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. 

PT(B)-79. The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. 
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