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Los Angeles Harbor Department Chapter 1 Introduction

Chapter 1
Introduction

Final Supplemental Environmental
Impact Report Organization

This chapter presents background and introductory information for the Revised Project,
the continued operation of the China Shipping (CS) Container Terminal, located in the
Port of Los Angeles (Port), under new or revised mitigation measures. This chapter also
describes the Revised Project and its purpose under CEQA, and presents the authorities
of the Los Angeles Harbor Department (LAHD or Port), the Lead Agency preparing this
Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (SEIR), the scope and content of the SEIR,
and the public outreach for the Revised Project. Chapter 2, “Response to Comments”,
presents information regarding the distribution of and comments on the Draft SEIR and
Recirculated Draft SEIR, and responses of the lead agency. Chapter 3 presents changes
made to the Recirculated Draft SEIR.

CEQA Review Process

CEQA was enacted by the California Legislature in 1970 and requires public agency
decision makers to consider the environmental effects of their actions. When a state or
local agency determines that a proposed project has the potential for significantly adverse
environmental effects after mitigation, an EIR is required to be prepared. The purpose of
an EIR is to identify potentially significant adverse effects of a proposed project on the
environment, to identify alternatives to the proposed project, and to indicate the manner
in which those significant effects can be mitigated or avoided.

In accordance with CEQA Guidelines §15121(a), the purpose of an EIR is to serve as an
informational document that: “will inform public agency decision-makers and the public
generally of the significant environmental effect of a project, identify possible ways to
minimize the significant effects, and describe reasonable alternatives to the project.” The
Revised Project requires discretionary approval from the LAHD and, therefore, it is
subject to the requirements of CEQA.

The LAHD has prepared this SEIR to supplement and update the Berths 97-109 [China
Shipping] Container Terminal Project Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental
Impact Report (EIS/EIR) certified by the City of Los Angeles Board of Harbor
Commissioners on December 18, 2008 (LAHD and USACE 2008). The 2008 EIS/EIR
evaluated the environmental impacts of the construction and operation of the CS
Container Terminal (the “Approved Project”) at Berths 97-109. Construction of the
Approved Project was completed in 2013.

Berths 97—-109 (China Shipping) Container Terminal SCH # 2003061153
Final Supplemental EIR 1-1 September 2019



OCooNOOTULBWNE

24

25

26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37

38

39
40
41
42

43
44

Los Angeles Harbor Department Chapter 1 Introduction

1.2.1
1.2.1.1

1.21.2

A Supplemental EIR, as its name implies, supplements an EIR that has already been
certified for a project, to address project changes, changed circumstances, or new
information that was not known, and could not have been known with the exercise of
reasonable diligence at the time the prior document was certified. The purpose of a
Supplemental EIR is to provide the additional information necessary to make the
previously certified EIR adequate for the project as revised. Accordingly, the
Supplemental EIR need only contain the information necessary to respond to the project
changes, changed circumstances or new information that triggered the need for additional
environmental review (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15163.) A Supplemental EIR does not
“re-open” a previously certified EIR or reanalyze the environmental impacts of a project
as a whole; the analysis is limited to whether the project changes result in new or
substantially more severe significant impacts.

The Revised Project makes minor changes to the continued operation of the CS Container
Terminal by modifying 10 mitigation measures and one lease measure that were
originally adopted based on the 2008 EIS/EIR. This SEIR analyzes the impacts of these
modifications to those mitigation measures, in light of conclusions of the certified 2008
EIS/EIR for the CS Container Terminal.

This Final SEIR has been prepared in accordance with the requirements of the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Pub. Res. Code §21000 et seq.) and the State
CEQA Guidelines (Cal. Code of Regs. Tit. 14, §15000 et seq.). This SEIR will be used:
to inform decision-makers and the public about the environmental effects associated with
operation of the Revised Project and to propose mitigation measures that would avoid or
reduce the significant adverse environmental effects of the Revised Project.

Notice of Preparation and Scoping Process

Notice of Preparation

On September 18, 2015, the LAHD issued a Notice of Preparation (NOP) and Initial
Study (IS) to inform responsible and trustee agencies, public agencies, and the public that
the LAHD was preparing a Supplemental EIR for the Revised Project, pursuant to
CEQA. The NOP/IS (State Clearinghouse Number 2003061153) was circulated for a 30-
day comment period from September 18, 2015, to October 19, 2015, to neighboring
jurisdictions, responsible agencies, other public agencies, and interested individuals in
order to solicit input on the scope of the environmental analysis to be included in the EIR.
The LAHD held a public scoping meeting on October 7, 2015. Two individuals
commented at the public meeting and 20 letters commenting on the NOP/IS or supporting
or opposing the Project were received during the public comment period. Table 1-3 in
Section 1.6 of the Draft SEIR presents a summary of the key comments received during
the public comment period on the NOP/IS.

Scope of Analysis

This SEIR has been prepared in conformance with CEQA, the State CEQA Guidelines,
and Port of Los Angeles Guidelines for the Implementation of CEQA; it includes all of
the sections required by CEQA. This SEIR relies on policies and guidelines of the City
of Los Angeles, including the Port of Los Angeles.

The criteria for determining the significance of environmental impacts in this SEIR
analysis are described in the section titled “Significance Criteria” (also referred to as the

Berths 97—-109 (China Shipping) Container Terminal SCH # 2003061153
Final Supplemental EIR 1-2 September 2019



OoONOOULTPA,WNPE

[
= O

S =
TV )

NNNR R R R R
NROWONOWU

NNNN
(o) IO I~ VV]

27

28
29
30
31
32

33

34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41

42
43

Los Angeles Harbor Department Chapter 1 Introduction

1.2.2

1.2.3

“threshold of significance”) under each resource topic in Chapter 3 of the Recirculated
Draft EIR. A “Threshold of Significance” is an identified “quantitative, qualitative or
performance level of a particular environmental effect, non-compliance with which
means the effect will normally be determined to be significant by the agency and
compliance with which means the effect normally will be determined to be less than
significant” (CEQA Guidelines §15064.7 (a)). Except as noted in particular sections of
the document, the City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide (City of Los Angeles,
2006) are used for purposes of this SEIR, although some criteria were adapted to the
specific circumstances of this project.

The following issues have been determined to be potentially significant and, therefore,
are evaluated in this SEIR:

e Air Quality
e Greenhouse Gases and Climate Change

e Transportation

In addition to the above, cumulative impacts are evaluated in the SEIR. No alternatives
are considered in this SEIR because, as described in Section 1.7 of the Recirculated Draft
SEIR, a supplemental EIR is not required to consider alternatives to a component of the
project. Rather, the alternatives analysis in the 2008 EIS/EIR appropriately considered
alternatives to the project as a whole. The proposed modifications to the mitigation
measures in the Revised Project do not change the Approved Project as a whole and do
not require that an alternative be developed that specifically addresses those particular
modifications.

The scope of the document, methods of analyses, and conclusions represent the
independent judgment of the LAHD. Staff members from the LAHD and consultants
who helped prepare this EIR are identified in Chapter 6 of the Draft SEIR (List of
Preparers and Contributors).

Draft SEIR and Public Review

The Draft SEIR was released for public review on June 14, 2017 for a 45-day comment
period, which was extended by 60 days at the request of several interested parties. A
public hearing was held on July 18, 2017, and the comment period ended on September
29,2017. LAHD received oral and written comments on the Draft SEIR from 36
agencies, organizations, and individuals.

Recirculated Draft SEIR and Public Review

In response to comments received on the Draft SEIR circulated in 2017, the LAHD
determined to add significant new information to the environmental review, requiring that
the Draft SEIR be recirculated. In summary, the CEQA baseline year was changed from
2014 to 2008, some of the mitigation measures in the Revised Project were altered to
incorporate new technology and to align their implementation dates with the date of the
new lease amendment, and the project description was revised to include years between
2008 and 2019 as the “partial implementation period” when some of the mitigation
measures were not fully complied with.

On September 28, 2018, the LAHD released the Recirculated Draft SEIR for a 45-day
comment period ending November 13, 2018. Because the LAHD revised and

Berths 97—-109 (China Shipping) Container Terminal SCH # 2003061153
Final Supplemental EIR 1-3 September 2019
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1.2.4

1.3
1.3.1

recirculated only certain portions of the Draft SEIR, the Notice of Availability of the
Recirculated Draft EIR advised reviewers when submitting comments to limit their
comments to the Recirculated Draft SEIR only, consistent with CEQA Guidelines
Section 15088.5(f)(2). One oral comment was received at the public hearing held on
October 25, 2018, and nine written comments were received by the end of the public
review period. The issues raised in the comments were taken into consideration, and a
number of changes were made when preparing the Final SEIR.

Final SEIR and Certification

This Final SEIR has been provided to the public for review, comment, and participation
in the planning process. This Final SEIR is being distributed to provide the basis for
decision making by the CEQA lead agency, as described in Section 1.8 of the Draft
SEIR, and other concerned agencies. Certification of the SEIR for the Revised Project
must precede Project approval. Project approval requires that the Board review and
consider the SEIR; adopt Findings of Fact on the significant environmental effects of the
Revised Project and the feasibility of mitigation measures; adopt a Statement of
Overriding Considerations; approve the Project analyzed in the EIR; and adopt a
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP).

Existing Environmental Setting

Regional Setting

The Port of Los Angeles (POLA) is the leading seaport in North America in terms of
shipping container volume and cargo value, generating more than 830,000 regional jobs
(this equates to 1 in 9 jobs in the five-county area) and $35 billion in annual wages and
tax revenues. Operating for more than a century, POLA has been a center for global
trade, national cargo transportation and related industrial uses. Together with the Port of
Long Beach, it handles up to 64% of all shipping on the West Coast, and about 35% of all
shipping in the United States. In Fiscal Year (FY) 2014-2015, POLA handled more than
8.1 million TEUs (twenty-foot equivalent units, a standardized maritime industry
measurement used when counting cargo containers of varying lengths) of cargo through
its terminals.

LAHD operates the Port under the legal mandates of the Port of Los Angeles Tidelands
Trust (Los Angeles City Charter, Article VI, Section 601) and the California Coastal Act
(PRC Division 20, Section 30700 et seq.), which identify the Port and its facilities as a
primary economic and coastal resource of the State of California and an essential element
of the national maritime industry for the promotion of commerce, navigation, fisheries,
and harbor operations. Activities should be water dependent, and LAHD must give
highest priority to navigation, shipping, and necessary support and access facilities to
accommodate the demands of foreign and domestic waterborne commerce. LAHD is
chartered to develop and operate the Port to benefit maritime uses. It functions as a
landlord by leasing Port properties to more than 300 tenants.

The United States and China are the two largest trading countries in the world, and the
two countries exchange significant amounts of cargo annually. POLA, as the nation’s
leading seaport, is a critical hub for facilitating trade from Asia, and China in particular.

Berths 97—-109 (China Shipping) Container Terminal SCH # 2003061153
Final Supplemental EIR 1-4 September 2019
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1.3.2

Overview of the CS Container Terminal

Among the LAHD’s tenants is China Shipping, which leases premises at Berths 97-109
to operate a marine container terminal (the “CS Terminal”). The CS Terminal is operated
by the West Basin Container Terminal Company under a lease agreement (Permit No.
999) between China Shipping (North America) Holding Co., Ltd. (“China Shipping”) and
LAHD. The premises assigned to China Shipping are located at 2050 John S. Gibson
Boulevard, within an industrial area in the vicinity of the West Basin and Turning Basin
in Los Angeles Harbor (Figure 1-1).

Figure 1-1. The Berths 97-109 (China Shipping) Container Terminal.

i

NORTHWEST
2. SANPEDRO | |

The CS Terminal was constructed in several phases between 2004 and 2013, began
operation in 2005, and has operated more or less continuously since then. The terminal is
described in more detail in Section 2.5.1 of the Recirculated DSEIR. Briefly, however, it
consists of two berths, ten wharf cranes for ship loading, a container yard, and a gate
complex. The terminal has access to an on-dock intermodal railyard (the West Basin
Intermodal Container Transfer Facility [WBICTF]) in the adjacent Yang Ming Terminal.

The CS Terminal handles imported and exported cargo containers. In 2008 (the
Recirculated DSEIR’s baseline year for the analysis under CEQA) the terminal handled

Berths 97—-109 (China Shipping) Container Terminal SCH # 2003061153
Final Supplemental EIR 1-5 September 2019
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1.3.3

387,004 twenty-foot-equivalent units (TEUs: twenty-foot equivalent units, a measure of
containerized cargo capacity) of containerized cargo, or approximately 215,000
containers. The majority of imported containers left the terminal by truck, whether to
transload destinations in the region for ultimate placement on eastbound trains, to near-
dock and off-dock railyards, or to warehouses and distribution centers for consumption
within the region. The remainder were placed directly onto trains at the WBICTF for
transport out of the southern California region. Export containers (those leaving the
terminal on ships) made the reverse moves in roughly the same proportions. In total,
these activities involved approximately 319,000 truck one-way trips, 350 train trips to
and from the WBICTF, and 26 vessel calls.

Project History and Previous Environmental
Reviews

The full background of the CS Terminal is described in detail in sections 1.1.2 and 1.2.3 of
the Recirculated DSEIR. In summary, the LAHD previously prepared and certified the
West Basin Transportation Improvements Program EIR (LAHD, 1997) that assessed the
proposed construction and operation of terminal and infrastructure improvements in the
West Basin of the Port. The document programmatically analyzed the impacts of the
development of three separate container terminals in the West Basin: the CS Terminal, the
Yang Ming Terminal, and the TraPac Terminal.

In March 2001, based on the WBTIP EIR, the Port issued a permit to construct the CS
Terminal in a three-phased project and entered into a lease for China Shipping to occupy
the terminal. The lease (Permit No. 999) granted China Shipping nonexclusive use of
72.48 acres at Berths 100-102 for operation of a container terminal facility for a term of
twenty-five years with three five-year options to extend, exercisable by China Shipping.
LAHD would develop and construct the terminal, designed to optimize operations at Berths
97-109, for its tenant, China Shipping.

In 2001, opponents of the project filed suit in Los Angeles Superior Court alleging, among
other things, that LAHD did not comply with CEQA in approving the construction of the
CS Terminal Project. The lawsuit was settled in 2004 through an Amended Stipulated
Judgement (ASJ) in which the LAHD committed to preparing a new, project-specific EIR,
agreed to mitigation measures, and established a $50 million community impact fund.
Accordingly, in 2008 the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and the LAHD released
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report (LAHD and
USACE, 2008) that evaluated the environmental impacts of the construction and operation
of the Berths 97-109 (China Shipping) Container Terminal Project. The 2008 EIS/EIR
included 52 mitigation measures to reduce the impacts of construction and operation of the
CS Terminal. The City of Los Angeles Board of Harbor Commissioners certified the Draft
EIS/EIR and approved the project on December 18, 2008 (the Approved Project).

The major elements of the original development analyzed in the 2008 EIS/EIR included:
constructing a new wharf at Berth 102 and lengthening the wharf at Berth 100, with
minor dredging to match the West Basin channel depth of -53 feet MLLW; the addition
of 10 wharf cranes for vessel loading and unloading; installation of shore power (AMP)
facilities at both berths; the expansion and development of 142 acres of terminal
backlands; the construction of container terminal buildings, gate facilities and accessory
structures; the construction of two new bridges over the Southwest Slip to connect the
Berth 97-109 Container Terminal to the Berth 121-131 Marine Terminal; relocation of

Berths 97—-109 (China Shipping) Container Terminal SCH # 2003061153
Final Supplemental EIR 1-6 September 2019
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the Catalina Express Terminal; and the construction of road improvements in the vicinity.
The new wharves would accommodate the largest vessels then envisioned (10,000 TEU
capacity). Construction was largely completed by 2013 (two terminal buildings have yet
to be constructed), and operations are ongoing.

The 2008 EIS/EIR assumed that at full capacity, in 2030, the CS Container Terminal
would handle approximately 1,551,000 TEUs per year, which is roughly equivalent to
838,000 standard shipping containers per year. That throughput would require
approximately 1,500,000 truck trips, 234 vessel calls, and 817 train trips per year. Those
numbers were based on cargo forecasting performed in 2005. The document assumed
that at full capacity approximately 83% of the containers would be moved in and out of
the terminal by truck (including to and from regional intermodal railyards) and the rest
would be moved by trains from the WBICTF.

On September 18, 2015, the LAHD issued a Notice of Preparation (NOP) to inform
responsible and trustee agencies, public agencies, and the public that the LAHD was
preparing a Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (Draft SEIR) to
supplement and update the 2008 EIS/EIR. The scope and purpose of a supplemental EIR
are fully described in Section 1.1.4 of the Recirculated DSEIR. To summarize, a
supplemental EIR is prepared to address project changes, changed circumstances, or new
information that was not known, and could not have been known at the time the prior
document was certified, and need only contain the information necessary to respond to
those changes. The purpose of a supplemental EIR is to provide the additional
information necessary to make the previously certified EIR adequate for the project as
revised.

The new information that prompted the LAHD to prepare a supplemental EIR included 1)
issues raised by China Shipping regarding the feasibility of some of the mitigation
measures in the 2008 EIS/EIR; 2) changed traffic and roadway conditions that called into
question the need for some of the transportation-related mitigation measures; and 3) the
partial implementation of some of the mitigation measures. The details of the partial
implementation of mitigation measures are presented in Section 2.5.1 of the Recirculated
DSEIR. China Shipping did not sign an amendment to the lease that incorporated the
mitigation measures related to operation of the CS Terminal, and as a result the Port was
unable to ensure implementation of those measures. In subsequent negotiations, China
Shipping raised a number of feasibility and economic issues related to mitigation
measures aimed at reducing air pollution from ships, cargo-handling equipment, and
trucks (see Section 1.2.4 of the Recirculated Draft SEIR).

Operations between 2005 and 2017 included implementation of ASJ requirements and
most of the mitigation measures imposed in the 2008 EIS/EIR, but, as described in Table
1-1, some mitigation measures were incompletely implemented or not implemented at all
beginning in 2008. Those mitigation measures included MM AQ-9 (AMP), MM AQ-10
(VSRP), MM AQ-15 (Yard Tractors), MM AQ-16 (Railyard CHE), MM AQ-17 (Berth
97-109 CHE), and MM AQ-20 (LNG Drayage Trucks).

Berths 97—-109 (China Shipping) Container Terminal SCH # 2003061153
Final Supplemental EIR 1-7 September 2019
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Table 1-1. Summary of 2008 EIS/EIR mitigation and lease measures for the CS Container
Terminal being re-evaluated in this SEIR.

AU IR Description Status through 2017
Measure
MM AQ-9 China Shipping ships calling at Berths 97-109 Compliance (% of China Shipping
Alternative must use AMP in the following percentages operated vessel calls):

Maritime Power

while hoteling in the Port. Jan-Jun 2005: 60%;
July 2005: 70%; Jan 2010: 90%; Jan 2011:
100%.

Additionally, by 2010, all ships retrofitted for
AMP shall be required to use AMP while
hoteling at a 100 percent compliance rate, with
the exception of circumstances when an AMP-
capable berth is unavailable due to utilization
by another AMP-capable ship.

2008:
20009:
2010:
2011:
2012:
2013:
2014:
2015: 92%
2016: 99%
2017: 96%

86%
78%
72%
66%
12%
30%
93%

MM AQ-10
Vessel Speed
Reduction
Program

Starting in 2009, all ships calling at Berths 97-
109 shall comply with the expanded VSRP of
12 knots between 40 nm from Point Fermin and
the Precautionary Area.

Compliance (% of all call to Berths
97-109):

2008: 97% within 20 nm and 24%
within 40 nm

2009: 99% within 20 nm and 20%
within 40 nm

2010: 97% within 20 nm and 42%
within 40 nm

2011: 99% within 20 nm and 41%
within 40 nm 2012: 93% within 20 nm
and 47% within 40 nm. 2013: 99%
within 20 nm and 89% within 40 nm
2014: 99% within 20 nm and 96%
within 40 nm

2015: 99% within 20nm and 98%
within 40nm

2016: 100% within 20nm and 96%
within 40nm

2017: 96% within 20 nm and 91%
within 40 nm

MM AQ-15 Yard
Tractors at Berth
97-109 Terminal

All yard tractors operated at the Berth 97-109
terminal shall run on alternative fuel (LPG)
beginning September 30, 2004, until December
31,2014

Beginning January 1 2015, all yard tractors
operated at the Berths 97-109 terminal shall be
the cleanest available NOx alternative-fueled
engine meeting 0.015 gm/hp-hr for PM (Tier 4
Final).

From 2004 through 2014, all yard
tractors met requirement to run on
LPG.

As of December 31, 2017 all yard
tractors are alternative-fueled LPG,
but they do not meet Tier 4 Final
standard requirements.

MM AQ-16 Yard
Equipment at
Berth 121-131
Rail Yard

By the end of 2012, all equipment less than 750
hp shall meet the USEPA Tier 4 on-road or Tier
4 non-road engine standards.

By December 31, 2014, all diesel-powered
equipment operated at the Berth 121-131
terminal rail yard that handles containers
moving through the Berth 97-109 terminal shall
meet USEPA Tier 4 non-road engine
standards.

During 2012, not all equipment less
than 750 hp that operates at the
railyard met Tier 4.

During 2014, not all equipment that
operates at the railyard met Tier 4 as
shown in MM AQ-17 below.

As of the end of 2017, not all
equipment that operates at the
railyard met Tier 4 as shown in MM
AQ-17 below.

Berths 97—-109 (China Shipping) Container Terminal
Final Supplemental EIR
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2008 EIR/EIS
Measure

Description

Status through 2017

MM AQ-17 Yard
Equipment at
Berth 97-109
Terminal

Starting September 30, 2004: All diesel-
powered toppicks and sidepicks operated at the
Berth 97-109 terminal shall run on emulsified
diesel fuel plus a DOC (ASJ Requirement).

Starting January 1, 2009, all RTGs shall be
electric, all toppicks shall have the cleanest
available NOx alternative fueled engines
meeting 0.015 gm/hp-hr for PM, and all
equipment purchases other than yard tractors,
RTGs, and toppicks shall be either (1) the
cleanest available NOx alternative-fueled
engine meeting 0.015 gm/hp-hr for PM or (2)
the cleanest available NOx diesel-fueled engine
meeting 0.015 gm/hp-hr for PM. If there are no
engines available that meet 0.015 gm/hp-hr for
PM, the new engines shall be the cleanest
available (either fuel type) and will have the
cleanest VDEC.

By the end of 2012: all terminal equipment less
than 750 hp other than yard tractors, RTGs,
and toppicks shall meet USEPA Tier 4 on-road
or off-road engine standards.

By the end of 2014: all terminal equipment
other than yard tractors, RTGs, and toppicks
shall meet USEPA Tier 4 non-road engine
standards.

In addition to the above requirements, the
tenant at Berth 97-109 shall participate in a 1-
year electric yard tractor [truck] pilot project. As
part of the pilot project, two electric tractors will
be deployed at the terminal within 1 year of
lease approval. If the pilot project is successful
in terms of operation, costs and availability, the
tenant shall replace half of the Berth 97-109
yard tractors with electric tractors within 5 years
of the feasibility determination.

During 2008, toppicks and side-picks
had DOCs and run on emulsified fuel,
meeting the requirement for 2008.

As of the end of 2014, none of the
RTGs were electric (one is hybrid
diesel-electric and the others are
diesel), none of the toppicks were
alternative-fueled; and only four met
the 0.015 gm/hp-hr PM standard, and
none of the other equipment covered
by MM AQ-17 met Tier 4.

As of the end of 2017, none of the
RTGs are electric (six are hybrid
diesel-electric and the rest are
diesel), none of the toppicks are
alternative-fueled; and not all of the
equipment covered by MM AQ-17
meets Tier 4 standards.

The 1-year electric yard tractor [truck]
pilot project was not implemented.

MM AQ-20 LNG
Trucks

Heavy-duty trucks entering the Berth 97-109
Terminal shall be LNG fueled in the following
percentages: 50% in 2012 and 2013, 70% 2014
through 2017, 100% in 2018 and thereafter.

In 2012, 10% of truck calls at WBCT
(including the CS terminal) were
made by LNG trucks.

In 2014, 6% of truck calls at WBCT
(including the CS terminal) were
made by LNG trucks, which is lower
than the port-wide average of 10%.

LM AQ-23
Throughput
Tracking

If the Project exceeds project throughput
assumptions/projections anticipated through the
years 2010, 2015, 2030, or 2045, staff shall
evaluate the effects of this on the emissions
sources (ship calls, locomotive activity,
backland development, and truck calls) relative
to the EIS/EIR. If it is determined that these
emission sources exceed EIS/EIR
assumptions, staff would evaluate actual air
emissions for comparison with the EIS/EIR and
if the criteria pollutant emissions exceed those
in the EIS/EIR the new or additional mitigations

LAHD Wharfingers throughput data
was reported as 690,597 TEUs in
2010 and 1,074,788 TEUs in 2015.
Actual TEU throughput slightly
exceeded the 2008 EIR projection of
605,200 TEUs for 2010 but did not
exceed the projection of 1,164,400
TEUs for 2015.

Berths 97—-109 (China Shipping) Container Terminal
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2008 EIR/EIS

Description Status through 2017
Measure
would be applied through MM AQ-22 Periodic
Review of New Technology Regulations.
MM TRANS-2 Provide an additional eastbound through-lane Not implemented.

Alameda and
Anaheim Streets

on Anaheim Street. This measure shall be
implemented by 2015.

MM TRANS-3
John S. Gibson
Boulevard and I-
110 NB Ramps

Provide an additional southbound and
westbound right-turn lane on John S. Gibson
Boulevard and 1-110 NB ramps. Reconfigure
the eastbound approach to one eastbound
through-left-turn lane, and one eastbound
through-right-turn lane. Provide an additional
westbound right-turn lane with westbound
right-turn overlap phasing. This measure shall
be implemented by 2015.

Most of the requirement is being met
through the completion of the John S.
Gibson BlIvd/I-110 Access Ramps
and SR-47/1-110 Connector
Improvements Project except to
provide an additional westbound
right-turn lane with westbound right-
turn overlap phasing by 2015.

MM TRANS-4
Fries Avenue and
Harry Bridges

Provide an additional westbound through-lane
on Harry Bridges Boulevard. Provide an
additional northbound, eastbound, and

Not implemented.

Boulevard westbound right-turn lane on Fries Avenue and

Harry Bridges Boulevard. This measure shall

be implemented by 2015.
MM TRANS-6 Provide an additional eastbound through-lane Not implemented.
Navy Way and on Seaside Avenue. Reconfigure Modify Navy

Seaside Avenue

Way/Seaside Ave

The Draft SEIR and the Recirculated Draft SEIR evaluated the continued operation of the

CS Terminal under new and/or modified mitigation measures and also analyzed the
impacts of the increased future throughput of the CS Terminal compared to the
projections in the 2008 EIS/EIR. These changes are collectively referred to as the
“Revised Project.” The term “Revised Project” is used throughout the SEIR to

encompass the broadest set of modifications to the Approved Project, the details of which

are described in Section 2.5 of the Draft SEIR.

USACE was the federal lead agency for the Approved Project under the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) (U.S. Code [USC Title 42, Section 4341 et seq.) and
in conformance with the Council for Environmental Quality (CEQ) Guidelines.
However, because the Revised Project does not include any elements requiring federal
action, including approvals, a NEPA document is not required and was not prepared.

1.4

1.4.1

Berths 97—-109 (China Shipping) Container Terminal
Final Supplemental EIR 1-10

Revised Project

This section describes the Revised Project, including its objectives and its key elements.

Revised Project Overview

Most of the mitigation measures in the 2008 EIS/EIR have either been completed or will
be completed within the time period for implementation; in addition, all of the
requirements of the ASJ have been met. Accordingly, those measures and the ASJ
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1.4.2

requirements are outside of the scope of the Revised Project and are not considered in
this SEIR.

Of the 52 measures adopted in the 2008 EIS/EIR, 10 mitigation measures and one lease
measure have not yet been fully implemented (Table 1-1). A re-evaluation of those
measures, based on the feasibility of some of the measures, the subsequent availability of
alternative technologies, and the actual need, has indicated that some may be
unnecessary, others have been superseded by advances in technology, and still others
need to be either modified to ensure their feasibility.

LAHD has proposed certain changes to the operational mitigation measures in Table 1-1
as the Revised Project, and the impacts of those potential changes to the CS Container
Terminal’s operations are analyzed and disclosed in this SEIR. For the Revised Project,
some of the mitigation measures in Table 2-1 would be eliminated or modified, as
described in Section 1.4.3, below. Some of these modifications differ from the measures
described in the 2017 Draft SEIR in order to incorporate more recent technological
developments, changes in technical analysis methodology, points raised in public
comments received on the 2017 Draft SEIR, and the passage of time since the Draft SEIR
was prepared.

The SEIR analyzes the impacts of the Revised Project under the assumption that
throughput at the CS Container Terminal will be incrementally higher than was assumed
in the 2008 EIS/EIR, consistent with LAHD’s re-assessment of terminal capacity. The
SEIR examines whether the proposed modifications to mitigation measures can be further
revised, or if there are any additional feasible mitigation measures that could be adopted,
to address such impacts. If the proposed modifications to the mitigation measures, other
changes to the mitigation measures, or entirely new mitigation measures are
recommended as a result of the SEIR, the Board of Harbor Commissioners will consider
amending Permit No. 999 for operations at Berths 97-109 accordingly.

Proposed Project Objectives

In the 2008 EIS/EIR, the LAHD’s overall objectives for the CS Container Terminal were
threefold: (1) provide a portion of the facilities needed to accommodate the projected
growth in the volume of containerized cargo through the Port; (2) comply with the
Mayor’s goal for the Port to increase growth while mitigating the impacts of that growth
on the local communities and the Los Angeles region by implementing pollution control
measures, including the elements of the Clean Air Action Plan (CAAP) applicable to the
proposed Project; and (3) comply with the Port Strategic Plan to maximize the efficiency
and capacity of terminals while raising environmental standards through application of all
feasible mitigation measures.

The overall purpose of the Revised Project is to further the second and third objectives by
eliminating some previously adopted measures that have proved to be infeasible or
unnecessary; instituting new, feasible, mitigation measures; and modifying other existing
measures to enhance their effectiveness.

Berths 97—-109 (China Shipping) Container Terminal SCH # 2003061153
Final Supplemental EIR 1-11 September 2019
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1.4.3
1.4.3.1

Revised Project Elements

Proposed Modifications to 2008 EIR Mitigation
Measures and Lease Measures

MM AQ-9 — Alternative Maritime Power (AMP)

MM AQ-9 (LAHD and USACE, 2008) required that China Shipping ships calling at
Berths 97-109 must use AMP in the following percentages while hoteling in the Port:
January 1 —June 30 2005: 60% of total ship calls; 1 July 2005: 70% of total ship calls
(ASJ requirement); 1 January 2010: 90% of ship calls; 1 January 2011 and thereafter:
100% of ship calls. Additionally, by 2010, all ships retrofitted for AMP shall be required
to use AMP while hoteling at a 100 percent compliance rate, with the exception of
circumstances when an AMP-capable berth is unavailable due to utilization by another
AMP-capable ship.

Several factors affect the ability of a container terminal to achieve the goal of having
100% of vessel calls use shore power. These factors, recognized by CARB, are the
reason why CARB’s shore power requirement is 50% of calls until 2017 and is capped at
80 percent of vessel calls by 2020. First, very few terminals service only the vessels of a
single shipping line; most, including the CS Terminal, have a core business of vessels
belonging to one shipping company or those of a consortium (“alliance”) of a few
shipping companies, but also accept third-party business. The core line of the CS
Terminal, for example, is China Shipping, but the terminal accepts a number of third-
party vessels, including Yang Ming and alliance members UASC and CMA-CGM. This
business is important to international commerce and to the financial viability of
individual terminals. This third-party business may involve vessels that have not been
equipped to use shore power. Accordingly, some proportion of vessel calls cannot use
AMP because the vessels are not equipped to do so.

Second, situations arise that prevent an AMP-capable vessel from utilizing AMP. These
include emergency situations, as defined in 17 CCR Section 93118.3(c)14, involving
either the vessel or the electric utility, and equipment failure involving the vessel, the
AMP facility at the berth, or the electric utility.

Finally, a small percentage of the vessels that call at a given container terminal are
operated by shipping lines that do not meet the CARB required minimum of 25 annual
calls (CARB, 2007a, b); those vessels tend not to be outfitted to connect to shore power.
For these vessels, alternative emissions control technology is the only possible option.

Although the goal of the Approved Project was 100 percent compliance for China
Shipping vessels, the LAHD (as well as CARB) recognizes that the factors summarized
above may prevent China Shipping from always achieving that goal. The Revised
Project requires that:

Starting on the effective date of a new lease amendment between the
Tenant and the LAHD and annually thereafter, all ships calling at
Berths 97-109 must use AMP while hoteling in the Port, with a 95
percent compliance rate. Exceptions may be made if one of the
following circumstances or conditions exists:

1) Emergencies
2) An AMP-capable berth is unavailable

Berths 97—-109 (China Shipping) Container Terminal SCH # 2003061153
Final Supplemental EIR 1-12 September 2019
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3) An AMP-capable ship is not able to plug in
4) The vessel is not AMP-capable.

In the event one of these circumstances or conditions exist, an
equivalent alternative at-berth emission control capture system shall
be deployed, if feasible, based on availability, scheduling,
operational feasibility, and contracting requirements between the
provider of the equivalent alternative technology and the terminal
operator. The equivalent alternative technology must, at a minimum,
meet the emissions reductions that would be achieved from AMP.

For analysis purposes, compliance with this mitigation measure is assumed not to exceed
95%, in order to accommodate the exceptional circumstances in 1-4, above. The revised
measure is consistent with the 2017 CAAP, as described above, and AMP requirements
in recently certified EIRs.

MM AQ-10 — Vessel Speed Reduction Program

MM AQ-10 (LAHD and USACE, 2008) required that as of 2009, 100% of oceangoing
vessels calling the CS Container Terminal comply with the Vessel Speed Reduction
Program (VSRP) within a 40-nautical-mile (nm) radius of Point Fermin. The VSRP was
initially (2005) established as a 20-nm-radius, but MM AQ-10 extended the radius to 40
nautical miles.

From 2008 through 2014 vessels calling the CS Container Terminal had very high
compliance rates (93-99%) within the 20-mile zone but much lower rates in the 40-mile
zone. Compliance in the 40-mile zone was particularly low in 2008 — 2012 (from 20% in
2009 to 47% in 2012) but rose to 89% in 2013 and 96% in 2014. While the high rates of
compliance in 2014 were consistent with the other container terminals in the Port, they
fell somewhat short of the 100% required by the mitigation measure.

The need to slow down vessels within the VSRP 40 nm radius is built in to the voyage
plans of most shipping lines. Vessels calling the Port's major container terminals
typically achieve high rates of compliance, some maintaining 100% compliance in the
inner portion of the VSRP radius (20 nm) and several, including China Shipping,
achieving or approaching 100% throughout the entire VSRP.

Although the compliance rate of vessels calling the CS Terminal has approached 100% in
many years, not all vessels will be able to comply with VSRP requirements due to
unavoidable practical need to increase speed for various reasons. Non-compliance with
the VSRP is typically the result of pressure on vessel schedules caused by weather, port
delays, and mechanical problems. In addition, meeting scheduled time slots for shorter
voyages (e.g., to or from Oakland) may require higher vessel speeds: if, despite operating
at higher than economic speeds outside the VSRP area, a vessel is still behind schedule as
it approaches Los Angeles Harbor, it may have to continue at a higher speed in some part
of the VSRP control radius. For example, operating at 17 knots instead of 12 knots
would allow a vessel to make up an hour of time in the 40-mile zone. In addition, vessel
schedules are coordinated to avoid incurring container terminal labor standby costs, so
that increased speed may be necessary to arrive at a berth in time to utilize labor
efficiently. Accordingly, while 100% compliance may be achieved in any given year,
that rate cannot be sustained over a period of years.

Berths 97—-109 (China Shipping) Container Terminal SCH # 2003061153
Final Supplemental EIR 1-13 September 2019
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For MM AQ-10, the Revised Project requires that:

Starting on the effective date of a new lease amendment between the
Tenant and the LAHD and annually thereafter, at least 95 percent of
vessels calling at Berths 97-109 shall comply with the expanded
VSRP of 12 knots between 40 nm from Point Fermin and the
Precautionary Area.

Note that the Revised Project’s MM AQ-10 analyzed in the Draft SEIR and the
Recirculated Draft SEIR included a provision that the tenant could submit an alternative
compliance plan that achieved equal or greater emissions reductions. However, in
response to comments on the Recirculated Draft SEIR the LAHD modified MM AQ-10
to eliminate that provision.

The 95% requirement at 40 nm is consistent with recent POLA EIRs and with how
shipping lines at terminals have been performing at POLA. It incorporates the realities of
oceangoing cargo vessel operation and the need to maintain economic competitiveness.
Furthermore, the actual effect on air quality and public health of requiring 95% rather
than 100% would be negligible given the relatively small contribution of at-sea vessel
emissions on health risk and the already-high level of compliance with the 12-knot
requirement.

MM AQ-15 -Yard Tractors

MM AQ-15 (LAHD and USACE, 2008) required all yard tractors to run on alternative
fuel (LPG) between September 30, 2004, and December 31, 2014, and that beginning
January 1, 2015, all yard tractors must be the cleanest available NOy alternative-fueled
engine meeting 0.015 gm/hp-hr for PM.

As of the end of 2014, all yard tractors operating at the CS Container Terminal were
alternative fuel-powered, and thus complied with the provision of MM AQ-15 requiring
alternative-fuel power.

In light of changes in engine technology since the 2008 EIS/EIR was prepared, the 2017
Draft SEIR proposed that MM AQ-15 be revised to require yard tractors to meet Tier 4
standards for all criteria pollutants. Subsequent developments, however, have indicated
that new engines can meet an ultra-low NOx standard; accordingly, the measure was
further revised in the Recirculated Draft EIR to incorporate that standard.

Revised Project Modification

For the Revised Project, MM AQ-15 requires that:

e No later than one year after the effective date of a new lease amendment between
the Tenant and the LAHD, all LPG yard tractors of model years 2007 or older
shall be replaced with alternative-fuel units that meet or are lower than a NOx
emission rate of 0.02 g/bhp-hr and Tier 4 final off-road emission rates for other
criteria pollutants.

e No later than five years after the effective date of a new lease amendment
between the Tenant and the LAHD, all LPG yard tractors of model years 2011 or
older shall be replaced with alternative fuel units that meet or are lower than a
NOx emission rate of 0.02 g/bhp-hr and Tier 4 final off-road engine emission
rates for other criteria pollutants.

The revised mitigation measure takes into account the uncertainty in the timing of the
measure given the time needed to certify the SEIR and execute a new lease amendment.

Berths 97—-109 (China Shipping) Container Terminal SCH # 2003061153
Final Supplemental EIR 1-14 September 2019
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The measure will ensure that the CS Terminal will transition to the current cleanest
available yard tractor technology within five years of the new lease amendment. For the
longer term, however, the 2017 CAAP envisions that by 2030 the Port will rely on zero-
and near-zero-emissions technologies for all cargo-handling equipment, consistent with
CARB’s March, 2017, initiative to amend the cargo-handling regulation to achieve up to
100% zero-emissions by 2030. In order to meet that goal, current yard tractors will need
to be replaced by zero-emissions (i.e., electric-powered) tractors over the next ten years.
At the time of publication of this SEIR, as discussed in the 2017 CAAP, zero-emissions
tractors have not been demonstrated to be operationally feasible in a container terminal
setting, but through the 2017 CAAP the Port has committed to an aggressive program of
testing electric yard tractors at terminals.

The 2017 CAAP also obligates the Port and the terminal operators, including WBCT (the
operator of the CS Terminal), to a firm process of evaluating terminal equipment and
developing a ten-year procurement schedule for new cargo-handling equipment; the
terminals are required to submit their schedules by January 1, 2019 and to update the
schedules annually. By working with the terminals through their procurement schedules,
grant funding, and lease terms, and taking into account the results of periodic feasibility
assessments, the Port will ensure that terminal operators purchase the cleanest available
equipment, emphasizing zero- and near-zero-emissions equipment. For the Revised
Project, LM AQ-1 (see Section 1.4.3.2) requires the CS Terminal to participate in the
CAAP’s equipment procurement process.

MM AQ-16 — Railyard Cargo-Handling Equipment

In accordance with the ASJ, MM AQ-16 required that the CHE at the WBICTF on-dock
railyard be exclusively LPG-fueled from 2004 to 2014. The measure further required that
by end of 2014, all such equipment meet Tier 4 off-road or on-road engine standards.

The equipment used at the railyard is the same CHE used in the container yards of the CS
and YM terminals, i.e., yard tractors that transfer containers between the container yard
and the railyard, and toppicks that load and unload trains and trucks. Accordingly, the
intent of this measure is fulfilled by controlling yard tractors and CHE through MM AQ-
15 and MM AQ-17.

Revised Project Modification

MM AQ-16 has been combined with MM AQ-17 because there is no feasible way to
identify railyard, as opposed to container yard, equipment, and because implementation
of AQ-15 and AQ-17 will control emissions associated with CHE handling CS cargo.

MM AQ-17 — Cargo Handling Equipment

In accordance with the ASJ, MM AQ-17 required that by September 30, 2004 all
toppicks be equipped with diesel oxidation catalysts (DOCs) and use emulsified diesel
fuel. MM AQ-17 further required that, beginning in 2009, all RTGs must be electric
powered, all toppicks must have cleanest available NOx alternative fuel engine meeting
EPA Tier 4 standards for PM, and new equipment purchases must be either cleanest
alternative fuel or cleanest diesel with cleanest verified control equipment; by the end of
2012, all equipment less than 750 hp (which includes all CHE at the CS terminal) must
meet EPA Tier 4 off-road or on-road engine standards; and by the end of 2014, all
equipment must meet Tier 4 non-road engine standards.

By 2004, all of the forklifts and top handlers met the ASJ requirements for emulsified
diesel and DOCs. Since the further provisions of MM AQ-17 were not in effect until
2009, the CHE working at the CS Terminal in 2008 complied with the measure’s

Berths 97—-109 (China Shipping) Container Terminal SCH # 2003061153
Final Supplemental EIR 1-15 September 2019
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requirements. The requirements for all-electric RTGs and cleanest-available top-picks in
2009 were not met. The implementation dates for the conversion of all other CHE to Tier
4 non-road standards were also not met.

All-electric RTGs are not only much more expensive to purchase than either diesel-
powered or hybrid units, but their installation at a container terminal requires substantial
and costly modifications of the container yard to accommodate the necessary power
trenches and transformers. In addition, space constraints in much of the container yard
prevent the installation of electric RTGs throughout the terminal; in most of the container
yard the RTGs operate on short rows of containers which precludes the efficient
deployment of electric RTGs because the electrical infrastructure does not permit electric
RTGs to operate on multiple rows.

As described in Section 1.2.4.2 of the Recirculated Draft SEIR, China Shipping informed
the Port that replacing the top-picks and side-picks with Tier 4 non-road standard
compliant units would be prohibitively expensive and require the retirement of units with
useful life remaining. The same economic constraints would apply to other cargo-
handling equipment such as forklifts.

To achieve the objectives of the 2017 CAAP and of the original 2008 EIS/EIR, existing
equipment must be replaced by equipment that meets more stringent emissions standards,
including zero- and near-zero emission units as feasible. In the case of RTGs, WBCT
confirmed that four electric RTGs could be deployed in what is known as the “surcharge
area” at the terminal because this area has the necessary infrastructure. The surcharge
area is a block area in the northern portion of the terminal that lies south of the waterway
and bridges connecting to the adjacent YM Terminal. In the remainder of the terminal,
the all-diesel RTGs could be replaced by diesel-electric hybrids. In fact, six of WBCT’s
RTGs in 2016 were diesel-electric hybrid models. These hybrids, called EcoCranes,
provide significant emission reductions compared to diesel RTGs (74% PM and 84%
NOx reduction).

With regard to the other CHE, engines meeting EPA Tier 4 off-road standards are
available for heavy-duty forklifts and toppicks. Accordingly, the 2017 Draft SEIR
revised MM AQ-17 to require replacement of existing toppicks and heavy-duty forklifts
with units meeting Tier 4 standards, the replacement of lighter-duty forklifts with electric
units, and the replacement of sweepers with cleanest-available units, and the replacement
of shuttle buses with zero-emissions units by 2025. The replacement schedule for CHE
incorporated the useful economic service life of the existing equipment and the high
capital costs (e.g., $650,000 per unit for toppicks; LAHD, 2016) but accelerated the
replacement. The Recirculated Draft SEIR further revises the measure to replace the
calendar day compliance dates with dates related to the execution of a new lease
amendment.

Revised Project Modification

For the Revised Project, MM AQ-17 is revised as follows: All yard equipment at the
terminal except yard tractors shall implement the following requirements:

Forklifts:

e By one year after the effective date of a new lease amendment between the
Tenant and the LAHD, all 18-ton diesel forklifts of model years 2004 and older
shall be replaced with units that meet or are lower than Tier 4 final off-road
engine emission rates for PM and NOx.

Berths 97—-109 (China Shipping) Container Terminal SCH # 2003061153
Final Supplemental EIR 1-16 September 2019
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By two years after the effective date of a new lease amendment between the
Tenant and the LAHD, all 18-ton diesel forklifts of model years 2005 and older
shall be replaced with units that meet or are lower than Tier 4 final off-road
engine emission rates for PM and NOx.

By two years after the effective date of a new lease amendment between the
Tenant and the LAHD, all 5-ton forklifts of model years 2011 or older shall be
replaced with zero-emission units.

By three years after the effective date of a new lease amendment between the
Tenant and the LAHD, all 18-ton diesel forklifts of model years 2007 and older
shall be replaced with units that meet or are lower than Tier 4 final off-road
engine emission rates for PM and NOx.

Toppicks:

Rubber-

By one year after the effective date of a new lease amendment between the
Tenant and the LAHD, all diesel top-picks of model years 2006 and older shall
be replaced with units that meet or are lower than Tier 4 final off-road engine
emission rates for PM and NOx.

By three years after the effective date of a new lease amendment between the
Tenant and the LAHD, all diesel top-picks of model years 2007 and older shall
be replaced with units that meet or are lower than Tier 4 final off-road engine
emission rates for PM and NOx.

By five years after the effective date of a new lease amendment between the
Tenant and the LAHD, all diesel top-picks of model years 2014 and older shall
be replaced with units that meet or are lower than Tier 4 final off-road engine
emission rates for PM and NOx.

Tired Gantries:

By three years after the effective date of a new lease amendment between the
Tenant and the LAHD, all diesel RTG cranes of model years 2003 and older shall
be replaced with diesel-electric hybrid units with diesel engines that meet or are
lower than Tier 4 final off-road engine emission rates for PM and NOx.

By five years after the effective date of a new lease amendment between the
Tenant and the LAHD, all diesel RTG cranes of model years 2004 and older shall
be replaced with diesel-electric hybrid units with diesel engines that meet or are
lower than Tier 4 final off-road engine emission rates for PM and NOx.

By seven years after the effective date of a new lease amendment between the
Tenant and the LAHD, four RTG cranes of model years 2005 and older shall be
replaced with all-electric units, and one diesel RTG crane of model year 2005
shall be replaced with a diesel-electric hybrid unit with a diesel engine that meets
or is lower than Tier 4 final off-road engine emission rates for PM and NOx.

Sweepers:

Sweeper(s) shall be alternative fuel or the cleanest available by six years after the
effective date of a new lease amendment between the Tenant and the LAHD.

Shuttle Buses:

Gasoline shuttle buses shall be zero-emission units by seven years after the
effective date of a new lease amendment between the Tenant and the LAHD.

The revised mitigation measure takes into account the uncertainty in the timing of the
measure given the time needed to certify the SEIR and execute a new lease amendment.

Berths 97—-109 (China Shipping) Container Terminal SCH # 2003061153
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The phase-in schedules for the various equipment types take into account the economics
of the useful life of the existing equipment and the realities of acquiring large numbers of
new equipment.

The revised measure will ensure that the CS Terminal will transition to the then-current
cleanest available technology for most major cargo-handling equipment within five years
of the new lease amendment. For the longer term, however, the 2017 CAAP envisions
that by 2030 the Port will rely on zero- and near-zero-emissions technologies for all
cargo-handling equipment, consistent with CARB’s March, 2017, initiative to amend the
cargo-handling regulation to achieve up to 100% zero-emissions by 2030. In order to
meet that goal, current equipment will need to be replaced by zero-emissions (i.e.,
electric-powered) equipment over the next ten years. At the time of publication of this
SEIR, zero-emissions toppicks and heavy-duty forklifts have not been demonstrated to be
operationally feasible in a container terminal setting, but through the 2017 CAAP the Port
has committed to an aggressive program of testing such equipment at terminals. Electric
mobile gantry cranes (rubber-tired and rail-mounted) are commercially available, but
because they require substantial supporting infrastructure their deployment is more
involved than for forklifts and toppicks. Nevertheless, some are already in use in the
Port, and the 2017 CAAP commits the Ports to increasing the deployment of all-electric
cranes.

The 2017 CAAP also obligates the Port and the terminal operators, including WBCT (the
operator of the CS Terminal), to a firm process of evaluating terminal equipment and
developing a ten-year procurement schedule for new cargo-handling equipment; the
terminals are required to submit their schedules by January 1, 2019 and to update the
schedules annually. By working with the terminals through their procurement schedules,
grant funding, and lease terms, and taking into account the results of periodic feasibility
assessments, the Port will ensure that terminal operators purchase the cleanest available
equipment, emphasizing zero- and near-zero-emissions equipment. For the Revised
Project, LM AQ-1 (see Section 1.4.3.2) requires the CS Terminal to participate in the
CAAP’s equipment procurement process.

MM AQ-20 — LNG Trucks

The 2008 EIS/EIR proposed MM AQ-20 to reduce the emissions of drayage trucks
arriving at and departing from the CS Container Terminal. The measure required that
LNG-fueled drayage trucks be used to convey containers to and from the terminal. The
requirement has three phases: from 2012 through 2014, at least 50% of drayage trucks
calling the terminal must be LNG-powered, from 2015 through 2017 at least 70%, and
thereafter 100%. The 2008 EIS/EIR envisioned that LAHD would be responsible for the
trucks and WBCT (the terminal operator) would be responsible for necessary gate
modifications and operations to ensure compliance.

By the end of 2008, there were no LNG-fueled drayage trucks calling the CS Container
Terminal because none were in service yet (the Port’s LNG truck program was launched
in 2009); note, however, that MM AQ-20 did not require LNG trucks until 2012.
Accordingly, the CS Terminal was in compliance with MM AQ-20. As described in a
study of the port drayage industry conducted by LAHD (LAHD, 2017), the requirement
of MM AQ-20 is considered infeasible at the time of publication of this SEIR because of
industry structural constraints, truck technology constraints, and financial constraints.
These factors are described in detail in Section 2.5.2.1 of the Recirculated Draft SEIR.

Berths 97—-109 (China Shipping) Container Terminal SCH # 2003061153
Final Supplemental EIR 1-18 September 2019
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Revised Project Modification

There is no feasible substitute or replacement measure for requiring a terminal-specific
drayage truck fleet. Accordingly, the Revised Project does not include MM AQ-20.

With the implementation of a new port-wide Clean Trucks Program as required by the
2017 CAAP’s goal to transition to zero-emissions technologies by 2035, future emission
reductions from drayage would be achieved; however, no credit can be taken at this time.
Furthermore, the Revised Project includes a new lease measure, LM AQ-2, below, that is
expected to further reduce emissions from drayage trucks.

LM AQ-23 Throughput Tracking

The 2008 EIS/EIR included MM AQ-23, which required China Shipping to provide
records of terminal throughput, in order to be able to assess whether actual future
operations of the CS Container Terminal exceeded throughput assumptions on which the
impact assessments, and therefore the mitigation measures, were based. If it was
determined that these emissions sources exceed 2008 EIS/EIR assumptions, then staff
would evaluate actual air emissions for comparison with the 2008 EIS/EIR. If that
evaluation showed that criteria pollutant emissions exceeded those in the 2008 EIS/EIR,
then new or additional mitigations would be applied through MM AQ-22 Periodic
Review of New Technology and Regulations.

The measure was re-designated a lease measure (LM AQ-23) in the 2008 FEIR because it
did not mitigate an identified impact. LM AQ-23 was to be applied through the LAHD’s
lease with China Shipping. Although the lease amendment was never implemented, the
throughput tracking occurs through standard Port data collection.

Actual throughput has generally exceeded the projections in the 2008 EIS/EIR.

However, the new analysis in the SEIR already takes into account the maximum capacity
of the terminal and growth in TEU volume and applies all feasible mitigation measures to
address future air quality impacts. Accordingly, periodic reviews of throughput are
unnecessary. Furthermore, new technologies would continue to be considered and
applied under Lease Measure AQ-22 Periodic Review of New Technology and
Regulations, since this requirement is not being changed. Finally, new Lease Measure
AQ-1, below, would ensure a regular check-in process and evaluation of the cleanest
available technology when equipment is purchased or replaced by the tenant.

Revised Project Modification
LM AQ-23 is not included in the Revised Project.
MM TRANS-2, TRANS-3, TRANS-4, and TRANS-6

The 2008 EIS/EIR included several mitigation measures related to roadway
improvements needed to reduce the impacts of project truck traffic at certain Port-area
intersections. Three of those measures were not implemented by the dates specified in
the measures. In addition, as described more fully in Section 3.3.2.2, conditions have
changed since the certification of the 2008 EIS/EIR, which calls into question the need
for and/or effectiveness of some of these mitigation measures.

MM TRANS-2 requires LAHD to provide an additional eastbound through lane on
Anaheim Street at the intersection with Alameda Street by 2015. That project was never
implemented and is not currently part of any planned or approved infrastructure project.
A screening analysis conducted by LAHD (Appendix D of the Recirculated Draft SEIR)
indicated that this location would no longer experience a traffic impact. Accordingly, the

Berths 97—-109 (China Shipping) Container Terminal SCH # 2003061153
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1.4.3.2

Revised Project as originally proposed would have eliminated MM TRANS-2. (MM
TRANS-2 appears in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program in its original
form except with a revised implementation schedule because it was re-imposed in this
SEIR as mitigation for the Revised Project’s traffic impacts).

MM TRANS-3 requires that LAHD, by 2015, 1) provide additional southbound and
westbound right-turn lanes on John S. Gibson Boulevard and 1-110 NB ramps; 2)
reconfigure the eastbound approach to one eastbound through-1 eft-turn lane, and one
eastbound through-right-turn lane; and 3) provide an additional westbound right-turn lane
with westbound right-turn overlap phasing. The first two elements have been addressed
by the John S. Gibson/I-110 Project, but the third one (westbound lane with westbound
overlap phasing) was not part of the Gibson/I-110 Project and has not been completed. A
screening analysis conducted by LAHD (Appendix D of the Recirculated Draft SEIR)
indicated that this location would no longer experience a traffic impact. Accordingly, the
Revised Project as originally proposed would have eliminated MM TRANS-3. (MM
TRANS-3 appears in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program in its original
form except with a revised implementation schedule because it was re-imposed in this
SEIR as mitigation for a cumulative impact of the Revised Project).

MM TRANS-4 was intended to modify the intersection at Fries Avenue and Harry
Bridges Boulevard by providing an additional westbound through-lane on Harry Bridges
Boulevard and additional northbound, eastbound, and westbound right-turn lanes on Fries
Avenue and Harry Bridges Boulevard. The measure was supposed to have been
implemented by 2015, but has not been completed and is not part of any approved or
planned infrastructure project. A screening analysis conducted by LAHD (Appendix D
of the Recirculated Draft SEIR) indicated that this location would no longer experience a
traffic impact. Accordingly, MM TRANS-4 would not be implemented under the
Revised Project.

MM TRANS-6 required the LAHD to modify the Navy Way/Seaside Avenue
intersection on Terminal Island by providing an additional eastbound through-lane on
Seaside Avenue and reconfiguring the westbound approach to one left-turn lane and three
through-lanes. The measure has not been completed and is not part of any approved or
planned infrastructure project. However, a related transportation improvement project,
the Navy Way and Seaside Interchange Project, would construct a new flyover connector
from northbound Navy Way to westbound Seaside Avenue. The flyover improvement
would provide direct ramp connections for existing left-turn movements, thereby
eliminating conflicts between left-turn and through traffic. The improvement is
scheduled to be implemented before 2026. Accordingly, MM TRANS-6 would not be
implemented under the Revised Project.

Revised Project Modification

All four 2008 EIS/EIR mitigation measures related to transportation are not included in
the Revised Project.

Revised Project New Lease Measures and New
Mitigation Measure

LM AQ-1: Cleanest Available Cargo Handling Equipment

Subject to zero and near-zero emissions feasibility assessments that shall be carried out by
LAHD, with input from Tenant as part of the CAAP process, Tenant shall replace cargo

Berths 97—-109 (China Shipping) Container Terminal SCH # 2003061153
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handling equipment with the cleanest available equipment anytime new or replacement
equipment is purchased, with a first preference for zero-emission equipment, a second
preference for near-zero equipment, and then for the cleanest available if zero or near-zero
equipment is not feasible, provided that LAHD shall conduct engineering assessments to
confirm that such equipment is capable of installation at the terminal.

Starting one year after the effective date of a new lease amendment between the Tenant and
the LAHD, tenant shall submit to the Port an equipment inventory and 10-year procurement
plan for new cargo-handling equipment, and infrastructure, and will update the
procurement plan annually in order to assist with planning for transition of equipment to
zero emissions in accordance with the forgoing paragraph.

LAHD will include a summary of zero and near-zero emission equipment operating at the
terminal each year as part of mitigation measure tracking.

This new lease measure would ensure a regular check-in process and evaluation of the
cleanest available technology in order to be consistent with, and address, 2017 CAAP goals
for near-zero and zero-emissions equipment.

LM AQ-2: Priority Access for Drayage

A priority access system shall be implemented at the terminal to provide preferential access
to zero- and near-zero-emission trucks.

Priority access would enable drivers with the cleanest trucks to get access to the terminal
more quickly, thus allowing them to make more daily moves — called “turns” — and earn
more revenue. Faster moves and higher earning potential could incentivize drivers and
trucking companies to accelerate the investment in zero- and near-zero-emission trucks and
to send these cleaner trucks to the CS Terminal because it would increase their business and
reduce their fuel and idling time costs. Preferential access could involve giving drivers of
clean trucks the first choice of coveted appointment/reservation slots, as envisioned in the
2017 CAAP, although other measures could be considered. An enhanced terminal
appointment system would allow appointment-making rules resulting in increased
efficiency and goods movement optimization measures. WBCT already operates an
appointment system for all imported cargo and, for some time periods, for export cargo.
The reduction in idling time and the increased use of clean trucks would reduce the overall
emissions from drayage at the CS Terminal. The emissions reductions from this measure
cannot be quantified at the time of publication of this SEIR.

LM AQ-3: Demonstration of Zero Emissions Equipment

Tenant shall conduct a one-year zero emission demonstration project with at least ten units
of zero-emission cargo handling equipment. Upon completion, tenant shall submit a report
to LAHD that evaluates the feasibility of permanent use of the tested equipment. Tenant
shall continue to test the zero-emission equipment and provide feasibility assessments and
progress reports in 2020 and 2025 to evaluate the status of zero-emission equipment
technologies and infrastructure as well as operational and financial considerations, with a
goal of 100% zero-emission cargo handling equipment by 2030.

MM GHG-1: LED Lighting

All lighting within the interior of buildings on the premises and outdoor high mast terminal
lighting will be replaced with LED lighting or a technology with similar energy-saving
capabilities within two years after the effective date of a new lease amendment between the
Tenant and the LAHD or by no later than 2023.

Berths 97—-109 (China Shipping) Container Terminal SCH # 2003061153
Final Supplemental EIR 1-21 September 2019



OCooNOOTULIA~WN -

24

25
26
27
28

29
30
31
32
33
34
35

36
37

38
39
40

41
42
43

44
45
46

Los Angeles Harbor Department Chapter 1 Introduction

1.5

LM GHG-1: GHG Credit Fund

LAHD shall establish a Greenhouse Gas Fund, which LAHD shall have the option to
accomplish through a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with the California Air
Resources Board (CARB) or another appropriate entity. The fund shall be used for GHG-
reducing projects and programs approved by the Port of Los Angeles, or through the
purchase of emission reduction credits from a CARB approved offset registry. It shall be
the responsibility of the Tenant to make contributions to the fund in the amount of
$250,000 per year, for a total of eight years, for the funding of GHG reducing projects or
the purchase of GHG emission reduction credits, commencing after the date that the
SEIR is conclusively determined to be valid, either by operation of Public Resources
Code Section 21167.2 or by final judgment or final adjudication (“Conclusive
Determination of Validity Date”), as described below. The fund contribution amount is
established as follows: (i) the peak year of GHG operational emissions (2030), after
application of mitigation, that exceed the established threshold for the Revised Project,
estimated in the SEIR to be 129,336 metric tons CO2e, multiplied by (ii) the current
(2019) market value of carbon credits established by CARB at $15.62 per metric ton
CO2e. The payment for the first year shall be due within ninety (90) days of the
Conclusive Determination of Validity Date, and the payment for each successive year
shall be due on the anniversary of the Conclusive Determination of Validity Date. If
LAHD is unable to establish the fund through an MOU with CARB within one year prior
to when any year’s payment is due, the Tenant shall instead apply that year’s payment,
using the same methodology described in parts (i) and (ii) above, to purchase emission
reduction credits from a CARB approved GHG offset registry.

Changes to the Recirculated Draft EIR

The Final SEIR discusses changes and modifications that have been made to the
Recirculated Draft SEIR. Actual changes to the text, organized by chapters, sections, and
appendices, are presented in Chapter 3, “Modifications to the Recirculated Draft EIR,” of
this Final SEIR.

Changes noted in Chapter 3 are identified by text strikeout and underline. These changes
are referenced in Chapter 2, “Response to Comments,” of this Final SEIR, where
applicable. The changes and clarifications presented in Chapter 3 were reviewed to
determine whether or not they warranted recirculation of the EIR prior to certification
according to CEQA Guidelines and Statutes. The changes would not result in any new
significant environmental impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of an existing
environmental effect.

Below is a brief summary of key changes made, which are described in more detail in
Chapter 3 of this Final SEIR.

e Mitigation measure MM AQ-10 was revised in response to a comment to
eliminate the option for an alternative compliance plan for the Vessel Speed
Reduction Program.

o Lease Measure LM GHG-1 was revised in response to comments to alter the
formula by which the funding amount is calculated, to increase the funding
amount, and to revise the implementation mechanism and schedule.

e The air quality analysis (Section 3.1) was supplemented to provide additional
information regarding potential health effects of project-related criteria pollutant
emissions on local and regional populations.
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1.6

e The analysis of future emissions from ocean-going vessels was revised in
response to comments pointing out discrepancies in the treatment of hoteling
emissions. The re-analysis did not change the impact determinations.

e Minor text changes were made to correct inconsistencies and typographical errors
in the document.

The above changes are consistent with the findings contained in the Recirculated Draft
SEIR, as modified. There would be no new or increased significant effects on the
environment due to the changes in the Revised Project. Therefore, recirculation is not
required consistent with Public Resources Code Section 21092.1 and CEQA Guidelines
Section 15088.5.

References for Chapter 1

CARB, 2007a. Regulations to Reduce Emissions from Diesel Auxiliary Engines on
Ocean-Going Vessels while At-Berth at a California Port; Technical Support Document.
www.arb.ca.gov/regact/2007/shorepwr07/tsd.pdf.

CARB, 2007b. Final Statement of Reasons for Rulemaking. Public Hearing to Consider
the Adoption of Proposed Regulations to Reduce Emissions from Diesel Auxiliary
Engines on Ocean-Going Vessels While At-Berth at a California Port.
http://www.arb.ca.gov/regact/2007/shorepwr07/fsor2007.pdf.

LAHD, 1997. West Basin Transportation Improvements Program EIR. Prepared by the
Environmental Management Division with Assistance from Science Applications
International Corporation.

LAHD, 2016. Cost Scenarios for Expenditure on Cargo-Handling Equipment. Internal
LAHD data. July, 2016

LAHD, 2017. Assessment of the Feasibility of Requiring Alternative-Technology
Drayage Trucks at Individual Container Terminals. Final Report. Prepared by Ramboll
Environ. April, 2017.

LAHD and USACE, 2008. Final EIS/EIR for the Port of Los Angeles Berths 97-109
China Shipping Container Terminal Project.
https://www.portoflosangeles.org/EIR/ChinaShipping/FEIR/feir_china shipping.asp
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2.1

2.2

Chapter 2
Response to Comments

Distribution of the Recirculated DSEIR

The Recirculated DSEIR prepared for the LAHD was distributed to the public and
regulatory agencies on September 28, 2018, for a 45-day review period. Approximately
59 printed and digital copies (CD) of the Recirculated DSEIR were distributed to various
government agencies, organizations, individuals, and Port tenants. The LAHD conducted
a public hearing regarding the Recirculated DSEIR on October 25, 2018, to provide an
overview of the Revised Project and to accept public comments on the Revised Project
and the environmental document.

Printed and digital copies of the Recirculated DSEIR were available for review at the
following locations:

e Los Angeles Harbor Department, Environmental Management Division, 222
West 6th Street, Suite 900, San Pedro, CA 90731

e Los Angeles Public Library - Central Branch, 630 West 5th Street, Los Angeles,
CA 90071

e Los Angeles Public Library - San Pedro Branch, 931 South Gaffey Street, San
Pedro, CA 90731

e Los Angeles Public Library - Wilmington Branch, 1300 North Avalon,
Wilmington, CA 90744

In addition to printed copies of the Recirculated DSEIR, digital copies were made
available in response to specific requests. Due to the size of the document, the digital
copies were prepared as a series of PDF files to facilitate downloading and printing.
Members of the public were also invited to request a CD containing the Recirculated
DSEIR. Digital copies of the Recirculated DSEIR on CD were available free of charge to
interested parties. The Recirculated DSEIR was available in its entirety on the Port web
site at https://www.portoflosangeles.org/environment/environmental-documents.

Comments on the Recirculated DSEIR

The public comment and response component of the CEQA process serves an essential
role. It allows the respective lead agencies to assess the impacts of a project based on the
analysis of other responsible, concerned, or adjacent agencies and interested parties, and
it provides an opportunity to amplify and better explain the analyses that the lead
agencies have undertaken to determine the potential environmental impacts of a project.
To that extent, responses to comments are intended to provide complete and thorough
explanations to commenting agencies and individuals, and to improve the overall
understanding of the Project for the decision-making bodies.

Berths 97—-109 (China Shipping) Container Terminal SCH # 2003061153
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Chapter 2 Response to Comments

The LAHD received ten comment letters on the Recirculated DSEIR during the public
review period. One verbal comment was received at the public hearing. Table 2-1
presents a list of those agencies, organizations, and individuals who commented on the
Recirculated DSEIR; one letter (NRDC DSEIR) commenting on the Draft SEIR released
in 2017 is included because the same entity’s letter commenting on the Recirculated
DSEIR requested that their earlier comments be incorporated.

Table 2-1: Public Comments Received on the Recirculated DSEIR

Letter Code Date Individual/Organization Page
State Government
Scott Morgan
State Clearinghouse
SCH-1 19 November 2018 | Governor’s Office of Planning and 2-27
Research
Regional and Local Government
Jillian Wong, Ph.D.
SCAQMD 30 November 2018 | Planning, Rule Development & Area Sources 2-28
South Coast Air Quality Management District
Ali Poosti
BOS 22 October 2018 Wastewater Engineering Services Division 2-45
Los Angeles Bureau of Sanitation
Organizations
Jesse Marquez
CFASE 16 November 2018 Coalition for a Safe Environment et al. 2-46
CSPNC 13 November 2018 | ‘Alexander Hal 263
Central San Pedro Neighborhood Council
Doug Epperhart
CoSPNC 29 October 2018 Coastal San Pedro Neighborhood Council 2-65
Melissa Lin Perrella
NRDC 16 November 2018 Natural Resources Defense Council et al. 2-66
NDRC.K1 Melissa LinPerrella
X 14 November 2018 | Natural Resources Defense Council et al. 2-98
(Attachment K1)
Melissa Lin Perrella
NRDC DSEIR 29 September 2017 Natural Resources Defense Council et al. 2-100
NRDC.I1
(Attachment 11 to Melissa Lin Perrella
2017 comment 26 September 2017 Natural Resources Defense Council et al. 2-106
letter)
Individuals
HAVENICK 30 October 2018 Richard Havenick 2.109
BRIGANTI 14 November 2018 | Tony Briganti 2.110
Berths 97—-109 (China Shipping) Container Terminal SCH # 2003061153
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Letter Code Date Individual/Organization Page

Public Hearing Comments

PH

Jesse Marquez

25 October 2018 Coalition for a Safe Environment

2-111

2.3

Responses to Comments

In accordance with CEQA (Guidelines Section 15088), the LAHD has evaluated the
comments on environmental issues received from agencies and other interested parties
and has prepared written responses to each comment pertinent to the adequacy of the
environmental analyses contained in the Recirculated DSEIR. In compliance with CEQA
Guidelines Section 15088(b), the written responses address the environmental issues
raised. In addition, where appropriate, the basis for incorporating or not incorporating
specific suggestions into the Revised Project is provided. In each case, the LAHD
expended a good faith effort, supported by reasoned analysis, to respond to comments.

This section includes responses not only to the written comments received during the 45-
day public review period of the Recirculated DSEIR, but also verbal comments made at
the public hearing for the Recirculated DSEIR. Some comments have prompted
revisions to the text of the Recirculated DSEIR, which are referenced and shown in
Chapter 3, “Modifications to the Recirculated DSEIR.” A copy of each comment
letter/comment is provided, and responses to each comment letter immediately follow.
All of the comments received and the responses to those comments will be considered by
the decision-makers prior to taking any action on the Revised Project.

Several comments on the Recirculated DSEIR claimed that the document should be
revised and recirculated for additional public review and comment. The following
response discusses the standards generally applicable to this issue under CEQA and
applies those standards to the comments requesting recirculation.

A lead agency is required to recirculate a Draft EIR when the agency adds “significant
new information” to the EIR after the close of the public comment period but prior to
certification of the Final EIR (Public Resources Code Section 21092.1; State CEQA
Guidelines Section 15088.5). “New information added to an EIR is not ‘significant’
unless the EIR is changed in a way that deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity
to comment upon a substantial adverse environmental effect of the project or a feasible
way to mitigate or avoid such an effect (including a feasible project alternative) that the
project’s proponents have declined to implement” (State CEQA Guidelines Section
15088.5(a)). “Significant” new information includes information showing that “(1) [a]
new significant environmental impact would result from the project or from a new
mitigation measure proposed to be implemented [;] or (2) [a] substantial increase in the
severity of an environmental impact would result unless mitigation measures are adopted
that reduce the impact to a level of insignificance” (State CEQA Guidelines Section
15088.5 (a)(1), (a)(2)).

The Resources Agency adopted Section 15088.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines in order
to incorporate the California Supreme Court’s decision in Laurel Heights Improvement
Assn. v. Regents of the Univ. of Cal. (1993) 6 Cal.4th 1112. According to the Supreme

Berths 97—-109 (China Shipping) Container Terminal SCH # 2003061153
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Court, the rules governing recirculation of a Draft EIR are “not intend[ed] to promote
endless rounds of revision and recirculation of EIRs” (Laurel Heights II, supra, 6 Cal.4th
at p. 1132). Instead, recirculation is “an exception, rather than the general rule” (Mount
Shasta Bioregional Ecology Center v. County of Siskiyou (2012) 210 Cal.App.4th 184,
221).

Under these standards, a change to a proposed project, made in response to comments on
a Draft EIR, generally does not trigger the obligation to recirculate the Draft EIR. “The
CEQA reporting process is not designed to freeze the ultimate proposal in the precise
mold of the initial project; indeed, new and unforeseen insights may emerge during
investigation, evoking revision of the original proposal” (County of Inyo v. City of Los
Angeles (1977) 71 Cal.App.3d 185, 199; see River Valley Preservation Project v.
Metropolitan Transit Development Bd. (1995) 37 Cal.App.4th 154, 168, fn. 11).

As these cases recognize, CEQA encourages the lead agency to respond to concerns as
they arise, by adjusting a project or developing mitigation measures, as necessary. That a
project evolves to address such concerns is evidence of an agency performing meaningful
environmental review. A rule requiring recirculation of the Draft EIR any time a project
changes would have the perverse unintended effect of calcifying or freezing the original
proposal, and of penalizing the lead agency or the project sponsor for revising the project
in ways that may be environmentally benign or even beneficial. In light of this policy
concern, the courts uniformly hold that the lead agency need not recirculate the Draft EIR
merely because the proposed project evolves during the environmental review process
(see, e.g., Citizens for a Sustainable Treasure Island v. City and County of San Francisco
(2014) 227 Cal.App.4th 1036, 1061-1065 [project modification requiring consultation
with Coast Guard regarding building designs did not require recirculation of Draft EIR];
South County Citizens for Smart Growth v. County of Nevada (2013) 221 Cal.App.4th
316, 329-332 [identification of staff-recommended alternative after publication of Final
EIR did not trigger obligation to recirculate Draft EIR because alternative resembled
other alternatives that the EIR had already analyzed]; Western Placer Citizens for an
Agricultural and Rural Environment v. County of Placer (2006) 144 Cal.App.4th 890,
903-906 [revision in phasing plan did not trigger recirculation requirement because
revision addressed environmental concerns identified during EIR process]).

Similarly, information that clarifies or expands on information in the Recirculated DSEIR
does not require recirculation (see, e.g., North Coast Rivers Alliance v. Marin Municipal
Water Dist. Bd. of Directors (2013) 216 Cal.App.4th 614, 654-656 [addition of a hybrid
alternative to the Final EIR did not trigger duty to recirculate the Draft EIR]; Clover
Valley Foundation v. City of Rocklin (2011) 197 Cal.App.4th 200, 219-224 [information
regarding presence of cultural resources on property did not require recirculation because
information amplified on information that was already in Draft EIR]; California Oak
Foundation v. Regents of Univ. of Cal. (2010) 188 Cal.App.4th 227, 266-268 [letters
addressing seismic risks did not trigger duty to recirculate Draft EIR, where letters
recommended further analysis but did not contradict conclusions in Draft EIR]; Cadiz
Land Co. v. Rail Cycle, L.P. (2000) 83 Cal.App.4th 74, 97 [commenter’s disagreement
with analysis of groundwater flow in EIR did not require recirculation because substantial
evidence supported EIR’s analysis; lead agency had discretion regarding which expert to
rely upon]; Marin Municipal Water Dist. v. KG Land California Corp (1991) 235
Cal.App.3d 1652, 1666-1668 [clarifying information regarding potential length of
moratorium was not “significant new information’]).

Berths 97—-109 (China Shipping) Container Terminal SCH # 2003061153
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2.3.1

The following discussion applies these standards to the comments stating that the LAHD
should recirculate the Recirculated DSEIR. In particular, the discussion focuses on
whether the information provided in the comment is new, and whether that information
discloses:

e A new significant impact that the project or mitigation would cause,

e An impact that would be substantially more severe unless mitigation is adopted
that avoids the impact,

e A feasible project alternative is available that would avoid a significant impact,
but the applicant will not adopt it, or

e That the Draft EIR is “fundamentally and basically inadequate” such that
meaningful public comment was precluded (CEQA Guidelines Section
15088.5(a)).

In the instance of the Recirculated DSEIR, a number of comments were provided on the
document. Comments were provided on nearly every impact addressed in the
Recirculated DSEIR. The responses to comments are extensive, in large part because the
comments were also extensive. The responses to comments provide the following
information:

e First and foremost, the responses address the environmental concerns raised by
the comments, and describe how they are addressed in the document;

e They provide corrections to the text, where such corrections are warranted,

e They expand on or provide minor clarifications to information already included
in the Recirculated DSEIR in those instances where comments question this
information; and

e They result in proposals for new mitigation measures that may more effectively
reduce already identified significant environmental impacts of the project.

However, none of the conditions warranting recirculation of a Draft EIR, as specified in
State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 and described above, has occurred. As a result
of responses to comments and the addition of new information, no new significant
impacts would result; there is no increase in the severity of a significant impact identified
in the Draft EIR, following mitigation; and as to the Recirculated DSEIR adequacy, the
LAHD believes the SEIR is complete and fully compliant with CEQA.

Master Responses

Because several of the comment letters received had similar concerns, a set of master
responses were developed to address common topics in a comprehensive manner. The
following Master Responses section includes feedback on the following topics:

1. Feasible Mitigation — Guidance and Applicability
2. Zero- and Near-Zero-Emissions Technologies
3. Port-wide Emission Reduction Programs
4. Non-Compliance with the Original FEIR MMs
5. Comparative Emissions
Berths 97—-109 (China Shipping) Container Terminal SCH # 2003061153
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Individual responses to all comment letters/comments received on the Recirculated
DSEIR are presented following the Master Responses and may refer to the Master
Responses in total or in part.

Master Response 1: Feasible Mitigation — Guidance and Applicability

Several comments questioned whether all feasible mitigation measures have been
identified within the Recirculated DSEIR to reduce impacts to the maximum extent
feasible. This response describes the CEQA requirements for consideration of mitigation
measures.

Mitigation is required only for significant environmental impacts (PRC 21100(b)(3);
State CEQA Guidelines Sections 15126.4(a)(1)(A) and 15064(e)). An EIR should focus
on mitigation measures that are feasible, practical, and effective (PRC 21003(c); Napa
Citizens for Honest Govt. v. Napa County Bd. of Supervisors (2001) 91 Cal. App.4th 342,
365). An agency may reject mitigation measures or project alternatives if it finds them to
be “infeasible” (PRC 21081(a)(3); State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091(a)(3)).
“Feasible” is defined as “capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a
reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, social, and
technological factors” (PRC 21061.1; State CEQA Guidelines Section 15364).
Consideration of feasibility of mitigation measures may also be based on practicality (No
Slo Transit, Inc. v. City of Long Beach (1987) 197 Cal.App.3d 241, 257). CEQA “does
not demand what is not realistically possible, given the limitation of time, energy and
funds” (Concerned Citizens of South Central Los Angeles v. Los Angeles Unified Sch.
Dist. (1994) 24 Cal.App.4th 826, 841).

Per these requirements, LAHD has complied with its legal obligation under CEQA to
substantially lessen or avoid significant environmental effects to the extent feasible. The
mitigation measures presented in the Recirculated DSEIR represent the expert opinions of
the preparers of the Recirculated DSEIR regarding how best to effectively, and feasibly,
substantially reduce or avoid the Revised Project’s significant environmental effects.
Further, those mitigation measures have been subjected to public review and scrutiny
through the Recirculated DSEIR process.

LAHD recognizes that comments frequently offer thoughtful suggestions regarding how
a commenter believes that a particular proposed mitigation measure can be modified, or
perhaps changed significantly, in order to more effectively, in the commenter’s view,
reduce the severity of environmental effects. Inaddition, while a lead agency is required
to respond to comments proposing concrete, obviously feasible mitigation measures, it is
not required to accept suggested mitigation measures (A Local and Regional Monitor
(ALARM) v. City of Los Angeles (1993) 12 Cal. App. 4" 1773, 1809). In determining
whether to accept a commenter’s suggested changes, either in whole or in part, LAHD
has considered, among others, the following factors: (i) whether the proposed revisions
are feasible from an economic, technical, operational, legal, environmental, or other
standpoint; (i1) whether the proposed revisions represent a clear improvement, from an
environmental standpoint, over the draft language that a commenter seeks to replace; and
(iii) whether the proposed revisions are sufficiently clear as to be easily understood by
those who will implement them.

LAHD took seriously every suggestion made by commenters and appreciated the effort
that went into the formulation of suggestions. LAHD staff and consultants spent
significant time carefully considering proposed suggestions for new and revised
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2.31.2

mitigation measures and in some instances adopted some or all of what a commenter
suggested. LAHD has identified, and proposed to incorporate, all feasible mitigation
measures, including feasible revisions to the existing mitigation measures recommended
by commenters. No additional mitigation measures have been determined to be feasible
to reduce significant impacts disclosed in the Recirculated DSEIR; however, MM AQ-10
(Vessel Speed Reduction Program) has been modified to remove the possibility of a
vessel operator submitting an alternative compliance plan for the Port’s consideration.
The feasibility of other specific suggested measures is discussed in the individual
responses below, as appropriate.

Master Response 2: Zero- and Near-Zero-Emissions Technologies

A number of commenters stated or implied that the Recirculated DSEIR did not include a
meaningful commitment to zero-emissions technologies. This master response addresses
those comments by describing the current feasibility status of the technologies being
considered by the Port, its tenants, industry, and regulatory agencies for use in marine
terminals in San Pedro Bay.

Background

The Port is committed to finding new ways to reduce emissions from ships, trains, trucks,
harbor craft and cargo handling equipment. A key tool in the Port’s efforts to reduce
pollution is the Clean Air Action Plan (CAAP), which outlines the goals, objectives, and
initiatives of the Port of Los Angeles and the Port of Long Beach in the field of air
pollution reduction. With the ultimate policy goal of eliminating all pollution from port-
related operations, the CAAP promotes the testing of emerging technology to bring
emission down to zero. The first iteration of the CAAP was approved in 2006; the latest
update was adopted by the two ports in 2017. The 2017 CAAP commits the Port to
incorporating near-zero and zero-emission technologies into the operations of the Port
and its tenants, with the goal of achieving zero-emissions operations by 2035.

While the CAAP has been very successful at encouraging substantial emission
reductions, further reductions are needed Port-wide as throughput continues to increase in
the coming years. Furthermore, the LAHD has identified zero-emission equipment as a
critical element to be integrated into marine-related goods movement in order to meet
greenhouse gas (GHG) reduction deadlines (see the 2017 Clean Air Action Plan). The
development and deployment of new technology involves the following four steps: (1)
research and development; (2) technology development and demonstration; (3) pre-
production deployment and assessments; and, (4) early production deployments. As the
project summaries below illustrate, none of the zero-emission technologies has
progressed significantly beyond step 3.

The Technology Status Report — Zero Emission Drayage Trucks (TIAX, 2011), prepared
for the Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach, examined the state of current zero-emission
technologies and outlined a reasonable, programmatic approach to commercialization,
based on thorough demonstration and evaluation. The report concluded that a two-phase
demonstration approach to commercialization is needed. The first phase would be a
small-scale (one to three units) demonstration to test basic technical performance. This
would be followed by the second phase consisting of a broader, large-scale (ten to twenty
units) demonstration to assess how the technologies fit into existing operations on a
multi-unit basis. Since that time, a number of demonstration and pilot projects have
taken place at the Ports, as described below.
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In July 2011, at a joint meeting with the Harbor Commissions of the Ports of Los Angeles
and Long Beach (also called the San Pedro Bay Port Complex), staff of the two Ports
presented the Roadmap for Zero Emissions (Port of Long Beach and Port of Los Angeles,
2011). That document expresses the Ports’ commitment to zero-emission technologies by
establishing a reasonable framework for future identification, development, and testing of
non-polluting technologies for moving cargo. The Ports of Los Angeles and Long
Beach’s joint San Pedro Bay Ports Technology Advancement Program (TAP) funds
efforts to evaluate and demonstrate new technologies such as zero-emission trucks and
cargo-handling equipment (CHE) that could further reduce emissions from goods
movement. The Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach regularly meet with technology
developers to stay informed about new and emerging technologies that may provide
options for reducing emissions from Port operations. Recommendations from the TAP
are taken to the Boards of Harbor Commissioners when selecting and funding projects.
Annual status reports on the TAP’s completed and ongoing projects are provided on the
TAP website at http://www.cleanairactionplan.org/technology-advancement-programy/.

As detailed in Section 1.10.2.1 of the Recirculated DSEIR, in September 2015, the
LAHD released a draft Zero Emission White Paper to assist the Port in moving toward
the adoption of zero-emission technologies for moving cargo on and off Port terminals to
a final destination. The LAHD has provided more than $7 million in funding for projects
aimed at developing zero-emission technology for short-haul drayage trucks and CHE;
one of the specific priorities of the 2018 TAP is to allocate up to $500,000 from each Port
to support the pilot deployment of a fleet of 50 to 100 zero-emissions trucks and to
evaluate infrastructure needs for those trucks. Initial testing of zero-emission vehicles
showed mixed results, but more recent progress has been made that reinforces the
LAHD’s belief that zero-emission container movement technologies show great promise
for helping to reduce criteria pollutant and GHG emissions.

While zero-emission technologies are promising, they require longer-term evaluations to
establish the technical viability, operational reliability, and the ability to attract
participation from established original equipment manufacturers that will lower
acquisition and maintenance costs and allow this equipment to become commercially
viable. Zero-emission technology also presents many operational concerns, such as
charging/fueling times, maintenance issues, and lack of support infrastructure, that need
to be examined prior to full deployment into the fleet. Additionally, durability, loss of
power potential, and safety need to be monitored through testing before stakeholders
commit to large capital investments. Existing data in these areas are extremely limited,
although several demonstration projects are currently underway.

Further, without the completion of the real-world fleet testing with full loads and full duty
cycles, including longer-term mechanical service and reliability over a sufficient
demonstration period, a system that later proved to be unreliable would result in
disruption and delay of cargo flow and trade at the Port Complex. In recognition of the
potential future promise of such technologies, LAHD has included a lease measure (LM)
in the Revised Project that requires periodic technology reviews (LM AQ-1). This lease
measure will ensure that the tenant reconsiders the feasibility of zero- and near-zero-
emission technologies in the future as the technologies continue to develop. In addition,
as required by LM AQ-3 and LM AQ-22, the tenant will be required to confer with
LAHD any time they are replacing any CHE.

Berths 97—-109 (China Shipping) Container Terminal SCH # 2003061153
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Drayage Trucks

Real-world, in-use data is essential, particularly when deploying new technologies on

public roads, as is the case with drayage applications. In addition to the demonstration
projects summarized below, information on planned zero-emission truck development
can be found at the Port’s website: https://www.portoflosangeles.org/environment/air-
quality/zero-emissions-technologies.

Technology Development and Demonstration: Over the past 15 years, a number of

projects, most co-funded by the Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach, have involved the
development and testing of zero- and near-zero-emissions drayage trucks. Example
projects include:

In 2006, LAHD co-funded with SCAQMD the world’s first plug-in, battery-
powered, heavy-duty truck prototype.

Zero Emission Cargo Transport Project (ZECT I). SCAQMD’s project began in
2012 and developed and tested a variety of battery-electric and plug-in hybrid-
electric configurations (SCAQMD, 2016a). A few battery-electric units were
deployed by Port drayage truck operators in near-port service (because of their
limited range and long charging times) and others were subjected to
dynamometer testing and limited on-road testing. In 2012, Balqon units
completed a preliminary demonstration which included several round-trips from
a near-dock railyard to Port terminals. SCAQMD concluded, however, that the
major constraints to the deployment of battery-electric trucks were their short
range and long charging times, the lack of supporting infrastructure and charging
standards, high capital costs, and the fact that the technology is still unproven
(SCAQMD, 2016b). The plug-in hybrid units had auxiliary power units fueled
variously by CNG, LNG, and diesel, and most of their participation in the ZECT
I project involved development and laboratory testing of the units.

Zero Emission Cargo Transport Project (ZECT II). In the follow-up ZECT II
project, six fuel-cell/battery-electric hybrids and one natural gas/battery-electric
hybrid were developed and assembled to be tested for drayage service (CAAP,
2017). As of late 2018, none of the units had entered revenue service in their
planned demonstration tests pending completion of development and resolution
of a number of design and fabrication issues. One model entered an in-service
demonstration deployment in 2018 that revealed a number of operational and
technical flaws (Port of Los Angeles and Port of Long Beach, 2019).

Zero-Emission Drayage Truck Demonstration Project. SCAQMD is supporting
the deployment of 43 zero- and near-zero-emission trucks, mostly battery-electric
models. The trucks will be built by Daimler (20 units) and Volvo (23 units) and
will be deployed in demonstration service between the ports and various inland
warehouse destinations. The $120 million program includes the installation of
charging systems (partially solar powered) and other features.

Technology Advancement Program (TAP) Two TAP programs began evaluating
the operation of a near-zero emission (NZE) natural gas engine in drayage
service and aftertreatment emission reduction technologies in heavy-duty
engines. In a six-month demonstration deployment, the NZE drayage truck
accomplished over 500 revenue trips, traveled over 18,000 miles, and
experienced no unusual service or maintenance issues. The aftertreatment
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project was still underway as of late 2018 (Port of Los Angeles and Port of Long
Beach, 2019).

o Large-Scale Zero Emission Truck Deployment Pilot Project. The Ports are
preparing a scope of work for demonstrating a large-scale (50-100 units)
deployment of zero-emission drayage trucks in field operation and are currently
assembling trucking and truck manufacturing company partners (CAAP, 2019).

e Zero Emission Near-Zero Emission Freight Facilities. In September 2018 the
Ports received substantial grants from CARB that will support the deployment of
10 Kenworth/Toyota hydrogen-fuel-cell-powered trucks in the Port of Los
Angeles’s “Shore to Store” program and 15 Peterbilt/Transpower battery-
electric-powered drayage trucks in the Port of Long Beach’s START program.
The POLA program was approved by the Board in March, 2019, and contracting
details are being worked out.

o SCAQMD’s eHighway. SCAQMD’s project tested the concept of heavy-duty
trucks utilizing an overhead electric catenary system on designated highways
(Siemens, 2018). The study constructed a catenary system on one mile of
Alameda Street and outfitted three Class 8 trucks with pantographs and electric
traction motors. After six months of testing in 2017, the study concluded that the
concept was viable, but identified a number of hurdles that would need to be
overcome for commercial application to be contemplated, including high
infrastructure costs, conflicts with utilities and traffic, design flaws, and
reliability issues.

e Early Adopter Truck Incentive Program. The Ports have committed to supporting
a near-zero natural gas drayage trucks deployment project through a CEC grant
secured by SCAQMD that is expected to fund up to 140 low-NOj trucks.
SCAQMD is contracting with trucking companies to deploy the trucks by the end
of 2019.

Current Status of Zero- and Near-Zero-Emission Drayage Truck Technology: These
projects and others were considered in a recent evaluation, required by the 2017 CAAP,
of the feasibility of zero- and near-zero-emissions technology for drayage applications
(Tetra Tech/GNA, 2019a). That study evaluated “the ability of alternative
fuel/technology drayage trucks to provide similar or better overall performance and
achievement compared to today’s baseline diesel drayage trucks, when broadly used for
all types of drayage service”. Evaluation parameters included: commercial availability,
technical viability, operational feasibility, availability of fuel and infrastructure, and
economic workability. The first two parameters were applied in an initial screening, and
technologies that passed that screening were further assessed according to the remaining
three parameters.

The study concluded that as of late 2018, one zero-emission Class 8 truck model and
several near-zero-emission models are commercially available from original equipment
manufacturers (OEMs). For the zero-emission truck, BYD offers a battery-electric model
in what the report called an “early commercial launch”. Six OEMs offer natural-gas-
fueled near-zero-emissions models, all powered by the same Cummins Westport engine.
The natural-gas-fueled technologies already appear to have exhibited adequate technical
viability, and the report’s authors expect the battery-electric technology to achieve that
status within a few years, possibly as early as 2021. The other three technologies — zero-
emission fuel cell, near-zero-emission hybrid-electric, and near-zero-emission diesel —
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were not deemed commercially available and did not appear to be likely to be available
by 2021; furthermore, none has adequately demonstrated technical viability.
Accordingly, those technologies cannot at this time be considered feasible for drayage
applications and were not considered further in the study.

In terms of operational feasibility, infrastructure availability, and economic workability,
the study found that the battery-electric technology is promising but still faces challenges
and constraints. Although battery-electric trucks actually outperform diesel trucks in
terms of power, torque, and grade-climbing ability, they have limited range, they are
heavier than conventional trucks, and they take a long time to charge. Their short range
put limits on the assignments they can handle, the heavier curb weight reduces the weight
of the container they can haul, and the long recharging times reduce the time they are in
revenue service each day. Furthermore, there is only one OEM currently supporting
these trucks and there is very limited charging infrastructure in place, so that large-scale
deployment will need to await the development of additional service facilities or the entry
of additional OEMs, as well as the development of widespread charging infrastructure.
Accordingly, the study concluded that at this time battery-electric trucks are only suitable
for limited niche operations within the drayage industry. Finally, the study projected that
the life-time cost of battery-electric trucks would, without substantial financial incentives,
be approximately 30% more than the cost of diesel or natural-gas-fueled trucks.
Currently available incentives reduce the cost to well below the cost of a diesel unit,
meaning that as long as incentives last, battery-electric trucks could have a substantial
financial advantage; the study points out, however, that the incentives are not guaranteed
over the 12-year life of a truck, and that existing incentive funding would only cover
approximately 1,700 trucks, whereas the port drayage fleet has approximately 16,000
trucks.

Summary: The current generation of natural-gas-powered near-zero-emission trucks
closely resemble their diesel counterparts in most evaluation areas and do not appear to
pose serious operational feasibility challenges to widespread deployment. Earlier
problems with lack of power appear to have been resolved with larger, better-designed
engines. The major challenge that was identified was the need for natural gas fueling
infrastructure to expand regionally fast enough to support large-scale deployment. The
Clean Trucks Program strategy outlined in the 2017 CAAP recognizes that near-zero-
emission technology for drayage trucks has matured to the point of commercial
feasibility. Accordingly, starting in 2020 only near-zero-emission trucks will receive a
fee exemption for entering Port terminals, and starting in 2023 all new entries to the Port
Drayage Truck Registry must meet or exceed the near-zero-emission standard. The
effect of this policy, at the CS Terminal as at every marine terminal in the port complex,
will be to increase the proportion of near-zero- and zero-emission trucks that pass
through the terminals’ gates over time. This will occur because trucking firms will be
incentivized to replace older trucks with trucks meeting the latest standards in order to
ensure access to the terminals under competitive financial terms.

The technology of heavy-duty, electric-drive engines with the potential for zero emissions
has advanced greatly in recent years. LAHD has been a leader in developing and testing
zero-emission, heavy-duty trucks that could be used in drayage service, and has sent a
clear message to technology providers that zero-emission technologies are needed as soon
as practicable. However, as recently as 2015 zero-emission drayage truck technology
was characterized by CARB only as “promising” (CARB, 2015), and the 2017 CAAP
stated that most near-zero and zero-emission technologies may take several years to
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become commercialized and feasible for drayage. Although the 2019 Feasibility Study
(Tetra Tech/GNA, 2019a) documented significant progress, it concluded that
considerably more progress needs to be made in order to bring zero-emission technology
into widespread use in the drayage industry. The 2017 CAAP recognizes that it is too
early to mandate specific requirements for zero-emission technology in the drayage fleet,
but it is appropriate to modify the truck rate such that by 2035 only zero-emission trucks
will receive fee exemptions.

Cargo-Handling Equipment (CHE)

Cargo-handling equipment is the general term for the equipment use to move containers
and other types of cargo around in marine terminals. CHE, which has traditionally been
powered by diesel engines, is considered as off-road equipment because it is not certified
for use on public highways. LAHD is focused on the development of zero and near-zero-
emission technologies for CHE and is in the process of developing and testing various
CHE technologies at several Port terminals. These efforts are being undertaken in
concert with the Port of Long Beach and with a number of government agencies (e.g.,
CARB and the SCAQMD), marine terminal operators, and original equipment
manufacturers (OEM). The Port’s recent feasibility review, required by the 2017 CAAP,
evaluated the zero- and near-zero-emission CHE technologies currently being developed
for port use with respect to their commercial and technical viability, operational
feasibility, availability of supporting infrastructure, and economic workability (Tetra
Tech/GNA, 2019b).

Yard Tractors: Yard tractors, also known as hostlers, are used in container terminals to
move chassis loaded with containers around the terminal. Typical movements are
between the container storage areas (stacks or wheeled) and the wharf cranes, between
container storage areas and the on-dock railyard, and between storage areas. As of late
2018, approximately 1,700 yard tractors were in service in the San Pedro Bay ports’
marine terminals (Tetra Tech/GNA, 2019b). Yard tractors have traditionally been
powered by heavy-duty diesel engines (typically in the range of 200—300 horsepower)
and are generally rated for off-road use. Recently, however, increasing numbers of yard
tractors have been ordered with natural-gas-fueled (generally, propane) engines, although
these units are not considered near-zero emission CHE because of their NOx emissions.
Currently there are approximately 300 yard tractors fueled by natural gas (propane) or, in
a few cases, gasoline, but in general these are powered by older engine models that have
been discontinued (Tetra Tech/GNA, 2019b).

Technology Development and Demonstration: LAHD has participated in funding
numerous zero-emission and near-zero-emission yard tractor projects through the TAP,
including plug-in battery-electric yard tractors and a hydrogen fuel cell yard tractor.
Tetra Tech/GNA (2019b) list a total of 16 key yard tractor demonstration projects in the
San Pedro Bay ports, although only two have been completed. Example demonstration
projects include:

e In 2013, CARB selected the Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach to be
recipients of grant funding for a two-year project to develop and demonstrate two
electric yard tractors developed by TransPower. Similar tractors were
demonstrated under a California Energy Commission (CEC) grant at the Port of
San Diego.

e Balgon E-30 Electric Terminal Tractor Development and Demonstration Project.
The Port has been proactive in working with manufacturers (such as Balqon and
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TransPower) to design and produce prototype plug-in electric yard tractors,
which operate on lithium-ion batteries. In this project, which took place between
2008 and 2012, the Port purchased 14 battery-electric units and a charging
system for in-use test deployment. Initial testing of the third generation of Balqon
yard tractors at the California Cartage Intermodal Facility in 2011 indicated that
the units were capable of operating for approximately 12 hours on a single
charge. Balqon, however, is no longer producing CHE, having gone out of
business.

Hybrid Yard Hostler Demonstration and Commercialization Project. This 2010
TAP project involved three hybrid (diesel-battery-electric) yard tractors. The
threeunits were put into service at the Port of Long Beach for a period of 6
months performing ship, rail, and dock work, with a goal of measuring the
emissions of a conventional and hybrid yard tractor following cycles developed
from monitoring in-use activities. Results indicated that at low loads, the hybrid
consumed about 7 percent more fuel and at high loads about 3 percent less fuel
than the conventional diesel tractor, while nitrogen oxide (NOx) emissions were
reduced at both load levels. Because the results did not indicate fuel savings for
the hybrid yard hostler, further refinement of the hybrid drive system design was
recommended to improve fuel economy.

Liquefied Natural Gas (LNG) Yard Hostler Demonstration and
Commercialization Project. This project assessed the performance and emissions
of three LNG yard tractors over 8 months from June 2006 to January 2007 at the
Port of Long Beach. Results indicated that LNG yard tractors used about 30
percent more diesel gallon equivalents than diesel yard hostlers, had higher NOx
emissions, and had an incremental cost over a diesel yard tractor of
approximately $40,000.

Advanced Yard Tractor Deployment and Eco-Fratis Drayage Truck Efficiency
Project. In 2017 ETS (through LAHD) was awarded a grant from the CEC to
evaluate five zero-emission battery-electric yard tractors, and 20 near-zero-yard
tractors equipped with the CARB-certified Cummins Westport Low NOx engines
(0.02 grams/brake horsepower-hour). The tractors will be deployed at the
Everport Container Terminal and the Port has constructed electric charging
stations at the terminal to support the battery-electric units. To further reduce
GHQG, the 20 near-zero-emission yard tractors will be fueled with renewable LNG
provided by Clean Energy via a mobile LNG fueling system. This
demonstration project is still underway.

Everport Advanced Cargo Handling Equipment Demonstration Project. The
LAHD was awarded a CEC grant in early 2017 to deploy three additional zero-
emission battery-electric yard tractors (as well as two zero-emission battery
electric top handlers). This project is expected to begin in Summer 2019 and last
for 12 months.

WBCT Yard Tractor Project. This project, funded by the Port of Los Angeles,
SCAQMD, and the CEC, will deploy a wireless charging system and 10 zero-
emission yard tractors at the China Shipping Terminal. The project is expected
to go to the Board for approval in mid 2019.

Port Advanced Vehicle Electrification project. A CEC program at the Port of
Long Beach’s Pier T terminal includes installation of electrical infrastructure to
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support the future deployment of battery-electric yard tractors and forklifts. The
main goal of the CEC grant projects is to determine the long-term feasibility of
zero- and near-zero-emission yard tractors.

e Zero-Emissions Terminal Equipment Transition Project. The Port of Long
Beach and Southern California Edison have initiated a project to evaluate a range
of advanced-technology CHE. The yard tractor component of the project is
deploying 12 electric-powered yard tractors at two POLB terminals, supported by
an automated smart charging system, in a demonstration project. The project
kicked off in late 2017 and in-use evaluations will likely take place in 2019, as
2018 was spent finalizing agreements and designing, ordering, and installing
project components. This project, too, is intended to evaluate the operational
feasibility of battery-electric yard tractors in real-world duty cycles.

e START Program. The Port of Long Beach and CARB have initiated testing of
33 zero-emissions yard tractors at the Pier C terminal, one of the nation’s largest
deployments at a single terminal. This project has included the installation of
charging infrastructure at the terminal.

These examples illustrate the magnitude of the efforts that the developers, users, and
supporters of zero- and near-zero-emission yard tractors are making to bring the
technology to the market. Each project reveals issues and challenges that need to be
addressed before mitigation requiring use of zero-emissions technology can be
deemed feasible as a mitigation measure.

Current Status of Yard Tractor Technology: The Ports’ review concluded that zero-
emission fuel cell, near-zero-emission hybrid, and near-zero-emission diesel technologies
for yard tractors have not progressed enough to be considered commercially available
(Tetra Tech/GNA, 2019b). Those technologies are in the late technology development or
early demonstration phases and are not expected to be ready for operational deployment
by 2021. Accordingly, the review did not consider those technologies any further, and
the LAHD considers that they are too far from being feasible to be considered for the
Revised Project.

The report determined that both zero-emission battery-electric and near-zero-emission
natural gas (CNG) technology for yard tractors are commercially and technically viable.
Multiple OEMs are offering both technologies in “early commercial” product launches
(there are still unresolved issues associated with production capability and end-user
interest), and both technologies have undergone enough testing and demonstration of full-
scale prototypes to verify their ability to meet basic performance criteria.

However, the report’s authors caution that both technologies “need significantly more
operational time in real-world CHE service at ports” before they can be considered to
have been proven to work in their final forms and under expected conditions, i.e., to be
operationally feasible. A number of factors influence operational feasibility, including
endurance requirements, space constraints for operation and fueling, speed and power
requirements, and infrastructure needs. The report compared three battery-electric
models and one LNG model to the standard diesel yard tractor. It found that the LNG
yard tractor (Capacity’s TI9000 model) appears to be fully comparable to the diesel
standard in terms of endurance and fuel capacity, meaning that it is operationally feasible.
The battery-electric models could handle a standard 20-hour, two-shift operation if they
could be charged for 45 minutes between shifts, but only two (BYD’s 8Y and Kalmar’s
T2E) were able to handle two shifts without inter-shift charging, and then only
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marginally; the Orange EV tractor could not get through two shifts without a charge.
None of the battery-electric models could handle a three-shift operation, and only BYD’s
8Y model could handle an extended two-shift operation. The report also pointed out that
the heavy use required of yard tractors in marine terminals would rapidly degrade their
batteries, thereby shortening their endurance and overall service lives, and suggested that
the ongoing demonstration projects may provide more information on that issue. In
addition, it is not yet clear that inter-shift charging can actually provide adequate power,
given the current charging system capabilities. Finally, the report concludes that the
BYD and Kalmar battery-electric models and the Capacity LNG model have adequate
dealer resources to support their specialized maintenance and parts requirements.

With respect to economic workability, both yard tractor technologies are substantially
more expensive to purchase (assuming no incentives) than the diesel standard: half again
as much for the LNG tractor and three times as much for the battery-electric models.
Relative fuel and maintenance costs are unknown at this time because neither technology
has accumulated enough operational hours for a meaningful determination. The total cost
of ownership of the two technologies, with incentives, is estimated to be comparable to
the cost of the standard diesel tractor and could even, depending on electric rates, be
somewhat lower in the case of battery-electric units. However, the availability and
duration of incentives is very uncertain, and without the very substantial incentives
currently in place battery-electric units could cost almost 50% more than diesel
technology units over a seven-year service life.

Overall, the report concluded that “natural gas yard tractors are currently the only ZE or
NZE fuel-technology platform likely to achieve [marine terminal operator] endurance
requirements,” although that needs to be proven in the ongoing revenue service
demonstrations (i.e., the CEC/Everport project summarized above). The battery-electric
models cannot reliably complete two shifts between charging events and may not be able
to perform adequately even with an inter-shift charge. Furthermore, the service network
for battery-electric technology needs to expand in order to ensure reliable support. The
report also considers the substantial charging infrastructure that needs to be installed at a
marine terminal to support a large-scale battery-electric deployment, a factor that would
involve considerable capital costs (at least $150,000 per charging spot) and could require
more space than is currently devoted to yard tractor storage and fueling. The report also
points out that the optimal type and configuration of charging infrastructure has still not
been determined; in addition, in 2016 the LAHD estimated that installing electric
infrastructure for yard tractors at the CS Terminal would cost approximately $55 million.
Finally, the report calculates that conversion to battery-electric yard tractors could triple a
terminal’s power demand, which would require that SCE and LADWP undertake
substantial upgrades to their distribution systems.

The report’s authors point out that the limited scale and duration of demonstrations thus
far means that marine terminal operators do not have much operational experience with
the newest zero- and near-zero-emissions CHE platforms and are not likely to be
comfortable with a large-scale conversion of their fleets. However, they suggest that
because a number of larger-scale demonstration projects are getting underway, the
terminal operators are likely to feel more comfortable with those technologies within a
few years and be ready to adopt them. Accordingly, both technologies may be ready for
operational deployment by approximately 2021, but only if major OEM and government
support continues and marine terminal operators do, in fact, gain sufficient experience
with and confidence in those technologies to contemplate fleet conversions.
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Gantry Cranes: Container terminals use mobile gantry cranes for managing stacks of
intermodal containers within the terminal. There are four basic types of such cranes in
use in marine terminals: diesel-powered rubber-tired gantry cranes (RTGs), electric-
powered RTGs (ERTGs), hybrid diesel-electric RTGs, and rail-mounted gantry cranes
(RMGs), which are electric-powered. A fifth type, hydrogen fuel-cell RTGs, is not being
manufactured or sold at this time, according to Tetra Tech/GNA (2019b), and is not
expected to be commercially or technically viable in the foreseeable future.

Diesel-powered RTGs are the standard technology in container terminals, comprising all
but 14 of the 169 RTGs in use in the San Pedro Bay marine terminals (Tetra Tech/GNA
2019b). They can move readily between stacks of containers, have substantial lifting
capacity, and are adaptable to a variety of container yard configurations. The diesel
engines actually drive generators that power the electric hoist motors, much like the
arrangement in railroad locomotives.

All-Flectric RTGs: ERTGs run on electric power from either a grid connection via a bus
bar, overhead conductor, or cable reel, or from a rechargeable battery pack; as of late
2018 the grid-connected configuration was the more mature technology (Tetra
Tech/GNA, 2019b). Most grid-connected models include a small diesel engine for
moving between rows of stacked containers (some prototype models include a battery
system to power such moves). Some manufacturers offer kits to convert RTGs to ERTGs
or hybrid RTGs (see below). ERTGs are a fully mature technology, commonly used in
Europe, Asia, and Mexico, and offered by several OEMs (Tetra Tech/GNA, 2019b).

ERTG systems require fixed electrical infrastructure, which adds a considerable capital
cost to their deployment (in 2016 LAHD estimated the cost of electric infrastructure for
12 ERTGs at the CS Terminal to be $13 million), and they make the layout and operation
of the container stacking area highly inflexible. These features can make them difficult
to implement on existing container terminals, since the installation of ERTGs can require
extensive terminal modifications. Accordingly, ERTG systems are best suited for master-
planned terminals where the physical layout and operations are specifically designed to
accommodate the ERTG system, although, as the example below shows, converting an
existing terminal from RTGs to ERTGs is possible given a favorable existing
configuration. Tetra Tech/GNA (2019b) estimate that the high purchase price and
infrastructure costs of ERTGs more than offset lower power and maintenance costs,
making the total cost to own and operate ERTGs approximately 10 to 20 percent higher
than those of a conventional diesel RTG.

One demonstration project for ERTGs is underway in the San Pedro Bay ports: the Zero-
Emissions Terminal Equipment Transition Project at the Port of Long Beach is
converting nine RTGs at the SSA Terminal on Pier J to full electric power (Port of Los
Angeles and Port of Long Beach, 2018). The project kicked off in late 2017 and includes
installing the electrical infrastructure needed to provide power to the cranes. In-use
evaluations will likely take place in 2019, as 2018 was spent designing, ordering, and
installing project components.

The Port’s recent third-party technology review (Tetra Tech/GNA 2019b) concluded that
ERTGs are commercially available and have few operational feasibility issues.
Remaining issues regarding the availability of infrastructure and economic workability in
the San Pedro Bay marine terminals are expected to be resolved by ongoing and planned
demonstration projects, but overall the technology is considered feasible for appropriately
configured terminals. The Revised Project includes the conversion of four RTGs to
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ERTGs (MM AQ-17) because one area of the CS Terminal is suitable for the deployment
of ERTGs.

Rail-Mounted Gantry Cranes (RMG): RMGs, which are powered entirely by electricity
provided by a fixed infrastructure, sacrifice the mobility of their diesel counterparts and
even of ERTGs because each RMG is restricted to its set of rails; however, RMGs have
lower long-term operating costs, and because they run entirely on electricity, they
provide substantial environmental benefits. RMG systems involve similar financial and
operational considerations to those discussed above for ERTGs. Additionally, the capital
investment and scale of construction required to develop an RMG system are greater than
for an ERTG system, given the need to install rails along the container stacks. As with
ERTG systems, RMG systems are best suited for master-planned terminals where the
physical layout and operations are specifically designed to accommodate the RMG
system.

Hybrid RTGs: According to the Port’s recent technology review (Tetra Tech/GNA
2019b), at least three manufacturers offer RTG systems that use a diesel-electric hybrid
advanced energy capture and battery storage system. The technology is considered fully
mature, being widely deployed, including at several San Pedro Bay terminals. Hybrid
RTGs have substantial fuel savings compared to diesel RTGs (a second-generation
EcoCrane™ at the Port of Los Angeles’ West Basin Container Terminal demonstrated a
56 percent fuel economy improvement), and those savings more than offset the higher
purchase price, especially since there are no associated infrastructure costs. Because
hybrids run on diesel fuel, they are supported by the existing infrastructure in the
terminal, and converting an existing RTG unit from diesel to hybrid technology is
relatively straightforward, although at over $600,000 per unit it is costly (a recent LAHD
grant application to US EPA’s Clean Diesel Funding Assistance Program budgeted
$630,000 to convert one diesel RTG to hybrid technology). Accordingly, terminals can
convert their operations to hybrid technology without the disruption and costs of an
infrastructure construction project. Given these factors, the LAHD considers hybrid
RTGs to be a feasible technology and, in fact, MM AQ-17 of the Revised Project requires
that existing diesel-powered RTGs at the CS Terminal be converted to hybrid units
(except the four that are to be converted to ERTGs).

Top Handlers/Top Picks: Container terminals use various types of mobile cranes to lift
containers on and off of stacks, trucks chassis, and rail cars. Cranes of the top
handler/top pick configuration (i.e., grasping the container by its top corners) are by far
the most common type in use in the San Pedro Bay marine terminals, which use a total of
approximately 400 units (Tetra Tech/GNA, 2019b). Reach stackers, which grasp the
container only by its two near corners, are rarely used because they take up too much
space for maneuvering and they cannot reach the top of the container stacks. Top
handlers are typically powered by a diesel engine of 250-350 horsepower.

Several projects at the two ports are or will be testing prototype battery-electric top
handlers, including one with a hydrogen fuel cell range extender. The projects include
the Everport Advanced Cargo-Handling Equipment Demonstration Project at the Port of
Los Angeles and the C-PORT, START, and PAVE projects at the Port of Long Beach.
Results of these demonstrations will indicate whether the current top handler zero-
emissions technology is capable of performing at the activity levels needed in modern
container terminals. As in the case of yard tractors, battery-electric top handlers require
substantial electrical charging infrastructure, which must be installed at each terminal (in
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2016 the LAHD estimated that electrical infrastructure for top handlers at the CS
Terminal would cost approximately $20 million to install).

The Port’s recent technology review (Tetra Tech/GNA, 2019b) found that zero- and near-
zero-emissions top handlers are not yet in commercial production and that the
technologies did not achieve the basic considerations of commercial and technical
viability needed for further consideration. Given their lack of demonstrated ability to
perform as required in marine terminals, the LAHD concludes that zero- and near-zero-
emissions top handlers are not yet feasible technologies.

Forklifts: Container terminals use forklifts to move empty containers, chassis, and other
cargo-related items. About a third of the 750 forklifts used in San Pedro Bay terminals
are large-capacity units powered by diesel; most of the rest are powered by natural gas or
electricity (Tetra Tech/GNA, 2019b). WBCT operates several 5-ton and 18-ton forklifts
at the CS Terminal, some fueled with diesel, most with LPG. Unlike yard tractors, top
handlers, and RTGs, forklifts are typically used only a few hours a day, and thus have a
much lighter duty cycle than other CHE.

Numerous low-capacity and medium-capacity zero- and near-zero-emissions forklifts are
commercially available, and a recent review commissioned by the Port (GNA, 2019)
concluded that zero-emission technology for small forklifts is fully mature. Small
battery-electric forklifts can be successfully employed in marine terminals because
charging does not require extensive, specialized infrastructure and charging times do not
conflict with duty-cycle requirements. Accordingly, the Revised Project includes a
provision that all 5-ton forklifts at the CS Terminal older than the 2011 model year
(which is all but one of the units currently in service) must be replaced by zero-emission
units.

The CS Terminal also employs several larger (18-ton-capacity) forklifts. The Port’s CHE
technology review did not identify any commercially available zero- or near-zero-
emissions units with that capacity (Tetra Tech/GNA, 2019b). A demonstration project
for a zero-emission high-tonnage forklift will take place at the Port of Los Angeles’s
Pasha Terminal in 2019, but at this time the LAHD concludes that there is no feasible
zero- or near-zero-emissions technology for 18-ton forklifts.

Technologies Suggested by Comments

Two commenters, Citizens for a Safe Environment (CFASE) and the Natural Resources
Defense Council (NRDC), suggested other zero- and near-zero-emission technologies for
consideration as mitigation for impacts of the Revised Project.

CFASE included with its comment letter an attachment that it represented as a survey of
commercially available zero- or near-zero-emissions equipment. It lists over 400 models
of equipment in various categories related to transportation, construction, and goods
movement. Comment CFASE-4 referred to that equipment as “available, feasible
technology mitigation which can be incorporated into the SEIR.” Responses to
Comments CFASE-10 and CFASE-12 describe the results of a third-party review of
CFASE’s list (GNA, 2019), which determined that the majority of the listed models are
either irrelevant or unsuited to container terminal operations (e.g., light-duty trucks and
vans, construction equipment, passenger trains, school buses, taxis, and fire and refuse
trucks). The results of GNA’s analysis of the remaining equipment are presented in those
responses to comments.
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2.31.3

CFASE also, in Comment CFASE-20, mentioned zero-emissions goods movement
systems based on magnetic levitation and similar technologies. Those systems would
move containers between the marine terminals and local destinations such as near-dock
railyards, major warehouse concentrations, and/or an inland port. Response to Comment
CFASE-20 and Master Response 3 describe in detail the reasons why such a system is
both technologically infeasible at this time and not appropriate mitigation for an
individual terminal project.

NRDC, in comment NRDC-27, suggested that the CS Terminal should be converted to a
fully electrified model, such as the Port of Los Angeles’ TraPac Terminal and the Port of
Long Beach’s Middle Harbor Terminal. Response to Comment NRDC-27 describes how
such a concept would be infeasible as mitigation for the Revised Project’s impacts
because of the scale of the terminal redevelopment project it would require (LAHD
estimates the construction cost of such a redevelopment at $396 million, which does not
include the terminal operator’s costs associated with partial shutdown of the terminal
during the three-to-five-year construction project or the capital costs of the new cargo
handling equipment).

Conclusion

The LAHD, working collaboratively with Port tenants and other stakeholders, is
committed to expanded development and testing of zero-emission technologies,
identification of new strategic funding opportunities to support these expanded activities,
and planning for long-term infrastructure development to sustain ongoing programs, all
while ensuring competitiveness among the maritime goods movement businesses.

As noted above, zero-emission CHE (including drayage trucks, yard tractors, and gantry
cranes) requires further evaluation to establish the technical viability, operational
reliability, and ability to attract participation from established original equipment
manufacturers that will lower acquisition and maintenance costs and allow this
equipment to become commercially viable. The Revised Project’s lease measures LM
AQ-1 and LM AQ-3 were specifically established to integrate these systems into terminal
operations when commercial viability is achieved and operational feasibility is ensured.
At this time, however, LAHD cannot either mandate zero-emission technologies as
mitigation measures for the Revised Project or take credit for implementing such
measures.

Master Response 3: Port-wide Emission Reduction Programs

Several comments suggested mitigation measures that are impractical to apply on a
terminal-by-terminal basis, but instead are only feasibly addressed on a port-wide basis.
Others requested that the LAHD implement additional mitigation beyond what current
regulations and the San Pedro Bay Ports Clean Air Action Plan (CAAP) would
accomplish. This Master Response addresses those comments.

A mitigation measure must have an essential connection with the significant impact of
the project, and the measure must be roughly proportional to the project impact to be
mitigated (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(a)(4)(A)-(B)). When addressing a
wide-spread regional impact such as transportation, climate change or air quality, lead
agencies cannot require project applicants to shoulder more than their fair share of the
costs of mitigation. CEQA further does not require that a project be modified or
mitigated to improve upon existing environmental conditions. (See In re Bay-Delta
Programmatic Envtl. Impact Report Coordinated Proceedings (2008) 43 Cal.4th 1143,
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1168 [“[E]xisting environmental problems . . . that would continue to exist even if there
were no [project] . . . are part of the baseline conditions rather than [project]-generated
environmental impacts . . ..””].)

Operation of a container terminal includes a number of activities conducted by third
parties — i.e., entities that are not under the control of the terminal operator or the terminal
lessee — and that are provided on a port-wide basis to many terminals. Key examples are
tugboat escort and bunkering for the container vessels, drayage trucking for delivery of
containers, and locomotive activities associated with on-dock intermodal facilities.
Suggested mitigation measures that are infeasible to apply on a terminal-by-terminal
basis relate to those third-party activities and include:

e requiring the use of cleaner harbor craft,

e requiring zero-emission drayage trucks,

e requiring zero-emission rail locomotives,

e installing zero-emission container movement systems (ZECMS), and

e requiring that only the cleanest containerships service the CS Terminal.

Harbor craft: In the case of tugboats (included in the source category “harbor craft”),
the escort and bunkering services they provide are contracted for by the vessel operators
(not the terminal operators) and provided by independent tugboat and bunkering
companies, who make the decisions on which tugboats will provide which services.
Mitigation requiring only a certain type of harbor craft to service a container terminal is
infeasible because the terminal has no legal or contractual mechanism for excluding non-
compliant harbor craft; in fact, tugboats often do not enter the terminal’s leasehold area,
but instead operate on Port-owned waters. There are currently two diesel-electric hybrid
tugboats in operation in the port complex, the Port of Long Beach has embarked upon a
test of an electric-drive tugboat under its CARB-funded START Project, and both ports
are partnering with Nett Technologies and Pacific Tugboat Services to develop and test
an aftertreatment system for harbor craft (Port of Los Angeles and Port of Long Beach,
2019).

Drayage Trucks: Drayage trucking is described in detail in the report “Assessment of
the Feasibility of Requiring Alternative-Technology Drayage Trucks at Individual
Container Terminals” (referenced as LAHD [2017] in the Recirculated DSEIR and
hereinafter “Drayage Truck Study”), but a brief summary is provided here. The major
participants in the drayage industry are drayage companies, beneficial cargo owners,
various logistics providers, and ocean carriers. Marine terminals, the Port’s leaseholders,
are not participants in the drayage industry, as they neither operate drayage trucks nor
arrange for drayage services. Drayage companies operate the tractor trucks that haul
containers and chassis to and from marine terminals, warehouses, transloaders, railyards,
and storage depots. Cargo owners, ocean carriers, and their logistics providers arrange
with drayage companies for the drayage of the cargo that they own or for which they
have taken responsibility. None of those entities is a tenant of the Port of Los Angeles.
Mitigation aimed at restricting drayage at a particular terminal to a particular type of
truck would require a container terminal to turn away all trucks except those in the
specified category.

Through the Clean Truck Program (CTP), the Ports are committed to converting the
ports-wide drayage fleet to near-zero-emissions status and ultimately to zero-emissions
status. The proposed CTP update contains the following provisions to that effect:
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e Beginning October 1, 2018, new trucks entering the Ports’ Drayage Truck
Registry (PDTR) must have a 2014 engine model year (MY) or newer. Existing
trucks already registered in the PDTR can continue to operate.

e Beginning in early 2020, following promulgation of the state’s near-zero-
emission heavy-duty engine standard, all heavy-duty trucks will be charged a rate
to enter the ports’ terminals, with exemptions for trucks that are certified to meet
this near-zero standard or better.

e Starting in 2023, or when the state’s near-zero-emission heavy-duty engine
standard is required for new truck engine manufacturers, new trucks entering the
PDTR must have engines that meet this near-zero emissions standard or better.
Existing trucks already registered in the PDTR can continue to operate.

e Modify the truck rate so that by 2035 only trucks that are certified to meet zero
emissions will be exempt from the rate.

This update will establish the Ports’ approach to accelerating the transition to near-zero-
emission trucks in the early years, and zero-emission trucks in the later years, and will
provide a long-term schedule for the drayage industry to budget and plan for the eventual
transition to zero emissions. Please see the 2017 CAAP for more detail.

Locomotives: With respect to locomotives, none of the Port’s tenants, including the CS
Terminal, has any authority over either Pacific Harbor Line (PHL, the short-line
providing switching and dispatching services within the port complex) locomotives or the
Class 1 railroads (BNSF and UP, which haul most of the rail cars in and out of the Port),
and cannot dictate their operating practices or equipment. The Port has a certain amount
of control over locomotives operated by PHL because PHL is under contract to the two
ports. That authority is pre-empted to some extent, however, by federal regulatory
authority. The Port has no control over the Class 1s because interstate commerce
provisions and the Alameda Corridor Use and Operating Agreement pre-empt the Port’s
authority; emissions reductions involving Class 1 locomotives are the result of federal
regulations, supplemented by agreements between the railroads and the State of
California. In these circumstances, it is not legally or practically feasible to mitigate
project-specific impacts via measures that address locomotive types or movements.

However, the Ports have worked with PHL to reduce emissions from PHL’s switching
operations on a port-wide basis. As described in the 2017 CAAP, PHL is the cleanest rail
company in the country and has started to introduce locomotives with the lowest-emitting
Tier 4 engines. The Ports, in partnership with CARB, are funding the development and
demonstration of a zero-emission (battery-electric) locomotive manufactured by VeRail
for use in switching operations within the Port complex (Port of Los Angeles and Port of
Long Beach, 2019). That project has been approved by CARB and the LAHD, system
re-design (from the initial CNG concept) has begun, and testing is expected to take place
in late 2019. Future efforts by the Ports, PHL, industry, and the regulatory agencies will
continue the trend towards near-zero and zero emissions from PHL operations.

ZECMS: Another general concept that has been suggested as mitigation is the zero-
emission container movement system (ZECMS), in which electrified monorail-type
systems or systems based on existing railroad tracks, would move containers between the
marine terminals and inland destinations. Depending on the proponent, destinations
could include the near-dock intermodal railyards in Carson (the ICTF and, if it is
constructed, the SCIG), the downtown railyards, or even major distribution warehouses
throughput the region. A number of propulsive technologies have been proposed, but
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most would utilize purpose-built, largely elevated rights of way through the existing
landscape. The construction of such a system is not feasible for consideration as
mitigation for the impacts of the Revised Project for several reasons.

First, ZECMS require very large capital investments and have extensive geographical
coverage, and thus are disproportionate to the impacts of an individual project. In 2008,
EMMI Logistics estimated the building cost for a complete MagLev system between the
Ports and the ICTF at $161million (American Maglev Inc., 2008), and the cost of
building it to a proposed container sorting facility in Bell at another $700 million; the
recent experience of the high-speed rail project suggests that these are underestimates.

Second, although LAHD could authorize additional loading tracks at on-dock yards
within the Port boundaries, the alternative rail transportation system would have to
extend well beyond the on-dock yards to areas beyond the Port. Additionally, the project
applicant/tenant has no means to implement such system-wide transportation
improvements nor does the applicant/tenant or Port have any jurisdiction over such
systems.

Third, such a measure would require a substantial reorganization of the regional goods
movement system, besides having widespread construction-related impacts of its own. A
zero-emissions rail transportation system may be implemented by the goods movement
industry, including the Ports, in the future if it proves to be technologically and
operationally feasible, practicable to build (considering jurisdictional, environmental,
cost, and land use issues), and economically feasible to operate.

Fourth, there is no guarantee that any of the technologies involved is feasible. In 2006
the Ports solicited proposals for zero-emissions container movement systems from
potential vendors and commissioned a third-party evaluation of the resulting 13 concepts
(see the “Roadmap for Moving Forward with Zero Emission Technologies at the Ports of
Los Angeles and Long Beach” [POLB and POLA, 2011]). The evaluation concluded that
there were no zero-emissions solutions for locomotives and rail transportation as a whole
that could be implemented in the near term. A second solicitation in 2009 resulted in
seven responses, and the evaluation report stated that the third-party panel of experts did
not believe that any of the proposed concepts was sufficiently mature to warrant the
commitment of port and public resources to a full-scale operational deployment.
Although some additional effort was devoted to developing a technology demonstration,
none of the efforts have progressed. Given the lack of further interest by potential
vendors in zero-emission container movement systems, even at the pilot project level, the
Port has concluded that the state of the technology has not advanced since the 2008 —
2011 efforts, and the ZECMS concept is still not feasible. However, the Ports continue to
be engaged in the identification, evaluation, and demonstration of regional-scale zero-
emission rail options, as set forth in the 2017 CAAP.

Vessel Re-Deployment: Re-deploying the cleanest cargo vessels to the Port has been
suggested as a mitigation measure. However, because vessel deployment decisions are
solely the responsibility of the shipping lines and involve international commerce, neither
the Port nor the marine terminals have the ability to mandate the deployment of the
cleanest vessels to San Pedro Bay. The Ports’ most promising approach to the issue is
through incentives, and they are pursuing the deployment of the cleanest cargo vessels to
San Pedro Bay through Los Angeles’ Environmental Ship Index and Long Beach’s Green
Ship Incentive Program. As a result, in 2018, nearly one in three vessel calls to the Port
of Los Angeles qualified for the Tier 2 incentives. In addition, the Ports continue to work
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with vessel operators and designers and other ports to promote the use of emissions
control technologies, clean fuels, and additional incentive and variable-rate strategies to
reduce vessel emissions.

On a port-wide basis, the CAAP guides the efforts of the two ports to develop and
implement feasible emissions reduction programs. The Ports of Los Angeles and Long
Beach originally developed the CAAP in 2006 with input from a number of stakeholders,
including the USEPA, CARB, and SCAQMD. The CAAP was updated in 2010, and
underwent a revision in 2017, with the 2017 CAAP Update adopted in November 2017.
The CAAP has in some cases achieved emission reductions of criteria pollutants, toxic air
contaminants, and GHG in excess of those required by existing federal and state
regulations, and in others has accelerated achievement of the reductions anticipated in the
regulations. Through the CAAP and the associated programs, emission reduction
technologies have been tested and are being developed to produce commercially viable
mitigation for Port emission sources. The CAAP and updates, as well as
accomplishments of Port-wide emission reduction programs can be reviewed at:

e https://www.portoflosangeles.org/environment/caap.asp
e  https://www.portoflosangeles.org/environment/ogv.asp

e  https://www.portoflosangeles.org/environment/progress/initiatives/technology
-advancement-program/.

The CAAP will continue to push technological improvements for emission reductions at a
pace faster than regulations alone. However, the Ports cannot yet rely on any programs in
this update to be available and appropriate for claiming additional emission reductions in
the Recirculated DSEIR. As technologies become technologically feasible, economically
viable, and commercially available in the region, they will become requirements at the
Port of Los Angeles as stated in lease measure LM AQ-1: Cleanest Available Cargo
Handling Equipment and LM AQ-3: Demonstration of Zero Emissions Equipment
(Recirculated DSEIR, Section 2.5.2.2).

Master Response 4: Non-Compliance with the Original FEIR MMs

Several comments requested that the LAHD address past non-compliance with the
mitigation measures in 2008 EIS/EIR. This response describes the background of the
Proposed Project and the CEQA requirements for consideration of past activities.

Sections 1.2.3 and 1.2.4 of the Recirculated DSEIR describe in detail the background of
the Revised Project, including the status of the lease with China Shipping and the reasons
for the non-compliance with some mitigation measures. As explained in Section 1.2.4.1,
the 2008 EIS/EIR included an aggressive suite of 52 mitigation measures, many of which
had never been attempted anywhere in the world. Despite the far-reaching nature of
some of these measures, LAHD believed, at the time, that these measures were realistic
and could be implemented at the CS Terminal within a reasonable timeframe. However,
LAHD made this determination without the benefit of any evidence or feedback from the
operator, as China Shipping did not participate in the 2008 EIS/EIR process and did not
provide any information to LAHD on whether the measures could be feasibly and
effectively implemented. It was not until later, when LAHD sought to amend the lease
with the new mitigation measures, that China Shipping first informed LAHD that
technological, economic, and operational challenges that made implementation of certain
mitigation measures, under the terms and timeframes required, operationally or
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economically infeasible. Section 1.2.4.2 summarizes the issues raised by China Shipping
with respect to the feasibility of these mitigation measures. LAHD has been working to
identify ways to revise these mitigation measures to make them feasible so that they can
be implemented and provide the intended environmental benefits. The Recirculated EIR
identified and analyzes the potential environmental impacts of possible changes to these
mitigation measures. This is the required process under CEQA for addressing the need to
revisit mitigation measures, and it allowed LAHD to analyze all issues thoroughly and
carefully and to propose mitigation measures that can be successfully implemented. If it
is determined that changes to existing mitigation measures are recommended on the basis
of the Recirculated DSEIR, the Board of Harbor Commissioners will consider amending
the lease for operations at Berths 97-109 to include those measures.

LAHD acknowledges comments that suggest that action should have been taken against
China Shipping to address the non-compliance with the original mitigation measures.
However, as explained in Section 1.2.3.2 of the Recirculated DSEIR, the ASJ allowed for
China Shipping to continue operating the terminal under the existing lease (Permit No.
999) signed in 2001. While the lease was supposed to have been amended after
certification of the 2008 EIR, “[t]he preparation of an EIR is not generally the appropriate
forum for determining the nature and consequences of prior conduct of a project
applicant . . ..” (Eureka Citizens for Responsible Gov't v. City of Eureka (2007) 147
Cal.App.4th 357,371.) Any action by LAHD to enforce mitigation measures (past or
future), or other lease provisions, would be a separate proceeding outside the scope of
this EIR process.

Master Response 5: Comparative Emissions

Several comments refer to “excess emissions,” “foregone emissions,” “future excess
emissions,” and similar terms, and some of those comments allege that the Recirculated
DSEIR did not disclose those emissions. Note that the term “excess emissions” is not
employed or defined in the CEQA statute or guidelines, and the SEIR does not use that
term in its analysis. In these responses, LAHD assumes the terms “excess emissions” and
“foregone emissions” refer to the difference between the operational emissions in past
and future years if all 2008 EIR mitigations had been deployed (identified in the
Recirculated DSEIR as the “FEIR Mitigated” scenario) and the actual emissions that
occurred in the past with partial implementation of 2008 EIS/EIR mitigation measures,
and would occur in the future, under the Revised Project.

LAHD disagrees with the comments alleging that the Recirculated DSEIR did not
disclose these emissions. Please see responses to comments SCAQMD-28, NRDC-6
through NRDC-13, and NRDC-17. A comparison of emissions between the Revised
Project and FEIR Mitigated scenarios yields the figures that the commenters are referring
to, and those comparative emissions were presented, for informational purposes only, in
Table 3.1-11 in the Recirculated DSEIR (page 3.1-60 of Section 3.1) for the peak-day
emissions for past (2012, 2014, 2018) and future (2023-2030, 203, 2045) years.
Analogously, Appendix B1 of the Recirculated DSEIR presents the annual emissions for
each scenario both as a total figure and by source category, for every analysis year and
each scenario. The subtraction of total yearly emissions from tables B1-669 and B1-661,
for the Revised Project and the FEIR Mitigated Scenario, respectively, represents the
comparative emissions on an annual basis. For the reader’s convenience, and for
informational purposes only, Table MR 5-1, showing the difference between the annual
emissions for each scenario (Revised Project and FEIR Mitigated), is presented below.
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Furthermore, as shown in Table 3.1-11, the incremental difference between FEIR
Mitigated Scenario emissions and past actual emissions (on the one hand) and between
FEIR Mitigated emissions and future emissions of the Revised Project (on the other
hand) is often, although not always, considerably smaller than the incremental difference
between 2008 Actual Baseline emissions and past/future emissions of the Revised
Project. Table 3.1-11 shows that peak-day VOC emissions in 2014 under the Revised
Project were 328 pounds per day higher than the 2008 Actual Baseline, and that peak-day
VOC emissions under the FEIR Mitigated Scenario would have been 299 pounds per day
higher than the 2008 Actual Baseline. The “differences between scenarios” column of
that table therefore discloses that peak-day VOC emissions in 2014 under the Revised
Project were only 29 pounds per day higher than under the FEIR Mitigated Scenario.
Therefore, even if CEQA required comparison of the Revised Project to a fluctuating
“FEIR Mitigated Scenario” baseline for purposes of impact-significance determination
(which it does not), comparison to such a baseline would generally understate the impacts
of the Revised Project, relative to the impacts identified and assessed for significance in
the Recirculated Draft SEIR in comparison to a 2008 baseline.

With respect to comments that the Recirculated DSEIR should analyze and mitigate for
the impacts of the non-compliance period, CEQA does not require that a supplemental
EIR for proposed changes to a previously approved project assess mitigation to reduce or
avoid impacts of the project that occurred prior to approval of the proposed change.
Moreover, there is no requirement under CEQA that LAHD must provide a full public
accounting of past activities at the Project site. Nonetheless, after the release of the Draft
EIR for the Revised Project, several comments requested that LAHD consider the period
between 2008 and 2014, when some of the mitigation measures in the 2008 EIS/EIR
were not being fully implemented as required, as part of the project description. The
LAHD decided to expand the analysis of the Revised Project to include this “Partial
Implementation Period” as a project element and added three interim years — 2012, 2014,
and 2018 — to the analysis. For informational purposes only, the Recirculated DSEIR
also discloses emissions that occurred between 2008 and the present due to incomplete
implementation of mitigation from the 2008 EIS/EIR (see Table 3.1-11).

Table MR 5-1. Difference between the Revised Project and the FEIR
Mitigated scenario for total annual emissions (tons/year)

Pollutant Analysis Revi_sed FEIR Mitigated _Revised Prt_)j_ect

Year Project Case minus FEIR Mitigated
2012 32.88 31.07 1.81
2014 53.09 51.79 1.3
2018 67.27 38.26 29.01

VOC 2023 60.08 36.69 23.38
2030 33.79 34.50 -0.71
2036 33.58 39.59 -6
2045 30.00 38.93 -8.94
2012 293.39 289.52 3.87
2014 562.99 568.81 -5.82
2018 555.71 137.29 418.41

(ef0] 2023 418.72 187.73 230.99
2030 22517 202.30 22.87
2036 225.34 213.29 12.06
2045 217.54 211.17 6.36
Berths 97—-109 (China Shipping) Container Terminal SCH # 2003061153

Final Supplemental EIR 2-25 September 2019



Los Angeles Harbor Department

Chapter 2 Response to Comments

Pollutant Analysis Revi_sed FEIR Mitigated _Revised Prc_)j_ect
Year Project Case minus FEIR Mitigated
2012 469.55 419.65 49.91
2014 800.57 707.91 92.66
2018 898.90 768.39 130.52
NOx 2023 742.46 688.32 54.14
2030 551.94 545.84 6.1
2036 397.47 397.81 -0.34
2045 264.89 271.49 -6.6
2012 15.33 14.13 1.2
2014 19.09 17.89 1.2
2018 20.22 18.72 15
PM1o 2023 20.07 19.10 0.96
2030 19.58 19.51 0.07
2036 18.06 18.11 -0.05
2045 16.73 16.86 -0.13
2012 12.52 11.42 1.1
2014 14.06 12.97 1.1
2018 15.31 13.84 1.46
PM2.s 2023 14.32 13.37 0.95
2030 13.44 13.36 0.07
2036 11.97 12.01 -0.04
2045 10.69 10.80 -0.11
2012 8.65 5.45 3.2
2014 8.42 7.88 0.54
2018 10.74 10.53 0.21
SOx 2023 10.00 9.52 0.48
2030 10.10 9.60 0.5
2036 10.02 9.51 0.51
2045 9.93 9.42 0.51

Source: RDSEIR Appendix B1 Tables B1-661 and B1-669.
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2.3.21 California State Clearinghouse

Chapter 2 Response to Comments
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA

GOVERNOR’S OFFICE of PLANNING AND RESEARCH

EDMUND G. BROWN JR. KEN ALEX
GOVERNOR

November 19, 2018

Christopher Cannon

City of Los Angeles Harbor Department
425 S. Palos Verdes Street

San Pedro, CA 90731

Subject: Berth 97-109 [China Shipping] Container Terminal Project
SCH#: 2003061153

Dear Christopher Cannon:

The State Clearinghouse submitted the above named Supplemental EIR to selected state agencies for
SCH-1 review. The review period closed on November 16, 2018, and no state agencies submitted comments by

that date. This letter acknowledges that you have complied with the State Clearinghouse review

requirements for draft environmental documents, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act.

Please call the State Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 if you have any questions regarding the

environmental review process. If you have a question about the above-named project, please refer to the -
ten-digit State Clearinghouse number when contacting this office.

Scott Morgan

Director, State Clearinghouse

Sincerely,

1400 10th Street  P.0.Box 3044 Sacramento, California 95812-3044
1-916-322-2318 FAX1-916-558-3184 www.opr.ca.gov
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Document Details Report
State Clearinghouse Data Base

SCH# 2003061153
Project Title  Berth 97-109 [China Shipping] Container Terminal Project
Lead Agency Los Angeles, Port of
Type SIR Supplemental EIR
Description The Recirculated Draft SEIR is a complete recirculation of the Draft SEIR released on June 16, 2017.
The significant new information int he Recirculated Draft SEIR centers around the evaluation of the
operation of the terminal from 2008-2014 under the set of mitigation measures approved in a
previously certified 2008 EIR, to the extent those were implemented, and its continued operation in the
future under new and/or modified mitigation measures, along with an incrementally higher cargo
throughout level compared to that assumed in the 2008 EIR. The analysis examines whether
potentially new significant environmental impacts or substantially more severe impacts would occur in
the areas of Air Quality, Greenhouse Gases, and Ground Transportation.
Lead Agency Contact
Name Christopher Cannon
Agency City of Los Angeles Harbor Department
Phone (310) 732-3675 Fax
email
Address 425 S. Palos Verdes Street
City San Pedro State CA  Zip 90731
Project Location
County Los Angeles
City
Region
Lat/Long
Cross Streets  Front Street and Pacific Avenue
Parcel No. 744-002-5904
Township Range Section Base

Proximity to:

Highways
Airports
Railways
Waterways
Schools
Land Use

110 & 47

Dodson, Barton Hill
Heavy Industrial ([Q] M3-1).

Project Issues

Cumulative Effects; Other Issues; Air Quality

Reviewing
Agencies

Resources Agency; Department of Boating and Waterways; California Coastal Commission;,
Department of Fish and Wildlife, Region 5; Department of Parks and Recreation; California Highway
Patrol; Caltrans, District 7; Air Resources Board; State Water Resources Control Board, Division of
Water Quality; Region'al Water Quality Control Board, Region 4; Department of Toxic Substances
Control; Native American Heritage Commission; Public Utilities Commission; State Lands Commission;
San Gabriel & Lower Los Angeles Rivers & Mountains Conservancy

Date Received

09/28/2018 Start of Review 10/03/2018 End of Review 11/16/2018

Note: Blanks in data fields result from insufficient information provided by lead agency.
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Response to Comment SCH-1

The State Clearinghouse’s acknowledgement of its receipt of the Recirculated DSEIR is
noted. No further response is required.

23.2.2 South Coast Air Quality Management District

Berths 97—-109 (China Shipping) Container Terminal SCH # 2003061153
Final Supplemental EIR 2-28 September 2019
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South Coast o
4 Air Quality Management District
oy J 1805 Copley Drive, Diamond Bar, CA ©91765-4178
it l[8] (909) 396-2000 - www.aqmd.gov

SENT VIA E-MAIL & USPS: November 30, 2018
ceqacomments@portla.org

Christopher Cannon, Director

City of Los Angeles Harbor Department

Environmental Management Division

P.O. Box 151

San Pedro, CA 90731

Recirculated Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (DSEIR) for the
Berths 97-109 [China Shipping] Container Terminal Project
(SCH No.: 2003061153)

The South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) staff appreciates the opportunity
to comment on the above-mentioned document for the China Shipping Container Terminal
Project (Project). Approved by the Los Angeles Harbor Commission (LAHC) 10 years ago, the
Port of Los Angeles (Port) was committed to implementing mitigation measures that would
reduce significant air quality impacts from the Project. However, in 2017, the Port released the
original DSEIR proposing to revise 10 of 52 mitigation measures that were approved for the
Project in 2008, six of which were directly targeted towards reducing significant air quality
impacts. SCAQMD staff has consistently expressed concern, including in our September 29,
2017 comment letter!, regarding the Port’s failure to enforce the mitigation measures from the
2008 EIR, as well as other concerns regarding the analysis. Now, with this Recirculated DSEIR,
the inadequate mitigation and underestimation of impacts remain a serious concern and a
violation of CEQA.

The Recirculated DSEIR acknowledges the Project results in significant regional air quality
impacts®; exceeds localized ambient air pollutant concentrations®; and results in exposure to
significant levels of toxic air contaminants (TAC)*. The Recirculated DSEIR is severely lacking
in enforceable mitigation measures and fails to make a commitment towards the adoption of all
feasible measures. SCAQMD staff is concerned that the Project has been allowed to continue to
operate in flagrant violation of the conditions from the 2008 Project and that any delay in
certifying this Recirculated DSEIR continues to exacerbate the problem. At the same time,
SCAQMD staff is concerned that this Recirculated DSEIR, if certified as it is, will permanently
result in a weakening of the Port’s commitment and CEQA obligation to implement all feasible
measures to mitigate air quality impacts from the Project. As mentioned in our previous
comment letter, SCAQMD staff seek a Project that ensures implementation of all feasible

' South Coast Air Quality Management District. September 29, 2017. Staff Comments. Accessed at:
http://www.agmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqga/comment-letters/2017/dseir-chinashipping-092917.pdf

2 (Criteria Pollutants: CO 2012-2023, NOx 2014-2036, VOC 2014-2045

3 Ambient Concentrations: NOz- Federal one-hour 2014-2018, state one-hour 2014, PM10- annual and 24-hour 2014-2045

4 Health Risk: 25.4 in a million, 25.9 in a million, and 21.4 in a million, for residential, occupational, and other sensitive
receptors, respectively.
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measures, as required by CEQA, such as zero or near-zero emission trucks and cargo handling
equipment to mitigate significant air quality impacts. More details are discussed as follows.

As a preliminary matter, the Port must explain how the lease will be amended to incorporate
adopted mitigation measures. The Recirculated DSEIR explains that many of the mitigation
measures are triggered by the “effective date of a new lease amendment”, which is anticipated
around 2019, but the existing lease, Permit No. 999, does not terminate until 2045. The Port
acknowledged that many of the 2008 mitigation measures were not implemented because China
Shipping refused to amend Permit No. 999 to incorporate the requirements. The Port does not
explain the legal mechanism for now requiring an amendment to Permit No. 999, and without an
ability to require a lease amendment, the Port may again be unable to fully implement adopted
mitigation. CEQA requires that mitigation measures must be “required, in, or incorporated into,
the project.” (Federation of Hillside & Canyon Associations v. City of Los Angeles (2000) 83
Cal.App.4™ 1252, 1260 citing Pub. Res. Code § 21081). The requirement for enforceability
ensures “that feasible mitigation measures will actually be implemented as a condition of
development, and not merely adopted and then neglected or disregarded.” Id. at 1261. Without
assurance that the Port can require the mitigation measures be put into this lease, or another
enforceable mechanism, the Port is unable to meet this standard.

The China Shipping Container Terminal Project is a major project for the Port, with significant
air quality impacts to the nearby environmental justice communities and the region as a whole.
As shown in Table 3.1-9 and 3.1-10 of the Recirculated DSEIR, the 2014 NOx emissions are
substantially higher (1,200 Ibs/day) than emission estimates from the 2008 Project largely due to
a failure to implement mitigation measures. The Recirculated DSEIR should take more
aggressive actions to accelerate zero-emission vehicles and equipment that are currently and/or
expected to be commercially available during the life of the Project, instead of relaxing and
removing key air quality mitigation measures with no replacement measures, resulting in even
less mitigation than the 2008 EIR. This is in spite of major technological advances since the
2008 EIR. As the lead agency, the Port must adopt all feasible mitigation measures that can
substantially lessen the project’s significant impacts. (Pub. Res. Code § 21002, CEQA
Guidelines § 15002(a)(3).)

Removal of mitigation, and failure to provide adequate substitute measures, will increase
emissions in and around the Port and delay the implementation of zero or near-zero emission
trucks and equipment at China Shipping, and potentially throughout the Port. The critical
attainment date for federal ozone ambient air quality standard (AAQS) of 2023 is quickly
approaching and the efforts of the Port are vital for SCAQMD to fulfill the goals set-forth in the
AQMP and our obligation under the Clean Air Act (CAA). If NOx emission levels continue to
increase, the Project will potentially hinder the SCAQMD’s ability to meet 2023 federal ozone
AAQS. SCAQMD is required to attain the federal and state AAQS as expeditiously as
practicable, and the failure to do so will result in negative repercussions, including strict
implementation of contingency measures and backstop measures affecting the entire region,
especially the ports. Therefore, the mitigation measures associated with the Project play a vital
role in reducing emissions through timely implementation of the cleanest available technology
and should be aimed at decreasing future emissions from goods movement.

Furthermore, the removal of key air quality mitigation measures from the 2008 EIR, and the
failure to implement adequate substitute measures, is inconsistent with the Port’s overall
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objectives towards emissions reductions in the 2017 Final Clean Air Action Plan (CAAP)
Update. Also, reducing health risks from individual port development project’s by establishing
an incremental cancer risk of 10 in a million was one of the original and fundamental objectives
of the CAAP’. Therefore, the Port must do more to mitigate the air quality and health risks
impacts from the Revised Project, to the maximum extent that is feasible and practicable.
Specifically, the Port should keep the commitment to zero and near-zero emission trucks and
equipment, and pursue integration of zero-emission technologies into Port-related goods
movement by adopting a new phase-in schedule. As shown in Attachment B, SCAQMD is
supporting many ongoing demonstration projects that are expected to demonstrate the
commercial feasibility of zero-emission cargo transporting equipment, such as drayage trucks
and cargo handling equipment. Maintaining the commitment to demonstrate and deploy zero
and near-zero emission trucks and equipment is necessary to mitigate the project’s significant air
quality impacts. Without this commitment, the increased emissions resulting from the Revised
Project could have detrimental consequences to the entire region, including the ports, by
contributing towards the region’s nonattainment of federal and state standards. The Port must
contribute in facilitating towards the advancement of a zero-emissions goods movement future.
This further demonstrates the Port’s commitment towards implementing the CAAP and helping
the region meet clean air standards. More detailed comments are provided in the Attachments.

The Port must aggressively look at all options and opportunities for emissions reductions from
the Project to offset the foregone reductions from the lack of implementation of mitigation
measures previously committed to and reduce emissions into the future. Thank you for the
opportunity to provide comments on the Recirculated DSEIR. We look forward to working with
the Port to address the comments raised herein and any other questions that may arise. We
recommend setting up a meeting with SCAQMD staff, the project applicant, and Port staff to
address these concerns expressed in this letter. Please feel free to call me at (909) 396-3176, if
you have questions or wish to discuss our comments.

Sincerely,

Jillian [Lr)onq
Jillian Wong, Ph.D.

Planning and Rules Manager
Planning, Rule Development & Area Sources

Attachments
LAC181002-11
Control Number

32017 Final Clean Air Action Plan Update, Page 26. “The initial CAAP also made reducing health risk from individual port
development projects an important objective by setting an increment threshold of 10 in a million excess residential cancer risk for
new projects.

For the 2017 CAAP Update, the Ports remain committed to this 10 in a million threshold to manage health risk from individual
port development projects, as well as to achieving the 2020 Bay-wide health risk reduction goal. At the same time, the Ports will
continue to work with State, regional and local regulators and stakeholders to determine how continued reductions in emissions
and an ever-improving baseline, and recent changes made by the State Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment
(OEHHA) to procedures for calculation of health risk, could affect the way these goals are evaluated by the Ports in the future.
The Ports will continue to evaluate whether this health risk threshold should be modified on a case-by-case basis for future
redevelopment projects, particularly if new information or guidance arises.”
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ATTACHMENT A

SCAQMD Staff’s Summary of Project Description

SCAQMD staff understands that the Revised Project involves continued operation of the China
Shipping Container Terminal under new or modified mitigation measures previously approved in
the 2008 Final EIS/EIR. Modifications are proposed for 10 of the 52 mitigation measures that
were approved in 2008, including six that are related to air quality. The Revised Project also
assumes an increase in the projected cargo throughput of 147,504 twenty-foot equivalent units
(TEUs) from the 1,551,000 TEUs projected in the 2008 Final EIR to 1,698,504 TEUs estimated
for years 2030 and 2036-2045 in the Recirculated DSEIR. The China Shipping Container
Terminal lease with the Port will expire in year 2045.

SCAQMD Staff’s Comments on Mitigation Measures (MM)

The emissions from the Revised Project already exceed the emissions projected in 2008 and will
continue exceeding SCAQMD’s CEQA significance thresholds into the future, negatively
impacting the region and surrounding environmental justice communities. Therefore, SCAQMD
staff recommends the Port set emissions reductions targets for the Project that are more
aggressive than the originally approved mitigation measure reductions, and that are consistent
with SCAQMD’s recommended revisions to mitigation measures and the air quality attainment
goals of the 2016 AQMP. The Project-based emissions reductions targets should use more
recent Port growth projections, 2016 AQMP emissions inventories, and updated technology
assessments to help determine the Project’s fair share of emissions reductions. The emissions
reductions targets will also help monitor the progress of emissions reductions by the Project, and
ensure necessary actions by the Terminal operator and tenant for successful and effective
implementation of the CAAP’s Technology Advancement Program (TAP) and Clean Trucks
Program (CTP), particularly zero or near-zero emission heavy-duty trucks.

Feasibility Determination

SCAQMD staff is concerned with the Port’s feasibility determination used to propose
modifications to the approved mitigation measures in the 2008 EIR. For example, the mitigation
measures in the 2008 approved Project included MM AQ-22 - Periodic Review of New
Technology and Regulations, requiring a new technology review no less than every seven years,
which would have subsequently prompted the implementation of new equipment, if proven
feasible. Accordingly, a review of different new technologies should have been completed by
2015, seven years after the Project was approved. Without this required technology review, the
proposed mitigation measures MM AQ-15, MM AQ-16, MM AQ-17, and MM AQ-20 should
not be dismissed on the grounds of infeasibility.

The Recirculated DSEIR states that failure to implement the mitigation measures committed to
in 2008 was due to a lack of feasibility determined by China Shipping. To illustrate this point,
page 1-11 of the Recirculated DSEIR states that Cosco Shipping lost $1.44 billion in 2016. This
is approximately equal to the 9,906,003,000 RMB loss found on page 3 of Cosco Shipping’s
2016 Annual Report®, using a conversion rate of 6.95 Chinese yuan to 1 US dollar’. While this
financial loss occurred in the same year of Cosco’s significant merger with China Shipping,
other years demonstrate that this one-time loss is not indicative of long-term profits. For

% Cosco Shipping 2016 Annual Report. Available Here: http://en.chinacosco.com/attach/0/2016%20Annual%20Report.pdf
7 Unit conversion rate. Accessed November 28, 2018. https://www.bloomberg.com/quote/USDCNY:CUR
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example, Cosco’s most recent annual report shows that it made a profit of 2,661,936 RMB
(~$382 million) in 2017% and also recorded annual profits since at least 2013°.

Further, when the Port makes the finding that the recommended mitigation measures are not
feasible, the Port should describe the specific reasons for rejecting them in the Final SEIR
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15091).

Effective Start Date of Mitigation Measure Modifications

Under CEQA Guidelines section 15126.4(a)(2), “Mitigation measures must be fully enforceable
through permit conditions, agreements, or other legally binding instruments.” SCAQMD staff is
concerned with the enforceability of the modified mitigation measures that are scheduled to take
effect one year after the effective date of a new lease amendment between the tenant and the
Port. If issues are raised in the signing of the lease amendment, potentially delaying the
scheduled implementation of these mitigation measures, then emissions reductions foregone
since 2008 will continue to occur and impact the surrounding environmental justice
communities, who are already affected by poor air quality resulting from activities at the Port.
Therefore, SCAQMD staff recommends that all mitigation measures stating it will take effect
after “the effective date of a new lease amendment between the Tenant and the LAHD,” be
revised to, “the date of certification of the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report
(SEIR).” This recommendation will expedite the implementation of the modified mitigation
measures by binding the effective start date to the earliest possible date and ensure a more timely
compliance schedule, reflecting a similar date as the originally proposed date of effect of January
1%, 2019, in the 2017 DSEIR. Further, contingency measures should be put in place with
approval of the Final SEIR to ensure that even if mitigation is not implemented on the SEIR’s
schedule that emissions reductions will occur. These measures should be crafted to provide
sufficient motivation to ensure that commitments are followed through by the Port and China
Shipping.

Mitigation Measures Modifications

In order for the Project, and the Port as a whole, to ensure timely implementation of a zero-
emission goods movement future, aggressive deployment of zero and near-zero emission CHE,
cleaner trucks, and stringent mitigation, where feasible, is a must. Since the approval of the
Project, a number of mitigation measures have been foregone, generating a substantial increase
in emissions that were already at a level considered significant and unavoidable. The further
weakening of the commitment to emissions reductions has harmful implications on the nearby
communities. Therefore, SCAQMD staff strongly recommends that the Port maintain the
original commitment to emissions reductions and has the following suggestions on how to
achieve these reductions.

MM AQ-20 LNG-Fueled Drayage Trucks

The Port excluded this measure in the Revised Project. The complete removal of this mitigation
measure, which previously required the Port to phase in LNG-fueled drayage trucks entering

8 Cosco Shipping 2017 Annual Report. Available Here: http://en.chinacosco.com/attach/0/2017%20Annual%20Report.pdf
9 Cosco Shipping 2013-2015 Annual Reports. Available here: http:/en.chinacosco.com/col/col1096/index.html
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and/or exiting the terminal, has substantial implications to air quality in the areas surrounding the
Ports. Notably, LNG-fueled trucks made only six percent of truck calls operated by WBCT,
including the Revised Project, while a Port-wide average of LNG-fueled drayage trucks was 10
percent.'® The Port fell short of the commitment of 70% by 2014 and 100% by 2018 set forth in
the 2008 approved Project, by a large margin.

SCAQMD staff disagrees with the LNG-fueled drayage trucks feasibility determination and
urges the Port to re-commit to the mandate with a revised schedule. The complete removal of
this measure shows a lack of commitment on the Port’s behalf, in achieving a zero-emission
goods movement future. Since the approval of this mitigation measure in 2008, near-zero natural
gas-fueled drayage technology has advanced beyond the prototyping stage and has become
commercially available and in-use today. Therefore, SCAQMD staff recommends the Port adopt
a target phase-in schedule for near-zero (e.g., low-NOx natural gas) or zero-emission trucks,
such as, but not limited to, the one included below, rather than removing a truck measure
completely.

Implementation of near-zero or zero-emission heavy-duty trucks entering the Berth 97-109
Terminal could be targeted in the following percentages.

e 10 percent in 2019

e 25 percent from 2020 through 2022

e 50 percent from 2023

e 100 percent by 2029

Since China Shipping typically does not contract directly with truck fleets entering the Berth,
other feasible alternatives to facilitate this goal should be analyzed. One approach could include
China Shipping establishing a preferred rate structure or other operational benefits for beneficial
cargo owners (BCO) that contract with trucking fleets that utilize near-zero and zero-emission
truck fleets first, then other alternatively fueled drayage trucks. This would incentivize BCOs to
contract with cleaner truck fleets and contribute to the deployment of cleaner drayage trucks.
Additionally, the Port should consider initiating a clean air fund with the approval of the Revised
Project to pay for emissions reductions nearby that would be feasible should other emissions
reduction approaches prove infeasible. This approach has been used by other projects in the
region, and should be pursued again for the Revised Project. This fund could incentivize the
purchase of near-zero and zero-emission trucks elsewhere, vessel retrofits, etc. Even if it is not
feasible to fund the entirety of foregone emissions reductions, the Final SEIR should commit to
the level of funding that is feasible. As another option, the Port could require China Shipping to
provide incentives for zero or near-zero emission heavy-duty trucks entering their property
through financial incentives, such as reduced rates, or operational benefits, such as a fast-track
system.

MM AQ-9 Alternative Maritime Power

The Port is proposing to decrease the rate of compliance of OGVs calling in to China Shipping
connecting to shore power, which reduces emissions primarily from auxiliary engines otherwise
maintained in the on position throughout the berthing process, from 100% to 95%. SCAQMD

19 Ibid. Chapter 2, Project Description. Page 2-5.
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staff found that the Port Inventories showed that 99% of vessel calls to the China Shipping
Terminal connected to AMP in 2016, and 96% in 2017. Therefore, proposing a lower
compliance rate than what has been achieved in previous years on the grounds that
implementation of the approved mitigation measure requiring 100% compliance is infeasible, is
not supported. SCAQMD staff recommends that the Port require at least 99% of vessel calls to
connect to AMP immediately after Final SEIR certification, or no later than January 1, 2020, as
it has been demonstrated achievable and feasible in 2016 at the same terminal.

MM AQ-10 Vessel Speed Reduction Program (VSRP)

The Port is proposing to modify the VSRP measure, which currently requires 100% of ocean
going vessels to comply, to only require 95% compliance. Considering the Port’s 98%
compliance rate in 2015, and 96% compliance rate in years 2014 and 2016, the Port should
require a 98% compliance rate immediately after Final SEIR certification, or no later than
January 1, 2020, which was achieved in 2015. The Port currently gives a discount to ships that
comply with the VSRP, meaning ships are incentivized to comply, not required. Another option
to achieve a higher compliance rate would be to require a mitigation fee for non-compliance on
those vessels choosing not to participate. Additionally, ships choosing not to comply on poor air
quality days should have an increased mitigation fee to further offset the hazardous localized risk
of emissions resulting from activity at the ports.

MM AQ-15 Yard Tractors at Berth 97-109

The Port is proposing an alternative phase-in schedule for yard tractors being turned over from
Liquefied petroleum gas (LPG) to engines with emission standards of 0.02g/bhp-hr for NOx and
Tier 4 final for all other criteria pollutants. The Port is proposing a five-year phase-in schedule
for all LPG 2011 and older yard trucks to be replaced. However, five years is far too long
considering the federal ozone critical attainment date of 2023 is only five years from the date of
recirculation, much less from an effective start date of the modified measures. Natural gas and
zero-emission yard tractors have moved past the prototyping stage and are commercially
available for deployment today. To help expedite the emissions reductions needed to attain the
federal ozone AAQS, the Port should require that all LPG yard trucks 2011 and older be replaced
within one year of Final SEIR certification with zero-emission yard tractors. Otherwise, they
should be replaced with low-NOx engines at 0.02 g/bhp-hr or lower. In addition, 2012 and
newer LPG yard tractors should be replaced within two years of Final SEIR certification with
zero-emission yard tractors.

MM AQ-17 Yard Equipment at Berth 97-109 Terminal

The Port is proposing an alternative phase-in schedule for the replacement of forklifts, top picks,
RTGs, sweepers, and shuttle buses ranging from three years to seven years. SCAQMD staff is
not only concerned with the effective start date of the scheduled implementation, as mentioned
above, but also with the overarching delay of phasing in new equipment over a seven-year
timeframe. Therefore, SCAQMD staff recommends that the Port optimize emissions reductions
by speeding up the phase-in schedules of each type of equipment. Detailed comments on each
equipment type provided below.
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Aside from the phased replacement of yard equipment, the second requirement of the originally
approved MM AQ-17 was to conduct a one-year electric yard tractor pilot project, in which two
electric yard tractors were to be deployed at the terminal within one year of lease approval,
subsequently prompting a feasibility determination that could have potentially phased-in electric
yard tractors, replacing half of the terminal’s fleet within five years. While the Revised Project
includes a commitment to a similar project, referred to in the Recirculated DSEIR as a one-year
zero-emission demonstration project, the window of potential benefit from the project approved
in 2008 has passed. SCAQMD staff urges the Port to commit to completing the project as
expeditiously as practicable.

Additional comments regarding the modifications to the phase-in schedule of various equipment
types are provided below.

Forklifts

The phase-in schedule being proposed would not replace 18-ton diesel forklifts, with
engines 2007 or older, until three years after the effective start date. SCAQMD staff
recommends speeding up the implementation schedule and require engines to meet the low
NOx emission standard of 0.02 g/bhp-hr, if commercially available within one year of Final
SEIR certification. In the event low NOx is not commercially available, forklifts with Tier
4 final engines shall be deployed as quickly as possible. The 5-ton diesel forklifts should be
replaced with zero-emission forklifts within one year of Final SEIR certification.

Top Picks

The phase-in schedule being proposed would not replace top picks of model years 2014 or
older, until five years after the effective start date. SCAQMD staff recommends speeding
up the replacement schedule and require engines, model year 2007 or older within one year
of Final SEIR certification, and model year 2014 or older within two years of Final SEIR
certification, be replaced with top picks that meet the low NOx emission standard of 0.02
g/bhp-hr, if commercially available. In the event low NOx is not commercially available,
top picks with Tier 4 final engines should be deployed under the same phase-in schedule.

Rubber Tired Gantries

The phase-in schedule being proposed would not start replacing RTGs, with diesel engines
2005 or older, until seven years after the effective start date. The last step of
implementation includes the installation of four all-electric RTGs and one diesel-electric
hybrid meeting engine standards of Tier 4 final for PM and NOx. The electrical
infrastructure necessary to support the installation of four all-electric RTGs is already in
place!!. Therefore, SCAQMD recommends speeding up the implementation schedule
through a step down approach for the replacement of remaining diesel RTGs within two
years of Final SEIR certification in the following order: 1) all electric RTGs, if technically
and operationally feasible, 2) hybrid-electric RTGs that meet or exceed emissions standard
0.02g/bhp-hr for NOx if commercially available, and 3) hybrid-electric RTGs that meet or
exceed Tier 4 final for all other criteria pollutants.

" Ibid. Section 3.1, Air Quality and Meteorology. Page 3.1-54
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Sweepers

The Port is proposing to replace all current sweepers with alternatively fueled sweepers, or
the cleanest available technology, within six years of the effective start date. SCAQMD
staff recommends expediting the implementation schedule by requiring all sweepers to be
alternatively fueled, or cleanest available technology, within one year of Final SEIR
certification.

Shuttle Buses
The Port is proposing to replace all current shuttle buses with zero-emission shuttle buses
within seven years of the effective start date. SCAQMD staff recommends expediting the
implementation schedule by requiring all shuttle buses to be zero-emission within one year

of Final SEIR certification.

Supplemental Mitigation Measure Recommendations

Ship Retrofits

SCAQMD staff recommends that the Port include a new mitigation measure for ocean going
vessels which would require the demonstration of feasible NOx and PM retrofit technologies,
working with the tenant, and providing incentives for implementation of these technologies. The
potential for emissions reductions associated with OGVs is substantial since a significant portion
of the Project’s emissions are coming from OGVs due to an increase in the projected cargo
throughput. Implementation of these measures would help offset the emissions reductions
already foregone from 2008 to the present.

Turn Times

The Port should consider alternative measures to address foregone emission reductions and
existing significant air quality impacts. One possibility is to incentivize greater efficiency of the
terminal. For example, a recent article!? found that the West Basin Container Terminal
(including China Shipping) had the worst turn times (111 minutes) in either the port of LA or
LB. It is not clear how these slow turn times are consistent with MM AQ-21 from the original
EIR that requires idling of less than 30 minutes when trucks visit the terminal, among other
requirements. This inefficiency increases the cost to the entire supply chain, increases emissions
as trucks idle waiting for their loads, and makes mitigation more expensive to implement by
decreasing the number of turns each truck can make. Measures that get at rewarding faster turn
times, and that disincentivize slower turn times should be included in the Recirculated DSEIR
and subsequent lease amendment.

This mitigation measure would increase operational efficiency and facilitate the goal of the 2017
Final CAAP Update, in which a one-hour turn time from in-gate to out-gate is achieved through
integration and optimization of a reservation system, ensuring each truck is on-site for less than
one-hour for a dual-transaction. Additionally, a fee or penalty for missing designated

12 https://www.ttnews.com/articles/harbor-truckers-express-cautious-optimism-turn-times-2017
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appointments or reservations, whether it be due to China Shipping or WBCT, should be imposed
on the party at-fault to further disincentivize excessive turn times.

SCAOMD Staff’s Comments on Technical Air Quality and Health Risks Analyses

Health Risk Assessment and Air Quality Modeling

Significant Cancer Risk

The Recirculated DSEIR found that the Revised Project results in incremental individual cancer
risks of 25.4 in a million, 25.9 in a million, and 21.4 in a million, for residential, occupational,
and other sensitive receptors, respectively. This would exceed the CEQA significance threshold
of 10 in a million'®, whereas the FEIR Mitigated Scenario would have resulted in an incremental
cancer risk below CEQA significance thresholds'®. Although there is an increase in potential
health risks as a result of the Revised Project, the Port has not proposed any additional mitigation
measures to minimize health risks. Instead, the Port is proposing to operate the Terminal under
less stringent mitigation measures, which lessen emissions reductions from those approved in the
2008 EIR. As such, SCAQMD staff recommends the Port provide additional mitigation
measures to minimize increased health risks associated with the Revised Project. Specific
comments on the mitigation measures is provided later in this Attachment.

Air Dispersion Modeling-Locomotive Release Height

Based on a review of Table B2-1: AERMOD Source Parameters, the analysis included separate
sources for locomotives operating during the day and during the night. Release heights for
locomotives operating at night were set higher than for locomotives operating during the day
(e.g. 5.6 meters for Offsite-Day and 14.6 meters for Offsite-Night). The Port referenced CARB's
2004 Roseville Rail Yard Study to justify the use of different release heights to account for
daytime and nighttime conditions. However, the study used Industrial Source Complex Model
Short Term Version 3 (ISCST3) to conduct the dispersion modeling, which did not have the
ability to account for variations in atmospheric conditions. Here, the Port used AERMOD to
conduct dispersion modeling, which already accounts for the diurnal patterns. By using a higher
release height for nighttime locomotives, the analysis has likely underestimated health risks.
SCAQMD staff recommends the Port include additional mitigation measures to reduce the
underestimated health risks.

Based on Table B2-1: AERMOD Source Parameters footnote a, SCAQMD staff found that the
Port has adjusted release heights for volume, area, and line sources higher than the actual exhaust
release heights. However, the Port has not provided the methodology to justify these
adjustments. By using higher release heights, it is likely that the Port has underestimated health
risks due to an increased rate of dispersion at the increased release height. SCAQMD staff
recommends the Port include additional mitigation measures to reduce the underestimated health
risks.

13 Recirculated DSEIR. Appendix B3, Table B3-6. Maximum Health Impacts Estimated for the Revised Project, Page B3-24.
14 Ibid. Page B3-29.
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Additionally, for locomotives, the Port has divided the release height by 2.15, instead of 4.3, to
obtain the initial vertical dimension. Per Table 3-2 of the AERMOD User Guide'’, the initial
vertical dimension for elevated sources not on or adjacent to a building is equal to the vertical
dimension, which in this case is the release height, divided by 4.3. With a higher initial vertical
dimension, it is likely that the Port has underestimated health risks. SCAQMD staff recommends
that the Port include additional mitigation measures to reduce the underestimated health risks.

Mitigation Measure Assumptions

MM AQ-9 Alternative Maritime Power Assumptions

The Port is proposing to modify MM AQ-9, which required 100% of vessel calls to connect to
Alternative Maritime Power (AMP), to only require 95% of vessel calls to comply. However, in
the air quality methodology section, the Port states, “peak day of OGV emissions for years 2023-
2045 assume usage of AMP for all vessels at berth during the peak day, based on mitigation
requirements from both the Revised Project and the FEIR Mitigated scenario.”'® Assuming both
scenarios comply with the original AMP commitment is failing to analyze the difference
between emissions resulting from the FEIR mitigated scenario and the Revised Project scenario.
To be consistent with the assumption for MM AQ-9, SCAQMD staff recommends the Port
provide additional information clarifying the AMP assumptions in both the FEIR Mitigated and
Revised Project scenarios and include additional mitigation measures to reduce the additional
impacts.

MM AQ-20 Liquefied Natural Gas (LNG)-Fueled Drayage Trucks Assumptions

In the Revised Project scenario, the Port assumed that LNG would fuel 8.2% of drayage trucks
entering and/or exiting the terminal, on the basis that 8.2% was the Port’s LNG-fueled truck
average in 2014. SCAQMD staff is concerned with this assumption, considering the Revised
Project was below average in LNG-fueled trucks entering and/or exiting the terminal in 2014 (six
percent). Since the Port is proposing to remove MM AQ-20, the air quality analysis should
reflect this and assume LNG will fuel 0% of drayage trucks entering and/or exiting the terminal,
regardless of port-wide averages, to analyze a true worst-case scenario, and additional mitigation
measures should be included to reduce the additional impacts.

Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) Consistency Analysis

The air quality analysis in the Recirculated DSEIR concluded that the Revised Project is
consistent with the AQMP. The 2016 AQMP did not take the Revised Project into account when
calculating its emissions inventory. Additionally, the Revised Project has already resulted in
foregone emissions reductions since 2008. The AQMP relies on commitments made by the Port
and others to ensure that emissions reductions occur on time to meet federal and state standards.
Since the Revised Project is a setback on the previous air quality commitments, the consistency
of the Revised Project with the AQMP should be fully analyzed in the air quality section.
Because of the precedent the Revised Project is setting by failing to meet previous commitments,

13U.S. EPA. April 2018. AERMOD User Guide. Accessed at:
https://www3.epa.gov/ttn/scram/models/aermod/aermod_userguide.pdf
16 Recirculated DSEIR. Appendix B1, Section 3.1.5, Page B1-11
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SCAQMD staff recommends that the Port analyze the consistency of the Revised Project with
the AQMP in the air quality section by addressing the emissions reductions foregone in past
years and the estimated increase in emissions resulting from the Revised Project’s mitigation
measure modifications, and disclose these results in the Final SEIR.
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Entire attachment ATTACHMENT B
s AQMD 29 ZERO EMISSION TRUCK TECHNOLOGIES
Overview

Zero emission trucks, including heavy-duty trucks, are developing rapidly with some of the
technologies ready for near-term deployments. Zero emission trucks can be powered by grid
electricity stored in a battery, by electricity produced onboard the vehicle through a fuel cell, or
by “wayside” electricity from outside sources such as overhead catenary wires, as is currently
used for light rail and some transit buses. All such technologies eliminate fuel combustion and
utilize electric drive as the means to achieve zero emissions and higher system efficiency
compared to conventional fossil fuel combustion technologies. Hybrid electric trucks with all-
electric range (AER) can provide zero emission operations in certain corridors and flexibility to
travel extended distances powered by fossil or renewable fuels (e.g. natural gas) or hydrogen for
fuel cells. In collaboration with regional stakeholders and partners as well as leveraging funding
support from both federal and state agencies, SCAQMD has been supporting a number of
projects, as described below, to develop and demonstrate zero emission cargo transport
technologies to promote and accelerate its market acceptance and deployment.

2014 DOE Zero Emission Cargo Transport Demonstration Project (ZECT 1)

Project Description

In August 2014, SCAQMD received an award of approximately $9.7 million from the DOE to
develop and demonstrate seven zero emission drayage trucks in real world drayage operations at
the Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach. Six of them will be of fuel cell range extended
electric trucks and the remaining truck will be built on a hybrid electric drive platform using a
CNG auxiliary power unit as described below:

Fuel Cell Range Extended Trucks (FCREs)

a. Under project management by Center for Transportation and Environment, Kenworth and
BAE Systems are developing a battery electric truck with hydrogen fuel cell range
extender. This project will leverage the expertise of BAE Systems to test their hybrid
electric fuel cell propulsion system, currently used for transit buses, in drayage
applications. The power output of the electric drivetrain is comparable to currently used
Class 8 truck engines power output. AC traction motors will be mounted one on each
rear drive axle and the electric drivetrain in the architecture is set up to be fully
redundant. The vehicle will operate primarily from the batteries, engaging the fuel cell
system only when the batteries reach a specified state of charge. BAE anticipates that the
30 kg of hydrogen (25 kg usable) will provide approximately 110 to 120 miles of range
between re-fueling.

b. Hydrogenics will develop a hydrogen fuel cell drayage truck powered by their latest
advanced fuel cell drive technology (Celerity Plus fuel cell power system) and Siemens’
ELFA electric drivetrain, customized for heavy duty vehicle applications. The proposed
fuel cell drayage truck is designed to be capable of delivering over 150 miles of zero
emission operation with 10-15 minutes fast refueling of hydrogen. The fuel cell drivetrain
will be customized, tested and optimized for port applications.
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C.

TransPower will develop two battery electric trucks with hydrogen fuel cell range
extenders. The fuel cell range extender project is to use TransPower’s proven
ElecTruck™ drive system as a foundation and add fuel cells provided by Hydrogenics,
one of the world’s leading suppliers of hydrogen fuel cells. The proposed project will
result in the manufacturing and deployment of two demonstration trucks, one with a 30
kW fuel cell and one with a 60 kW fuel cell, enabling a direct comparison of both
variants. The higher power output of the 60 kW systems is expected to be better suited
for trucks carrying heavy loads over longer distances that might exceed the average
power capacity of the 30 kW systems. The system will store 25-30 kg of hydrogen
onboard based on an estimated 7.37 miles per kg fuel economy. TransPower’s system
also includes a bi-directional J1772-compliant charger that can recharge the vehicle
batteries or provide power export.

U.S. Hybrid will develop two battery electric trucks with an onboard hydrogen fuel cell
generator. U.S. Hybrid has been involved with fuel cell-powered vehicles for several
years (including cargo vans, transit/shuttle buses and heavy-duty military vehicles) and
believes the technology and product has reached maturity beyond feasibility and is ready
for commercial demonstration deployment. The truck is powered by a lithium-ion
battery with an 80 kW hydrogen fuel cell generator in charge sustaining mode,
eliminating the need for charging. The fuel cell power plant is sized to sustain
continuous operation based on average power demand for drayage applications. As a
result, the battery size is significantly reduced, as is the required charging infrastructure.
The proposed technology will provide a 150-200 mile range between refueling. Each
truck will carry approximately 20 kg of hydrogen storage at 350 bar with an estimated
fueling time of less than 10 minutes.

The fuel cell Class 8 trucks are expected to initiate demonstration at local trucking fleets over the
next 3-18 months.

Plug-In Hybrid Electric Trucks (PHETS)

.

Under project management by Gas Technology Institute, Kenworth and BAE Systems
will develop a PHET with a CNG range extender. The proposed technology is capable of
providing a well-balanced blend of all electric and CNG-based hybrid operations. The
electric drivetrain will be based on BAE Systems HybriDrive® Series (HDS) propulsion
system hardware. The electric drivetrain will be capable of combined propulsion power
output of 320 kW (430 hp) continuous using two AC traction motors. The power output
of the electric drivetrain is comparable to currently used Class 8 truck engines power
output. The truck will be designed to provide an operating range of 150 miles with 30
all-electric miles.
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Cost

Cost estimates are not available for these trucks although with incentives the cost to customers is
expected to be in line with other similar technologies, and the costs are expected to be
substantially reduced once these trucks reach a wide-scale deployment and full-production phase.

Timeline and Commercialization

The demonstration phase of this project was started in Q2 2018 with two trucks, one each from
TransPower and US Hybrid and the other trucks to start demonstration in Q1 and Q2 of 2019.
The project is set be completed by Q3 2019 although talks have begun with the DOE to extend
the project by an additional year. The commercialization process will continue in other projects
for two of the technologies demonstrated by Kenworth. The Kenworth CNG Hybrid will
continue to be developed in the CARB Zero Emission Drayage Truck Demonstration Project
described below and the Kenworth Fuel Cell Range Extended truck will continue developed with
a recently CARB awarded project with the Port of Los Angeles.

CARB Zero Emission Dravage Truck Demonstration Project

Project Description

SCAQMD received an award of approximately $23.6 million to develop and demonstrate zero
emission drayage trucks under CARB’s Low Carbon Transportation Greenhouse Gas Reduction
Fund Investments Program in 2016. The project is to develop a total of 44 Class 8 drayage
trucks based on a portfolio of most commercially promising zero- and near-zero emission truck
technologies for statewide demonstrations, across a variety of real world drayage applications in
and around the Ports of Long Beach, Los Angeles, Oakland, Stockton and San Diego, in
collaboration with four other air districts: BAAQMD, Sacramento Metropolitan AQMD,
SIVAPCD and SDAPCD. SCAQMD has contracted with three major U.S. OEMs and an
international OEM, with necessary resources and networks to support future commercialization
efforts, to develop and demonstrate four different types of battery and hybrid electric drayage
truck technologies in this project, including: two battery electric platforms (BYD and Peterbilt),
and two plug-in hybrid electric platforms (Kenworth and Volvo) as summarized below:

Battery Electric Trucks (BETSs)

a. BYD, a global company with over $9 billion in revenue and 180,000 employees, will
develop 25 battery electric drayage trucks for demonstration with multiple fleet partners
across the state. The BET is optimized to serve near-dock and short regional drayage
routes with a range of 70-100 miles, supported by 207 kWh batteries on board. The truck
is designed to provide similar operating experience compared to equivalent diesel and
CNG trucks with matching or exceeding power and torque, powered by two 180 kW
traction motors. BYD will utilize 80 kW on-board charger to fully recharge the truck
within 3 hours. These trucks are already eligible for incentive funds under CARB’s
HVIP.

b. Peterbilt, in partnership with TransPower, will develop 12 BETs in this project, building
on a platform developed under the DOE ZECT I project, incorporating lessons learned
from ongoing demonstrations to further refine and optimize the electric drive system.
Eight trucks will be designed to provide 65 miles in range, powered by a 215 kWh
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battery pack to support near-dock drayage operations, and four longer range BETs will
incorporate a new battery design that allows for 120 miles of operation per charge with a
320 kWh battery pack at the same system weight with similar volume as the 215 kWh
battery pack. These longer range BETs will be well suited for regional drayage routes
such as from port terminals to Inland Empire and from the Port of Oakland to Sacramento
and the San Joaquin Valley.

Plug-In Hybrid Electric Trucks (PHETS)

c. Kenworth expands its partnership with the BAE Systems to develop four PHETs with
natural gas range extenders, leveraging the prototype development under the DOE-
funded ZECT II project. These vehicles will target longer regional drayage routes. The
team will continue refining the hybrid drivetrain to provide a system that can operate in a
zero emissions (all-electric) mode and in a conventional hybrid electric mode to meet
customer range needs and flexibility. The powertrain includes a 200 kW genset using a
recently-certified 8.9L NZ CNG engine and two AC traction motors that produce 320kW
(430 hp) continuous, with comparable power output to what is typically found in Class 8
truck engines. The hybrid system will be designed for an operating range of 150 miles
with approximately 30-40 miles of all-electric range to operate in zero emissions mode in
sensitive areas and disadvantaged communities.

d. Volvo will build on the success of past projects to develop three commercially attractive,
highly-flexible hybrid trucks, with all-electric mode capability of up to 30 miles for zero
emission operations and total daily range of up to 200 miles in hybrid electric mode.
Volvo offers a unique approach to system-focused hybrid powertrain improvements,
utilizing a suite of innovative technologies such as energy and emission optimized
driveline controls; aerodynamics and weight improvements; vehicle energy management
and driver coaching systems optimized for port drayage operation; and a complete suite
of NOx reduction technologies, including engine and exhaust after-treatment innovations.
Furthermore, Volvo, in partnership with Metro and UC Riverside, will also integrate ITS
connectivity solutions, such as vehicle-to-infrastructure and vehicle-to-vehicle
communication technologies, to improve dynamic speed harmonization and reduce
idling, for better fuel economy and reduced emissions.

Cost

Cost estimates are not available for these trucks, although with incentives the cost to customers is
expected to be in line with other similar technologies, and the costs are expected to be
substantially reduced once these trucks reach a wide-scale deployment and full-production phase.

Timeline and Commercialization

The demonstration phase of this project started in Q2 2018 with 3 BYD trucks that have
highlighted the need for some design modifications, Q3 2018 with Peterbilt trucks, and
Kenworth and Volvo trucks to follow in 2019. This project is set be completed by Q2 2020 and
the commercialization of these truck technologies will continue into the near term.
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BYD Prototype Drayage Truck Volvo PHET

CEC Sustainable Freight Transportation Project

Project Description

SCAQMD recently received a $10 million award from the CEC under the Alternative and
Renewable Fuel and Vehicle Technology Program to develop and demonstrate zero and near-
zero emission freight transportation technologies. One of the awarded technologies is electric
drayage trucks, to be built on the PowerDrive™ platforms developed by Efficient Drivetrains,
Inc., (EDI), a global leader and innovator of advanced, high-efficiency electric drivetrains and
vehicle control software.

Under project management by Velocity Vehicle Group, this project is to develop and
demonstrate four electric drayage trucks, consisting of one BET and three PHETs, with EDI
serving as the technical lead and vehicle integrator, and Freightliner providing necessary
engineering resources and expertise in vehicle design and glider manufacturing. Both battery
electric and hybrid electric drive platforms will be designed to meet end-user fleet requirements.
The platforms will be also designed so that it can be easily integrated by post-production truck
modification service companies and serviced by Freightliner dealerships. Based on the proposed
technical concept, the BET will be capable of 100 miles in operating range and the PHETs will
utilize Cummins 8.9L natural gas engine as a range extender to provide 250 miles in operating
range per fueling with up to 35 miles in all-electric range.

Cost

Cost estimates are not available for these trucks, although with incentives the cost to customers is
expected to be in line with other similar technologies, and the costs are expected to be
substantially reduced once these trucks reach a wide-scale deployment and full-production phase.

Timeline and Commercialization
This project is to be completed by Q4 2021 and the commercialization process of these truck
technologies can be expected to continue into the near term.
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Daimler Zero Emission Trucks and EV Infrastructure Project

Daimler Trucks North America (DTNA) was awarded $15,670,072 by SCAQMD with an equal
amount of matching funds the project total will be $31,340,144 to develop battery-electric
heavy-duty trucks. DTNA will demonstrate these trucks in real-world commercial fleet
operations in and around environmental justice communities for a period of two years within
SCAQMD’s jurisdiction. DTNA will gather data and information from the end-users including
performance under specific duty-cycle applications during the demonstration. DTNA will utilize
the data and information to move toward the commercial production and sales phase. DTNA will
supply five Class 6 trucks with a gross vehicle weight rating (GVWR) up to 26,000 pounds and
15 Class 8 trucks with a GVWR up to 80,000 pounds, including associated EV charging
infrastructure. Fleet partners will be identified and the trucks integrated into a range of services
and applications to gather operational data to improve each charging and utilization scheme, with
seven of the Class 8 trucks to be used in port drayage operations, supporting the goods
movement industry.

The drivetrain of the Class 6 electric trucks is capable of delivering over 220 horsepower, and
the design allows for a burdened load with GVWR up to 26,000 pounds. Each charge of the
battery can give operators 150-200 miles of service range, and the medium-duty design comes
with a 4x2 axle configuration with a day cab of 106 inches. The batteries that come equipped
with the Class 6 truck design will have a capacity of 225-300 kilowatt hours (kWh). The truck is
capable of being charged with a Combined Charging Standard Type 1 (CCS T1).

The Class 8 truck model will be designed to have a range of 150-200 miles between charging.
The electric drivetrain is capable of delivering over 455 horsepower and is designed to meet the
needs and specifications of transportation of a GVWR of up to 80,000 pounds. The vehicles will
have a 6x4 axle configuration with a 116-inch day cab, and the battery system will provide 400-
600 kWh of usable power. The Class 8 vehicles will also use the CCS T1 charging systems.

DTNA will install DC fast charger stalls at four fleet locations providing an adequate number of
chargers to support their fleet of 20 trucks. Each fast charger will be equipped with an SAE
J1772 Combo (CCS T1) interface and will be capable of charging at up to 160 kW. The chargers
will also be connected remotely for troubleshooting, management and data collection. Each DC
fast charger will be paired with multiple battery energy storage systems (ESS) to optimize utility
costs and reduce infrastructure enhancements required to support the chargers. DTNA will
deploy the battery-based ESS paired with each high power vehicle charger. The proposed
chargers will allow an 80% state of charge for the Class 6 trucks in two hours and the Class 8
trucks in three hours. Deploying two chargers per site will result in potential peak power
demands of approximately 335 kW. The ESS will be comprised of two or more modular units
paired with a single charger. Each unit will be capable of delivering 60-70 kW at 480 volts AC
power and will store 110-120 kWh of energy. Utilizing grid-aware scheduling algorithms, the
ESS will charge from the grid during low-cost periods and over extended periods of time. This
allows the ESS to recharge from the grid at a much lower peak power demand, reducing utility
and facility infrastructure requirements and reducing or eliminating utility demand charges.
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Cost

Cost estimates are not available for these trucks, although with incentives the cost to customers is
expected to be in line with other similar technologies, and the costs are expected to be
substantially reduced once these trucks reach a wide-scale deployment and full-production phase.

Timeline and Commercialization

With funding support from SCAQMD, 20 battery-electric heavy-duty trucks will be immediately
built and deployed in order that incredible amounts of data and information can be gathered from
the diverse end-users and applications that will be run by these units. Funding from SCAQMD
will accelerate the development and scaling of commercially available all-electric heavy-duty
trucks in the marketplace. The timeline for the project is for the trucks are to be deployed starting
in Q4 2018 and all 20 trucks and EV infrastructure fully deployed by the end of Q1 2019. The
demonstration will begin immediately following deployment and continue through Q3 2021.

Volvo’s Zero Emissions Heavy-Duty Trucks, Freight Handling Equipment Project

SCAQMD has received a $44,839,686 award from CARB in partnership with Volvo Group
North America, LLC, (Volvo) to conduct a freight facility project that will realize
commercialization and market penetration of heavy-duty battery electric vehicles (HDBEVs) in
California and throughout North America. With an additional $41,655,308 in cash and cost share
from Volvo, SCAQMD and partners, the total project cost will be $87,246,900.

Volvo will develop and demonstrate the following on-road and off-road vehicles, EV
Infrastructure and solar power for deployment at up to five sites within the cities of Chino,
Fontana, La Mirada, Ontario and Placentia:
e 23 on-road pre-commercial and commercial Heavy Duty Battery Electric Vehicles
(HDBEYV) operating in and around disadvantaged communities;
e 29 off-road BEVs used to load and unload containers and freight at warehouses and
freight facilities;
e 58 nonproprietary chargers both DC fast charging and Level 2 electric vehicle supply
equipment (EVSE) with SAE approved connectors; and
e 1,860,462 watts of solar power.

The project includes a total of up to 23 HDBEVs and will begin with up to 8 multiple-
configuration, pre-commercial truck deployments. The first three demonstration trucks will not
be fully approved for U.S. operation and will therefore operate under CARB exemption waivers.
The subsequent 5 demonstration units as well as up to 15 commercial/pre-commercial vehicles,
will be approved for the U.S. market. Volvo will begin commercial introduction of the HDBEV
rigid trucks and use mobile fast charging for fleets throughout the state to gain freight experience
with battery electric trucks.

Based on Volvo’s proposal, the three electric truck configurations to be delivered are anticipated
to be equipped with the following driveline items:
e Two electric motors with 370 kW max power (260 kW continuous power) with a Volvo
two-speed transmission.
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e Average electric range is 170 miles depending on drive cycle. Throughout the course of
this project, vehicles will be able to go 150-350 miles.

e Lithium-ion batteries for energy storage will have a minimum capacity of 200 kWh for
the first two demonstrators, later increasing to four and then six battery pack
configurations for a capacity of 320 kWh.

Volvo will deliver new lithium-ion battery chemistries for increased electrical energy densities at
reduced cost; self-learning control algorithms which optimize energy usage in EVs; smart
technologies to improve vehicle uptime and deployment of long-term rentals of HDBEVs to
fleets throughout the state to accelerate adoption. Additionally, Volvo will coordinate the
development of energy management systems to optimize vehicle charging by balancing the
requirements of the vehicle, facility and grid. Vehicle charging will use SAE J1772 connectors
for Level 2 charging and SAE J3068 or SAE CCS connectors for fast charging. Charging
infrastructure includes 150 kW DC or 22 kW AC for the first two demonstration units and
250kW DC or 44 kW AC for subsequent and commercialized units. The freight facility sites
will each feature standards-based, open architecture and interoperable charging infrastructure for
off-road electric equipment, on-road electric trucks and employee workplace charging. Two
standards-based, open architecture and interoperable charging stations along a key freight
corridor for use by project fleets and the public will also be deployed. Up to 58 chargers will be
installed ranging from 7.2 kW up to 150 kW.

Cost

Cost estimates are not available for these trucks, although with incentives the cost to customers is
expected to be in line with other similar technologies, and the costs are expected to be
substantially reduced once these trucks reach a wide-scale deployment and full-production phase.

Timeline and Commercialization
The Volvo project is planned to begin in the Q1 of 2019 and be completed in Q1 of 2021.
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Response to Comment SCAQMD-1

The history of the China Shipping Container Terminal Project is discussed in detail in
Section 1.3 of the Recirculated DSEIR, including the basis for proposal of the Revised
Project that is evaluated in this SEIR. As explained in detail in the Introduction and
Project Description chapters of the Recirculated DSEIR, of the 52 measures adopted in
the 2009 EIS/EIR, 10 mitigation measures and one lease measure from the 2008 EIS/EIR
have not been fully implemented in a timely manner; re-evaluation by LAHD of those
measures, based on the feasibility of those measures, subsequent availability of
alternative technologies, and actual need for mitigation, has shown that certain measures
identified in the 2008 EIS/EIR are unnecessary or infeasible, while others need to be
modified to ensure their feasibility or to incorporate advances in technology. The
Revised Project replaces those 2008 EIS/EIR mitigation measures that LAHD has
determined are infeasible or no longer necessary and determines based on substantial
evidence that no further or additional feasible mitigation is available for those impacts, or
for the impacts of the Revised Project. In compliance with CEQA, and as is addressed in
detail in Section 2.5.2.1 of the Recirculated DSEIR, the Revised Project comprises all
feasible replacement mitigation measures for significant impacts of the China Shipping
Container Terminal Project.

CEQA requires, however, that LAHD may not implement the revisions to mitigation that
constitute the Revised Project until it has completed environmental review of the
modified or deleted mitigation measures (See Napa Citizens for Honest Govt. v. Napa
County Bd. of Supervisors (2001) 91 Cal. App.4th 342, 359). Therefore, the project
approvals that were previously granted, based on the 2008 EIS/EIR, remain in effect
without modification until such time as revisions to mitigation are approved after
environmental review. LAHD is proceeding as expeditiously as possible with that
process, which necessarily requires that it take the time necessary to ensure full and
adequate compliance with CEQA.

With respect to zero and near-zero-emissions trucks and cargo handling equipment,
please see Master Response 2: Zero-Emissions Technologies and Master Response 3:
Port-Wide Emissions Reduction Programs.

Response to Comment SCAQMD -2

As explained in Section 1.2.3.2 of the RDSEIR, the ASJ allowed for China Shipping to
continue operating the terminal under the existing lease (Permit No. 999) signed in 2001.
While the lease was supposed to have been amended after certification of the 2008 EIR,
“[t]he preparation of an EIR is not generally the appropriate forum for determining the
nature and consequences of prior conduct of a project applicant . . ..” (Eureka Citizens for
Responsible Gov’t v. City of Eureka (2007) 147 Cal.App.4th 357, 371). As required
under CEQA, the Recirculated DSEIR will be used by LAHD, as the lead agency under
CEQA, in making a decision regarding the future operation of the Revised Project. If it is
determined that changes to existing mitigation measures are recommended as a result of
the Recirculated DSEIR, the Board of Harbor Commissioners will consider amending the
lease for operations at Berths 97-109 to include those measures. Any action by LAHD to
enforce mitigation measures (past or future), or other lease provisions, would be a
separate proceeding outside the scope of this EIR process. In addition, please refer to
Master Response 4: Non-Compliance with the FEIR Mitigation Measures.

Berths 97—-109 (China Shipping) Container Terminal SCH # 2003061153
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Response to Comment SCAQMD-3

Please see Master Response 2: Zero- and Near-Zero-Emission Technologies for a more
detailed discussion of this issue. The LAHD agrees that there have been major advances
in emissions reduction and control technology since 2008, including near-zero- and zero-
emission technologies in the goods movement industry. As the 2017 CAAP discusses in
considerable detail (2017 CAAP Section 1), the Port anticipates that marine terminals
will transition to zero- and near-zero-emission cargo handling equipment by 2030, and
the drayage industry to zero- and near-zero-emission trucks by 2035. As a clarifying
point, please note that the figure of 1,200 Ibs of NOx per day cited in the comment is the
difference between the Revised Project Scenario and the FEIR Mitigated Scenario in
2014, as shown in Table 3.1-11, not the 5,284 pounds per day difference in emissions
between the Revised Project in 2014 and the 2008 baseline, which is disclosed in Table
3.1-9 for purposes of the SEIR’s impact-significance determination between 2008 and
2014.

The LAHD disagrees with the comment’s characterization of the Recirculated DSEIR as
“relaxing and removing key air quality mitigation measures with no replacement
measures.” The Revised Project proposes to remove MM AQ-16 because it was
determined to be completely redundant to MM AQ-17 and therefore achieved no
additional emissions reductions, and MM AQ-20, because it was determined to be
entirely infeasible. In the case of MM AQ-20, the concept of attempting to force an
individual terminal to alter the drayage truck industry was determined to be infeasible
(Recirculated DSEIR Section 2.5.2.2), meaning that there is no feasible replacement
measure that could be applied to the CS Terminal. The remaining air quality measures
were modified to make them feasible given the state of technology at this time.
Accordingly, the Recirculated DSEIR does propose all feasible mitigation.

Furthermore, the LAHD does not agree that the environmental document for a single
project (particularly one that does not include any physical modifications of the terminal)
is the appropriate mechanism for mandating the introduction of zero-emission
technologies that have yet to be proven feasible. The 2017 CAAP anticipates the
introduction of technologies such as near-zero- and zero-emission cargo-handling and
other goods movement-related equipment, but explicitly points out that most of those
technologies are not yet available for application in the port environment. The 2017
CAAP and the 2018 Feasibility Study (Tetra Tech/GNA, 2019b) do not identify any of
these technologies as feasible for terminal-specific mitigation. At this time, near-zero-
and zero-emission technologies are still in the pilot and demonstration phases, and
forcing a marine terminal to employ them in large numbers, only to discover
subsequently that they cannot do the work or are economically uncompetitive, would
guarantee future non-compliance. The Recirculated DSEIR does provide for
incorporation of currently unavailable technologies in the future, at such time as they are
determined to be feasible: LM MM AQ-1 and LM AQ-3 obligate the CS Terminal to test
and evaluate zero-emission equipment and to purchase such equipment as it is deemed
feasible, consistent with the goals of the 2017 CAAP.

Response to Comment SCAQMD-4

As described in Section 2.5.2 of the Recirculated DSEIR, the mitigation measures that
were modified under the Revised Project were determined to be either infeasible as
initially formulated (e.g., MM AQ-20) or no longer relevant (e.g., MM AQ-16 and
several transportation-related measures). The purpose of the SEIR is to modify infeasible

Berths 97—-109 (China Shipping) Container Terminal SCH # 2003061153
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mitigation measures and to impose all feasible mitigation. Any increases in emissions are
attributable to increased projected cargo throughput compared to the projections in the
2008 EIS/EIR and to the lesser effectiveness of feasible mitigation measures compared to
the measures contained in the 2008 document that turned out to be infeasible.

With respect to consistency with the AQMP, it is important to note that the AQMP is not
based upon commitments from specific projects analyzed under CEQA, and in fact
neither the CS Terminal nor the Approved Project is referenced anywhere in the 2016
AQMP. Rather, the 2016 AQMP emissions inventory is based on CARB regulatory
models and databases using existing fleet information; technologies based on the current
fleet and the future effects on that fleet of adopted rules and regulations; and regional and
sub-regional growth forecasts, including growth at the ports. The 2016 AQMP does not
rely upon emission reductions from those mitigation measures, and those measures do not
affect the 2016 AQMP control strategy. Please see Response to Comment SCAQMD-28
for more detail on this issue.

With respect to consistency with the 2017 CAAP, the Revised Project contains, and the
Recirculated DSEIR analyzes, feasible mitigation that can be applied to reduce air
emissions from operation of the CS Terminal. The Revised Project does not “remove key
air quality mitigation measures from the 2008 EIR.” Instead, it revises the mitigation
measures to make them feasible in accordance with to current technology and operating
practices. The Revised Project proposed to combine Mitigation Measure MM AQ-16
with MM AQ-17. The Revised Project proposed to eliminate MM AQ-20 because it was
never feasible (see Response to Comment SCAQMD-3) and would not have achieved
any emissions reductions. See Master Response 1: Feasible Mitigation — Guidance and
Applicability and Master Response 2: Zero Emission Technologies for discussions of the
infeasibility of MM AQ-20.

The 2017 CAAP anticipates the introduction of technologies such as near-zero- and zero-
emission cargo-handling and other goods movement-related equipment, but explicitly
points out that most of those technologies are not yet available for application in the port
environment. As discussed in the Recirculated DSEIR (Section 3.1.4.4, Impacts AQ-3
and AQ-8), the Revised Project is consistent with the 2017 CAAP: it includes feasible
mitigation measures that will reduce emissions and it includes provisions (LM AQ-1 and
LM AQ-3) to incorporate advanced technologies into the CS Terminal’s operations as
they are deemed feasible.

The comment references Attachment B, which is a list of projects being supported by the
District and CARB. Given that all of those projects are pilot and demonstration projects,
many apparently not even underway at the time the list was prepared, the LAHD does not
agree that the attachment supports a claim of current feasibility. In fact, as Master
Response 2: Zero- and Near-Zero-Emission Technologies explains, none of the
technologies listed in Attachment B has reached a stage of development sufficient to be
deemed commercially and operationally feasible.

Response to Comment SCAQMD-5

The comment is noted and is hereby part of the Final SEIR. The comment is general and
does not reference any specific section of the Recirculated DSEIR, therefore no further
response is required (Public Resources Code § 21091(d); CEQA Guidelines § 15204(a)).

Berths 97—-109 (China Shipping) Container Terminal SCH # 2003061153
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Response to Comment SCAQMD-6

The District’s summary of the Revised Project is noted and is hereby part of the Final
SEIR. The comment is general and does not reference any specific section of the
Recirculated DSEIR, therefore no further response is required (Public Resources Code §
21091(d); CEQA Guidelines § 15204(a)).

Response to Comment SCAQMD-7

LAHD does not believe that it is feasible to establish emissions reductions targets beyond
the reductions achieved by the feasible mitigation measures evaluated in this SEIR. With
respect to the District’s recommendations for more aggressive emissions reduction targets
and mitigation measures, please see Master Response 1: Feasible Mitigation — Guidance
and Applicability and Master Response 2: Zero-and Near-Zero-Emission Technologies;
the mitigation measures in the Revised Project represent the most aggressive feasible
measures that can at present be imposed on a single terminal through CEQA.

With respect to consistency with the 2016 AQMP, please see Response to Comment
SCAQMD-28. With respect to the issue of Port growth projections, please note that, as
described in Section 1.4.1, the Recirculated DSEIR used the most recent projections of
Port cargo growth and terminal capacity available (i.e., 2016 projections). In fact, those
data were the basis for including a revised estimate of future throughput at the CS
Terminal as a factor in assessing the impacts of the Revised Project (Recirculated DSEIR
Section 1.4.1.5); otherwise, the Recirculated DSEIR would have used the throughput
projections in the 2008 EIS/EIR, resulting in substantially less impact than identified in
this analysis.

With respect to technology assessments performed as part of the 2017 CAAP, see Master
Response 2: Zero- and Near-Zero-Emission Technologies. All of the factors presented in
that master response were taken into consideration, as suggested by the commenter, in
developing mitigation measures that are feasible and can contribute to the Revised
Project’s fair share of emission reductions.

Response to Comment SCAQMD-8

With respect to the comment on the measure identified in the 2008 EIS/EIR’s MMRP as
“MM AQ-22 — Periodic Review of New Technology and Regulations,” that measure was
not imposed as a CEQA or NEPA mitigation measure on the original project approval.
Rather, the 2008 EIS/EIR determined that measure did not meet all the criteria for CEQA
or NEPA mitigation, and instead identified it as a lease measure with uncertain potential
to reduce future emissions. Because the potential for MM AQ-22 to reduce emissions
was not known, it was not included in calculating project emissions in the 2008 EIS/EIR.
That measure, in combination with LM AQ-23 and as discussed in Section 2.5.2.1 of the
Recirculated DSEIR, was not incorporated into the tenant’s permit. As a result, the
seven-year technology review was not implemented by 2015. Even if the review had
taken place in 2015, none of the measures related to cargo-handling equipment (MM AQ-
15, AQ-16, and AQ-17) would have been affected: the latter two had implementation
dates prior to January 1, 2015, and MM AQ-15’s implementation date was 1 January,
2015. In the case of MM AQ-20, which had implementation dates extending to 2018, a
2015 technology review would not have identified an alternative feasible technology
given that there is still no such technology in 2019 (see Master Response 2: Zero-and
Near-Zero-Emission Technologies). Please note that the original intent of LM AQ-22 —
to facilitate the incorporation of lower-emission technologies into the operation of the CS
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Terminal as they become available — is met by the Revised Project’s LM AQ-1: Cleanest
Available Cargo-Handling Equipment. That measure ensures periodic check-ins to verify
that the CS Terminal’s equipment replacement process is consistent with the goals of the
2017 CAAP regarding near-zero- and zero-emission equipment.

The LAHD disagrees with the District’s characterization of the Recirculated DSEIR as
having dismissed MMs AQ-15, AQ-16, and AQ-17 on the grounds of infeasibility. MM
AQ-16 was not dismissed but rather combined with MM AQ-17 because there is actually
no distinction between railyard equipment and container yard equipment. MMs AQ-15
and AQ-17 were not dismissed but were instead revised to reflect the realities of current
cargo-handling equipment. The Recirculated DSEIR notes (Section 2.5.2.1) that,
consistent with the findings of the 2017 CAAP, zero-emission technologies were not, at
the time of publication, feasible for yard tractors, top-picks, and heavy-duty forklifts.
However, the Recirculated DSEIR also notes that, in accordance with the goals of the
2017 CAAP, CARB, and the mayors of Los Angeles and Long Beach, such technology is
expected to be phased in to the CS Terminal over the next decade (i.e., by 2030 at the
latest). MM AQ-17 requires the CS Terminal to transition to all-electric RTGs in those
areas of the terminal that can support them and explains why the entire RTG inventory
cannot be converted to electric power without substantial terminal modifications.
Furthermore, LM AQ-1 requires the terminal to work with the Port to attain the 2017
CAAP’s equipment procurement goals (i.e., to transition to zero-emission CHE as soon
as practicable).

MM AQ-20 was dismissed on the grounds of infeasibility based upon substantial
evidence. As described in detail in Section 2.5.2.1 (pp 2-22 to 2-24) and the report
“Assessment of the Feasibility of Requiring Alternative-Technology Drayage Trucks at
Individual Container Terminals,” cited in that section as LAHD (2017) and hereinafter
the “Drayage Truck Study,” the Port based its dismissal of MM AQ-20 on three factors:
industry structural constraints, truck technology constraints, and financial constraints.

With regard to the financial issues raised in the comment, please note that at no point did
the Recirculated DSEIR determine infeasibility exclusively on the basis of financial loss
or hardship. The financial information in Chapter 1 of the Recirculated DSEIR was
provide as background to illustrate the economic downturn that occurred after
certification of the 2008 FEIR. China Shipping is a subsidiary of Cosco, not the entirety
of that corporation, and Cosco’s profits and losses are not necessarily indicative of China
Shipping’s economic performance in a given year. Furthermore, China Shipping’s
operations at the CS terminal must be financially competitive with the other terminals
operating in the Ports, regardless of Cosco’s global financial performance, meaning that
very expensive mitigation measures may be unduly burdensome to the terminal.

The LAHD intends to comply fully with all requirements of CEQA with regard to
mitigation measures determined to be infeasible.

Response to Comment SCAQMD-9

Please refer to Response to Comment CoSPNC-4. The Recirculated DSEIR explained
this issue in detail in Section 2.5.2.1. Furthermore, binding the effective start date of
mitigation measures to certification of the Final SEIR, as the District recommends, would
not result in most of those measures actually being implemented. All of the measures
require implementation by the CS Terminal’s tenant, and the only way to obligate the
tenant to implement the measures is through provisions of a lease amendment. As the
District pointed out in its own comment, “Mitigation measures must be fully enforceable

Berths 97—-109 (China Shipping) Container Terminal SCH # 2003061153
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through permit conditions, agreements, or other legally binding instruments.” That is
why the mitigation measures are scheduled based on the effective date of a new lease
amendment.

With regard to contingency measures, it is unclear what specific enforceable measures
the District has in mind, and without specific suggestions no further response is required
(PRC 21091(d); CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a)).

Response to Comment SCAQMD-10

The LAHD disagrees with the comment’s statement that a number of mitigation measures
have been “forgone” and with the comment’s characterization of the Revised Project as a
“further weakening of the commitment to emissions reductions.” The Revised Project
proposes to eliminate MM AQ-20, which was not implemented, as discussed in the
Recirculated DSEIR (Section 2.5.2.2). It was determined to be infeasible as originally
written and was therefore not included in the Revised Project because there is no feasible
way to implement it on an individual terminal basis (see RDSEIR Section 2.5.2.2, the
Drayage Truck Study, and Response to Comment SCAQMD-11). The remaining air
quality measures were partially implemented, and the Revised Project has modified those
measures to make them feasible given the state of technology at this time. The LAHD
remains committed to achieving all emissions reductions within its authority and
consistent with feasible technology. That commitment is clearly articulated in the 2017
CAAP.

Response to Comment SCAQMD-11

In removing MM AQ-20 from the Revised Project, the LAHD recognizes that, contrary
to the expectations of the stakeholders in 2008, LNG trucks have not been successfully
introduced into the drayage industry in sufficiently large numbers to support a
requirement of 100% LNG trucks at any given terminal, and that a different approach is
necessary. The LAHD disagrees with the District’s statement that the removal of MM
AQ-20 shows a lack of commitment to “achieving a zero-emission goods movement
future”. LNG trucks are not part of a zero-emission environment —they still emit air
pollutants in the form of NOx, CO, and CO», although at lower rates than diesel trucks
and without diesel particulate matter. They were conceived at the time as the best
possible approach to reducing drayage truck emissions, but they turned out not to be
successful at achieving that goal: as Mr. David Pettit of the Natural Resources Defense
Council pointed out (KPCC, 2017), “It was a huge experiment with public money, well
meaning, and it didn’t work. This is public money going to private industry to clean up
the air pollution that private industry is causing. A lot of money was essentially wasted
on subsidizing LNG trucks that were not successful in operation.” The failure to achieve
substantial progress towards the goal of 100% LNG trucks reflects the trucking industry’s
real-world experience with LNG trucks, as highlighted in the KPCC article, and the
realities of the goods movement industry, as described in the Drayage Truck Study and
summarized in Section 2.5.2.1 of the Recirculated DSEIR.

As discussed in more detail in the Drayage Truck Study, Master Response 2: Zero- and
Near-Zero-Emission Technologies, and Master Response 3: Port-Wide Emissions
Reduction Programs, an industry-wide solution to drayage truck emissions is needed.
The 2017 CAAP outlines that solution — the Clean Trucks Program’s proposed fleet-wide
transition to near-zero-emission (including LNG technology) and ultimately zero-
emission trucks as they become economically and operationally feasible — and commits
the ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach to pursuing and implementing that solution.
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That commitment includes a schedule: the ports have a goal of achieving zero-emissions
drayage operations by 2035. Considering that there are at this time no commercially
available zero-emissions trucks capable of heavy-duty drayage operations, this is an
ambitious goal; even the goal of a near-zero-emissions truck fleet in the near future is
ambitious, given the regulatory and technological uncertainties outlined in the 2017
CAAP (see p. 34) and the enormous expense of replacing the older trucks. The District’s
comment suggests an even more aggressive schedule of zero-emissions by 2029 but does
not provide any information on how to accomplish that goal.

Please note that the comment’s statement that “LNG-fueled trucks made only six percent
of truck calls operated by WBCT, including the Revised Project” is inaccurate: WBCT
did not operate any trucks because it is a container terminal operating firm, not a trucking
firm or licensed motor carrier (see also the letter from E. Wise to J. Sidley, March 25,
2015, which reiterates that “neither WBCT nor China Shipping provides over the road
trucks or trucking services” [cited in footnote 94 of NRDC’s comment letter as
“Attachment 33 at POLA000995]). As described in the Drayage Truck Study, decisions
about which trucks are sent to the WBCT-operated terminals are made by third parties.
The percentage of LNG-fueled trucks servicing any given terminal is a product of those
decisions and is out of WBCT’s control.

Response to Comment SCAQMD-12

The comment suggests the inclusion of additional measures for facilitating the
development of zero-emission trucks. The suggested measures are essentially the same,
and would serve the same purposes, as those measures that are already included in the
Recirculated DSEIR. A preferential access system for clean trucks (LM AQ-2 Priority
Access for Drayage) would incentivize contracting with cleaner truck fleets. The
establishment of an air quality fund (essentially, LM GHG-1 GHG Credit Fund) would be
aimed at paying for emission reductions in the project vicinity. In addition, please note
that the Clean Truck Program will impose fees on drayage trucks that do not meet the
CARB?’s near-zero emission standard, once that is promulgated. Note also that the Port
funds the Technology Advancement Program, some of the goals of which are consistent
with the District’s suggestion. Finally, the Port already funds the Port Community
Mitigation Fund that is used to mitigate direct port impacts as consistent with the
restrictions placed on the use of public trust funds for off-port purposes (summarized in a
letter from J. Lucchesi, State Lands Commission, to Meghan Reese, Harbor Community
Benefit Foundation, December 6, 2017).

Response to Comment SCAQMD-13

As the high compliance rates in the AMP data cited by the comment show, shipping lines
are clearly making good faith efforts to achieve up to 100% compliance at the CS
Terminal. A close look at the data in Table 2-1 of the Recirculated DSEIR shows,
however, that they are not able to do so consistently — in 2015 the compliance rate was
94%, the highest compliance rate, in 2016, was 99%, and compliance fell to 96% in 2017.
The Recirculated DSEIR (Section 2.5.2.1) discusses the reasons why requiring 95% is
appropriate.

The 2017 CAAP (Section 1.5) also discusses the State’s goal of achieving 100%
compliance and outlines existing programs and future initiatives that the Port will
undertake to increase compliance. However, the Ports have pointed out in their comment
on CARB’s proposed measure on at-berth emissions (POLB and POLA, 2019) that the
CARB?’s requirement to control 100% of vessels calls is not realistic. They point to the
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likelihood of redundant systems with severe physical challenges, they predict costs in the
hundreds of millions of dollars with minimal emissions benefits, and they do not believe
that whatever implementation scenario is chosen can be implemented within CARB’s
proposed deadlines. A compliance requirement of 95% is consistent with both POLA
practice and the constraints to higher compliance rates due to emergencies and third-party
vessels that are not AMP capable as discussed in the Recirculated DSEIR, and thus
represents all feasible mitigation.

With respect to the suggestion that mitigation go into effect on the date of the FSEIR’s
certification, please refer to Response to Comment SCAQMD-9. With respect to a
mitigation fee for non-compliance, please refer to Response to Comment CFASE-9.

Response to Comment SCAQMD-14

As the high compliance rates in the VSRP data cited by the comment show, shipping
lines calling at the CS Terminal have approached 98% compliance at the 40 nm limit.
However, MM AQ-10’s required compliance rate of 100% has not been consistently
achieved, particularly in the 20-40 nm zone, where compliance between 2012 and 2018
was often less than 95% for the major shipping lines (compliance rates of China Shipping
vessels were consistently among the highest of the major lines). The Recirculated DSEIR
(Section 2.5.2.1) discusses why requiring 95% is appropriate, and further points out that
the effects on public health and air quality of a non-compliance rate of 5% are negligible.
The 2017 CAAP (Section 1.4) also discusses constraints to achieving 100% compliance,
and outlines the Ports’ existing programs and future initiatives to increase compliance in
the 20-40 nm zone. Based on the most recent data for 2017 and 2018 (see
https://www.portoflosangeles.org/environment/air-quality/vessel-speed-reduction-
program), the average compliance rate at the 40 nm limit for shipping lines calling at the
Port has been approximately 85%. The Port of Long Beach’s average compliance rate in
2017 was 91% (see http://www.polb.com/environment/air/greenflag.asp). A compliance
requirement of 95% is consistent with both POLA practice and the constraints to higher
compliance rates discussed in the 2017 CAAP and the Recirculated DSEIR and
represents all feasible mitigation.

With respect to the suggestion that mitigation go into effect on the date of the FSEIR’s
certification, please refer to Response to Comment SCAQMD-9. With respect to a
mitigation fee for non-compliance, please refer to Response to Comment CFASE-9.

Response to Comment SCAQMD-15

The phase-in dates for ultra-low NOx/near-zero-emissions yard tractors set forth in MM
AQ-15 are the result of careful study by the LAHD, considering both the availability of
the technology and the financial implications of replacing existing yard tractors at the CS
Terminal that have substantial useful life left. Changes to MM AQ-15 require
replacement of model years 2007 or older no later than one year after the effective date of
a new lease amendment. This immediate turnover is tied to the useful life of the yard
tractors that are in use at the CS Terminal and could, as a recent technology review by the
LAHD’s consultant suggests, be due as early as 2020. As described in that review, the
Port’s consultants contacted manufacturers of yard tractors to ascertain the availability of
units equipped with any of several LNG or CNG-fueled engines CARB-certified to meet
the 0.02 g/bhp-hr standard. As of 2017, no such units had actually been deployed, but the
two manufacturers involved in near-zero-emission yard tractor production (TICO and
Capacity) expressed confidence that an engine such as the Cummins Westport 6.7-liter
ISL G Near-Zero engine would be readily adaptable to their tractor models. Cummins
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Westport stated that large-scale production of that engine awaited a substantial demand,
which had not yet appeared. The survey concluded that units might be available in
adequate quantities to support a fleet replacement effort starting in 2020 to 2022,
depending on the availability of the engine.

Please see Master Response 2: Zero- and Near-Zero-Emission Technologies, which
discusses the feasibility of zero-emission technology in the port environment, and
Response to Comment SCAQMD-3, which explains the problem with requiring unproven
technologies as CEQA mitigation. The LAHD believes that it would be imprudent to
require replacement of existing tractors with zero-emission yard tractors “within one year
of Final SEIR certification™ because there is no assurance that such tractors would be
commercially available, let alone in sufficient quantities, by that time. As noted in the
master response and in the 2017 CAAP, zero-emission technologies suitable for the
container terminal environment are not, contrary to the comment’s assertion,
“commercially available for deployment today”.

Given the uncertainty of the availability of near-zero- and zero-emissions yard tractors
and the amount of remaining useful life on MY 2011 and newer yard tractors, the LAHD
has determined that the phase-in schedule required by MM AQ-15 is the most aggressive
feasible mitigation. The phase-in schedules in MM AQ-15 ensure that substantial
emission reductions are achieved in the near term while zero emissions technologies
mature sufficiently. As the Recirculated DSEIR explains (Section 2.5.2.1), the longer-
term goal, supported by LM AQ-1, LM AQ-3, and LM AQ-22, is to convert the CS
Terminal to zero-emission technology by 2030, consistent with the goal of the 2017
CAAP.

Please note that the federal ozone attainment deadline is completely unrelated to the
feasibility of a particular technology; using that deadline as the basis for a mitigation
measure’s schedule could very well result in future non-compliance.

Response to Comment SCAQMD-16

The District’s concern over the phase-in schedule for CHE is noted, but the reasons for
that schedule were clearly explained in the Recirculated DSEIR (Section 1.2.4.2 and
Section 2.5.2.1). To summarize, much of the CHE in service at the CS Terminal has
considerable useful life remaining, and scrapping those units immediately and replacing
them with more expensive Tier 4-compliant units would be prohibitively expensive.
Nevertheless, MM AQ-17 does incorporate the need to achieve the objectives of the 2017
CAAP and of the original 2008 EIS/EIR with respect to reducing CHE emissions as soon
as practicable. As stated on p. 2-20 of the Recirculated DSEIR, “The replacement
schedule for CHE incorporated the useful economic service life of the existing equipment
and the high capital costs (e.g., $650,000 per unit for toppicks; LAHD 2014) but
accelerated the replacement.” (Note that the citation LAHD 2014 in the Recirculated
DSEIR has been changed to LAHD, 2016 in the FSEIR [p. 3-9].)

Please note that arbitrarily speeding up phase-in schedules for a mitigation measure is
inadvisable, since phase-in cannot occur faster than equipment is proven and available in
adequate numbers (please see Master Response 2: Zero- and Near-Zero Emission
Technologies, for a discussion of the potential availability of such equipment for in-use
deployment).

As stated in the Recirculated DSEIR and Master Response 4: Non-Compliance with the
Original FEIR Mitigation Measures, LAHD implements mitigation measures on
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container terminal projects by including them in leases with its tenants. Since the tenant
never signed the new lease, the 2008 mitigation measures were not included in the
tenant’s lease and could not be enforced by the LAHD. This situation applies to MM
AQ-17, which, as the comment points out, required the tenant to participate in a one-year
electric yard tractor pilot project. As stated in Table 2-1 of the Recirculated DSEIR, this
pilot project was not implemented by the tenant, and the LAHD could not enforce this
requirement through the tenant’s lease. Section 2.5.2.2 of the Recirculated DSEIR
includes a new lease measure, LM AQ-3, that, unlike MM AQ-17’s yard tractor pilot
project, calls for a one-year demonstration project with at least ten units of zero-emission
cargo handling equipment along with feasibility assessments in 2020 and 2025, all
leading to a goal of 100% zero-emission cargo handling equipment by 2030. This new
lease measure is more robust than the original pilot project in MM AQ-17 and, like all
other measures, would be implemented once a lease amendment occurs.

Response to Comment SCAQMD-17

Although low NOy 18-ton forklifts are not currently commercially available (see Master
Response 2: Zero- and Near-Zero Emission Technologies), please note that LM AQ-1:
Cleanest Available Cargo Handling Equipment would ensure that, if available emissions
control technology that exceeds the requirements of MM AQ-17 (e.g., low-NOx or zero-
emissions) is available at the time of equipment replacement, the CS Terminal would be
required to purchase 18-ton forklifts with that technology.

With respect to the suggestion that the replacement schedule for 5-ton and 18-ton
forklifts be related to the date of the FSEIR’s certification, please refer to Response to
Comment SCAQMD-9.

Response to Comment SCAQMD-18

As described in the Recirculated DSEIR (p. 2-19), the replacement schedule for
toppicks/top handlers reflects the economic realities of replacing units with significant
remaining useful life, given how expensive toppicks are ($650,000 for conventional units
[Recirculated DSEIR p. 2-20], likely more for units with advanced emissions control).
The schedule is based upon China Shipping’s representations to the LAHD of
replacement costs, as described in the Recirculated DSEIR (p. 2-19). Please note, too,
that LM AQ-1: Cleanest Available Cargo Handling Equipment would ensure that, if
available emissions control technology that exceeds the requirements of MM AQ-17
(e.g., low-NOx or zero-emissions) is available at the time of equipment replacement, the
CS Terminal would be required to purchase that technology.

Response to Comment SCAQMD-19

As described in the Recirculated DSEIR (p. 2-19 and p. 2-21), the replacement schedule
for RTGs reflects both the economic realities of replacing units with significant
remaining useful life, as represented to the LAHD by China Shipping, and the constraints
to deploying all-electric units in most of the CS Terminal. MM AQ-17 would begin
replacing diesel-powered cranes within three years of a new lease amendment, and by
2030 the RTG fleet would be electrified to the extent allowed by the CS Terminal’s
configuration.

Response to Comment SCAQMD-20

As described in the Recirculated DSEIR (p. 2-19 and p. 2-20), the replacement
schedule for sweepers reflects the economic realities of replacing units with significant
remaining useful life, as represented to the LAHD by China Shipping. With respect to
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the suggestion that the replacement schedule for sweepers be related to the date of the
FSEIR’s certification, please refer to Response to Comment SCAQMD-9.

Response to Comment SCAQMD-21

As described in the Recirculated DSEIR (p. 2-19 and p. 2-20), the replacement schedule
for shuttle buses reflects the economic realities of replacing units with significant
remaining useful life, as represented to the LAHD by China Shipping. With respect to
the suggestion that the replacement schedule for shuttle buses be related to the date of the
FSEIR’s certification, please refer to Response to Comment SCAQMD-9.

Response to Comment SCAQMD-22

A demonstration program for OGV retrofits would not result in substantial reductions of
ongoing emissions, since at most two or three vessels would be involved. Such
demonstrations have been undertaken in the past, and as described in the 2017 CAAP
(sections 1.6 and 1.7) the ports continue to work with the shipping industry on reducing
vessel emissions. Substantial emissions reductions can only be achieved by actions at the
fleet level. Because the ports have no control over cargo vessels, the 2017 CAAP
adopted the Clean Ship Program, which uses financial incentives to encourage
deployment of cleaner vessels (i.e., those with Tier 2 and Tier 3 engines) to the San Pedro
Bay area in higher numbers than would otherwise be the case and to discourage calls by
Tier 0 vessels.

Furthermore, the 2008 EIS/EIR included, aside from the VSRP, four OGV mitigation
measures, MM AQ-11 through AQ-14, that were aimed at requiring the use of low sulfur
fuel and slide valves on main engines, and at encouraging the rerouting of cleaner ships
and new vessel builds, since neither the Port nor the tenant has any direct control over the
deployment and purchasing of vessels. These four OGV measures are not included in the
SEIR because they would not be removed or modified as part of the Revised Project. In
addition, MM AQ-14 New Vessel Builds already targets future technologies to reduce
criteria pollutant emissions (NOx, SOx and PM) and GHG emissions from vessels
through design considerations, which is consistent with the comment’s suggestion.

Finally, CEQA does not require that a supplemental EIR for proposed changes to a
previously approved project assess mitigation to reduce or avoid impacts of the project
that occurred prior to approval of the proposed change. Nevertheless, for informational
purposes only, the Recirculated DSEIR does disclose emissions that occurred between
2008 and the present due to incomplete implementation of mitigation from the 2008
EIS/EIR (see Table 3.1-11.) See also Master Response 4: Non-Compliance with the
Original FEIR Mitigation Measures.

Response to Comment SCAQMD-23

The comment has extrapolated from the figures for two months presented in the cited
article to characterize WBCT’s turn times as the worst in San Pedro Bay. Drayage truck
turn times vary substantially from month to month at all terminals, largely as a result of
short-term variations in cargo volumes, although also reflecting various other time-
varying factors as well as different terminal configurations and operating modes (e.g.,
wheeled versus stacked). Accordingly, two months of data provide a very poor
indication of overall performance for any terminal and should not be the basis for
mandating a mitigation measure. The actual GeoStamp data used in the cited article
(Harbor Trucking Association, 2018) shows that in 33 of the 48 months over the four-
year period ending December 2018 WBCT’s turn times were below the bay-wide
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monthly average, and for the entire period the average turn time was the same as the bay-
wide average (GeoStamp data provided by POLA, January 2019).

Please note, too, that turn times are not the same as idling times. Idling refers to the
amount of time a truck is stationary on the terminal waiting to enter, leave, or be
loaded/unloaded. Turn times are the total amount of time a truck spends on a transaction
at a terminal. Data from the Port’s annual emissions inventories, which track truck and
equipment activity, indicate that WBCT, including the CS Terminal, was in compliance
with MM AQ-21 between 2008 and 2014.

Nevertheless, the Recirculated DSEIR contains a measure (LM AQ-2 Priority Access for
Drayage) aimed at improving the turn times of zero- and near-zero emissions trucks at the
WBCT. While focused on a limited class of trucks, the measure is expected to have a
beneficial effect on turn times at that terminal. However, long turn times at container
terminals are a serious, port-wide issue that cannot be resolved by the piecemeal
application of mitigation measures at individual terminals. Recognizing that problem, the
goods movement industry, including the Port, has developed several port-wide programs
aimed at improving supply chain efficiency, with the concomitant benefit of improving
container terminal turn times. These include:

e E-Dray, a port logistics management collaborative that, among other things,
allows shippers and trucking companies to improve the efficiency of drayage
activities by matching up containers, shippers, and truckers in real time and by
managing in-terminal container storage to minimize truck waiting times
(www.edray.com);

o Port Optimizer (https://www.portoflosangeles.org/business/supply-chain/port-
optimizer™), which is a partnership between the Port and GE Transportation that
provides real-time supply chain data such as vessel arrival times and loading
details, empty container logistics, and cargo volume forecasts; and

e the Off-Terminal Chassis Depot program, currently being developed by the Port,
that will provide a centralized pool of empty chassis for use by the container
terminals in both ports.

These port-wide programs, along with other collaborative efforts among elements of the
goods movement industry, will help improve the efficiency of drayage operations at the
Port. As the District’s comment does not contain any specifics on what a mitigation
measure aimed at turn times would include, no further response is required (PRC
21091(d); CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a)).

Finally, CEQA does not require that a supplemental EIR for proposed changes to a
previously approved project assess mitigation to reduce or avoid impacts of the project
that occurred prior to approval of the proposed change. Nevertheless, for informational
purposes only, the Recirculated DSEIR does disclose emissions that occurred between
2008 and the present due to incomplete implementation of mitigation from the 2008
EIS/EIR (see Table 3.1-11.) See also Master Response 4: Non-Compliance with the
Original FEIR Mitigation Measures and Master Response 5: Comparative Emissions.

Response to Comment SCAQMD-24

The LAHD acknowledges that the Revised Project’s health risk impacts will be
significant in comparison to the floating future baseline, and that impacts under the FEIR
Mitigated Scenario would be less than significant in comparison to the floating future
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baseline, as is disclosed in the Recirculated DSEIR. However, as the Recirculated
DSEIR explains (Section 3.1.4.4, Impacts AQ-3 and AQ-8), no additional feasible
mitigation is available to apply to the Revised Project (see also Master Response 1:
Feasible Mitigation — Guidance and Applicability). With respect to the comment’s
characterization of the Revised Project’s mitigation measures as “less stringent”, please
see Response to Comment SCAQMD-3. The comment recommends that the Port
provide additional mitigation measures but offers no suggestions as to what those might
be; accordingly, no further response is required (PRC 21091(d); CEQA Guidelines
Section 15204(a)).

Response to Comment SCAQMD-25

The comment recommends that additional mitigation be provided on the basis that “it is
likely that the Port has underestimated health risks.” CEQA does not require that
mitigation be imposed for a speculative assumption. As explained below, the LAHD has
determined that the analyses in the Recirculated DSEIR were correct and that health risks
were not underestimated.

In the Recirculated DSEIR, locomotives were modeled in AERMOD as non-buoyant line
sources. The dispersion algorithms used by AERMOD for non-buoyant line, area, and
volume sources have no allowance for plume rise (EPA, 2018a). This means that when
applying the atmospheric conditions to emissions from those sources to predict their
downwind dispersion, AERMOD assumes the emission plumes have zero upward
momentum and neutral buoyancy. Therefore, for non-buoyant line, area, and volume
sources, it is appropriate to manually adjust the vertical starting point for a plume in cases
where momentum- and buoyancy-related plume rise is expected.

Because locomotives release their exhaust with upward momentum and thermal
buoyancy, AERMOD’s source heights were manually adjusted upward to equal the
expected plume heights instead of the locomotive exhaust port heights. This same
approach was used in health risk assessments for 17 major railyards prepared between
2007 and 2009 pursuant to the 2005 Statewide Railyard Agreement (CARB, 2013). For
example, the analysis for the Dolores and ICTF Rail Yards (UPRR, 2007; Table 92),
which was reviewed and approved by CARB, used AERMOD source heights identical to
those used in the Recirculated DSEIR for off-site locomotives (Table B2-1).

The commenter states that AERMOD “already accounts for the diurnal [meteorological]
patterns” when modeling the locomotive emissions as a line source, and therefore a
manual adjustment to the source height is taking double credit for plume rise. That is not
correct because, as stated above, the AERMOD line-source algorithm assumes no plume
rise due to upward momentum or thermal buoyancy; it only accounts for diurnal
variations. While diurnal meteorological patterns do affect the degree to which a plume
disperses as it is carried downwind from the source, they do not have any effect on the
starting height of the plume centerline.

The method for determining plume heights for moving locomotives was first developed
by CARB in the Roseville Rail Yard Study (CARB, 2004). At that time, the approved
regulatory dispersion model was ISCST3. However, the principle of adjusting a non-
buoyant source height upward to equal the plume height is the same whether the
dispersion model is ISCST3 or its successor, AERMOD. CARB accounted for the
differences in atmospheric stability between daytime and nighttime conditions
(specifically, the effects of stability on plume rise) to calculate different daytime and
nighttime locomotive plume heights. As a result, different AERMOD source heights were
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used in the Recirculated DSEIR for daytime versus nighttime. Without this adjustment,
the pollutant concentrations predicted by AERMOD for locomotives would have been
overstated because the modeled exhaust plumes would have been too low. Therefore,
pollutant concentrations were appropriately predicted, health risks have not been
understated, and additional mitigation measures are not warranted.

As explained above, a source height adjustment for non-buoyant AERMOD sources is
appropriate when plume rise is expected. Accordingly, health risks were not
underestimated and additional mitigation measures are not warranted.

With respect to the other sources in Table B2-1, the volume source heights for ships in
transit, turning, and docking were obtained from the Recirculated Draft EIS/EIR for the
Berth 97-109 [China Shipping] Container Terminal Project (LAHD, 2008). They are
based on a series of visual observations of containership exhaust plumes near the Port of
Los Angeles (SAIC 2006). The average plume heights were estimated to be 25 percent
above vessel stack height for fairway and precautionary area transit, 50 percent above
vessel stack height for harbor transit, and 100 percent above vessel stack height for
turning and docking. The higher plume rise at slower ship speeds is the result of lower
apparent (i.e., actual plus vessel motion) wind speeds. The resulting modeled plume
heights, which range from 49.1 to 78.6 m above water, as shown in Table B2-1, agree
reasonably well with the limite