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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Purpose :

In June 1999, Rule 1158 affecting storage, handling and shipment of petroleum coke, coal, and
sulfur was amended to further reduce particulate emissions from these sources. The mandated
date for full compliance with the Rule was June 2004. This study is one of an ongoing series
examining elemental carbon (EC) contained in the inhalable particulate fraction (PM,g) in the
greater Long Beach/Wilmington area. This series of studies consists of PMg sampling in the
spring/summer and fall/winter, observing trends in ambient PM;p concentration and the EC
content of collected samples. ' ' S

Sampling --

Sampling was conducted between October 30, 2004 and December 5, 2004, coincident with the
AQMD PM;jo monitoring network one-in-six day schedule. Sampling locations were identical to )
those utilized for the previous Rule 1158 follow-up studies. Itis intended that these sites be used
throughout the entire series of studies. Field operations were conducted by RES Environmental,
Inc., while all laboratory operations and data analysis were performed by AQMD staff. Twenty
samples were collected over seven pon-consccutive sampling days. :

Key Findings

1. Measured average ambient PMoand clemental carbon concentrations at the Hudsonand
Edison School sites are higher than the AQMD Long Beach and Central Los Angeles
network stations for the duration of the study. The average PMyo measured at Hudson
School and Edison School were 48 ';L}.g/m3 and 42 pg/m’ respectively, during the study,
while all other sites examined had averages ranging from 27-35 pg/m’.

2.  While averages are used to analyze PM;o trends over the course of the nine Rule 1158
follow-up studies, individual sites often experienced days where PMjo. exceeded the State
.24-hour PMp standard of 50 ug/m’. In 1998, approximately 70% of all measurements
exceeded this standard. The incidence of 24-hour exceedences has since steadily declined
and constituted 20% of the PM o measurements in the current study. '

3. The current and previous monitoring studies indicate that higher PM;o and EC
concentrations are measured at the Hudson School site than any other study sites, and
measurements are often higher compared to most of the AQMD network sites for PMjo.
During this study the average EC at Hudson School (7.0 pg/m’) was 59% higher than any.
other study site. The two closest AQMD network sites that have measurements of EC, -

Central Los Angeles and Long Beach, reported concentrations of 2.7 pg/m’ and 3.6 ug/m’, S

respectively.
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Monitoring at Long Beach shows a significant decline in ambient elemental carbon since
Rule 1158 was amended in July 1999. In 1998, prior to Rule amendment, EC at the study
sites averaged 7.8 pg/m” and steadily declined to an average of 4.5 ug/m’ by fall 2000,
More recent studies have shown average EC concentration to fluctuate within a narrow
range between 5.0-5.5 ;.Lg/m3 . This increase from the lowest observation ( 4.5 pg/m’ in
2000) may be attributed to increased commercial and private vehicular traffic in the area,
and year to year variations in meteorology.

. Monitoring during the spring/swmmer period shows lower and more consistent PMj, levels,
whereas fall/winter measurements (which are historically higher throughout the Basin than

springtime measurements) have been illustrative of trends in the area. Examination of all
of the monitoring dafa for spnng and fall suggests that measurable benefits of Rule 1158
have been observed, and increasing emissions from other sources of PMig and EC in the-
area may be greater contributors to PMlg, compared to PMjp from the coke/coal sources.’

Ex-2



1.0 INTRODUCTION

Over the course of several years prior to 1997, the AQMD had received complaints of

black, oily airborne dust from residents of Long Beach and Wilmington area

. neighborhoods. Surveys of the area noted that there were numerous coal and petroleum
coke production, storage, and shipment facilities. These included open stockpiles of -
green coke, enclosed “coke barns”, refinery kilns producingpetroleum coke, and a -

variety coke and coal carrying trains and trucks. Other industrial processes including
' sulfur distribution facilities, heavy traffic patterns, and general construction activities
were also noted in the area. ‘ : R

In August 1996, AQMD staff attended a public meeting in San Pedro that focused on
public concern over the levels of particulate matter in the region. Subsequently, the .
AQMD staff coordinated with various public action groups to select severa]—sites'foﬁ .

particulate monitoring, including sités located at specific areas of community concern.

Two studies weré conducted at these sites, one in May 1997" and one in fall/winter
19982, These studies were des_ig’negi—tdjbhatacté'rize; local micrometeorological ‘
parameters, and to microscopically and chemically characterize airbortie particulate "

- collected in the area. The mest pronounced findings of these studies-were the-elevated:
levels of elemental carbon and inhaldble particulate matter at some study sites, inclading
a monitoring site adjacent to ‘{E_Ijzab_;eth-Hﬁdﬁtm{Eléméﬁtﬁfj"St’:hboi‘ in Long Beach.

20459 (AB 1775 Lowenthalyrequ KONED; in con
. California Air Resources Bodrd (CARBY), prepate an annual study:for th
Legislature examining the frequency and severity of violations related to AQMD Rule '
1158 To monifor the cfficacy of the Rule and provide supporting data for the Legislative.
" Report, the AQMD initiated a series of Rule 1158 Follow-up Studies. These studies are

conducted twice annually:on ‘an ongoing basis; once each spring/summer and fall/winter.

Removal and enclosure of open coke storage pilées, and modification to equipment and--
work practices to comply with Rule 1158 requirements is ongoing. The Rule 1158 -
comphiance schedule mandates implementation of the majority of control measures by
August 1999, with full implementation of all measures by June 2004. AQMD T
Compliance staff have documented a high rate of compliance with the initial rule '

- implementation requirements, cluding covered transport, track washing, prompt
roadway/spill clean-up and the removal of several large open coke piles that has resulted
‘in the reduction of fgitive coke emissions from storage, handling, and shipping -

¥ South Coast Air Quality Management District. (September 1997) Micrometeorological and Ambient Air
Quality Monitoring Conducted Simultaneously in the Vicinity of the Los Angeles and Long Beach Harbors.
Diamond Bar, CA. ' ' .

2 South Coast Air Quality Management District. (March 1999) Micrometeorological and Ambient Air
Quality Monitoring Conducted Simuitaneously in the Vicinity of the Los Angeles and Long Beach Harbors.
Diamond Bar, CA. N . . : .
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2.0 PROJECT DISCUSSION

From October 30 to December 5, 2004, PM; monitoring was conducted at three

locations in the cities of Long Beach (two sites) and Wilmington (one site). This study

constituted the eleventh in'a series of follow-up studies evaluating improvements in local

air quality precipitated through implementation of Rule 1158, as amended on June 11, -
1999.

This study builds on a base of knowledge established by several previous studies: two
prior to Rule amendment and ten follow-up studies. Together they constitute a set of
seven spring/summer studies™* and six fall/winter”®. The primary objectives of the
current study are to collect data suitable for the evaluation of:

e Current inhalable particulate (PM;o) ambient concentration Vtrends for the study
area. ’

» Speciation of the qarbonacébus component of the collected particulate samples for
elemental and organic carbon content. ‘ '

e  Comparison of 2004 PM;o mass and carbon data with that obtained during the
- earlier Rule 1158 studies. o '
The prevailing winds in the stady area place portions of the community downwind of -
coal-and coke production and/or storage facilities, and fugitive dust from these activities
has been a longstariding community concern. This fugitive dust coniributes to increases
in the PMq particulate concentration. Mobile sources such as diesel trucks, trains and
" “ships ini the area also contribute to the overall ambient particulate matter concentrations.

Site selection and the sampling calendar were influenced by several factors. Sampling
dates were scheduled to repeat as closely as possible the sampling dates of the previous
" studies, while coinciding with the U.S. EPA one-in-six monitoring schednle utilized by
the AQMD in its PM,, monitoring network. Samples were scheduled for colléction on

o _October 30, 2004, Novembeér 5, 11, 17, 23, and 29, 2004, and December 5, 2004,

producing a data set consisting of 21 samples. One sample was invalid due to a power
faiture at Edison School on December 5™ ' '

. The three current monitoring sites were chosen from seven sites used in the fall/winter
1998 study, Micrometeorological and Ambient Air Quality Monitoring Conducted
Simultaneously in the Vicinity of the Los Angeles and Long Beach Harbors (March
1999); the sites have remained constant during the course of the Rule 1158 Follow-Up
series of studies (Figure 1.) Site selection criteria included site locations relative to coal

3 South Coast Air Quality Management District. (September 1997)

4 gouth Coast Air Quality Management District. Rule 1158 Follow-Up Study #2, #4, #6. #8 and #10,
Diamond Bar, CA. .

S South Coast Air Quality Management District. (March 1999)

¢ South Coast Air Quality Management District. Rule 1158 Follow-Up Study #1, #3, #5, #7 and #9.
Diamond Bar, CA. ) - P '



- and coke facilities with respect to the local prevailing wind patterns, and their importance
as locations at or near student populations (the sites include two schools and a child care
- center. Of the seven sites included in the 1998 study, the two school sites exhibited the
highest levels of ambient PM;o and elemental carbon. Detailed site maps can be found in

Appendlx A-2.

2.1 SrrE DESCRIP’I’IONS

RES Environmental, Inc (RES), was coniracted by the AQMD to perform field
operations for the current study at three sampling locations:

Site 1:

Site 2:

School Building Services Facilities/Hudson School (HUD}
2401 Webster Avenue
Long Beach, California

The monitoring site is located at the Long Beach School Building Services
facility (maintenance yard), adjacent to the Hudson Middle School. The
PM;o sampler was installed on top of two adjoining steel containers.
Potential exposures consist of Henry Ford Freeway, which runs parallel to
the monitoring site to the west; and the maintenance yard to the north, east
and south of the monitoring site. The maintenance yard consists of repairs
and fabrication of materials, including welding. Meteorologlca}
monitoring equipment was included at this site.

Edison Elementary School (EDI)
625 Maine Avenue .. '

" "Long Beach, California |

“This site was located at the Edison Elementary Schoolin Long Beach.

The PMjo sanipler was located on a steel container at the westem side of
the school and playground. The sampler was also installed on a five-foot
platform to clear the school building to the cast. Potential exposures

_ consist of a main street artery (16™ Street) located to the north, which'

Site 3:

carries heavy vehicle traffic; and a small bus termmaI to the wcst of the
monitoring site.

Wilmington Childcare Center (WIL)
1419 Young Street
Wilmington, California

The monitoring equipment was installed on the roof of the Childcare
Center. Potential exposures consist of a commercial/industrial
development to the east and a parkmg area to thc west of the momtonng
site. : S



22  SAMPLING AND ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY

The AQMD maintains a PMio monitoring network throughout the South Coast Air Basin
(Basin). The Federal Reference Method (FRM) selective size inlet (SSI) PM,, samplers
utilized in the PM,, network and analytical procedurcs are suminarized here. '

The SSI sampler used in this study is the U.S. EPA’s FRM sampler found in the Code of
Federal Regulations (40CFR50 Appendix J). It is used to monitor particulate matter 10
microns in diameter and less (PMo). For the purposes of this study, the SSI samplers are
used to collect PM,, samples, which were also used for the determination of organic
carbon (OC), elemental carbon (EC), and total carbon. S

The SSI sampler contains a pump controtled by a programmable timer. An elapsed time:
accumnulator, linked in parallel with the pump, records total pump operation: timein =
hours. During operation, 2 known quantity of air is drawn through a patticle size
separator, which achjeves particle separation, by impaction. The correct flow rate

* through the inlet is critical to collection of the correct particle size so that after impaction,
only particles with a diameter of 10 microns or less remain suspended in the airstream.
The flow of air then passes through a quartz filter medium;, upon which the particles are
collected. A programmable timer automatically turns the pump off at the end of the 24- -
hour sampling period. ‘ : '

Once 2 sample has been collected it is returned to the laboratory, following chain-of-
custody protocols, where both PM)o mass and carbon content are determined. Ambient
PM,, mass is determined by subtracting the weight of the clean unsampled filter
(measured in the laboratory prior to sampling) from the weight of the sampled filter

" containing the collécted PM,,, to yield the mass of the PM,, collected on the filter. This =~ =~

mass is then divided by the amount of air drawn through the filter to give the ambient’ .
concentration, expressed as mass per cubic meter (ug/m’). -

Ambient carbon levels are determined by taking a small portion of the PM, filter and.
putting it info a carbon analyzer. The analyzer consists of a computer-controlled -
programmable oven, computer controlled gas flows, a laser, and a flame ionization ,
detector (FID). The sample is first heated in the oven in increasing amounts of oxygen. -
As the temperature rises, organic carbon followed by elemental carbon, are evolved from
the filter. ‘The laser beam passes through the filter, and the transmitted intensity increases
at the detector as the light-absorbing carbon leaves the filter, causing the filter to become. .
less black. The evolved carbon is swept from the oven by gas flow, and is transported to. .
the FID where it is detected (in the form of methane) throughout the heating process.

The computer that controls these processes collects data on the oven temperature profile,
laser light absorption, and FID response to determine the OC and EC content of the filter.
This information, combined with the volume of air sampled, provides the OC and EC
concentration in the ambient air. o S A S :



3.0 DATA ANALYSIS

Data collected from the current study are compared with data collected from the previous
Long Beach/Wilmington area studies. The followmg sections discuss the results of the

analysis.

3.1 PV AMBIENT CONCENTRATION ANALYSIS

PM ;o ambient concentrations observed during the study are shown in Table 1. Complete
data tabulations can be found in Appendix A-1. Long Beach values are provided for
comparison. The Central Los Angeles data reflect conditions within the urban core, _
where particulate levels are typically higher in carbonaceous compounds, as a result ofa
higher contribution from vehicle emissions,

’i‘able 1: Fal]fWinter 2004 PM,o Concentrations (ng/m?) at Sampling. Sites

: Date
Location 10/30/04 11/5/04 1111104 111704 11123104 1 1 I29!04 1 215104
HUD 40 43 ‘45 . 7 36 72 21
.EDI 36 39 35 66 30 45
WiL 31 39 25 64 32 40 13
Los Angeles 23 31 - 28 41 24 - 28 18
Long Beach 47 - 32 28 53 30 32 18

Twenty-four hour ambient PMyo concentrations dunng the study penod ranged from a

.. maxinium of 77. ug/m at HUD on November:17™, to.a. minimum of.13 pg/m obtainedat . . ...

the WIL site on December 5. The average PMjo concentratlon for the three study sites
was 41 ug/m>. :

Four of the 20 (20%) samples collected during the course of the study exceeded the State
24 hour PMjo standard of 50 pg/m’. The Federal PM,o 24-hour standard of 150 ug/m
was not exceeded in the current study. The highest site average value of 48 ug/m over
the course of the study occurred at the Hudson School site. As observed in previous.
Studies the Hudson School site ranked hi ghest for PM;o. :

On every sampling day other than October 30™, one or more study samples exceeded
both the nearby Lon g Beach and Central Los Angeles network stations, .

For all studies except the fall/wmter 2000 study, the HUD site exhibited the highest PM)g
average. [t should also be noted that on several occasions in the previous studies the
HUD site PM,y concentrations are significantly higher than those observed at EDI and
WIL. Taken together, these trends suggest that HUD consistently experiences higher
PM;, concentrations than elsewhere in the study area. Such elevated samples may be the
result of local sources or meteorological conditions influencing the immediate area
adjacent to the sampler, and underscore the complexity and variety of particulate sources
that coniribute o ambient PM,o.



- 3.2 PM,;s TREND ANALYSIS

Ambient PM,, Concentration (ughﬁ"’)

Figure 2 summarizes the ambient PMo concentrations observed over the course of the
seven fall/winter studies. The black line represents the three-site study average for each
study. The data show a varying three-site seasonal PM;o decline from a 2000 average
64.5 ug/m to a 2003 average 423 pg/m’ — an average decline of 7 ;Lg/m per year. The
2004 average of 41.5 ug/m is statistically unchanged from the prior study. '

o0
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{EERAUD MEDI C_IWIL —=Three Site Average| -

Figure 2: Fall/Winter Ambient PMj, Concentrations by Site and Year. )

Exceedences of the state 24-hour PM, standard of 50pg/m’ are shown in Figure 3. :
During the course of the fall/winter study sampling, yearly exceedences of the state PMyo,
standard have declined from approxxmately 70% of the samples taken in 1998 to 20% of

the samples in 2004
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Figure 3: Percent of Study Observations Exceeding State PM10 Standard.
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33 7 BLRMENTAL CARBON AvALYSIS

2003

2004

~ Elementa] carbon (EC) is of particular interest in this study, as it arises in part from coke
and coal storage as well as from transportation including diesel emissions from trucks,
frains and ships. During the 2004 study, EC analysis was performed on samples collected
at the Long Beach and Central Los Angeles network stations in addition to the samiples -
collected at the study sites. The highest average ambient EC concentration of 7.0 pg/m’

was measured at the [T

in Table 2.

Table 2: Fall/Winter 2004 EC Concentrations (ug/m”) at Sampling Sites

udson School site (HUD). A summary of the EC data is provided -

| Date _j
Location 10/30/04 115104 1111104 111704 11/23/04  11/29/04 12/5/04 |
HUD 34 0.9 0.4 176 7.5 14.1 5.1
- EDI 34 2.6 1.7 6.1 5.7 7.0 *
WIL 0.4 1.1 2.3 9.3 6.1 . 56 35
Los Angeles 2.5 2.8 24 3.7 25 3.5 1.7
Long Beach 4.1 3.8 3.2 5.0 39 3.2 2.0
* No Sample o



Concentration (ug/m®)

Flemental carbon concentrations were averaged over the duration of each study, and the
results are presented in Figure 4. Complete data tabulations can be found in Appendix A-
1. The compiled fall/winter data in Figure 4 shows the ambient EC downward trend from
1998 through implementation of Rule 1158 revisions in 2000. Subsequently, average EC
has remained between 5.0 pg/m’ and 5.5 pg/m’ during the past four years.

12

10 1

-1 998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 - 2004
' ) Year ‘

- Figure 4: Fall/Winter Average EC by Site and Year

The marked EC reduction from 1998 thru 2000 can be attributed to implementation of the.
amended Rule 1158. Afier the major benefits of the Rule were realized, EC o
concentrations increased stowly over the following years as contributions from heavier -
commercial and private vehicular traffic increased. However, ambient EC concentrations
have not returned to pre-rule amendment levels.

After an initial decline in EC concentration between 1997 and 2000, the spring/summer
studies do not show any consistent trend (see Figure 5). However, these studies do
reinforce the observation that HUD is characteristically higher for EC than other sites
examined. '

sEaHUD BWMED! [JWilL [IifLong Beach Station £==iLos Angsles Slation  —=Siudy Average
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Figure 5: Si)ﬁng[Summer Average EC by Site and Ye_zi;‘

4.0  CONCLUSIONS

Other than the Hudson School site, measured average ambient PM;, and elemental
carbon were comparable to the AQMD Long Beach and Central Los Angeles network
stations for the duration of the study. This suggests that pollution contributions from
coal/coke operations has been reduced, and that the majority of existing ambient PMjp in
the greater Long Beach/Wilmington area arises from sources similar to those in Central

Los Angeles. :

During the course of fall/winter study sa:rnp-liﬂg, yearly exceedences of the state PMo
standard have dechined from approximately 70% of samples taken in 1998 1o 20% of -
samples in 2004. This suggests a decreased incidence of acute exposures to PMyo inthe -

arca.

10



The current and previous monitoring studies indicate that PM,q and EC concentrations
measured at the Hludson School site are often higher than the other study sites, and higher-
than many AQMD network sites for PMyo. This indicates that localized sources or
meteorological conditions may disproportionately impact the Hudson site. Hudson
School is located in close proximity to BP-Arco, a large oil refining facility, which 1s
located to the northwest, and is adjacent to the Terminal Island Freeway and a significant
rail spur (see map, Appendix A-3). :

Ambient EC remains well below concentrations observed in studies prior to Rule 1158
amendment (June 1999). The compiled fall/winter data in Figure 4 clearly shows the
ambient EC downward trend from 1998 through implementation of Rule 1158 revisions
in 2000. The marked EC reduction from 1998 thru 2000 can be attributed to '
implementation of the Amended Rule 1158. o

Subsequently, EC has fluctuated in a narrow range over the past four years, After the
major benefits of coke/coal abatement were realized, EC concentrations have increased
slowly, as contributions from heavier commercial and private vehicular traffic increased.
However, ambient EC concentrations have not returned to pre-rule amendment levels.

In summary, the spring/summer series of studies is yielding increasingly less information-
on the impact of Rule 1158. However, the fall/winter measurements have been more - -
illustrative of trends in the area. The longer trend shown in the data for the spring and |
falt studies suggests that the measurable benefits of Rule 1158 revision have been
observed, and other sources of PMjg and EC in the area are now more dominant than the

coke/coal contribution.

The studies indicate higher PMig and EC concéntrations at the Hudson School site than at
the other study sites, and that monitoring at Hudson School often show higher measured
Ievels than many of the AQMD PM g network sites. This suggests greater influence of
the ambient air quality at the Hudson School site by nearby PMipand EC sources, among™
them BP Arco and local cominercial and private vehicular traffic, than by Port coke/coal

operations.



"~ APPENDIX A-1 RULE 1158 L.ONG BEACH PM;y MONITORING DATA
2004 P, Resalts 2003 F Pl [~ Results
Location 0 S AT 1HIDE MOENE WA 1250 Perage Location W03 0B0K3 1S3 1AMIE MRTOS TM23M3 MRS Average
HUO 40 43 &5 7 * 72 21 43 HUR 54 4o 52 -] kS kil 51 49
[=v ) % = 35 % 1l 45 - 42 EDf 43 7 44 % 31 85 43 k)
wiL a 3 25 64 kg a0 13 k.7 wiL 45 2 £2 3 - a5 41 39
Lo Angaiiss <] It ] a1 E3 28 8 z Lo Angeles 1) 27 3z =1 24 2] 24 35
Long Beach a7 k-] 28 53 = 32 -] » Long Beach 48 24 44 26 F:] 50 28 *
* NoSample: a5 “ No Sample 423
2004 PalvWinter Organk: Carbon Amblent Concertation Results - 2003 FallWinler Qrganlc Carbon Resvils
Location 103004 U5 N HATL  H2EE 2 el Aocxacp Locatior 124003 003 NS 1NTMR3 HATRIS. 1203 1IRNSI03 Average
HID T34 1as %8 138 68 zr 48 ns | HUD 50 46 75 6.2 BB "2 68 69
ED A% 1 a0 kA B3 a8 * a9 f=e ] 4.3 3z 66 45 54 8.7 66 57
TOWR 114 109 52 a9 65 F/ . 44 80 wiL as z9 59 43 (A st T4 55
Los Angdes EA 82 58 7% 50 7% &4 64 Los Angeles 42 34 42 43 50 29 3.7 47
Lorg feach 05 74 55 1oz a4 75 53 78 Long Beach 35 26 52 39 a9 53 43 42
98 61
2004 Cavhoo Ahien G 2003 FaltWirter Elemental Carbon Ambiont Coacehbralion Results
tocaion 03004 US04 v AT HEV M2 5 Perage Location 10726003 I3 1US03  HAIN3 MHIMNS 1UZN03 M2N03  Average
HO 34 [11:3 (23 178 75 (L) &1 70 HUD 43 s 99 LA 83 0.2 15 75
£ a4 - 25 17 61 57 Fi ] - a4 EDI 28 17 &3 43 51 B2 57 a5
wL 04 LX) 23 93 -1 & . 85 40 wiL 4D 1.0 52 3] 63 61 58 48
Los Angeles 25 28 24 ar 25 s &4 27 Los Angelos 72 22 43 40 43 5.0 47 47
tengBeech 41 as 32 50 39 a2 28 35 Long Beach 3s 16 ] 45 1] ar 43 49
2004F Aurblent G 2003 FallWiater Total Carbon Amblant Contsatration Restdts
Locaiion WM 1S R RETCr - S Tc TR T L TR k) Averap Location’ RA03 3603 VUGS AN 1T TIZI0E 112903 Avenge
HO 168 s 182 5 144 %8 89 185 HUD 923 85 17.4 1239 5.1 215 167 Ma
B 123 122 w7 <-4 20 158 * H3 ED4 (3] 49 129 89 105 14.9 25 102
wL 122 28 s 192 28 132 b< ] 21 WIL 19 ag 11 a1 124 152 129 102
Los Arigeles 9% ] a3 15 s K] 68 81 s Angales 16.4 55 85 a3 83 ag a4 04
Lo Beoch G 1.2 85 152 123 07 73 na Long Beach 7.1 42 11.8 54 118 120 8.6 a9t
202 FallWinter PN, Ambient © Resuoit
Lacation 10502 10A7/02 - YHZIMNZ  H0X0Z 110402 110602 111602 Hzun2  $U2B02 1214102 12190/62 1214692 Average
HUD 46 43 52 rd ) * a7 a8 * 93 . 63 T8 60
EDt 46 40 45 48 48 25 . 53 &2 T8 7oAy 26’ 47 )
wiL = 39 32 38 55 20 L) ] &5 78 B 5 45
LB Station 45 - 35 43 32 50 23 28 51 51 % 44 24 42
* No Sampla
2002 FaliWinter Organic Carbon Ambient Ct ion Resilt;
. Location 0502 1672 WUEH0Z  SOZ9I02  1NANZ  TIMOD2Z  ANGI02 . 12Dz HAfzBfoz 12402 1210702 12716002 = Average
HUD ! -86 -- - &5%1-- - 53 36 L YA 10.5 s T - 9.8 9B 30 - . L R
&0l &4 44 44 38 50 38 - 74 87 74 &84 2.5 5.7 R
WiIL . - 48 - 33 38 5 3.0 53 8.6 9% 73 78 - 22 5.8
LB Station (3 4.0 34, 3.8 3.7 28 40 6.7 6.6 10.2 67 a4 5.2
2002 FalliWinter Blemental Carbon Ambient Concentration Results
Location . Andsl0z AOHTIOZ  0i23M0z 10/28/02  H1f4f02  tTIHORZ 11/16/02 11422102  11/28i02 1302 12110402 12hei0z Average
HUD 28 3.1 55 31 37 . 110 17.0 .- 174 127 48 8.1
EDi 27 20 28 1.5 16 28 * 8.5 6.5 110 6.0 a5 45
WiL * 21 13 22 0.3 1.6 4.6 100 53 1086 35 33 41
LB Stalion 25 17 30 1.3 31 28 4.4 7.3 7.0 59 76 27 4.2
2092 FaliiWinter Yotal Carbon Ambient Concentration Results
Locafion AWEI02 104702 IDI23102  T0R2902 19402 1IMO2  1TMEMZ 112202 112802 121802 1211002 12M16/02 - Awverage
HUD a5 a8z - 108 5.7 84 * 216 278 . 289 224 7T 150
EDI 96 64 7.2 5.4 66 8.6 - 158 5.2 185 4.4 6.0 10.2
wiL * 70 45 &0 78 47 99 8.7 15.2 178 113 5.5 8.9
LB Station 57 64 57 [ ] 87 8.4 139 136 16.2 143 6.1 0.3
2002 FaltWinter Elemental Carbon as a Percentage of Total PMye
Location 10/5/02 AMt72 12302 i0/28102 1104002 11H0/02 1MitBI2  Hiza02 11128132 12amiz 12110002 12116/02 Average
HUD 6.2% 72% 10.6% BA%: 6.4% M 12.7% 19.4% . 17.5% 20.1% 17.1% 1286
EDI 5.9% " 8% 6.3% 3.2% 33% 112% v 15.5% 10.6% 14.1% 12.8% 13.3% a2
Wi - 54% 4.1% 5.7% 0.5% 8.1% 13.5% 134% 8.0% 13.6% 9.3% i3.2% 8.6
LB Station - 4.8% 7.1% 5.7% 6.3% 123% 159% - 14.3% 13.8% 7.9% 17.2% 11.1% 10.5

12




APPENDIX A-1

RULE 1158 L.ONG BEACH PM ;g MONITORING DATA (CONTINUED)

2001 FaliWinter PM,, Anhient Concentration Results

TUB/00 THAL00 TIRODD 112600 TZ200 12800 12M400 Average

Locaifon
HJD 40 i) o7 k< 36 76 & 62
=] 24 - 105 33 5 ] =2 55
wiL 16 43 47 3¥ P 5 T0 45
LB Station b1 14 24 k1] 24 56 b 2
* Mo Sample

Locaion /860 WALD0 TUZN00 1126000 12200 12800 1214400 Aversge
HD 55 129 108 97 68 1% 172 . .13
Ent 33 + 88 & 7 138 19 95
WL 53 97 &9 84 47 155 135 89

2001 FallVWinter X 1 Costoon Amibicnt Concentration Results

Locaflon  UED0 THA400 FUAVOD 142600 122700 12B00 M0 Avrage
HD §» 78 711 AT 46 84 97 &8
[=2] 23 + 43 38 33 55 66 43
wiL 4 42 27 4% 18 62 54 37

2001 FaliWinler Total Carbon Arbient Concerfration Resuits

Location  UE0D 400 12000 112600 122100 12800 1A14U0 Average

H w8 W7 18 4 1.5 244 268 181
EQ 56 * 131 125 103 194 25 133
WL 43 134 96 135 65 17 188 1286

2000 FaltWinter PMy, Ambient Concentration Results

TR0 1IN0 12000 1IZS00 12260 T2E0D 1244100 Average

iLocation
WD 134 56 143 73 100 pci} 43 82
EDX 52 48 78 73 405 18 rd 5
WL 56 45 55 65 93 16 7 5
LB Station 44 49 2 . 105 20 35 &8
* No Sampla

2000 Falfiirter Organle Carbon Amblent Conventration Results

Lecation 106 1171400 1120/00 1172600 1272000 TZR00 121400 Aveage
HID 171 e 226 9 92 46 87 i
EDI 89 a7 154 76 102 Z8 78 ag

wiL 105 a7 g 7 8.1 29 72 80

2000 Falliinter Elemesttal Cacbon Amblest Concantration Rasults

U0 11400 HIZY00 126000 121200 12/8700 12400 Avemge

Location
HD T8 64 ne 4.8 45 a7 35 &0
EDY 38 41 74 43 33 2 21 39
Wit 46 41 51 38 36 17 29 37

2000 Falt'Winter Tota] Carbon Ambslent Concentration Hesulls

Location TMIB00 $114/00 1120000 126100 1202100 12800 12400 Average
HUD 7 17 342 138 138 83 123 nr
EX 27 138 28 119 135 48 99 128
| WL 15.1 138 16 108 1t7 46 10.1 n7

4999 Fall\Mnter PMyq Amblent Concentration Results

bocation  TU2S9 1U&99 1IHASD 1172089 11126090 127209 128/99 121423 Average

HOD *®2 38 50 30 ar 2] 8 - 1M k2!
ED 85 3 47 ko4 49 7 B, o 64
WL @ ) 485 DN & ] AT : 4 &8
tBSttion 77 =2 38 a7 38 ] 55 59 45
= No Sarrple

1999Fﬂmmmmmwmmwts
Location U299 1003 11M499 112000 1126199 12209 12RI09 1214199 Average

HUD 93 6 6 45 # 133 104 22 104
e 83 4.3 58 49 105 141 134 142 as
wh 8.1 441 64 44 126 135 M 122 02

4999 Fal\WWinter Elemental Carbon Amihient Concentration Results

Location 14299 11899 1499 11720090 11/26/99 122199 TR0 121498 Average

HUO 79 4.1 48 27 59 74 66 17.8 72
[za] 57 26 4 2y . 46 61 61 as 50
55 . 72 56

WL 6 87 41 24 74

1995 FalWinter Total Carbon Ambiient Concentration Results

1998 FallWWinter PMs Ambient Concentration Resuits-

Location 111198 11/7/98 11113138 41/19/88 14/25/98 12/13/98 Average
HUD 5. 56 72 89 . 55 67
EDi 50 49 67 73 74 55 64

©WIL 54 43 45 52 70 33 - 50

LB Station 43 31° 39 84 - . 27 39

* Mo Sample

1998 Fall'Winter Organle Carbon Ambient Concentration Results

Location - 11A98 117798 11398 11/19/98 11/25/98 12/13[98 Average

HuD 7.5 64 - 112 142 * 8.6 9.6
=D 7 55 113 104 9.3 10.1 8.8
wiL 6.9 57 8.4 8.3, 9.9 5.8 75
1993 Fall/Winter Ele tal Carbon Ambient Cc ation R it:
. Logcation 11/1/88 117198 14113198 111938 11125198 1213158 Average
HUD 62 8.2 16.6 19.8 - 89 115
EDI 43 3.3 9.2 12,6 7.9 5.5 T2
wiL 4.1 38 5.9 7.3 6.5 3.4 52

1998 FallWinter Total Carbon Ambient Concentration Results

Wi 144 208 105 68 X

Locsion  TH2/99 TURDI M9 1172099 12600 12099 1280 1211499 Average Locaticn  $1/4/98 1177198 11/13/98 14/19/98 142598 12113198 Average
HJD 78 - 104 108 T2 169 212 17 40 176 HUD 13.7 2.6 279 34 * 17.5 211
ED¢ 14 74 98 78 151 X2 195 226 145 DI 1.3 8.8 205 2249 17.2 159 161 -

19 * 194 15.8 _WiL 11 9.4 11.4 15.6 16.5 9.2 127




APPENDIX A-1 RULE 1158 LONG BEACH PM;; MONITORING DATA (CONTINUED)

2004 Spring/Swinmer PMy, Ambient Concentration Results 2003 Spring/s Mo Ambient C tration Resulis
Location S04 SB4 S2TI04 G204 GBS GM4IM4 G204 Tr2ID4 Average| | Location  sis03 21063 5."27103. 03 &3 GM403  &20/02  Average
HLO 3r 28 32 36 38 32 37 32 34 HUD 28 53 44 31 20 . 41 37 35
EDI 37 20 3 3t 34 21 39 23 30 EDI 28 50 48 26 9 48 31 4
WiL 34 23 25 33 31 29 k] 23 27 WiL 29 48 38 3z 18 33 27 32
LB Stalion 34 28 n 33 30 30 34 24 30 LB Staen 26 8 49 22 18 | 24 30
LA Station 37 20 At 44 29 41 35 25 3 LA Station 35 46 53 58 35 49 28 42
2004 Spring/Summer Organic Carbon Amblant Concentration Results 2003 Spring/Summer Organic Carbon Amblant Concentration Results
Location  BH5M4 S04 SIZN04 G204 QBI04 BMADS €204 Ted  Average]| | Localion S5HSK3 52003 SZ703 6203 GBS GRS 6O0G Average
HUD 36 34 T 33 4.3 341 4.0 6.8 4.0 HUD 40 a7 55 29 29 53 . 3.2 4.8
EDi 3.9 28 50 337 4.0 29 36 4.0 37 EN 3.2 5.9 60 27 28 50 28 42
WiIL 37 24 3.1 39 33 24 - 31 39 32 WiL 34 &6 42 29 - ar7 4.2 26 3.3
L8 Station 35 32 3.6 38 38 26 37 35 35 18 Station 3.2 47 37 29 T 28 4.1 a0 3.3

LA Slation 45 3.0 36 . 45 4.3 41 35 36 39 LA Slaion 47 76 ] - 6.1 4:1 34 3.0 5.1

2004 Spring/Summer Elemental Carbon Ambient Concentration Results 2003 Spring!si El tal Carbon Amblent Concentration Results -~
Location  SH504  SIADA  SZIMA GlZ04 SR04 GHA04 620004 Tizios  Average| | Location S1503  S2103  S2703 G203 &ER3 611403 ol2ows Average
HUD 21 25 2.2 24 23 23 22 35 25 HUD is 39 17 1.4 16 a3 4.5 26
EB 20 14 2.4 1.9 21 14 2.6 23 20 ED! 11 a4 09 0.9 0.6 24 t.7 16
WIL w10 14 1.7 12 15 0.7 240 14 WL 1.1 a7 14 1.0 10 17 1.1 17
1B Station 0B 10 12 0.8 09 09 1.0 12 10 LB Staion 1.1 23 24 133 09 11 13 1.4
LA Station 2.1 07 1.3 6 11 12 D8 09 12 LA Station 21 37 .34 0.9 04 32 1.1 . 21
2004 Spring/Summer Total Carbon Ambient Concentration Resulls 2003 Spring/Summer Total Carbon Ambient Concentration Results
Location SM5I04 S04 SRS G204 GAIBE M40 BI04 T/NDA Average Locatlon SA5MS 5203 SIEA3 G203 GWU3 SM4NS GO Awverage
HUD 57 59 5.9 54 71 54 6.2 C 103 65 HUQ 55 -128 1.2 a3 45 86 77 72
ED} 5.8 4.2 74 .52 &1 43 52 63 56 EDI 43 103 69 3.6 34 T4 45 58
wiL 54 a4 4.5 5.6 4.5 39 38 59 46 WiL 45 ni3 5.6 39 3.7 59 17 55
L8 Statien 43 -~ 42 4.8 4.6 4.7 35 4.7 4.3 4.4 LB Station 43 70 &1 | 34 L&) 52 43 49

LAStation = 66 3.7 4.9 60 54 53 4.3 4.5 5.1 LA Station 68 113 10.3 7.0 - 435 23 4.1 72

12002 SpringySurver P, Arrkient Oc fon Results ‘ " |00+ Spring/Sumtner PAlo Amblent Concentration Results
Lecation s T SAMe SN2 SN2 6Tz G1MR  EMam Averap Location  S/25/01 53101 GG/ GH2/01 GMEI01 G24/01 6130101 Average
HD 0 58 =2 2 2 »» H B 0B HUD 39 70 47 34 63 35 3 &
EDk 0 S B 2 3 ©B' @D ¥ B £01 3 -7 @ a4 36 0B a4
WL A N 4 9 2 7 4 A B3 wiL 33 56 43 % 47 B » o
LB Setion NS NS 16 T 24 2 %) 20 5 LB Stalion 130 48 45 o0 43 32 a7 a8
2001 SpringfSurvves Crgeric Carbon Aevbient Concentration Resuts 2081 Spring/Summer Organic Carbon Amblent Concentration Results
location  SBl2 M2 SO TAR GNr 6R FOR 690 Aetage Location  SZSG1 53101 66001 6M201 ENBOT G401 6/30/01 Average
HID 54 48 33 2t 18 24 50 24 34 HUD 3.6 58 48 31 61 32 34 44"
=] 34 45 31 23 26 20 35 23 3D EDt 34 51 . 43 25 43 34 33 39
WL 28 - 45 22 t8 20 2¢ 32 26 27 Wik 4% 31 49 32 48 31 31 37
2001 SpringfSammer Elesmentad Carbion Arbient Concentration Restits - 2001 Spring/Sunwmer Elemental Carbon Amblent Concentration Results
Locaton M2 TMR FDM FER GUR SR GRW Guw Aveee Location 52501 S3U01 G/l GH2I61 SABI0T ER24101 6/30/05 Average
HXD 35 22 26 0% 10 12 35 10 20 HUD 17 39 20 11 35 13 22 23
CE 15 20 17 11 [1F:] [13:] 17 B9 - i3 ED 1.0 28 16 11 30 12 15 18
WL A1 168 07 08 05 11 13 1t 10 wiL 23 12 18 1.1 21 11 09 15
2001 Spring’Surmver Total Carbon Armbfent Concentration Results 2001 Spring/Summer Total Casbon Amblent Congentration Results
locaion S8 SWER SN2 AR GUR T2 GINR  GHR Averge Location  SI25MM 539100 6I6/0F GAZT GMBIOT /2607 6/30f01 Average
HD 3¢ 71 S8 31 28 36 B85 34 &4 HUD 53 105 66 42 296 46 56 66
=l 439 65 42 34 34 30 52 37 a4 Em 44 80 65 35 79 A7 48 57
WL 38 63 29 27 25 a5 45 37 37 WL 84 49 58 43 69 47 40 52

14 _ : . ,




APPENDIX A-1 RULE 1158 LONG BEACH PM;, MONITORING DATA {CONTINUED)

2000 Spring/Summer PM;, Ambilent Concentration Results 1997 Spring/Surmmer PMq Ambient Concentration Results

Location 5/24/00 S5/30/00 ©/5/00 6100 €M7/00 G23/00 6129701 A l1] %Loca!ion 54197  518/97 S/1253T 5/M4/97 5[20/97 522197 5127197 Average

HUD, 27 3 40 32 18 19 42 30 HUD 48 50 36 * 3z 39 58 44
EDI 20 28 37 3 25 7 35 28 EDI M - * - b + - -
WiL 22 a8 41 2 19 24 37 n Wit 43 50 35 42 30 36 418 41
| B Statior  © - 32 30 17 19 3 28 | B Station
* No Sample * No Sample

2000 Spring/Summer Organic Carbon Amblent Concentration Results 1997 Spring/Summer Organlc Carbon Amblent Concentration Resuits

Location 5/24/00 5/30/00 Gi5/00 MO0 G700 6/23/00 6/29/01 Average| - [Location BI20/37 SIZ297 SR27I97 Average

HUD 29 2.8 as 3.0 23 20 a7 29 HUD 36 4.3 6.9 49
EDI 25 2.6 36 2.8 26 21 31 28 EDi * * : *
WIL 25 2.9 37 3.0 24 29 33 3.0 WiL 4.1 42 58 47

2000 Spring/Summer Elemantal Carbon Amblent Concentration Results 1997 SpringfSummer Elemental Carbon Ambient Concentration Results
Location 5/20097 5(22197 S[27/97 Average
© HUD . 23 24 54 34

*

Locatlon 5/24/00 5/30MC &/5/00 6/11/80 6117700 6/23/00 6/29/01 Average]

CHUR 17 12 26 14 07 08 25 18
EDI 12 1.2 17 14 08 06 13 13 EDI .
wiL 13 12 1.8 -1t 08 10 16 1.2 wiL +2 1.6 3.3 20

s 1997 SpringiSummer Total Carbon Cont tration Result.

2000 SpringiSummar Total Carbon Ambilant G tration R

Location 5/24/00 5/30/60 G/S/00 G/11/00 G/17/0D /23700 6129701 Average| (Location SI20067 522197 SI21/T Average
HUD 46 a7 6.4 A4 3 28 6.2 4.4 HUD 59 6.7 123 83
32 ar a8 53 42 34 27 a4 39 EDI y - g
WIL 338 414 55 4.1 3.3 3.9 49 4.2 WL 53 5.8 91 6.7

15 - L : —



APPENDIX A-2 STUDY WIND DATA

— 9.8

20 30 2.0 1‘8.0’

WIND SPEED CILASS BCUNDARIES
{LLES/HDUR)

NOTES:

(IASREM OF THE FREDUENCY OF
OCCURRENCE FOR FACH WING DIRECTION.
WIND DIREETION 1S THE DIRECTION ’
FROM WHICH THE WIND iS BLOWING.
EXAMPLE — WIND IS BLOWING FROM THE
HORTH 2.6 PERCENT OF THE TIME.

16

S

WINDROSE

AQMD
PERIOD: 10,/30/04



APPENDIX A-2 STUDY WIND DATA

S
‘ 19.0
20 . 5.0 3.0 1.3.0"— _
b . WINDROSE
14 WIMND SPEED CLASS BOUMDARIES ' '
' (HILES /HOUR} : ’
AQMD o
NOTES: ! o
t DIAGRAM OF THE FREGUENGY GF | PERIOD: 11/5/04
R OCCURRENCE FOR EACH WiND DIRECTION. .

WIND DIRECTION IS THE DIRECTION

FROM WHICH THE WIND IS BLOWING.
EXAMPLE — wiND IS DLOWING FROM THE
NORTH 0 PFRCEMT OF THE TIME.

17




AFPPENDIX A-2 STUDY WIND DATA

3
19.0
26 50 gc izol _ _
——o WINDROSE -
WIND SPEED CLASS SCUNDARIES .
(MILES /HOUR) ) .
) AQMD
NOTES: . : s
DIAGRAM OF THE EREQUENSY OF PERIOD: 11/11/04
OCCURRENCE FOR EACH WIND DIRECTION. - ,
WIND DIRECROM 1S THE DIRECTION - .

FROM WHICH THE WIND 1S BLOWIMG.
EXAMPLE ~ WIND IS BLOWING FROM THE
NORTH .0 PERCENT OF THE TME.

g -



APPENDIX A-2 STUDY WIND DATA

W

20 5
e ).

WIND SPEED CLASS BOUNDARIES
{MILES AHOURY

HOTES:

DaGRae OF THE FREQUESHECY OF
OCCURRENCE FOR EACH WIND GIRECTION.
WIND DIRECTION 1S THE DIRECTION
FROM WHICH THE WIND 1S ELOWING.
THAMPLE — WINDG IS BLOWING FROM THE
HORTH .0 PERCENT OF THE TIME.

19

WINDROSE

AQMD
PERIOD: 11/17/04
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APPENDIX A-2 STUDY WIND DA’I‘A_L

zZ.0 5.0 2.0 1801

WIND SPEED CLASS BOUMDARIES
{HLES AROUR)

KOTES:

TIAGRAM OF THE FREQUENCY OF

CCCURRENCE FOR EACH WD DIRECTION.

WIND DIRECTION IS THE DIRECTION

FROM WHICH THE WIND IS BLOWING.

EXAMPLE — WIND IS BLOWING FROM THE

NORTH .0 PERCENT GF THE TIME.

20

WINDROSE

AOMD
PERIOD: 11,/23/04 -



APPENDIX A-2 STUDY WIND DATA

WIND SPEED CLASS BOUNDARIES
[80ESFHOUR)

MOTES: .

CIAORAM OF THE FREQUENCY OF
NCCURRENCE FOR FACH WIND DIRECTION.
WIND DIRECTIOM 1S THE DIRECTION

FROM WHICH THE WIND 1S BLOWING.
EXAMPLE — WIHD IS BLDWING FROM THE
MORTH .0 PERCENWT OF THE TIME.

21

WINDROSE

AQMD .
PERIOD: 11/28/04



APPENDIX A-2 STUDY WIND DATA

20 50 80 g0 e ' ,
—=  WINDROSE
WIND SPEED {LASS ECUF‘JD{—‘:\EIES
NOTES: e AQMD L
DIRGRAM ©F THE FREQUENCY OF F ERI@DI 1=2/6/04

OCCURRENCE FOR EACH WING DIRFCTION,
WIND DIRECTION 1S THE CIRECTIDN

TROM WHICH THE winD IS BLOWING.
EXAMIFLE — WIND 15 BLOWING FROM THE
NORTH O PERCENT OF THE TIME:

22



e

SAMPLING LOCATION DETAIL MAPS

.;..,A.o A

i

&
%
o

APPENDIX A-3

sininieiaie

g
a
Al

il

o Bl
o

s

L1

BGO0

doo

o

THLE -

"

00!

Prnted fram TOPO] ©2000 Wildflower Productione (s topn.com)

1000 FEET

Area .

mg

Hudson School and S_urroun'd



- R R e o

'3 ,amm

-

¥ o o ] A T o L0t 18 | b ?
i H ;! Ao E 3 s N I s
s T y SR T | | ¢ f ! \
I ettt Ll iy Froomy i b K " i bt e
R : fioms, ; ) ;
! | I Rl 1] gyt v e
& 2 ® B ik

e

|
!

.

00m

FEE
0™
Productions {www.topo.coca)

Héflowrer

Printed From TOPO) ©2000 Wi

Area

Edison School and Surrounding

24



e LI e e L L L

.em e e R T R by T = 1y e B S

i
1
{
i

(CONﬁNUED) _
ding Area

THRE
a00vn

(7w topa.cam)

d Surroun

25

Wilmington Childcare Center an

Printed from TOPO! ©2000 Wildflower Productions

SAMPLING LOCATION DETAIL MAPS

e
e

B

APPENDIX A-3

" R
e e
Q ke b

HiES

i




s ,,‘.
St

SAMPLING LOCATION DETAIL MAPS (CONTINUED)

APPENDIX A-3 |

1000

[ L0040
[

) ; Punted from TOPO! ©2000 WMH Productions {wew.topo.con)
" Long Beach Station and Surrounding Area

26



Post Office Box 90 Wilmington, Californig 20748
’ wilmington
December 15, 2005 Chamber of Commerce EﬁECM’Q ri tzg{?;
Harb D
Dr. Ralph Appy or epL

City of Los Angeles Harbor Department (Port of Los Angeles)
Environmental Management Division
425 South Palos Verdes Sireet
_P.O. Box 151
San Pedro, CA 90733-0151

Dear Dr. Appy:

In order to represent the view of the members of the Wilmington Chamber of Commerce, I would like to
take this opportumity to request the following iterns be considered during the environmental review process
of the Southern California Intemational Gateway (the “project”).

As the Chamber promotes business activity in the Wilmington area, we are keenly concemned about the
Impact on existing businesses that will be affected as a result of the project, both directly {within the
boundaries of the project} and indirectly (prior to and during the construction phase as well as operational
changes required after completion of the project). We would like to see these i impacts thoroughly evaluated
durmg the EIR process

We are also concerned about how increases and changes in traffic (particularly truck traffic) will dffect the
community, particularly since significant changes in major kighways/freeways are being contemplated in
the scoping of the project.

In addition to congestion, pollution (zir, light, noise) is a very important impact to consider to the
communities swrounding the project and the region. While we recognize that the benefit to the region may
be considerable (with regard to congestion and pollution), that benefit roust be balanced with the patential
negative impacts, that can’t be mitigated completely, to the community within close proximity to the
project.

We urge you to carefully consider how this project will relate to and impact other projects that are currently
being considered (the ACTA SR 47 improvements, for example) and firture projects being contemplated.
“'This is an opportunity to “get it right” for the business interests as well as the comnmunity needs:

As we understand it, fhere will be an opportunity to install and utilize the most modern and staie of the art
handling equipment fo operate within the project. This is a real opportunity to showcase how industry
growth does not have fo come at the expense of the environment. We hope this opportunity will be
exploited to its fullest extent.

Tharik you for your consideration of our comments. Good luck with your project and we look forward to
the Draft Environmental Impact Report.

Robert McKoy
Vice President

{310) 834-8586 - Fax (310) 834-8887



| sy South Coast
Air Quality Management District

; 21865 Copley Drive, Diamond Bar, CA 91765-4178
[ttt (009) 396-2000 - www.agmd.gov

December 15, 2005

Dr. Ralph G.. Appy

Director.of Environmental Management
{.os Angeles Harbor Department

425 South Palos Verdes Street

P.0. Box 151

San Pedro, CA 90733-0151

- Dear Dr. Appy:

Notice of Preparation of 2 Draft Environmental Impact Report for
Southern California Internatmnal Gateway

The South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) staff appreciates the
opportunity to conmment on the above-mentioned document. The SCAQMD staff
understands the importance of efficient port activity and goods movement. However, the

. proposed scope and location of the Southern California International Gateway (SCIG)

_ project should not be assumed acceptable since it has the clear potentlal to-significantly
impact local and regional air quality. - The location of this project is in a non-attainment
area, adjacent to already-impacted residential communities that have raised
environmental justice concerns, and in close proximity to several schools. Thus a
thorough assessment of environmental and public health impacts is needed. In addition,
in order to comply with CEQA, the port must apply its creative energies to identify
‘emission control measures and project alternatives—including alternative sites and the no
project alternative—to mitigate significant adverse impacts identified through the 1mpact
analysis.

We submit the following comments regarding the analysis of potential air quality
impacts, mitigation measures and project alternatives that must be mciuded m the Draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR):

Characterization of Emissions. The EIR must thoroughly characterize the types of air
_ contaminants that will be emitted from equipment, and their health and environmental
impacts. Of particular concern; the: project will result in emission of diesel particulate
matier, a complex mixture of gases and fine particles that contains-many carcinogenic -
compounds including arsenic, benzene, formaldehyde, 1-3-butadiene, and ethylene -
dibromide.! In 1998, the California Air Resources Board (CARB) 1dent1ﬁed diesel

'California Environmental Protection Agency, Air Resources Board and Ofﬁce o!f Brivircnmentzl Health Hazard Assessment, 1998,
‘Executive Summary for the “Proposed Identification of Diesel Exhaust as 2 Toxic Air Contaminant.”




Dr. Ralph Appy -2- December 15, 2005

exhaust as a Toxic Air Contaminant (TAC) based on its cancer causing potential. The
Iead agency must conduct a thorough health risk assessment to quantify the potential
health risks from sources associated with the proposed project and its alternatives,
including alternative sites (discussed below).

" Project Location, Objectives and Alternatives Analysis. The SCAQMD is concerned

- about the site selected for the proposed SCIG project. The community adjacent to the
Terminal Island Freeway is already heavily impacted by neighboring refineries, diesel
truck traffic on the Terminal Island Freeway, and the intermodal facility north of the
proposed SCIG project. The SCAQMD has examined elemental carbon contained in the
inhalable particulate fraction (PM10) in the Long Beach and Wilmington area. Based on
SCAQMD sampling data, average elemental carbon at Hudson Elementary School (7.0
ug/m’) was 59 percent higher’ than any other study sites evaluated in the Long Beach and
Wilmington area. Hudson Elementary School is within a quarter-mile from the project

* - site and would likely be significantly impacted. The environmental analysis should

thoroughly consider effects on this sensitive receptor, and among others.

The SCAQMD is pleased that the lead agency has added Alternative #3: Alternative Site
Location. The SCAQMD staff is concerned, however, that the proposed SCIG project.
objective still includes construction of a “near-dock™ intermodal rail facility. Such a
foregone conclusion or objective should not be reached at this stage of the environmental
Teview process. It is essential that this statement of project objectives not constrain
consideration of alternative sites. As required in the CEQA Guidelines, the lead agency
must thoroughly consider alternative site locations that will result in reduced public
‘health impacts to residences and sensitive receptors. “The discussion of alternatives shall
focus on alternatives to the project or its location which are capable of avoiding or
substantially lessening any significant effects of thie project, even if these alternatives
would impede to some degree the attainment of the project objectives, or would be more
costly.” CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(b) (emphasis added). Due to the magnitude of the
proposed rail project and proximity to sensitive receptors, the SCAQMD believes that the
lead agency must consider an on-dock or on-port alternative that could minimize diesel
truck emissions and localized impacts fo residences and sensitive receptors. An on-dock
or on-port facility is also potentially more efficient as cargo is loaded from the ships more
- directly to the trains, eliminating many heavy-heavy duty diesel truck trips.

- The Draft EIR must thoroughly analyze the ability to alter historical operating practices,
land use agreements and any other impediments to implementation of an on-dock or on
port alternative before rejecting such a possibility as infeasible. While CEQA Guidelines
list a number of factors, which may be considered in determining the feasibility of an
. alternative, “no one of these factors establishes a fixed limit on the scope of reasonable
~ alternatives.” CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(£)(1). The fact that an aliernative may even
- require legislative change does not necessarily make it infeasible. Citizens of Goleta -

" - Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal3d 553, 573. Thus, the fact that an

- alternative may require changes to the project, changes to port operations such as leases,
" or impede some project objectives, does not make it infeasible.

- 2 South Coast AirQual?iy Management District Monitoring Analysis Rule 11358 Follow-up Study #1 1, October 2005.



Dr. Ralph Appy - 3- December 15, 2005

 Mitigation of Emissions from Line Haul Locomotives. The proposed project lacks
sufficient mechanisms to minimize diesel particulate emissions from line-haud
locomotives. The CARB railroad MOUs and recently approved regulation for Cargo
Handling Equipment at Ports and Intermodal Rail Yards also will not adequately address
public health and air quality impacts. Line haul locomotives will clearly cause significant
- _emissions impacts, yet the NOP identifies no mitigation measures or alternatives to be
analyzed to mitigate these impacts. The Port of Los Angeles No Net Increase report
included measures directed to the line haul locomotives that must be included in the EIR
and implemented as feasible measures to mitigate identified significant impacts. “An
EIR shall describe feasible mitigation measures which counld minimize significant adverse
impacts.” (CEQA Guidelines §15126.4(a)(1).) These measures, at a minimum, should
be included as required mitigation in the Draft EIR. “(A)n adequate EIR must respond to
- specific suggestions for mitigating a significant environmental impact unless the
suggested mitigation is facially infeasible.” Los Angeles Unified School District v. City
of Los Angeles (1997) 58 Cal. App.4™ 1019, 1029. ,

Proposed Emissions Control Strategies Identified in NOP. The SCAQMD staff
commends BNSF Railway and the lead agency for their initial plans to incorporate
alternatives to diesel-powered railroad switch engines and yard hostling trucks, electric
cranes, and plans to evaluate alternative non-diesel delivery systems for containers.

. However substantial uncertainties regarding the scope of these plans remain, that must be
better defined. The project proponent apparently is still evaluating the feasibility of -
alternative technologies, and the proposed project thus lacks commitment to implement
them. In addition, it is unclear in the NOP which cranes will be electric, or whether other

" cargo handling equipment such as sideloaders, chassis stackers, etc. will be electric.

The Draft EIR must definitively specify where alternative technologies will be used -
throughout the project, and quantify the potential emissions impact associated with their
use. In addition, the Draft EIR must quantify emissions associated with all equipment
associated with the proposed project such as rail maintenance of way equipment
(anchors, ballast regulators, ballast sweepers, compactors, locomotive cranes, spike -
reclaimers, etc.), hy-tail trucks or other rail-related equipment. Agencies may not defer
the formulation of mitigation measures until some future time. (CEQA Guidelines
- §15126.4(2)(1)(B); Sundstrom v. County of Mendocino {1988) 202 Cal.App.3™ 296, 308-
309.

In short, the project must use the cleanest technologies feasible for al equipment in order.
to mitigate identified significant impacts. To the extent that low emitting technologies

- may not be immediately feasible, the project approval must include enforceable

~ commitments and schedules to implement such technologies when they become feasible,
" as necessary to mitigate identified significant adverse effects. “Mitigation measures must.
be fully enforceable through permit conditions, agreements, or other legally-binding
instruments.” CEQA Guidelines §15126.4(a)(2). ;
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Buffer zones, Grade Separations, etc. A full review of alternative sites and consideration
of the no project alternative must occur prior to proceeding with the proposed project. If
BNSF Railway continues to pursue the currently proposed location, the revised NOP

- states that the lead agency will be assessing the feasibility of a new grade separation from
the Terminal Island Freeway directly into the proposed SCIG site. Although this
approach may reduce localized impacts to those residents adjacent to the Terminal Island
. Freeway from trucks, impacts from the trucks, locomotives, and intermodal equipment
within the proposed SCIG site will continue to impact an already impacted area. The
SCAQMD staff recommends that the lead agency design the project to minimize
exposure of all emissions to residents and sensitive receptors by locating truck entrances
and exits away from receptors, building a buffer zone to protect sensitive receptors,
locating fueling stations and service and maintenance areas away from receptors, and any
other design features to minimize exposure of emissions to receptors. In addition, the
grade separation may enable an increase in traffic onto the site. These impacts should be
analyzed and mitigated, if impacts are significant. CEQA Guidelines §15126.4(a)(1)(D).

Additional comments relating to air quality analyses, data sources and mitigation
guidance are included in Attachment L

The SCAQMD staff appreciates the opportunity to comment on this project. Please send
the SCAQMD a copy of the Draft EIR upon its completion. In addition, please send with

“the Draft EIR all appendices or technical documents related fo the air quality analysis and
electronic versions of all air quality modeling and health risk assessment files. The
SCAQMD staff plans on commenting on the Draft EIR, including selection of the most
appropriate of the project alternatives contained in the analysis. If you have any
questions, please call me at (909) 396-3105.

Sincerely,

oo, Moo

Susan Nakamura
_ Planning Manager
BRW:PG:EC:SN:CB :

LAC050921-01L]
Conitrol Number
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Attachment I

The SCAQMD staff recommends that the lead agency follow the procedures, guidelines
and methodologies described below to assess potential air quality and health impacts
from the proposed project.

Air Quality Analysis -

The SCAQMD adopted its California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Air Quality
Handbook in 1993 to assist other public agencies with the preparation of air quality
analyses. The SCAQMD recommends that the Lead Agency use this Handbook as
guidance when preparing its air quality analysis. Copies of the Handbook are available
from the SCAQMD’s Subscription Services Department by calling (909) 396-3720.
Alternatively, lead agency may wish to consider using the California Air Resources
Board {CARB) approved URBEMIS 2002 Model. This model is available on the
SCAQMD Website at: www.agmd.gov/ceqa/models.html.

The Lead Agency should identify any potential adverse air quality impacts that could
occur from all phases of the project and all air pollutant sources related to the project.
Air quality impacts from both construction and operations should be calculated.
Construction-related air quality impacts for this type of project will typically include, but
are not limited to, emissions from the use of heavy-duty equipment from grading, earth-
loading/unloading, paving, architectural coatings, off-road mobile sources (¢.g., heavy-
duty construction equipment), equipment to build the rail line, and on-road mobile
sources {e.g., construction worker vehicle trips, material transport trips). Operation-
related air quality impacts may include, but are not limited to, locomotive emissions;
intermodal equipment, emissions from stationary sources (e.g., generators, boilers,
internal combusiion engines), area sources (e.g., solvents and coatings), and vehicular

~ trips (e.g., on- and off-road tailpipe emissions and entrained dust) including delivery
trucks.

CEQA Guidelines Sections 15130 and 15355 require lead agencies to evaluate
cumulative impacts, i.c., emissions from the proposed project as well as those from
existing or approved projects in the immediate vicinity of the proposed project.

Consistent with the SCAQMD’s environmental justice enhancement I-4, in October
2003, the SCAQMD Governing Board adopted a methodology for calculating localized
air quality impacts and localized significance thresholds (LSTs). LSTs can be used in
addition to the recommended regional significance thresholds as a second indication of
air quality impacts when preparing a CEQA document. Therefore, when preparing the
air quality analysis for the proposed project, it is recommended that the lead agency
perform a localized significance analysis by either using the LSTs developed by the
SCAQMD or performing dispersion modeling as necessary. Gmdance for performing a
localized air quality analysis can be found at

_http:/fwww.agmd. gov/ceqathandbook/LST/LST html.
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Regarding health risk assessment, SCAQMD staff has developed guidelines for
estimating emussions from railyards and for conducting health nisk assessments as part of
the Rule 3503 — Emissions Inventory and Health Risk Assessments for Railyards.
SCAQMD staff recomunends that the lead agency utilize these guidance documents when
estimating the health risks from the proposed project. In addition, the SCAQMD staff -
recommends that the lead agency refer to the SCAQMD’s “Health Risk Assessment
Guidance for Analyzing Cancer Risk from Mobile Source Diesel Idling Emissions for
CEQA Air Quality Analysis™ which can be found on the SCAQMD’s CEQA webpages at
~ the following internet address:

http://www.aqmd.gov/ceqga/handbook/mobile toxic/mobile toxic.html. An analysis-of
all toxic air contaminant impacts due to the decommissioning or use of equipment
potentially generating such air pollutants should also be included.

Mitigation Measures
Since the proposed project is expected to generate significant adverse air quality impacts,
CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures that go beyond what is required by
law be utilized during project construction and eperation. To assist the Lead Agency
with identifying possible mitigation measures for the project, please refer to Chapter 11
- of the SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook for sample air quality mitigation
measures. Additionally, SCAQMD’s Rule 403 — Fugitive Dust, and the Implementation
Handbook contain numerous measures for controlling construction-related emissions that
should be considered for use as CEQA. mitigation if not otherwise required. - Other
measures to reduce air quality impacts from land use projects can be found in the
SCAQMD’s Guidance Document for Addressing Air Quality Issues in General Plans and
Local Planning. This document can be found af the following internet address:
http://www.aqmd.gov/prdas/aggnide/agguide.html. Additional mitigation measures for
emissions from railyards and delivery trucks can be found in:

= SCAQMD’s “Health Risk Assessment Guidance for Analyzing Cancer Risk from

-~ Mobile Source Diesel Idling Emissions for CEQA Air Quality Analysis”

» Riverside Air Quality Task Force “Good Neighbor Guidelines”

-~ = Report to Mayor Hahn and Councilwoman Hahn by the No Net Increase Task
: Force, June 24, 2005,

Pursuant to state CEQA Guidelines §15126.4 (a)(1)(D), any impacts resulting from |
mitigation measures must also be discussed.

Data Sources

SCAQMD rules and relevant air quality reports and data are available by calling the

SCAQMD’s Public Information Center at (509) 396-2039. Much of the information
available through the Public Information Center is also available via the SCAQMD s
'World Wide Web Homepage (http://www.agmd.gov).
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Via Facsimile, Electronic and U.S. Mail

Dr. Ralph.G. Appy .
Director of Environmental Management

" Los Angeles Harbor Department

425 South Palos Verdes Street

P.0. Box 151 )

San Pedro, CA 90733-0151

Re: Notice of Preparation Southern California International Gateway Project
Dear Dr. Appy:

On behalf of the Natural Resources Defense Council (*NRDC?), the American Lung Association
- of LA County, California Earth Corps, California Safe Schools, the Coalition for a Safe
Environment, Communities for a Better Environment, Pacoima Beautiful, Physicians for Social
Responsibility — Los Angeles, Residents of Pico Rivera for Environmental Justice, and the San
Pedro & Peninsula Homeowners Coalition, we submit these comments on the Southern California
 International Gateway Project (“SCIG,” “Project™) to bring the Los Angeles Harbor Department’s
~ (“LAHD") attention to several important issues relating to the Notice of Preparation (“NOP”) and
upcoming Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) on the SCIG. We request that LAHD fully
examine the issues raised below in its EIR. o '
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1. The EIR must not narrowly define project objectives and should address a reasonable

range of alternatives. We appreciate the inclusion of new aliematives in the Supplemental NOP

to reflect comments received at the public scoping meetings. In particular, we are pleased that the

-~ LAHD plans to cvaluate, as one component of the Project, non-diesel delivery systems such as

- magnetic levitation (“maglev™) and electric to transport containers from the ports to the rail
facility. In light of the California Environmental Quality Act’s (“CEQA™)' requirernent that a

. reasonable range of feasible alternatives be considered in the EIR process, including measures that
employ alternative technology or strategnas to mitigate the Project’s environmental impacits,

_inclusion of these alternatives is a step in the nght direction. See Cal. Code. Reg, § 15126.6.2

These altérnative delivery systems should receive a thorough evaluation, as vessel-to-rail container

transport is a substantial and essential component of the proposed Project.

We are concerned, however, that the objectives of the Project may artificially limit the range of

. alternatives considered in the EIR in spite of the addition of new alternatives in the Supplemental

"NOP. If the project objective is defined too narrowly, the subsequent analysis of alternatives in the
EIR may be inadequate, for it is the project objective that guides the identification and
consideration of alternatives. See CEQA Guidelines § 15124(b).

Here, the objective and purpose of the Project appears to be the “[e]ffective[] and efficient]] . . .
managefment] [of] the demands of current and anticipated growth in containerized cargo.”
(Supplemental NOP, p.A-3).” Yet, the NOP narrowly limits this objective by essentially requiring
the development of a near-dock intermodal facility. Indeed, the Project objectives are listed as: “a
near-dock intermodal rail facility . . . for the transfer of marine containers between fruck and rail”
(NOP, p.A-3); “to help address the need for increased near-dock facilities and to provide an '

"efficient connection to the Alameda Corridor” (NOP, p.A-4); and to “help manage existing and
projected growth in containerized cargo at the San Pedro Ports by providing for mcreased near-
dock rail loading facilities” (NOP, p.32) (emphasis added). -

“Incorrectly focusing the Project objectives on the construction of a near-dock facility effectively
preludes consideration of reasonable alternative projects, such as on- -dock facilities that could

- mange existing and projected growth at the port. In fact, the only “alternatives” other than the no
action alternative identified in the original NOP were both near-dock facilities. In the -
Supplemental NOP, the only new project alternative is an alternative site location, which would
presumably involve all of the same components and technology as the proposed near-dock project,
only at a different location. Non-diesel delivery methods are mentioned as well, but these
represent mitigation measures rather than independent alternatwes to the proposed Project. Other

- altematzves such as on-dock Agile Port Systems (“APS”)* are completely absent from the list.?

Cal. Pub. Res. Code § 21000 ef seq..

_Cal Code Reg. § 15000 ef seq. (“CEQA Guidelines™)

Hereafler all references to the NOP refer to pages corresponding to the numbering in the Supp!emental NOP.
See CENTER FOR THE COMMERCIAL DEPLOYMENT OF TRANSPORTATION TECHNOLOGIES (CCDoTT),
EFFICIENT MARINE TERMINAL FULL SCALE DEMONSTRATION (Sept 15, 2003), available at

hitp:/fwww. ccdott.org/contentlAE fi.html, . .

AW N =
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Narrowly-defined Project objectives could also set viable alternatives up for rejection in the EIR.
For example, neither throughput-optimized on-dock facilities nor the “no action” altemative could
serve the purpose of providing increased near-dock facilities. CEQA prohibits an unduly
restrictive definition of project purposes. And, as you know, CEQA requires that the EIR present

. reasonable alternatives “which are capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any significant
effects of the project, even if these alternatives would impede to some degree attainment of the
project objectives, or would be more costly.” CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6(b). We therefore
expect that the EIR will incorporate a more accurate set of Project objectives that does not limit the
range of alternatives to near-dock facilities, and which includes a reasonable range of alternatives,
including but not limited to the implementation of state-of-the-art, on-dock Agile Port System
methods. With respect to APS, the EIR should study all aspects of APS methods to evaluate the
possible use of APS at the ports including, but not limited to: (1) integration of vessel and rail
information systems in a2 marine terminal; and (2) on-terminal equipment structuring providing for
simultaneous container loading and discharge, an arrangement called an Efficient Marine Terminal

(EMT).

2.  The EIR must address all components of the Project. The EIR must provide a clear and
accurate project description that addresses all of the project’s components. See County of Inyo v.
City of Los Angeles, 124 Cal.App.3d 1, 9 (1981) (“An accurate, stable, and finite project
description is the sine qua non of an informative and legally sufficient EIR.”). Here, the NOP’s
description of the proposed Project is unclear, particularly with respect to the use of entrances to
the site and the level and nature of use of the San Pedro track north of Sepulveda Boulevard. The
level of truck traffic on the Terminal Island freeway will depend on whether and to what extent the
northern entrance to the site is used. Because the Terminal Island freeway is immediately adjacent
to schools, residential neighborhoods, churches, and parks, the level of truck traffic on the freeway
is essential to the EIR’s impacts analysis. The NOP is also unclear with respect to the uses of the
San Pedro 1ail line, referring to this area as supporting “less frequent train movements.” NOP,
'p.A-3, Figure 2. Again, this segment of track is adjacent to schools, residences, and other non-
industrial land uses. Thus, the EIR must provide greater specificity if impacts from the use of this
segment of the Project are to be adequately analyzed.

3. The EIR must present an accurate environmental baseline. Under CEQA, the baseline
conditions for determining “significant impacts” are those local and regional conditions that exist
when the NOP is made available for review. See CEQA. Guidelines, §15125(a) (an EIR must
_describe the “physical environmental conditions in the vicinity of the project, as they exist at the
time the notice of preparation is published . . . from both a local and regional perspective. This
environmental setting will normally constitute the baseline physical conditions by which a lead
agency determines whether an impact is significant.”), Here, neither the local nor regional
conditions in the vicinity of the Project area appear to have been adequately described in the NGP.

3 ) While the cover letter accompanying the Supplemental NOP. invites comments on alternative locations for the
proposed facility, including an on-dock alternative, it is not clear from the NOP that the ‘on-dock alternative will
receive full consideration in the EIR. See Letter from Dr. Ralph Appy, Director of Environmental Management, to the

public (Oct. 31, 2005) (on file with the Los Angeles Harbor Department). :
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. First, the NOP provides only a vague description of the current operations at the Project site. For
 instance, the NOP states that the proposed Project area “currently supports a significant amount of .
Port-related activities,” including “cross docking, warehousing, and container and/or trailer
maintenance servicing and storage.” NOP, pp.A-2, 5. The NOP repeatedly characterizes the

- current activities at the proposed Project site as “heavy industrial,” (NOP, pp.5, 6, 12, 32), and
suggests that if the Project is built, the new uses of the site would be “generally consistent with
current industrial activities.” NOP at 28. Without an objective, detailed presentation of the
baseline conditions, however, this conclusion has no sound basis. The current use of the site is far
different and has far less severe environmental impacts than the proposed Project will, even though
both may be characterized as industrial uses. The EIR must include a detailed analysis of the
current environimental conditions so that a meaningful comparison of impacts can be made.®

For instance, the EIR must include a detatled analysis of the current levels of noise, air pollution,
light pollution, vibration, as well as traffic conditions, and make a realistic comparison of the
environmental impacts of the proposed Project versus the existing conditions. We expect that the

* EIR will contain an accurate characterization of the environmental baseline of the proposed Project
area and resolve the problem of vagueness in the NOP. In addition, the EIR must contain
documentation to support baseline numbers and sufficient analysis to explain and justify the
estimated truck trips, yard activities, locomotive trips, and other activities that w111 be generated by
the proposed Project. :

Second, the NOP’s documentation of the local and regional environmental conditions in the
vicinity of the proposed Project site is also inadequate. For instance, several schools, a shelter for
veterans, churches, parks, and residential neighborhoods are proximate to the proposed Project
site. The NOP gives short shrift to these surrounding conditions. For example, the NOP only
recognizes the proximity of schools to the proposed Project site twice; and only once with any

" (albeit misleading) specificity. See NOP, pp.2, 21. In addition, the NOP misleadingly suggests

that only three schools are nearby, NOP, p.21, when in fact, eight- publlc schools are close to the
proposed site:” Stephens Fine Arts Magnct Middle School (<0.5 mi.), Webster Elementary School
(<1.0 mi.), Hudson School (<0.25 mi:), Cabrille High School (<0.75 mi.), Mary Bethune Program
for the Homeless (<0.25 mi.), Reid Senior High School (<0.25 mi.), Garfield Elementary School
(<0.75 mi.), and John Muir Elementary School (<1.0 mi.). These schools represent a population of
over 9,400 students within a2 mile radius of the Project site. Other parochial schools, such as St.
Lucy’s, and at least one daycare center are also in the immediate vicinity and must be described.

The environmental baseline éubstantially informs impact analysis in the EIR, including analysis of
" cumulative impacts. See CEQA Guidelines § 15125(a); see also CEQA Guidelines Discussion
. accompanying § 15125 {“this section requires an EIR to describe the environmental setting of the

¢ In only one context does the NOP acknowledge that the uses associated with the proposed Project will difier
fromi existing uses, though both are industrial. See NOP, pp.24-26, 39 (noting that operations at the site “will change
from warchousing, contamer and trailer parking and maintenance to an active intermodal rail loading and unloading

fac;hty”)
Also of concemn is that while the NOP refers readers to Flgure 2 for the location of the three schoo]s

. mentioned in the project description, Figure 2 does not label any schools :
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project so that the changes can be seen in context.”) (emphasis added). For this reason, the
existing local and regional physical environmental conditions are relevant to the environmental
baseline and must be analyzed accordingly. Thus, even though the checklist’s inquiry into the
proximity of schools is limited to the hazardous materials safety context and only refers to schools
-within a quarter-mile radius, the substantial proximity of several schools is an element of the
Project’s environmental context. The EIR must comprehensively address the existing conditions
in the vicinity of the Project area so that an accuratc analysis of the Project’s and alternatives’
impacts is feasible. '

Third, under CEQA an EIR must include a description of the physical environmental conditions in
the vicinity of the project from both a locat and regional perspective. See CEQA Guidelines
§15125(a). We are concerned that the NOP appears to incorporate regional truck traffic and

- emissions in its report of local environmental baseline conditions.® This is improper. While the
EIR must accurately reflect both local and regional conditions, local baseline conditions should not
be distorted by the inclusion of regional conditions. Only existing, local truck traffic and
emissions should be included. '

4,  Thescope of analysis in the EIR must address local as well as regional effects. Just as
the environmental baseline must address the local as well as the regional context, CEQA requires
that the FIR analyze the local and regional environmental impacts of a proposed project. “The EIR
must demonstrate that the significant environmental impacts of the proposed project were
adequately investigated and discussed and it must permit the significant effects of the project to be
considered in the full environmentat context.” CEQA Guidelines § 15125(c) (emphasis added).
The NOP asserts that the Project would divert truck traffic from the 710 to “existing major traffic .-
arteries in the Project Site-aréa.” NOP, p.36. The NOP states that by reducing truck traffic on the
710 freeway, the proposed Project will thereby reduce air quality impacts in the region, and even
states that by enabling greater use of the Alameda Corridor, the Project will actually realize
improvements in air quality. See NOP, pp.A-4, 9. These assertions severely understate the effects
that as many as 1.5 million truck trips per year on local roads will have on local air quality. Itis
imperative that the EIR address the local impacts that this Project implicates, including impacts on
the several schools in close proximity to the Project site. These schools—and the thousands of
children who attend them—will be affected not only by air poilution, but also noise and traffic
congestion caused by truck traffic on the roads serving the Project Site. The EIR must address the-
maximum volume of local truck traffic that could occur as a result of the proposed Project and take
a realistic view of the regional and local effects of diverting truck traffic from the 710 to local
roads. '

Moreover, we are concerned that given the fact that the ports expect at least a tripling of cargo
throughput over the next two to three decades, it is unrealistic to suggest that the proposed Project
would replace truck traffic on the 710 with rail transport. See NOP, p.A-4. Rather, the more
‘realistic view—and the one that should be reflected in the EIR—is that this rail activity will enable
a significant increase in goods movement and thus air poliution and health impacts in the region. -

8 See NOP, pp.A-4, 9, suggeéting that by di;.rerting truck iraffic from the 710 freeway to roads in the Project

area, the Project would reduce air quality impacts in the region and achieve improvements in air quality.
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5. The EIR must address the effects of atmospheric deposition on water quality. The
NOP does not appear to address water quality impacts from atmospheric deposition at either the
local or regional level. Diesel exhaust is known to contribute to water pollution through the
process of atmospheric deposition. See e.g., U.S. E.P.A., FREQUENTLY ASKED QUESTIONS ABOUT
ATMOSPHERIC DEPOSITION: A HANDBOOK FOR WATERSHED MANAGERS, Appendix 1, at 79, (2001).
As proposed, this Project would introduce a tremendous amount of diesel emissions locally. The
EIR should address this potentially local and regional impact and identify appropriate mitigation
measures.

6. The EIR should address the No Net Increase mitigafion measures as well as other
technology to mitigate the project’s environmental impacts. Under CEQA, all feasible
mitigation measures must be considered and implemented to reduce environmental impacts to a
level of insignificance. See CEQA Guidelines § 15126.4. To that end, the EIR for this project
should adopt all applicable mitigation measures identified in the No Net Increase (“NNI”) Plan,
including the forty NNI measures that apply to cargo handling equipment, rail, and heavy-duty .
vehicles. These measures include strategies to utilize alternative fuel yard equipment, cleaner
switcher and line haul locomotives, and heavy-duty trucks with pollution control devices.
‘Additionally, the EIR should address electrification of the Alameda Corridor and Alameda
Corridor East — an ¢lement of the NNI plan ~ since maximizing use of the Alameda Corridor is
both a goal and foreseeable result of this pro_]ect :

The EIR should address mitigation measures relevant to this project that may not be included in
the NNI plan as well, including air quality mitigation for construction impacts and non-diesel
delivery systems such as magnetic fevitation and electric technology. We appreciate the addition
of some such measures to the list of alternatives in the Supplemental NOP. See NOP, p.A-6.
Other mitigation measures that the EIR should address include, but are not limited to, conveyor
technology such as that currently used in the quarry transport context. See Muids-Daubeuf
Conveyor-belt and River Transport, http://www.lafarge.com (follow “Sustainable Development”
_ hyperlink; then follow “Case Studies” hyperlink; then follow “Transport” hyperlink; then follow
“Muids-Daubeuf Conveyor-belt and river transport™ hyperlink).

" In addition to air quality impacts, other environmental impacts must be also be mitigated,
including noise, light polution, and traffic. Furthermore, although the NOP does not address the
water quality impacts implicated through atmospheric deposition of air pollutants, the EIR should
address these impacts and must include mitigation measures to reduce such 1mpacts to a level of
msxgmﬁcance and beyond to NNI and health-protective levels.

Finally, although the project description contemplates the “investigation” and “evaluation” of .
certain green technologies with respect to BNSF’s proposed rail yard operations, (NOP, p.A-1, A-
2, A-5) mere investigation of such technologies is insufficient to meet CEQA’s requirements
where such technologies are feasible. All feasible mitigation measures must be adopted and must
be ﬁJIly enforceable. See CEQA Guidelines § 15126.4(a)(2). -



“Dr. Appy
December 15, 2005
. Page 7

7. The EIR must address all reasonably foreseeable future impacts. The EIR must
address and analyze all significant direct and indirect impacts caused by the Project, which include
all reasonably foreseeable impacts. See CEQA Guidelines §§ 15126, 15358. Although it is not
mentioned in the NOP, we have reason to believe that the ports may be considering expanding the
* proposed Project to meet the nearby UP-ICTF to create a “super ICTF.” See Intermodal Container
Rail Yard Improvements Put Huge Dent in Freeway Truck Traffic, INTERCHANGE (Port of Long
Beach), Apr. 2005, at 2 (“Long-term plans could call for the possible merging of the new and the
old ICTF facilities into one ‘super yard.””). Indeed, recent documents submitted by the Port of Los
Angeles to the Board of Harbor Commissioners refer to plans to expand both the UP-ICTF and the
- proposed BNSF facility to create one large facility. See PORT OF L.0S ANGELES, EXECUTIVE
DIRECTOR’S REPORT TO THE BOARD OF HARBOR COMMISSIONERS, EXCLUSIVE NEGOTIATING AND
FUNDING AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE CITY OF LOS ANGELES AND THE BURLINGTON NORTHERN AND
" 3ANTA FE RAILWAY COMPANY, at 3 (Nov. 16, 2005). It is clear from these-documents that the so-
called “super yard” is a reasonably foreseeable future project related to the current proposed
Project. Under CEQA, it is improper segmentation of this Project to examine only a discrete
component of a much larger project. See CEQA Guidelines § 15130. The environmental effects
of a potential future expansion must be considered where, as here, the expansion “is a reasonably
foreseeable consequence of the initial project; and the future expansion . . . will be significant in
that it will likely change the scope or nature of the project or its environmental effects.” Laurel
' Heights Improvement Ass'n of San Francisco, Inc. v. Regents of the Univ. of California, 47 Cal.3d
376, 396 (1988). The potential expansion of this Project and the UP-ICTF to create a super yard
meets these two requirements, and must be addressed in the EIR. Furthermore, if expansion to
create a super yard would entail increased capacity, the effects of such increased capacity must be
taken into account. . : . ‘

Further, as you know, CEQA requires that an EIR address growth-inducing effects of a proposed
project. See CEQA Guidelines § 15358(a)(2). Here, the NOP makes clear that this Project is
intended to enable the San Pedro Bay ports to accommodate anticipated growth in containerized
cargo. See NOP, p.A-3. Where a project will enable growth that itself implicates environmental

' impacts, those impacts must be considered in the EIR, even if such impacts will occur “later in
time.” CEQA Guidelines § 15358(a)(2). The proposed SCIG is intended to facilitate the
accommodation of growth up to 300 percent at the ports in the next two to three decades. Thus,
the EIR must address environmental impacts of growth at the ports and related increased container
movement. ) '

In addition, the NOP acknowledges that the Project would “cause an increase in traffic load on

- existing major traffic arteries in the Project Site area,” and that the increased fraffic load could
exceed “a level-of-service standard for congestion management program intersections in the Port
area.” NOP, p.36. Given this anticipated increase in local traffic load, the EIR should address the
impacts of future road expansion if that is a reasonably foreseeable future project. We submit that
it is. .

- 8. The EIR must fally assess cumulative impacts. Under CEQA, the EIR must discuss
cumulative impacts “when the project’s incremental effect is cumulatively considerable.” CEQA
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Guidelines § 15130; see also § 15355. An adequate cumulative impacts analysis is particularly

important where, as in the South Coast, ozone pollution already far exceeds applicable state and

- federal ambient thresholds. Under these circumstances, any addition of ozone precursors
-exacerbates an already unacceptable condition. We are pleased that the Supplemental NOP

- acknowledges the important issue of cumulative air emissions impacts. See NOP, p.10. A full

assessment of the cumulative impacts of the Project should take into account the several existing

pollution sources in the vicinity, including the refineries, freeways, ports, and the UP-ICTF. Also,

because it is a “reasonably foreseeable probable future project[],” (CEQA Guidelines § 15355) the

EIR should address the potential cumulative impact of the likely expansion of the UP-ICTF. See

Intermodal Container Rail Yard Improvements Put Huge Dent in Freeway Truck Traffic,

INTERCHANGE (Port of Long Beach), Apr. 2005, at 2 (“Union Pacific has asked the ports to

investigate the possible expansion of the ICTF to handle an estimated 1.6 million marine

~ containers annually.”). "

The importance of 2 thorough analysis of the cumulative impacts implicated by this proposed
Project is also underscored by the proximity of several schools and other non-industrial land uses
to the proposed Project site. Eight public schools are located within a mile of the site, with a total
enrollment of at least 9,400 students, as discussed above. The EIR should address the cumulative
effects of all environmental impacts specifically as they will affect these sensitive Teceptors. The
—proposed Project’s impacts must be analyzed with an eye to the existing impact of air pollution,
noise, and ground-borne vibration on schools. See Los Angeles Unified Sch. Dist. v. City of Los
. Angeles, 58 Cal. App.4th 1019, 1025 (1997) (“[ The relevant issue to be addressed in the EIR is not
the relative amount of traffic noise resulting from the pro;ect when compared to existing traffic
noise, but whether any additional amount of traffic noise should be considered significant in light
of the serious nature of the traffic noise problem already existing around the schools.”} (citing
Kings County Farm Bureau v. City of Hanford, 221 Cal.App.3d 692, 718 (1990)). The same
considerations apply to all environmental impacts that will affect the schools — and residential
neighborhoods — in close proximity to the proposed Project site. The NOP recognizes that the
surrounding area is already affected by noise, light pollution, and air pollution from industrial -
activities at the site and other nearby industrial sources. See NOP, pp.7, 9, 10, 31. We therefore
- expect that the EIR will evaluate not only the Project’s impacts, but also the cumulative impacts of
other existing and planned facilities in the area on residential neighborhoods and sensitive
receptors, including any growth at the port that this Projeet will enable.

-9, The EIR must contain a comprehensive health risk assessment. This proposed Project
could generate a tremendous amount of diesel exhaust from trucks, yard equipment, and
locomotives. Given that diesel exhaust causes 71% of the cancer risk faced by Californians, the
~ EIR should include a full health risk assessment (“HRA”) that includes the level of toxic risk, as
" well as pollution, that the nearby communities will face from this proposed Project. We urge that -
‘thie health risk impacts affecting communities along the Alameda Corridor be assessed as well,
since one of the objectives and a likely outcome of this Project is increased use of the Alameda
Corridor. The HRA should follow protocel set forth by the South Coast Air Quality Management
District (“SCAQMD”) or be prepared in conjunction with the SCAQMD. The HRA should '
evaluate the health risk not only from activities at the Project site, but also from the trucks that -
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would deliver containers to the SCIG. The HRA must also assess the cumulative risk from other
sources in the region, including the refineries, freeways, ports, and UP-ICTF, as well as the
cumulative risk posed from the growth at the port that this Project will enable.

10. Environmental justice impacts must be considered in the EIR. The proposed Project

. Site is located near two low-income communities of color: west Long Beach and Wilmington.
According to the 2000 census, Latinos, African-Americans, Asians, and other non-white ethnicities
represent over 85% of the population in these communities. However, the NOP does not make
clear that the EIR will assess and mitigate environmental justice impacts.

- The California Air Resources Board recently observed that “[t]he Californians who hive near ports,

" rail yards, and along high traffic corridors are subsidizing the goods movement sector with their
health.” See CALIFORNIA AIR RESOURCES BOARD, DRAFT EMISSION REDUCTION PLAN FOR PORTS
AND INTERNATIONAL GOODS MOVEMENT IN CALIFORNIA, Chapter 5, atl, (Dec. 1, 2005). Wilmington

_ and west Long Beach are already burdened by all three of those pollution sources—including the Port

- of LA, Port of Long Beach, the 710 freeway, the Terminal Island Freeway, and the UP-ICTF—in
addition to the nearby refirieries. And the proposed Project would site yet another source of pollution
in these communities. OF particular concern in this area are the adverse health effects of diesel
emissions, dramaticalty increased local levels of which are implicated by the proposed Project’s use
of trucks, locomotives, switch engines, and vard equipment. The EIR must consider and implement
mitigation measures to eliminate all environmental justice impacts implicated by the proposed Project,
taking into account impacts introduced by the Pro;ect itself as well as cumulative impacts that arise
from existing and foreseeable future sources of air, light, and noise polluhon—-—mcludmg any growth
: at the port that this project will enable.

Thank you for considering these comments.

Sincerely,
_ Mehssa C.Lin Perrelia ~ Dorothée Alsentzer

Senior Project Attorney Legal Fellow

Natural Resources Defense Council Natural Resources Defense Counml
- Jesse N. Marquez Jonathan Parfrey

Executive Director - . Executive Director

Coalition For A Safe Environment Physicians for Social Responsibility — Los Angeles
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Enrigue Chiock

. President/CEO

American Lung Association of LA County

Bahram Fazeli
Communities for a Better Environment

Robina Suwol
_ Executive Director
California Safe Schools

Marlene Grossman
Executive Director
Pacoima Reautiful -

Don May

President
California Earth Corps

Louis Cabrales :
Pico Rivera Residents for Environmental Justice

el Aot

Noel Park
President
San Pedro & Peninsula Homeowners Coalition



From: Thoa Le <thoa_le@dot.ca.gov>

To: <dhagner@postia.org>

Data:: 12/15/2005 11:16:08 AM

Subject: Southern California Interriational Gateway Project's separate NEPA and
~ CEQAdocuments

Dear Dennis Hagner,

‘Based on Mike Christensen’s email saying that you are the primary contact

for the Southern California Internationzi Gateway Project, and as we leamit
that the Port of LA intended to seek federal funding and planned to prepare
separate NEPA and CEQA environmenial documents for this project, we would
like to iet you know that per response from our Federat Highway
Adminisiration's representative, Mr. Steve Heajlow, the FHWA is opposed 1
the separate NEPA and CEQA documents for the following reasans:

- Environmental streamlining has jong been a priority i our agency, We
are directed to ook for creative ways to enfiance our processes to defiver
the projects. Joint NEPACEQA documents are the ultimate sireamlining
mechanism because they effectively help the project sponsor and alt
involved agencies avoid duplication of effort. FHWA has developed this
approach in partnership with Callrans because we want fo show the:

consuiting agencies and the public we avoid unnecessary cost aud delay.

- In our experiance, one of the rigks associated with separate CEQAINEPA
-documents is that they roay conciude different project impacts. In that
case the public could {(rightfully) ques ion the veracity of one or both
documents.

- Another risk with separate documents involves scoping. Scoping for CEQA
and NEPA are more alike than different. If there are Fed. resource

agencies invalved in scoping they will be unenthusiastic about a project

with separate documents, requinng separate processes, making neediess

. demands on thelr scarce available resources. Since the fesource agencies
‘are generally strapped for people, they will out of necessity prioritize,

and a project with spil dacumentsistudies is most jikely to be a lower

priority.

- I you review the Council on Environmental Quality Regulations for
implementing NEPA in 40 CFR 1500 through .
1508{http:flceq.eh.doe.gov!nepa!regslceqltoc_ceq.htm Tyou'l nolice
several recuning themes. One is early consuitation, i.e. engaging the

consulting/resource agencies early in the process. This makes the NEPA
process meaningful. Another theme is: avold or minimize neadiess
duplication of effort by pubiic agencies through a coordinated )

~ environmental process. This shows the other agencies we will consult with
thern as ofien as necessary, but nolmore often than necessary.

- In terms of dollars (adjusted for inflation) and people, the Federal Ald
Highway progrem over the past 30 years has iripled in size as our agency
has shrunk by half. We have learned to apprediate the value of
streamlining our processes. Thuswhen a project sponsor asks o advance
separate CEQA and NEPA documents, we see it as counterproduciive.



. Please consider this opinion in your decision to prepare environmental
_documents. :

Please do not hesitale to contast me If you have any questions.

Thank you

Thoa Le

Environmental Plamner

‘Division of Environmental Planning

Caltrans-District 7

100 S Main St., Los Angeles, CA 90042, Mai Stop 16A
el (213) 897-2818

Fax (213) BO7-0685

Emeil: thoa_le@dot.cagov

Location: 04-094

CG: “Chiis Cahnon™ <CCannon@portia.org>, "Dennis Hagner" <DHagner@poria.org>.
<rappy@puoriia org>, "Dave Waish” <DWalsh@poriia.org>, <mchristensen@poria.cra>,
<karh price@dot.ca.gov>



December 15, 2005

Dr. Ralph G. Appy

Director of Environmental Management
Los Angeles Harbor Department

425 South Palos Verdes Street

San Pedro, Ca 90731

Subject: Comments Submittal Regarding Suppiemental Notice of Preparation (NOP) for
the Southern California Internationat Gateway Project

in response to the Subject NOP, please counsider and respond to the questions related to
{1} Project Objectives and {2) Air Quality as stated below.

1. Questions regarding Project Objectives include the following:
a. How will the project suppart the Port’s Policy Objective of No Net Increase in
Air Pollution over year 2001 leveis?
b. How will the project support the Port’s Policy Objective of environmental
stewardship and concern for the community in consideration of net results?
¢. What is the Port’s intended Policy regarding On Dock Rail Initiatives?

2. Questions regarding Air Quality include the following:

a. What is the specific quantity (tons) in air pollution by category (e.g., Particulate
Matter) that will resuit from the Project if implemented through year 20252

b. What is the specific guantity (tons) in air pollution by category {e.g., Particulate
Matter) that will resuit from continuing transport utilizing Heavy Duty Vehicles
{on-road trucks) based on reduced per-truck pollution resulting from
incorporation of currently planned regulatory changes incorporated through
year 20257

¢. What is the quantity-of-containers-per-train basis for the calculation applicable
to a., above.

d. What is the specific quantity (tons) in air pollution by category (e.g., Particulate

‘ Matter) that will result from continuing transport utilizing Heavy Duty Vehicles
converted to operate on Liquid Natural Gas through year 20257

Thank you.

Sincerely,

Richard Havenick {signature on file)
Richard Havenick

3707 Parker Street

San Pedro, CA 20731



