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THE PORT OF LONG BEACH
@l.ouem MEMORANDUM s SALERRNIA
HARBOR COMMISSIONERS
DATE  July 28, 2004 Meeting of _AUG 2 2004
Action ____APPROVED _
TO  Board of Harbor Commissicners RESCLUTION NO. HD- Q071
FROM  Robert Kanter, Director of Planning

SUBJECT

Port of Long Beach, Pier J South Terminal Development; Adopt a Resolution Certifying the EIR,
Making Findings, Adopting a Statement of Overriding Considerations, Adopting a Mitigation
Monitoring Plan, Approving the Project, Adopting the Application Summary Report, and
Adopting Port Master Plan Amendment #18 (#00-070)

REQUESTED ACTION

The Board is asked to adopt a resolution certifying the EIR, making certain findings,

adopting a Statement of Qverriding Considerations, adopting a Mitigation Monitoring
Plan, approving the project, adopting the Application Summary Report, and adopting
Port Master Plan (PMP) Amendment #18.

BACKGROUND
On January 26, 2001, the Port, in cooperation with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, -

issued a Notice of Intent/Notice of Preparation (NOI/NOP) to prepare an Environmental
Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report/Application Summary Report (EIS/EIR)
for the Pier J South Terminal Development Project. A public scoping meeting for the
project was held on February 7, 2001. No comments were received during the public
scoping meeting, and five letters were received on the NOI/NOP. The Board and the
Corps released a draft EIS/EIR on June 11, 2001, followed by a public hearing on July
16, 2001. The public comment period ended on July 24, 2001. Issues of concern
raised in comment letters included air emissions, oil spill prevention and response,
ballast water management, identification of potentially contaminated sites, oil wells, and
traffic impacts. Because of the number and scope of those comments, a revised draft
EIS/EIR which included an Air Toxics Health Risk Assessment, was prepared and
released for public review on December 16, 2002. The Corps and the Port conducted
two public hearings on January 27, 2003, and at the request of the public extended the
public review period from February 3 to February 27, 2003. Issues of concern raised in
comment letters included air quality, aquatic resources, environmental justice, flood
damage prevention, storm water runoff, oil spilt prevention and response, ballast water
management, navigation safety, traffic impacts, and cumulative air impacts. In order to
provide further information and analysis regarding the environmental effects of the
project the draft EIS/EIR was again revised, and on August 18, 2003, the Board and the
Corps released a second revised document for public review. The Comps and the Port
conducted two public hearings on September 22, 2003, and the public comment period

ended on October 3, 2003.

PREVIOUS APPROVALS

The Board of Harbor Commissioners previously authorized the distribution of draft EIRs
for the proposed project on June 11, 2001, December 16, 2002, and August 18, 2003,
and held public hearings on July 16, 2001, January 27, 2003, and September 22, 2003.
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CURRENT ISSUES

Twenty-seven comment letters from 19 agencies and individuals were received during
the last two public comment periods. Four comments were received during the public
hearings and the remainder were received by mail. The comments received during the
first public comment period were incorporated into the document and therefore did not
receive individual responses. The bulk of the comments addressed the following issues:

Air Toxics and Air Quality — Comments expressed concem regarding the health effects
of air particulates coming from the Port. In response, an Air Toxics Health Risk
Assessment was prepared and later amended to include the latest methodology.

Traffic and Transportation Infrastruciure — Concem was expressed regarding the effects
of the project on traffic in the area, including the I-710. In response, a comprehensive
Traffic Management Plan is required to address construction impacts and the Port is
actively participating in local and regional planning efforts for the |-710.

Landfill Mitigation ~ Comments questioned the source of the Port's mitigation credits
and the applicability of wetland restoration to mitigate harbor impacts. In response, an
Interagency Bio-mitigation Team comprised of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, : : -
National Marine Fisheries Service, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), California
Department of Fish and Gamie, and Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB)
has determined the suitability and number of wetlands restoration credits required for

each fill.

Water Quality - There were several comments on water quality and biological impacts
of dredging, storm water, and invasive species. Water quality issues during dredging
are addressed by special conditions on permits from the Corps and the RWQCB; storm
water is addressed by the General Construction Storm Water and General Industrial
Storm Water permits, both administered by the RWQCB; and similarly the California
State Lands Commission regulates ballast water discharges. The Port will need to
obtain these permits prior to the start of construction on the project.

The other comments pertained to CEQA processes, biology, noise, aesthetics, sediment
quality, project baseline, local and national economy, light and glare, public heaith and
safety, seismic safety, flood elevations and tsunamis, oil wells, project alternatives,
related projects, and cumulative impacts. The Port and its consultants considered each
comment and prepared responses that are included in the final EIR.

Detailed responses to all of the comments were mailed to each of the commentors on
July 21, 2004, and have been included in the Final EIR, which is transmitted herewith for
the Board's review and consideration. Port Staff has worked extensively with URS, the
EiIR consuitant, and the various sub- consultants to fully respond to ali of the comments
and concerns raised. Both Staff and URS have carefuily reviewed all of the materials
and have concluded that that the responses are complete and accurate, and that the
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Final EIR fully complies with all legal requirements, including CEQA, the State CEQA
Guidelines, and the local CEQA guidelines.

RECOMMENDATION
The staff recommends that the Board of Harbor Commissioners take the following

action on this project:

1. Adopt the resolution certifying the Final EIR pursuant to the California
Environmental Quality Act, making certain findings, adopting the Statement of
Overriding Considerations, adopting the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting

Application Summary Report, adopting PMP Amendment

e Executive Director to submit PMP Amendment #18 to

obert Kanter;
Director of Pla

Recommended by: o P Approved by:

fr’

Geraldine Knatz, Ph.D.
Managing Director

Richard D, Steinke
Executive Director

SEC:s
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Telephone (562) 570-2200

333 Weat Ocean Boulevard
Long Beach, California 90802-4664

Robert E. Shannon
City Attorney of Long Beach
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RESOLUTION NO. HD-2207

A RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF HARBOR
COMMISSIONERS OF THE CITY OF LONG BEACH
CERTIFYING THE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
REPORT FOR THE PORT OF LONG BEACH PIER J SOUTH
TERMINAL DEVELOPMENT PROJECT IN ACCORDANCE
WITH THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT
AND STATE AND LLOCAL GUIDELINES, MAKING CERTAIN
FINDINGS AND DETERMINATIONS THERETO, ADOPTING
A STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS,
ADOPTING AMITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING
PROGRAM, APPROVING THE PROJECT, APPROVING
PORT MASTER PLAN AMENDMENT NO. 18, AND
AUTHORIZING THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR TO SUBMIT
THE AMENDMENT TO THE CALIFORNIA COASTAL

COMMISSION FOR CERTIFICATION

WHEREAS, on July 19, 2000, the Chief Harbor Engineer of the Long Beach
Harbor Department submitted an application for a Harbor Development Permit relating to
the construction of a proposed container terminal development project on Pier J South in
the Harbor District ("Project"), and such application was deemed complete on January 18,
2001; and

WHEREAS, the Project constitutes a project as defined by the California
Environmental Quality Act, Public Resources Code Sections 21000 et seq. ("CEQA"); and

WHEREAS, Port Master Plan Amendment No. 18 ("Amendment”) is

necessary to effectuate the Project; and
WHEREAS, it was determined pursuant to CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines
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(14 Cal. Code of Regs. Sections 15000 et seq.) that the Project couid have a significant
effect on the environment, and thus warranted the preparation of an Environmental Impact
Report ("EIR") and Application Summary Repoit ("ASR"), and

WHEREAS, on January 26, 2001, the City of Long Beach, acting by and
through its Board of Harbor Commissioners ("Board"), as lead agency under CEQA and
as the permitting authority under the Califomia Coastal Act, prepared a Notice of
Preparation ("NOP") of the EIR; mailed that NOP to public agencies, organizations, and
persons likely to be interested in the potential impacts of the proposed Project; and
thereafter held a public scoping meeting to gather pﬁblic and agency comments concerning
the preparation of the EIR; and

WHEREAS, the Board thereafter caused to be prepared a combined Draft
Environmental Impact Report ("DEIR") and ASR, which, taking into account the comments
it received on the NOP, described the Project and discussed the environmental impacts
resulting therefrom, and on June 11, 2001, circulated the DEIR/ASR for public and agency
comments; and

WHEREAS, pursuant to order of the Board, a Notice of Public Hearing was
published in the "Press-Telegram™, a newspaper of general circulation, on June 21 and
July 12, 2001, noticing a public hearing on the DEIR/ASR to be held on July 16, 2001; and

WHEREAS, the public comment period closed on July 24, 2001; and |

WHEREAS, based on the number and scope of comments received, the
Board caused a revised DEIR/ASR describing the Project and discussing the
environmental impacts resulting therefrom, to be prepared, and on December 16, 2002,

circulated the revised DEIR/ASR for public and agency comments; and

WHEREAS, pursuant to order of the Board, a Notice of Public Hearing was
published in the "Press-Telegram"”, a newspaper of generai circulation, on December 19,
2002 and January 9, 2003, noticing a public hearing on the DEIR/ASR to be held on

January 27, 2003; and
WHEREAS, on January 31, 2003, the public comment period was extended

A
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to and closed on February 27, 2003; and
WHEREAS, in order to provide further information and analysis regarding the

environmental effects of the Project, the Board caused a second revised DEIR/ASR
discussing the environmental impact resuiting therefrom to be prepared, and on August 18,
2003, circulated the second revised DEIR/ASR for public and agency comments; and

WHEREAS, pursuant to order of the Board, a Notice of Public Hearing was
published in the “Press—TeleQram", a newspaper of general circulation, on August 28 and
September 11, 2003, noticing a public hearing on the DEIR/ASR to be held on September
22, 2003; and

WHEREAS, the public comment period closed on October 3, 2003; and

WHEREAS, staff of the Long Beach Harbor Department has reviewed the
comments received on the revised draft and second revised draft EIR/ASR, has prepared
full and complete responses thereto, and on July 21, 2004, distributed the responses in

accordance with Public Resources Code Secfion 21092.5; and

WHEREAS, a combined Final Environmental Impact Report and Application
Summary Report (collectively, "FEIR") for the Project was presented to the Board, as lead
agency, for certification as having been completed in compliance with the provisions of
CEQA and State and local guidelines implementing CEQA and as the permitting agency
under the California Coastal Act; and

WHEREAS, the Board has reviewed and considered the information and the
comments pertaining to the DEIR and FEIR at a duly noticed meeting held on August 2,
2004, and
| WHEREAS, the Board has read and considered all environmental
documentation comprising the FEIR, including the comments and the responses to
comments, and has found that the FEIR considers all potentially significant environmental
impacts of the proposed project and is complete and adequate, and fully complies with all
requirements of CEQA and of the State and local CEQA Guidelines; and

WHEREAS, prior to action on this Project, the Board has considered all
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significant impacts, mitigation measures, and Project alternatives identified in the FEIR and
has found that all potentially significant impacts of the Project have been lessened or
avoided to the extent feasible; and

WHEREAS, CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines provide that no public agency
shall approve or carry out a project for which an EIR has been completed and which
identifies one or more significant effects of the project unless the public agency makes
written findings for each of the significant effects, accompanied by a statement of facts
supporting each finding; and

WHEREAS, CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines require, where the decision of
the Board allows the occurrence of significant environmental effects which are identified
in the EIR, but are not mitigated, the Board must state in writing the reasons to support its
action based on the FEIR and/or other information in the record; and

WHEREAS, the Board has determined that the Project is necessary to serve

the existing and future cargo-handling facilities needs of the Port of Long Beach.

NOW, THEREFORE, the Board of Harbor Commissioners of the City of Long
Beach resolves as follows:

Section 1. Certification. Based on its review and consideration of the FEIR,
all written communication.s and oral testimony regarding the Project which have been
submitted to and received by the Board, the Board certifies that the FEIR for the Project
has been compieted in compliance with CEQA and the State and local CEQA Guidelines.
The Board, having final approval authority over the Project, adopts and certifies as
complete and adequate the FEIR, which reflects the Board's independent judgment and
analysis. The Board further certifies that the FEIR was presented to the Board and that
the Board reviewed and considered the information contained in it prior to approving the

Project.
Sec. 2. CEQA Findings and Statement of Facts. Pursuant to CEQA

Guidelines Section 15091, the Board has reviewed and hereby adopts the CEQA Findings
and Statement of Facts as shown on the attached Exhibit "A" entitled "CEQA Findings and
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Statement of Facts," which exhibit is incorporated herein by reference.

Sec. 3. Statement of Qvemiding Considerations. Pursuant to CEQA
Guidelines Section 15093, the Board has reviewed and hereby makes the Statement of
Overriding Considerations to adverse environmental impacts, attached as Exhibit "B"
entitied "Statement of Overriding Considerations,” which exhibit is incorporated herein by
reference.

Sec 4. Mitigation Plan Approval. Pursuant to Public Resources Code
Section 21081.6, the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for the Project is hereby
adopted. The mitigation measures set forth in the Pier J South Development Project
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program are hereby adopted and approved as part of
the Project, attached hereto as Exhibit C and incorporated herein by reference.

Sec. 5. Location and Custodian of Record of Proceedings. The Director of
Planning of the Long Beach Harbor Department, whose office is located at 925 Harbor

Plaza, Long Beach, California 90802, is hereby designated as the custodian of the
documents and other materials which constitute the record of proceedings upon which the
Board's decision is based, which documents and materials shall be available for public
inspection and copying in accordance with the provisions of the California Public Records

Act (California Government Code Section 6250 et seq.).
Sec.6. Notice of Determination. The Director of Planning shall file a notice

of determination with the County Clerk of the County of Los Angeles and with the state

Office of Planning and Research within five working days of this approval.

Sec. 7. Approval of Project and Amendment. The Board hereby approves

the Project, the ASR, and the Amendment.
Sec. 8. Authorization. The Board authorizes the Executive Director to submit

the Amendment to the California Coastal Commission for certification.

Sec. 9. Certification, Posting and Filing. The Secretary of the Board shall

certify the passage of this resolution by the Board, shall cause the same to be posted in

three (3) conspicuous places in the City of Long Beach and shall cause a certified copy of
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this resolution to be filed forthwith with the City Clerk and it shall thereupon take effect.
I hereby certify that the foregoing resclution was adopted by the Board of

Harbor Commissioners of the City of Long Beach at its meeting of August 2, 2004 by the

following vote:

Ayes: Commissicners: Hancock,Cordero,Hankla ’

Topsy-Elvord,Calhoun

Noes: Commissioners:

Absent: _ Commissioners:

Not Voting: Commissioners:

Secretary
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EXHIBIT A
CEQA FINDINGS AND STATEMENT OF FACTS FOR PCRT

OF LONG BEACH, PIER J SOUTH TERMINAL DEVELOPMENT

SECTION 1:

INTRODUCTION

1.1 Statutory Requirements for Findings

The California Environmental Quality Act,! and particularly the CEQA Guidelines

require that:

&,

d.

(1)

(2)

(3)

No public agency shall approve or carry out a project for which an EIR has
been certified which identifies one or more significant environmental
effects of the project unless the public agency makes one or more written
findings for each of those significant effects, accompanied by a brief
explanation of the rationale for each finding. The possible findings are:

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the
project which avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental
effect as identified in the final EIR.

Such changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of
another public agency and not the agency making the finding. Such
changes have been adopted by such other agency or can and should be
adopted by such other agency.

Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations,
including provision of employment opportunities for highly trained workers,
make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in
the final EIR.”

In short, CEQA requires that the lead agency adopt mitigation measures or alternatives,
where feasible, to avoid or mitigate significant environmental impacts that would
otherwise occur with implementation of the project. Project mitigation or alternatives are

not required,

however, where they are infeasible or where the responsibility for

modifying the project lies with another agency.®

For those significant effects that cannot be mitigated to a less-than-significant level, the
public agency is required to find that specific overmriding economic, legal, social,

! Public Resources Code section 21081.

2 14 California Code Regulations, section 15091.

3 CEQA Guidelines, section 15091(a).



technological, or other benefits of the project outweigh the significant effects on the
environment.* The Guidelines state in section 15093 that:

“If the specific economic, social, technological, or other benefits of a
proposfed] project outweigh the unavoidable adverse environmental
effects, the adverse environmental effects may be considered
‘acceptable.”

1.2 Record of Proceedings

For purposes of CEQA and the findings set forth herein, the record of proceedings for
the Board's decision on the proposed project consists of: a) matters of common
knowledge to the Board, inciuding, but not limited to, federal, State and local laws and
regulations; and b) the following documents which are in the custody of the Long Beach

Harbor Department (“Department™):

¢ Notice of preparation, notices of availability, and notices of completion, which
were issued by the Board in conjunction with the proposed project;

s The Final Environmental mpact Report (“FEIR"), dated August 2004, which
includes al! written comments submitted by agencies or members of the public
during the public comment period on the Draft EIR and responses to those
comments and all of the documents referenced therein;

¢ The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program;

¢ All findings, statement of overriding consideration, and resolutions adopted by
the Board in connection with the proposed project, and all documents cited or
referred to therein;

¢ All final reports, studies, memoranda, maps, correspondence, and all planning
documents prepared by the Department, or the consultants, or responsible or
trustee agencies, with respect to: a) the Department’s compliance with CEQA; b)
development of the project site; or ¢) the Board’s action on the proposed project;

¢ All documents submitted to the Department by agencies or members of the
public in connection with development of the proposed project;

¢ All documents compiled by the Department in connection with the study of the
proposed project and the alternatives;

e The testimony and evidence presented at the public hearings on the Project; and

¢ The record of proceeding.

4 Public Resources Code section 21081 (b).



1.3  Organization/Format of Findings

Section 2 of these findings contains a summary description of the proposed project, sets
forth the objectives of the proposed project, and provides related background facts.
Section 3 identifles the potentially significant effects of the proposed project which will
be mitigated to a less-than-significant level. All numbered references identifying specific
mitigation measures refer to numbered mitigation measures found in the FEIR. Section
4 identifies the significant impacts that cannot be mitigated to a less-than-significant
level. Section 5 identifies the proposed project’s potential environmental effects that
were determined to be less than significant, and so did not require mitigation measures.
Section 6 discusses the feasibility of proposed project alternatives.

SECTION 2: PIER J SOUTH TERMINAL DEVELOPMENT (PROPOSED PROJECT)

2.1 Project Objectives

The proposed project would result in development of approximately 385 acres of marine
container terminal by expanding the existing terminal (270 acres) and creating new land
(115 acres, with a net impact to only 100 acres). The specific objectives of the
proposed project are:

¢ To accommodate the anticipated additional cargo requirements associated with
growing export and import volumes.

s To maintain sufficient cargo-handling capacity to meet increasing import and
export demand and accommodate new world-class vessels.

s To impiement the Port of Long Beach Master Plan goals of maximizing the use of
existing land and available water frontage access to accommodate the
anticipated cargo requirements by redeveloping, modemizing, and expanding
existing terminal space within existing Port boundaries, rather than implementing

new landfill projects.

s Toincrease the Port’s ability to accommodate primary Port users, who are
dependent on waterfront access.

2.2 Project Description
The proposed project includes:

The development of approximately 385 acres of marine container terminal by
expanding the existing Pacific Container Terminal and creating new land. Of the 385
acres, 270 acres would be existing land and 115 acres would be new land created by
fill. However, the creation of approximately 15 acres of new water area under the
Project would result in a net impact to only 100 acres. The Project consists of five
phases to be constructed over 13 years, as follows: (i) the construction qf
approximately 52 acres of landfill including dredging, land filling, and surcharging, rail
installation, and terminal development, (ii) the construction of approximately 20 acres of

3



landfill, demoalition of 15 acres of Pier F, construction of a pile-supported concrete wharf,
rail instaflation, and terminal development; (iii) redevelopment of existing terminal
space; (iv) the construction of approximately 43 acres of land fiil including dredging,
land filling, and terminal development; and (v) the construction of new consolidated gate

facilities..
2.3 Project Alternatives

Based on the objectives and the environmental consequences of the proposed project,
and pursuant to Section 15126.6 of the CEQA Guidelines, the following three project

alternatives were considered and analyzed in the EIR:

e The No Project alternative which assumes that the existing terminal facilities
would continue operating in their current configurations;

s The 75-Acre alternative which would develop a 345-acre terminal: 270 acres of
existing land and 75 acres of landfill;

¢ The 52-Acre alternative which would develop a 322-acre terminal: 270 acres of
existing land and 52 acres of landfill.

In addition, the following alternatives were withdrawn from consideration after initial
investigation deemed them infeasible:

s Sites outside of Port of Long Beach. The Board also determined that alternative
locations outside the Long Beach Harbor District are infeasible because such
sites are beyond the jurisdiction of the Board. Further, redevelopment of all
available land in the neighboring Port of Los Angeles will be required in addition
to, not instead of, the proposed Project to accommodate the projected growth in
cargo volume in the San Pedro Bay ports. Sites in other ports, such as
Hueneme and San Diego, do not address the demand for modern high-volume
port access in the five-County of Los Angeles region, which is the final
destination of approximately 50 percent of the inbound cargo of the San Pedro
Bay Ports. Finally, the California Coastal Act limits port expansion to existing
port areas, preserving the rest of the coastline for other uses.

s Alternatives sites in the Port of Long Beach:

) Pier S, 150 acres of oilfield operations, is south of Cerritos Channet on
Temminal Island. This site is infeasible because it is too small to serve as
the sole alternative to the Pier J south 385-acre site and could not
substitute for part of the site because it is several miles from Pier J and
would require duplication of gates and administrative and operations
personnel, making the site economically infeasible. Moreover, because
redevelopment of both Pier S and the proposed Pier J South Project will
be required to satisfy projected growth in cargo volume, neither site could
substitute for the other.



o C

) Pier A West, 120 acres of oilfield operations, is north of Cerritos Channel
and west of the Terminal Island freeway. This site does not have water
access and would need to be combined with the existing Pier A terminal to

have water access, and is therefore infeasible.

. Pier G is only approximately 100 acres, and therefore could not serve as
the single altemative to the preferred 385-acre Pier J South Project. Pier
G could not substitute for part of the preferred project because it is
separated from Pier J South by another terminal that would require, like
- Pier S, duplication of certain operations, making it economicaily infeasible.
Finally, redevelopment of Pier G is planned as part of the 315-acre Pier
G/J Terminal, for which an EIR was certified on September 11, 2000.

) Pier W, an expansion adjacent to the Navy Mole, would require filling
approximately 285 acres into the West Basin to meet the requirements of
the Port's preferred project for Pier J South development. This alternative
is infeasible because of the Port's current lack of sufficient mitigation
credits to offset the loss of 285 acres of marine habitat.

o A 31-acre landfill alternative on the existing 270 acres at Pier J South
would be infeasible because it would not provide the minimal terminal area

required to accommodate projected cargo growth.

A more detailed description of alternatives, and required findings, are set forth in
Section 6: Feasibility of Project Alternatives and Mitigation Measures.

SECTION 3: EFFECTS DETERMINED TO BE MITIGATED TO LESS-THAN-
SIGNIFICANT LEVELS

The FEIR identifies certain potentially significant adverse environmental impacts
resulting from the construction and operation of the Project, which impacts are
summarized on pages ES-10 through ES-15 of the FEIR.

The FEIR identified two potentially significant effects that could resutlt from the proposed
project. However, the Board finds for each of the significant or potentially significant
impacts identified in this section, Section 3, based upon substantial evidence in the
record that: changes or alterations have been required or incorporated into the
proposed 5pr<:>ject that avoid or substantially lessen the significant effects as identified in
the FEIR.” As a result, the adoption of the mitigation measures set forth below will
reduce the identified significant effects to a less-than-significant level.

3.1 Biota and Habitats

3.1.2 Impact: Loss of sedimentary bottom and overlying water column
habitat. Fill material and quarry rock would cover up to 115 acres of existing
sedimentary bottom and the associated infauna and epibiota, and would eliminate the

s CEQA Guidslines, section 15091.



overlying water column habitat for fish. However, the creation of approximately 15
acres of new water area under the Project would result in a net impact to only 100

acres.

3.1.3 Mitigation Measure BH-1: Available Port habitat credits from the
restoration of the Bolsa Chica Wetland shall be used to offset the loss of 100 acres of
marine habitats impacted by the fill.

3.1.3 Finding: Changes or alterations are required in, or incorporated into, the
Project that will substantially lessen or avoid the significant effect as identified in the EIR
to a level of insignificance. The Board finds that the implementation of the above
mitigation measure is feasible and would reduce the biota and habitats impacts resulting
from implementation of the Project to a less-than-significant level. The 1998 inter-
agency Bolsa Chica Memorandum of Agreement ("MOA") (entered into by National
Marine Fisheries Service, U.S. Fish & Wildlife service, California Department of Fish
and Game, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the California Coastal Conservancy, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, California Resources Agency, California State Lands
Commission, and the Ports of Long Beach and Los Angeles) specifically provides for in-
kind credits for port fills, such as those proposed by this Project, based on the wetlands
restoration at Bolsa Chica. The MOA specifically recognizes that the tidal restoration of
the Bolsa Chica wetlands, located near the ocean, permanently creates and restores
equivalent aquatic functions and habitat vaiues that compensate for the construction of
new land fills in the Port that eliminate fish and wildlife habitat. The Boisa Chica project
consists of a new ocean inlet that reestablished areas of full tidal habitat, which is highly
desirable for biological diversity and productivity reasons. It has contributed to the
recovery of several species, including the California least tem. Thus, even though the
mitigation habitat is of a different type than that filled, it offsets the habitat value for the
valuation species of the filled habitat. Because of the wetlands restoration, there will be
no net loss of in-kind habitat value caused by the proposed filling.

3.2 Ground Transportation

3.2.1 Impact: Short-Term Impact on Roadways in the Immediate Vicinity.
Traffic generated during site construction/preparation of the Project would resuit in a
short-term potentially significant impact on the roadways in the immediate vicinity of the

Project.

3.2.2 Mitigation Measure GT-1: As part of a construction traffic management
plan, potential detouring, traffic controls, signing and traffic scheduling shall be
implemented to minimize short term impacts.

3.2.3 Finding: Changes or aiterations are required in, or incorporated into, the
Project that will substantially lessen or avoid the significant effect as identified in the EIR
to a level of insignificance. The Board finds that implementation of the above-described
mitigation measure would reduce the proposed Project’s short-term impact on roadways
in the immediate vicinity of the Project to a less-than-significant level. Further, because
the impacts are short-term in nature, they would not be significant.
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SECTION 4: SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS THAT CANNOT BE MITIGATED TO LESS-
THAN-SIGNIFICANT LEVELS

Changes or alterations have been or will be required or incorporated into the Project, as
summarized in the Pier J South Terminal Development Project Mitigation Monitoring
and Reporting Program, which is available for inspection in the office of the Director of
Planning, and is by this reference made a part hereof. These changes or alterations
would substantially lessen or avoid the identified significant adverse environmental
effects of the Project. Notwithstanding these changes and alterations, individual project
impacts in the following areas remain significant or potentially significant. air quality,
geologic resources, and biota and habitats. In addition, toxic air poliutant health
impacts, ground transportation, and public safety, although not significant for the
project, are cumulatively considerable in the context of all related projects.

4.1 Individual Project Impacts

4.1.1 Air Quality

41.1.1 Impact: Emissions During Project Construction. Project
construction wili produce significant carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen oxides (NOx),
sulfur oxides (SOx), particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter less than or equal
to ten microns (PMyg), and reactive organic compound (ROC) emissions. The levels of
emissions would exceed the South Coast Air Quality Management District (*SCAQMD")
thresholds for each of these criteria air pollutants, and even with the imposition of
mitigation measures, the level of significance after mitigation remains significant.
Further, the significant impact to air quality from criteria air poliutants during
construction would affect the environmental justice study area census tracts. However,
emissions can be reduced by implementing certain standard air pollution control

measures.
4112 Mitigation Measures:

4.1.1.2.1 Mitigation Measure AQ-1 {1): The Chief Harbor
Engineer or his Port designee shall require that all contractors use ultra-low sulfur or
California Air Resources Board-approved alternative diesel fuel in all diesel powered
equipment used on site.

4.11.2.2 Mitigation Measure AQ-1 (2}: The Port shall require
that dredging contractors use electric-powered dredges for all hydraulic dredges and
ultra-low suifur or emulsified diesel in all other types of dredges.

41.1.23 Mitigation Measure AQ-1 (3): Before construction

begins, the Port shall submit for approval to the Director of Planning a plan that
encourages construction workers to ride-share. If offsite parking is required, the Port
shall require that the contractors provide a van to transport workers to and from the

offsite parking area.



4.11.24 Mitigation Measure AQ-1 (4): Before construction
begins, the Port shall submit for approval to the Director of Planning a plan to ensure
the foilowing: concurrent use of equipment is minimized by construction phasing or
other approved method; equipment is turned off when not in use; construction activities
are suspended during Stage Il smog alerts; bare ground surfaces are watered before
grading activities begin and at least twice each day thereafter; no soil excavation or
hauling occurs when wind speeds exceed 25 miles per hour; disturbed surface areas
not under active construction are treated with a soil stabilizer to minimize erosion; and
vehicular activity on unpaved surfaces is restricted and that vehicles do not exceed 15

miles per hour on those surfaces.

41125 Mitigation Measure AQ-1 (5): Before construction
begins, the Port shall submit for approval to the Director of Planning a traffic
management plan (TMP) to minimize traffic impacts during construction. The TMP, at a
minimum, shall include detour routes, flagmen, traffic controls, signing, and traffic

scheduling.

4.1.1.3 Finding: Implementation of the above mitigation measures
would reduce the severity of the emissions impact during construction as described
above. The Board finds that these mitigation measures are feasible and include
generally-accepted methods of reducing construction-related emissions. However,
short-term construction emissions are an unavoidable component of any significant
development project in the South Coast Air Basin that occurs within an infill setting, as
does the proposed Project. Even with the imposition of these mitigation measures,
construction emissions impacts will exceed SCAQMD thresholds of significance for
criteria air pollutant emissions. Specific economic, legal, social, technological and other
considerations make infeasible mitigation measures (other than the mitigation measures
set forth above) or project alternatives which could reduce the construction emission
impacts to a less-than-significant level. Pursuant to section 21081(a)(3) of the Public
Resources Code, the Board has determined that these impacts are acceptable based
on the considerations described above and the specific overriding considerations as
described in the Statement of Overriding Considerations.

4114 Impact: Emissions From Project Operations. Project-
related impacts associated with air quality are under the jurisdiction of the South Coast
Air Quality Management District (*"SCAQMD"), the California Air Resources Board
("CARB"), and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (*EPA”). SCAQMD is
addressing district-wide air quality problems with a long range comprehensive
regulatory scheme; CARB is addressing mobile and other sources of air poliution; and
EPA is addressing numerous air quality issues. Any air quality impacts arising from this
Project would be regulated and partiaily mitigated by SCAQMD, CARB, and EPA rules
and guidelines which are aimed at attaining national and state ambient air quality
standards. Air quality Impacts resulting from projected growth in cargo movements in
San Pedro Bay were incorporated into the State Implementation Plan (“SIP”) and are
addressed by emission control and transportation planning measures adopted by and
under the jurisdiction of the SCAQMD and Southemn California Association of
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Governments. The measures are designed to attain national and state air quality
standards in the South Coast Air Basin.

Nevertheless, Project operations would result in significant increases in NOx, PMy,,
S0x, and ROC emissions. The level of emissions of the above air criteria pollutants
would exceed the South Coast Air Quality Management District thresholds during
Project operations. Further, the significant impact to air quality from the referenced
criteria air pollutants during Project operations would affect the environmental justice
study area census tracts. However, with the implementation of standard air pollution
controls measures, such emissions impacts are expected to be reduced, although they

would remain significant.
4.1.1.5 Mitigation Measures:

Before the Harbor Department grants the tenant/operator any rights to operate within
any of the new landfill areas, the tenant/operator shall prepare and submit an emissions
reduction plan (which plan shall address Mitigation Measures AQ-2(6}-AQ-2(9)) to the
Harbor Department Planning Division for its approval and shall commit to Mitigation
Measures AQ-2(6) through AQ-2(9), inclusive, in a binding lease or other agreement.

4.1.1.51 Mitigation Measure AQ-2 (6): The tenant/operator
shall be required to have all diesel-powered, non-road terminal equipment engines meet
the emissions standard set forth in the Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA)
“Control of Emissions of Air Pollution From Non-Road Diesel Engines and Fuel,”
published in the Federal Register on June 29, 2004 at page 38958, or its equivalent.
Any future purchases of such equipment shall aiso meet or exceed those standards.

41.1.5.2 Mitigation Measure AQ-2 (7): The tenant/operator
shall use altenative fuel or altemative diesel fuels and/or exhaust control technology on
all non-road diesel-powered terminal equipment.

41153 Mitigation Measure AQ-2 (8): The tenant/operator
shall use an appointment system and implement extended gate hours.

4.1.1.54 Mitigation Measure AQ-2 (9): Where such use
meets all vessel safety requirements (as specified by the Safety Of Life At Sea [SOLAS]
treaty or other intemnational, federal, or state requirements), the tenant/operator shall
require ships calling at the terminal to use fuel such as CARB’s No. 2 diesel, gas-to-
liquid diesel, biofuels, or a marine distillate fuel (as specified by ISO 8217) in the ship’s
auxiliary powered generator motors, or to use exhaust gas treatment technology, and
the tenant/operator shall submit quarterly reports to the Director of Planning indicating
which ships complied with this requirement and which did not. For ships that did not
comply, the tenant/operator shall indicate the reasons. This measure shall not apply to
vessels complying with Mitigation Measure AQ-2(10).

4.1.1.5.5 Mitigation Measure AQ-2 (10): If the new wharf
component of the Project is constructed, the Port shall include a shore-side power
source in the new wharf design and construction. Any agreement for the use of the new
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wharf shall require that Candidate Vessels calling at the terminal use the berth at the
new wharf, unless all berths at the new wharf are already occupied by Candidate
Vessels, and shall use the shore-side power source for all electrical power needs while
berthed at the new wharf. A Candidate Vessel is defined as an individual ship that is
projected: (1) to exceed six (6) ship calls per year; and (2) to consume more than 1.2
million KWh per year while berthed at the terminal. Those vessels that are not
Candidate Vessels shail continue to comply with Mitigation Measure AQ-2 (9).

41.1.6 Finding: Implementation of the above mitigation measures
would reduce the severity of the emissions impact during Project operations as
described above. The Board finds that these mitigation measures are feasible and
include generally-accepted methods of reducing operations-related emissions.
However, operations emissions are an_unavoidable component of any significant
development project in the South Coast Air Basin that occurs within an infill setting, as
does the proposed Project. Even with the imposition of these mitigation measures,
operations emissions impacts will exceed SCAQMD thresholds of significance for
criteria air pollutant emissions. Specific economic, legal, social, technological and other
considerations make infeasible mitigation measures {(other than the mitigation measures
set forth above} or project altematives which could reduce the operations emissions
impacts to a less-than-significant level. Pursuant to section 21081(a2)(3) of the Public
Resources Code, the Board has determined that these impacts are acceptable based
on the considerations described above and the specific overriding considerations as
described in the Statement of Overriding Considerations.

4.1.2 Geologic Resources

41.2.1 Impact: Damage From Local or Regional Earthquakes.
Despite incorporating design measures that include recommendations in the Califomia
Division of Mines and Geology, Special Publication 117, Chapter 6 (1997), facilities
would be particularly susceptible to damage from local or regional earthquakes,
especially if liquefaction of the fill were to occur. Based on the historic record, it is
highly probable that future regional earthquakes will effect the Long Beach Harbor area.
Based on this historic record, the Pier J South site lies within a seismically active region.
If 2 major seismic event occurred on the faults described in the EIR, it could cause
extensive damage to the site areas because of significant peak horizonta! ground
acceierations. Damage fo underground and aboveground pipelines, rail lines, and
structures would occur. The principal damaging effects of earthquakes consist of
ground shaking, surface rupture and liquefaction. The potential for ground rupture at
Pier J South is insignificant because the closest fault to the proposed project area is
about 4.0 miles to the west. The Port as a whole, including Pier J South, has a high
potential for soil liquefaction because of the presence of a high groundwater tabie and
man-made fills, along with the potential for significant ground shaking associated with a
moderate to major earthquake.

41.2,2 Mitigation Measures: No feasible mitigation is available.
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4.1.23 Finding: Specific economic, legal, social, technological and
other considerations make infeasible mitigation measures or project alternatives which
could reduce the significant effects as identified in the EIR to a less-than-significant
level. Some of the key objectives of the Project are to allow the expansion and
modemization of a container terminal on existing Port-owned land, thereby meeting part
of the projected need for future cargo-handling facilities, and to maximize the
redevelopment of suitable existing land, thereby avoiding the creation of new landfill to
the maximum extent feasible. This geological resources impact would be comparable
for any and all development in the region. Reducing the above described impacts to a
less-than-significant level would require that the Project site not be developed at all,
thus constraining or precluding achievement of the Project objectives. Pursuant to
section 21081(a)(3) of the Public Resources Code, the Board has determined that this
impact is acceptable based on the considerations described above and the specific
overriding considerations as described in the Statement of Overriding Considerations.

4.1.3 Biota and Habitats

4.1.31 Impact: The Introduction of Non-Indigenous Species.
The introduction of non-indigenous species via the discharge of ballast water into the
Harbor could result in a significant impact. The possible introduction of non-indigenous
species is a nationwide issue that prompted Assembly Bill 703, the California Ballast
Water Management for Control of Non-Indigenous Species Act (PRC Division 36,
sections 71206-71207) (“Act”), which became effective January 1, 2000. The Act
responds to the Federal Non-Indigenous Aquatic Nuisance Prevention and Control Act
of 1990 and the National Invasive Species Act of 1996, that established record keeping
requirements and precautionary measures designed to control the import of invasive
species. Itis unlikely, however, that the current state and federal regulatory programs
are one hundred percent effective, and therefore it is possible that exotic species are
being continually introduced into Southern California waters.

41.3.2 Mitigation Measure: No feasible mitigation is available.

4.1.3.2 Finding: Specific economic, legal, social, technological and
other considerations make infeasible mitigation measures or project altematives which
could reduce the significant effects as identified in the EIR to a less-than-significant
level. The Act (Public Resources Code Section 71207(a)) provides that prior to January
1, 2010, no state agency, board, commission, or department shall impose a requirement
pertaining to the discharge or release of ballast water from a vessel that is different from
the requirements set forth under the Act. These ballast water management regulations
appear to have the intent of “occupying the field,” as they deal with matters of statewide,
rather than merely local, concem. The acknowledged intent of the Act is to develop a
uniform state regulatory program regarding ballast water discharge. The Act
establishes a statewide multi-agency program to control the introduction and spread of
non-indigenous aquatic species (NAS) in the waters of the state, and requires that the
State Lands Commission, the Department of Fish and Game, the Regional Water
Control Board, and the Board of Equalization cooperate in developing reports and in
conducting research into potentially long-term solutions to the problem of NAS
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introductions. Thus, it would be illogical to prohibit additional regulation by state
agencies while at the same time allowing local agencies to impose perhaps infeasible or
cost-prohibitive conditions, especially since vessel operations are already required
under the Act to take all feasible measures, based on the best available technologies
economically achievable, to minimize the discharge of ballast water into the waters of
the state (Public Resources Code section 71203). Thus, the Act preempts overlapping
attempts by local agencies to impose additional controls. Where the general law
occupies the field to the exclusion of local regulation, even otherwise valid local
regulation conflicts with state law and is therefore preempted and void. A conflict exists
if the local regulation duplicates, contradicts or merely enters an area fully occupied by
general law. Thus, even were the Port legally authorized to impose additional mitigation
on the Project, no feasible mitigation measures exist.

In any event, compliance with the Act is the best feasible mitigation measure currently
available. Under the Act, vessels utilizing the Project facilities will be prohibited from
discharging ballast waters into state waters unless the operator has carried out a mid-
ocean exchange procedure, has discharged ballast to an approved shore-based
treatment facility, or has used an environmentally sound alternative shipboard treatment
technology approved by the State Lands Commission. Neither onshore treatment
facilities nor shipboard treatment technologies are currently feasible options. Shipboard
treatment technologies have not been successfuily developed because they must
address a daunting variety of water quality parameters, vessel operations, conditions,
species, ships, shipping routes, and ports. The identification of a single treatment
technology for all species, ships, and port conditions has not yet occurred, and it is likely
that a suite of treatment technologies will need to be developed to successfully treat
ballast water. Currently, not enough conclusive information is available to impose any
single treatment option or a combination of treatment options for certification in
California. Similarly, shore-based treatment facilities are not currently available. Mare
detailed port-specific or vessel-specific studies are needed before such an option can

be deemed feasible.

Moreover, the development of effective technologies requires a coordinated, well-
funded research program of integrated phases, including basic research and
development; prototype development; shipboard applications and certifications; and
implementation components. The development of effective and practicable treatment
technologies that can be used by the great variety of vessels that carry ballast water
must be addressed on a national and regional level and can be accomplished only with
strong federal leadership with a nationally-led, defined, and integrated program to
provide developers an opportunity to test and refine their systems.

Finally, open-ocean exchange is deemed to be 85-95 percent effective in eliminating the
risk of ballast water-bomne invasive species introduction, and statewide compliance with
the mandatory management requirements of the Act, either through retaining ballast
water on board or by exchanging bailast water prior to discharge, is very high
(approximately 95 percent). Consequently, ships that enter the Port carrying seawater
will likely be largely free of invasive species.
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4.2 Cumulative Impacts

4.2.1 Air Quality

4211 Impact: Toxic Air Pollutants. Project operations in
combination with other projects would result in significant cumulative impacts for both
criteria air poliutants and toxic air pollutants. All related projects to be under
construction or newly operational at the same time as the proposed Project will have air
emissions associated with both construction and operation. The cumulative impacts of
those emissions have been shown to represent significant impacts, even with the
incorporation of mitigation measures recommended by the South Coast Air Quality
Management District. The South Coast Air Quality Management District Mates-l Study
presents the regional cancer risk levels in the South Coast Air Basin, while the Air
Toxics Health Risk Assessment Report included in the EIR includes a cumulative air
toxics health risk analysis for the proposed actions. The latter analysis found that the
proposed Project actions would not contribute significant cumulative air toxics health
impacts to the region. Mates-li, however, concluded that the total carcinogenic risk in
the South Coast Air Basin currently exceeds thresholds of significance, even without the
Project. Therefore, even though Project-specific toxic air pollutant heaith impacts would
not be significant, it is likely that the incremental increase in the cancer risk level for
toxic air pollutants as a result of the Project would contribute to a cumulatively
significant health impact in the South Coast Air Basin. Although there would not be
disproportionate health impacts from Project-specific toxic air pollutants on minority or
low income communities, it is likely that the incremental increase in the cancer risk level
for toxic air pollutants as a result of the Project would contribute to a cumulatively
significant health impact in the environmental justice study area census tracts.

4.2.1.2 - Mitigation Measures:

Before the Harbor Department grants the tenant/operator any rights to operate within
any of the new landfill areas, the tenant/operator shall prepare and submit an emissions
reduction plan (which plan shall address Mitigation Measures AQ-3(6)-AQ-3(9)) to the
Harbor Department Planning Division for its approval and shall commit to Mitigation
Measures AQ-3(6) through AQ-3(9), inclusive, in a binding lease or other agreement.

4.21.21 Mitigation Measure AQ-3 (6): The tenant/operator
shall be required to have all diesel-powered, non-road terminal equipment engines meet
the emissions standard set forth in the Environmental Protection Agency’'s (EPA)
“Control of Emissions of Air Pollution From Non-Road Diesel Engines and Fuel,”
published in the Federal Register on June 29, 2004 at page 38958, or its equivalent.
Any future purchases of such equipment shall also meet or exceed those standards.

421.22 Mitigation Measure AQ-3 (7): The tenant/operator
shall use alternative fuel or alternative diesel fuels and/or exhaust control technology on
all non-road diesel-powered terminal equipment.
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4.21.23 Mitigation Measure AQ-3 (8): The tenant/operator
shall use an appointment system and implement extended gate hours.

4.2.1.24 Mitigation Measure AQ-3 (9): Where such use
meets all vessel safety requirements (as specified by the Safety Of Life At Sea [SOLAS)
treaty or other intemnational, federal, or state requirements), the tenant/operator shall
require ships calling at the terminal to use fuel such as CARB's No. 2 diesel, gas-to-
liquid diesel, biofuels, or a marine distiliate fuel (as specified by ISO 8217) in the ship’s
auxiliary powered generator motors, or to use exhaust gas treatment technology, and
the tenant/operator shall submit quarterly reports to the Director of Planning indicating
which ships complied with this requirement and which did not. For ships that did not
comply, the tenant/operator shall indicate the reasons. This measure shall not apply to
vessels complying with Mitigation Measure AQ-3(10).

4.2.1.25 Mitigation Measure AQ-3 (10): If the new wharf
component of the Project is constructed, the Port shall include a shore-side power
source in the new wharf design and construction. Any agreement for the use of the new
wharf shall require that Candidate Vessels calling at the terminal use the berth at the
new wharf, unless all berths at the new wharf are already occupied by Candidate
Vessels, and shall use the shore-side power source for all electrical power needs while
berthed at the new wharf. A Candidate Vessel is defined as an individual ship that is
projected: (1) to exceed six (6) ship calls per year; and (2) to consume more than 1.2
million KWh per year while berthed at the terminal. Those vessels that are not
Candidate Vessels shall continue to comply with Mitigation Measure AQ-3 (9).

421.3 Finding: Implementation of the above mitigation measures
would reduce the severity of the cumulative emissions impact during Project operations
as described above. The Board finds that these mitigation measures are feasible and
include generally-accepted methods of reducing cumulative operations-related
emissions. However, cumulative operations emissions are an unavoidable component
of any significant development project in the South Coast Air Basin that occurs within an
infill setting, as does the proposed Project. Even with the imposition of these mitigation
measures, cumulative operations emissions impacts will exceed SCAQMD thresholds of
significance for criteria air pollutant emissions and the threshold of significance for toxic
air pollutants. Specific economic, legal, social, technological and other considerations
make infeasible mitigation measures (other than the mitigation measures set forth
above) or project alternatives which could reduce the cumulative operational emissions
as to both the criteria and toxic air poliutants to a less-than-significant level. Pursuant to
section 21081(a)(3) of the Public Resources Code, the Board has determined that these
impacts are acceptabie based on the considerations described above and the specific
overriding considerations as described in the Statement of Overriding Considerations.

4.2.2 Ground Transportation

4.2.2.1 Impact: Freeway Congestion. Although no significant
cumulative traffic impact is expected on the local roadway system, cumulative traffic on
the freeways combined with the Project's traffic is likely to have a significant effect.
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4222 Mitigation Measures: No feasible mitigation is available.

4223 Finding: Specific economic, legal, social, technological and
other considerations make infeasible mitigation measures or project alternatives which
could reduce the cumulative traffic impacts to a less-than-significant level. The
freeways are already congested at peak times of the day and future traffic forecasts
indicate there will be additional congestion on I-710. This is a regional problem that
must be dealt with on a regional basis—it cannot be mitigated to a level of insignificance
by this Project. In this regard, the Port of Long Beach is directly participating in the I-
710 Major Corridor Study to identify improvements for the freeway. The Portis a
member of the 1-710 Oversight Policy and Technical Advisory Committees. The Port,
City of Long Beach, and Gateway Cities Council of Governments are also aggressively
seeking federal, State, and LACMTA funds for the {710 Corridor.

In addition to the Port's direct involvement in the I-710 study, the Port has expended,
and will continue to expend, significant funds for regional transportation improvements
on the south end of the I-710 Corridor. The Port has spent over $10 million in the last
three years on improvements to Ocean Boulevard, which includes the recently
completed Gerald Desmond Bridge widening. The Port will be constructing ancther
major project within the next two years, the Terminal island Freeway (SR 47)/Ocean

Boulevard interchange.

The Port is also developing and implementing several strategies to reduce truck trips
and improve traffic operations on the I-710. Regarding trip reductions, the Port has
spent hundreds of millions of dollars over the last ten years on rail projects that include
on-dock rail yards, mainline track improvements, and the Alameda Corridor. All of these
improvements eliminate thousands of truck trips/day. The Port is proposing to expend
another $170 million on needed additional rail yards and mainline track improvements
by 2010, which are all integral to the recently opened Alameda Corridor (on which the

Port expended $200 million).

Regarding traffic operations, the Ports of Long Beach, and Los Angeles will also be
implementing an Intelligent Transportation Systems project over the next several years.
The Ports of Long Beach/Los Angeles Advanced Transportation, Management,
Information, and Security (ATMIS) System is currently being designed to improve traffic
flow for both Ports as well as the adjacent regional transportation system. The ATMIS
System will monitor vehicle traffic conditions through the use of closed circuit television
cameras and vehicle detection devices at the terminal gates. The ATMIS System will
distribute the traffic information to motorists, other agencies, and intermodal industry
information systems (such as eModal) through the use of strategically placed
changeable message signs, intemnet video, and appropriate data sharing means. The
ATMIS System will be a major component in an overall intelligent transportation
systems (ITS) program for the [-710 Comidor/Gerald Desmond Bridge Gateway

Program.

Port industry information technology (IT) systems, such as eModal and Marine Terminal
Corporations VoyagerTrack, are being used for appointment systems that enable truck
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drivers to aiter their schedules to avoid roadway/freeway congestion, terminal
congestion, and queues. In 2002, the Port provided funding to eModal for the
development of the appointment system now in use. The Port is also aggressively
advocating for extended hours of operation to reduce peak period truck trips on [-710.
To that end, the Ports and the Waterfront Coalition (WC), which is comprised of the
various supply chain sectors, (including importers/exporters), are working closely to
extend hours of operation throughout the entire supply chain. The Port of Long Beach
has entered into a partnership with the WC to increase the utilization of existing
transportation infrastructure outside the normal day shift. Until effective regional
improvements are fully lmplemented however, the cumulative impacts on freeway
congestion will exist.

4.2.3 Public Safety

4.2.3.1 Impact: Hazardous Materials Accidents. Although no
significant impact on public safety is expected because of the individual Project, the
cumulative rate of accidents, including those involving the release of hazardous
materials, is likely to increase so as to have a significant effect on public safety.

4.2.3.2 Mitigation Measures: No feasible mitigation is available.

4.2.3.3 Finding: Specific economic, legal, social, technological and
other considerations make infeasible mitigation measures or project alternatives which
could reduce the cumulative public safety impacts to a less-than-significant level. It
would be speculative and unproductive to attempt to fashion individual mitigation
measures to address cumulative impacts that must be addressed on an area-wide
basis. It should be noted, however, that all Port facilities personnel are trained in
emergency response and evacuation procedures by their respective employers; the
Port is secured with access allowed only by authorized personnel; existing fire
department resources are available to serve the Port; the type of containerized stacking
and handling operations utilized throughout the Port reduce the risk of fire; water lines
serving the Port provide sufficient water pressure and volume to meet fire protection
requirements; the police department provides police protection from its existing
downtown location; and emergency routes are not expected to be affected by rail and
truck traffic of future projects. Further, existing measures in place at the local, state,
federal, and international levels can be expected to reduce the probability of serious
leaks, spills, and explosions involving cargo containers. The local fire and police
departments, the Califomnia State Lands Commission and Department of Fish and
Game, and the federal Coast Guard have established sophisticated emergency
response procedures for port-related incidents. Finally, the U.S. Customs Bureau and
the U.S. Coast Guard are implementing increased cargo security measures, such as
advanced screening of cargo manifests, more specific labeling and manifesting, and
spot checks of incoming containers, which should significantly reduce the chance that
containers of hazardous substances will be mishandled, tampered with, or otherwise
release their contents. No additional measures that could be implemented by the Port

would effectively increase public safety.
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SECTION 5: EFFECTS DETERMINED TO BE NOT SIGNIFICANT OR LESS THAN
SIGNIFICANT

The Board finds that, based upon substantial evidence in the record as discussed
below, the following impacts associated with the proposed Project are, except as noted
above, less than significant and no mitigation is required:

5.1 Geologic Resources

The proposed fills of the Project would alter the existence geologic environment by
filling existing submerged areas. This alteration to existing topography, however, would
not significantly effect the geologic environment or geologic processes such as
landslides or erosion. No unique geologic features of unusual scientific value are
known to exist in the area of Pier J South, and any mineral resources in the area of the
proposed landfill (e.g., petroleum or natural gas), could still be accessed from an offsite
location. Thus, the Project would not result in significant impacts to the existing
geologic environment.

Construction activities could result in temporary increases in wind and water erosion of
soils. However, due to the compaction and paving of the Project area, an overall
decrease in erosion is anticipated. Thus, no mitigation measures are required.

Dredged channels side-slope failures adjacent to existing or proposed landfills could
potentially result in damage to landfills and to overlying structures. However, design
measures would be implemented during dredging for wharf construction to reduce the
risk of slope failure. Further, in areas receiving new fifl, settlement could occur from the
additional overburdened loads. However, design measures would be implemented to
reduce the impacts of seitlement.

5.2 Marine Water Circulation and Water and Sediment Quality

Conditions attached to the United States Army Corps of Engineers and Regional Water
Quality Control Board permits, which would be part of the Project, would be designed to
reduce otherwise potentially significant water quality impacts associated with dredging
and filling. All Project-related discharges would be governed by the Regional Water
Quality Control Board through permit conditions that insure that the receiving waters are
not adversely affected, including a storm water permit for construction activities.
Additionally, the Port's Storm Water Pollution Prevention Program (SWPPP) is
specifically designed to prevent or reduce the discharge of poliutants to the Harbor and
prohibits, in accordance with the applicable provisions of the City’s Municipal Separate
Storm Sewer System NPDES Permit and the general industrial activities permit, storm
water discharges that cause or contribute to a violation of any applicable water quality
standard. The terminal’s operators will be required to comply with all applicable NPDES
Permits and the Port's Master Storm Water Program. With implementation of the
Project design and regulatory compliance features described above, no significant
impacts are expected from construction and operational discharges, and therefore no
mitigation measures would be required.
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5.3 Vessel Transportation

Phase | of the Project could result in a potentially significant impact to vessel
transportation because of the fill site’s proximity to the Long Beach Channel. Phase Ii
could also result in a potentially significant impact if construction activities interfered with
vessel traffic at the entrance to the Southeast Basin. In order to avoid potential impacts
to marine traffic, demolition of the tip of Pier F would be completed prior to beginning
Phase Il fill activities on Pier J South. Furthermore, the Project includes dredging a strip
of submerged land along the south side of the main channel to provide additional
navigational room for vessels while landfilling associated with Phases | and Hl is
underway. This would ensure that traffic in and out of the Southeast Basin and deep
draft vessels in the main channel are not affected by project development. Thus,
potential impacts to marine vessel transportation during construction would not be

significant. ;

The Project would generate approximately 125 additional vessel calls annually, which is
a relatively small number compared to the overall number of vessel calls (5,936 in 2000)
at the Ports of Long Beach and Los Angeles. Although shipping volumes and potential
congestion in the Harbor would increase, it would be insignificant in terms of overall
vessel traffic. No navigational problems would result from the additional vessel activity.
The insignificant impact would be further reduced by operation of the Vessel Traffic
Service. Therefore, no mitigation measures would be required.

54 Land Use

The goals of the construction and ultimate uses of the facility are consistent with
Southeast Harbor Planning District goals and objectives. The goal of the District is to
modernize and maximize use of existing and future facilities. The imptementing
objectives include increasing cargo handling efficiencies, which would be realized by
filling the submerged land near Pier J South. No significant impact would resuit from
construction of the Project.

The proposed terminal development includes other improvements to Port facilities
related to the container terminal. Among these improvements are those associated with
the terminal entrance and exit, railroad tracks, storm drain systems, administration and
maintenance buildings, pavement, lighting, and utilities and communication systems.
Some of these facilities would be constructed near existing and abandoned oil wells.
Development, however, would not occur in oil areas and, consistent with State
procedures, no building would be closer than-15 feet to an abandoned well unless
engineered pursuant to California Division of Oil, Gas, and Geothermal resources

guidance.

Facility operations would involve approximately 770 employees and would entail
increases in equipment and transportation facilities. No significant impacts or conflicts
associated with the proposed land uses have been identified. Further, no significant
aesthetic impacts would result because of the absence of scenic values and sensitive
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viewers in the area. Because there would be no significant impacts, mitigation would
not be necessary.

55 Noise

Noise from construction activity would affect ambient levels on the Project site and
nearby. Trucks hauling demolition debris would not affect sensitive receptors because
they would be within Port-related areas. Trucks hauling fill and/or surcharge material
would use designated routes in and out of the Port, and consequently noise on existing
local corridors would not be significantly affected. The nearest sensitive receptor is over
one mile north of the Project, and at that location general construction noise would be
less than 60 dBA. All construction noise would, therefore, be well below the
significance threshold.

The major noise sources during operation would be additional cranes to load and
offload container vessels, additional loaders to transfer containers onto trucks, trains to
transport cargo, and additional miscellaneous vehicles and equipment to facilitate cargo
movement. Measured hourly sound levels during the loading and unloading process
range from 65 to 79 dBA on the Pier. This noise would not exceed thresholds for noise
within the Port or significantly affect sensitive receptors outside the Port boundaries.
Although two additional trains per day would be generated by the Project, noise and
vibration levels would be similar to levels currently experienced by residences adjacent
to the track, and the average wayside noise level would be only incrementally
increased. Because the trains would use the Alameda Corridor, noise and vibration
impacts previously experienced by residents along the SNSF and UP tracks would be
eliminated, as all intermodal rail traffic is required to use the Corridor. Finally, the
Project would generate 1,243 more truck trips per day, which trucks would use
established area roadway systems in and out of the Port. No increase would occur to
the ambient noise level along these major arterials and freeways. Because no
significant unavoidable adverse impacts on noise levels or vibration would result from
construction or operation of the Project, mitigation is not required.

5.6 Public Health and Safety

Construction of the Project would be confined to Pier J South. Construction barges
containing dredge fill material and construction equipment would approach the Project
site from the Long Beach Channel and Southeast Basin. Construction would occur in
phases over 13 years. No public road closures are anticipated, and proposed
construction activity would occur at least one half mile away from population centers
and visitor-serving uses. Accordingly, no significant impacts are anticipated.

Marine terminal facilities would involve storing and transporting containers by ship, train,
and truck, some of which may carry hazardous materials. No new or additional
hazardous materials facilities would be constructed. Facilities personnel would be
trained in emergency response and evacuation procedures by their respective
employers, and the Project would be secured with access allowed only by authorized
personnel. Existing fire department resources would be available to serve the Project.
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59  Utilities and Service Systems

Utility and service system connections would be designed and constructed in
consultation with utility/service providers. No significant impacts to public utilities or
service systems are anticipated with construction of the Project. As there are more than
sufficient utility supplies available for the proposed operation of the Project for the
foreseeable future, there would not be a significant adverse impact on projected utility

and service system supplies.

SECTION 6 FEASIBILITY OF PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

6.1 Project Alternatives

CEQA requires that an EIR’s analysis of altematives include findings as to whether the
alternatives can feasibly achieve the objectives of the proposed project, and to also
identify the “environmentally superior” alternative. Each of the sections of the FEIR
contains an analysis of the alternatives to the proposed project, including the CEQA-
required “No Project” alterative. The following section discusses the project
alternatives that were considered and analyzed in the FEIR and summarizes the
consistency of these alternatives with the objectives of the proposed project.

6.1.1 No Project/No Build Alternative.

Consistent with Section 15126.6 of the CEQA Guidelines, the No Project/No Build
Alternative is the existing condition of the project site at the time the Notice of
Preparation (NOP) was published. The setting of the site at the time of the NOP is
depicted in the exhibits and is described in the Project Description, Section 1, of the
FEIR. Environmental impacts resulting from this project altemative would be those
resuiting from no development of the project site.

Consistency With Project Objectives. The Board finds that the No Project/No Build
Altemative would not achieve any of the objectives listed in Section 2.1, Project
Objectives, of this document. Implementation of this alternative would not result in the
increase of marine terminal facilities on the project site, the major purpose of the

proposed project.

Why This Alternative is Infeasible. The Board finds that this alternative is infeasible and
rejects it. it would not provide sufficient cargo handling capacity in the Port to meet
projected import and export demand, and would not allow the Port to accommodate new

world-class vessels.
6.1.2 The 75-Acre and 52-Acre Landfill Alternatives

The 75-acre landfill altemative would develop a marine terminal on Pier J South of
approximately 345 acres, of which 270 acres is existing land and 75 acres would be
new landfill southwest and west of Pier J. The southwestern limit of new landfill would
be approximately 300 feet from the top of the slope of the Long Beach Channel, and 15
acres on the southeastern edge of Pier F would be demolished to accommodate Pier J

-24-



South improvements and provide safe navigation for vessels transiting to the Southeast
Basin. This alternative would be constructed in four phases over eight years. As with
the Project, this alternative would operate as a single terminal 360 days per year, and
operations would be similar in nature to those of the Project but would differ in the
numbers of containers, trucks, ships, trains, and employees that would be involved.

The 52-acre landfill alternative would develop a marine terminal on Pier J South of
approximately 322 acres, of which 270 acres would be existing land and 52 acres would
be new landfill southwest of and adjacent to Pier J. The southwestern {imit of the new
fill would be approximately 300 feet from the top of the slope of the Long Beach
Channel. Construction would occur over 4.5 years. Like the Project and the 75-acre
alternative, this alternative would operate as a single terminal 360 days per year, and
the nature of terminal operations would be identical, but would differ in magnitude.

Consistency With Project Objectives. The Board finds that the 75-acre and 52-acre
landfill altematives would not achieve the primary objective of the Project which is to
provide sufficient cargo handling capacity in the Port to meet projected import and
export demand; moreover, like the No Project alternative the 52-acre landfill alternative
would not allow the Port to accommodate new world-class vessels.

Why These Alternatives Are Infeasible. The essence of the proposed project is to
combine three formerly separate terminals into a single terminal. When the existing
terminals were constructed, the market supported terminals in the 70- to 100-acre
range. Given the increasing size of container vessels and the additional acreage
necessary to serve them efficiently, the market now demands terminals in the 400-acre
range. To meet this demand, the Port of Long Beach is attempting to combine adjacent
terminais to produce these larger terminals without pursuing new landfill projects in the
400-acre range. This is consistent with the California Coastal Act which encourages
modernization of existing facilities within existing port boundaries.

The existing land configuration has an “hourglass” shape with a very narrow strip of land
in the middie. This is an inefficient shape for operating a single terminal. The most
efficient shape for a modemn container terminal is a rectangle with the wharf along the
longer sides. The current configuration includes two separate entry gate complexes
and rail lines that bisect the terminal.

The 115-acre alternative fills in the “waist” of the *hourglass,” resulting in the most
rectangular terminal possible given the proximity of the Main Channel to the southwest.
The 115-acre alternative achieves this modernization with only 100 net acres of landfill
rather than 400 acres to create a new terminal of this size. The new configuration will
allow removal of the entry gate and rail lines currently located in the middle of the
terminat and remaval of redundant parking lots and buildings. The rail line can be
routed around the eastern and southemn perimeter of the site with enough length to
assemble entire unit trains. The 115-acre alternative optimizes the use of these existing
facilities and, given projections of future cargo volumes, any less optimal use of this
facility will increase future demand for construction of new terminals.
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The 75-acre alternative would remain hourglass-shaped after construction of the new
wharf and during construction of the slip-fill. (These construction phases could not be
reversed because the new berths must be constructed before the berths in the slip
could be taken out of service.) The 75-acre alternative could also delay the West Basin
sediment remediation project for about three years because the fill phase occurs later
than the first fill phase in the 115-acre altemnative. Even after complete build-out of the
75-acre alternative, the western half of the terminal would still be hourglass-shaped due
to the permanent 52-acre triangular gap in the southwestern comner of the terminal.
Thus, many of the existing logistical bottlenecks within the terminal would continue to
exist under this alternative. In addition to the logistical impracticability, the 75-acre
alternative would be more expensive to build on a per-acre basis than the 115-acre
alternative and would not satisfy cargo forecast projections.

The 52-acre alternative and the no-action altematives also fail to satisfy the overall
project purpose for reasons similar to those described above. In addition, these
alternatives do not have wharves with increased water depth, and thus would not
accommodate the new generation of container vessels.

Only the 115-acre landfill alternative is of sufficient size and includes adequate facilities
to accommodate anticipated additional cargo requirements.
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EXHIBIT B

STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS FOR PORT OF
LONG BEACH, PIER J SOUTH TERMINAL DEVELOPMENT

STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS

CEQA requires the decision-making agency to balance, as applicable, the economic,
legal, social, technological, or other benefits of a project against its unavoidable
environmental impacts when determining whether to approve a project. If the specific
economic, legal, social, technological, or other benefits of the proposed project
outweigh the project’s unavoidable environmental effects, those effects may be
considered acceptable. CEQA requires the lead agency to support, in writing, the
specific reasons for considering a project acceptable when significant impacts are not
avoided or substantially lessened. Those reasons must be based on substantial
evidence in the Final EIR or elsewhere in the record of proceedings. In accordance with
the requirements of CEQA, including the CEQA Guidelines, the Board finds that the
mitigation measures identified in the Final EIR and the Mitigation Monitoring and
Reporting Program, when implemented, avoid or substantially lessen some of the
significant environmental impacts identified in the Final EIR. Nonetheless, certain
significant impacts of the project are unavoidable, even after the incorporation of all
feasible mitigation measures. These significant unavoidable impacts are identified and
discussed in Section 4 of Exhibit A. The Board finds that notwithstanding the disclosure
of these significant unavoidable impacts and the presence of an environmentally
superior project alternative that meets some of the objectives of the proposed project,
there are specific overriding economic, legal, social, technological, and other reasons
for approving the proposed project. Those reasons are as follows:

s The Project will allow the expansion and modernization of a container terminal on
existing Port-owned land, thereby meeting, in part, the projected need for future
cargo-handling facilities.

s The Project partiaily implements one of the goals of the 2002 Air Quality
Management Plan to divert truck transport of cargo to rail transport.

s The Project will reduce container transportation costs for containers transported
on unit trains.

s The Project modemizes Port terminal facilities and makes more efficient the
movement of containers by overland common point carriers, thereby having a
positive effect on the local and national economies.

s The Project maximizes the long-term return on investment relative to the other
alternatives.




¢ The Project maximizes the redevelopment of suitable existi_ng land, thereby
avoiding the creation of new landfill to the maximum extent feasible.

¢ The Project will accommodate the deep-water berth requirements of the new
fleet of vessels. This facet of the Project (i) will result in increased economies of
scale; (ii) will maximize the efficient use of the Port, as newer, larger vessels will
be able to access the Port without having to wait for high tides to enter and exit
certain areas and without having to use smaller vessels to load and unload
cargo; and (iii) could ultimately result in a reduction in the number of vessels
using the Port as they become larger.

e The Project will provide an environmentally sound disposal site for sediments
from various sources in the Los Angeles area that are unsuitable for unconfined
aquatic disposal by reason of chemical contamination.

o ltis estimated that nearly 36,000 jobs would be supported directly or indirectly in
the region by the increased container throughput associated with the 115-Acre
option if these containers were not handled elsewhere in the San Pedro Bay.
These jobs include manufacturers of exports and wholesalers and retailers of
imports as well as port industry workers.

The Board has balanced the benefits of the Project against its unavoidable
environmental risks, and hereby determines that the significant economic,
environmental, and land-use benefits of the Project, as set forth above, outweigh and
override those adverse environmental impacts identified in Section 4 of Exhibit A that
are not mitigated to a level of insignificance. Therefore, the unmitigated impacts and
the decision not to adopt the environmentally superior project alternative are

acceptable.



Mitigation Monitoring Plan
Environmental Issue Area: Biota and Habitats

Measure BH-1
Loss of 100 Acres of Marine Habitat

Required Actions: Available Port habitat mitigation credits from the restoration of the Bolsa Chica wetland will be used
to offset the loss of and mitigate for the 100 acres of marine habitats affected by the fill and reduce the impacts to below a

level of significance.

When Required: At time of post con.étmction survey.

Agency Responsible for Action: Port of Long Beach Planning Division.
Agency Responsible fer Tracking: Port of Long Beach Planning Division.

Action (i): Planning Division to advise responsible state and federal agencies when Bolsa Chica mitigation
credits have been applied.

Submittal Date;
Verified By: Title:
Attachments;

Comments:

EXHIBIT *C*
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Mitigation Monitoring Plan
Environmental Issue Area: Ground Transportation

Measure GT-1
Construction Vehicular Delay Reductions

Required Actions As part of a construction traffic management plan, potential detouring, traffic controls, signing, and
traffic scheduling will be implemented to minimize short-term impacts and reduce impacts to below a level of significance.

When Required: Prior to the start of construction.

Agency Responsible for Action: Port of Long Beach Engineering Division.

Agency Responsible for Tracking: Port of Long Beach Planning Division.

Action (i):.Engineering Division to include réquirement in project construction specifications.
Submittal Date;
Verified By: Title:
Attachments:

Comments:




Mitigation Monitoring Plan
Environmental Issue Area: Air Resources

Measure AQ-1 (Summary)
Construction Emissions Reductions

Required Actions:. (Note that the mitigation measures are assigned a permanent identification number based on their
sequence of appearance in Section 3.1 of the EIS/EIR.) (1) The Chief Harbor Engincer or his Port designee will require that all
contractors use ultra-low-sulfir or Califomia Air Resources Board (CARB)-approved altemnative diesel fuel in all diesel-
powered equipment used on site; (2) The Port will require that dredging contractors use electric-powered dredges for all
hydraulic dredges and ultra-low sulfur or emulsified diesel in all other types of dredges; (3) Before construction begins, the
Port will submit for approval to the Director of Planning a plan that encourages construction workers to ride-share. If offsite
parking is required, the Port will require that the contractors provide a van to transport workers to and from the offsite parking
arca; (4) Before construction begins, the Port will submit for approval to the Director of Planning a plan to ensure the
following: concurrent use of equipment is minimized by construction phasing or other approved method; equipment is turned
off when not in use; construction activities are suspended during Stage I smog alerts; bare ground surfaces are watered before
grading activities begin and at least twice each day thereafter; no soil excavation or hauling occurs when wind speeds exceed
25 miles per hour (mph); disturbed surface areas not under active construction are treated with a soil stabilizer to minirmize
erosion; and vehicular activity on unpaved surfaces is restricted and that vehicles do not exceed 15 mph on those surfaces;

(5) Before construction begins, the Port will submit for approval to the Director of Planning a Traffic Management Plan
(TMP) to minimize traffic impacts during construction. The TMP, at a minimum, should include detour routes, flagmen,

traffic controls, signing, and traffic scheduling.




Mitigation Monitoring Plan
Environmental Issue Area: Air Resources

[ Measure AQ-1 (1)
Construction Emissions Reductions

Required Actions:. (Note that the mitigation measures are assigned a permanent identification nuf-nbcr ba‘sed on ﬂ1e:r
sequence of appearance in Section 3.1 of the EIS/EIR.) (1) The Chief Harbor Engineer or his Port designee w'ﬂl require that all
contractors use ultra-low-sulfur or Califomia Air Resources Board (CARB)-approved alternative diesel fuel in all diesel-
powered equipment used on site.
When Required: During construction.
Agency Responsible for Action: Port of Long Beach Engincering Division.
Agency Responsible for Tracking: Port of Long Beach Planning Division.
Action (i): Engineering Division to include requirements in project construction specifications.
Submittal Date:
Verified By: Tide:
Attachments:

Comments:
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Mitigation Monitoring Plan
Environmental Issue Area: Air Resources

Measure AQ-1 (2)
Construction Emissions Reductions

Required Actions:. (Note that the mitigation measures are assigned a permanent identification number based on their
sequence of appearance in Section 3.1 of the EIS/EIR.) The Port will require that dredging contractors use electric-powered
dredges for all hydraulic dredges and ultra-low sulfirr or emulsified diesel in all ather types of dredges.

‘When Required: During construction.

Agency Responsible for Action: Port of Long Beach Engineering Division.

Agency Responsible for Tracking: Port of Long Beach Planning Division.

Action (i): Engineering Division to include requirements in project ;:onstruction specifications.
Submittal Date:
Verified By: Title:
Attachments:

Comments:




Mitigation Monitoring Plan
Environmental Issue Area: Air Resources

Measure AQ-1(3)
Construction Emissions Reductions

Required Actions:. (Note that the mitigation measures are assigned a permanent identification number based on their
sequence of appearance in Section 3.1 of the EIS/EIR.) Before construction begins, the Port will submit for approval to the
Director of Planning a plan that encourages construction workers to ride-share. If offsite parking is required, the Port wilt
roquire that the contractors provide a van to transport workers to and from the off5ite parking area
When Required: During construction.
Agency Responsible for Action: Port of Long Beach Engineering Division.
Agency Responsible for Tracking: Port of Long Beach Planning Division.
Action (i): Engineering Division to include requirements in project construction specifications.
Submittal Date:
Verified By: Title:
Attachments:

Comments;




Mitigation Monitoring Plan
Environmental Issue Area: Air Resources

Measure AQ-1 (4)
Construction Emissions Reductions

Required Actions:. (Note that the mitigation measures are assigned a permanent identification number based on their
sequence of appearance in Section 3.1 of the EIS/EIR.) Before construction begins, the Port will submit for approval to the
Director of Planning a plan to ensure the following: concurrent use of equipment is minimized by construction phasing or
other approved method; equipment is turned off when not in use; construction activities are suspended during Stage II smog
alerts; bare ground surfaces are watered before grading activities begin and at least twice each day thereafter; no soil _
excavation or hauling occurs when wind speeds exceed 25 miles per hour (mph); disturbed surface areas not under active
construction are treated with a-soil stabilizer to minimize erosion; and vehicular activity on unpaved surfaces is restricted and
that vehicles do not exceed 15 mph on those surfaces.
When Required: During construction. -
Agency Responsible for Action: Port of Long Beach Engineering Division.
Agency Responsible for Tracking: Port of Long Beach Planning Division.
Action (i}: Engineering Division to include requirements in project construction specifications.
Submittal Date:
Verified By: Title:
Attachments:

Comments:




sy

Mitigation Monitoring Plan
Environmental Issue Area: Air Resources

Measure AQ-1 (5)
Construction Emissions Reductions

Required Actions:. (Note that the mitigation measures are assigned a permanent identification number based on their
sequence of appearance in Section 3.1 of the EIS/EIR.) Before construction begins, the Port will submit for approval o the
Director of Planning a Traffic Management Plan (TMP) to minimize traffic impacts during construction. The TMP, ata
minimurm, should include detour routes, flagmen, traffic controls, signing, and traffic scheduling.
When Required: Prior to the start of constructios.
Agency Responsible for Action: Port of Long Beach Engineering Division.
Agency Responsible for Tracking: Port of Long Beach Planning Division.
Action (i): Engineering Division to include requirements in project construction specifications.
Submittal Date:
Verified By: Title:
Attachments:

Comments:




Mitigation Monitoring Plan
Environmental Issue Area: Air Resources

Measure AQ-2 (Summary)
Operation Emissions Reductions

Required Actions: Before the Harbor Department grants the tenant/operator (collectively, “operator”) any
rights to operate within the new landfill areas, the operator shall prepare and submit an emissions reduction
pian (which plan shall address Mitigation Measures AQ-2(6)-AQ-2(9)) to the Harbor Department Planning
Division for its approval and shall commit to Mitigation Measures AQ-2(6) through AQ-2(9), inclusive, in
a binding lease or other agreement: (6) The operator is required to have all diesel-powered, non-road terminal
equipment engines meet the emissions standards set forth in the Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) “Contrel of
Emissions of Air Pollution From Non-Road Diesel Engines and Fuel,” published in the Federal Register on June 29,
2004 at page 38958, or its equivalent. Any future purchases of such equipment must also meet or exceed those
standards; (7) The operator shall use alternative fuel or alternative diesel fizels and/or exhaust control technology on ail
non-road diesel-powered terminal equipment; (8) The operator shall use an appointment system and implement
extended gate hours; (9) Where such use mects all vessel safety requirements (as specified by the Safety of Life at Sea
[SOLAS] treaty or other intermnational, federal, or state requirements), the operator will require ships cailing at the terminal to
use fuels such as CARB's #2 diesel, gas-to-liquid diesel, biofuels, or a marine distillate fuel (as specified by [SO 8217) in the
ship's auxiliary power generator motors, or to use exhaust gas treatment technology, and the operator will submit quarterty
reports to the Director of Planning indicating which ships complied with this requirernent and which did not. For ships that did
not comply, the operator will indicate the reason(s). This measure shall not apply to vessels complying with Mitigation
Measure AQ-2(10); (10) If the new wharf component of the Project is constructed, the Port shall include a shore-side power
source in the new wharf design and construction. Any agreement for the use of the new wharf shali require that Candidate
Vessels calling at the terminal use the berth at the new wharf, unless alt berths at the new wharf are already occupied by
Candidate Vessels, and shall use the shore-side power source for all electrical power nieeds while berthed at the new wharf. A
Candidate Vessel is defined as an individual ship that is projected: (1) to exceed six (6) ship calls per year, and (b) to consume
more than 1.2 million kilowatt hours (KWh) per year while berthed at the terminal. Those vessels that are not Candidate
Vessels shall continue to comply with Mitigation Measure AQ-2(9).




Mitigation Monitoring Plan
Environmental Issue Area: Air Resources

Measure AQ-2 (6)
Operation Emissions Reductions

Required Actions: {Note that the mitigation measures are assigned 2 permanent identification number based on their
sequence of appearance in Section 3.1 of the EIS/EIR). (6) The operator is required to have all diesel-powered, non-road
terminal equipment engines meet the emissions standards set forth in the Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA)
“Control of Emissions of Air Pollution From Non-Road Diesel Engines and Fuel,” published in the Federal Register on
June 29, 2004 at page 38958, or its equivalent. Any future purchases of such equipment must also meet or exceed
those standards. .

When Required: Before the Harbor Department grants the operator any rights to operate within the new
landfill areas, the operator shall prepare and submit an emissions reduction plan (which plan shall address
Mitigation Measures AQ-2(6)-AQ-2(9)) to the Harbor Department Planning Division for its approval and
shall commit to this Mitigation Measures int a binding lease or other agreement.

Agency Responsible for Action: Port of Long Beach Properties Division.
Agency Responsible for Tracking: Port of Long Beach Planning Division.
Action (i): Properties Division to include requirements in tenant leases.
Submittal Date:
Verified By: Title:
Aftachments:

Comments:

Action (ii}: Tenants to prepare and submit to Planning Division emissions reduction plans.
Submittal Date:
Verified By: Title:
Attachments: .

Comments:




Mitigation Monitoring Plan
Environmental [ssue Area: Air Resources

Measure AQ-2 (7)
Operation Emissions Reductions

Required Actions: (Note that the mitigation measures are assigned a permanent identification number based on their
sequence of appearance in Section 3.1 of the EIS/EIR). The operator shall use alternative fuel or alternative diesel fuels
and/or exhaust control technology on all non-road diesel-powered terminal equipment.
When Required: Before the Harbor Department grants the operator any rights to operate within the new
landfill areas, the operator shall prepare and submit an emissions reduction plan (which plan shall address
Mitigation Measures AQ-2(6)-AQ-2(9)) to the Harbor Department Planning Division for its approval and
shall commit to this Mitigation Measures in a binding lease or other agreement.
Agency Responsible for Action: Port of Long Beach Properties Division.
Agency Responsible for Tracking: Port of Long Beach Plaoning Division.
Action (i): Properties Division to include requirements in tenant leases.

Submittal Date:

Verified By: Title:

Attachments:

Comments:

Action (ii): Tenants to prepare and submit to Planning Division emissions reduction plans.
Submittal Date:
Verified By: Title:
Attachments:

Comments:
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Mitigation Monitoring Plan
Environmental Issue Area: Air Resources

Maeasure AQ-2 (8)
Operation Emissions Reductions

Required Actions: (Note that the mitigation measures are assigned a permanent identification number based on their
sequence of appearance in Section 3.1 of the EIS/EIR). The operator shall use an appointment system and implement

extended gate hours.
When Required: Before the Harbor Department grants the operator any rights to operate within the new
landfill areas, the operator shall prepare and submit an emissions reduction plan (which plan shall address
Mitigation Measures AQ-2(6)-AQ-2(9)) to the Harbor Department Planning Division for its approval and
shall commit to this Mitigation Measures in a binding lease or other agreement.
Agency Responsible for Action; Port of Long Beach Properties.
Agency Responsible for Tracking: Port of Long Beach Planning Division.
Action (f): Properties Division to include requirements in tenant leases.

Submittal Date:

Verified By: Title:

Attachments:

Comments:

Action (ii): Tenants to prepare and submit to Planning Division emissions reduction plans.
Submittal Date:
Verified By: Title:
Attachments:

Comments:
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Mitigation Monitoring Plan
Environmental [ssue Area: Air Resources

Measure AQ-2 (9)
Operation Emissions Reductions

Required Actions: (Note that the mitigation measures are assigned a permanent identification number based on their
sequence of appearance in Section 3.1 of the EIS/EIR). Where such use meets all vessel safety requirernents (as specified by
the Safety of Life at Sea [SOLAS] treaty or other intemational, federal, or state requirements), the aperator will require ships
calling at the terminal to use fuels such as CARB's #2 diesel, gas-to-liquid diesel, biofisels, or a marine distillate fisef (as
specified by ISO 8217) in the ship’s auxiliary power generator motors, or to us¢ exhaust gas treatment technology, and the
operator will submit quarterly reports to the Director of Planning indicating which ships complied with this requirement and
which did not. For ships that did not comply, the aperator will indicate the reason(s). This measure shall not apply to vessels
complying with Mitigation Measure AQ-2(10).
When Required: Before the Harbor Department grants the operator any rights to operate within the new
landfill areas, the operator shall prepare and submit an emissions reduction plan (which plan shall address
Mitigation Measures AQ-2(6)-AQ-2(9)) to the Harbor Department Planning Division for its approval and
shall commit to this Mitigation Measures in a binding lease or other agreement.
Agency Responsible for Action: Port of Long Beach Properties Division.
Agency Responsible for Tracking: Port of Long Beach Planning Division.
Action (i): Properties Division to include requirements in tenant leases.

Submittal Date:

Verified By: Title:

Attachments:

Comments:

Action (ii): Tenants to prepare and submit to Planning Division emissions reduction plans.
Submittal Date:
Verified By: ‘ Title:
Attachments:

Comments:
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Mitigation Monitoring Plan
Environmental Issue Area: Air Resources

Measure AQ-2 (10)
Operation Emissions Reductions

Required Actions: (Note that the mitigation measures are assigned a permanent identification number based on their
sequence of appearance in Section 3.1 of the EIS/EIR). If the new wharf component of the Project is constructed, the Port
shall include a shore-side power source in the new wharf design and construction. Any agreement for the use of the new
wharf shall require that Candidate Vessels calling at the terminal use the berth at the new wharf, unless all berths at the new
wharf are already occupied by Candidate Vessels, and shall use the shore-side power source for all electrical power needs
while berthed at the new wharf. A Candidate Vessel is defined as an individual ship that is projected: (1) to exceed six (6)
ship calls per year, and (b) to consume more than 1.2 million kilowatt hours (KWh) per year while berthed at the terminal.
Those vessels that are not Candidate Vessels shall continue to comply with Mitigation Measure AQ-2(9).

When Required: When the new wharf compoenent of the Project is constructed.
Agency Responsible for Action: Port of Long Beach Properties Division.
Agency Responsible for Tracking: Port of Long Beach Planning Division.
Action (i): Properties Division to include requiremnents in tenant leases.
Submittal Date:
Verified By: Title:
Attachments:

Comments:

Action (t): Tenants to prepare and submit to Planning Division ermnissions reduction plans.
Submittal Date:
Verified By: Title:
Attachments: -

Comments:
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Mitigation Monitoring Plan
Environmental Issue Area: Air Resources

Measure AQ-3 (Summary)
Cumulative Projects Impacts Emissions Reductions

Required Actions: Before the Harbor Department grants the tenant/operator (collectively, “operator”) any
rights to operate within the new landfill areas, the operator shall prepare and submit an emissions reduction
plan (which plan shall address Mitigation Measures AQ-3(6)-AQ-3(9)) to the Harbor Department Planning
Division for its approval and shall commit to Mitigation Measures AQ-3(6) through AQ-3(9), inclusive, in
a binding lease or other agreement: (6) The operator is required to have all diesel-powered, non-road terminal
equipment engines meet the emissions standards set forth in the Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) “Control of
Emissions of Air Pollution From Non-Road Diesel Engines and Fuel,” published in the Federal Register on June 29,
2004 at page 38958, or its equivalent. Any future purchases of such equipment must also meet or exceed those
standards; (7) The operator shall use alternative fuel or alternative diesel fuels and/or exhaust control technology on all
non-road diesel-powered terminal equipment; (8) The operator shall use an appointment system and implement
extended gate hours; (9) Where such use meets all vessel safety requirerncats (as specified by the Safety of Life at Sea
[SOLAS] treaty or cther intemnational, federal, or state requirements), the operator will require ships calling at the terminal to
use fizels such as CARB's #2 diesel, gas-to-liquid diesel, biofuels, or a marine distillate fuel (as specified by ISG 8217) in the
ship’s auxiliary power generator motors, or to use exhaust gas treatment technology, and the operator will submit quarterty
reports to the Director of Planning indicating which ships complied with this requirement and which did not. For ships that did
not comply, the operator will indicate the reason(s). This measure shall not apply to vessels complying with Mitigation
Measure AQ-3(10); (10) If the new wharf corrpontent of the Project is constructed, the Port shall include a shore-side power
source in the new wharf design and construction. Any agresment for the use of the new wharf shali require that Candidate
Vessels calling at the terminal use the berth at the new wharf, unless all berths at the new wharf are already occupied by
Candidate Vessels, and shall use the shore-side power source for all electrical power needs while berthed at the new wharf. A
Candidate Vessel is defined as an individual ship that is projected: (1) to exceed six (6) ship calls per year, and (b) to consurme
more than 1.2 million kilowatt hours (K Wh) per year while berthed at the terminal. Those vessels that are not Candidate
Vessels shall continue to comply with Mitigation Measure AQ-3(9).




Mitigation Monitoring Plan
Environmental Issue Area: Air Resources

Measure AQ-3 (6)
Cumulative Projects Impacts Emissions Reductions

Required Actions: (Note that the mitigation measures are assigned a permanent identification number based on their
sequence of appearance in Section 3.1 of the EIS/EIR). (6) The operator is required to have all diesel-powered, non-road
terminal equipment engines meet the emissions standards set forth in the Environmental Protection Agency's (EPA)
“Control of Emissions of Air Pollution From Non-Road Diesel Engines and Fuel,” published in the Federal Register on
June 29, 2004 at page 38958, or its equivalent. Any future purchases of such equipment must also meet or exceed

those standards.
When Required: Before the Harbor Department grants the operator any rights to operate within the new
landfill arcas, the operator shall prepare and submit an emissions reduction plan (which plan shall address
Mitigation Measures AQ-3(6)-AQ-3(9)) to the Harbor Department Planning Division for its approval and
shall commit to this Mitigation Measures in a binding lease or other agreement.
Agency Responsible for Action: Port of Long Beach Properties Division.
Agency Responsible for Tracking: Port of Long Beach Planning Division.
Action (ji): Properties Division to include requirements in tenant leases.

Submittal Date:

Verified By: Title:

Attachments:

Comments:

Action (ii): Tenants to prepare and submit to Planning Division emissions reduction plans.
Submittal Date:
Verified By: _ Title:
Attachn'lents:

Comments:
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Mitigation Monitoring Plan
Environmental Issue Area: Air Resources

Measure AQ-3 (7)
Cumulative Projects Impacts Emissions Reductions

Required Actions: (Note that the mitigation measures are assigned a permanent identification numnber based on their
sequence of appearance in Section 3.1 of the EIS/EIR). The operator shall use alternative fuel or alternative diesel fuels
and/or exhaust control technology on all non-road diesel-powered terminal equipment.

When Required: Before the Harbor Department grants the operator any rights to operate within the new
landfill areas, the operator shall prepare and submit an eniissions reduction plan (which plan shall address
Mitigation Measures AQ-3(6)-AQ-3(9)) to the Harbor Department Planning Division for its approval and
shall commit to this Mitigation Measures in a binding lease or other agreement.
Agency Responsible for Action: Port of Long Beach Properties Division.
Agency Responsible for Tracking: Port of Long Beach Planning Division.
Action (f): Properties Division to include requirements in tenant leases.

Submittal Date:

Yerified By; Tifle:

Attachments:

Comments:

Action (ii): Tenants to prepare and submit to Planning Division emissions reduction plans.
Submittal Date:
Verified By: | Title:
Attachments:

Comments:
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Mitigation Monitoring Plan
Environmental Issue Area: Air Resources

Measure AQ-3 (8)
Cumulative Projects Impacts Emissions Reductions

Required Actions: (Note that the mitigation measures are assigned a permanent identification numnber based on their

sequence of appearance in Section 3.1 of the EIS/EIR}. The operator shall use an appointment system and implement
extended gate hours, )

When Required; Before the Harbor Department grants the operator any rights to operate within the new
landfill areas, the operator shall prepare and submit an emissions reduction plan (which plan shall address
Mitigation Measures AQ-3(6)-AQ-3(9)) to the Harbor Department Planning Division for its approval and
shall commit to this Mitigation Measures in a binding lease or other agreement.
Agency Responsible for Action: Port of Long Beach Properties Division.
Agency Respoansible for Tracking: Port of Long Beach Planning Division.
Action (i): Properties Division to include requirements in tenant leases.

Submittal Date:

Verified By: Title:

Attachments:

Comments:

Action ({i): Tenants to prepare and submit to Planning Division emissions reduction plans.
Submittal Date:
Verified By: Title:
Attachm_ents:

Comments:
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Mitigation Monitoring Plan
Environmental Issue Area: Air Resources

Measure AQ-3 (9)
Cumulative Projects Impacts Emissions Reductions

Required Actions: (Note that the mitigation measures arc assigned a permanent identification number based on their
sequence of appearance in Section 3.1 of the EIS/EIR). Where such use meets all vessel safety requirements (as spef:iﬁed' by
the Safety of Life at Sea [SOLAS] treaty or other ntemational, federal, or state requirements), the operator will require ships
calling at the terminal to use fuels such as CARB"s #2 diesel, gas-to-liquid diesel, biofiiels, or a marine distillate fuel (as
specified by ISO 8217) in the ship’s auxilfary power generator motors, of to use exhaust gas treatment technology, and the
operator will submit quarterly reports to the Director of Planning indicating which ships complied with this requirement and
which did not. For ships that did not corrply, the operator will indicate the reason(s). This measure shall not apply to vessels
complying with Mitigation Measure AQ-3(10).
When Required: Before the Harbor Department grants the operator any rights to operate within the new
landfill areas, the operator shall prepare and submit an emissions reduction plan (which plan shall address
Mitigation Measures AQ-3(6)-AQ-3(9)) to the Harbor Department Planning Division for its approval and
shall commiit to this Mitigation Measures in a binding lease or other agreement.
Apgency Responsible for Action: Port of Long Beach Properties Division.
Agency Responsible for Tracking: Port of Long Beach Planning Division.
Action (i): Properties Division to include requirements in tenant leases.

Submittal Date:

Verified By: Title:

Aftachments:

Comments:

Action (ii): Tenants to prepare and sebmit to Planning Division emissions reduction plans.
Submittal Date:
Verified By: Title:
Attachments:

Comments:
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Mitigation Monitoring Plan
Environmental Issue Area: Air Resources

Measure AQ-3 (10)
Cumulative Projects Impacts Emissions Reductions

Required Actions: (Note that the mitigation measures are assigned a permanent identification number based on their
sequence of appearance in Section 3.1 of the EIS/EIR), If the new wharf component of the Project is constructed, the Port
shall include a shore-side power source in the new wharf design and construction. Any agreement for the use of the new
wharf shall require that Candidate Vessels calling at the terminal use the berth at the new wharf, unless all berths at the new
wharf are already occupied by Candidate Vessels, and shall use the shore-side power source for all electrical power needs
while berthed at the new wharf. A Candidate Vessel is defined as an individual ship that is projected: (1) to excead six (6)
ship calls per year, and (b) to consume more than 1.2 milfion kilowatt hours (KWh) per year while berthed at the terminal.
Those vessels that are not Candidate Vessels shall continue to comply with Mitigation Measure AQ-3(9).
When Required: When the new wharf component of the Project is constructed.
Agency Responsible for Action: Port of Long Beach Properties Division.
Agency Responsible for Tracking: Port of Long Beach Planning Division.
Action (i): Properties Division to include requirements in tenant leases.

Submittal Date;

Verified By: Title:

Attachments:

Comments:

Action (ii): Tenants to prepare and submit to Planning Division emissions reduction plans.
Submittal Date:
Verified By: Title:
Attachments: |

Comménts:
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PORT OF LONG BEACH
BOARD OF HARBOR COMMISSIONERS

OF THE CITY COF LONG BEACH REGULAR MEETING

In re:

)
)
PORT OF LONG BEACH, PIER J f)
SOUTH TERMINAL DEVELOPMENT. )
)

)

Reporter's Transcript Re
Proceedings, taken at 925 Harbor
Plaza, Sixth Floor, Long Beach,
California, beginning at 1:35 p.m.,
and ending at 2:30 p.m., on Monday,
August 2, 2004, before MARIANNA
DONNER, Certified Shorthand Reporter

No. 7504.
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APPEARANCES:

COMMISSIONERS PRESENT:

JOHN R. CALHOUN, Commission President

DORIS TQOPSY-ELVORD, Commission Vice-President
JAMES €. HANKLA, Commisgsion Secretary

MARIO CORDERO, Commission Assgistant Secretary
JOHN W. HANCOCK, Commissioner

3
b ) . 4

OTHERS PRESENT: *

RICHARD D. STEINKE, .Executive Director

STEVEN RUBIN, Managing Director Administration

KATHRYN McDERMOTT, Properties Director

DON SNEIDER

YVONNE SMITH, Communications Director

WILLIAM C. ELLIS, Security Director

KEITH ALLEN, Maintenanc¢e Director

DOUGLAS ALBRECHT, Information Management
Director

TONI WHITESELL, Administration Director

MICHAEL SLAVIN, Finance Director

ROBERT KANTER, Ph.D., Planning Director

CHARLES GALE, Deputy City Attorney

DOUG THIESSEN, Engineering Director

GUSTAV HEIN, Executive Secretary to the
Board cof Harbor Commissioners

PAULA GROND, Executive Secretary

Biehl & Bell, et al.




b

01:35

01:36

01:36

01:36

01:36

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Long Beach, California
Monday, August 2, 2004

1:35 p.m. - 2:30 p.m,

MR. CALHOUN: Last item on the regular agenda is
resolution for adoption and recommended approval of
certifying the FiqfllEnvironmental Impact Report, the
Statement of Overri&lngfConsiderations, Mitigation
Monitoring Plan and Reporﬁing Program, Applicaticn
Summary Report, Master Plan Amendment No. 18 for
Pier J South Terminal Development and authorize the
Executive Director to submit to the California
Coastal Commission for certification.

Before we have a motion, do we have a staff
report, Mr. Kanter?

DR. KANTER: Yes, we do, Mr. President. I have
a fairly extensive one, so I will try to take it a
bit slow here.

On January 26, 2001, the Port, in
cooperation with the U.S8. Army Corps of Engineers,
issued a Notice of Intent/Notice of Preparation to
prepare an environmental impact statement,
environmental impact report and application summary
report for the Pier J South Terminal Development

Prcject. A public scoping meeting for the project

Biehl & Bell, et al.
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was held on February 7th, 2001, and no comments were
received during the public scoping ﬁeeting; however,
five letters were received on the NOI and NOP. The
board and Corps released a draft EIS/EIR on‘

June 11, 2001, followed by a public hearing on

July 16, 2001. The public comment pericd ended on
July 24th, 2001, .I§§ges of '‘concern raised in the
comment letters incluéed‘hir guality emissions, oil
spill prevention and respo?Fe, ballast water
management concerns, identification of potentially
contaminated sites, o0il wells and traffic impacts.
Because of the number and the scope of the comments,
a revised draft EIS/EIR, which included an air toxics
health risk assessment, was prepared and released for
public review on December 16, 2002. The Corps and
the Port conducted two public hearings on January 27,
and at the request of the public extended the public
review period from February 3rd to February 27, 2003.
The issues of concern raised in the comment letters
included air quality, agquatic resources,
environmental justice, flood damage prevention, storm
water run-c¢ff, oil spill prevention and response,
ballast water management, navigation safety, traffic
impacts and cumulative air impacts.

In order to further provide information and

Biehl & Bell, et al.
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analysis regarding the environmental effects of the
project, the draft EIS/EIR was again revised and on
August 18, 2003, the board and the Corps released a

second revised document for public review. The Corps

‘and the Port conducted two more public hearings on

September 22, 2003, and the public comment period
ended on October 3rd, 2003.

27 comment letters from 19 agencies and
individuals were receive@fduring the last two public
comment periods. Four comments were received during
public hearings and the remainder were received by
mail. The comments received during the first public
comment pericd were incorporated into the document
and, therefore, did not receive individual responses.
However, the bulk of the comments addressed the
following issues: Air toxics and air quality.
Comments expressed concern regarding the health
effects of air particulates from the port. 1In
responsge, an air toxicg health risk assessment was
prepared and later amended to include the later
methodology.

Traffic and transportation and
infrastructure. Ccncern was expressed regarding the
effects of the project on traffic in the area,

including the I-710; and in response, a comprehensive

Biehl & Bell, et al.
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traffic management plan is required to address
construciton impacts, and the Por£ is actively
participating in local and retail planning efforts
related to the I-710.

Landfill mitigation. Comments guestioned
the source of the Port's mitigation credits and the
applicability of_yegland restoration to mitigate
harbor impacts. 1In rééponse, an interagency
bico-litigation team compyﬁsed of U.S5. Fish and
Wildlife Service, the National Marine Fisheries
Service, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the
California Department of Fish and Game and the
Regional Water Quality Control Board has determined
the suitability and the number of wetlands
restoration credits that are required for each fill
preposed in this project.

Water quality. There were sgseveral comments
on the water quality and bioclogical impacts of
dredging, storm water and invasive species. Water
quality issues during dredging are addressed by
special conditions that are placed on the permits
from the Corps of Engineers and the Regional Water
Quality Control Board. Storm water is addressed by
the General Construction Storm Water and General

Industrial Storm Water permits both administered by

Biehl & Bell, et al.
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1 the Regional Water Quality Control Board. And

2 similarly, the Califcrnia State Lands Commission

3 regulates ballast water discharges. The Port will

4 need to obtain the various permits from these

5 agencies in order to start its construction project.

& The other comments pertain tc CEQA

i processes, biologyh;nqise, asthetics, sediment

8 quality, project baseline selective, local and

g national economy, light angfélare, public health,
01:41 10 public safety, seismic safety, flood, dangers from

11 tsunamis, o0il wells and project alternatives,

12 project-related cumulative impacts. The Port and its

13 consultants considered each of the comments and

14 prepared responses that are included in this final

01:41 15 EIR.

16 Detailed responses to all of the comments

17 were mailed to each cf the commenters on July 1lst,

18 2004, and have been included in the final EIR, which

19 is transmitted herewith to-the Board for review and
01:41 20 consideration. Port staff has worked extensively

21 with our consultant, URS, and wvarious subconsultants

22 to fully respond to all of the comments.

23 For a moment, I would just like to digress

24 and just talk a little bit about the qualifications
0l:41 25 of these consultants who we've worked with on

Bichl & Bell, et al.



e A ig—— e

01:42

01:42

01:42

01:42

01:43

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

numerous projects and are very qualified. Their
complete resumes have been enterea into the record.

But Carol Stefanic Meads, whe is with URS,
was a project manager through all of these iterations
of the document. Carcl has 27 years of experience in
the environmental and natural resources field and is
an expert iﬁ'theAgrgparat{on of environmental
documents under CEQA and NEPA, National Environmental
Policy Act. Ms. Meads hﬁé advanced degrees in
training and public administration, environmental law
and environmental engineering.

One of our current key staffers who worked
on the air quality was Dana Burn. She has worked in
alir guality, engineering and consulting field since
1982. Her responsibilities at URS include managing
and conducting air quality analysis for environmental
impact assessment, air toxic and human health risk
assessment, ailr guality modeling and air permitting
and compliance projects.- Ms. Burn has advanced
degrees in training and toxiceology and environmental
engineering.

Another key area of this environmental
document was our traffic and transportation. Meyers
Mahada Associates was our key sub-consultant on this

project. Gary Hamrick, who was the project manager,

Biehl & Bell, et al.




01:43

01:43

01:43

01:43

01:44

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

has 20 years of experience managing transportation
and planning projects, including city—wide and
area-wide master plans, corridor studies,
non-motorized transportation plans, traffic impact
analyses for numerous development projects, goods
movement and trucking studies and port area and
planning studies rglated tc travel and demand
modeling. Mr., Hamrick has advanced degrees in
training and economics, tﬁénsportation planning and
transportation demand management.

Again, their complete resumes are in the
record.

Both gtaff and URS have carefully reviewed
all of the materials and have concluded that the
responses are complete and accurate that we have
provided in the final EIR and have fully complied

with all legal reguirements, including CEQA, the

State CEQA guidelines and the local CEQA guidelines.

I also would like to make note for the
record, many of you have received copies of two
letters that were received after business hours on
Friday. One was sent as joint letter from the
Coaliticn for Clean Air and the Natural Rescurces
Defense Council and cone was sent by the AQMD staff.

Both reiterated their concerns that we had seen in

Bichl & Bell, et al,
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previous comment letters, and we believe those
concerns were fully addressed intthe final EIR.

So the staff recommends that the Board of
Commissioners take the following action on the
project: To adopt the resclution certifying the
final EIR pursuant to the California Environmental
Quality Acty mak%pg_certaﬁn findings, adopting the
statement of overridihg considerations, adopting the
mitigation monitoring a&@lreporting program, adopting
the application summary report, adopting the Port
Master Plan Amendment Nco. 18 and authorizing the
executive director to submit the PMP Amendment No. 18
to the California Ccastal Commission for
certification.

Thank you.

MR. CALHOUN: Thank you. Members of the public
that wigh to address the board on this matter? If
so, please --

MR. HEIN: Starting with John Dibernardo,
please.

MR. DIBERNARDO: Mr. President, Commissioners.
My name is John Dibernardo. I'm with SSA Marine, and
I also represent Pacific Maritime Services, the
operator at Pier J South. While we support the

expansiocn of Pier J, it's very important that we do

Biehl & Bell, et al.
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so in order to service our clients' needs today and
in the future. But at the same time, it sustains at
least 1,000 full-time equivalent jobs at that
terminal.

Even having said that, we realize at the
time we do addregs envirconmental issues that
Mr. Kanter brouggtiup; and the Port and its staff has
done a very good job éﬁumerating those issues. And
we will commit working %ith the Port, as well as our
steamship line customers in addressing all of those
mitigation measures that are outlined in the report.

We encourage you to adopt the report as it
stands. Thank you very much.

MR. CALHOUN: Thank you, Mr. Dibernardo.

Mr. Hein?

MR. HEIN: Mr. Necel Park.

MR. CALHOQUN: Mr. Park?

MR. PARK: Thank you. My name ig Noel Park. I
live in San Pedro. I'm-the president of the San
Pedro and Peninsula Homeowners Coalition, and we did
submit extensive written comments on these draft
EIR's and appeared at least one of the hearings, so
we're building upon that.

I'm going to speak today primarily about air

guality. We have other concerns about traffic and so

Bieh] & Bell, et al.
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on, but that is ocur biggest issue here, and I think
our learned friends from the NRDé and the Coalition
for Clean Air will speak, you know, to the technical
issues that they found with the EIR.

I mean, in short, we find that the EIR is
written in such a way as to understate the amount of
emissions that-agg;going to come from this terminal,
both in the shert run and in the long run, and, ycou
know, quite frankly, to;?bfuscate the issue of the
health impacts.

And my contribution today, I'm going to try
te just speak to you as a community member and try to
communicate our concern about these health impacts.
And in doing so, I'm going to quote from a letter
that we wrote to you on October 6 of 2003 to which we
have not had a response, but I'm going to try to do
as much of it as I can in the time you allow me.

Thig letter transmits a report that was
written by one of our members, Jchn Miller, M.D., who
did an extensive search of the medical literature to
find research into the health impacts of diesel
exhaust, and he's listed some 29 impacts here. And
these are very technical; and if I mispronounce any
words, I hope you will forgive me. But I'm going to

start down this list and just go through as many of

Biehl & Bell, et al.
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them as I can to help you understand, I hope, that
it's not just about cancer. And it's a tremendous, I
believe -- well, I won't use that word. But to
declare an overriding necessity or an overriding
consideration to increase the amount of these diesel
emigsions into our communities, to us it's just wrong
and, quite fraﬁk}y@‘iﬁmor;l; so I'm going to read
this stuff to vyou. .

Prenatal and péginatal effects:
Inter-uterine growth retardation, elevated incidents
of low birth weight infants, increased incidents of
spontaneous miscarriage, increased incidents of
respiratory cause of death in newborng, elevated
incidents of serious birth defects, increases of
sudden infant death syndromes, SIDS.

Childhood effects: Diminished lung growth
in children with unknown long-term effects on the
individual; development of asthma in children
involved in aétive Sporté; exacerbations of existing
asthma; elevation of incidents of asthma in children
and teenagers, an ongeing world-wide phenomenon;
increases in incidents of bronchitiec "sinduram”
symptoms; loss of days from gchool attendance due to
respiratory problems; potentiation enhancement of

allergy -- allergic effects to -- of known allergins

Bichl & Bell. et al.
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such as rag weed pollen when individuals exposed to
diesel particles and the allergin concomitantly.
Adulthoocd: Elevated incidents of lung
cancer and a linear relationship with progressive
increases of fine particle PM2.5 air pollution. The
category PM2.5 includes the particles less than one
micron in size' AEEevéteé.incidents of myocardial
infarctions, heart atfécks; elevated incidents of
mortality from cardiovagéular diseases, heart attacks
and strokes; triggering of myocardial infarctions
associated with spikes in PM2.5; elevation of
cardiopulmonary deaths and a linear relationship with
increases of PM2.5; significant elevations in all
cauge mortality associated with increases of PM2.5;
increased incidents of bronchitic syndromes; chronic
obstructive pulmonary disease; increaged incidents,
prevalence and exacerbations of existing disease;
fatal exacerbations of COPD; exacerbations of asthma
leading to time off work, emergency room visits and
hespitalizations; approximately 1.5 times elevation
in the smoking adjusted incidents of lung cancer in
workers occupationally exposed to diesel exhausts
versusg the smoking ingested relative risk baseline of

incidents of lung cancer in similar non-exposed

pepulations,

Biehl & Bell, et al.
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Chronic exposure to part}culate pellution
shortens lives by one to three years. Higher
concentrations of particulate air pollution have been
linked to low heart rate wvariability, a risk factor
for heart attacks., Association is stronger for
people with pre-existing cardiovascular conditions;
mitochondrial damage in célls, all age groups; airway
inflammatory changes,.éil age groups; damage to a
depth of aviolar and airyay ﬁicrophages, all age
groups.

And then in our letter we site another study
that came after this which traces diesel exhaust to
incidents ¢f brain cancer in children.

So I have no idea where I am with my three
minutes or five minutes; but I say again, please
listen to our friends. Their analysis of this, it
just increases the health risk to our populations.
And we ask you please to try it again, and this time
somehow mitigation these impacts down to zero.

Thank you.

MR. CALHOUN: Thank you, Mr. Park.

And that letter, which is over the signature

of Richard Habnick, chair, is a part of the record?
MR. PARK: Thig indeed is a letter that's over

the signature of Noel Park, president; and I'm going

Biehl & Bell, et al.
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to leave this with you for your rgcords, if you have
it somewhere.

MR, CALHOUN: 1It's in the document. It's in the
EIR.

MR. HEIN: Next one is Mr. Campbell.

MR. CAMPBELL: Good afternoon, President and
Commissioners. My hame is Todd Campbell. I'm the
policy director for tﬁéICoalition for Clean Air. I'm
also city councilmember for the City of Burbank, and
T certainly can appreciate a lot of the community
members who aren't coming to you saying nc expansion
whatsoever. In my jurigdiction, we have -- 1if you
even mention the word "G" or "growth" or "expansion,"
you're in trouble.

So I wanted to first bring to you a message
that the Coalition for Clean Air and Natural Resource
Defense Council are coming before you today very
thankful for all of the work and the hard work the
staff has put together. ~ We have some various serious
differences in terms of what the reality will be in
the future and what the actual emissions impacts will
be from this project. And we don't believe that that
would mean that the project could not go forward.
What we're trying to essentially say is there are

actually real meaningful mitigation measures that

Biehl & Bell, et al.
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this commission can direct and improve upon this
project to make sure and to ensure that the community
adjacent suffers from the least impact possible.

So, therefore, we are today asking you to
delay the approval of the FEIR and direct staff to
correct the baseline used in the report, reinforce

the document with meaningful mitigation measures and

s ',
-

revige the health risk aszsessment to reflect actual
risk to workers and commun%bies adjacent to the
project. |

In terms of baseline, the problem we have
with bageline is that the study is using a 2015
bageline, and there are several problems with that.
First of all, under CEQA and NEPA, you are supposed
to use the baseline when this project is established;
and that, I believe, is in the year 2001.

Second, the FEIR assumes that emissions
reductions will be achieved via regulatory action,
and I certainly can understand when modelers are
trying to say, okay, well, the air resources board is
going to do several actions and clearly diesel
exhaust is a significant health concern. So as the
alr resources board, we're trying to reduce emissions
by 75 percent by 2010 and 85 percent by 2020.

Unfortunately in trying to reduce diesel exhaust

Biehl & Bell, et al,
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particulate, it has been a tremendous struggle for

the state. And I have been working with the air

resources board very closely. Unfortunately, there

is no rule on the books today that will achieve this

goal at the ports; and, therefore, we have a problem

with a baseline that assumes that a goal will

£, N

actually become Feality.

The other problem that we have is that the

Heévy—duty standards tha¥ are mentioned only apply to

on-road sources, and these standards will be phased

in not in 2007, but until 2010. Now, each of you

know, as I do, that fleets that come to ports or

airports are not brand-new. Unfortunately, a lot of

these fleets, particularly the heavy-duty fleets that

are trying to be competitive, price competitive and

ship cargo, will not be at a price or will not have

the model year 2010 or 2015 stamped on them when this

project becomes reality. In fact, this preoject will

begin operation in 2007 with the original 50 acres.
So that's another thing that calls into

dquestion, you know, how can You uUsSe some of the

emissions standards that are used in the baseline

when you know that the actual rules and regulations

won't come into effect until 2010.

The other point i that this only covers

Bichl & Bell, et al.
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on-road sources. It doesn't cover non-road sources.
Those are your yard picks, your top picks, your side
picks, other equipment in the yard. And the non-rocad
rule doesn't come into effect until 2013. So already
by establishing a baseline in 2015, you might be
painting a picture that may not accurately reflect
the actual éfoﬁed%.i ‘

In termg of mitigation, we released -- "we"
being the Natural Resourgés Defense Council and
Coalition for Clean Air released a report called
"Harboring Pollution." I don't know whether or not
you've had an opportunity to see it. Certainly your
staff has been able to review it; and, in fact, we
met with them shortly after its release to discuss
some of the insights and opportunities that we have
identified for ports to become benefit or positive
neighbors to communities. And I think that's, you
know, certainly in the interest for a lot of
authorities, not just thé Port Autherity for Long
Beach, but for every authority because obviously the
port serves as a very important economic function to
the region.

Low sulfur fuel and vessels, for example, 1is
one perfect thing that I might want to raise. The

FEIR mentions 20 parts per million sulfur. It is

Riehl & Rell. ot al
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very clear to us and, in fact, we've heard a lot of
terminal operators about using sulfur levels as low
as 2000 parts per million. This will be significant
reduction in emissions and certainly should be
incorpofated into the FEIR instead of just not being
mentioned at all.

Aléb,‘as?ybulveré well know, cold ironing,
the report that your éﬁﬁ staff put together,
démonstrated that the teghnology is wvery cost
effective. And through our work with the Port of
Los Angeles, we attended the unveiling of the AMP
project with China Shipping, and I should say to you
or express to you so that you know the conversations
that we've had with China Shipping is that they are
very, very supportive. Captain Lee is very, very
supportive of the project. In fact, they have
committed to more ships to be altered and configured
to participate in the AMP program. And All Star
considered to do a similar program back in China.

So it's frustrating to sgee some of the
conditions that were put into the FEIR that may
actually serve as a roadblock; and, in fact, we would
argue that you should extend this cost effective
strategy, which could reduce it up to one ton of

nitrogen oxides per day tc the entire project. Not

Biehl & Bell, et al.
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just the one wharf, but the entire pier. We find or
we believe that it's not only the right thing to do,
but it's in the best interest of the future operator
and certainly in the best interest of the Port of
Long Beach.

MR. CALHOUN: Could you summarize your position?

MR. CAMPBELIr: jAEsol&fely. I can go on and on
about mitigation measﬁéésf

I just want to ﬁhnally mention the health

risk assessment. We have several concerns,

particularly with some of the speeds that are used

and some of the toxics that were left out. We -- I
hope you have received a copy of our letter. I think
that if you read it, and you could -- if you ask
staff guestions about things that you don't -- aren't

fully comfortakle with, I think that you will find
that there may be a real reason to delay this vote
today.
Thank you very, very much.

MR. CALHOUN: Thank vyou, Mr. Campbell.

MR. HEIN: Next speaker, Mr. President, is
Melissa Perella.

MS. PERELLA: Good afternoon president and
members of the board. My name is Melissa Lynn

FPerella and on behalf of NRDC, I would like to thank

Biehl & Bell. et al,
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you for the opportunity to provide comments today.

As indicated by staff on Friday night, NRDC
and the Clean Air Coalition faxed to you a letter
outlining the continuing deficiencies in the
FEIS/FEIR and strongly urged you not to approve the
Pier J project today and not to certify the
FEIS/FEIR. If ‘yon have not done so already, I
strongly urge you to review that information before
making a decision today.y;

Further, I brought with me today the
enclosures to that letter and have submitted them
intec the record. I believe that you will find these
documents provide additional information that the
environmental review for this project is deficient.

Ag noted in our letter and as commented by
Mr. Campbell, the EIR/EIS suffers from a number of
deficiencies including, for example, the FEIR/FEIS
greatly underestimates the impacts of the project by
using a 2015 baseline. -CEQA indicates that the

bagseline should generally be the condition of the

environment at the time of the notice of preparation.

Furthermore, case law suggests that utilizing future
conditions as the baseline invalidates the EIR
because it minimizes the impacts of the project and

misleads the public. Also by using a 2015 baseline,

Biehl & Bell, et al.
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the FEIS/FEIR ignores the impacts of the early phases
of the project and assumes future growth that has not
been subject to environmental review or approval by
this board.

Second, the FEIR also underestimates the
impacts of the project bylimproperly assuming a
75 percent redﬁcgidn %p_air emissions based on CARB's
diesel plan. Preliminéry.CARB's diesel 2000 year
ﬁién is a goal. It is A%t an adopted rule or
regulation. 1In fact, since the plan's inception,
CARB has not been able to adopt any rules that would
translate into a reduction in emissicons in the Port
area; therefore, there's no guarantee that the plan
will result in any emission reducticns at the Port.

Third, the FEIS/FEIR should propose more
meaningful mitigation. The low sulfur fuel
requirement for marine wvessels should be changed to
require a sulfur content of 2000 PPM or lower while
at berth and for maneuvéring. For comparison
purposes, the European union marine fields directive
will require ships docked at union ports to use 1,000
PPM sulfur fuel or clearer. The current reguirement
proposed by staff would allow 20,000 PPM sulfur fuel.

Also under the current mitigation proposed,

a ship would not be required to plug in unlessg the

Rishl & Rall st al
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1 Port actually constructs a new wharf at Pier J and an

2 agreement exists between the Port and operator for

3 the use of the new wharf and the ship exceeds six

4 ship calls per year to the Port and the ship is
02:02 5 projected to consume a certain amount of power per

6 year while berthed at the terminal. Such

7 contingencies arg}Likely to preclude shoreside power

8 from being constructed at Pier J or utilized by any

9 ship. Instead, the Porﬁyéhould implement shoreside
02:03 10 power at all wharfs at Pier J and require that a

11 certain percentage of ships utilize that power. For

12 comparison purpcses, the Port of Losg Angeles has an

13 80 percent compliance requirement at the Matson

14 Terminal.
02:03 15 In conclusion, this Port should use this

16 opportunity to demonstrate its commitment to cold

17 ironing and a no net increase in port emissions by

18 not approving the project as is and not certifying

19 the FEIS/FEIR in its current form.
02:03 20 Thank you for your consideration.

21 MR. CALHOUN: Thank you, Ms. Perella.

22 MR. HEIN: Don May.

23 MR. CALHOUN: Mr. May.

24 MR. MAY: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. My name 1is
02:03 25 Don May representing California Earth Corps.

Biehl & Bell, et al.
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I would first like to say that when I use
the word "we," the pronoun, it includes not cnly
those folks that Earth Corps represents, but all of
you guys and the people that you represent; and 1
believe that we do have a common interest in our
constituents in trying to’eliminate, reduce, bring
back to a reéséngﬁrg igyei all of these health
impacts that Noel Parks and all of us have been
télking about for so 1oﬂg. And we do want to thank
the Port for the progress it's made so far,
particularly in recalling and reissuing the EIR and
taking a good start at it, but we do find it still
inadequate in two major respects that you've heard a
bit about.

One is in terms of baseline and, you know,
these guys are the attorneys. But as I read CEQA, it
says that the baseline has to be at the time the NOP
is produced, and that was November of the year 2000;
therefore, that needs té be the baseline.

Second is a health risk assessment as was
pointed out as fails to include a lot of priority
pellutants that need to be included. But mostly is
still insufficient in locking at particulates, not
only in terms of categorical -- the categories that

are left out, but in terms of the numbers of the ocnes

Rich]l & Rall ot al
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that are in there.

The second major area, of course, 1is
mitigation. And, first of all, I would like to again
call your attention that the 2006 fuels are available
here, now, today. Port of Los Angeles does have a
dock that dispenses marine fuels that meet the -- is
less than lé.pért;pér\miliion of sulfur. 8.75 is
what is measured, andti.have no reason to believe
it'g any higher than thagi We could be using that
right now today. 1In fact, were that done right now
today, that would mitigate back to the 2000 level all
of those increases that have occurred in the last
four years. That is to say, if vou used CD-2, that's
the 8.7 parts per million sulfur, you could not only
in all of the diesel non-mobile around, but in terms
of the mobile sources and, in particularly, for those
ships that are cold -- those ships that are hoteling
that use auxiliary power, auxiliary diesel, requiring
them to use low sulfur dﬁesel, ultra low sulfur, less
than 15 part per million right now in Port would get
you a long ways back and certainly bridge the gap
until ceold ironing is a fact for Pier J, for all of
Pier J.

Looking, then, at the other things that --

certainly in terms of broader mitigation, what you

Biehl & Bell, et al.
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1 need to be locking at is cold ironing for all of
2 Pier J. Ultimately, that gets rid of the big source
3 of health risk, the big séurce of adverse health
4 impacts that all of our constituents are suffering.
02:07 5 Not only that, but c¢lear up to Burbank and throughout
€ the South Coast air basin. That's been talked about
7 at length, But'I;misufe what we need is to make sure
8 this happens.
g - A word about mifigation. One thing that our
02:07 10 group has found over the years is every time you
11 don't do the mitigation first before you allow the
f 12 project to go forward, every single time, the
| 13 mitigation never happens. Mitigations that were
% 14 suppoged to have happened before projects gtarted in
% 02:07 15 the earlier '70s, ﬁe're still waiting for, and hope
16 gets dimmer and dimmer all of the time.
17 So please make sure the mitigations take
18 place prior to the time that construction starts.
19 That's the way it works for the mitigation for fill.
E 02:08 20 The Port has done -- gone out and gotten mitigatiocn
21 credits at Bolsa Chica and other places up and down
22 the coast, and that's appreciated. Those mitigations
23 are in place and certified and functional before you
24 take them, and that should be the case with these
02:08 25 other things as well. These are things like

28
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switching to.alternative fuels that you can do right
now and without a big inconvenience.

Again, we're talking about on-site yard
equipment at Pier J. These all should be meeting the
2007 standards right now. We can do that right now,
both with the ones that run continuously that require
particulaté‘filtéré,i;nd'all of them to use the
CD-2's and fuels sucﬂ'és_that.

" Finally, I thiﬁ& this BIR is being looked at
broadly by the entire community, not just the
environmental community, but all of your
constituents, all of Long Beach, and far beyond, as
to see whether this is a test for what the Port's
commitment really 1is to bring down the emissions,
bring down the health risk and make the air safe and
clean for all of us.

So I do hope that you will correct these
things. ©Our friends at NRDC and CCA have much more
extensive job. I hope you will read their comments
carefully, and I wish that you would hold this over
for long enough to clean up those areas that are
identified as inadedquate.

Thank you very much for your time.

MR. CALHOUN: Thank you, Mr. May.

MR. HEIN: Those are all of the speakers I have,

Riehl & Rell. ot al.
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Mr. President.
MR. CALHOUN: Is there anyone elsgse that wishes
to address the board on this item?
Hearing none, does staff have any further
report or response?

DR. KANTER: Mr. President, we have no more

b b

comments. Coa

t

MR. CALHOUN: Isifﬁere a motion?

MR. HANKLA: Perhaps the board could ask a
question.

MR. CALHOUN: All right.

MR. HANKLA. I have a guestion, Dr. Kanter.

I'm interested in the precedent for
establishment of the 2015 baseline. And basically
determination made and reached toc being an
{inaudible) to test the project.

DR. KANTER: If I may, Tom Johnson is our
manager of the environmental section, and he was very
closely involved in those, those major decisions. I
would like to call him up.

MR. JOHNSON: Thank you.

The NRDC criticized the use of 2015 future
bagse for traffic impacts in a couple of their
comments letters, both on an earlier draft and on the

current draft. And we have provided a response to

Biehl & Bell, et al.
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that comment, and it's on Pages 45 and 46 of the
regponses to comments in your document.

Bagically, the bageline with respect to
analyzing traffic impacts is a somewhat different
animal than the baseline for other impacts, and it is

common practice, almost universal practice in

*
'

Southern Caiiforﬁié éo use the base at the time when
the project opens in.;écognition of the fact that
there will be a considePgble increage in traffic or
gsome level of increase in traffic on area roads
whether we build the project or not. And that the
proper way to analyze the impact of the project is
not to place it plump down in today's traffic, but
rather to place it in the traffic that it will be in
when it opens.

MR. HANKLA: We note the various stages of the
project will come online prior to 2015, and how have
we adjusted our estimates for that purpose?

MR. JOHNSON: Each of the phases of construction
of the 1l15-acre project corresponds roughly to one of
the alternatives. Phase I is essentially the 52-acre
alternative, and so forth. The 75-acre alternative
comes online in 2011. And in each of those, we use
the future base at the time of project opening. So

the base for analyzing the impacts of the 52-acre

Biehl & Bell, et al.
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alternative, which would be Phase I, essentially, of

the larger project, is 2007, the projected opening

date, not the 2015.
MR. HANKLA: So the letters that would show

constantly refer to 2015 are not quite accurate.

MR. JOHNSON: I believe that's the case, yes,

sir. CT

Any questions or comments?

MR. CALHOUN:
MR. HANCOCK: Yeal, ﬁﬂb, there were a lot of

references to additional mitigations that the

speakers feel we should be undertaking.

Do you have any comment on any particular

items at all?
I would just say that, you know, we

DR. KANTER:
grappled very long and hard with appropriate
mitigations, feasible mitigations, cost-effective

mitigations through the preparation of this document.

We believe that for the impacts that were identified
and for the technology that we see not only now but
in the foreseeable near term -- in the foreseeable

future that we applied appropriate mitigation

meagures. And as you &re well aware, some of those

mitigation meagsures we actually started implementing

a year ago that affect this terminal and other

terminals, for instance, On the vard equipment and

Bichl & Bell, et al.
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1 the liké.
2 So staff is quite comfortable with the
3 recommended mitigations and feel they are appropriate
4 and cost effective, particularly with regard to the
p2:14 5 cold ironing reguirements and the identification of
6 candidate vessels and the like for future build out.
7 MR. CALHOUN: Mr. Cordero?
8 MR. CORDEﬁ'o:' 'Iﬁ'ri- Klant:'e;r, with regard to the
9 overall project here that‘s at issue, the Pier J
02:14 10 profebt, as conceptualizedgés that something that
11 definitively we know is going to take place to the
12 extent that perhaps we may think this project is
13 going to go? Is that in our hands or is that
14 something that five years from now we're going to
02:14 15 decide what the demand is in terms of this type of
186 mega-pier project?
17 DR. KANTER: Well, if your guestion is will we
18 build the whole proposed project? Is that --
19 MR. CORDERC: Right. We're loocking in terms of
02:15 20 long term, in the end, whét would be the
21 environmental impact of the proposed project? So I
22 think what we have to get a good assessment is when
23 we're looking towards that, are we actually looking
24 towards a mega project as extensive as some people
02:15 25 believe?
33
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DR. KANTER: Well, we do cur planning and
environmental documentation based on the conceived
maximum project, the worst case scenario if you will.
We do long-term planning for that in terms of our
land-use needs, and we evaluate all of the phases so
that we have, if you will, the worst case.

One of the_thlngs yvou don't want to do in
our CEQA evaluation is to suddenly realize after
you're part of the way dgwn the line is you needed a
bigger project and you got to do it again, and you
might be accused of segmenting the project, that you
tried to somehow manipulate the results because you
envisioned smaller chunks. So what we have
envisioned was a project that would meet the
projected future cargo demands and efficiency demands
of this terminal, and the project as proposed would
do that; and as a result, we analyzed from the worst
possible case for the full build out. Time could
change some of that. I don't know. We have about a
13-year planning -- or build out herizon on this
total. Certainly things could happen in the middle
of that.

But right now we believe that it represents
the conceived project and the time schedule that it

would be implemented.
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MR. CALHOUN: Mr. Johnson, did you want to add
something?

MR. JOHNSON: I wanted tec elaborate on
Dr. Kanter's response concerning the mitigatioﬁ
measures, because there's a lot of criticism in the
NRDC letter of mitigation measures that I believe
they offer some figures that are incorrect, and I
wanted to make ggre that the -- that you were clear
on, for example, their ifiticism of our mitigation
meagure that will requife vessels to use a marine
distillate fuel, basically marine gasgs o©il, in their
auxiliary engines 1f they can't ceold iron. Where
that use is consistent with safety, NRDC is saying
that those fuels have 20,000 parts per million of
sulfur and, thus, it would be very polluting. But,
in fact, those fuels tend to have sulfur content of
2500 parts per million or less, and so it would be
much cleaner than the bunker fuels that are being
burned now.

And the other issue that I wanted to address
was their contention that using clean fuel in
construction eqgquipment is a pointless measure without
exhaust controls, and, in fact, that's not the case.

We can achieve some significant emissions reductions

from construction equipment. Even though that

35
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construction equipment can't necessarily accommodate
exhaust controls, the use of clean fuels is still an
effective emigsion contreol measure.

MR. CALHOUN: You're referring to the letter
from the NRDC, dated July 30, 20047

THE WITNESS:‘ ¥e§, sir. That's right.

Thank yéz.:

MR. CORDERO: Mr. Kgpter, let me focus on three
a;eas here ﬁhat I want tg make sure for the record we
establish in terms of the concerns that have been
expressed and how this commission sees those
concerng, because I think my interest here is that
whatever we vote, for or against, should be not
interpreted in terms of that this Port and this
Commission is insensitive to the environmental
concerns that we all have been concerned about., So I
don't want to give the wrong message to the community
that, in fact, if we vote one way or the other, does
that mean that, in fact, we're environmentally
insensitive.

And in that regard, let me address the three
areas that I want to establish some further
information.

No. 1, this project is -- if everything was

to go well, including the demand of the tenant for
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such sgpace at a mega terminal, you're talking about

the end result would be the year 2018 or thereabouts.
Am I correct?

DR. KANTER: Right.

MR. CORDERO: And I am hopeful, and I've only
been sgitting here for one. year on this Commission,
but I can tell yg;;tha; for the one year that I've
been on this Commission,TI've seen many, many
environmentél programs,#some of the mitigation
measures that have been addressed. So I'm hopeful
that by 2018, we will be very successful in
eliminating much of the pollution that we're
concerned about or at least mitigated substantially.

Now, this project first came in, with regard
tc this EIR report, extending back to January 26,
2001, right?

DR, KANTER: Yes.

MR. CORDERO: Okay. Now since then, in all
fairness, we've had six public hearings and cbviously
a lot of opportunities -- in fact, I have a whole
book here with regard to the inquiries and letters
from the community, which have not been ignored.

So with that aspect, I'm concerned that how

much further do we delay this project now with regard

to some of the concerns that have been addressed.
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Now, referring to the two latter areas.
Mitigation measures, now in the letter that I
reviewed, and I will say I've given a cursory review
to the letter of NRDC only becauge I just received
it, so excuse me if I didn't comprehend this
paragraph by paragraph. But I did note that some of
the mitigatién ﬁeééﬁrés tﬁat have been addressed as
concerns, I just want LQ make sure that, in fact, we
a¥e doing. And I've notéﬁ five that have been listed
here, including low sulfur fuel for ships for use at
berth and maneuvering. Now, of course, there's some
problematic issues with regard to that one because of
the jurisdiction guestion. But nevertheless, I know
we're attempting to address that.

No. 2, alternative fuels for yard equipment.
That's not just one item on the agenda. There's been
a lot of items on the agenda in the past year with
regard to what we're doing in that vein. Hybrid
engines for locomotive sQitchers, investment in the
Gateway City's program for replacement of old
polluting truck engines. We've expended a lot of
time on that, and there's been community forums with
regard to that. Now, the only guestion is how do you
get an independent contractor to retrofit his truck

or buy a new truck? I mean there are issues way
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there by really focusing on that, because I
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whether you feel comfortable that we are mov:iih

direction. X

DR. KANTER: We feel comfortable with th¢
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selection of the baseline as Dr. Johnson expia'™’
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That is always a question of what is appropt !

the project. And we have, with our technicdi
. . gy bt
experts, felt quite comfortable in our decint'!

the appropriate baseline was used.

MR. CORDERO: My last comment, I will nav *'¥
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mentioned cold ironing. I'm not too sure whether
we've excluded the fact that cold ironing would be a
regquired function at this particular project. I i
don't know. I know we discussed about it. I know,
in part, it will be available. But those are answers
that we definitively at this point do not have
answers to,léléhoﬁgh I coéld represent we have moved
in a very swift direcéi&n‘to address cold ironing.
From my point of view, tﬂe best scenario would be
that cold ironing is something that would be required
in this particular project. But again it's easy to
say that, but for those of you who have tc share our
concerns in terms of what we do as a commission,
there's a real balancing act that we have to do here.
I mean, it's not just a matter of saying to the
world, "If you're going to come to this particular
pier, you're going to have to have cold ironing
available."

And the best scenario we could offer is that
hopefully some of our customers, and particularly the
shippers and carriers, will lock te this scenario and
say, "This is how we are going to have to do business
in the future." And concluding this long-winded

commentary on my part, I just want to make sure that

that's the direction we're going.

Biehl & Bell, et al.
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Again, primarily you've answered my first
guestion with regard to, it seems to me, the core of
the questions here is the baseline that we're using.

DR. KANTER: I just wanted to clarify on thé
cold ironing, that is a mitigation requirement.

If a new wharf cqmponent of the project is
built, then thé tgngnp;woﬁld enter into an agreement
through a lease modifiéation to accept that berth and
oéerate it. The Port wogid provide the shoreside
electrical, and the tenant would agree to cold iron
candidate vessels at that berth when that time comes.

MR. CALHOUN: Mr. Johnson?

MR. JOHNSON: I think it's important to keep in
mind the comparison that NRDC makes between the Port
of Los Angeles situation at the terminal that they've
issued an RFP, the o©ld Matson Terminal, where they
are going to redevelop the whole terminal at once,
and they can retrofit the berths for cold ironing and
cause that to happen. -

Here we have a terminal that's under an
existing lease with facilities that have to remain
open. And so we've taken what we believe is the most
feasible approach to incorporating cecld ironing as a

mitigation measure at an active operating terminal,

which is to install it as we rebuild old wharfs and
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construct new wharfs. 8o the parallels raiged in the
NRDC letter are not good parallels with this present
project.

MR. CALHOQUN: Thank you.

Commissioner Hankla.

MR. HANKLA: Yes. With regard to celd ironing,
and I recognize it's sort of a sexy thing to talk
about today and certaiﬁiy makes a lot of press. I
have seen technology, whybh, if proved feasible, will
render cold ironing obsclete in a very short order.
And so while I think we ought to strive for air
quality and emission reductions, I wouldn't want to
saddle cold ironing as the only possibkility.

MR. CALHOUN: Mr. Hancock?

MR. HANCOCK: I would like to respond, also, to
a question that Mario raised, because I raised the
gsame issue, and this is about this is effectively a
long-term plan development. And I raised the same
igsue that I think you were implying doesn't need to
be cut into piecesg, and I think Bob answered that in
the same way as I understand it. If you did that,
you would be risking a segmentation response coming
down when you move to the next stage five years from
now.

So if I understood correctly, your point was

43
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you've got to take the whole bite of the apple even
though some of it may not ever occur, and I find that
a satisfactory regponse. That's the world we deal in
in dealing with CEQA.

I look at this as a long-term plan. It's
going to increase efficiency, as well as, I'm sure,
accommodate'fhé gfcﬁtﬁ thét's going to happen
probably regardless oﬁélway or ancther. I do feel
that while not perhaps pgrfect in the eyes cof some of
the learned people in the audience, and I commend all
of you for the thoroughness of your presentations, we
have made, I think, thorough and effective mitigation
efforts in this over a period of three and a half
yvearsg through the three different releases of this in
trying to be responsive to it.

So I'm prepared to move forward with a
recommendation, and I would sc mcve that we adopt the
resolution certifying the final EIR pursuant toc the
California Environmental Quality Act, making certain
findings, adopting the statement of overriding
considerations, adopting mitigation monitoring and
reporting program, adopting the applicaticn summary
report, adopting the Port Master Plan Amendment
No. 18 and authorizing the executive director to

submit PMP Amendment No. 18 to the California Coastal
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Commission for Certification.
MR. CORDERO: Is there a second?
MS. TOPSY-ELVORD: Second.
MR. CALHOUN: There is a second.

Is there any questions or comments or

further discussion?

&
e '

Heariﬁg'%oﬁe, ali in favor of adopting the
resolution, please say "aye."
MS. TOPSY-ELVORD: g§e.
MR. HANKLA: Aye.
MR. CORDERO: Aye.
MR. HANCOCK: Aye.
MR. CALHOUN: Aye.
All right. Any opposed? The motion
carries, and the resolution has been adopted.
Mr. Hein, is there anything else on the
agenda?
MR. HEIN: No, sir.
MR. CALHOUN: All right. I'll entertain a
moticn to adjourn.
MS. TOPSY-ELVORD: So moved.
MR. CALHQUN: Second. No objection, we are
adjourned.
/
/
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I, the undersigned, a Certified Shorthand
Reporter of the State of California, do hereby certify:

That the foregoing proceedings were taken
before me at the time and place herein set forth; that
any witnesses in the foregoing proceedings, prior to
testifying, were placed undqt.oath; that a verbatim
record of the proceedings was made by me using machine
shorthand which was thereafter transcribed under my
direction; further, that the foregeoing is an accurate
transcription thereof.

I further certify that I am neither financially
interested in the action nor a relative or employvee of
any attorney of any of the parties.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have this date subscribed
my name.

miG 1 3 2004

Dated:

Q/U\ALKJULCL4AmJCL::E;%}x’__

MARIANNA DONNER
CSR No. 7504

Biehl & Bell, et al.
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| ‘July 30, 2004

Via Facsimile; Original ro be Submitted ar Hearing with Enclosures

President John R. Calhoun, J.D.

Members of the Board of Harbor Corrmussmncrs
Port of Long Beach

925 Harbor Plaza

Long Beach, California 20802

Re:  Opposition to Certification of Final EIS/EIR for Port of Long Beach Pier J Project
and Request for Disapproval of Project

Dear President Calhoun and Members of the Board:

We write on behalf of the Namral Resources Defense Council ("NRDC™), the Coaliton for
Clean Air (*CCA™), and our over 550,000 members, tens of thousands of whom reside in
Southern California, to strongly urge you nor to approve the Pier J South Terminal Development
project (“Project™) and nor to certify the Final Environmental Impact Starement/Environmental
Impact Repon for the Project (“Final EIS/EIR™). Tt is imperarive that staff remedy critical
deficiencies in the Final EIS/EIR and propose meamngﬂd rmugancm of the Project before this
Board approves the Project. . . ., ¢ .

The proposed Project will create 2 385-ac:-e mega terminal that will have a profound effect on

the environment and the neighboring communities. While we do not oppose the proposed
Project per se, the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) require the Port of Long Beach (“POLB™) and the Army Corps of Engineers -
("Corps”) 10 accurately identify the environmental impacts of the Project, and propose adequate
mitigation measures. Unfortunately, the Final EIS/EIR faxls in both respects.

Moreover, the City of Long Beach has pledged 10 Support 2 “no-net increase™ policy for Port
emissions. However, this Project if approved in its current form will dramarically increase Port
emissions. As we describe in the arached summary of deficiencies in the Final EIS/EIR, there
are two significant flaws in the emissions calculations in the

Natural Rasources Defensa Council Coantion for Cisan Alr
523w 6" Swyeet, 10% Fisor

1314 Secona Streac
Sama Mamca, CA 90401 Los Angetes, CA 30014
310-434-2300 213630-1182
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document: {1) the Final EIS/EIR looks at emissions only as of 2015 - ignoring emissions that
~will occur when the first phase (that adds 50 acres) is completed in 2007 and later

phase 10 be completed in 2009, 2010, and 2014, distorting the emissions by assuming ¢leaner
vehicles and equipment; and (2) the Final EIS/EIR improperly rakes the “goal” in the California
Air Resources Board's (CARB) 2000 Risk Reduction Plan, and assumes thar this goal of 2 75%
emissions reduction of parriculate maner by 2010 will be achieved, even though CARB has not
adopted a single rule to achieve this goal that would apply 10 on or off road wrucks and equipment

ar the Port.

Likewise, the Final EIS/EIR claims thar by 2010 there will be a 90% reduction in emissions from
on and off-road equipment as a result of a rule adopred by the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency (CEPA”) that requires new rrucks sold starring in 2010 1o meet these lower emissions
levels — bur it is well known that the majonity of nucks visiting the Port are berween 10 and 30
years old, and it is absurd to assume that 100% of the rucks visiting the terminal in 2010 will be
new mucks meeting this ncw standard. Moreover, this standard only applies 1o new on road
tucks —~ new standards apphcable 1] oﬁ'-road eqmpment like yard wactors won’t fully take etfect

unti] 2013.

For many of the same reasons, the conclusion in the Health Risk Assessment that the Project will
nor pose a significant health risk to the communiry is flat out wrong. Indeed, it swains credulity
10 assert that with just a few minimal mitigation measures a project of this enormity would not
pose a significant health threat to the community. This Assessment must be revised 1o conform
with standard scientific principles, as discussed further in the artached document.

As aresulr of the gross underestimation of emissions from this Project, only minimal mitigation
measures are proposed. As we discuss in the antached summary of deficiencies, the proposed
measures in fact will lead to minimal emissions reductions. For example: (1) while the proposal
to use cleaner fuels sounds good on the surface, by allowing the use of “marine distillate fuel,”
this would allow sulfur content as high as 20,000 parts per million sulfur, when levels of at most
2,000 ppm should be allowed; (2) the-requirement 1o use cold-ironing only applies if 2 new wharf
is built, and then only if certain restrictions are met, which is unlikely; (3) the requirement thar
constructon equipment use cleaner fuels is meaningless if the measure does not also require the
installation of pollurion controls on the equipment; and (4) the asserted commitment for yard
equipment to meet EPA tier 4 standards is unrealistic given that the standards that apply o yard
equipment will not be fully phased in undl 2013, so more swringent requirements for the use of
altemarive ﬁJeIs or new on-road engines mecn.ng the EPA 2007 standards should be mandated

instead.

The failure to raquire the use of cold-ironing for.all berths at Pier ] — without restictions - is
truly woubling given the Port’s report.on cold-ironing that concluded that it is a very cost-
effective technology. We urge this Board 10 mandate instead that at least 80% of all marine
vessels that call on any berth at Pier J must plug into electric power, just as the Port of Los
Angeles has required as part of its Request for Proposal for Berths 206-209 (the Matson
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terminal). The shipping companies then have the flexibility to determine how best 1 achieve
this percentage while ensuring lower emissions. But allowing any ship thar makes fewer than six
calls per year to avaid cold-ironing simply means that the shipping companies can avoid this
requirement by sending a greater variety of ships to Pier ] each year.

By contrast, as our report entitled, Harboring Pollution: The Dirty Truth Abour US. Ports
(March 2004) (enclosed) points out, there are. numerous cost-effective mitigation measures that
can be implemented at this Project, but which the Final EIS/EIR to1ally ignores, including lower-
sulfur fue] for ships for use at berth and in maneuvering; alternarive fuels for yard equipment;
alternative fuels and hybrid engines for locomotive switchers; investment in the Gateway Ciries
program 1o replace old polluting nuck engines, and increases in the use of on-dock rail, just o
name a few. Addirional detail on proposed mirigation measures is contained in the attached
excerpts from our most recent report entitled, Aarboring Pollurion: Solutions for America's
Dirry Porrs (June 2004).

‘We urge this Board 1o direct staff 1o evaluare cach of these mitigation meusurcs wad to
propose implementation of sngmﬁcant mmg:mon prior to approval of the Project.

We have repeatedly raised these concems m comrnem lcne:s submined 1o the Port and the Corp
(copies of our July 24, 2001, March 28, 2003 and October 3, 2003 comments are enclosed), but
the Final EIS/EIR fails to remedy thése serious problems with the Final EIS/EIR. Indeed, the
final document fails to address the same concerns raised by the South Coasr Air Quality
Management District and EPA, leading us 10 belicve that staff is simply ignoring our concerns.

In sum, the only way this Board can hold tue 10 the comminnent to cap emissions is to
disapprave the Project and direct staff to fix the Final EIS/EIR and propose effective mitigation

Gail Ruderman Feuer
Narura! Resources Defense Council

Todd Campbell
Coalition for Clean Air

cc:  Geraldine Knatz, Ph.D, Port ot‘ Long Beach
Aaron Allen, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Encls.
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In this amachment we will sumimarize the most significant deficiencies in the Final EIS/EIR for
Pier 1 South Terminal Development Project (“Project”).

| & The Final E1S/EIR Grossly Underestimates Emissions.
A. The Final EIS/EIR Conrtinues to Use the Incorrect Baseline.

The Final EIS/E[R greatly underestimates the impacts of the Project by using the wrong baseline.
Both NEPA and CEQA mandate that “significant environmental impacts™ must be calculated by
comparing the projected furure impacts of the proposed project as compared 1o the present level
of impacts without the project. See, e.g, CEQA Guideline 15125.

Here, the Final EIS/EIR incorrectly compares the projected impacts of the Project 10 a future
projected baseline in the year 2015, by arguing that the 2015 baseline accounts for “many
planned and proposed expansion projects.” See e.g., Final EIS/EIR Responses to NRDC “A”
Comments at 50. However, the Port’s reliance on a 2015 baseline vastly underestimates the
environmental impacts created by the Project, and assumes a substantial amount of growth that it
claims will occur even without the Project (and which argued growth is not the subject of any
environmental review). The Port's attempt to minimize the environmental impacts of the Project
by urilizing a 2015 baseline is improper. See¢ e.g., Enrvironmental Planning and Information
Council of Western El Darado County v. Couniy of EL. Dorado, 131 Cal. App. 3d 350 (1982)
(where agency urilized future conditions as the baseline, as opposed 1o present condirons, EIR
misled the public “as 1o the reality of the impacts and subverted[ed] full consideration of the

actual environmental impacts which would result”™).

It is improper for the Final EIS/EIR to conclude that growth in container operations at Pier I will
occur with or without the proposed expansion project. It is precisely because of this expansion
project that the added growth will accur — reinforcing that the Final EIS/EIR needs 10 take the
baseline as of the time of issuance of the Notice of Preparation. As the November 7, 2000
Memo from Jordan Woodman Dobson describing the use of container backlands at the Partof
Los Angeles shows, TEU throughput is typically measured based on the capacity per net acre.
This memo stazes that the typical TEU per acre ranges from 4700 to 7300 TEUs per year per acre
depending on how containers are stored. However, there are limitations on how high containers
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can be stored, so it is not reasonable 10 assume that substantial growth will occur merely by
stacking containers higher at the terminal.

Moreover, as we discuss below, by using a 2015 “baseline,” the Final EIS/EIR fails 1o consider
the enviranmental impacts of the Project in 2007 — by which time the first Phase with the
addition of 50 acres of land will commence operations, and later phases 1o be fully built by 2010
and 2014. By looking at a 2015 baseline, the Part also improperly assumes that there will be
cleaner vehicles and equipment on and off-site ~ which clearly will not be in place in 2007, 2010,
and 2014, when each of the first |V phases is completed, respectively.

B.  TheFinal E{S/EIR Improperly Assumes a 75% Reducrion in Emissions
From Ou and Off-Roud Vehicles to Grossly Underestimate Emissions.

.‘...

The Port also grossly underesnmates crmssmns from the Pro_;ect by assuming 73 percent

reducrions in particulatz maser (“*PM10") and nirrogen oxides (“NOx”) from operations as a
result of implementation of the California Air Resources Board’s ("CARB") Risk Reduction Plan
to Reduce Particulate Maner Emissions from Diesel-Fueled Engines and Vehicles (~

Diesel Plan™), and a 90 percent reduction in PM and 95 percent reducton in NOx through the
implementarion of EPA’s Conrrol of Air Pollution from New Motor Vehicles: Heavy-Dury
Engine and Vehicle Standards and Highway Diesel Fuel Sulfur Conrrol ReQuiremcnrs; Final
Rule (“EPA’s Heavy-Dury Vehicle Rule™). The Port’s reliance on emissions reductions from
mplememanon of CARB’s Diesel Plan and EPA’s Hcavy-Duty Vehicle Rules, and its
incorporation of a 75 percent across the board emissions reduction is fatally flawed.!

First, it is improper for the Final EIS/ETR 10 1ake the staced “goal” in the CARB Dicsel Plan of

- 75% reductions in emissions by 2010 (see enclosed Plan, page 2), and assume that this goal will

be met by 2010, because the CARB Diesel Plan is nor an adopted rule or regulation. In fact,
since the plan’s inception in 2000, CARB has failed 1o adopr a single rule thar would require the
clean-up of oucks or off-site equipment thar services the port, so applicarion of a hypothetical
75% reduction is improper. Rather, given the absence of any adopred rules, there is no guarantee
that any emissions standard, certification program, or engine rewofit program proposed under the
CARB Diesel Plan will result in any emxssxons reductons for any phase of the proposecLijef:L

Moreover, even the CARB Diesel. Plan acknowledges that r.he 75% goal may not be met. As the
Plan states, “From 2000 to 2010, ARB staff predicts diesel PM emissions and risk would
decrease by only about 20 percent if the’ recommended measures are not implemented.” CARB
Risk Reduction Plan (enclosed) October 2000, p. 31. The Final EIS/EIR must be revised to
reflect ar most a 20% reduction in emissions 3y 2010, using the 2000 inventory. If the EIS/EIR
uses the EMFAC 2002 model (which is appropriate), then as discussed below, even less than a

! Ulimarely, the Pan., “ta be conservarive™ incorporated a 75 percant emission reduction rate to estimate the

operational exhaust PM10 and NOx emissions from the offsite diesel qucks and the exhaust PM10 emissions fom

onsite equzplnenl. See FEIS/EIR ar 3-24. The Final E{S/E[R argued that the 75 percent reduction was
“conservative” in light of the Porv’s comention that i, could have assumed higher reductions due to EPA’s Heavy-

Dury Vehicle Rules. See .

W
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20% emissions reduction level would be appropriate. Accordingly, the CARB Diesel Plan
cannot be the foundation for the emission réduc:iorxs claimed in the Final EIS/EIR.

Further, the CARB Diesel Plan esumates a 75% reduction i in emissions from the 2000 baseline
inventory. The Final EIS/EIR again ens by then applymg a 75% reduction to the 2002 inventory
- this inventory already accounts for reductions in emissions from fleet turnover, so even if the
CARB Diesel Plan were real, application of 2 75% reduction is not proper.

Second, the Port’s assumption that EPA’s Heavy-Durty Vehicle On-Road Rule would resultina
90 percent reduction in PM and 95 percent reduction in NOx for on and off-road vehicles is
grossly inaccurate. As outlined in our previous comments (which are antached), these rules apply
1o on-road trucks only; they do not evezﬂy apply to non-road operational equipment (like yard
wactors) which are significantly more polluting than on-road trucks. Further, the EPA rules will
apply only 10 new on-road vehicle pu:chases Cons:quendy, unless the enrire uck fleet at the
Port will be scrapped and replaced with brand-new vehicles that comply with the EPA standards
(an unlikely scenario), the Final EIS/EIR may not assume a 90 percent reduction in PM and 95
percent reduction in NOx.

The assumprion that all rucks servicing the porr will be new is belied by the large percentage of
trucks that are ar least 20 years old in the South Coast Air Basin. As the antached presentarion
entitled “"Gateway Cities Clean Air Pilot Program” (April 2003) shows, in 2003 there were 9,937
20-year or older rucks operating in the South Coast Air Basin. The Gateway Cines Program
estimates that approxxmately 6,000 of these older trucks service the Ports. Yet the Final EIS/EIR
fails 1o adjust the emissions factors it uses to reflect the fact that the fleet servicing the port is

older than the general populauon of rucks opemnng in Cahfm-ma.

Third, the Final EIS/EIR contcmplates l:hat r.he proposcd Project will be implemented in five
phases, the first phase to be campleted in July 2007, the second phase to be completed in July
2009, and the third phase 10 be completed by July 2010. See Final EIS/EIR at 1-5. However, the
emissions reductions claimed in the Final FIS/EIR apply 10 2015 emissions factors. Sece.g.,
Final EIS/FIR ar 3-12. Further, the Final EIS/EIR concedes that exhaust PM10 emissions from
new diesel-fueled vehicles and engines will not be reduced by 75 percent until 2010, and that
EPA's Heavy Duty Vehicle Rules will not begin 1o be phased in untl 2007 (with full phase-in by
2010). See Final EIS/EIR at3-23. Thus, even in the absurd hypothetical case where 100% of the
mucks visiring this rerminal were new, zhey would not meet the 75% reduction claimed in the :

Final EIS/EIR untl 2010.

Fourth, to the extent the Final EIS/EIR wants 1o take credit for emissions reductions from EPA’s
newly Rule governing Off-Road Vehicles, this rule will not be fully phased in until 2013, so
again, the Final EIS/EIR cannot assumne thar these new off-road tractors will be used 1 achieve
emissions reductions as of 2007 when the first phase is completed.

Accordingly, the Final EIS/EIR overstates emissions reductions, and as a result, greatly
underestimates the air quality impacts of the Prolec: which alread_fy exceed significance
thresholds. L , o
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II.  The Mitigarion Measures Idenrified in the Ei.nal EISIEIR Remain Insufficient.
The mitigation measuras proposed in the Final EIS/EIR are far from adequate. Preliminarily, as
discussed above, because the Final EIS/EIR uses an incorrect baseline, and grossly understates
air emissions, the Final EIS/EIR fails 1o adr.qqatcly identify the significant environmental
impacts of the Project. As a result, the Por fails to identify measures that will fully mirigate

those impacts.

Moreover, the proposed mirigation measures, while promising on the surface, will not resalt in
meaningful emissions reductions, and feasible mitigarion measures exist that are much more
effective than those identified in the Final EIS/EIR.

Marine Vesselsy

The Final EIS/EIR proposes that operators-use. cleanet diesel fuels in ship auxiliary power
generator motors or exhaust gas wearment technologies.. However, the Final EIS/EIR allows
operators to utilize “marine distillate fuel” which may have a sulfur content as high as 20,000
ppm. For comparison purpases, the European Union (“EU™) marine fuels directive will require
ships docked at EU ports to use 1,000 ppm sulfur fuel or cleaner. Further, the midgation
measure, by referring only 1o the auxiliary fuel tanks appears only to apply to emissions while at
berth. Yet significant emissions result from maneuvering at the Port. Accordingly, it is essential
that the Port require that a truly low sulfur fuel (no higher than 2,000 ppm sulfur, and ideally
lower) be used as soon as vessels servicing the terminal enter California waters.

Further, while exhaust gas mearment technologies such as selective caralytic reduction or direct
water injection can result in significant NOx reductions, PM reductions are minimal, and in some
cases, such controls may actally increase PM emissions where the sulfur conrent in fuel is high.
Thus, while mitigation measures that require operators o use lower sulfur fuels or pollution
conrrols can result in emissions reductions, such measures must be well-defined and ata
minimum require operators to use cleaner fuels with no higher than 2,000 ppm sulfur, and 10 use

those fuels while in California waters.

In addition, while we commend Port staff for proposing a mitigation measure that includes the
use of shore-side pawer for ships art berth (cold-ironing), the measure as written, is ineffective.
Indeed, a ship will not be required 10 “plug-in” unless the Port actually constructs a “new” wharf
at Pier J, and an agreement exists berween the Port and operator for the use of the new wharf,
and the ship exceeds six ship calls ta the. Port per year, and the ship is pro;ected T0 consume more
than 1.2 KWh power per year while: benhcd at the terminal. Such contingencies are likely to
preclude shore~sxdc power from ever bcl.ng consmu:ted at Pier J or utilized by any ship.

The Final EIS/EIR should, at the very least, require the elecmrification of all existing wharves at
Pier J and thar 80% of all ships calling on Pier J (at any wharf) use electric power instead of
running their engines, just as the Port of Los Angeles has required as part of its Request for
Proposal for Berths 206-209. The shipping companies then have the flexibility 1o determine how
best to achieve this percentage while ensuring lower emissions. Bur allowing any ship that
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makes fewer than six calls per year to avoid cold-ironing simply means thax the shipping
companies can avoid this requirement by sending a greater variety of ships 0 Pier J each year.

Construcrion Equipment

In addition, to mitigate canstruction impacts, the Final EIS/EIR proposes that conractors use
ulra-low sulfur diesel fuel or “alternative™ diesel fuel in all diesel-powered equipment used at
the Project site. However, such measures are ineffective unless the cleaner fuels are used in
conjunction with pollunon controls. For example, the use of 15 ppm sulfur diesel fuel has
minimal emissions impact when used alone, and is already mandated for use beginning in mid
2006. Bur, when equipment is equipped with a diesel particulate rap and uses low sulfur fuel, it
can achieve 85% reductions in PM. Likewise, the use of emulsified diesel fuel has some
emissions benefits, but when combined with the use of a diesel oxidadon caralyst, it achieves a
50% reduction in PM. Accordingly, in order 1o make this mitigation measure effective, the Port
should require the use of altemnarive fuels (natural gas or propane) or a diesel particulare ap and
low sulfur diesel fuel. If one of these options is not feasible, then the EIS/EIR should require the

use of emulsified diesel fuel and a diesel oxidarion catalyst. -«
Off-Road Yard Equipmenf B |

The Final EIS/EIR requires that all diesel-powered non-road temminal equipment “meet the
emissions standards set forth in the EPA’s “Conwol of Emissions of Air Pollution From Non-
Road Diesel Engines and Fuel.” Fina] E{S/EIR at 3-21-22. This mitigation measure is very
unclear. The Final EIS/EIR needs to clarify whether this means thar (1) all off road equipment
(e.g., yard hostlers) used anywhere on Pier J as of 2007 must be new and (2) whether they must
meet the Tier 4 standard (which would achieve a 90% reduction in PM emissions). The problem
is thar the cleaner Tier 4 standard is not scheduled to be phascd in unril 2011 w 2013, s0ir’s
unclear if the Port is requiring that all yard tractors used an site meet this standard in 2007 - or
(as we think is more likely), that as new yard wactors are purchased, they meet the new standard
(Le., starting in 2011). Ifit is the larter situation, this would be a useless mirigation measure

because such equipment already needs 1o meet the EPA standard.

Instead, we urge the Port to require the use of alternative fuel yard equipment (natural gas or
propane), just as the Port of Los Angeles has required at the China Shipping terminal, which can
achieve dramatic emissions reductions as of 2007. Alternatively, the Port should require the use
starting in 2007 of new on-road engines in yard tractors. This would also achieve significant
emissions reductions. But the mirigation as currently proposed appears only to require that any
new Tractors meet the weaker Tier 3 (2006) standard, which will already be required by EPA,
ungl theTxer4standardxsphasedms:amng mZOII

Orn Roud Truclcs Tagbom, I.ocamanm
The Final EIS/EIR fails to include any mitigation to offset the significant emissions that will

come from on-road wrucks, tugboats, and locomotives. As the anached reports, Harboring
Pollution: The Dirty Truth abour U.S. Ports and Harboring Pollution: Solutions for America’s
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Dirty Ports describe, there are numerous mitigation measures that can be applied to these
sources, including invesmment in the Gareway Cities truck replacement program, re-powering of
Tugboats used for the Praject with cleaner engines; and replacement of the switcher locomotives
with alternative fuel or hybrid electric engines. Yet none of these measures are proposad here.

Lastly, the mitigation measures for operational emissions do not go into effect until Phase [ of the
project is “placed in operation,” or until July 2007. See Final EIS/EIR az ES-11. However,
portions of Phase I may be camplete prior to 2007, and thus, result in unmitigated emissions.

1IL.  The Port’s Health Risk Assessment Study is Fatally Flawed,

The health risk assessment ("HRA") conducted as part of the Final EIS/EIR improperly finds no
significant risk from the Project.

First, among other things, several pollutants were wrongfully excluded from analysis. The HRA
covers 22 Toxic Air Contaminants (“TAC"), omining at least one TAC and entirely excluding
criteria pollurants with known adverse health impacts. While chromium emissions were
documented and calculated in several rables in the HRA appendices, chromium was omirted from
the list of TACs presented in the HRA. Health risks from chromium should have been included
in this analysis. Acute health risks from other pollutants, such as carbon monoxide, nitrogen
dioxide and sulfur dioxide were also excluded from the analysis, despite being well known
pollutants associated with diesel and gasoline engines. The omission of these pollutants led 10 2

general underestimation of risks.

Second, diesel emission rates are severely underestimated in the Final EIS/EIR as well as the
HRA. As stated above, the Port may not take credit for furure projected emissions reductions
from CARB’s Diesel Plan without CARB first having in place rules designed to achieve those
reductions. See Final EIS/EIR Appendix C at 2-3. Had the Final EIS/EIR properly accounted for
furure diesel emissions and emission reducrions, projected emissions and associated health
impacts would be well above significance thresholds.

Third, the HRA fails 1o include any risk analysis associated with operation of the Long Beach
Intermodal Conrainer Transfer Facility "ICTF”). Indeed, while the scope of the HRA includes
the port terminals and a portion of the 710 freeway, it excluded the ICTF, a rail yard a few miles
away that serves the Port. The ICTF should not have been omired because many of the
containers going through the expanded Project area will come from or go 1o the ICTF, increasing
‘emissions ar that facility and therefore creating a2 potential for adverse health impacts above the
threshold. In facr, the Final EIS/EIR projects that “the proposed 385-acre terminal, which
includes an expanded on-dock rail yard, would Transport 30 percent of the total rerminal
throughput by rail.” See Final EIS/EIR.at 1-10. .

Moreover, while the Final EIS/EIR states that there are few “recepton“ near its facilities, a
residential community is directly next to and downwind of the ICTF, including an elementary
school. Homes are separated from this facility by only a road and a wall. In addidon, limited air
monitoring conducted jn that community already indicates elevated levels of diesel pollutants.
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Fourth, Appendix E (Health Risk Assessment Addendum, January 2004) wrongly characterizes a
30 mile per hour wavel speed for wucks in 2015 as 3 “conservative estimate™ to evaluate health
impacts on nearby receptors along the freeway segment (i.e., the I-710). See Final EIS/EIR
appendix E at 6-2. The Los Angeles County MTA's 2001 I..ong Range Transportaton Plan
(LRTP) clearly states thar 2001 average freeway conditions “operate at less than 35 miles an hour
and that freeways in the cenmral Los Angeles area, West Side and San Gabriel Valley operate at
less than twenty miles an hour. The 2001 LRTP further states thar, = with population and
employment generaring 30 percent more wavel, that freeway speeds will dramartically decrease
and that many parts of the county will opeme at less than 20 miles per hour (m "025) without
additional wansportation improvements.” See 2001 LRTP, p. 1-7. Therefore, itis chsmgcnuous
for the “HRA for Diesel Truck Emissions on I-710" to state that the risk estimate is
“conservative” by using a tavel speed of 30 miles per hour for wucks, rather than the freeway
speed limit of 65 miles per hour. The Final EIS/EIR clearly cannot assume that ransportation
improvements will occur on the I-710. Further, current freeway conditions do not reflect 65 mile
per hour speeds throughour LA County. Therefore, the Final EIS/EIR analysis is incorrect and
fails to conservatively cvaluate the risk of diescl exhaust exposure 1o nearby receptors.

Fifth, the HRA improperly examines thc health nsks assoc:axcd with the 115-acre build-outina
vacuum. For example, the HRA segments risks associated with the 710 freeway and the Project.
Exposures 1o Pier J and the 710 freeway occur at the same time and therefore it is unclear why
health risks from both of these sotirces are presented separately in the HRA. Moreover, when
exposures to the Project and the 710 freeway are analyzed together, cancer risks are above the
significance threshold. Similarly, the HRA fails 1o examine, as part of its cumulative impact
analysis, risks associared with the existing operations at Pier J, and the Porr as a whole. A person
with respiratory problems will react 1o the combination of pollution generated ar the port — not
just the increase in pollution from the additional 115-acres. Clearly, had the HRA properly
examined all cumularive risks, it would have concluded significant risk from the Project.

Sixih, the HRA underestimates the health impacrs of diesel PM from the 710 freeway. The
annual PM concentrations in the I-710 analysis were created by multiplying maximum hourly
concentrations by a factor of 0.08.  While this was recommended by EPA in 1995, this technique
is outdared given that current models can easily calculate annual concentrarions. This arbitrary
facror led 10 a significant underestimation of emissions and therefore health impacts from the I-
710. Furthermore, it appears that the number of vehicles per hour was significantly
underestimared. For example, given the estimated 1243 additional trucks per day for the 115-
acre project, peak hourly vehicles should be roughly 200 1o 300 per hour. Instead, 40 vehicles
Ppér hour was used, even though it is stated in the appendlx that peak hourly vehicles should be 10

percent of the toral, 124 in this case.



-
LAl /
Lerier o e erets

‘7

P. 0. BOX 57C - LONG BEACH, CA 9080I-0570 - TELEPHONE (562) 437-004] - FAX (562} 901-1725

>
}(j’f

September 9, 2004

Ms. Melissa Lin Perrella Mr. Todd Campbell

Ms. Gail Ruderman Feuer Coalition for Clean Air
Natural Resources Defense Council 523 W. 6 Street, 10" Floor
1314 Second Street Los Angeles, CA 90014

Santa Monica, CA 90401

Re:  FEIR for Pier J South Marine Terminal — SCH # 2000-061141 —~ Response to Your
Letter dated July 30, 2004

Dear Ms. Perrela, Ms. Feuer, and Mr. Campbeil;

The Port of Long Beach received your letter dated July 30, 2004 and the attachment
commenting on the Final EIS/EIR ("FEIR") for the Pier J South Terminal Development
project ("Project”) after the close of business on Friday, July 30, 2004. As your cover
letter appears simply to summarize the assertions made in the attachment, the
following responds to both documents together.

I. The FEIR Does Not Grossly Underestimate Emissions

A. The FEIR Does Not Use an Incorrect Baseline. NRDC's assertion that
the FEIR uses an incorrect baseline was responded to in detail in the FEIR (see pages
45 and 46 of the Responses to "A” Comments in FEIR). To summarize, NRDC alleges
that the analysis in the FEIR inappropriately compares environmental impacts of the
Project with conditions that would exist in 2015. NRDC asserts that the FEIR should
instead analyze impacts under a scenario where the fully constructed project is inserted
into the environment that existed in June, 2000, when the Notice of Preparation was
originally issued. That assertion is incorrect for several reasons.

First, NRDC overstates the FEIR's use of a 2015 baseline. Except with regard to the
operational traffic impacts under “Ground Transportation” (which did utilize 2007, 2011
and 2015 baselines corresponding with full build-out of the 52-acre, the 75-acre and the
115-acre alternatives), the other impacts are either measured against existing (year
2000) conditions in the FEIR or are measured in the manner specifically prescribed for
such impacts. For example, air quality impacts are first examined against the backdrop
of the existing environmental setting (see, e.g., FEIR pages 3-1 to 3-8), but are
ultimately measured against thresholds of significance established by SCAQMD for
project construction and project operation. Obviously, the SCAQMD establishes the
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thresholds of significance on the basis of the existing air quality conditions. The
resources evaluations in Section 3 of the FEIR each begin with an examination of the
existing conditions and environmental settings. Then, for each of the 13 topics, the
threshold of significance is stated; i.e., what is to be compared to what for purposes of
defining whether the impact is significant. In all instances the assessments of impacts
associated with the proposed project alternatives involve the alternative’s relationship to
the existing conditions. This is also true with regard to traffic impacts. The analysis
begins with a determination of the existing conditions at the 12 study intersections and
freeway segments (Table 3.5.1-2 of the FEIR). Moreover, the impacts projected to
occur prior to build-out were based upon existing conditions. Hence, the analysis of
traffic impacts resulting from construction activities for the 115-Acre Alternative does
not utilize the 2015 completion year, as those impacts would begin occurring shortly
after project approval and would be concluded well prior to 2015. The construction
traffic analysis determines the greatest number of construction trips in the most active
construction phase and assesses the impacts of that number of trips. Thus, the
construction impacts on ground transportation are determined by comparing them fo
existing conditions. In this case, the construction traffic impacts are determined to be
potentially significant, but are ultimately found to be less than significant with
mitigation.

Certain operationaltraffic impacts are also analyzed against pre-2015 baseline
conditions. For example, because the 52-acre alternative evaluated in the FEIR is
essentially phase 1 of the Project, and because the operational traffic impacts of the 52-
acre alternative are evaluated against conditions in 2007 when it is projected to be
operational, phase 1 of the Project is evaluated for operational traffic impacts against a
2007 baseline condition.

Second, CEQA does not establish an inflexible rule as to what physical conditions must
be used as the baseline for a project; rather, CEQA simply seeks to ensure that project
impacts are not underestimated. Although the existing physical conditions at the time
of publishing of the Notice of Preparation “normally” should be used as the baseline for
determining whether impacts are significant (14 Cal. Code Regs. § 15125(a)), the CEQA
Guidelines recognize that lead agencies may elect to formulate a different baseline in
appropriate situations (Save Our Peninsula Comm. v. Monterey County (2001) 87
Cal.App.4™ 99, 126; Fat v. County of Sacramento (2002) 97 Cal.App.4™ 1270, 1277). If
a lead agency knows that various environmental conditions will either improve or
degrade before a project is constructed, the lead agency may take the changing
environment into account in setting the baseline for its impact analysis (Napa Gitizens
for Honest Government v. Napa County (2001) 91 Cal.App.4™ 342, 363).
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NRDC’s assertion that CEQA mandates that the FEIR analyze the Project’s operational
traffic impacts against a year 2000 baseline is unrealistic given the 13-year construction
schedule and fact that the Project would not be fully operational until 2015 at the
earliest. An EIR rarely, if ever, analyzes the traffic impacts of a project based upon the
existing baseline condition. Rather, traffic impact conclusions are based on the year of
build-out and beyond, typically comparing cumulative base conditions and cumulative
base plus project conditions. For example, the "City of Los Angeles Traffic Study
Guidelines/Thresholds” expressly provides that a project’s traffic impacts should be
determined by the exact method that was utilized in the FEIR. As stated in the
Guidelines/Thresholds document:

“Project impacts are typically based upon a comparison of intersection
LOS for cumulative base and cumulative base plus project (final
LOS) conditions. The cumulative base conditions are comprised of
existing traffic levels increased by a factor to account for ambient growth,
plus projected traffic levels from known related projects in the vicinity.
Using the appropriate intersection capacity methodologies described
above, guantify the cumulative plus project LOS at the study intersections
for the projected cumulative plus project traffic volumes. The project
impact is determined by comparing the projected cumulative
base and cumulative plus project intersection LOS, using the
defined significance threshold.” (Emphasis added.)

Please note that not only does the City of Los Angeles Guidelines/Thresholds document
set forth the approach typically used in EIRs for determining traffic impacts, but its use
here is appropriate because several of the FEIR’s 12 Study Intersections and Highway
Links are within the City of Los Angeles.

NRDC's scenario is unrealistic because it would not accurately reflect the conditions
under which the project would be operated; that is, it does not account for future
degradation of traffic conditions due to regional growth, including both increased cargo
throughput, population increases, and the resultant increase in trip generation rates
that would occur with or without construction of the Project. Cargo increases would
occur because of market forces (increasing demand) and because of the availability of
operational strategies that would allow an increase in throughput at the existing facility,
including increased grounded operations, alternative stacking methods, and better gate
movements. Higher stacking is also an operational option. All of these options are less
desirable than the Project because they involve higher labor per acre requirements,
higher accident rates for the workforce, and higher environmental costs because they
are less efficient. The upper limit of TEUs per acre capacity has not nearly been

-3-
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reached at the Port, and thus it is reasonable to expect that growth will occur in
container operations at Pier ], with or without the project; this point is discussed more
fully at the end of this section.

As stated in the FEIR, the Project would be constructed in five phases, and would not
be fully operational until 2015 at the earliest. Because the Project would have the
greatest operational traffic impacts once it was fully constructed, the FEIR focuses on
that fully operational condition for purposes of determining operational traffic impacts,
rather than artificially using the year 2000 baseline for purposes of analysis. Such an
approach does not underestimate the operational traffic impacts: indeed, using 2015 as
the analysis year reveals more severe traffic impacts of the Project than would result
from using a year 2000 base year because the Project traffic is imposed on roadways
and intersections operating at lower levels of service due to the higher future traffic
volume. For this reason, the caiculation based upon the 2015 full operation year resuits
in more conservative (i.e., “worst-case”) estimates.

In any event, the FEIR provides all of the information necessary for the public as well as
the decision makers to compare the operational traffic impacts of the Project with the
year 2000 baseline. The FEIR contains an analysis of the existing conditions at the 12
Study Intersections and Highway Links, which allows for a comparison of existing
conditions to the full build-out project condition, plus the cumulative traffic (see pages
47-48 of Responses to “"A” Comments in the FEIR). The FEIR shows how these 12
study areas operated in the year 2000 and how they will perform in 2015, the first full
year of operation, both with the Project and without the Project. The Project impact is
the difference between these two columns, which can be easily compared to the
column reflecting existing conditions in the year 2000. Moreover, a traffic analysis of
“existing plus project” conditions was done for car and truck traffic, with trip generation
estimated based upon existing conditions at the Pier J South terminal (page 49 of
Responses to "A” Comments in FEIR). That analysis showed the estimated increase in
daily car and truck trips from the Project under existing conditions to be less than those
projected increases under the 2015 conditions. The corresponding peak hour trips
would also be less.

In summary, the use of 2015 base conditions is appropriate under industry standards
and regulatory guidance and does not underestimate traffic impacts. The FEIR shows
that cumulative effects on the highway segments caused by development and growth
through the year 2015 without the project will be significant. Thus, while the FEIR
concludes that the “stand alone” project impact on the freeway segments does not
meet the threshold of significance, it also acknowledges that the cumulative impact of
the anticipated future projects and growth will be significant.

4
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With regard to air quality emission calculations, it would be nonsensical to suggest that
calendar year 2000 be plugged into the EMission FACtors ("EMFAC”) models in order to
create a totally hypothetical scenaric where the project was fully operational in that
year. According to the User’s Guide for EMFAC 2001/EMFAC 2002, the calendar year
utilized for a model run will establish the latest model year of equipment used and will
incorporate the 45 model years. Thus, for example, if the year 2000 is utilized in the
model run, the calculations would assume a mix of trucks and equipment models
ranging from 1955 to the year 2000. Using this assumption for a project that would not
be fully operational until 2015 would produce results that are based upon vehicle age
mixes that are off by 15 years. It would be unscientific to conduct modeling that would
not truly reflect the project alternatives, namely, that the first operational year of the
52-Acre Alternative would be 2007, for the 75-Acre Alternative 2011, and for the 115-
Acre Alternative 2015.

Using 2000 as the base year for air quality purposes would have also been at odds with
SCAQMD’s instructions regarding EMFAC. SCAQMD instructs: “Make sure EMFAC is run
for a calendar year and county/air basis representative of the proposed project.”
SCAQMD, Heath Risk Assessment Guidance for Analyzing Cancer Risks from Mobile
Source Diesel Idling Emissions for CEQA Air Quality Analysis, Aug. 2003, p. 4.

As noted in the FEIR (p. 3-12), using the first year of full operations is conservative.
For example, for the 115-Acre Alternative, if the calendar year 2016 was used, the
resulting emissions could be lower. This is because another year of older, more
polluting vehicles (1970 models} drop out of the model, and a year of newer vehicles is
added (2016 models). Obviously, the terminal, once built, would operate far into the
future. By using the first year of full operations to calculate emissions, the FEIR
presents a “worst case” scenario.

It should be noted that with projects to be built out over a number of years, the
SCAQMD recommends, in its CEQA Air Quality Handbook, that a buildout year haseline
is appropriate. Specifically, with regard to “Determining Significance”, section 7.6 of the
Handbook states: "“If the project is to be build out over a series of years, then the
project emission should be compared to the projected future baseline (without
mitigation) for the years corresponding to the project phasing and/or build-out year.”

Finally, the statement by the NRDC that “it is improper for the Final EIS/EIR to conclude
that growth in container operations at the Pler J will occur with or without the proposed
expansion project” is incorrect. Containerized cargo will increase over time even
without terminal expansion, and this has been demonstrated over the last ten years in
all terminals in both ports. Examples include: prior to occupying the former Maersk
terminal, Pacific Container Terminal’s throughout on Pier 1 increased by 13.5% per year

-5-
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between 1993 and 2002; ITS's throughput increased by 6.3% per year between 1993
and 2002; LBCT's throughput increased by 5.1% between 1993 and 2003; CUT's
throughput increased by 7.1% between 1993 and 2003; and Hanijin’s throughout at Pier
A increased by 5.3% per year between 1998 and 2002. All of these increases occurred
without any increases in terminal size These findings were summarized in the Port’s
recent report to the Long Beach City Council (October 2003).

~ The combined ports of Long Beach/Los Angeles container cargo forecast for Year 2015
used in the EIR/EIS is about 24.4 million. The Year 2015 baseline throughput for Pier J
South and all other terminals in both ports was developed by apportioning the ports’
official cargo forecast among all terminals using estimated Year 2015 acreages. This
allocation yielded a modest resultant cargo growth rate of 5.7% per year in the Pier ]
South terminal, less than what historically has occurred.

Existing container terminal capacity can be increased without physical expansion
through the following changes in terminal productivity: extended hours of operation,
which will occur by the end of this year; increased number of wharf cranes utilized to
load/unload ships; increased proportion of containers stacked on the ground vs. stored
on chassis; decreased container dwell time (i.e., number of days stored in the
terminal); increased container stack heights; and increased crane productivity rates
(lifts/hour). To accommodate increased cargo volumes, it is expected that these
industry-controlled productivity factors will change over time. This discussion on
capacity was also included in the Ports’ report to the City Council.

Considering of all the aforementioned throughput factors, the maximum potential
throughput rate for the POLB/POLA complex is estimated to be between approximately
8,000 and 11,000 TEUs/gross acre/year. These rates are, in fact, contained in recent
analyses conducted by JWD for both ports. NRDC's reference to per-acre container
throughput rates is out of date: the average aggregate rate for the POLB/POLA complex
in 2001 was about 5,500 TEUs/ac/yr, with a range of 4,000-6,500. Historical rates have
been as high as 6,900, on an average annual basis, and in a peak month in the first half
of 2002 the rate reached 7,900 TEUs/ac/yr, which was presumably in anticipation of the
work stoppage that subsequently occurred. The throughput rate for the Pier J South
terminal that was used for Year 2015 baseline conditions was approximately 5,200
TEUs/gross acre/year.

In summary, the growth in container volume that was assumed by Year 2015 is
deemed to be appropriate and valid.
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B. The FEIR Did Not Improperly Assumes a 75% Reduction in Criteria
Pollutant Emissions From On- and Off-Road Vehicles

Note that there are two categories of estimated total criteria air pollutant emissions in
the FEIR's summary tables (Tables 3.1.4-3, 3.1.5-3, and 3.1.6-3): (1) Total Maximum
Emissions, and (2) Total Maximum Emissions after Mitigation. The 75 percent emission
reduction rate was not used to estimate the basic total criteria air pollutant emissions,
which are listed under the category “Total Maximum Emissions”. Moreover, the line-
item emissions listed for “Off-site Trucks” and “On-site EQuipment/Vehicles” in those
tables do not include the referenced 75 percent reduction.

As you may know, prior to the release of EMFAC 2002, the EMFAC 2001 modeling did
not account for any reduction in PM associated with the EPA’s 2007+ regulations for
emissions from new diesel-powered heavy-duty engines. Jeff Long of CARB confirmed
this in discussions with URS' air quality experts. As noted in the SCAQMD CEQA
Handbook, emission reductions arising from existing rules or regulations should be
reflected in the emission calculation process. Therefore, the air quality experts at URS
consuited extensively with SCAQMD staff, including Dr. Charles Blankson, and with staff
at CARB. As noted in the FEIR, URS did utilize a 75 percent reduction in diesel
particulates, as described in footnote (a) in the tables referenced above, as well as a 75
percent NOx reduction for certain vehicle emissions [the 115-Acre and 75-Acre
Alternative — Off and On-Site Vehicles]. The reason for using this rate in the mitigated
emission calculations is described in Section 3.1.7 of the FEIR. As noted on pages 3-23
to 3-24 of the FEIR, SCAQMD staff approved that approach, which was incorporated
into the “Model” HRA that SCAQMD provided to URS for mobile sources calculations.
Please also see the response to comment AQMD-A2, pages 2-3 of the Responses to "A”
Comments, which explains that the Port did not assume that the emissions reductions
mandated by state and federal rules would be fully effective by 2015.

It is important to keep in mind that the exhaust emissions generated by On-Site
Equipment/Trucks and Off-Site Trucks would be minor in comparison with those from
marine vessel sources. As a result, whether or not the regulatory-related emission
reduction rate is used for the subject air pollutants would not appreciably change
either the total estimated emissions for the 75-acre or 115-acre alternatives or the
conclusions of the FEIR. (As previously noted, the 52-Acre Alternative calculations did
not include any adjustment since the operation would be coming on line in 2007.)

The HRA (Appendix C of the FEIR) did assume a 75 percent reduction in diesel
particulates for the 115-acre and 75-acre alternatives on the basis of the regulations
described in 3.1.7 of the FEIR. The emissions calculated for the opening-day scenarios
used EMFAC 2001 factars, which did not account for the anticipated reductions in diesel

-
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particulates in future years. After consultation and approval from both SCAQMD and
CARB staff, the HRA released in June of 2003 incorporated the 75% reduction for off-
site trucks and certain on-site equipment to calculate the exposure of receptors over
the 70-year modeling regime of the HRA. The entire HRA modeling analysis was
completed in October, 2002, prior to the release of the SCAQMD HRA guidelines. URS's
consultations with AQMD staff in the early stages of preparing the HRA (2001) revealed
that there were no specific HRA guidelines for mobile source analysis. URS did obtain
from SCAQMD, however, a sample HRA that addressed mobile air sources and that
SCAQMD held out as a model to be followed. That model inciuded a 70% and 90%
reductions in PM to take into account the 2007+ regulations. Obviously, URS was fully
justified in its use of the 75% reduction, having discussed the matter with both
SCAQMD and CARB and having been given a mode! that utilized that approach.

Nonetheless, at the suggestion of SCAQMD staff URS prepared the Addendum to the
HRA (Appendix E), in which URS reran the calculations for the largest of the alternatives
(the 115-Acre Alternative) using the (1) EMFAC 2002 modeling; and (2) the approach
suggested in SCAQMD’s “Health Risk Assessment Guidance for Analyzing Cancer Risks
from Mobile Sources Diesel Idling Emissions for CEQA Air Quality Analysis.” Because
the EMFAC 2002 model has been updated to incorporate the PM reductions for the
2007+ years based upon the EPA rules, no separate reduction was incorporated in that
re-run. The results are consistent with the earlier conclusions of the HRA.

In response to SCAQMD’s letter of Friday, July 30, 2004, the calculations for criteria air
pollutant emissions from vehicles for the 115-acre, 75-acre, and 52-acre landfill
alternatives were further updated using the EMFAC2002 emission factors for vehicles.
As with the calculation done in connection with Appendix “E”, in these calculations, no
additional emission reductions related to regulatory control measures were used. The
detailed calculations are provided in Attachment A; Tables 1, 2, and 3 below summarize
the results,

As Tables 1, 2, and 3 show, the impacts resulting from four of the five criteria air
pollutants (ROC, NO,, SO,, and PMyq) for the 115-acre, 75-acre, and 52-acre landfill
alternatives before and after mitigation would remain significant based on the revised
estimates. The conclusion is consistent with the finding in the FEIR. Finally, please note
that, as described in the responses to comments, the 52-acre and 75-acre alternatives
correspond in timing and magnitude to the major phases of the 115-ac project.
Accordingly, the evaluation of the impacts of those alternatives constitutes an
evaluation of the phases, meaning that the document does, in fact, consider the
impacts of operations in 2007 (Phase I) and 2011 (Phase II).
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Table 1 (Air Quality Analysis Update, 2004)
Operations Peak Daily Emissions (lbs/day)
115-Acre Landfill Alternative

Emission Source co ROC NO, S0, PM;,
Exhaust Emissions - On-site Equipment 40.01 6.11 67.58 16.76 3.69
Exhaust Emissions - On-site Vehicles 2.54 0.29 1.01 0.01 0.05
Exhaust Emissions - Off-site Trucks 61.25 12.33 248.27 0.00 6.99
Fugitive Dust - On-site Vehicles 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.69
Fugitive Dust - Off-site Trucks 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 145.43
Exhaust Emissions — Trains B.45 2.62 46.56 0.00 1.60
Exhaust Emissions - Marine Vessels 11599 | 8325 | 1399.37 | 734.91 | 64.67
Exhaust Emissions — Automobiles 28.90 3.06 257 0.00 0.37
Fugitive Dust Emissions — Automobiles 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.78
Total Maximum Emissions 257.14 | 107.67 | 1765.36 | 751.68 | 226.27
Significance Threshold 550.0 55.0 55.0 150.0 150.0
Significant Impact No Yes Yes Yes Yes
Table 2 {Air Quality Analysis Update, 2004)
Operations Peak Daily Emissions (Ibs/day)
75-Acre Landfill Alternative
Emission Source Cco ROC NO, S0, PMy,
Exhaust Emissions — On-site Equipment 8.13 2.24 32.37 5.51 1.16
Exhaust Emissions — On-site Vehicles 2.21 0.22 0.21 0.00 0.02
Exhaust Emissions — Off-site Trucks 73.25 15.78 383.93 0.00 8.26
Fugitive Dust - On-site Vehicles 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.15
Fugitive Dust - Off-site Trucks 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 132,91
Exhaust Emissions — Trains 3.38 1.12 19.87 0.00 0.69
Exhaust Emissions - Marine Vessels 115.99 83.25 1399.37 | 734.91 64.67
Exhaust Emissions — Automobiles 28.27 2.88 2.62 0.00 0.25
Fugitive Dust Emissions — Automobiles 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.92
Total Maximum Emissions 231.2 | 105.5 | 1838.4 | 740.4 | 210.0
Significance Threshold 550.0 55.0 55.0 150.0 150.0
Significant Impact No Yes Yes Yes Yes
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Table 3 (Air Quality Analysis Update, 2004)
Operations Peak Daily Emissions (Ibs/day)
52-Acre Landfill Alternative
Emission Source Cco ROC NO, o PM;,
Exhaust Emissions - On-site Equipment 6.95 2.09 29.94 413 1.06
Exhaust Emissions - On-site Vehicles 3.08 0.32 0.31 0.00 0.02
Exhaust Emissions - Off-site Trucks 70.43 15.54 433.19 0.00 8.03
Fugitive Dust - On-site Vehicles 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.15
Fugitive Dust - Off-site Trucks 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 91.61
Exhaust Emissions — Trains 2.41 0.86 15.56 0.00 0.53
Exhaust Emissions - Marine Vessels 115.99 83.25 1419.52 | 734.91 64.67
Exhaust Emissions — Automobiles 27.35 2.82 2.76 0.00 0.18
Fugitive Dust Emissions — Automobiles 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.33
Total Maximum Emissions 226.2 | 1049 | 1901.3 | 739.0 | 167.6
Significance Threshold 550.0 55.0 55.0 150.0 150.0
Significant Impact No Yes Yes Yes Yes

NRDC's letter claims that the Port has underestimated emissions by assuming “a 90
percent reduction in PM and 95 percent reduction in NOx through implementation of
EPA’s Control of Air Pollution from New Motor Vehicles: Heavy Duty Engine and Vehicle
Standards and Highway Diesel Fuel Sulfur Control Requirements; Final Rule....” The air
quality analysis in the FEIR for the proposed project used neither the 90 percent
reduction rate for PMyq nor the 95 percent reduction rate for NO, for vehicles.
Apparently, what NRDC takes issue with is the information in the FEIR (page 3-22) that
guotes the EPA verbatim.

NRDC's letter suggests that the 90 and 95 percent figures were used in the air quality
estimates; that suggestion is false. On June 29, 2004, the U. S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) adopted the “Control of Emissions of Air Pollution from Non-
road Diesel Engines and Fuel: Final Rule” (49 CFR Parts 9, 69, et al.). This final rule
established the exhaust emission standards for new off-road diesel engines, and will
begin to take effect in the 2008 model year. While the proposed mitigation in the FEIR
requires that “operators have all diesel-powered terminal equipment meet this final
rule” (Section 3.1.7 of the FEIR), the FEIR analysis to estimate project emissions did
not take credit for emission reductions associated with this EPA off-road diesel engine
final rule for any of the project alternatives.

-10-
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II. The Mitigation Measures Identified in the FEIR Are Sufficient.

A. Marine Vessels.
NRDC asserts, without supporting data, that only minimal mitigation measures are
imposed on the Project, and that the mitigation is deficient for various reasons. Thus,
NRDC asserts that the requirement that ships use cleaner fuels in ship auxiliary power
or exhaust gas treatment technologies will be ineffective. On the contrary, the
proposed vessel mitigation measures will apply to all vessels that call at the terminal.
As the measure clearly states, starting with opening day of the first phase of the
terminal, all vessels will be required to use lower-sulfur fuel in their auxiliary engines
unless they can demonstrate that such use would viclate safety standards set by
international treaty. In arguing that this condition does not go far enough, NRDC
ignores the fact that although the maximum sulfur content allowed under ASTM
materials standards is 20,000 ppm, marine distillate fuels actually on the market have
average sulfur contents in the range of 3,000 to 10,000 ppm (EPA, 1999. In-Use Marine
Diesel Fuel EPA420-R-027). The use of such fuels instead of residual fuels, whose
sulfur content can approach 45,000 ppm, will yield significant emissions reductions of
both SO, and particulates. Thus, the requirement to use marine distillates in auxiliary
engines will effect significant reductions in hotelling emissions. Note that the Port of
Long Beach does not have the authority to regulate the sulfur content of marine fuels
used in main propulsion engines; that is under the jurisdiction of either the state or the
federal government.

Nor does NRDC provide any data to support its statement that exhaust gas treatment is
ineffective at removing diesel particulate matter. In fact, a number of technologies do
reduce or remove particulates, including diesel oxidation catalysts, particulate filters,
and emulsified fuel. The variety of auxiliary engines and installation configurations
make specifying a particular technology infeasible; instead, the Port seeks to achieve
the greatest reductions possible by providing sufficient flexibility to allow as many
vessels as possible to install exhaust control technology.

Without offering any evidence as to feasibility, nexus, or rough proportionality, NRDC
next suggests that mitigation measures should be added requiring the entire Pier J
terminal to be electrified and at least 80% of all marine vessels that call on any berth at
Pier J to plug into electric power, as the Port of Los Angeles has required with one of its
terminals. Such requirements, however, would be infeasible here for financial and legal
reasons, and would not conform with CEQA's express requirements that mitigation
measures be consistent with the “nexus” and “rough proportionality” standards
established by case law (14 Cal. Code Regs § 15041(a)). Cold-ironing would consist of
three phases: arranging for the infrastructure to bring the electricity to the pier,
retrofitting the existing, operating berths at Pier ] to provide the electrical facilities
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necessary, and retrofitting marine vessels (estimated to cost at least $300,000-
$500,000 per ship) and adding additional labor to carry out the cold-ironing functions.

With regard to cost feasibility, SCAQMD has established standards regarding the cost
effectiveness of emissions control measures, and has determined that the threshold of
cost effectiveness is approximately $15,000 per ton of reduction in pollutants.
According to the Port of Long Beach’s Cold Ironing Feasibility Study (April, 2004), that
threshold of feasibility is not reached until a ship has made approximately 6 visits per
year and has consumed approximately 1.5 million KWh per year while berthed at the
terminal. (Note that the mitigation measure in the FEIR actually states 1.2 million KwH
in order to capture all the cost-effective vessels.) Given that the identity of the shipping
lines that may call on the terminal is unknown, it is speculative to assume that it would
be cost effective to require 80% of all vessels calling on Pier J to use cold-ironing. Itis
possible, for example, that a high proportion of the vessel calls would be by infrequent
visitors or third-party spot charter vessels, and it would not be reasonable or roughly
proportionate to require such vessels to undergo the cost of retrofitting based upon the
minimal environmental benefit that would be realized (i.e., the cost per ton to reduce
pollution would greatly exceed the $15,000 per ton standard established by SCAQMD).
As a note, data from the period June 2003 to May 2004 suggest that approximately
10% of the individual vessels that called at the Pier J South berths would meet the
cost-effectiveness criteria, but that cold-ironing those vessels would eliminate up to
66% of the hotelling emissions.

With regard to retrofitting the terminal, it must be recalled that the Port has executed
multiple-year leases on the existing land at Pier J and cannot unilaterally impose cold-
ironing requirements on existing lessees. This is particularly relevant because
retrofitting the existing facilities would mean that terminal operations would have to be
shut down for as long as 2 years, which the Port could not impose upon the existing
leases.

NRDC's reference to the Port of Los Angeles ("POLA") as an example of the feasibility of
cold-ironing the entire terminal inappropriately compares apples to oranges: POLA is
not retrofitting, nor has it ever retrofitted, currently operating terminals; rather, it is
providing for cold-ironing only in new facilities or vacant terminals. POLB is similarly
providing for cold-ironing facilities under those circumstances (e.g., at Piers G and S).
Thus, the comparison of POLA’s activities to the Project is inapposite.

Finally, NRDC provides no basis for its statements that the use of cold-ironing as

proposed for the Project “is unlikely” and would be “ineffective.” In fact, if a new wharf
is built or an existing wharf rebuilt, cold-ironing facilities will be provided and vessels
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that meet the power demand and call frequency thresholds will be required to plug in.
Thus, the mitigation measure establishes specific criteria which are fully enforceable.

NRDC's statement that the requirement to cold-iron will be “ineffective” is based upon
speculation that shipping companies will avoid cold-ironing by sending a greater variety
of vessels to Pier ], That assumption ignores the realities of the marine cargo industry.
Shipping lines do not have an unlimited supply of vessels to send to a particular
terminal in order to avoid marginal costs. Any attempt to “game” the allocation of
vessels would seriously disrupt global schedules, with far more serious financial
implications than those arising from a few days of electric bills.

B. Construction Equipment.
NRDC argues, without supporting evidence, that the use of clean fuels in construction
equipment is ineffective without concurrent use of pollution control equipment. On the
contrary, the use of emulsified diesel has been demonstrated to reduce emissions
significantly, and CARB has approved the use of ultra-low-sulfur diesel for the same
purpose. Moreover, there are basically only two types of pollution control devices
available. The first type, diesel particulate filters, is not feasible for construction
equipment because they operate effectively only at continuously high temperatures and
clog frequently when used with construction equipment, which do not maintain the
necessary temperatures; furthermore, none has been verified by CARB for off-road use.
Of the second type, diesel oxidation catalysts, only a few have bee verified and only for
a limited number of model years, engine types, and applications. Even assuming that
the addition of exhaust control devices would further reduce emissions, requiring such
devices in equipment that is typically leased or rented for short terms and is not under
the control of either the Port or its contractors, is infeasible.

C. Off-Road Yard Equipment.
NRDC also erroneously asserts that requiring yard equipment to meet Tier 4 standards
is unrealistic. In the case of yard equipment under the control of the Port or its
tenants, the Port can, through new leases, require standards it finds feasible and
achievable, whether or not those standards are mandated by law. In this case, the Port
has chosen to require that the 2013 standards must be met much earlier (i.e., 2007).
The terminal operator may choose to do so by the use of alternative fuels, on-road
engines, or by the use of exhaust control technology; the Port need not dictate a
particular technology to meet the stated performance standard (page 9 of Responses to
“A” Comments, Nos. 6, 7 in FEIR).

D. On-Road Trucks, Tugboats, Locomotives.
NRDC inaccurately asserts that the FEIR “totally ignores” various measures presented in
NRDC's Harboring Pollution report. As explained above, the FEIR specifically requires
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the use of lower-sulfur fuels at berth as a mitigation measure. Moreover, as the NRDC
is aware through its meetings with Port staff, the Port participates in the Gateway Cities
truck replacement program, the joint POLB/POLA locomotive re-powering program, and
the Diesel Emission Reduction Program, which helps reduce emissions from yard
equipment. Note that the Gateway Cities truck replacement program has not been
implemented as mitigation on a project-specific basis. An estimated $85 million is
needed to take older, higher polluting trucks out of service, which will require that the
problem be addressed through a regional program. Furthermore, although the Port has
no jurisdiction over trains, it is actively working to replace current locomotive engines
on the short-line harbor switching railroad with engines that meet EPA Tier 2 standards
and to implement other measures to reduce emissions from train operations (pages 7-8
of Responses to “A” Comments in FEIR). In addition, all tugboats operating in the Port
have received new replacement engines that meet Tier 2 requirements, and the
proposed project includes an expanded rail yard that is specifically intended to increase
the use of on-dock rail, as suggested by NRDC.

III. The Port’s Health Risk Assessment Study Was Properly Completed.

Item 1 (Inclusiveness of Toxic Air Contaminant [TAC] Listings): As explained
on page 2-1 of the HRA (Appendix C of the FEIR), 22 different TACs were identified as
compounds that would be emitted during project operation. The identification of the
TACs was done in accordance with SCAQMD’s "Risk Assessment Procedures for Rules
1401 and 212" and based upon CARB specification profiles. Chromium (Chemical
Abstract Number [CAS] No. 7440473) emitted from gasoline-fueled vehicles is not listed
as a carcinogenic or non-carcinogenic chemical by the Office of Environmental Health
Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) HRA guidelines. It is not a compound that OEHHA, CARB,
or SCAQMD recommend including in health risk assessments. It was also not included
as a TAC in the sample HRA that SCAQMD provided to URS as a model. Criteria air
pollutants are evaluated separately because they have a different set of significance
thresholds in the SCAQMD Handbook. The criteria pollutants were not recommended
for inclusion in risk assessments by OEHHA, CARB, or SCAQMD. The HRA that SCAQMD
provided to URS as a model did not include criteria pollutants as TACs. Neither
chromium nor the criteria poliutants are included in CARB’s Consolidated Table of
OEHHA/ARB Approved Risk Assessment Health Values. Therefore, it would not be
possible or appropriate to include such compounds in the HRA.

Item 2 (The HRA Properly Estimated Diesel Particulate Levels): As explained
fully in Section I.B. above, the HRA properly included a 75% reduction in diesel
particulates for on-site equipment and trucks. This was done with the approval of both
SCAQMD and CARB. The HRA Addendum (Appendix E of the FEIR) addresses potential
health impacts associated with the 115-Acre Landfill Alternative following the recently-
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published SCAQMD HRA guidelines for mobiles sources and utilizing the EMAFC2002
emission factors. The HRA Addendum did not take credit for future projected emission
reductions based on the CARB Risk Reduction Plan. Please see the HRA Addendum for
detailed information.

In response to SCAQMD's letter of July 30th, URS conducted another update to the HRA
for operational diesel particulate emissions associated with the 75-acre and the 52-acre
Alternatives. (Tables 4 and 5, below). This updated HRA utilized the same SCAQMD
HRA quantification approach used for the 115-Acre Landfill Alternative, as described in
the HRA Addendum of the FEIR (Appendix E). The emissions calculations for this
update were prepared using EMFAC 2002. Because EMFAC 2002 included an
adjustment for the EPA’s 2007+ regulations for emissions from new, diesel-powered,
heavy-duty engines, it was not necessary to utilize the 75% reduction for diesel
particulate that had previously been applied. For ease of comparison, a summary of
the potential maximum health impacts predicted previously for the 115-Acre Landfill
Alternative in the HRA Addendum of the FEIR is shown in Table 6.

Table 4
Updated Summary of the Maximum Predicted Cancer and Non-cancer Risks
75-Acre Landfill Alternative
Health Risk Maximum Predicted Risk Significance
Criterion Threshold
Residential Commercial /Indust
Area rial Area (a)
Cancer Risk 0.725 x 103 0.072 x 10°* 1.0x10°
Chronic Hazard Index 0.0048 0.0034 1.0
Table 5

Updated Summary of the Maximum Predicted Cancer and Non-cancer Risks
52-Acre Landfiil Alternative

Health Risk Maximum Predicted Risk Significance
Criterion Threshold
Residential .Commercial/Indust
Area rial Area (a)
Cancer Risk 0.726 x 10® 0.071 x 10 1.0x 10°
Chronic Hazard Index 0.0048 0.0034 1.0
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Table 6
Summary of the Maximum Predicted Cancer and Non-cancer Risks
115-Acre Landfill Alternative (From FEIR Appendix E)
Health Risk Maximum Predicted Risk Significance
Criterion Threshold
Residential Commercial /Indust
Area rial Area (a)

Cancer Risk 0.722 x 10°® 0.077 x 10 1.0x 10°
Chronic Hazard Index 0.0048 0.0037 1.0

The predicted health impacts of these three alternatives are essentially the same and
are below the corresponding health impact significance thresholds. The maximum
impact locations, shown in the HRA Addendum (Appendix E of the FEIR) for the 115-
Acre Landfill Alternative, are identical for all three alternatives. These conclusions are
consistent with the finding in the FEIR, Section 3.1,

As an additional analysis for the HRA the I-710 health impact analysis was also updated
using the same modeling approach utilized in the FEIR. The updated analysis used
EMAFC2002 emission factors for diesel trucks, and no additional emission reductions
associated with regulatory control measures were incorporated in the analysis. The I-
710 segment selected in the updated analysis extended from Anaheim Street (port
property line) to Willow Street. The updated analysis utilized the average hourly truck
trips to directly predict annual diesel PM,q concentrations without using a conversion
factor of 0.08. The analysis data are provided in Attachment A.

The results (Table 7, below) show that the predicted health impacts for all three project
alternatives would be below the applicable significance thresholds. This conclusion is
consistent with the finding in the FEIR.

Item 3 (ICTF): The ICTF, which was constructed approximately 15 years ago, is not
part of the proposed project; therefore, it is not included in the project impact analyses.
With regard to the HRA cumulative analysis, the Port followed SCAQMD direction as to
which projects were to be included (pages 7-3 to 7-5 of Appendix C of the FEIR). The
air quality and health impacts resulting from the existing and future projects in the
vicinity of the project area, in addition to the proposed project, are discussed in the
cumulative section (Section 4) of the FEIR.
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Table 7 (HRA Update, 2004)
Summary of the Maximum Predicted Cancer and Non-cancer Risks
I-710 Health Impact Analysis
Alternative Health Risk Criterion | Maximum Predicted Significance
Risk Rasidential Threshold
115-Acre Landfill Cancer Risk 0.273x 10° 1.0 x 10
Alternative Chronic Hazard Index 0.0018 1.0
75-Acre Landfill Cancer Risk 0.510x 10°° 1.0x10°
Alternative Chronic Hazard Index 0.0034 1.0
52-Acre Landfill Cancer Risk 0.525 x 10°° 1.0x 10°
Alternative Chronic Hazard Index 0.0035 1.0

Item 4 (Truck Speed): The modeling area, I-710 between Pacific Beach Highway and
Willow Street, is not located in central Los Angeles, the West Side, or San Gabriel
Valley, the areas in which the Los Angeles County MTA's “2001 Long Range
Transportation Plan” (LRTP) identifies freeway vehicle traveling speeds as being 20 mph
or less. In fact, according to the LRTP the average vehicle speed on the selected I-710
freeway segment was greater than 35 miles per hour under 1998 baseline conditions
and will remain greater than 35 miles per hour in 2025. Therefore, using 30 miles per
hour in the HRA modeling analysis is conservative as the values of truck diesel
particulate matter emission factors decrease with increasing traveling speed.

Item 5 (Alleged Segmentation of I-710 Risks): To address the concern
expressed in this comment, the updated HRA added the predicted highest risks (top 7)
resulting from all on-site diese! emission sources to the risk contributions from the 1-710
diesel truck sources to these locations under the 52-Acre Landfill Alternative. The
results show that the highest combined cancer risk under the 52-Acre Landfill
Alternative is 0.728 x 10. The calculations are provided in Attachment A. The
combined total health risk is below the significance threshold.

Item 6 (Alleged Underestimation of Diesel PM Health Impacts of I-710): The
I-710 analysis for the FEIR utilized peak-hour traffic volumes and converted the
predicted peak-hour air pollutant concentrations to annual average concentrations using
a conversion factor of 0.08, as listed in the EPA screening modeling procedures. The
updated I-710 analysis used the average hourly truck trips, without using this
conversion factor, to directly estimate annual concentrations, and still showed that the
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maximum health impacts from project trucks on I-710 would be below the applicable
significance levels. This is consistent with the finding in the FEIR.

Based on the Port Truck Trip Generation Model, the 115 Acre project would generate an
estimated 1,243 truck trips per day on top of the volume that would already exist (base
condition) if no project were to occur. The 200 to 300 peak hourly trips suggested in
the comment are not correct. Based on detailed studies of port terminal operations,
time-of-day truck trip patterns, and projections into the future based on likely shift
operations, the peak hour percentage of truck trips is 6.4 percent of daily trips
occurring during the AM peak hour (8 to 9 AM), and 5.2 percent of trips during the PM
peak hour (4 to 5 PM). Those percentages translate into 81 peak-hour truck trips
during the AM peak hour and 62 during the PM peak hour. The 200 to 300 figures that
are cited in the comment would represent from 16 percent to 24 percent of daily trips
in one hour, which is much higher than would actuaily occur, especially given the
current shift toward more round-the-clock operations.

Although the proposed project would add an estimated 1,243 daily truck trips (80 AM
peak-hour truck trips and 64 PM peak-hour truck trips), those represent the total
project-added truck trips at the terminal gate. Some of those trips would be inter-
terminal bobtail trips that occur between container terminals within the port, and some
would use Ocean Boulevard/Seaside Avenue, the I-110 freeway, and the Terminal
Island Freeway. Therefore, not all of the peak-hour truck trips generated by the project
would use the I-710 freeway. The Port’s travel demand model (which is based on the
regional model of the Southern California Association of Governments) suggests that
approximately 60 percent of terminal truck trips would use the I-710. Thus, of the 80
AM and 64 PM peak-hour added truck trips, about 48 and 38 respectively, would occur
on 1-710, with the remainder using Ocean Boulevard, SR-47 and I1-110.

IV. Miscellaneous Issues

A. “No-net Increase” Policy for Port Emissions.
The City of Long Beach has “pledged to support” Assembly Bill 2042, the bili that would
establish a baseline year of 2004, after which the ports couid not exceed the emissions
established during that baseline year. At the same time, the Port of Long Beach'’s
Board of Harbor Commissioners has determined that it could not support that bill
because, although it supports the concept of “no net increase” in emissions, the
measures that would be necessary to achieve that goal are not within the Board’s
power to implement. To date, AB 2042 has not been signed by the Governor.
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B. Interim-Year Impacts Have Not Been Ignored.
The EIS/EIR actually does evaluate impacts that would occur as a result of
implementing the various phases of the project. Both the 75-acre and the 52-acre
alternatives correspond to interim phases of the 115-acre alternative. As explained in
the response to NRDC's comment A5, each of those alternatives was analyzed in its
opening-day year, i.e., 2011 and 2007, respectively (see Tables 1.5.2.2, 1.5.3.2,
3.5.5.1, and 3.5.6.1).

C. Port of Long Beach Has Responded to NRDC Concerns.
NRDC's statement that its concerns were ignored s not supported by the record. The
Port of Long Beach has responded fully to all comments, including NRDC's, that were
received on the three draft documents and during four public hearings. Section 10 of
the FEIR includes comment letters and responses received on the December 2002 and
August 2003 drafts of the EIS/EIR, including two letters received from the NRDC (March
28, 2003 and October 3, 2003). Issues raised in NRDC's letter dated July 24, 2001
were incorporated into the December 2002 document. In addition, the Port invited the
NRDC to two briefings to learn about the Port’s Healthy Harbor Program, Air Quality
Improvement Program, and Cold Ironing studies and their effects on upcoming
projects, including Pier S and Pier J South.

Singcerely,

Robert Kanter, Ph.D.
Director of Planning and Environmental Affairs

SEC:s
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Dr. Robert Kanter
Director of Planning
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P.O. Box 570
Long Beach, CA 90801-0570
Final Environmental Impact Statement/Report (FEIS/R) for the Proposed Pier J
South Terminal Development — The Port of Long Beach

The South Coast Air Quality Management District (AQMD) submitted comments to the
lead agency on the above mentioned document on October 8, 2003. Pursuant to Public
Resources Code Section 21092.5, the lead agency has provided the AQMD with written
responses to AQMD comments. The AQMD staff is pleased to see that the lead agency
conducted the Health Risk Assessment (HRA) Addendum, Appendix E for the Final
EIS/R to estimate the risk of diesel particulate emissions using the California Air
Resources Board’s (CARB) EMFAC2002 mobile source emission factor model.

Although the AQMD staff commends the lead agency for conducting such an analysis,
comments are limited as the AQMD staff did not have sufficient time to review the
assumptions and methodology used in the HRA Addendum. Based on an initial review
of the analysis, the lead agency should consider evaluating potential health risks from the
52-Acre and 75-Acre Landfill Alternatives as operational impacts would begin in 2007
and 2011, respcctively, as compared to 2015 from the 115-Acre Alternative. Since
particulate emissions are generally hl,gher in earlier years due to fleet turnaver, the
potential health risks from diesel particulate should also be evaluated for the 52-Acre and
75-Acre to ensure that they are actually less than the 115-Acre Alternative project.

The AQMD staff remains concerned that operaud'nal emigsions are underestimated for
on-road vehicles. The operational emission estimates presented for the 115-Acre and 75-
Acre Landfill Alternatives assume a 75 percent reduction in diesel particulate (Table
3.1.4-3 and Table 3.1.5-3, respectively). The 75 percent reduction represents a reduction
in emission standards for new model year heavy-duty highway engines and vehicles is
not appropriate for the overall fleet emission factor. Assuming a 75 percent reduction for
the entire fleet implies that all vehicles accessing Pier J after 2007 will have 2007 or later
model year engines or be retrofitted with a particulate trap with 75 percent control. The
FEIS/R did not provide any enforceable commitment to ensure this level of control would
occur at the project site.

L
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Dr. Robert Kanter, (\, -1- ( July 30, 2004
Director of Planning

Furthermore, the lead agency used CARB’s EMFAC2002 to estimate particulate
emissions for the FEIR/S to the HRA Addendum. The AQMD strongly suggests that the
lead agency update operational emission estimates using CARB EMFAC2002 in the air
quality analysis. If the lead agency elects to rely on CARB EMFAC2001 to estimate on-
road emissions, application of the 75 percent reduction should not be used as it
inappropriately accounts for future federal emission standards into the overall vehicle
fleet.

The AQMD would be happy to work with the Lead Agency to address these issues and
any other questions that may arise. Please contact me at (909) 396-3105 if you have any
questions regarding these comments.

Sincerely, |

Planning & Rules Manager
Planning, Rule Development & Area Sources

1
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September 9, 2004

Ms. Susan Nakamura

South Coast Air Quality Management District
21865 Copley Drive

Diamond Bar, CA 91765-4178

Subject: Finat EIS/EIR for Pier J South Marine Terminal — Response to Your Letter dated
July 30, 2004

Dear Ms. Nakamura:

The Port of Long Beach is in receipt of your letter dated July 30, 2004, commenting on the
above-referenced Final Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report
(EIS/EIR). Your letter was received by the Port of Long Beach after the close of business on

Friday, July 30, 2004. The following responses are submitted for your information.

Evaluation of Potential Health Risks from the 75-Acre and 52-Acre Landfill Alternatives.

You have suggested that the lead agency “consider evaluating potential health risks from the 52-
Acre and the 75-Acre Landfill Alternatives as operational impacts would begin in 2007 and
2011, respectively, as compared to 2015 from the 115-Acre Alternative.”

As an initial matter, I would like to direct your attention to the Final EIS/EIR, pages 3-17 (Table
3.1.5-4), 3-19 and 3-20 (Table 3.1.6-4), as well as Appendix C, in particular Tables 2-4, 2-5, and
page 5-1, Table 5-3, Table 5-4, Figure 5-2, page 5-6, Figure 5-3, Tables 6-3, 6-4, and 7-2. The
referenced sections of the Final EIS/EIR contain the Predicted Cancer and Noncancer Risks
associated with the 52-Acre and the 75-Acre alternatives as well as the cumulative impacts of
those alternatives. That analysis took into account the differing dates that the operations would
commence (2007 and 2011). While minor changes on some wordings were made in the revised
June 2003 Health Risk Assessment {(HRA), the entire HRA modeling analysis was prepared in
October 2002, prior to the release of the South Coast Air Quality Management District’s
(SCAQMD) “Health Risk Assessment Guidance for Analyzing Cancer Risks from Mobile
Sources Diesel Idling Emissions for CEQA Air Quality Analysis” and EMFAC2002.
Nonetheless, Appendix C was prepared with the assistance of SCAQMD’s expert staff, including
Dr. Charles Blankson, Yi-Hui Huang, and Tom Chico. The reference to their assistance is set
forth on page 6-4. The Port thanks these individuals for their input and appreciates SCAQMD
having made them available to our air quality consultants at URS Corporation (URS).

PRESIDENT'S “E”" AND“E-STAR"
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In response your request of Friday evening, July 30th, URS conducted another update to the
HRA for operational diesel particulate emissions associated with the 75-acre and 52-acre
alternatives (Tables 1 and 2, below). This updated HRA utilized the same SCAQMD HRA
quantification approach used for the 115-Acre Landfill Alternative, as described in the HRA
Addendum of the Final EIS/EIR (Appendix E). The emissions calculations for this update were
prepared using EMFAC 2002. Since EMFAC 2002 included an adjustment for the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) 2007+ regulations for emissions from new, diesel-
powered, heavy-duty engines, it was not necessary to utilize the 75 percent reduction for diesel
particulates that had previously been applied. As I am sure you are aware, Dr. Blankson had
previously approved the 75% reduction of diesel particulates to account for the fact that EMFAC
2001 had not been adjusted for those regulations.

The HRA modeling data are provided in Attachment A. For ease of comparison, a summary of
the potential maximum health impacts predicted previously for the 115-Acre Landfill Alternative
in the HRA Addendum of the Final EIS/EIR are shown in Table 3.

Table 1
Updated Summary of the Maximum Predicted Cancer and Non-cancer Risks
75-Acre Landfill Alternative

Health Risk Criterion Maximum Predicted Risk Significance
Threshold
Residential Area Commarciallindustrial
Area (a)
Cancer Risk 0.725x 105 0.072 x 105 1.0x 105
Chronic Hazard index 0.0048 0.0034 1.0
Table 2

Updated Summary of the Maximum Predicted Cancer and Non-cancer Risks
52-Acre Landfili Alternative

Health Risk Criterion Maximum Predicted Risk Significance
Threshold
Residential Area Commercial/industrial
Area (a)
Cancer Risk 0.726 x 105 0.071 x 105 1.0x105
Chronic Hazard Index 0.0048 0.0034 1.0
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Table 3
Summary of the Maximum Predicted Cancer and Non-cancer Risks
115-Acre Landfill Alternative (from the FEIS/EIR) (From Appendix E)
Health Risk Criterion Maximum Predicted Risk Significance
Threshold
Residential Area Commercial/Industrial
Area (a)
Cancer Risk 0.722x10% 0.077 x 105 1.0x 105
Chronic Hazard Index 0.0048 0.0037 1.0

Again, as with the 115-Acre Landfill Alternative in the HRA Addendum of the Final EIS/EIR,
the updated HRA for the 75-acre and 52-acre landfill alternatives incorporated the EMFAC2002
emission factors and did not include emission reductions related to regulatory control measures.
As shown in the above tables, the predicted health impacts for these three alternatives are
essentially the same. The maximum impact locations are identical for all three alternatives as
shown in the HRA Addendum (Appendix E of the Final EIS/EIR) for the 115-Acre Landfill
Alternative.

As with the analysis contained in Appendix C of the Final EIS/EIR, the predicted health impacts
for all three project alternatives would be below the corresponding significance health impact
thresholds. This conclusion is consistent with the finding in the Final EIS/EIR.

Operational Emissions for On-Road Vehicles.

In your letter of Friday evening, July 30™, you also indicated concern regarding the emission
calculations for on-road vehicles. Please note that these vehicles are categorized as “Off-site
Trucks” in the EIR. Your stated concern is that the 115-acre and the 75-acre altemnatives
“assume a 75 percent reduction in diesel particulate....” You then reference Tables 3.1.4-3 and
3.1.5-3 in the Final EIS/EIR.

As an initial matter, I would like to point out that the line-item emissions listed for “Off-site
Trucks” in Tables 3.1.4-3 and 3.1.5-3 do not include a 75 percent reduction.

Note that there are two categories of estimated total criteria air pollutant emissions in the
summary tables (Tables 3.1.4-3 and 3.1.5-3 in the Final EIS/EIR): 1) Total Maximum Emissions
and 2) Total Maximum Emissions after Mitigation. The 75 percent emission reduction rate has
never been used for any of the project alternatives to estimate the basic total criteria air pollutant
emissions, which are listed under the category “Total Maximum Emissions” in the summary
tables of the air quality analysis for the Final EIS/EIR. Please see the “Total Maximum
Emissions” in Tables 3.1.4-3 and 3.1.5-3 of the Final EIS/EIR.
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As I am sure you are aware, prior to the release of EMFAC 2002, the EMFAC 2001 modeling
did not account for any reduction in particulate matter (PM) associated with the EPA’s 2007+
regulations for emissions from new diesel-powered heavy-duty engines. Jeff Long of the
California Air Resources Board (CARB) confirmed this in discussions with our URS air quality
experts. As noted in the SCAQMD CEQA Handbook, emission reductions arising from existing
rules or regulations should be reflected in the emission calculation process. Therefore, the air
quality experts at URS extensively consulted with SCAQMD staff, including Dr. Charles
Blankson and with staff at CARB. As you noted, URS did utilize a 75 percent reduction in
diesel particulate mitigated emission calculations, as described in footnote (a) in these tables
referenced above. The reason for using this rate in the mitigated emission calculations is
described in Section 3.1.7 of the Final EIS/EIR. As noted on pages 3-23 to 3-24 of the Final
EIS/EIR, SCAQMD staff had approved that approach. Iunderstand from your letter that
SCAQMD may now have changed its view on the issue and disapprove of Dr. Blankson’s prior
advice to URS.

Fundamentally, the emissions generated by Off-Site Trucks would be minor in comparison with
those from marine vessel sources. As a result, using or not using this regulatory-related emission
reduction rate for the subject air pollutants would not exactly change either the total estimated
emissions for the 75-acre or 115-acre alternatives or the conclusions of the Final EIS/EIR. (As
previously noted, the 52-Acre Landfill Alternative calculations did not include any adjustment
since the operation would be coming on line in 2007.)

Evaluation of Potential QOperational Emissions Using EMFAC2002.

In an effort to address the concern stated in your letter of Friday evening, July 30", criteria air
pollutant emissions from vehicles for the 115-acre, 75-acre, and 52-acre landfill alternatives were
updated using the EMFAC2002 emission factors. The detailed calculations are provided in
Attachment A; Tables 4, 5, and 6 below summarize the results:
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Table 4 (Revision 2004)

Operations Peak Daily Emissions (ibs/day)

115-Acre Landfill Alternative

Emission Source CO ROC NO, SO, PM;,
Exhaust Emissions - On-site Equipment 40.01 6.11 67.58 16.76 3.69
Exhaust Emissions - On-site Vehicles 2.54 0.29 1.01 0.01 0.05
Exhaust Emissions - Off-site Trucks 61.25 12.33 248.27 0.00 6.99
Fugitive Dust Emissions - On-site Vehicles 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.69
Fugitive Dust Emissions - Off-site Trucks 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 145.43
Exhaust Emissions — Trains 8.45 2.62 46.56 0.00 1.60
Exhaust Emissions - Marine Vessels 115.99 83.25 1399.37 734.91 64.67
Exhaust Emissions — Automobiles 28.90 1.06 2.57 0.00 0.37
Fugitive Dust Emissions — Automobiles 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 278
Total Maximum Emissions 257.14 107.67 176536 751.68 226.27
Significance Threshold 550.0 55.0 55.0 150.0 150.0
Significant Impact No Yes Yes Yes Yes
Table 5 (Revision 2004)
Operations Peak Daily Emissions (Ibs/day)
75-Acre Landfill Alternative
Emission Source CO ROC NO, SO, PM,,
Exhaust Emissions - On-site Equipment 8.13 2.24 1237 5.51 1.16
Exhaust Emissions - On-site Vehicles 2.21 0.22 0.21 0.00 0.02
Exhaust Emissions - Off-site Trucks 73.25 15.78 383.93 0.00 8.26
Fugitive Dust Emissions - On-site Vehicles 0.00 0.00 8.00 0.00 0.15
Fugitive Dust Emissions - Off-site Trucks 0.60 0.00 0.00 0.00 132.91
Exhaust Emissions — Trains 3.38 1.12 19.87 0.00 0.69
Exhaust Emissions - Marine Vessels 11599 831.25 1399.37 13491 64.67
Exhaust Emissions — Automobiles 28.27 2.88 2.62 0.00 0.25
Fugitive Dust Emissions — Automobiles 0.60 0.60 0.00 0.00 1.92
Total Maximum Emissions 231.23 105.49 1838.36 740.42 210.04
Significance Threshold 550.0 55.0 85.0 150.0 150.0
Significant Impact No Yes Yes Yes Yes
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Table 6 (Revision 2004)

Operations Peak Daily Emissions (Ibs/day)

52-Acre Landfill Alternative

Emission Source CO ROC NO, SO, PM,,
Exhaust Emissions - On-site Equipment 6.95 209 29.94 4.13 1.06
Exhaust Emissions - On-site Vehicles 3.08 0.32 0.31 0.00 0.02
Exhaust Emissions - Off-site Trucks 70.43 15.54 433.19 0.00 8.03
Fugitive Dust Emissions - On-site Vehicles 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.15
Fugitive Dust Emissions - Off-site Trucks 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 91.61
Exhaust Emissions — Trains 241 0.86 15.56 0.00 0.53
Exhaust Emissions - Marine Vessels 115.99 83.25 1419.52 734,91 64.67
Exhaust Emissions — Automobiles 2735 2.872 276 0.00 0.1%
Fugitive Dust Emissions — Automobiles 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.33
Total Maximum Emissions 226.21 104.87 190127 | 739.08 167.58
Significance Threshold 550.0 55.0 55.0 150.0 150.0
Sigoificant Impact Ne Yes Yes Yes Yes

As shown in Tables 4, 5, and 6, the impacts resulting from four of the five criteria air poltutants
ROC, NO,, SO,, and PM, for the 115-acre, 75-acre, and 52-acre landfill alternatives would

remain significant. The conclusion is consistent with the finding in the Final EIS/EIR.

Please note that an appeal has been filed on the certification of the Final EIS/EIR and that it will

be presented to the Long Beach City Council on September 14, 2004, at 5:00 pm. Should you

have any further questions, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Sincerely,

Robert Kanter
Director of Planning
and Environmental Affairs

SEC:s

cc: Elaine Chang, SCAQMD
Laki Tisopulos, SCAQMD

Attachment
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Coalition For A Safe Enviroiiment

140 West Lomita Blivd., Wilmington, California 90744-1223
wilmingtoncoalition @ prodigy.net 310-704-1265

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers ( USACOE )
Los Angeles District, Regulatory Branch
C/O Aaron O, Allen

Attn: CESPL-CO-R

P.O. Box 532711

Los Angeles, California 90053-2325

" 805-585-2148

allen.o.allen @ usacoe.army.mil

Port of Long Beach (POLB)
Dr. Robert Kanter, Ph.D.
Director of Planning

925 Harbor Drive

Long Beach, California 90802
562-590-4154 Off.
562-901-1728 Fax

kanter @ portlb.com

Reference: Port of Long Beach
Pier J South Terminal Development

August 2, 2004

Subject: Request For The Long Beach Board of Harbor Commissioners To Not Approve The Pier
J South Terminal Development Project And Final Environmental Impact Report

Port of Long Beach Board of Harbor Compyissioners & U.S. Army Corps Of Engineers:

The Coalition For A Safe Environment (CFASE) wishes to state for the record that our organization requests
that the Long Beach Board of Harbor Commissioners not approve the Pier J South Terminal Development

Project and the recently released Final Environmental Impéct Repart (FEIR).

The Coalition For A Safe Environment further requests that the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers not approve
the Final EIS/EIR and a Department of Army Permit under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act of 1972
(33U.8.C. 1344), Section 10 of the Rivers & Harbor Act of March 3, 1899 (33U.S.C. 403) and the National
Environmental Protection Act (NEPA) and the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) for the Port

of Long Beach Pier J South Terminal Development.

1. Public Review and Comment Period - The Port of Long Beach and USACOE’s has a moral and
fiduciary responsibility to allow sufficient time for the public to review, research, collaborate and
prepare comment on the Pier J Final EIR/EIS which is over 1,000 single pages, plus references. The
Pier J FEIR/EIS was released July 21, 2004 and the POLB has allowed the public 11 days to prepare
public comment for today August 2, 2004 where the Port of Long Beach Board of Harbor

Commissioners are scheduled to vote to approve the Final EIR/EIS.

AUG -3 2004
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As requested in our Dra.. IR/EIS public comment we requeste mmmum of 90 days for public
comment and the Port of Long Beach has intentionally ignored this reasonable request. ~ The Port
of Long Beach has further ignored CEQA and NEPA minimum recommended public comment period

time.

CFASE once again requests that you delay any Board of Harbor Commissioners vote on the PIER J
FEIR/EIS and reopen the public comment period for 90 days prior to making any final decision.

We further request that the FEIR/EIS , all referenced and all related documentation be made available
on a public accessible website and that CD/DVD version copies be made available to the public.

Inadequate Public Notice - The POLB and USACOE has a fiduciary responsibility to provide
adequate public notice of its intention to vote on the Pier J FEIR/EIS and to distribute public
information on the FEIR/EIS.

In the Draft EIR/EIS we requested that all residents within a 10 mile radius be notified and receive
detailed information of the Pier J Project and the EIR/EIS and yet the Port of Long Beach failed to
address this reasonable request. =~ CFASE specifically requested that the Long Beach bordering
communities of Wilmington, San Pedro, Carson and Compton be notified and receive information.

CFASE requested that the POLB send a representative to visit various community organizations to
advise them on the CEQA/NEPA process, the Pier J Project and the FEIR/EIS, yet the POLB failed
to act upon this reasonable request.

CFASE requested that the POLB send Press Releases to every local newspaper, radio and television
station within a 10 mile radius yet the POLB failed to do so. Every local newspaper, radio and
televison station would have published a story free of charge as a normal public information service,
yet the POLB failed to act upon this reasonable request.

Failure to Advise The Public Of Significant Temporary and Permanent Negative Environmental
and Public Health Impacts - The POLB and USACOE has a fiduciary responsibility to advise the
public of the temporary and permanent long term negative environmental, public health, public safety,
welfare, economic and community unﬁacts of this project.

The Port of Long Beach and the Board of Harbor Commissioners must acknowledge to the public and
advise the public of the over 30 public health problems caused by air pollution and the increase in air
pollution the Pier J Project will cause. CoT e

B

CFASE requested that the POLB advise all residents within 10 miles of the Pier J Project of the
significant negative environmental and public health impacts of this project, yet the POLB failed to
act upon this reasonable request.

Failure To Conduct And Include In The FEIR/EIS A Community Health Survey - CFASE
requested the POLB conduct a public health survey in Long Beach, Wilmington, and San Pedro to
determine the health impact of the POLB’s construction and business operations, yet the POLB failed
to act upon this reasonable request.

The notation in the FEIR /EIS “ Commentor’s request noted “ is not an acceptable answer. The
POLB must take action or justify why it will not perform the mmgatlon request and include this
information in the FEIR/EIS.




The POLB must condut’ % public health survey in order to estabi’ . a current baseline in which to
compare its future construction and business operation impacts on public health.

5. Failure To Establish A Public Health Trust Fund - CFASE requested that the POLB establish a
Public Health Trust Fund so that the public and public health care facilities could access funds for
payment of non-prescription, prescription medicines, medical supplies, medical equipment, home air
purifters & ventilation systems, medical care transportation, short term and long term health care costs,
yet the POLB failed to establish a fund knowing that it is a major contributor to public health
problems.

The notation in the FEIR/EIS “ Commentor’s request noted “ is not an acceptable answer. The
POLB must take action or justify why it will not perform the mitigation request and include this
information in the FEIR/EIS.

6. Failure to Establish a Public Environmental Care trust Fund- CFASE requested that the POLB
establish a Public Environmental Care Trust Fund, yet the POLB failed to establish a fund knowing
that it is a major contributor to permanent, long term and irreparable environmental damage and
degradation

The notation in the FEIR./EIS “ Commentor’s request noted “ is not an acceptable answer. The
POLB must take action or justify why it will not perform the mitigation request and include this
information in the FEIR/EIS.

7. Failure To Include Local Mortality, Morbidity and Epidemiological Studies As Part of Health
Risk Assessment- CFASE requested that the POLB include local community mortality, morbidity
and epidemiological studies as proof to validate the conclusions of the HRA information, yet the
POLB failed to include the information. CFASE has stated that the local mortality and morbidity
exceeds what is quoted by the POLB HRA information. CFASE has no conﬁdence in any model
used by the POLB or any governmental agency. Prove it with local data.

The notation in the FEIR./EIS “ Commentor’s request noted “ is not an acceptable answer.  The
POLB must take action or justify why it will not perform the mitigation request and include this
information in the FEIR/EIS. p

It is in the pubic’s interest that we make these public comments and it is with much regret that due to the
unreasonable limited time imposed by the Port of T.ong Beach that CFASE can only submit limited comments.

We do however, reserve our right to declare that our verbal and written comments submitted in response to
the Draft EIR/EIS are valid and request that they be included in the Final EIR/EIS.

The Coalition For A Safe Environment is a non-profit community organization composed of residents, senior
citizens, homeowners, students, non-profit organizations, community organizations, committees, business
owners, harbor area employees and friends who are concerned with environmental, economic, health, safety
and public welfare issues affecting our communities.

Respectfully Submitted In The Public’s Interest,
éjes"se"N. Marquez
Executive Director
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September 9, 2004

Jesse N. Marquez, Executive Director
Coalition For A Safe Environment
140 West Lomita Blvd.

Wilmington, CA 90744-1223

Subject: Letter dated August 2, 2004 — Pier J South EIR
Dear Mr. Marquez:

The Port of Long Beach is in receipt of your August 2, 2004 letter commenting on the Pier J
South Terminal Development project Final Environmental Impact Statement/ Environmental
Impact Report (EIS/EIR). Although your letter was received after the close of the comment
period on the Final EIS/EIR and after the Board of Harbor Commissioner’s certification of the
Final EIS/EIR, the following responses are provided as numbered in your letter.

1. Public Review and Comment Period. As our response in the Final EIS/EIR indicated
(Response to Comment COAL-AS), the Draft EIS/EIR was prepared consistent with National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) guidelines for public involvement and notice requirements
(40 C.F.R. 1506.6(a), (b), and California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) guidelines
(Sections 15085 and15087). NEPA guidelines stipulate no less than 45 days for public review
and CEQA guidelines stipulate no less than 30 days and no longer than 60 days except in
unusual circumstances. The draft document was circulated for 45 days (August 18 to October 3,
2003).

The Final EIS/EIR containing the responses to comments was distributed in accordance with
Public Resources Code Section 21092.5, and provided more than the minimum time period,
which is 10 days.

An electronic version of the entire Final EIS/EIR is available at the Port’s Planning Division,
telephone number (562) 590-4160.

2. Inadequate Public Notice. As our response in the Final EIS/EIR indicated (Response to
Comment COAL-A6), numerous public notices and opportunities have been provided to gather
comments on the Pier J South environmental document. Public notice pamphlets in both English
and Spanish were available at the public hearings as well as on the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers’ website. In addition, the project has been the subject of public hearings and public
notices over the past years, as listed below:

PRESIDENT'S "E"AND“E-STAR"
AWARDS FOR EXCELLENCE iN EXPORT
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June 23, 2000. Notice of Preparation of EIR submitted to Responsible and Trustee
Agencies. ‘

January 23, 2001. Notice published in Federal Register regarding February 7, 2001, of
scoping meeting.

February 7, 2001. Notice of scoping meeting published in Press Telegram.

May 31, 2001. Notice of (i) availability of Draft EIS/EIR, and (ii) public hearing date
published in Federal Register.

June 8, 2001. Port website posts Board of Harbor Commissioners agenda including
notice of release of Draft EIS/EIR.

June 11, 2001, Draft EIS/EIR released for public review.

June 21 and July 12, 2001. Notice of public hearing on Draft EIS/EIR published in Press
Telegram.

July 13, 2001. Notice of public hearing on Board of Harbor Commissioners agenda
posted on the Port web site.

July 16, 2001. Public hearings on Draft EIS/EIR held at 1:00 pm and 6:00 pm.
December 13, 2002. Port website posts Board of Harbor Commissioners agenda
including notice of release of revised Draft EIS/EIR.

December 16, 2002. Notice of availability of revised Draft EIS/EIR and public hearing
date published in Federal Register and USACE web site. Also, e-mail notifications and/or
post cards mailed to all partics on the USACE’s Los Angeles, general, and Berth 100
lists.

December 16, 2002. Revised Draft EIS/EIR released for public review.

December 19, 2002, and January 9, 2003. Notices of public hearing on revised Draft
EIS/EIR published in Press Telegram.

January 24, 2003. Port website posts Board of Harbor Commissioners agenda including
notice of public hearing on revised Draft EIS/EIR.

January 27, 2003. Public hearings held at 1:00 pm and 6:00 pm. (USACE contacted Mr.
Noel Parks several days before the public hearing to ascertain how many people from the
local community he expected to attend the hearing, and ensure that members of the
community were aware of the hearing date and time.)

January 31, 2003. USACE extends comment period three and one-half weeks beyond
original February 3 deadline to February 27, 2003. Consequently, the pubic comment
period was extended, although for 24 days rather than the requested 60 days. To ensure
that all issues were addressed in the Final EIS/EIR, the USACE also forwarded several
comment letters that arrived after the close of the extended comment period to the Port to
be addressed in the final document.

August 13, 2003. Notice of availability of revised Draft EIS/EIR and public hearing date
published in the Federal Register and USACE website. Also, e-mail notifications and/or
post cards mailed to all parties on the USACE’s Los Angeles, general, and Berth 100
lists.

August 18, 2003. Revised Draft EIS/EIR release for public review.

August 28 and September 11, 2003. Notices of public hearing on revised Draft EIS/EIR
published in Press Telegram.
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o September 19, 2003. Port website posts Board of Harbor Commissioners agenda
including notice of public hearing on revised Draft EIS/EIR.

o September 22, 2003. Public hearings held at 1:00 and 6:00 pm.

o October 3, 2003. 45-day public review ends.

Concerning residents in a 10-mile radius of the project, sensitive receptors and census tracts that
would potentially be located in the impact zone were selected in the Health Risk Assessment
(HRA) for the Draft EIS/EIR (figures C-1, C-2, and C-3, Attachment C, Appendix C). The HRA
zone of impact is defined as the area where cancer risk is greater than one in a million. Note
that since publication of the Draft EIS/EIR HRA, the South Coast Air Quality Management
District (SCAQMD) published HRA guidelines and the CARB released the new version of the
EMFAC model, EMFAC2002. To incorporate the requirements of the SCAQMD HRA
guidelines and updated emission factors based on EMFAC2002, an HRA Addendum was
prepared as part of this Final EIS/EIR and is provided in Appendix E. In this addendum, a
revised impact zone is illustrated in Figure 5. While the impact zone has changed, the number of
sensitive receptors and census tracts analyzed in the HRA are unchanged because they were
found to be sufficient for the analysis. The findings of the addendum are consistent with those of
the HRA for the Draft EIS/EIR.

3. Failure to Advise the Public of Significant Temporary and Permanent Negative
Environmental and Public Health Impacts. The joint EIS/EIR was prepared in accordance
with both NEPA and CEQA guidelines. Accordingly, the public was made aware of the findings
with respect to environmental and public health impacts. Also see responses to Nos. 1 and 2
above. Please refer to Resolution HD-2207 regarding the specific findings regarding the
Project’s impacts.

4, Failure to Conduct and Include in the Final EIR/EIS a Community Health Survey, The
Pier J South Terminal Development EIS/EIR addresses the potential direct, indirect, and
cumulative impacts of the project. It includes an air quality analysis to evaluate criteria air
pollutant emissions, and a health risk assessment to evaluate potential air toxic impacts. In
addition, an addendum of the health risk analysis was completed and is included in the Final
EIR. Your request that the Port and the Pier J tenants fund a $2,000,000 two-year community
health survey with USC, California State University Long Beach and your organization is
beyond the purpose and scope of NEPA/CEQA. In addition, the requested survey is not
“mitigation” as that term is defined in CEQA Guideline 15370. For these reasons, the responses
to comment COAL A62 stated that your request had been noted.

5. Failure to Establish a Public Health Trust Fund. This comment relates to your earlier
request that the Port establish and fund an annuat $20 million Public Heath Care Trust. The Port
acknowledges that it is a commercial/industrial complex, and that its activities are similar to any
major world port. Its activities by their nature entail transportation vehicles, both ground and
maritime; the traffic generated by these vehicles, as with all vehicles in the Los Angeles Air
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Basin contributes to air quality degradation. Please refer to Resolution HD-2207 regarding the
Harbor Commission’s specific findings regarding the Project’s impacts. In addition, the
requested establishment and funding of a trust fund is not “mitigation” as that term is defined in
CEQA Guideline 15370. For these reasons, the response to comments COAL-A60 on the Draft
EIS/EIR was that your request had been “noted”.

6. Failure to Establish a Public Environmental Care Trust Fund. As part of the
NEPA/CEQA process, the Port is responsible for implementing all feasible mitigation measures
for significant impacts associated with a given project. As in the case of a public health trust
fund, the commentor establishes no link between the impacts of the Pier J South project and a
“public environmental care trust fund.” Please refer to Resolution HD-2207 regarding the
Harbor Commission’s specific findings regarding the Project’s impacts. In addition, the
requested trust fund is not “mitigation” as that term is defined in CEQA Guideline 15370.

7. Failure to Include Local Mortality, Morbidity and Epidemiological Studies as Part of
Health Risk Assessment. The specific guidelines for conducting health risk assessments were
established by the SCAQMD. The Port’s HRA followed those guidelines. Please refer to
Appendices “C” and “E” of the Final EIR for further information. In addition, it should be noted
that the requested studies are not “mitigation” as that term is defined in CEQA Guideline 15370.

Please note that an appeal has been filed on the certification of the Final EIS/EIR and that it will
be presented to the Long Beach City Council on September 14, 2004, at 5:00 pm.

Sincerely,

Toptt Bartec

Robert Kanter
Director of Planning

SEC:s

Attachments
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Stacey Crouch

Port of Long Beach
925 Harbor Plaza
Long Beach, CA 90802

RE: Response to Comments in NRDC Letter Dated July 30, 2004 J00-0050

Dear Ms. Crouch, -

This letter includes a response to a comment on the Final EIS/EIR for the Port of Long Beach Pier J
project by the National Resources Defense Council (NRDC), dated July 30, 2004. Because [ was the
project manager for the traffic impact analysis, the letter begins with a summary of my professional
experience and qualifications to conduct port traffic impact studies. A response to one of the comments
in the letter pertaining to the traffic analysis follows. Specifically, the response contained in this letter
relates to the incorrect assertions of NRDC regarding the issue of the baseline for the traffic analysis. As
is described below, the NRDC comment is in error and does not reflect the standard professional practices
employed by transportation planners and engineers to conduct traffic impact studies. The methodology
that was employed in the study is correct and is in keeping with all known standards in California and
nationwide, as well as the guidelines of the cities of Los Angeles and Long Beach,

Professional Experience Summary

I have been a Principal Consultant with Meyer, Mohaddes Associates for nearly 14 years. Prior to that [
was a Senior Transportation Planner with DKS Associates. MMA and DKS are two of the largest traffic
engineering and planning firms in the western United States, and I have over 20 years of experience
working in the field of transportation planning. 1 have participated in and managed over 100
environmental traffic studies during my career, including traffic impact analyses for major regional
projects and numercus Port area projects. D}erg the past decade,.a major focus of my work has been
port-area studies and goods movement/truckihg studies. Some of the major pr0_|ects that I have managed
include environmental traffic studies for the Dominguez Technology Centre in Carson which inctuded
over 5 million square feet of industrial development, the Golden Springs project in Santa Fe Springs with
over 4 million square feet of development, and the Pert of Long Beach and Los Angeles Joint
Transportation Study (which received the 2002 Innovative Intermoddl Solutions for Urban Transportation
Award from the Institute of Transportation Engineers and which was published by the Transportation
Research Board). Ihave served as instructor at transportation planning and CEQA review courses for the
University of California at Los Angeles (UCLA), University of California Irvine, the Metropolitan
Transportation Commission and the American Planning Association on the subjects of traffic impact
studies, neighborhood traffic planning and thresholds of significance. I hold a Masters degree in
Transportation Planning from UCLA, and worked for the Southern California Association of
Governments in the Transportation Analysis section, where I participated in the preparation of the
Regional Transportation Plan and the Regional Travel Demand Model.

A
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Response to comment LA. “The final EIS/EIR Continues to Use the Incorrect Baseline

With respect to traffic impact analysis, the standard of practice in California is to compare project traffic
impacts against a future base, which is usually the “opening date” or “opening year” of the proposed
project and possibly another future horizon year as well. The practice is to compare project traffic
conditions to present conditions through presentation of a setting section, but to assess project impacts
based on a comparison of future conditions with and without the propaosed project. The future base year
analysis must include an estimate of all cumulative traffic from related projects as well as ambient traffic
growth. Cumulative traffic consists of traffic that would be generated by known or reasonably
foreseeable projects in the vicinity of the proposed project. Ambient traffic growth accounts for 6ther
traffic growth, including regional growth and infill development that will occur prior to the future base
herizon year. The report contains both existing and future year traffic data to enable the reader to make
the comparison of existing to “with-project”, but the basis of the impact analysis and determination of
significance is the future base without-project compared to future with-project scenarios.

Comparison of project traffic against existing conditions would underestimare project related traffic
impacts and is not realistic. Between present conditions and the future base year (year of project
opening), traffic conditions will change and, in general, traffic will grow due to other development
activity and growth. That background (cumulative and ambient traffic growth) could affect roadway and
intersection levels of service (LOS). LOS is graded from A to F, with A representing excellent operations
and free flow traffic conditions, and F representing jammed, highly congested conditions. The lowest
acceptable standard in most urban areas is LOS D, with LOS E being the accepted standard on
Congestion Management Program facilities. The future base level of service is a key element of the
traffic analysis. For example, if present conditions at a study intersection is LOS C, and the project is
measured against present conditions, it may not indicate a significant traffic impact because the
background condition is already “acceptable” and the project does not contribute enough traffic to push it
to an unacceptable LOS. Now, suppose the future base LOS is D or E, and the project worsens that
condition, the same project increment of traffic may now be considered significant, where it would not
when compared to present conditions. This§s an extremely critical factor in traffic impact analysis.
Every jurisdiction that [ have worked in compares project impacts against future base (year of project
operation) conditions,

Traffic impact studies are conducted based on the guidelines of the local jurisdiction in which potential
impacts would occur, in this case, the cities of Long Beach'and Los' Angeles. As the two largest cities in
Los Angeles County, both cities have a long history of traffic impact assessment and established
procedures and methodologies. The traffic impact guidelines of both cities require the comparison of
project traffic against future cumulative baseline conditions. According to David Roseman, the City
Traffic Engineer of Long Beach, all traffic studies compare project impacts against future base conditions
unless the project would be operational in the very short term, such as within six months to one year, All
other projects with longer-term horizons would require comparison against the future base conditions.
Similarly the City of Los Angels has published the “City of Los Angeles Traffic Study
Guidelines/Thresholds" which state the following
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e “Project impacts on the transportation system are related to existing conditions, the number and
type of trips resulting from the project, plus the projected future increase in ambient vehicle
trips” (page F-1, City of Los Angeles Draft LA CEQA Thresholds Guide, May, 1998),

e “Project impacts are typically based upon a comparison of intersection LOS for cumulative base
and cumulative base plus project (final LOS) conditions. The cumulative base conditions are
comprised of existing traffic levels increased by a factor to account for ambient traffic growth
plus projected traffic levels from known related projects in the v1cm1ty” (page F-1-5, City of Los
Angeles Draft LA CEQA Thresholds Guide, May, 1998).

The Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT) also has adopted “Traffic Study Policies and
Procedures” Revised August 2003, which defines a significant impact based on the project-related
increase in V/C ratio. Those guidelines define project-related increase in V/C to “mean the change in V/C
between the future V/C ratio with the project, ambient and related project growth but without proposed
traffic mitigation and the future V/C ratio with ambient and related project growth but without project and
proposed traffic mitigation.” (page 10 of the Policies and Procedures).

The Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) is the national association of traffic engineers and
transportation planners, and is recognized as the leading organization in the area of traffic impact
assessment methodology as well as research into traffic engineering and transportation planning. ITE
publishes many documents on traffic studies, methodologies and procedures, including the
“Transportation Impact Analyses for Site Development, Committee Draft, A Recommended Practice.”
That document states the following:

o For each analysis period being studied, and for each phase (horizon year) of the project, a
projected total traffic volume must be estimated for each critical intersection and segment of the
roadway system being analyzed. These projected total traffic volumes (consisting of the
summation of existing traffic, background growth traffic, background development traffic, and
site traffic) will be used in the next stgp-capacity analysis of future conditions.” (“Transportation
Impact Analyses for Site Development, Committee Draft, A Recommended Practice,” page 69)

Also, ITE has published the “Transportation Planmting Handbook, which states the following:
T Iy

o “Traffic impact studies project future transportation demands, describe the impact of the
increased demand, and suggest ways of mitigating the adverse effects of new development... The
target year should be at full build-out of the project, or it might be the horizon year of the
planning studies in the metropolitan area” (ITE “Transportation Planning Handbook,” 1992, page
407)

Similarly, the “Site Impact Handbook™ of the Florida Department of Transportation, April 1997, states
(the State of Florida has been a national leader in the development of methodologies for transportation
analysis due to the significant amount of growth in the State and the amount of significant traffic
congestion):
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“Background Traffic, the expected increase in non-development traffic and traffic from other

®
development, should be accounted for in future years... The background traffic is used as the base
condition in determining the impacts of the development on the transportation system” {page 30,
Site Impacted Handbook, State of Florida Department of Transportation, Unit HI, Standard Site
Impacts Review Procedures, 1997)

Summary

As clearly demonstrated, the NRDC comment regarding the baseline that was used in the traffic
impact analysis is in error. The correct methodology to assess project sigaificant impacts was used
tn the study. The following key points have been noted in this response letter:

The traffic analysis methodology that was employed is consistent with all local, state and national
standards, including the Cities of Los Angeles and Long Beach and the Institute of Transportation
Engineers

The traffic analysis methodology that was employed is reasonably conservative and would not
underestimate the potential project traffic impacts. The suggested NRDC methodology could
underestimate project traffic impacts.

Existing (or current) conditions are included in the documentation, facilitating a comparison of
future with-project conditions to existing conditions, but the determination of significance is
based on future base (year of project operation including other known traffic growth) compared to
future with-project, in accordance with all known professional practices.

Please do not hesitate to call me with any questions.

Sincerely,

a

J. Hamrick, Principal

Meyer, Mohaddes Associates Do




