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City of Los Angeles/City of Long Beach 
 

Goods Movement Advisory Taskforce 
 
 
 

 
 
September 27, 2006 
 
Mayor Antonio R. Villaraigosa   Mayor Bob Foster 
City of Los Angeles     City of Long Beach 
200 N. Spring Street    333 West Ocean Blvd., 14th Fl 
Los Angeles, CA 90012    Long Beach, California 90802 
 
 
Dear Mayors Villaraigosa and Foster: 
 
On May 16, 2006 an unprecedented opportunity was created that officially placed 
Proposition 1B, a $19.925 billion Transportation and Air Quality bond, on the 
November 2006 ballot. Recognizing the importance of an infrastructure bond, Mayor 
Villaraigosa and past Mayor Beverly O’Neill requested the Executive Directors from 
the Port of Los Angeles and Port of Long Beach to form a Goods Movement 
Advisory Taskforce. The role of the Taskforce was intended to advise both Mayors 
goods movement projects and priorities that could be used in securing our fair share 
of bond money resources from the State of California. The Taskforce included 
representation from labor, environment/environmental justice, and business/industry 
groups.  
 
The Los Angeles-Long Beach Goods Movement Advisory Taskforce (Taskforce) 
appreciates the opportunity to provide input and advice on goods movement 
priorities and projects.  In preparing our set of criteria and recommendations, the 
Taskforce members subscribed to the spirit of collaboration and mutual respect of 
opinions and perspectives. The Taskforce reached consensus on the criteria for 
trade infrastructure and emission reductions projects. While complete consensus 
was not reached on all the proposed projects, certain Taskforce members felt that 
some projects would facilitate efficient goods movement and provide environmental 
benefits to the region. Some Taskforce members expressed dissenting views, which 
are highlighted within the project list. The process undertaken by the Taskforce is a 
credible example of how to balance the need of infrastructure with environmental 
improvements.  
 
The recommendations of this Taskforce reflect the understanding that goods 
movement activities, while driven by forces at the international and national level, 
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have significant environmental, public health and economic impacts in Southern 
California.  And while we prepare our ports to accommodate expected growth in 
international trade and prosper in the increasingly global market place, we must 
ensure that this growth occurs in a green and sustainable manner, so as to improve 
the quality of life for our communities. 
 
The Taskforce convened on five occasions to discuss and develop a set of 
recommendations to advise both Mayors.  The Taskforce submitted the following: 
 

1) A set of criteria to serve as a policy framework for establishing priority 
goods movement projects; 

2) A list of key projects, along with a narrative identifying opportunities, 
challenges and views highlighted by the Taskforce members. 

 
 
Should you have questions, please contact Geraldine Knatz, Executive Director, 
Port of Los Angeles. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
 
Geraldine Knatz, Ph.D.     Richard Steinke 
Executive Director      Executive Director 
Port of Los Angeles      Port of Long Beach 
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City of Los Angeles/City of Long Beach 
 

Goods Movement Advisory Taskforce 
 

PREAMBLE 
 

 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
On May 16, 2006, the Governor approved SB 1266 (Perata), the Highway Safety, 
Traffic Reduction, Air Quality, and Port Security Bond Act of 2006. The Act calls for 
$19.925 billion in transportation general obligation bonds including $3.1 billion for 
California ports infrastructure, security and air quality improvements. A Los 
Angeles/Long Beach Goods Movement Advisory Taskforce was convened by the 
Mayors of Los Angeles and Long Beach to advise the two cities and two ports on 
goods movement projects and priorities. The Taskforce has developed a set of 
recommendations that aims to maximize the benefits to the Los Angeles/Long 
Beach region from the proposed state bonds.   
 
The Taskforce has focused on the $2 billion for the proposed Trade Corridors 
Improvement Fund and on the $1 billion proposed for projects that reduce emissions 
and improve air quality in trade corridors “commencing at the state’s airports, 
seaports and land ports of entry.” 
  
With respect to the bond funds, there are three major issues to consider: 
 

1) Eligibility:  addresses the intent of the legislature as to what types of projects 
could receive funds; 

2) Allocation Formula: relates to how funds should be distributed by region or by 
major categories of funds;  

3) Project Evaluation Criteria: relates to the relative merits of projects competing 
for the funds.  

 
The California Transportation Commission (CTC) will allocate the infrastructure 
funds while the California Air Resources Board (CARB) will distribute the air quality 
funds.  
 
 
PREAMBLE 
 
The movement of goods through the San Pedro Bay ports impacts the lives of 
residents in communities throughout the southern California region.  It impacts the 
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air we breathe, the jobs we create, and the economic climate we foster. With an 
estimated 43% of all seaborne goods that enter the United States passing through 
the San Pedro Bay port complex, we are tasked with addressing both the 
opportunities and challenges posed by this tremendous volume of trade.   
 
As this trade continues to grow, we must address our infrastructure needs to 
accommodate the increasing volume of goods movement, and we must address the 
profound environmental and health impacts caused by it.  With cargo valued at over 
$218.0 billion, the Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach combined were the leading 
waterborne gateways in the Untied States for international trade, according to the 
USDOT. This value generates economic benefits and opportunities for every 
geographic area of the country. In 2005, the Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach 
ranked number five in the world and number one and two in the nation, in terms of 
container volume. The direct economic benefits of the logistics sector in Southern 
California included $90.7 billion in total economic activity, over 687,000 jobs, $52.6 
billion in earned income, $11 billion in sales taxes, property taxes, fees, licenses, 
and excise taxes paid to government. Each new logistics job supports a total of 2.19 
new jobs in the economy. A $1.00 increase in logistics activity sets off a total of 1.97 
times that amount in the local economy. (Source: John E. Husing, PhD., Draft 
Report, Economic Impact of Goods Movement on Southern California, May 29, 
2006). Considering the many economic benefits of international trade and goods 
movement, there must be a commitment to the growth of the state’s goods 
movement industry and modernization of freight facilities while concurrently working 
to protect public health and the environment. (Source: CALMITSAC, Growth of 
California Ports: Opportunities and Challenges, Interim Report to the California State 
Legislature, January 2006). While we prepare our ports to compete and prosper in 
the increasingly global market place, we must ensure that the growth in goods 
movement occurs in a green and sustainable manner, so as to improve the quality of 
life for our communities.  
 
The environmental, public health and economic reality of the goods movement 
activities at the international and national levels have significant impacts in Southern 
California.  In March 2006, the California Air Resources Board (CARB) reported that 
ports and goods movement activities cause 2,400 premature deaths statewide; 
360,000 loss work days; over 1 million school absences and will have an aggregate 
health impact of approximately $200 billion by 2020.  Further, approximately half of 
these costs are projected to occur in our air basin as a direct result of trade through 
the Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach.  Further, the location of goods movement 
facilities directly impact neighboring communities and can create serious 
environmental justice concerns. There are communities and neighborhoods that are 
adversely impacted by pollution related to goods movement activities and should be 
protected from potential environmental justice concerns and impacts as to not 
cause, negative environmental, health and economic impacts stemming from these 
activities. There are opportunities to improve the existing environment and public 
health (including worker health), that should be implemented. Additionally, there are 
air quality goals and reduction targets (such as those articulated in the Governor’s 
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Goods Movement Action Plan, and the CARB’s Emissions Reductions Plan for Ports 
and Goods Movements) that should guide these efforts. 
 
Public resources must be expended with concern for the benefit of the general 
public.  Public funds should be invested on behalf of taxpayers with concern for the 
best return possible.  The return on investments should be maximized though the 
selection of the most necessary and useful projects providing support for the current 
and future goods movement through Los Angeles and Long Beach Ports and the 
region. 
 
Federal, State and Local funds should be combined to extend the funding available 
to build necessary infrastructure projects and to positively affect the value of 
capacity enhancement in the future.  Investing in the goods movement infrastructure 
and determining the best projects for our region must be done with the proper 
consideration for maximizing the public good through public participation and 
community outreach, fulfilling the permitting and environmental processes and fully 
assessing the cost and benefits returned with each project.   
 
The members of the Los Angeles/Long Beach Goods Movement Advisory 
Taskforce, in presenting their set of recommendations to the Mayors of Los Angeles 
and Long Beach submit that: 
 

• A balance between environmental mitigation and managing growth is the 
desired result of any new infrastructure project in the state.   

• Environmental groups request full mitigation of air quality and other 
environmental impacts as the desired result of any new infrastructure 
project in the state  

• The most environmentally sound and least polluting projects should be the 
model of growing and greening the port. 

• Public resources should benefit the public good. 
• Ensure that the cost of infrastructure investments and environmental 

mitigation are not solely funded by public resources.   
• Public resources should promote innovative technology that does not add 

to the existing environmental and economic burden on the communities 
and neighborhoods where the projects are located. 

• Land Use Guidelines should be incorporated into any proposed 
infrastructure project. 

• Each of the individual recommended projects will be subject to the 
detailed environmental review consistent with Federal and State 
regulations.  

• Infrastructure and environmental projects should be based on reasonable 
rates of return and that the bond money should be spent on projects with 
reasonable useful lives.  
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City of Los Angeles/City of Long Beach 
 

Goods Movement Advisory Taskforce 
 

CRITERIA/PROJECTS 
 

 
 
On May 9, 2006, the Mayors of Los Angeles and Long Beach convened a  Los 
Angeles/Long Beach Goods Movement Advisory Taskforce (Taskforce) to advise the 
two cities and two ports on goods movement projects and priorities.  The Taskforce 
consists of representatives from the industry, labor, environmental and community 
(See Attachment #1 – List of Taskforce members). The Mayors asked to the 
Taskforce to develop a set of recommendations aimed to maximize the benefits to 
the Los Angeles/Long Beach region from the proposed state bonds.  Toward that 
end, the Taskforce has developed a set of criteria to guide their discussions on 
goods movement projects and priorities (i.e. trade infrastructure and air emission 
reduction projects).  The Taskforce, headed by the Executive Directors of the Port of 
Los Angeles and the Port of Long Beach, met on five occasions to develop a set of 
recommendations on trade infrastructure and air emission reduction priority projects.   
 
On July 24, 2006, the Taskforce completed its work and submit the following set of 
recommendations and perspectives on trade infrastructure and emission reduction 
projects to inform the Mayors in their decision-making process. 
 

 
RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

The Taskforce developed and reach consensus on a set of criteria for trade 
infrastructure and emission reduction projects. The criteria, found on the next page, 

were developed to inform and guide the Taskforce’s decision-making process on 
potential projects.  The Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach provided the 

Taskforce members with a series of proposed goods movement projects that will 
benefit the region (see Attachment #2 – Goods Movement Projects). Additionally, 

the NRDC and Long Beach Alliance for Children with Asthma provided some 
alternative opinions on Environmental considerations for the proposed projects (see 

Attachment #3 – NRDC and LBACA Alternative Opinions). The Taskforce also 
reviewed a list of off-port community infrastructure projects submitted by 

Environmental Representatives, but other Taskforce members felt this list was not 
beneficial to the region (see Attachment #4 – Port Area Projects). The California 
Trucking Association (CTA) has offered additional views (see Attachment #5). 
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CRITERIA 
 

TRADE INFRASTRUCTURE PROJECTS 
 
Allocation Formula Criteria  
 
In SB 1266, the allocation of the funds for trade infrastructure is outlined.  SB 1266 
states that: 
 

1. The commission shall allocate funds for trade infrastructure improvements as 
follows: 

a) addresses the state's most urgent needs 
b) balances the demands of various ports (between large and small ports, 

as well as between seaports, airports, and land ports of entry) 
c) provides reasonable geographic balance between the state's regions 
d) places emphasis on projects that improve trade corridor mobility while 

reducing emissions of diesel particulate and other pollutant emissions. 
 

The LA/LB Goods Movement Advisory Taskforce suggests the following 
additional allocation criteria for consideration: 
 

2. Allocate infrastructure funds by port region in proportion to their relative cargo 
volumes for the most recent calendar year as measured by a weighted index 
of: 

 
a) Annual TEUs  of containerized cargo 
b) Annual tonnage for non-containerized, non-liquid bulk cargo 
c) Road and rail congestion related to freight goods movement.   
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Project Evaluation Criteria 
 
In SB 1266, the project evaluation criteria for trade infrastructure is outlined. SB 
1266 states that: 
 

1. Velocity - the speed by which large cargo would travel from the port 
through the distribution system 

 
2. Throughput - the volume of cargo that would move from the port through 

the distribution system 
 
3. Reliability - reasonably consistent and predictable amount of time for 

cargo to travel from one point to another on any given day or at any given 
time in California 
 

4. Congestion reduction - reduction in recurrent daily hours of delay to be 
achieved. 

 
5. The commission shall allocate funds to projects that have identified and 

committed supplemental funding from appropriate local, federal or private 
sources. 

 
6. Improvements funded with moneys from this fund shall have supplemental 

funding that is at least equal to the amount of the contribution from the 
fund.  

 
The LA/LB Goods Movement Advisory Taskforce suggests the following 
additional allocation criteria for consideration: 
 

7. The relative merits of projects should be based on the following 
performance and cost-effectiveness  measures: 

 
a) Annual reduction of vehicle hours of delay 
b) Annual reduction in train hours of delay 
c) Annual reduction in diesel PM, SOx, NOx and CO2 emissions from all 

vehicles, ships, and locomotives 
d) Annual reduction in vehicle and train hours of delay divided by annualized 

capital costs 
e) Annual reduction in PM, SOx, NOx and CO2  

emissions divided by annualized capital costs 
f) Percentage of matching funds pledged above required match 
g) Estimated increase in economic benefits of the ports to surrounding 

communities 
h) Give greater weight to projects that demonstrate a quantifiable 

(measurable) reduction in health risks (immediate and long term) 
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i) Priority given to projects that reduce cumulative environmental and public 
health impacts 

 
8. Ensure that projects do not generate disproportionate and/or adverse 

environmental or health impacts on communities 
 
9. Focus on clean and innovative goods movement technologies 

 
10. Provide immediate and long term reductions in emissions and health risks 

(with particular focus on cumulative impacts); and congestion 
 

11. Promote alternative fuel use and fuel diversity. 
 

12. Promote alternative energy/power sources 
 

13. Avoid disproportion adverse impacts to certain communities by ensuring 
compliance with environmental principals, as defined by Government 
Code Section 65040.12  - “the fair treatment of people of all races, 
cultures, and incomes with respect to the development, adoption, 
implementation, and enforcement of all environmental laws, regulations, 
and policies.”  

 
14. Prioritize projects with system wide benefits 

 
15. Focus on projects that promote highway and rail safety   
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CRITERIA 

 
EMISSIONS REDUCTION PROJECTS 

 
 
Eligibility 
 
In SB 1266, the eligibility for emissions reduction funds is outlined.  SB 1266 states 
that: 
 

1. One billion dollars ($1,000,000,000) shall be made available to the State 
Air Resources Board for emission reductions from activities related to the 
movement of freight along California's trade corridors.  

2. Funds are intended to supplement existing funds used to finance strategies 
and public benefit projects that reduce emissions and improve air quality in 
trade corridors commencing at the state's airports, seaports, and land ports 
of entry. 

 
 
 
Allocation Formula 
 
In SB 1266, the allocation of the funds for emissions reduction provides no details 
on allocation by formula. 
 
The LA/LB Goods Movement Advisory Taskforce suggests the following 
emissions reduction criteria for consideration: 
 

1. Allocate air quality mitigation funds by port region in proportion to the 
following based on the most calendar year: : 
a. Health risks/impact on population  
b. Annual TEUs  of containerized cargo 
c. Annual tonnage for non-containerized, non-liquid bulk cargo 
d. Annual number of vessel calls 
e. Non-attainment  

 
2. Leverage funds to maximize benefits by prioritizing projects with matching 

funds. 
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Evaluation Criteria 
 
In SB 1266, the evaluation criteria for emissions reduction projects are not 
articulated. 
 
The LA/LB Goods Movement Advisory Taskforce suggests the following 
emissions reduction criteria for consideration: 
 

1. The relative merits of emission reduction projects should be based on the 
following performance and cost-effectiveness measures: 

 
a. Annual reduction in all goods movement diesel related PM, SOx, NOx 

and CO2 emissions from all vehicles, ships and locomotives 
b. Annual reduction in all goods movement related diesel PM, SOX, 

NOX and CO2 emissions divided by annualized capital costs 
c. Focus on local sources, not global, health risks/impact on population, 

and  areas with the greatest health impact 
 

2. Include clean and innovative goods movement technologies  
a.   Promote alternative fuel use and fuel  diversity 
b.   Promote alternative energy/power sources 

 
3. Provide immediate and long term reductions in emissions and health 

risks (with particular focus on cumulative impacts); 
 
4. Avoid disproportion adverse impacts to certain communities by ensuring 

compliance with environmental principals, as defined by Government 
Code Section 65040.12  - “the fair treatment of people of all races, 
cultures, and incomes with respect to the development, adoption, 
implementation, and enforcement of all environmental laws, regulations, 
and policies.” 

 
5. Prioritize projects with system wide benefits 
 
6. Focus on areas that promote highway and rail safety  
 
7. Ensure that projects do not generate disproportionate and/or adverse 

environmental or health impacts on communities. 
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TRADE INFRASTRUCTURE PROJECTS 
 
The Taskforce had extensive dialogue on the economic, environmental, workforce 
and community issues related to each of the projects. The Taskforce perspectives 
vary with respect to these projects.  While the Taskforce is in agreement traffic 
congestion impacts both the environmental and economic aspects of regional port 
activity, there were varied perspectives on how the projects impact various 
constituencies (i.e. community, industry and labor). Each of the individual projects 
will be subject to detailed environmental review consistent with Federal and State 
regulations. The environmental process could result in enforceable mitigation and 
community enhancements. While the intent was to develop consensus agreement 
on a set of projects to recommend, the taskforce discussed and offer the following 
projects recommendations and views: 
 
 
Project 1: Gerald Desmond Bridge Replacement 
Description: The Bridge is located in the Port of Long Beach and has an estimated 
cost of $800,500,000.  The CTC has designated the bridge as a “Project of National 
& Regional Significance” as well as a “High-Priority Project.”  The Gerald Desmond 
Bridge has already been awarded $320 million in public funding. This project would 
benefit both Ports. 

 
Project 2: Seaside Avenue/Ocean Blvd (SR47) and Navy Way Interchange 
Description: The interchange is located on Terminal Island.  The last traffic signal 
would be removed on the main thoroughfare connecting Terminal Island and Long 
Beach.  The estimated cost of this project is $40 million. This project would benefit 
both Ports. 

 
Project 3: SR47 Expressway includes replacing Schuyler Heim Bridge 
Description: The Bridge is located on Terminal Island and Wilmington and the 
estimated cost of the bridge is $535 million.  SAFETEA-LU designated the bridge a 
“High Priority Project” and was awarded $10 million.  The bridge has gained $157 
million in programmed state funds. This project benefits both Ports. 

 
Project 4: I110/SR47 Connector Improvement Program (in San Pedro and 
Wilmington) 
Description: The estimated cost for this connector improvement is $184 million.  The 
improvements include a grade separation at Fries Avenue and work on the 
I110/SR47/Harbor Blvd interchange, C Street/I110 access ramp, I110 northbound 
ramp/John S. Gibson intersection, SR47 on and off ramp at Front Street, and I110 
southbound on-ramp at Miraflores and Gaffey Street. This project benefits the Port 
of Los Angeles. 
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Taskforce perspectives on Projects 1 to 4: 
 
Waterfront Coalition views: 

o Supports the above projects.  
 
CTA views  

o Supports the above projects. 
 
Environmental membership views: 

o The environmental groups appreciate the opportunity to advise the Mayors 
through participation in this task force.  Participation was fueled by the desire 
to ensure that as we grow the ports and its associated infrastructure, we 
“grow green.”   

o Making certain that only the most environmentally sound infrastructure 
projects are selected for bond funding is essential as tax payer dollars will be 
spent on projects.  Only those projects providing the most benefits to the state 
should be selected.  

o Project criteria was established through the work of this task force as a 
means of evaluating projects on their merits, while considering the interests of 
all groups involved.  Due to a lack of time, no infrastructure projects have 
been subject to the criteria established.  This lack of detailed analysis is 
unfortunate and we believe that advocating for infrastructure projects prior to 
application of the criteria does not allow for a meaningful understanding of the 
true environmental and health impacts of projects nor does it allow for those 
projects with true merit to rise to the top. 

o We, therefore, recommend that as a condition to receiving bond funding, the 
allocation criteria be applied to all infrastructure projects, and that project 
applicants incorporate mitigation measures up front as part of the project 
costs, allowing for the most environmentally sound projects to receive bond 
funds.  It should not be assumed that bond projects will adopt all appropriate 
mitigation measures later, as part of the CEQA or NEPA process.  It is 
important to note that none of the costs associated with the listed port 
infrastructure projects include mitigation costs.  

o Additionally, we caution the Mayors from supporting projects that have not 
fully undergone the CEQA or NEPA process.  Lending support to projects not 
yet ripe for approval strips the public of their leverage to require project 
applicants to adopt additional mitigation measures, or consider alternatives to 
the proposed project. 

o Furthermore, we are concerned that all infrastructure projects #1-8 (See 
Attachment 2) characterize themselves as being “emission reducing.”  In fact, 
these assertions are both inaccurate and misleading for the following 
reasons: 

• History demonstrates that any emission reduction from, for example, a 
freeway expansion, is temporary at best.  And that over time, an 
occurrence known as “induced traffic” occurs wherein those additional 
freeway lanes become congested leading to an even greater air 
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pollution problem than that which existed prior to expansion.  This 
concern is particularly acute here given the massive growth expected 
at both ports and associated goods movement facilities.   

• Some of the projects listed in Attachment 2 are designed to facilitate 
port growth, which would lead to additional air pollution if appropriate 
mitigation is not adopted.  For example, the Gerald Desmond Bridge 
Project is characterized as one that will reduce emissions.  However, 
the Draft EIR for the project makes clear that the project’s purpose is to 
enable port growth to allow for larger ships to enter the harbor—
leading to ever greater amounts of air pollution.  While we are not 
opposed to port growth per se, we take issue with the Ports’ portrayal 
of infrastructure projects as projects benefiting air quality.  Accordingly, 
we strongly encourage the Mayor to not take the proposed projects at 
face value and make an independent determination as to whether they 
will truly benefit air quality. 

•  Furthermore the concept that faster freight will result in automatically 
cleaner air is a misnomer.  For example, when cars and trucks travel at 
faster rates NOx emissions actually increase.  This was recently 
demonstrated when on July 11, 2006 CARB announced that the 
EMFAC model used for emissions predictions, is actually seriously 
underestimating the true emissions.   

 
• Finally, air pollution levels are already high in the immediate vicinity of 

the infrastructure projects listed in Attachment 2.  It is unsound 
scientifically to assert that by adding truck lanes and/or expanding 
bridge capacity to sustain additional truck traffic through these areas 
will decrease air pollution.   

 
o Residents living in the San Pedro Bay Communities are already suffering 

from devastating health impacts as a result of goods movement.  Without fully 
mitigating the impacts of these projects designed to expand throughput, these 
health impacts will only increase. 

 
Project #5:  Port Rail Systems (to supporting on-dock rail yards) 
Description: The estimated cost for the port rail system is $660 million.  These 
projects are either close to the Ports or within close proximity to Port property.  The 
project includes Pier B Intermodal rail yard expansion, New Cerritos Channel rail 
bridge, Thenard rail junction, Reeves Avenue highway/rail grade separation, other 
mainline improvements and additions, and computerized train control. The projects 
would benefit both Ports.  
 
Taskforce perspectives on Project 5: 
 
Waterfront Coalition views: 

o Supports the above project. 
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CTA views  

o Supports the above project. 
 
Environmental membership views: 

• See attachment #3 - Alternative opinions from the NRDC and LBACA 
 

 
Project 6: Advance Transportation Management Information and Security 
Systems 
Description: The estimated cost for this project is $13 million.  The MTA has funded 
Phase I at $4.24 million.  The Federal government has provided $.41 million.  The 
project includes up to 16 closed circuit TV cameras in the Port area and 9 
changeable message signs to improve traffic operation on the I710, I110, and 
SR47/103. This project would benefit both Ports.  
 
Taskforce perspectives on Project 6: 
 
Waterfront Coalition views: 

o Supports the above project. 
 
CTA views  

o Voiced concerns as to whether there are plans to see some alternative 
approaches to providing information to truck drivers.   

 
Teamsters views: 
 

o There is concern in regards to safety of the project (includes safety of the 
drivers using cell-phones touch screens?).   

o Safety issues cannot be discounted at the expense of speed.  
 
Project 7: I710 Early Action Projects— Port Terminus 
Description: The estimated total cost of this project is $300 million.  This project was 
designated $2.4 million as a “High Priority Project” in SAFETEA-LU.  To better 
accommodate truck movements, the project includes reconfiguration of the PCH and 
Anaheim interchanges, as well as the reconfiguration of the Shoemaker Bridge and 
southern ramps, providing the added benefit of significantly expanding and 
enhancing green space (Cesar Chavez Park) in a dense, highly impacted 
community. This project would benefit both Ports. 

  
Project 8: I710 Early Action Projects—Mid-corridor Interchange 
Description: The estimated cost of the project is $200 million.  This project is also 
considered a “High Priority Project.”  The project includes the Firestone Blvd. 
interchange reconfiguration, Atlantic/Bandini interchange reconfiguration, and better 
connection between freeway and the rail yards.  The Mid-corridor Interchange has 
partial environmental clearance. This project would benefit both Ports. 
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Taskforce perspectives on Project 7 and 8: 
 
Waterfront Coalition views: 

o Supports the above projects. 
 
CTA views  

o Supports the above projects 
 
Environmental membership views: 

o Reservation on these projects includes a concern related to congestion 
issues.  Some members of the taskforce also noted that since the Cesar 
Chavez Park will be enhanced and expanded meaning the 710 ramp must be 
moved so that it will not go through the park.   

o A school is located near the park and therefore an essential need to include 
mitigation costs to the construction of these projects.  The taskforce has also 
discussed the emission concerns that will occur during the construction 
phase. 

o See attachment #3 - Alternative opinions from the NRDC and LBACA 
 

 
Project 9: Green Container Transportation 
Description: This project enables the use of environmentally friendly technology as a 
means to move containers on a guideway system between the Ports and one 
designated location.  Further studies are needed to determine feasibility and viability. 
The POLB/POLA recently issued a Request for Proposals to conduct such a study. 
Initial cost estimates are over $125 million a mile. This project would benefit both 
Ports. 
Taskforce perspectives on Project 9: 
 
Waterfront Coalition views: 

o Supports the development of new technology, and support technology to 
reduce the environmental footprint of freight transportation. Studying 
guideway systems is a useful thing to do, but using bond financing to fund this 
is not appropriate. With so many infrastructure needs facing the Southern 
California region, including environmental and congestion mitigation projects 
like grade crossings, which have been notoriously difficult to fund, they 
believe this study is not a high priority.  

 
Environmental membership views: 

o Supports the above project  
 
CTA views: 

o See attachment #5 - Alternative opinions from CTA 
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EMISSION REDUCTION PROJECTS 
 
Project 10: Green Container Transportation 
Description: This project enables the use of environmentally friendly technology as a 
means to move containers on a guideway system between the Ports and one 
designated location.  Further studies are needed to determine feasibility and viability. 
The POLB/POLA recently issued a Request for Proposals to conduct such a study. 
Initial cost estimates are over $125 million a mile. This project would benefit both 
Ports. 
 
Taskforce perspectives on Project 10: 
 
Waterfront Coalition views: 

o Supports the development of new technology, and support technology to 
reduce the environmental footprint of freight transportation. Studying 
guideway systems is a useful thing to do, but using bond financing to fund this 
is not appropriate. With so many infrastructure needs facing the Southern 
California region, including environmental and congestion mitigation projects 
like grade crossings, which have been notoriously difficult to fund, they 
believe this study is not high priority.  

 
Environmental membership views: 

o Supports the above project  
 
CTA views: 

o See attachment #5 - Alternative opinions from CTA 
 
 
 
Project 11:  Clean Locomotives (in Port, not mainline) 
Description: Clean Locomotives include Tier 2 or better locomotives.  In this project 
ULEL units should be used.  Hybrid locomotives are also being considered. This 
project would benefit both Ports. 
 
Taskforce perspectives on Project 11: 
 
Waterfront Coalition views: 

o Remains neutral on whether this specific project is appropriate but generally 
supports efforts to help fund clean locomotives and ocean vessels  

 
Environmental membership views: 

o Supports the above project  
 
CTA views: 

o See attachment #5 - Alternative opinions from CTA 
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Project 12: Shore Power (AMP/Cold Ironing) 
Description: Shore power is the transferring of electrical generation for ocean going 
vessels while at berth from onboard diesel-electric generators to the cleaner shore-
side power grid, which provides power from regulated/controlled stationary sources. 
This project would benefit both Ports. 
 
Taskforce perspectives on Project 12: 
 
Waterfront Coalition views: 

o Remains neutral on whether this specific project is appropriate but generally 
supports efforts to help fund clean locomotives and ocean vessels  

 
Environmental membership views: 

o Supports the above project  
 
CTA views: 

o See attachment #5 - Alternative opinions from CTA 
 
Project 13: Capturing Vessel Stack Emissions 
Description: This project incorporates gas scrubbing technologies.  The vessel stack 
will capture stack emission while at berth and remove pollutants from exhaust 
streams.  This project will demonstrate good usage for vessels with infrequent calls 
to San Pedro Bay. This project would benefit both Ports. 
 
Taskforce perspectives on Project 13: 
 
Waterfront Coalition views: 

o Remains neutral on whether this specific project is appropriate but generally 
supports efforts to help fund clean locomotives and ocean vessels  

 
Environmental membership views: 

o See attachment #3 - Alternative opinions from the NRDC and LBACA 
 

CTA views: 
o See attachment #5 - Alternative opinions from CTA 
 

Project 14: Heavy-Duty On-Road Vehicles/Trucks 
Description: The project requires the replacement of heavy duty trucks with specific 
vehicles that meet or exceed EPA's 2007 on-road PM emission standards. This 
project would benefit both Ports. 
 
Taskforce perspectives on Project 14: 
 
Waterfront Coalition views: 

o Supports programs that would help independent truckers improve the 
efficiency and the quality of their equipment.  
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o Inappropriate to use 30-year funding mechanism to replace property that can 
be depreciated over five years. It is not a good bargain for the taxpayers to 
fund truck replacement programs via long-term debt. 

o Significant issues related to the private sector match on such a project. It is 
inappropriate to have one industry pay for the capital expenditures of another 
industry. It would be better to mandate changes and have the private sector 
pay for the change in freight rates. 

o Believes tax incentives and privately financed leasing programs are a much 
better way to help truckers get better equipment. 

o The State of California should consider emission standards for intra-state 
trucking, mandating the use of new trucks, thereby ensuring that the private 
sector funds the change exclusively through freight rates. 

 
Teamster views: 

o Requires a stabilized workforce and currently there are issues with having the 
public sector involved with stabilizing the workforce. 

o Recommended that the issue of a stable workforce in the trucking industry be 
addressed. The key issue is sustainability; sustainability of funds to replace 
trucks, and the needed trucking rates to sustain the use of clean trucks over 
time. The Ports have begun to develop a comprehensive truck program, in 
which it is uncertain at this time if the workforce issue can be addressed. 

 
CTA views: 

o See attachment #5 - Alternative opinions from CTA 
 

Additional views by all Taskforce members: 
o More information is required prior to offering support of the above project.   
o Intra-state pollution standards are acceptable, however there are competitive 

issues related to the Medallion program. 
o Retrofit programs should be extended not only to trucking companies but to 

carrier and shippers (so that the cost is not only on the trucking companies).   
 

 
 

OTHER ISSUES/COMMENTS  
 

• The Ports point out that all CEQA requirements will be fulfilled and mitigation 
measures implemented in the projects. 

• The Ports encourage the need to connect the Los Angeles/Long Beach 
efforts with other cities in the five county area to ensure a system-wide 
approach and support for goods movement initiatives are achieved. 

• The Environmental taskforce members would like to ensure the CTC 
Commissioners perform outreach to the public in order to gain input on the 
bond measures.  If such public outreach is not achieved then requests a CTC 
public oversight committee, which focuses specifically on the bond measure. 

 



 20

ATTACHMENT 1 
 

LOS ANGELES-LONG BEACH GOODS MOVEMENT ADVISORY TASKFORCE 
 

 
ENVIRONMENT 
 
Angelo Logan 
Executive Director 
East Yard Communities for Environmental Justice 
2317 Atlantic Blvd. 
Commerce, CA 90040 
Email: angelologan@eastyardcej.org 
(323) 263-2113 
 
Melissa Lin Perrella 
Attorney 
Natural Resources Defense Council 
1314 2nd Street 
Santa Monica, CA 90410 
Email: mlinperrella@nrdc.org 
(310) 434-2300 
 
Jesse Marquez 
Executive Director 
Coalition for a Safe Environment 
140 W. Lomita Blvd. 
Wilmington, CA 90744 
Email: jnmarquez@prodigy.net 
Email2: wilmingtoncoalition@prodigy.net 
310-834-2829 
 
Elina Green 
Director 
Long Beach Alliance for Children with Asthma 
2651 Elm Avenue 
Long Beach, CA 90806 
Email: egreen@memorialcare.org 
(562) 427-4249 
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INDUSTRY 
 
 
John McLaurin 
President 
Pacific Merchant Shipping 
Association 
250 Montgomery Street, Suite 700 
San Francisco, CA 94104 
(415) 352-0710 
(415) 352-0717 fax 
Email: JMclaurin@pmsaship.com 
 
ALTERNATE to John McLaurin:  
Michele Sorensen Grubbs 
Vice President 
Pacific Merchant Shipping 
Association 
5000 E. Spring Street, Suite 790 
Long Beach, CA 90815 
Email: mgrubbs@pmsaship.com 
(562) 377-5677 
(562) 377-5678 fax 
 
 
Kirk Marchwald 
Association of Railroads 
kirk@ceaconsulting.com 
 
 
Robin Lanier 
Executive Director 
Waterfront Coalition 
1001 Connecticut Avenue 
Washington D.C. 20036 
Email: robin@portmod.org 
 
Fran Inman 
Senior Vice President 
Majestic Realty Co. 
13191 Crossroads Parkway North, 
Sixth Floor 
City of Industry, CA 91746-3497 
Phone: (562) 948-4375 
Fax: (562) 692-4131 
Email:  finman@majesticrealty.com 

Patty Senecal  
(for this taskforce, she represents: 
CTA Intermodal Chair/Transport 
Express) 
Contact Info: 
Patty Senecal 
Vice President Sales and Marketing 
Transport Express 
19801 S. Santa Fe Avenue 
Rancho Dominguez, CA 90221 
(310) 898-2000 ext. 340 
(310) 233-3750 
Email: psenecal@transportmail.com 
 
 
Robert Curry  
President  
Cal Cartage Company 
3545 Long Beach Blvd. 
5TH Floor 
Long Beach, CA 90807 
Email: rcurry@calcartage.com



 
LABOR 
 
Miguel Lopez 
IBT Port Representative 
1445 A Santa Fe Ave. 
Long Beach, CA 90813 
Email: biz8o8ij@verizon.net 
562-901-9343 
 
Dave Arian 
(for this Taskforce, represents ILWU) 
Harry Bridges Institute 
350 W. 5th Street, Suite 208 
San Pedro, CA 90731 
310-831-2397 
Email: darian@harrybridges.com 
 
Myung-Soo Seok 
Development Director 
LA County Federation of Labor 
2130 W. James M. Wood Blvd. 
Los Angeles, CA 90006 
213-381-5611 x.13 
213-820-3430 cell 
213-383-0772 fax 
Email: mseok@launionaflcio.org 
 
Richard Slauson 
Executive Secretary 
LA/Orange Counties Building and Construction Trades Council 
1626 Beverly Blvd. 
Los Angeles, CA 90026 
213-483-4222 
213-483-4419 
Email: laocbtc@earthlink.net 
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Attachment #3 

 
Alternative Opinions from NRDC and LBACA 
 
Environmental and Health Considerations 
 

• The environmental groups appreciate the opportunity to advise the 
Mayors through participation in this task force.  Participation was 
fueled by the desire to ensure that as we grow the ports and its 
associated infrastructure, we “grow green.”   

• Making certain that only the most environmentally sound infrastructure 
projects are selected for bond funding is essential as tax payer dollars 
will be spent on projects.  Only those projects providing the most 
benefits to the state should be selected.  

• Project criteria was established through the work of this task force as a 
means of evaluating projects on their merits, while considering the 
interests of all groups involved.  Due to a lack of time, no infrastructure 
projects have been subject to the criteria established.  This lack of 
detailed analysis is unfortunate and we believe that advocating for 
infrastructure projects prior to application of the criteria does not allow 
for a meaningful understanding of the true environmental and health 
impacts of projects nor does it allow for those projects with true merit to 
rise to the top. 

• We, therefore, recommend that as a condition to receiving bond 
funding, the allocation criteria be applied to all infrastructure projects, 
and that project applicants incorporate mitigation measures up front as 
part of the project costs, allowing for the most environmentally sound 
projects to receive bond funds.  It should not be assumed that bond 
projects will adopt all appropriate mitigation measures later, as part of 
the CEQA or NEPA process.  It is important to note that none of the 
costs associated with the listed port infrastructure projects 
include mitigation costs.  

• Additionally, we caution the Mayors from supporting projects that have 
not fully undergone the CEQA or NEPA process.  Lending support to 
projects not yet ripe for approval strips the public of their leverage to 
require project applicants to adopt additional mitigation measures, or 
consider alternatives to the proposed project. 

• Furthermore, we are concerned that all infrastructure projects #1-8 
(See Attachment 2) characterize themselves as being “emission 
reducing.”  In fact, these assertions are both inaccurate and misleading 
for the following reasons: 

• History demonstrates that any emission reduction from, for 
example, a freeway expansion, is temporary at best.  And 
that over time, an occurrence known as “induced traffic” 
occurs wherein those additional freeway lanes become 
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congested leading to an even greater air pollution problem 
than that which existed prior to expansion.  This concern is 
particularly acute here given the massive growth expected at 
both ports and associated goods movement facilities.   

• Some of the projects listed in Attachment 2 are designed to 
facilitate port growth, which would lead to additional air 
pollution if appropriate mitigation is not adopted.  For 
example, the Gerald Desmond Bridge Project is 
characterized as one that will reduce emissions.  However, 
the Draft EIR for the project makes clear that the project’s 
purpose is to enable port growth to allow for larger ships to 
enter the harbor—leading to ever greater amounts of air 
pollution.  While we are not opposed to port growth per se, 
we take issue with the Ports’ portrayal of infrastructure 
projects as projects benefiting air quality.  Accordingly, we 
strongly encourage the Mayor to not take the proposed 
projects at face value and make an independent 
determination as to whether they will truly benefit air quality. 

•  Furthermore the concept that faster freight will result in 
automatically cleaner air is a misnomer.  For example, when 
cars and trucks travel at faster rates NOx emissions actually 
increase.  This was recently demonstrated when on July 11, 
2006 CARB announced that the EMFAC model used for 
emissions predictions, is actually seriously underestimating 
the true emissions.   

 
• Finally, air pollution levels are already high in the immediate 

vicinity of the infrastructure projects listed in Attachment 2.  It 
is unsound scientifically to assert that by adding truck lanes 
and/or expanding bridge capacity to sustain additional truck 
traffic through these areas will decrease air pollution.   

 
• Residents living in the San Pedro Bay Communities are already 

suffering from devastating health impacts as a result of goods 
movement.  Without fully mitigating the impacts of these projects 
designed to expand throughput, these health impacts will only 
increase. 
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Attachment #4 

  
POLA / POLB 

High Priority Trans Projects  
Taskforce Environmental Representatives Suggestions 

Port Area Infrastructure / Community Infrastructure 
 
With respect to the off-port community infrastructure projects, the Taskforce was not 
able to determine whether the projects fell within the scope of the bond measure.  The 
Taskforce did not reject these projects from further consideration but recommended that 
Mr. Jesse Marquez meet with the Port of Los Angeles to discuss these projects further. 
A meeting did occur on August 18, 2006.   
 
It is important to consider that the community has requests for infrastructure projects as 
well, and that these projects fall within the guidelines for the infrastructure bond to 
improve throughput and velocity, etc.  As the Taskforce did not meet again to consider 
these off-port projects, this Taskforce report does not include final recommendations as 
to these off-port community projects.  The Taskforce understands that recommendations 
on these projects may be made separately by Port staff after review of the projects.       
 
If the assertion is that the projects on this list lack sufficient detail, port staff and/or 
consultants could assist with the technical details and these projects, in some cases, 
could be added to existing port projects.  With a list of infrastructure projects only 
generated by the Ports of Long Beach and Los Angeles, this seems not to implement the 
Mayors’ goals for sustainable growth and addressing historic inequities and impacts.  
These projects should be subject to the same scrutiny as other listed infrastructure 
projects in that the allocation criteria should be applied to all projects.   
 
 Gaffey St. SR-110 Improvements       $35,000,000  
 Amerigas Tanks Relocation      $45,000,000  
 Knoll Hill / Skills Center / Rail Relocation     $45,000,000  
 Wilmington B Street Surface Tunnel     $50,000,000  
 Wilmington Waterfront-Avalon Corridors     $75,000,000  
 Wilmington McFarland Line / Watson Yard Relocation   $50,000,000  
 Wilmington Port Serving Facilities Improvements   $150,000,000  
 Consolidated Slip - Dominguez Channel     $50,000,000  
      
 Sub Total         $500,000,000  
      
 Goods Movement New Technology     
 
 21st Century Technology Demonstration Projects   $-  
 21st Century Technology Projects Phase 1    $-  
 21st Century Technology Projects Phase 2    $-  
 
 Sub Total          $-  

Total          $500,000,000  
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 Admin & Community Reinvestment     
 
 Oversite Committee (15 years @ $1.0 m year)   $15,000,000  
      
 Community Jobs / Reinvestment Program     
  Harbor Area Component      $30,000,000  
  Trans Corridors Component    $30,000,000  
 
 Sub Total         $75,000,000  
 
 Total          $575,000,000 
 




