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PREFACE

Much work has been done at local and regional levels to address important goods movement
issues. Notable long-term efforts include work conducted by the Southern California
Association of Governments® and the Metropolitan Transportation Commission.? As the State
develops its goods movement initiatives, the integrity of local and regional processes must be
maintained while adding elements that benefit from a statewide approach.

Beginning in June 2004, the Schwarzenegger Administration began a concerted effort to
assemble goods movement stakeholders to learn about the challenges and opportunities facing
the future of goods movement within the State. The input generated by these meetings resulted
in the formation of the Goods Movement Cabinet Work Group in December 2004, co-chaired by
Secretary Sunne Wright McPeak of the Business, Transportation and Housing Agency (BTH)
and Secretary Alan Lloyd of the California Environmental Protection Agency (Cal/EPA). Their
efforts led to the publication of the Administration Goods Movement Policy, “Goods Movement
in California,” in January 2005.

Secretaries McPeak and Lloyd then convened a series of “listening sessions” in Los Angeles on
January 27, 2005 and March 24, 2005 and in Oakland on February 11, 2005, to hear from the full
range of stakeholders engaged or impacted by goods movement activities. Collectively, these
sessions attracted 325 participants who offered specific ideas and recommendations to resolve
issues associated with the growth of the goods movement industry and the mitigation of its
impacts.

The development of the Goods Movement Action Plan has been a two-phase process. The
“Phase I: Foundations” report, released on September 2, 2005, characterizes the “why” and the
“what” of the State’s involvement in goods movement in the following four segments: (1) the
goods movement industry and its growth potential; (2) the four “port-to-border” transportation
corridors that constitute the State’s goods movement backbone and the associated inventory of
infrastructure projects that are being planned or that are underway; (3) the environmental and
community impacts—as well as a preliminary description of mitigation approaches and issues;
and (4) key aspects of public safety and security issues.

The Phase I report includes a compiled inventory of existing and proposed goods movement
infrastructure projects. The listing includes previously identified projects in various Regional
Transportation Plans (RTPs) and Regional Transportation Improvement Programs (RTIPS)
prepared by Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs), Regional Transportation Planning
Agencies (RTPASs), and County Transportation Commissions (CTCs). In addition, the listings
include a wide range of outlined projects underway or under consideration by the ports, railroads,
and other third parties. Prior to this compilation, no comprehensive statewide inventory has been
available.

! Southern California Association of Governments, Southern California Strateqy for Goods Movement: A Plan for
Action, February 2005.

2 Metropolitan Transportation Commission, Regional Goods Movement Study for the San Francisco Bay Area,
December 2004.




This Phase 1l Goods Movement Action Plan is a statewide action plan for goods movement
capacity expansion, goods movement-related public health and environmental impact mitigation
and community impact mitigation, and goods movement-related security and public safety
enhancements. It presents the “how,” “when,” and “who” required to integrate these efforts.
Specifically, it presents a framework for decision making regarding candidate actions and
potential “solution sets” to achieve simultaneous and continuous improvement for each of the
subject areas.

The Phase |1 effort to develop this Plan was a stakeholder-based process with input from the
public in an open and transparent public setting. In October 2005, BTH and Cal/EPA assembled
an Integrating Work Group comprised of regulators and industry, community, and environmental
leaders to provide input to the Cabinet Work Group regarding a framework for decision making
regarding candidate actions.

The following six subject-specific work groups supported the Integrating Work Group:

Infrastructure Work Group

Public Health and Environmental Impact Mitigation Work Group
Community Impact Mitigation and Workforce Development Work Group
Homeland Security and Public Safety Work Group

Innovative Finance and Alternative Funding Work Group

Technology Work Group

Each of the supporting work groups discussed the technical and public policy issues within their
domain. The Integrating Work Group resolved conflicts among the supporting groups to the
extent possible and provided critical input to assist BTH and Cal/EPA in producing a series of
comprehensive, consistent, and practical recommendations for action.

In addition to the Work Group meetings, BTH, Cal/EPA and ARB held six community meetings
in Phase Il for the development of this Plan. The locations and dates for these evening
community meetings were:

Wilmington — February 6, 2006
Commerce — February 22, 2006

Oakland - February 27, 2006

Fresno — March 15, 2006

Barrio Logan (San Diego) — July 11, 2006
Riverside — July 13, 2006

Based in part on the air pollution findings in the “Phase I: Foundations” report, the Air
Resources Board (ARB) staff began development of the Emission reduction Plan for Ports and
Goods Movement in California in the fall of 2005. The ARB Board approved the Emission
Reduction Plan in April of 2006, and the Emission Reduction Plan is a key element of this Goods
Movement Action Plan.
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GOODS MOVEMENT IN CALIFORNIA

Improving the movement of goods in California is among the highest priorities for Governor
Schwarzenegger. The State’s economy and quality of life depend upon the efficient, safe
delivery of goods to and from our ports and borders. At the same time, the environmental
impacts from goods movement activities must be reduced to ensure protection of public
health.

The goods movement and logistics industry is an increasingly important sector of good
jobs for Californians. It is vital to grow the industry by improving the essential infrastructure
needed to move goods from California’s ports throughout California and to the rest of the
country with a focus on the entire “coast to border” system of facilities, including seaports,
airports, railways, dedicated truck lanes, logistics centers, and border crossings. This
system of facilities is critical to the national goods movement network and must be the
focus of a partnership with the federal government. Improving the goods movement
infrastructure also is pivotal to relieving congestion on freeways and increasing mobility for
everyone in California. Further, it is vital that local, state, and federal authorities cooperate
to ensure port, rail and road safety and security.

It is the policy of this Administration to improve and expand California’s goods movement
industry and infrastructure, in a manner which will:

Generate jobs.

Increase mobility and relieve traffic congestion.
Improve air quality and protect public health.
Enhance public and port safety.

Improve California’s quality of life.

The Schwarzenegger Administration has established a Cabinet Work Group to lead the
implementation of this policy for goods movement and ports by working collaboratively with
the logistics industry, local and regional governments, neighboring communities, business,
labor, environmental groups and other interested stakeholders to achieve shared goals.
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. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Goods Movement Action Plan (the Plan) is an initiative of the Schwarzenegger
Administration to improve and expand California’s goods movement industry and infrastructure
in a manner which will:

Generate jobs.

Increase mobility and relieve traffic congestion.
Improve air quality and protect public health.
Enhance public and port safety.

Improve California’s quality of life.

The development of the Goods Movement Action Plan has been a two-phase process. The
“Phase I: Foundations” Report, released on September 2, 2005, characterizes the “why” and the
“what” of the State’s involvement in goods movement in the following four segments: (1) the
goods movement industry and its growth potential; (2) the four “port-to-border” transportation
corridors that constitute the State’s goods movement backbone and the associated inventory of
infrastructure needs (see Figure 1-1); (3) environmental and community impacts—as well as a
preliminary description of mitigation approaches and issues; and (4) key aspects of public safety
and security issues.

The Phase I report includes a compiled inventory of existing and proposed goods movement
infrastructure projects. The listing includes previously identified projects in various Regional
Transportation Plans (RTPs) and Regional Transportation Improvement Programs (RTIPS)
prepared by Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs), Regional Transportation Planning
Agencies (RTPASs), and County Transportation Commissions (CTCs). In addition, the listings
include a wide range of outlined projects underway or under consideration by the ports, railroads,
and other third parties. Prior to this compilation, no comprehensive statewide inventory has been
available.

This Plan is the work product of the Phase 11 effort that has been underway since September
2005. Itincludes a set of preliminary candidate actions for operational improvements,
infrastructure additions, public health and environmental impact mitigation actions, community
impact mitigation and workforce development actions, and security and public safety
improvement efforts. It presents the “how,” “when,” and “who” required to integrate these
efforts. It presents a framework for decision-making regarding candidate actions and potential
solution sets to achieve simultaneous and continuous improvement as discussed in this Plan.

The Phase Il effort focuses on action, getting to the particulars of how to make needed
improvements and address serious environmental and community concerns about goods
movement operations. The staggering growth of the goods movement industry as a consequence
of changing global business trends provides California with great opportunities and great
challenges. If needed infrastructure investments are made, growth of the industry can be a
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source of high wage jobs to California’s growing population. If infrastructure investments are
stalled or not made, job growth may be more limited and aging infrastructure will likely be
unable to serve the future needs of Californians. Similarly, if needed investments are made to
address serious environmental and community concerns associated with goods movement, public
health and quality of life can be improved. If investments are not made to address the serious
environmental and community concerns associated with goods movement sources and increases
in goods movement sources, already high levels of air pollution, along with the associated health
effects and other environmental and community impacts, will continue to increase and harm
public health and quality of life.

The complexity of the industry, the urgency of the needs for environmental and community
impact mitigation, and the vulnerabilities of vital infrastructure to the threat of terrorism require
that decisions be made now about California’s next two to three decades. While the
combinations and permutations of outcomes are almost endless, it is the Administration’s
responsibility to develop the best information possible and take prudent action even though
uncertainties remain. Public health and the economics of goods movement are too important to
the people of California to not take action.

Specifically, a statewide perspective enables:

o Assessment of projects as part of a statewide goods movement system.

e Comparison of port, rail, and highway projects in a common framework.

o |dentification of critical public health and environmental mitigation and community impact
mitigation actions.

e Prioritization of projects and actions to address the most important needs first.

e Concentration of effort to secure required funding in an orderly fashion.

e Evaluation of performance to determine if State, regional, and community benefits are
achieved.

This Goods Movement Action Plan presents a “framework for action.” Building the framework
on a performance measurement platform provides a means to evaluate, select, and fund candidate
projects and actions relative to desired outcomes. The framework is built on a foundation of
internally consistent principles aligned with Administration policy. Consistent with defined
principles, a series of evaluation criteria are established to judge the merits of prospective
projects or actions. Criteria are defined for infrastructure and operational improvements,
environmental impact mitigation, community impact mitigation and workforce development, and
public safety and security. Performance metrics are established where appropriate to quantify
and assess outputs and outcomes relative to expectations. Finally, sets of benchmarks are
developed, where appropriate, to judge how performance relates to “best-in-class” for
comparable projects or actions executed elsewhere. In order to give context to the preliminary
candidate actions, their selection and implementation timeframe, one must keep in mind the five
thematic considerations of the 22 guiding principles:

e Consider the four port-to-border corridors as one integrated system.
e Undertake simultaneous and continuous improvement in infrastructure and mitigation.



¢ Pursue excellence through technology, efficiency, and workforce development.

e Develop partnerships to advance goals.

e Promote trust, provide for meaningful public participation, and ensure environmental justice
consistent with state law.

Table I-1 presents a summary of preliminary candidate actions and projects developed by the
Business, Transportation and Housing Agency (BTH) and the California Environmental
Protection Agency (Cal/EPA). The table contains a range of items that include desired practices,
studies or evaluations, regulatory measures, and physical projects. This inventory identifies
statewide preliminary candidate actions in four categories:

e Infrastructure Projects and Operations

¢ Public Health and Environmental Impact Mitigation

e Community Impact Mitigation and Workforce Development
e Homeland Security and Public Safety

The table organizes the preliminary candidate actions as noted above and applies a timeframe to
designate immediate, short-term, intermediate-term, and long-term actions within each area of
focus. The timeframe can be interpreted” in the following terms:

e Immediate (immediate implementation; generally operational improvements)
e Short-term (0-3 years)

¢ Intermediate-term (4-10 years)

e Long-term (10+ years)

Actions are assigned to the timeframe based on considerations of complexity and scope.

By scanning vertically through the columns of the table, one can identify actions within the same
timeframe and across all four categories. Conversely, moving horizontally across the table will
reveal actions in the same area of goods movement over the four timeframes. In the
consideration of Infrastructure and Operations and Public Health and Environmental Impact
Mitigations, there are further delineations within the table that group mode-specific actions.

Collectively, the Action Plan identifies approximately 200 actions and projects recommended for
further investigation, review or implementation. In aggregate, preliminary findings indicate that
the collective capital costs total approximately $15 billion. The total cost for goods movement-
related emission reduction strategies, as compiled by the California Air Resources Board (ARB)
in the Emission Reduction Plan for Ports and Goods Movement in California (April 2006), is
estimated to be between $6 billion and $10 billion.

With the passage of the Highway Safety, Traffic Reduction, Air Quality and Port Security Bond
Act of 2006, $3.1 billion will be available to help address the wide range of infrastructure, air
quality, and homeland security aspects of California’s goods movement system. Those funds
include $2 billion for infrastructure, $1 billion for emission reduction projects, and $100 million

* The preliminary candidate infrastructure projects in Appendix C are delineated by a slightly different time frame as
follows: Short 1-5 years; Intermediate 6-10 years; and Long 11-20 years.
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to enhance homeland security. Chapter VII of the Plan includes BTH’s and Cal/EPA’s
recommendations to the California Transportation Commission (CTC) regarding allocation of
the infrastructure funding and recommendations to ARB regarding allocation of the air quality
funding. The newly formed California Maritime Transportation Security Council will
recommend allocation of the available public safety funds.

To aid the California Transportation Commission with prospective areas to direct transportation
infrastructure resources, the Action Plan presents a series of “solution sets” of high priority
projects that can produce corridor-wide improvements and lay a foundation for future project and
action implementation. Table I-2 presents those solution sets. Chapter V includes a detailed
discussion and important caveats regarding the solution sets.

Finally, the Plan is based on the fundamental principle that infrastructure project actions, public
health and environmental mitigation actions, and community impact mitigation actions must be

approached on a simultaneous and continuous basis. The Plan describes at Chapter VI how this
principle will be implemented and verified.



Table I-1

PRELIMINARY CANDIDATE ACTIONS - SUMMARY FOR FOUR CORRIDORS

Immediate Actions

Short-Term Actions
(0-3 years)

Intermediate-Term

Actions (4-10 years)

Long-Term Actions
(more than 10 yrs)

Operational Improvements

Ships

» Spread out vessel sailings and arrivals in the trans-Pacific
trade.

» Evaluate short- sea shipping — including environmental
impacts.

» Increase “destination loading” on ships from the Far East.
» Finalize ARB ship auxiliary engine rule (OAL review).
Ports

» Operate PierPass port extended gate hours program.

» Implement PierPass drayage truck fleet emission reduction
program.

» Expand labor force at the ports.

> Improve labor work rule flexibility to enable increased daily
truck turns.

» Implement virtual container yards.

» Implement incentives to limit container dwell time.

» Finalize ARB intermodal cargo equipment rule (OAL).

Rail

» Evaluate shuttle train pilot project performance.

» Utilize more rail for long haul.

> Finalize ARB intermodal cargo equipment rule (OAL).

Trucks

> Develop regional or national chassis pools.

» Implement port-wide terminal appointment systems for
truckers.

Other

» Employ better trade and transportation forecasting.

» Improve communications of fluctuating demand forecasts for
labor and equipment among carriers, railroads, and terminal
operators.

» Develop comprehensive goods movement data collection
methodologies, modeling, and data evaluation.

» Enact public-private partnership legislation.

» Enact design-build and design sequencing legislation.

Infrastructure and Operations

vV V¥V VYV ¥V ¥V ¥V VV VYV VV V VYV V

Infrastructure Projects

State Route 47, Alameda Corridor Expressway
(includes Schuyler Heim Bridge replacement).

I-710 Early Action Project: Port Terminus
Improvements.

Port of Long Beach Gerald Desmond Bridge
Replacement.

Alameda Corridor East Grade Separations.”
BNSF/UP, Los Angeles Basin Rail Capacity
Improvements.*

BNSF/UP Colton Crossing Rail Grade Separation.*
Port of Oakland 7th Street/Union Pacific Grade
Separation Reconstruction.

Port of Oakland Outer Harbor Intermodal Terminal.
Union Pacific Railroad Martinez Subdivision, Oakland
to Martinez, Capacity Improvement Project.

1-880 23rd and 29t Avenue Interchanges, Operational
improvements.

Altamont Pass Rail Corridor/Central Valley Rail Freight
Shuttle Demonstration Project.

State Route 905 Six-Lane Freeway (Mexico
border/Otay Mesa port of entry to Interstate 805).
Port of San Diego National City Marine Terminal
Operational Improvements.

BNSF Tehachapi Pass Double Track, Tunnels
Modification.

UP Central Corridor Double Track, Tunnels
Modification.

>

»

vV VYV Vv VY VV VYV V

Infrastructure Projects

Alameda Corridor East
Grade Separations.*
BNSF “Southern California
International Gateway”
Near Dock Intermodal
Facility.

Union Pacific Near Dock
Intermodal Container
Transfer Facility.

BNSF/UP Los Angeles
Basin Rail Capacity
Improvements.*

Interstate 5 Truck Lanes,
SR 14 to Calgrove Blvd.
BNSF/UP Colton Crossing
Rail Grade Separation.
[-80 Cordelia Truck Scales.
State Route 4 Extension to
the Port of Stockton.

[-580 Westbound Truck
Climbing Lanes.

I-580 Eastbound Truck
Climbing Lanes.

Otay Mesa East Border
Crossing (new).

State Route 11,State Route
905 to Otay Mesa East
Border Crossing.

Infrastructure Projects

» Alameda Corridor
East Grade
Separations*

» BNSF/UP Los
Angeles Basin Rail
Capacity
Improvements.*

* These infrastructure projects appear in more than one time frame due to the complexity and/or scope of the specific project(s).
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Table I-1

PRELIMINARY CANDIDATE ACTIONS - SUMMARY FOR FOUR CORRIDORS

Immediate Actions

Short-Term Actions
(0-3 years)

Intermediate-Term
Actions (4-10 years)

Long-Term Actions
(more than 10 yrs)

Public Health and Environmental Mitigation — Air Quality

» Support for ratification of MARPOL Annex 6 for » Utilize lower sulfur fuel (0.5% by 2007) for marine » Utilize lower sulfur fuel » Continue ongoing
international shipping. auxiliary engines. (0.1% by 2010) for ship strategies.
» Implement vessel speed reduction MOU in » Dedicate cleanest vessels to California service auxiliary engines.
Southern California. (ongoing). Obtain Sulfur Emission
» Finalize ARB ship auxiliary engine rule (i.e., » Increase use of cleaner fuels in ships through voluntary Control Area (SECA).
Office of Administrative Law (OAL) review). or regulatory mechanisms (ongoing). designation or alternative.
» Increase use of shore power or alternatives for ships Retrofit existing main
g8 through voluntary or regulatory mechanisms (ongoing). engines on ships during
& » Expand vessel speed reduction program. major maintenance
(ongoing).
Install emission controls on
ship main/auxiliary engines
of frequent flyers (ongoing).
Continue ongoing
strategies.
» Utilize CA low sulfur diesel for captive instate » Upgrade engines in switcher locomotives by 2010. Implement Tier 3 US » Continue ongoing
locomotives. » Retrofit existing locomotive engines with diesel PM standards for line haul strategies.
» Implement 1998 Railroad MOU for South Coast controls. locomotives (new engine
Q Air Basin. » Use cleaner fuels in locomotives, particularly for and rebuild standards).
= » Implement 2005 Statewide MOU for Rail Yard captive fleets and/or new facilities. Implement US low sulfur
g Risk Reduction. fuel for interstate
§ » Conduct ARB training on locomotive idling locomotives.
—~ restrictions. Concentrate Tier 3
locomotives in California
(ongoing).
» Utilize CA low sulfur diesel for trucks. » Adopt and implement ARB rule to modernize (replace Restrict entry of trucks new | » Continue ongoing
» Conduct smoke inspections for trucks in and/or retrofit) private truck fleets (ongoing). to port service unless strategies.
communities. » Modernize (replace and/or retrofit) port trucks equipped with diesel PM
» Enforce 5 minute idling limit for trucks. (ongoing). controls.
" » Accelerate software upgrade for trucks. » Implement CA/US 2007 truck emission standards. Continue ongoing
5 » Implement incentives for cleaner trucks. » Adopt and implement ARB rule to require international strategies.
E trucks to meet US emission standards.
>

>

Enforce CA rule for transport refrigeration units on
trucks, trains, ships.
Enhance enforcement of truck idling limits.




Table I-1

PRELIMINARY CANDIDATE ACTIONS - SUMMARY FOR FOUR CORRIDORS

Immediate Actions

Short-Term Actions
(0-3 years)

Intermediate-Term
Actions (4-10 years)

Long-Term Actions
(more than 10 yrs)

Public Health and Environmental
Mitigation — Air Quality, Continued

» Utilize CA low sulfur diesel for equipment.
» Finalize ARB intermodal cargo equipment rule
(i.e., OAL review).

>

Implement ARB rule for cleaner cargo handling
equipment through replacement, retrofit, or alternative
fuels (ongoing).

» Implement CA/US Tier 4

equipment emission
standards.

» Increase penetration
of zero emission or
near zero emission

strategies.

é” » Implement State incentives for cleaner fuels at » Adopt and implement ARB fork lift rule for gas-fired Upgrade cargo handling cargo handling
2 Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach. equipment (ongoing). equipment to 85% diesel equipment.

£ e » Require green equipment for goods movement related PM control or better. » Continue ongoing
ga = construction and maintenance. Continue ongoing strategies.

ST strategies.

5 » Implement incentives for cleaner harbor craft. » Adopt tighter USEPA or ARB emission standards for Implement new USEPA or | > Continue ongoing
2 harbor craft. ARB engine standards for strategies.

£ » Utilize CA low sulfur diesel for harbor craft. harbor craft.

85 » Clean up harbor craft through replacement, retrofit, or Implement incentives to

% S alternative fuels (ongoing). accelerate introduction of

g » Use shore power for harbor craft at dock. new harbor craft engines.

S Continue ongoing




Table I-1

PRELIMINARY CANDIDATE ACTIONS - SUMMARY FOR FOUR CORRIDORS

Immediate Actions

Short-Term Actions
(0-3 years)

Intermediate-Term
Actions (4-10 years)

Long-Term Actions
(more than 10 yrs)

Public Health and Environmental Mitigation — Water Quality

Apply thoroughly and enforce existing water quality
requirements (e.g., permits, certifications, etc.) on projects,
and treat complaints, tips and violations (noncompliance
with requirements) as a high priority — particularly at port
operations areas, truck traffic idling areas, and upland
disposal areas of any dredged materials.
Identify waste load allocations (pollutant level targets, in
terms of mass discharge allowed) for port-area water bodies
currently listed as impaired [pursuant to Clean Water Act
section 303(d)].
Review current ballast water exchange practices and
identify opportunities to further mitigate exotic species
introduction.
Initiate studies to better understand relationship between
airborne emissions in port areas and water quality and
beneficial use impacts.
Initiate studies to identify community impacts from project-
related activities with regards to water quality and beneficial
use of the waters (with special attention to potential
environmental justice impacts and subsistence consumption
and recreational uses).
Identify sources of marine debris discharges in port areas
and begin to eliminate them.
Implement better land planning practices that employ the
key principles of Low Impact Development (LID). For
example: use site hydrology as the organizing principle for
all others.
O Match the initial abstraction and mimic natural water
balance.
0 Employ a uniform, strategic distribution of small-scale
controls.
0 Decentralize controls and disconnect impervious
surfaces.
0 Minimize land disturbance and connected, impervious
cover,
0 Incorporate natural site elements into design.

» Establish redundant systems to eliminate or reduce
discharges of marine debris and other pollutants
causing impairments.

» Establish performance measures to measure
effectiveness of mitigation activities and overall mission
to protect enhance and restore beneficial uses of
waters in project areas.

» Continue to thoroughly apply and enforce existing
water quality requirements (e.g., permits, certifications,
etc.) on projects, and treat complaints, tips and
violations (noncompliance with requirements) as a high
priority — particularly at port operations areas, truck
traffic idling areas, and upland disposal areas of any
dredged materials.

» Apply waste load allocations (pollutant level targets, in
terms of mass discharge allowed) for port-area water
bodies approved and in force.

» Continue to identify waste load allocations (pollutant
level targets, in terms of mass discharge allowed) for
port-area water bodies currently listed as impaired
[pursuant to Clean Water Act section 303(d)].

» Implement better ballast water exchange practices and
identify opportunities to reduce and further mitigate
exotic species introduction.

» Implement recommendations from studies to reduce
water quality and beneficial use impacts from airborne
emissions in port areas.

» Implement recommendations from studies to enhance
and restore water quality and beneficial use of the
waters (with special attention to potential environmental
justice impacts and subsistence consumption and
recreational uses) in communities surrounding projects.

» Continue to implement better land planning practices
that employ the key principles of Low Impact
Development (LID).

» Monitor performance of
systems employed and
practices implemented in
previous terms and revise
plans or practices as
needed.

» Ongoing implementation of
short-term actions.

» Ongoing
implementation of
intermediate actions.




Table I-1

PRELIMINARY CANDIDATE ACTIONS - SUMMARY FOR FOUR CORRIDORS

Immediate Actions

Short-Term Actions
(0-3 years)

Intermediate-Term
Actions (4-10 years)

Long-Term Actions
(more than 10 yrs)

Public Health and Environmental Mitigation —

Hazardous Waste Management

» Develop a statewide Hazardous Waste and Contaminated
Media Management Plan for goods movement-related
infrastructure projects to ensure the integrated, safe
management of hazardous wastes and substances
encountered during project design and construction.

» Account for the costs of any required management of
contaminated soils, mitigation of other hazardous
substances contamination, and oversight of compliance with
related regulatory requirements in the planning and
execution of infrastructure projects.

» Design infrastructure projects with an effort to minimize
exposure to hazardous substances and to manage
hazardous substances to minimize public health and
environmental impacts of any removal, transportation,
treatment, and onsite management.

» Ensure that hazardous substances mitigation approaches
(such as on-site management, deed restrictions, etc.) will
remain protective of public health and the environment for
the life of the infrastructure project and that operations and
maintenance plans that provide for ongoing monitoring and
inspection of any remedial systems or site controls are in
place where appropriate.

» Develop project specific Hazardous Waste and
Contaminated Media Management Plans to ensure the
integrated, safe management of hazardous wastes and
substances encountered during project design and

construction.

» Ongoing implementation of
immediate and short-term
actions.

» Ongoing
implementation of
immediate and short-
term actions.
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Table I-1

PRELIMINARY CANDIDATE ACTIONS - SUMMARY FOR FOUR CORRIDORS

Immediate Actions

Short-Term Actions
(0-3 years)

Intermediate-Term
Actions (4-10 years)

Long-Term Actions
(more than 10 yrs)

Community Impact Mitigation and Workforce Development

Note: The actions listed in the Public Health and Environmental

Mitigation section will provide significant health benefits to
communities adjacent to ports, rail yards, intermodal
facilities, and highways. Additional general actions include:

Strategies

>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>

YV WV VY

Enforce anti-idling rules.

Reroute trucks.

Conduct mitigation and pollution prevention.

Develop community benefit agreements when desired by
the community.

Conduct targeted community assessments including
monitoring as appropriate.
Track emission reductions and estimated cancer risk
reduction in communities.

Preserve existing parks, open space, and natural areas.
Coordinate with local city redevelopment departments to
identify priority enhancement areas in adjacent
communities.

Develop and implement community enhancement projects.
Emphasize landscaping and aesthetic improvements using
local native plants.

Increase enforcement of traffic and vehicle safety laws and
regulations.

Increase public and trucker education on safety and
neighborhood issues.

Public Participation

>
>

>

Expand public outreach.

Consult community members regarding infrastructure plans
throughout the planning process.

Establish Community Advisory Committee for the EIR /EIS

stage of an infrastructure project (for projects that have not
already gone through the environmental review process).

>

vV VYV VvV V

\ A7

Ongoing implementation of immediate actions.

Use green equipment for construction of infrastructure
projects (as available).

Establish construction staging areas in locations to
minimize impact on local circulation.

Establish a community forum to address community
concerns during construction.

When considering operational changes to extend hours
(including during construction), evaluate noise and light
impacts on adjacent communities.

Mitigate noise impacts in adjacent communities.
Mitigate light impacts in adjacent communities.

»  Ongoing implementation
of immediate and short-
term actions.

» Ongoing
implementation of
immediate, short-
term, intermediate-
term and long-term
actions.

I-11




Table I-1

PRELIMINARY CANDIDATE ACTIONS - SUMMARY FOR FOUR CORRIDORS

Immediate Actions

Short-Term Actions
(0-3 years)

Intermediate-Term
Actions (4-10 years)

Long-Term Actions
(more than 10 yrs)

Community Impact Mitigation and Workforce Development,

Continued

Public Participation, Continued

» Hold public meetings when members of the affected
community can attend (e.g., in the evening).

» Include language translation where appropriate.

» Draw on knowledge and experience from the community.

Land Use Planning
> Integrate port and city planning/promote use of buffer zones
between ports and surrounding communities.

Workforce Development

» Partner with the California Community Colleges Economic
and Workforce Preparation Division, the California State
University System and other institutions of higher learning,
K-12, and employers to respond to the demand for qualified
workers and continuous workforce improvement.

Provide goods movement job training within affected
communities.

Develop industry driven and industry recognized
certificate programs (and curriculum) in the areas of
transportation, logistics support, warehousing and
storage, supply chain management and safety and
security.

Provide logistics (goods movement) training to
incumbent workers to enhance productivity and create
higher skilled higher wage jobs in this sector.
Placement of workers into logistics industry by creating
awareness of job opportunities and preparing job
seekers with employable traits as required by industry.

» Provide goods movement
job training within affected

communities.

» Continuously develop and
offer for credit and not-for-
credit logistics and goods

movement curriculum.

» Replicate model across

California.

» Provide goods

movement job training
within affected
communities.

Create an educational
continuum by
articulating curriculum
from K-12 through
graduate school to
provide incumbent
workers, employers,
and job seekers with
continuous
educational
opportunities.
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Table I-1

PRELIMINARY CANDIDATE ACTIONS - SUMMARY FOR FOUR CORRIDORS

Immediate Actions

Short-Term Actions
(0-3 years)

Intermediate-Term
Actions (4-10 years)

Long-Term Actions
(more than 10 yrs)

Public Safety and Security

Operational Improvements, Evaluations and Studies

> Align CHP Foreign Export and Recovery (FEAR) efforts with

Federal Homeland Security.
Establish a multi-jurisdictional Port Security Task Force

etc).

Evaluate all truck and rail routes out of port districts and air
basins to determine long term velocity, security, and
environmental opportunities.

Develop a Federal, State, and Local funding strategy.

YV VYV

security advantages.
Use the NAFTA model to understand the public safety and
security issues.

and safety scoring of operators.

programs.
Increase enforcement of traffic and vehicle safety laws and
regulations.

Increase public and trucker education on safety and
neighborhood issues.

Urge US Coast Guard District Eleven Command to adopt
the Automated Secure Vessel Tracking System (ASVTS)
developed by the Maritime Information Services of North
America (MISNA).

» Evaluate new freight transportation technologies (maglev,

YV VYV Vv YV VY V VYV

SAFE shuttle, etc.) for Homeland Security and public safety

applications.

» Evaluate Green Freight Corridor road and rail infrastructure

with integrated sensor network for Homeland Security and
public safety applications.

Evaluate cross-sectoral vulnerability of ports (power, water,

Evaluate the “Agile Port” concept for public safety/homeland

Evaluate lane departure technology to identify driver fatigue

Continue support and implementation of safety improvement

vV VYVV V VY

Construct commercial vehicle enforcement facilities
around the LA/LB and Oakland ports to enhance
highway safety and security.

Establish a pilot test program using hazardous
materials movement of containers and a short haul rail
system that “flushes out” the containers in the ports
and rail yards.

Develop a pilot project for creating a physical
communication grid in the corridor.

Use intelligence and automated info to identify and
target high-risk containers.

Pre-screen high-risk containers at point of departure.
Use new detection technology to quickly prescreen.
Develop joint inspection stations in the port districts
and at the border crossing.

Develop community web portal to provide real or near
real time information on goods movement and freight
mobility conditions across road and rail network within
the region.

Clear U.S. Customs at inland destinations.

» Retrofit freight vehicles with
probes and smart sensors
to measure speed, weather,
pollution, lane departure,
cargo location, customs
data, container RFID
information, and
vehicle/frame condition
inspection dates.

» Use smarter, tamper-
evident containers with
RFID e-seals.

» Develop a container loading
and unloading program
(similar to CTPAT) that
addresses homeland
security issues like peaking
for local California
businesses.

» Develop a Green

Freight Corridor
(similar to Customs
Green Lane)
program and system.
Install sensors and
environmental
monitoring
equipment along
corridor to
communicate
between operators,
vehicles, containers
and the command
center.

Establish three
integrating centers
for all data and
system
managements at the
ports, Mexican
border, and the
Inland Empire using
the Metrolink model.
Provide data feeds
from corridor system
to County
Emergency center,
the Command and
Control Center at
Camp Pendleton, the
CHP command
centers, and
NORTHCOM.
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TABLE I-2
GOODS MOVEMENT ACTION PLAN
TRADE CORRIDOR IMPROVEMENT FUND PROGRAM
BOND FUNDING RECOMMENDATIONS®

Corridor/Region Bond Project Project Project System Benefit
Solution Set Funding Construction | Mitigation Total Cost
Route or Lead Agency and Cost (in Cost
Project Title thousands)

Los Angeles/Inland Empire
Corridor

Truck Emission Reduction
and Congestion Mitigation’

e PierPass Extended Gate Provides for extended gate hours,
Hours Program reduced congestion and emissions
e PierPass Emission Reduces emissions
Reduction Program
e Virtual Container Yard Reduces unnecessary truck trips to
and from ports
e Common Chassis Pool Enables more efficient use of
equipment and reduces unnecessary
truck trips

® The project mitigation cost and project total cost columns are included to illustrate that the total cost of the project includes the cost of required mitigation, and
that total cost should be funded as the cost of the project.
" These programs are intended to be industry-funded.
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TABLE I-2

GOODS MOVEMENT ACTION PLAN

TRADE CORRIDOR IMPROVEMENT FUND PROGRAM

BOND FUNDING RECOMMENDATIONS®

Corridor/Region Bond Project Project Project System Benefit
Solution Set Funding Construction | Mitigation Total Cost
Route or Lead Agency and Cost (in Cost
Project Title thousands)

e Work rule flexibility® Provides means to improve
efficiencies and enable truck owner-
operators to increase number of
daily turns

Truck Port Access

Improvements

e State Route 47, Alameda 111,000 557,000 Improves access to Terminal Island
Corridor Expressway terminals and near-dock facilities
(including Schuyler Heim
Bridge replacement)

e [-710 Early Action 60,000 300,000 Improves safety and access by
Project: Port Terminus upgrading State Route 1 (Pacific
Improvements Coast Highway) and Anaheim

Street interchanges and expands
green space

e Port of Long Beach, 160,000 800,000 Improves access to Terminal Island;
Gerald Desmond Bridge removes bottleneck to both ship and
Replacement truck movements

& This is currently under International Longshore and Warehouse Union (ILWU) consideration.
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TABLE I-2

GOODS MOVEMENT ACTION PLAN

TRADE CORRIDOR IMPROVEMENT FUND PROGRAM

BOND FUNDING RECOMMENDATIONS®

Corridor/Region Bond Project Project Project System Benefit
Solution Set Funding Construction | Mitigation Total Cost
Route or Lead Agency and Cost (in Cost
Project Title thousands)

Rail Mode Increase

e Portof Los 40,000 200,000 Reduces truck trips on Interstate
Angeles/Burlington 710; relieves rail terminal capacity
Northern Santa Fe, constraint
“Southern California
International Gateway”

Near Dock Facility (See
Chapter V Text.)

e Ports of Los Angeles and 20,000 100,000 Reduces truck trips on Interstate
Long Beach/Union 710; relieves rail terminal capacity
Pacific, Near Dock constraint
Intermodal Container
Transfer Facility
Completion (See Chapter
V Text.)

e Alameda Corridor East Addresses community division
Grade Separations safety issues; reduces vehicle
e Los Angeles County 313,000 1,565,000 emissions
° Orange County 112,000 562,000
e Riverside County 158,000 788,000
e San Bernardino 108,000 541,000

County 691,000 3,456,000
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TABLE I-2
GOODS MOVEMENT ACTION PLAN

TRADE CORRIDOR IMPROVEMENT FUND PROGRAM

BOND FUNDING RECOMMENDATIONS®

Corridor/Region Bond Project Project Project System Benefit
Solution Set Funding Construction | Mitigation Total Cost
Route or Lead Agency and Cost (in Cost
Project Title thousands)

System Throughput/Velocity

Improvements

e Burlington Northern Addresses current and projected
Santa Fe/Union Pacific, 2010 system capacity constraints;
Los Angeles Basin Rail enhances Metrolink/ Amtrak
Capacity Improvements services; facilitates rail freight
(main line capacity, shuttle service demonstration
shuttle train
demonstration project
improvements)
e Los Angeles County | 67,000 333,000
° Orange County 29,000 145,000
e Riverside County 114,000 572,000
e San Bernardino 212,000 1,061,000

County 422,000 2,111,000

e Burlington Northern 56,000 280,000 Removes major railroad bottleneck;
Santa Fe/Union Pacific, improves safety, reliability;
Colton Crossing Grade enhances Metrolink/Amtrak
Separation services

e State Route 14 to 12,000 60,000 Removes bottleneck; improves both
Calgrove Blvd., Interstate truck and passenger vehicle velocity
5 Truck Lanes
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TABLE I-2

GOODS MOVEMENT ACTION PLAN

TRADE CORRIDOR IMPROVEMENT FUND PROGRAM

BOND FUNDING RECOMMENDATIONS®

Corridor/Region Bond Project Project Project System Benefit
Solution Set Funding Construction | Mitigation Total Cost
Route or Lead Agency and Cost (in Cost
Project Title thousands)

Bay Area Corridor

Port Access Improvements

e Port of Oakland, 7" 50,000 250,000 Removes access bottleneck;
Street/Union Pacific improves throughput, reliability and
Grade Separation safety
Reconstruction

Rail Mode Increase

e Port of Oakland, Outer 65,000 325,000 Enhances capacity; improves
Harbor Intermodal performance of port intermodal
Terminal operations, reduces truck trips

System Throughput/Velocity

Improvements

e Union Pacific Railroad 16,000 78,000 Improves access; relieves Capital
Martinez Subdivision, Corridor, San Joaquin and rail
Oakland to Martinez, freight train operational conflicts
Capacity Improvement
Project

e Interstate 880, 23" and 18,000 91,000 Improves reliability and safety;

29™ Avenue Interchanges,
Operational
Improvements

enhances access to seaport and
airport
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TABLE I-2
GOODS MOVEMENT ACTION PLAN
TRADE CORRIDOR IMPROVEMENT FUND PROGRAM

BOND FUNDING RECOMMENDATIONS®

Corridor/Region Bond Project Project Project System Benefit
Solution Set Funding Construction | Mitigation Total Cost
Route or Lead Agency and Cost (in Cost
Project Title thousands)
e Cordelia Truck Scales 22,000 110,000 Improves safety; would be

coordinated with 1-80/1-680/SR 12
interchange improvement projects.

Central Valley Corridor

Port Access Improvements

e State Route 4 (Crosstown
Freeway) Extension to
Port of Stockton

20,000 100,000 Improves throughput and access

Bay Area/Central Valley
Access Improvements

e Altamont Pass Rail
Corridor/Central Valley
Rail Freight Shuttle
Demonstration Project

5,000 27,000 Addresses track alignment issues;
facilitates shuttle and Altamont
Commuter Express services

e |-580 Westbound 20,000 100,000 Improves velocity and safety
Trucking Climbing Lanes
e [-580 Eastbound Truck 20,000 100,000 Improves velocity and safety

Climbing Lanes
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TABLE I-2
GOODS MOVEMENT ACTION PLAN
TRADE CORRIDOR IMPROVEMENT FUND PROGRAM
BOND FUNDING RECOMMENDATIONS®

Corridor/Region Bond Project Project Project System Benefit
Solution Set Funding Construction | Mitigation Total Cost
Route or Lead Agency and Cost (in Cost
Project Title thousands)

San Diego/Border Corridor

International Border
Access/System Velocity

e State Route 905 Six-Lane | 59,000 494,000 Improves access to border;
Freeway facilitates international trade (50%
of unfunded balance)
e Otay Mesa East Border 41,000 260,000 Improves access to border;
Crossing (new) facilitates international trade
(partial funding)
e State Route 11, State 47,000 234,000 Provides access to new border
Route 905 to Otay Mesa crossing

East Border Crossing

Port Access Improvements

e Port of San Diego- 11,000 57,000 Improves access
National City Marine
Terminal Operational
Improvements
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TABLE I-2
GOODS MOVEMENT ACTION PLAN

TRADE CORRIDOR IMPROVEMENT FUND PROGRAM

BOND FUNDING RECOMMENDATIONS®

Corridor/Region Bond Project Project Project System Benefit
Solution Set Funding Construction | Mitigation Total Cost
Route or Lead Agency and Cost (in Cost
Project Title thousands)
State Gateways and
Central Coast
System Throughput/Velocity
Improvements
e Burlington Northern 16,000 82,000 Relieves bottleneck; provides for
Santa Fe, Tehachapi Pass improved rail service to Port of
Double-Track, Tunnel Oakland, Central Valley
Modification
e Union Pacific, “Central 18,000 90,000 Improves east-west operations and
Corridor” Double Track, reliability; provides opportunity for
Tunnels Modification extension of Capitol Corridor
services to Reno.
TOTAL $2,000,000 $10,262,000
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I1. INTRODUCTION
A. Overview

The Goods Movement Action Plan (“Action Plan”) is an initiative of the Schwarzenegger
Administration to address the complex issues surrounding goods movement in California.
The Action Plan, developed in two phases, describes a comprehensive and actionable
program spanning the next decade to address operational concerns, current and future
infrastructure needs, environmental, public health and community impact mitigation,
public safety and security issues, and workforce development opportunities regarding
goods movement on a statewide basis. Implementation of the plan will help California
have a “green,” efficient, and safe goods movement system that supports jobs and
economic prosperity while improving the environment and quality of life for
communities adjacent to California’s goods movement corridors.

Phase | of the Plan focused on the “why” and the “what” of goods movement in
California.” The “Phase I: Foundations” report detailed changing global trends and the
continuing growth of California’s population as key drivers in the double-digit growth of
international trade expected through California’s ports.

The Phase I report includes an inventory of over $47 billion of prospective infrastructure
projects for improving and expanding California’s four principle goods movement
corridors. (The map in Figure 11-1 shows the four corridors.) The inventory of
infrastructure improvement projects is a compilation of previously identified projects that
are evaluated through California’s transportation project planning and programming
process (see Appendix B). These projects are contained in various Regional
Transportation Plans (RTPs) and Regional Transportation Improvement Programs
(RTIPs) prepared by Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs), Regional
Transportation Planning Agencies (RTPAs), and County Transportation Commissions
(CTCs). In addition, the listings include a wide range of projects underway or under
consideration by the ports, railroads, and other third parties. Prior to this compilation, no
comprehensive statewide inventory has been available.

The Phase | report also included preliminary information regarding goods-movement
related emissions, the associated health effects and strategies to reduce those emissions.
(See Chapter I11 for more information in this area.) The Phase | report noted that the
expected growth in the goods movement industry requires a comprehensive strategy to
reduce goods movement related emissions.

°Business, Transportation and Housing Agency and California Environmental Protection Agency, “Goods
Movement Action Plan, Phase I: Foundations,” September 2005.
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Phase I also included a preliminary discussion of community-related issues, including
opportunities for workforce development and concerns such as blight, traffic congestion,
noise, and light pollution resulting from goods movement operations. Issues regarding
homeland security and public safety were also compiled.

The Phase Il effort has employed a stakeholder-driven process to identify the “how,”
“when,” and “who” aspects to deal with these wide-ranging issues. Focusing on the need
to achieve “simultaneous and continuous” improvements in goods movement system
performance and mitigation of related environmental and community impacts, the Plan
identifies prospective strategies, funding sources, and funding mechanisms to achieve
needed outcomes with appropriate accountability. The Plan also details the establishment
of air quality and public health baselines to ensure that needed progress is achieved.

With a price tag exceeding $20 billion for both infrastructure project and emission
reduction strategies over the next ten years, the Action Plan lays out a series of “solution
sets” that provide a starting point for the section of infrastructure projects and activities.

The $3.1 billion of bond funds enabled through the passage of Proposition 1B by
California voters in November 2006 will help make a down payment on needed goods
movement-related infrastructure, emission reductions, and homeland security
improvements.’® Consistent with provisions of Proposition 1B, BTH and Cal/EPA are
submitting the Action Plan to the California Transportation Commission to help guide the
decision-making on the allocation of $2 billion of bond proceeds for goods movement
infrastructure. BTH and Cal/EPA will also share the Plan with the California Air
Resources Board (ARB) and the California Office of Homeland Security (OHS) as they
consider allocation of bond proceeds totaling $1 billion for mitigation of goods
movement-related air quality impacts and $100 million for homeland security
improvements, respectively. Leveraging these resources with federal, local, and private
funds will be key to accelerating needed outcomes.

B. Strategic Growth Plan and GoCalifornia

While significant work has been done at local and regional levels to examine goods
movement infrastructure issues, the magnitude of the needs, the scope of the costs, and
the complexity of implementation warrant a statewide perspective. Because of the
synergies that can be gained by taking a comprehensive view of the State’s overall
infrastructure needs, the Goods Movement Action Plan is embedded in the
Administration’s $222 billion Strategic Growth Plan (SGP).** The SGP addresses needed
upgrades to the infrastructure of California’s transportation, education, flood control and
water supply, public safety and public service infrastructure.'? Specifically, the Action
Plan is a $15 billion part of GoCalifornia, the $107 billion transportation component of
the SGP for transportation-related infrastructure improvements over the next decade.® *

19 The Highway Safety, Traffic Reduction, Air Quality and Port Security Bond Act of 2006.
11 Office of the Governor, “Strategic Growth Plan Briefing Packet”, January 18, 2006.

13 California Department of Transportation “Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger’s Strategic Growth Plan:
Transportation Investments for Mobility”, September 2006.
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Inherent in the relationship between the Goods Movement Action Plan and GoCalifornia
is the realization that improving mobility of people requires improving the mobility of
goods. This relationship is expressed in the GoCalifornia vision statement: *°

“California has a safe, sustainable, world-class transportation system that
provides for the mobility and accessibility of people, goods, services, and
information through an integrated, multimodal network that is developed
through collaboration and achieves a Prosperous Economy, a Quality
Environment, and Social Equity.”

As the vision statement weaves the “3 Es” of a Prosperous Economy, a Quality
Environment, and Social Equity, into the fabric of the State’s future transportation
system, addressing these elements collectively rather than independently increases the
likelihood that successful solutions can be identified and implemented. For this reason,
the Administration established a Cabinet Work Group led by the Secretaries of Business,
Transportation and Housing (BTH) and the California Environmental Protection Agency
(Cal/EPA) and involving other cabinet secretaries as needed to focus on goods movement
issues in a collaborative and comprehensive manner.

C. Goods Movement Action Plan Process

The Cabinet Work Group developed a policy statement to underpin the formation of the
Goods Movement Action Plan. The policy states (in part):*®

It is the policy of this Administration to improve and expand California’s goods
movement industry and infrastructure in a manner which will:

e Generate jobs.

e Increase mobility and relieve traffic congestion.
e Improve air quality and protect public health.

e Enhance public and port safety.

e Improve California’s quality of life.

With the policy statement in place, the Cabinet Work Group directed the staffs of the
respective agencies to compile relevant information for each component of the policy.
That work was completed in September 2005 with the release of the Phase |
“foundations” part of the Plan.!’ The Phase Il effort of the Goods Movement Action Plan
has been underway since. The focus of this phase has been to determine the “how,”
“when,” and “who” elements of the Plan.

14 California Department of Transportation, “California Transportation Plan 2025”, April 2006.

16 Sunne Wright McPeak and Alan Lloyd, “Goods Movement in California”, January 27, 2005.
17 Business, Transportation and Housing Agency and California Environmental Protection Agency, “Goods
Movement Action Plan, Phase I: Foundations,” September 2005.
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The Cabinet Work Group directed the Phase 11 effort to be conducted with the assistance
of a stakeholder-based “Integrating Work Group” in order to receive the widest possible
input from industry, environmental, community, technical experts, and others in an open
and transparent process. As shown in Figure I1-2, a series of technical work groups
examined issues of infrastructure, public health and environmental mitigation,
community impact mitigation and workforce development, security and public safety,
and innovative finance and alternative funding. An ad hoc work group was also
established to inventory advanced technologies that may have future deployment
potential.

Figure lI-2
Goods Movement Action Plan
Phase Il Work Group Structure

Governor Arnold
Schwarzenegger

California Air Resources Goods Movement

r— Bogrd L Cabinet Work Group
Comprehensive Emission

Reduction Plan

Goods Movement
Action Plan
Integrating Work Group

. . Communit:
Public Health and Innovative . unity
: . Homeland Security Impact Mitigation
Environmental Finance
Impact Infrastructure and and and
Mitigation Alternative Funding Public Safety Workforce
Development
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As part of the Phase 11 process, the ARB developed its Emission Reduction Plan while
playing a leadership role in Work Group meetings along with BTH and Cal/EPA.
(Chapter 111 includes more information regarding the Emission Reduction Plan.)

In addition to the Work Group meetings, BTH, Cal/EPA and ARB held six community
meetings in Phase Il for the development of this Plan. The locations and dates for these
evening community meetings were:

Wilmington — February 6, 2006
Commerce — February 22, 2006

Oakland — February 27, 2006

Fresno — March 15, 2006

Barrio Logan (San Diego) — July 11, 2006
e Riverside — July 13, 2006

The agencies also solicited and reviewed written comments and convened “listening
sessions” in northern and southern California.

D. Framework for Action

Developing a “framework for action” helps address the “how” and “when” aspects of the
Plan. To assist with this task, BTH and Cal/EPA asked the Integrating Work Group to
assist the agencies in their development of a set of organizing principles, criteria for
project or action selection, metrics for performance measurement, and benchmarks for
comparison with “best-in-class” performing projects from around the world. The
agencies also asked each of the technical work groups to identify candidate projects and
actions that may have the potential to accommodate anticipated growth in goods
movement and to mitigate the related current and future public health and environmental
impacts and community impacts.

Ideally, the candidate projects and actions would be evaluated not only on specific merit,
but also on the contribution to overall performance improvement and degree of mitigation
of the respective corridors and the statewide goods movement system. While the tools
needed to perform such quantitative analyses require additional development and
refinement, BTH and Cal/EPA with the assistance of Caltrans and ARB sorted and
compiled the candidate actions into a preliminary candidate action array."®

The candidate actions were then sorted into various time frames to address the “when”
aspect of the Plan. In addition to considering the practical realities of project delivery,
projects and actions were grouped into time periods relative to two other factors. First,
emission reduction strategies from ARB’s Emission Reduction Plan that can provide

near-term emission reductions were identified in coordination with ARB as immediate

18prospective emission reduction actions are incorporated into ARB’s Emission Reduction Plan for further
consideration in ARB rulemaking proceedings.
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actions. Such timing is the cornerstone of achieving simultaneous and continuous
improvement — the key trust element with the corridor communities to ensure that
mitigation remains a top priority.

Second, infrastructure projects and actions were arranged applying the constructs behind
the System Performance Improvement Pyramid,” (described in Chapter VI1II) used by
BTH and Caltrans to assess the precedence of transportation projects. The practical
significance is that transportation projects and actions that improve performance and
asset utilization through better information flow, improved maintenance, and operating
practices are moved ahead of system expansion projects.

The proposed projects and actions require additional analysis and evaluation to refine
costs, benefits, and required mitigation. This next step is critical because a key principle
advanced by the Integrating Work Group is that total project costs must include the cost
of required mitigation. ldentifying such costs up front may therefore influence the
overall cost-benefit and merit of a project. However, as better assessment tools become
available to evaluate corridor and statewide performance improvement, localized costs of
mitigation can be judged more effectively relative to broader measures of system benefit.

While complete benefits, costs, and extent of required mitigation are unknown for many
of the preliminary candidate projects and actions, the aggregate set provides a path to
address how the needs for system improvement and system mitigation can be met. As
more detailed assessment is completed on the benefits, costs and required mitigation of
specific projects, it is likely that more cost-effective alternatives may surface for some
projects. Consequently, it is important to establish a continual review process so that
future projects are evaluated with the most current data and assumptions. In this sense,
the preliminary candidate action matrix will evolve over time as more information
develops and early projects and actions are implemented.

Even though individual projects and actions may shift from a timing standpoint among
the array of candidates, the broad strategies that the projects and actions are designed to
address are more stable and long-lasting. For example, the majority of emission
reduction strategies are based on the retrofit or replacement of high emission equipment
or changes to cleaner fuels. The specifics of the type of retrofit, replacement or cleaner
fuel may change due to technological developments and other factors, but the general
strategy is the same. These actions can and will be taken independent of infrastructure
developments.

Improving mobility and improving the goods movement system performance among and
between corridors is more complex. In this Plan, sets of independent yet interlinked
preliminary candidate projects and activities are grouped to provide a starting point for
the selection of infrastructure projects and activities. These *“solution sets” are intended
to benefit entire corridors as opposed to just specific segments.

For example, a key strategy to improve mobility is to increase the share of container
moves by rail and decrease the share of container moves by truck. Accomplishing this



requires implementation of a series of projects and actions. This involves adding more
capacity to load and unload containers on and off railcars, removing and reducing rail
system bottlenecks, expanding mainline rail capacity, and separating rail and vehicular
traffic at existing rail crossings. While cost and the extent of required mitigation may
change some of the projects, the collective actions will help to improve the velocity,
throughput, and reliability of entire corridors, a key to improving mobility for goods and
for people.

Another key solution set involves “solving” the port truck problem (i.e., addressing the
challenge of reducing emissions in a cost-effective manner that recognizes the economic
realities of the trucking component of the goods movement system). Doing so involves
changing terminal operations to reduce non-productive time for truckers, reducing wasted
trips, and finding cost-effective means for existing truck owners to upgrade or replace
their equipment without disadvantaging new market entrants.

While the details and design elements of projects and actions within the solution sets
require further specification, the outcomes of the solution sets are deemed to provide
near-term improvements in performance and emission reductions while providing
necessary flexibility for future project development. As such, these solution sets are key
areas where initial emphasis should be focused. Collectively, they are the foundational
building blocks for long-term system improvements and substantial emission reductions.
(As noted above, emission reductions strategies under the ARB Emission Reduction Plan
can and will be taken independent of infrastructure developments.)

E. Funding and Funding Mechanisms

Identifying meritorious projects and actions are only the first steps. Chapter V1 of this
Plan examines prospective sources and means to fund the enormous costs these actions
require. The $3.1 billion available for goods movement-related infrastructure, emission
reductions strategies and homeland security improvements made available from the
passage of Proposition 1B*° by California voters in November 2006 will provide a down
payment to help satisfy the need. But even with full use of bond proceeds and aggressive
pursuit of “fair share” federal participation, other revenues will be necessary to meet
funding requirements expected to exceed $20 billion over the next decade. Equity
participation from the private sector will be key to closing the funding gap.

Finally, there is the effort to answer the “who” question, or more specifically, the “who
pays” question. With a price tag in excess of $20 billion over the next decade, once
project costs are fully detailed (including required mitigation costs), funding the projects
and actions in a fair, equitable, and expeditious way will be a steep challenge. It requires
layering a diverse assortment of traditional and innovative funding sources with
disciplined funding mechanisms.

¥ The Highway Safety, Traffic Reduction, Air Quality and Port Security Bond Act of 2006
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F. Accountability

Accountability is key to sustaining public trust. Those who pay (whether taxpayers,
users, or investors) must have the confidence that their investments will be applied to the
intended purpose, and that the planned outcomes will be achieved. Relative to the Action
Plan, accountability has four major dimensions. First, authorities have to be established
that have responsibility and authority to address issues associated with each of the State’s
four goods movement corridors. While a unified, corridor-wide authority responsible for
corridor performances and project delivery would be ideal, practical and legal
considerations may require that multiple jurisdictions have control over appropriate
corridor segments. Collectively, the corridor authority must have the ability to receive
and allocate funds.

Such entities must be capable of aggregating multiple funding streams from public and
private sources and fund project delivery. While existing jurisdictions may be equipped
to meet these requirements, the fact that goods movement corridors cross multiple
jurisdictions warrants investigation of alternative structures. Careful assessment must be
undertaken to examine the merits of using memoranda of understanding (MOUs) among
jurisdictions or creating new entities such as Joint Exercise of Power Authorities (JEPAS)
that function across jurisdictions.

The second dimension of accountability is public acceptability, which can be achieved by
providing meaningful public participation in the identification and selection of projects
and the appropriate type and level of project mitigation.

The third area of accountability relates to oversight. This dimension will ensure that
projects are delivered on time and on budget and that anticipated outcomes are realized.

The fourth dimension of accountability requires an ongoing commitment to the principle
of simultaneous and continuous progress. Chapter VI addresses this aspect of
accountability.

Finally, there must be real consequences if outcomes are not achieved. Should the
authority not deliver results, alternatives should be considered for replacement structures.

G. Structure of the Plan

The structure of this Plan is as follows. Chapter I11 updates and adds to the foundational
information and actions in the “Phase I: Foundations” report. Chapter IV describes the
framework for action including the listing of principles, criteria, metrics, and benchmarks
for the assessment of projects and actions. Chapter V contains the preliminary candidate
actions and solution sets. The approximately 200 candidate actions developed are further
defined by corridor, action type, and timeframe. The rationale, definition, and
composition of the solution sets are also contained in this section. Chapter VI describes
the mechanisms to ensure accountability of simultaneous and continuous improvement of
both infrastructure and environmental and community mitigation. Chapter VII details
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funding issues, prospective funding sources and mechanisms to administer and disperse
project funds. It includes BTH’s and Cal/EPA’s recommendations to the CTC regarding
allocation of Proposition 1B bond funds for goods movement-related infrastructure
projects. It also includes BTH’s and Cal/EPA’s recommendation to ARB for allocation
of Proposition 1B bond funds for goods movement related emission reduction strategies.
It also describes regulatory and additional incentive mechanisms to achieve needed
emission reductions. Chapter VIII encompasses discussion on a range of critical issues
including innovative technologies, airfreight considerations, short-sea shipping and short-
haul rail, land-use decision making, energy efficiency, workforce development and
environmental education. Chapter 1X presents the conclusions of the Plan.
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I11. GOODS MOVEMENT NEEDS, CHALLENGES AND ACTIONS: AN UPDATE
TO THE PHASE | FOUNDATIONS REPORT

As noted above in Chapter I, the Goods Movement Action Plan Phase | Foundations report,
released on September 2, 2005, characterized the “why” and the “what” of the State’s
involvement in goods movement in the following four segments: (1) the goods movement
industry and its growth potential; (2) the four “port-to-border” transportation corridors that
constitute the State’s goods movement backbone and the associated inventory of infrastructure
needs; (3) environmental and community impacts—as well as a preliminary description of
mitigation approaches and issues; and (4) key aspects of public safety and security issues.

The Phase I report included, along with other information, extensive information regarding
goods movement infrastructure needs and the air quality challenges caused by goods movement.
This chapter updates that information and adds new information in other areas such as water
quality impacts.

A. Growth in Goods Movement

With the world’s eighth largest economy® and the distinction of being the place where
one out of eight persons in the United States calls home, California’s 37.1 million
people? require a labyrinth of roads, railways, seaports, airports, and distribution centers
to deliver the food, the clothing, and the essentials of daily life. By 2020, the net addition
of another seven million people?, the equivalent of adding the current population of the
state of Virginia,? creates additional challenges to meet the State’s own goods movement
needs.

To meet these challenges, billions of dollars of investment in California’s ports, rail
networks, and highways will be needed to add capacity and reduce congestion. Most of
this investment will center on the State’s four “port-to-border” goods movement
corridors: Los Angeles-Long Beach/Inland Empire, Bay Area, San Diego/Border, and
Central Valley. These corridors have built up over decades encompassing large
complexes that facilitate ship to rail, ship to truck, and truck to rail exchanges to move
millions of containers per year to their ultimate destinations.?*

There are clear benefits associated with international trade in California. In the Los
Angeles area alone, international trade created 45,500 jobs in 2005, bringing the annual
average employment to 450,100.%> In the Inland Empire, economist John Husing notes

0 State of California, Department of Finance, California's World Ranking 2004 Gross Product (In Current US$).
Sacramento, California, October 2005.

%! State of California, Department of Finance, E-1 Population Estimates for Cities, Counties and the State with
Annual Percent Change — January 1, 2005 and 2006. Sacramento, California, May 2006.

22 State of California, Department of Finance, Population Projections by Race/Ethnicity for California and Its
Counties 2000-2050, Sacramento, California, May 2004.

22 U.S. Census Bureau, Population Division, “Interim State Population Projections, 2005,” April 21, 2005.

% Phase | Goods Movement Action Plan. Released September 2005.

2 World Trade Center Association Los Angeles-Long Beach and the Los Angeles County Economic Development
Corporation. International Trade Trends and Impacts: the Southern California Region. May 2006.
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that investment in goods movement infrastructure would generate “a growing base of
good paying jobs which its marginally educated workers can learn via on-the-job
experience and learning.” He goes on to note that:

“This would appear to be the only route that the region has
available to helping those workers achieve growing standards of
living while simultaneously correcting the recent deep slide in
Southern California’s relative prosperity vis-a-vis other major parts
of the country. Importantly, it would do so while helping to
mitigate the environmental difficulties caused by the inevitable
increase in truck and rail traffic congestion and idling diesel
engines.”?

In a report prepared for the California Regional Economies Project?’, the authors call
attention to a triple bottom line economic benefit. “There is a ‘triple bottom line
economic benefit’ to investing in goods movement infrastructure and workforce
opportunities in logistics occupations:

e Economic benefits in terms of lower prices and higher productivity;

e Equity benefits for logistics workers who meet growing demand for higher skills
and move up the occupational ladder; and,

e Environmental benefits from improved efficiency, reduced waste, and bottlenecks
in supply chains based on investments in transportation and trade
infrastructure.”

Right now there are significant challenges requiring action. California’s own anticipated
population increase, let alone its geographic position as a gateway to the Pacific Rim, are
inevitable drivers of goods movement growth. The expansion of trade in California is not
a matter of choice. Ignoring this reality is irresponsible. What is responsible is meeting
this growing need for infrastructure investment in a manner that addresses critical system
improvements and public health and environmental mitigation in a simultaneous and
continuous manner.

Investment in goods movement infrastructure can yield a multitude of benefits. For
instance, the Alameda Corridor Transportation Authority notes the following
environmental benefits:

“Since its opening in April 2002, the Alameda Corridor’s operation
has resulted in 1,688 fewer tons of Nitrous Oxide (NOx), and 69

%6 Husing, John. Logistics & Distribution: An Answer to Regional Upward Social Mobility. A report prepared for
the Southern California Association of Governments. June 9, 2004.

%" The California Regional Economies project is a joint effort of the California Workforce Investment Board and the
California Economic Strategy Panel.

%8 California Regional Economies Project. Logistics and Manufacturing Value Chains: Meeting the Workforce and

Infrastructure Demands of a “Real Time” Economy. July 2005. Available online at
http://www.labor.ca.gov/panel/logmanufvalue.pdf
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fewer tons of particulate matter (PM). In 2005 alone, the
Corridor’s operation resulted in more than 1,400 tons of total
emission reductions, and nearly 5,300 tons of cumulative emission
reductions have occurred since the Corridor’s opening.”

Investment in goods movement infrastructure is not just about the movement of goods, it
is part of a larger strategy to reduce congestion statewide. It is estimated that 2.3 billion
gallons of fuel are lost in congestion nationwide.*® In 2003, drivers in the Los Angeles
area alone burned an extra 407 million gallons of gas while spending more than 623
million hours stuck in traffic. The total cost of this delay: $10.7 billion.** The cost of
congestion for the freight industry and its impact on productivity is estimated to exceed
$70 billion a year.*

As part of the Governor’s Strategic Growth Plan and GoCalifornia Strategy, goods
movement infrastructure investment fits into the broader plan of transportation
improvements. Congestion reduction is the goal of the Administration’s GoCalifornia
strategy. GoCalifornia recognizes that congestion is increasing statewide, eroding
quality of life, and impacting the environment. GoCalifornia relies on a wide range of
strategies such as land use decisions and public transit. Goods movement infrastructure
investment is also part of this comprehensive strategy. No single course of action will
address California’s mobility needs. It must be a multi-pronged approach. Goods
movement investments that separate truck traffic or increase the fraction of containers
transported by rail are positive steps toward overall congestion reduction.

B. Public Health and Environmental Impact Mitigation: Problems, Goals, and
Actions

1. Public Health

Goods movement is now the dominant contributor to transportation-related emissions
in the State. As trade increases, goods movement-related emissions are expected to
increase dramatically unless aggressive action is taken. Such action is critical
because air pollution from international trade and goods movement in California is a
major public health concern at both the regional and community level. Adverse
health impacts from the pollutants associated with goods movement include but are
not limited to premature death, cancer risk, respiratory illnesses, and increased risk of
heart disease.

As noted above, this Goods Movement Action Plan addresses international goods
movement in California’s four major goods movement corridors. Applying the

2 Alameda Corridor Transportation Authority. Alameda corridor posts strong performance gains in 2005. Fact
Sheet. February 17, 2006. Available online at http://www.acta.org/

% Texas Transportation Institute. 2005 Urban Mobility Study.

# Southern California Association of Governments. Remarks for the honorable Norman Y. Mineta, secretary of
transportation. May 4, 2006. Available online at http://www.dot.gov/affairs/minetasp050406.htm
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methodology in Air Resources Board (ARB) Emission Reduction Plan for Ports and
Goods Movement in California (adopted April 20, 2006) to the international portion
of the four corridors, ARB staff estimates that current international goods movement
emissions result in approximately 640 premature deaths per year. Without additional
emission controls, that figure is estimated to rise to approximately 915 premature
deaths per year by 2020. Additionally, the health impacts result in work loss days
and school absence days. Although this Goods Movement Action Plan addresses
international goods movement in the State’s four major trade corridors, it is important
to recognize that the State has made a statewide commitment to reduce emissions
associated with both international and domestic goods movement. For that reason,
the ARB Emission Reduction Plan includes statewide public health effects
information and emission reduction strategies.

2. Air Quality Goals

As set forth by the ARB Board on April 20, 2006, the State’s five specific goals for
addressing the air pollution associated with goods movement are:

a. reduce total statewide international and domestic goods movement
emissions to the greatest extent possible and at least back to 2001 levels by
year 2010;

b. reduce the statewide diesel PM health risk from international and domestic
goods movement 85 percent by year 2020;

c. reduce NOx emissions from international goods movement in the South
Coast 30 percent from projected year 2015 levels, and 50 percent from
projected year 2020 levels based on preliminary targets for attaining federal
air quality standards;

d. apply the emission reduction strategies for ports and goods movement
statewide to aid all regions in attaining air quality standards; and

e. make every feasible effort to reduce localized risk in communities
adjacent to goods movement facilities as expeditiously as possible.

3. ARB Emission Reduction Plan for Ports and Goods Movement in California:
Purpose, Overview, and Implementation

Purpose and Overview

To achieve the five goals specified above, a key part of this Goods Movement
Action Plan is the ARB Emission Reduction Plan for Ports and Goods Movement
in California (Emission Reduction Plan). The Emission Reduction Plan will also
be an essential component of California’s actions to meet the new federal air
quality standards for ozone and fine particulate (PM 2.5).
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In the first (December 1, 2005) draft of the Emission Reduction Plan, ARB
identified the 2001 emissions inventory as a starting point for analysis. In
developing the draft Plan, ARB considered the No Net Increase strategies that are
included in the June 2005 No Net Increase Report for the Port of Los Angeles. In
the December 1, 2005 draft, ARB proposed to address emissions from ports and
international goods movement. Based on public comment, ARB issued a new
draft of the Plan on March 21, 2006, that additionally included emissions from
domestic goods movement. ARB also sought scientific peer review of its health
risk assessment methodology and conclusions. ARB conducted public workshops
on the Plan throughout California. ARB approved the Emission Reduction Plan
after considering written comments and public testimony, at a hearing held in
Long Beach on April 20, 2006. In approving the Emission Reduction Plan, the
ARB approved the series of goals listed above that encompass and add specificity
to the four specific air quality goals from the Phase 1 report. The Board also
directed ARB staff to report on its progress in implementing the Emission
Reduction Plan in late 2006 and every six months thereafter.

The Emission Reduction Plan is available on the ARB web site at:
http://www.arb.ca.gov/planning/gmerp/gmerp.htm

This approved Emission Reduction Plan includes:

A health impacts assessment.

An emissions inventory.

Emission reduction targets.
Emission reduction strategies.

An assessment of benefits and costs.

The emission reduction strategies in the Emission Reduction Plan are listed in
Chapter V of this report. Specifically, the strategies are listed in the Preliminary
Candidate Actions table section entitled “Public Health and Environmental
Mitigation — Air Quality.”

Implementation

Successful implementation of the Emission Reduction Plan will depend upon
actions at all levels of government and partnership with the private sector. No
single entity can solve this problem in isolation. The basic strategies to reduce
emissions include regulatory actions, incentive programs, lease agreements,
careful land use decisions, and voluntary actions. The measures address all
significant emission sources involved in goods movement including marine
vessels, harbor craft, cargo handling equipment, locomotives, and trucks.

Specific actions to reduce goods movement emissions are already underway.
ARB has adopted rules for sources under ARB direct regulatory authority and will
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adopted additional rules in the future. Likewise, the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) is working on national regulations affecting
marine vessels, locomotives, and harbor craft, scheduled for promulgation next
year. Together, ARB staff, U.S. EPA staff, and other state representatives are
exploring a potential “Sulfur Emission Control Area” (SECA) designation for
parts of the U.S. coastline, which would require all visiting vessels to use lower
sulfur fuels. A significant amount of existing incentive funds have already been
applied to goods movement emission sources, and ARB has prioritized continued
funding on this source of statewide significance. Finally, several local entities are
pursuing elements of the Emission Reduction Plan through their own ordinances,
regulations, lease agreements, environmental mitigation requirements, and
voluntary efforts.

Chapter V of this Plan includes Preliminary Candidate Actions for various action
categories, including Public Heath and Environmental Mitigation — Air Quality.
The preliminary candidate actions include a number of activities to implement
ARB’s Emission Reduction Plan. Table I11-1 provides a progress report on
implementation of ARB Emission Reduction Plan as of October 31, 2006.

Chapter VI of this Plan explains how verification that the emission reductions are
occurring as planned will be performed. It also describes the ramifications for
situations where achievement of the planned reductions is not verified.

Chapter VII of this Plan includes discussion regarding prospective funding
sources for the emission reduction strategies. The chapter includes Cal/EPA’s
and BTH’s recommendations to ARB regarding allocation of the $1 billion in
Proposition 1B funds for goods movement-related emission reduction projects.
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Table 111-1
Progress as of October 31, 2006 for Implementation of
ARB Emission Reduction Plan for Ports and Goods Movement in California

Immediate Actions

Short-Term Actions
(0-3 years)

Ships

» InJuly 2005, the International Maritime

Organization (IMO) agreed to review the
emission standards for ships under
MARPOL Annex VI; ARB continues to
lobby via written communications to the
IMO during review of these standards and
will lobby the federal government to ratify
the revised standards when they are
enacted.

The Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach
estimate that compliance with the existing,
voluntary vessel speed reduction MOU
with ARB and the shipping lines has
increased to over 70 percent.

ARB staff has finalized the rulemaking
package for the ship auxiliary engine fuel
rule and submitted it to the Office of
Administrative Law for approval.

ARB staff has finalized the rulemaking
package for the cruise ship incineration ban
rule and submitted it to the Office of
Administrative Law for approval.

» The Maersk Shipping line is increasing its use of
lower sulfur marine fuels (0.2% sulfur), in both
main and auxiliary engines, as part of a voluntary
initiative.

» The Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach have
proposed to require use of 0.2% sulfur fuel in ship
main and auxiliary engines as a new lease
condition, effective as each lease is renegotiated
on renewal or reopening.

» In March 2006, ARB staff issued a draft report on
the technical feasibility and cost-effectiveness of
shore power for ships and harbor craft at 18 ports
in California.

» The Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach have
proposed to require modifications to dockside
infrastructure to accommodate shore power, to be
implemented as leases are renewed or reopened.

» The Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach have
proposed to include vessel speed limits as a
condition in leases with shippers, to be
implemented as leases are renewed or reopened.
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Table I11-1
Progress as of October 31, 2006 for Implementation of
ARB Emission Reduction Plan for Ports and Goods Movement in California

Short-Term Actions

Locomotives

Immediate Actions (0-3 years)

» By January 2007, 100 percent of captive in- | > The Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach have
state locomotives will be using low sulfur proposed to accelerate the replacement of switcher
diesel fuel meeting California’s and line-haul locomotives that operate on port
specifications, and 80 percent of interstate property with cleaner models.

line-haul locomotives will be using national
or California low sulfur diesel fuel.

» ARB and the two major railroads are
implementing the 1998 MOU to bring
cleaner Tier 2 locomotives to the South
Coast from 2005 through 2010; this
accelerated phase-in is yielding emission
reductions in the San Joaquin Valley and
eastern desert region as the cleaner trains
travel through those areas as well.

» ARB and the two major railroads are
implementing the 2005 MOU to cut the
diesel PM health risk at railyards by
reducing unnecessary idling and fixing
smoking locomotives. ARB staff
inspections at 32 railyards in Spring 2006,
showed compliance rates of 96 percent for
restricted idling and 99 percent for non-
smoking locomotives. The Fall 2006 re-
inspections underway at the same yards are
showing consistent compliance levels thus
far. Risk assessments are in progress for the
first phase of nine designated railyards. In
April and July 2006, ARB held technology
conferences to identify and share
information on the status and effectiveness
of stringent emission controls for
locomotives.

> As of October 2006, ARB has trained over
30 of its own staff to enforce the locomotive
idling restrictions, as well as over 30 air
district staff and a dozen railroad employees.
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Table I11-1

Progress as of October 31, 2006 for Implementation of
ARB Emission Reduction Plan for Ports and Goods Movement in California

Short-Term Actions
Immediate Actions (0-3 years)

» As of September 2006, all diesel trucks > Between April and October 2006, ARB staff
fueling in California started using low sulfur held five public meetings and released draft
fuel meeting ARB specifications. regulatory concepts for the fleet rule to clean up

privately-owned trucks traveling on California

» ARB has focused its truck inspection efforts roadways.
on impacted communities, with multiple
environmental strike forces conducted in » In April 2006, ARB staff released a draft report
communities adjacent to the major ports in “Evaluation of Port Trucks and Possible
Los Angeles, Long Beach, and Oakland. Mitigation Strategies.” Staff also held public
ARB inspectors check for excessive smoke, meetings over the Summer 2006 in San Pedro
required software upgrades, and required and Oakland to begin developing the proposal
U.S. equivalent emission controls on for a comprehensive port truck modernization

% international trucks. program.
=

» About 70 percent of eligible trucks had » The Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach have
software upgrades (to reduce excess proposed to replace trucks that visit the ports
nitrogen oxide emissions) completed by frequently with new diesel and liquefied natural
October 2006, when the courts overturned gas models.

ARB rule that required faster

implementation than a national settlement » Model year 2007 trucks meeting more stringent

agreement. California and U.S. emission standards began
introduction in October 2006.

» ARB and the local air districts continue to
provide incentives to accelerate upgrades or
replacement of older trucks.

» As of September 2006, all diesel cargo » In May 2006, ARB adopted emission standards
handling equipment started using ARB low for new forklifts and fleet cleanup provisions for
sulfur fuel. existing forklifts and other gas industrial

2 equipment.

?&6 = > ARB finalized its rulemaking for intermodal

= % cargo handling equipment and submitted the | >  The Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach have
23 package to the Office of Administrative proposed to accelerate cleanup of on-port cargo
coH o Law. handling equipment.
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Table I11-1
Progress as of October 31, 2006 for Implementation of
ARB Emission Reduction Plan for Ports and Goods Movement in California

Immediate Actions

Short-Term Actions
(0-3 years)

Commercial Harbor Craft

> ARB and the local air districts continue to
provide incentives to accelerate upgrades or
replacement of older harbor craft.

As of October 2006, ARB staff has held seven
public meetings specifically to discuss
development of a rule to clean up harbor craft
through replacement, retrofit, or alternative
fuels. In September 2006, staff released draft
rule language for public review.

The Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach have
proposed to upgrade the harborcraft that service
the port with cleaner engines.

In January 2006, harbor craft in the South Coast
started using low sulfur diesel fuel meeting ARB
specifications. This provision will apply
statewide in January 2007.

In March 2006, ARB staff issued a draft report
on the technical feasibility and cost-effectiveness
of shore power for ships and harbor craft at 18
ports in California.
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4. Water Quality

Background Information

California’s waterways have served as vital transportation corridors for as long as
the State has been inhabited. Even though the economy today uses them in
different ways than we did a hundred years ago, they are no less important. In
fact, they are likely even more important today, and their maintenance and
protection are critical to the State’s economic future.

These same waterways used for shipping navigation and movement of goods, are
also parts of the State’s drinking water system and recreational areas and support
a diverse ecology that is important to the vitality of California. In essence, the
State’s waterways serve a myriad of beneficial uses, and their maintenance and
protection is essential. In addition, goods movement and transportation require
land-based activities (e.g., road construction, terminal development, etc.) that also
can significantly impact the State’s waterways. To this end, it is essential that
water quality be considered and protected when focusing on goods movement and
transportation.

Goods Movement-Related Water Quality Impacts

Container ships and port operations can have significant impacts on water quality
including, but not limited to, dredge and fill discharges, water pollution from
runoff, aquatic-related habitat loss or modification, and invasive species.
Effective policies, requirements and actions, including pollution prevention and
low-impact development, are available to address these impacts — both in the
goods movement area and more generally. Goods movement-related water
quality impacts and water quality requirements and actions are discussed below.

Dredging and Filling

Due to the anticipated increased container ship and other vessel traffic, and
the associated development of berthing facilities and access channels, the
volume of California port maintenance dredging and filling operations is
expected to increase to allow these vessels to enter, load and unload, and exit
the ports. Sediments in port areas are often contaminated with heavy metals
and toxic organic compounds. The negative water quality impacts resulting
from dredging and filling activities occur both in the dredged/filled location
and upland areas that receive dredged materials and include habitat loss (or
modification) and pollution of surface and ground water.

Turbidity and subsequent re-deposition of sediments resulting from dredging
operations can reduce habitat value for fish and other mobile organisms, and
can be lethal for attached or slow-swimming species. Re-suspension of toxic
constituents can spread sediment contamination from localized “hot spots” to
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areas not previously contaminated. This can cause lethal and sub-lethal
effects in benthic (sediment-dwelling) and other sediment-associated
organisms. Pollution of ambient water at the dredge location can expose
certain organisms to this pollution.

Sediment pollutants can effectively reduce or eliminate species of
recreational, commercial, or ecological importance, either through direct toxic
effects or by effects on the food supply that sustainable populations require —
thereby impairing the beneficial uses of surface waters. Furthermore, some
sediment pollutants such as mercury can bioaccumulate through the food
chain and pose health risks to wildlife and human consumers even when
sediment-dwelling organisms are not themselves impacted. Additionally,
groundwater has been polluted in some upland areas that have been used for
disposal of dredged spoils, which impairs the groundwater’s beneficial uses.

Water Pollution from Runoff and Pollutant Deposition

Example pollutants currently targeted for Total Maximum Daily Load
(TMDL) development and implementation in port-area water bodies include:
various pesticides; polyaromatic hydrocarbons (PAHS); copper;
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) nickel; lead; mercury; sediment toxicity;
bacteria/pathogens; and exotic species.

Aerial deposition (both during dry and wet weather) of air pollutants
associated with goods movement is also a water quality issue. These
pollutants make their way to surface waters either through direct deposition,
or in runoff from the largely impervious surfaces of a port. These by-products
of combustion are largely monitored either as particulate matter, or as nitrogen
and sulfur compounds. However, these combustion by-products may contain
other constituents that threaten the beneficial uses of the State’s waters.

In addition, there may be substantial pollutant loading associated with leaks
from trucks and other vehicles, lubricating materials used in routine
maintenance of the equipment used at the port, and from bulk cargo at the
ports. The discharge of these types of pollutants will increase as overall goods
movement in California increases unless appropriate actions are taken.

Other Discharges to Coastal Waters

Oceangoing vessels can intentionally or unintentionally discharge various
other pollutants into the marine waters of the State, including graywater,
sewage, sewage sludge, oil bilge water, and hazardous wastes. Chapter 588,
Statutes of 2005 (SB 771, Simitian) and a March 2005 court ruling have
resulted in increased interest in characterizing, reporting upon, and controlling
waste streams from oceangoing vessels. The State Lands Commission reports
that commercial vessel traffic has continued to increase, and the most recent
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figures indicate that a total of approximately 6,800 vessels make 10,000 visits
to California’s ports per year. As container ship traffic increases, the number
of accidental spills and discharges due to normal waste management
procedures will likely increase proportionately.

Invasive Species

Vessels in California’s coastal waters discharge a variety of waste streams,
including the unintentional release of non-indigenous aquatic species that are
contained in ballast water discharges. Studies have shown that the release of
non-indigenous aquatic species through these mechanisms has become a
significant problem worldwide. The release of non-indigenous aquatic species
can impair the beneficial uses of water. For example, non-indigenous species
can: 1) successfully out-compete indigenous (and sometimes
endangered/threatened) aquatic species for habitat and food; 2) create
navigation hazards; 3) introduce pathogens into California’s waters; 4)
damage levees and other control works; and 5) generally disrupt established
freshwater and marine ecosystems. These organisms can have damaging
effects on commercial and recreational activities such as shellfish harvesting,
fishing, boating, and swimming.

Policies, Requirements and Actions to Address Goods-Movement Related Water
Quality Impacts

The State Water Resources Control Board (State Water Board) has established
policies that apply to the potential water quality impacts associated with goods
movement activities. Key examples are the State Water Board’s anti-degradation
policy (State Water Board Resolution 1968-0016) and water quality enforcement
policy (State Water Board Resolution 2002-0040). In addition, the Ocean Plan,
the State Implementation Policy and the California Toxics Rule collectively serve
as statewide plans governing California’s ocean waters, inland surface waters, and
enclosed bay and estuarine water. The nine Regional Water Quality Control
Boards all have Basin Plans that establish beneficial uses for the State’s waters
within their jurisdiction. Water quality standards are the basis for the Water
Boards’ regulatory activities and are represented by the application of either the
anti-degradation policy or a combination of beneficial uses and water quality
objectives (usually found in the statewide plans).

In addition, the State Water Board has made a precedential decision requiring all
municipal separate storm sewer systems (MS4s) to implement Standard Urban
Storm Water Mitigation Plans (SUSMPs). All port areas in California are within
MS4 jurisdiction, and some port districts are permittees to the various National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permits for MS4s in California.
SUSMPS require all new development in the ports and other areas subject to them
to meet specific, minimum performance standards that apply many of the same
principles of low impact development.
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The State and Regional Water Boards have various regulatory programs that must
be coordinated and applied to address impacts from goods movement activities,
including: storm water; dredge and fill; land disposal; non-point source; TMDLS;
NPDES; Areas of Special Biological Significance (ASBS); Sediment Quality
Objectives; and watershed management. The State Water Board is leading a
collaborative stakeholder effort to develop new sediment quality objectives that
will serve to better protect the water quality standards in California’s ports and
harbors.

The State Water Board currently administers several financial assistance
programs directed at improving water quality in coastal areas. EXisting bond-
funded programs related to the coast include Clean Beaches, Coastal Non-Point
Source Pollution Control, Santa Monica Bay Restoration, and Urban Storm Water
Grants. These programs, however, are largely designed to mitigate the problems
after they occur.

Pollution Prevention/Impact Avoidance

Pollution prevention, particularly in the area of storm water runoff, can be
very effective in avoiding many of the impacts discussed above. Water
quality management, transportation management, and land use planning can
be effectively integrated by consideration of strategic growth and low impact
development principles that include:

e The overall site hydrology is used as the key organizing principle
(e.g., match the initial abstraction and mimic a natural water
balance, employ a uniform, strategic distribution of small-scale
controls, decentralize controls and disconnect impervious surfaces,
etc.).

e Project/community design should be compact, mixed use, walkable
and transit-oriented so that automobile-generated urban runoff
pollutants are minimized and the open lands that absorb water are
preserved to the maximum extent possible.

e Natural resources such as wetlands, flood plains, recharge zones,
riparian areas, open space, and native habitats are identified,
preserved and restored as valued assets for flood protection, water
quality improvement, groundwater recharge, habitat, and overall
long-term water resource sustainability.

e Water holding areas such as creek beds, recessed athletic fields,

ponds, cisterns, and other features that serve to recharge
groundwater, reduce runoff, improve water quality and decrease
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flooding are incorporated into the urban landscape and protected
from physical, chemical and biological impacts.

e All aspects of landscaping from the selection of plants to soil
preparation and the installation of irrigation systems are designed
to reduce water demand, retain runoff, decrease flooding, and
recharge groundwater.

e Permeable surfaces are used for hardscape. Impervious surfaces
such as driveways, streets, and parking lots are minimized so that
land is available to absorb storm water, reduce polluted urban
runoff, recharge groundwater, and reduce flooding.

Water Quality Actions

Preliminary Candidate Actions to protect water quality, including actions
related to these principles, are included in Chapter V.

5. Hazardous Waste Management/Site Remediation

Background

The discovery of historic site contamination during infrastructure construction can
create potential public health issues and add significant cost and delay to the
project. If the approach for addressing such a discovery is planned for up-front
for the project, potential public health impacts, delays and costs can be
minimized.

It is desirable to address project construction and any hazardous waste
management/site remediation issues concurrently — as opposed to managing the
hazardous waste management/site remediation issues after the project
construction. This concurrent approach ensures that contaminated media and
hazardous wastes are managed efficiently and appropriately.

Goods Movement Infrastructure Project Hazardous Waste and Contaminated
Media Management Plan and Statewide Hazardous Waste and Contaminated
Media Management Plan

The entity which implements an infrastructure project under the Goods Movement
Action Plan should develop a Hazardous Waste and Contaminated Media
Management Plan for goods movement-related infrastructure projects to address
any hazardous waste and hazardous substance contaminated media encountered
during the design and construction of the infrastructure project in question. The
Department of Toxics Substances Control (DTSC) within Cal/EPA will prepare a
statewide Hazardous Waste and Contaminated Media Management Plan that will
serve as guidance for the development of the project-specific plans. DTSC will
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also make information available regarding hazardous management requirements.
DTSC will also make information available regarding waste minimization and
treatment options to reduce public exposure to remediation wastes and other
impacts of hazardous substances mitigation.

Where information regarding historical site usage is available, early identification
of hazardous waste and hazardous substances should be built into the
environmental review process for infrastructure projects. In addition, local
agencies should be consulted regarding site history information. Successful
implementation of this work to address hazardous waste/substance issues early in
the process will depend upon close coordination between the implementing
agencies and State regulatory agencies.

Fumigation of Exported and Imported Goods

Background

Some goods (e.g., some agricultural commodities) are fumigated upon entering
California or prior to export. Since fumigants are both toxic and gaseous, their
off-site movement can pose hazards if not adequately regulated. In California,
fumigants are subject to a restricted material permit process administered by the
County Agricultural Commissioner’s Office (CAC) under the direction of the
Department of Pesticide Regulation (DPR). The regional and local air districts
also have jurisdiction over emissions to the air of pesticides.

DPR and the County Agricultural Commissioners have implemented the nation's
strictest regulatory requirements on use of fumigants. As part of the restricted
material permit process, the CAC must ensure that the fumigations to do not pose
an unacceptable risk to workers and surrounding communities. In placing
conditions on the permit, the CAC rely on permit guidance provided by DPR.

DPR has conducted risk assessments and placed mitigation measures on methyl
bromide and other fumigants. DPR risk assessments are subject to external peer
review. For example, the National Academy of Sciences and the Office of
Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) within Cal/EPA have peer
reviewed DPR methyl bromide risk assessment. The health endpoints that DPR
uses in its risk assessments are equivalent to those provided to air districts by
OEHHA for air toxics regulation. DPR risk assessments rely on all available
scientific studies including air monitoring conducted by DPR and the Air
Resources Board (ARB). DPR permit guidance, which is used by the CAC in
developing control strategies, follows the mitigation guidance used by ARB and
the air districts. Additionally, all fumigations are reported to the CAC and DPR
as part of California’s full pesticide use reporting program.
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Fumigant-Related Issues

During the Goods Movement Action Plan Phase Il public process, community
groups raised questions regarding the location and extent of fumigation of cargo
containers at the ports in close proximity to communities. They asked questions
regarding potential community health impacts from container fumigation. They
requested that notification procedures be considered and developed in order to
afford notice to those in close proximity to the fumigation.

Fumigant-Related Actions

In response to the questions and issues raised, DPR has conducted initial meetings
with the community groups in order to share information regarding the regulation
of fumigants and to better understand the concerns. At this writing, DPR is
compiling the following information to share with these community groups
regarding fumigant use at the Port of Los Angeles, the Port of Long Beach, the
Port of Oakland, and the Port of San Diego:

Copies of permits for fumigant use

Pesticide use information

Description of the fumigation practice

Potential mechanisms for easier public access to permits and
public input into the review of permits.

DPR is also evaluating notification issues. Meetings with DPR, other regulators
and communities regarding the concerns of the community organizations will
continue in 2007.

C. Community Impact Mitigation and Workforce Development

The communities adjacent to the State’s goods movement corridors have endured a
disproportionate share of the impacts from a system that provides statewide and
nationwide benefits. In the Phase Il process, many residents and community
representatives have shared that the number one concern is protecting public health and
reducing the air pollution and health effects associated with goods movement-related air
pollution. To address that concern, ARB has developed within the Phase Il process the
Emission Reduction Plan for Ports and Goods Movement in California. (See Section
B.3.) ARB has already started implementing this Plan — well ahead of the start of
construction of needed infrastructure improvements. Based on public input, ARB has
designed this Plan to reduce both existing air pollution and health impacts and expected
increases in air pollution and health impacts due to growth in goods movement.
Additionally, Chapter VI of this document calls for progress review and ramifications if
adequate process is not made in meeting the goals of the Emission Reduction Plan.

In addition to air pollution and the associated health effects, community impacts include
truck traffic, noise, lights, and visual blight. In the Phase Il process, BTH, Cal/EPA and
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ARB have conducted work group meetings, conducted community meetings in affected
communities, and reviewed written comments to learn what residents suggest are
corrective measures to address these impacts which can affect quality of life. The policy
statements below are based on the suggestions heard during the public process. Chapter
V includes Preliminary Candidate Actions in this area that are based on suggestions
received during the public process. (It should be noted that various agencies have
jurisdiction over the preliminary candidate actions. Some of the actions relate to project-
specific mitigation under the California Environmental Quality Act.) Chapter VII
provides specific recommendations by BTH and Cal/EPA for community impact
mitigation-related conditions on the California Transportation Commission’s allocation
of infrastructure bond funds (funds subject to legislative appropriation).

1. Agency Coordination

Decision makers at the federal, state, regional and local levels make goods
movement-related decisions. Given the extent and complexity of activity in this area,
decision makers need to coordinate in new and unprecedented ways. Coordination
among the decision makers is critical, and in many cases, it is required by law.

2. Community and Stakeholder Input

Communities and other stakeholders need to be respected in the development of good
movement related plans and in the assessment of specific goods movement-related
projects. Effective, regular communication in the public processes is critical.
Respect for communities and other stakeholders by all of the involved agencies is
critical.

Community Advisory Committees

Goods movement projects that are in a regional transportation plan (RTP) or
regional transportation improvement program (RTIP) and have gone through the
environmental review process should go forward. Goods movement
infrastructure projects that are in an RTP or RTIP but, have not completed
environmental review, and all new goods movement projects, when they reach the
project Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement stage
should have a Community Advisory Committee similar to the 1-710 process.
(However, the 1-710 process is a prototype more than a model, and it needs to be
improved.) Community Advisory Committees are also discussed in the context of
simultaneous and continuous improvement in Chapter VI and in the context of
bond funding allocations in Chapter VII.

3. lIssue Linkages
Much of the Phase Il process focused on the linkage between goods movement and

air quality. A key deliverable from the Phase Il process was the ARB Emission
Reduction Plan for Ports and Goods Movement in California. The Phase Il process
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also highlighted other linkages which are important to communities. For example,
the Phase Il process started a dialogue regarding goods movement-related job
opportunities that could benefit communities. The discussion focused on the creation
of a career ladder for goods movement-related jobs and the need for training for
various “rungs” on that career ladder. Community representatives emphasized the
need for training in the community for safe, clean jobs. Chapter V includes
Preliminary Candidate Actions in this area of workforce development.

Communities in California, including those within the goods movement corridors,
face other challenges related to education, affordable housing, etc. These issues also
affect quality of life today and in the future. Under State law, such policy/program
areas are addressed in specific programs by specific agencies with jurisdiction.
However, by having two members of the Governor’s Cabinet lead the development of
Goods Movement Action Plan, the process has allowed for the sharing of information
regarding goods movement issues with many leaders for other State programs, and
vice versa. This sharing of information, which will continue after the publication of
this Goods Movement Action Plan, allows for the active consideration of goods
movement issues in the management of other State programs.

4. Project Funding

The total cost of a goods-movement related infrastructure project should include the
cost of required project-specific mitigation and the total cost should be funded as the
cost of the project. (See also Chapter VII regarding bond funding allocation.)

5. Noise Mitigation

In the Goods Movement Action Plan process, community representatives have
repeatedly raised concerns about excessive noise from goods movement operations.
With the exception of occupational noise, the State does not regulate noise. Rather,
noise is regulated by local governments in general plans and in ordinances. In
response to the concerns raised by communities, BTH, with staff support from
Caltrans, will prepare a compendium that provides information regarding practices
that have been found to be effective in mitigating excessive noise from goods
movement operations. BTH/Caltrans will consult with experts in the field, local
governments, and the public in the development of the compendium and will share
the document with local governments and the public upon its completion.
BTH/Caltrans welcomes public input regarding information that should be considered
in this effort.

. Public Safety and Homeland Security
California’s goods movement system presents a variety of concerns relative to public
safety and homeland security. From a public safety perspective, the large volume of

truck trips and train movements contribute to traffic accidents and related property
damage, injuries, and fatalities. Homeland security threats, primarily among the
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State’s seaports, are likely to persist due to the potential economic disruption to the
State and the nation that could result from a significant event. For these reasons, it is
critical that efforts to improve public safety and strengthen homeland security are
included as key elements of the Action Plan.

To address public safety concerns, a primary focus of this Plan is to reduce the
number of at-grade crossings between train and mixed flow traffic. The Alameda
Corridor East project is a prime example. Also, efforts to establish dedicated truck
lanes by separating truck traffic from other mixed flow traffic help to improve public
safety as well. However, since trucks cannot be completely isolated from other
traffic, efforts to improve the safety of trucks need to continue. Expanded truck
inspection facilities to make sure that safety equipment is properly installed and
maintained will be needed. Colocating such facilities with inspection of truck
cargoes for homeland security purposes is an alternative that may provide\ economies
and scale and reduce disruption to the flow of goods. However, more analysis is
required to determine the merits and practicality of such efforts.

Securing California’s ports has been a priority for the Administration. The
Governor’s Office of Homeland Security (OHS) serves as the State’s lead agency for
the protection of California’s critical infrastructure, including ports. OHS serves as
the State administering agent for federal homeland security grants and as the primary
liaison with the U.S. Department of Homeland Security (US-DHS). Additionally,
OHS is a member of the three area maritime security committees that have been
established in California (Northern California, Central California Coast and San
Diego). These committees are chaired by U.S. Coast Guard Captains of the Port. Itis
the responsibility of these Committees to identify and build awareness of potential
threats to port areas, to protect the ports through improved security procedures and
communications, and to implement security procedures to decrease port
vulnerabilities.

US-DHS administers security procedures at U.S. ports and rail yards, employing the
resources of the Transportation Security Administration (TSA), the U.S. Coast Guard,
U.S. Customs and Border Protection (Customs), and the U.S. Citizenship and
Immigration Service (Immigration) in conjunction with the Department of
Transportation’s Maritime Administration and Federal Railroad Administration.*

Recognizing the expanded need for coordination and information sharing between the
federal, state and local governments at our ports, Governor Schwarzenegger signed an
executive order creating the California Maritime Security Council (CMSC). The
CMSC will be comprised of top officials from OHS, U.S. Coast Guard, BTH,
National Guard, U.S. Navy, and other agencies, as well as Directors of California's
major ports and representatives from the labor and business communities. The
specific duties of the CMSC include: identifying potential threats, improving security
measures, procedures, and communications; coordinating contingency planning;
coordinating information sharing; conducting training exercises; developing a

% Phase | Goods Movement Action Plan. Released September 2005.
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statewide maritime security strategy; and preparing to quickly recover from a
catastrophic event at a California port.>*

While the federal homeland security grant programs provide resources to the State for
many goals related to the prevention of terrorist attacks, one area that is under-funded
is the protection of seaports. The California Port Security Grant Program (CPSGP)
will provide additional resources from the Port Security Bond Act to improve the
security of various maritime assets throughout the State. The bond funds are an
important supplement to the existing OHS programs coordinated with US-DHS and
the federal port grant programs.

This program will be coordinated with the Governor’s Office of Emergency Services
(OES), which shares with OHS various preparedness and grant administrative
functions. By helping to improve the security of seaports, the California Port
Security Grant Program will contribute significantly to the success of both
California’s strategy and the National Strategy for Homeland Security. Funds
awarded through the Port Security Bond Act may be leveraged to draw down
additional federal port security grants.

The California Port Security Grant Program will build upon existing efforts at the
federal, State and local level by funding security gaps identified by previously
conducted port vulnerability assessments. This grant program will aid the
implementation of security strategies developed by the three Area Maritime Security
Committees and the CMSC. Specifically, eligible activities under this grant program
include:

Video surveillance equipment.

Explosives detection technology, including, but not limited to, X-ray devices.

Cargo scanners.

Radiation monitors.

Thermal protective equipment.

Site identification instruments capable of providing a fingerprint for a broad

inventory of chemical agents.

e Other devices capable of detecting weapons of mass destruction using
chemical, biological, or other similar substances.

e Other security equipment to assist in any of the following:

0 Screening of incoming vessels, trucks, and incoming or outbound
cargo.

0 Monitoring the physical perimeters of harbors, ports, and ferry
terminals.

o Providing or augmenting onsite emergency response capability.

o0 Overweight cargo detection equipment, including, but not limited to,
intermodal crane scales and truck weight scales.

% Office of the Governor. Press Release “Gov. Schwarzenegger Signs Executive Order Creating California
Maritime Security Council.” October 12, 2006
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0 Developing disaster preparedness or emergency response plans.

While the bond measure provides a wide range of eligible funding categories for
cargo security and physical security, special attention is needed to ascertain the best
use of the State’s funds. Specifically, many cargo-related security functions are
within the exclusive domain of the federal government. Equipment purchases for
cargo inspection may be less effective than equipment or infrastructure for physical
security if control and operation of cargo security systems require expanded federal
personnel that may be unavailable. Focusing on deficiencies in federal funding for
physical security systems such as systems that provide or enhance marine-side or
land-side domain awareness may provide the best use of bond funds.
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IV. FRAMEWORK FOR ACTION

As part of the Goods Movement Action Plan Phase | Foundations report, more than $47 billion
of prospective infrastructure projects were identified that could improve the capacity or
performance of California’s four port-to-border goods movement corridors. Many of these
proposed projects have received extensive review at the local or regional levels by Metropolitan
Planning Organizations (MPQOs) or Regional Transportation Planning Authorities (RTPAs) and
are included in Regional Transportation Plans (RTPs). The projects undergoing such review
follow California’s transportation planning process as outlined in Appendix B. However, the
conventional transportation planning and review process is not structured to evaluate prospective
goods movement projects as changes to a statewide goods movement system. Consequently,
project priorities and program funding do not necessarily reflect the project mix that best
improves the performance of the goods movement system overall. Similarly, the existing
process does not systematically address projects or actions that can mitigate public health and
environmental or community impacts that are due to goods movement activity.

It is these deficiencies that this Goods Movement Action Plan is intended to resolve.
Specifically, a statewide perspective enables:

e Assessment of projects as part of a statewide goods movement system.

e Comparison of port, rail, and highway projects in a common framework.

e ldentification and implementation of critical public health and environmental
mitigation and community impact mitigation actions in order to protect public health
and improve the environment and quality of life.

e Prioritization of projects and actions to address the most important needs first.

e Concentration of effort to secure required funding in an orderly fashion.

e Evaluation of performance to determine if State, regional, and community benefits
are achieved.

A systematic and transparent “framework for action” is necessary if these benefits are to be
achieved. Building the Goods Movement Action Plan framework on a performance
measurement platform ensures that the evaluation, selection and funding of projects and actions
will be conducted in a way that achieves an efficient and effective allocation of resources.

The framework is built on a foundation of internally consistent principles aligned with
Administration policy. Consistent with a defined set of principles, a series of evaluation criteria
are established to judge the merits of prospective projects or actions. Criteria are defined for
infrastructure and operational improvements, environmental impact mitigation, community
impact mitigation, and public security/safety. Concurrently, performance metrics are
established, where appropriate, to quantify and assess outputs and outcomes relative to
expectations. Finally, sets of benchmarks are developed, where appropriate, to judge how
performance relates to “best-in-class” for comparable projects or actions executed elsewhere.

Developing the principles, evaluation criteria, performance metrics, and benchmarks is a
challenging task when applied to a system as complex as goods movement. The task is
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compounded by the nature of the system as a series of discrete operations that begin and end
outside the State’s boundaries. Each segment, whether ocean carrier, port and terminal operator,
trucker, railroad, distribution center, or retailer, attempts to optimize its own operations while
accommaodating the needs of their upstream and downstream counterparts. Achieving system-
wide improvements that result in aggregate performance enhancements requires a high degree of
cooperation and accommodation among all the segments of the logistics chain.

Clearly, the development of relevant and meaningful criteria, metrics, and benchmarks for
California’s goods movement system is an iterative process that will improve as the dynamic
behavior of the system and its impacts are better understood. Nonetheless, decisions must be
made now based on the best information available. Described below are principles, criteria,
metrics, and benchmarks compiled based on input from the stakeholders and subject matter
experts of the Integrating Work Group, the supporting work groups, and members of the public
that have participated in the Phase Il effort.

A. Principles for Implementation

The Administration’s Goods Movement Policy Statement (see Preface) establishes the
basis for a series of principles that define the nature, timing, and manner by which
California’s goods movement industry and infrastructure will be improved and expanded.
Specifically, the policy statement requires that the improvements be undertaken in a
manner which will:

Generate jobs.

Increase mobility and relieve traffic congestion.
Improve air quality and protect public health.
Enhance public and port safety.

Improve California’s quality of life.

Members of the Integrating Work Group suggested a wide range of potential principles.
Ultimately, BTH and Cal/EPA enumerated a series of 22 principles based in large part on
the input from the Integrating Work Group. While covering a diverse set of issues, the
principles can be grouped under the following five themes:

e Consider the four port-to-border corridors as one integrated system.

e Undertake simultaneous and continuous improvement in infrastructure and
mitigation.

e Pursue excellence through technology, efficiency, and workforce development.

e Develop partnerships to advance goals.

e Promote trust, provide for meaningful public participation, and ensure
environmental justice consistent with State law.
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The full set of principles grouped by these themes is listed below.

Consider the four port-to-border corridors as one integrated system.

1.

Consider all goods movement infrastructure and related operations throughout
the State as part of one integrated, multi-modal system regardless of funding
or ownership (i.e., public, private, or mixed public-private). Such a
perspective highlights improvements that can maximize public benefit,
leverage existing assets, encourage private investment, promote stability and
diversity, and expand customer choices.

Optimize existing capacity and efficiency of operations to right-size the need
for expanded infrastructure. Utilizing existing resources to best advantage
improves overall cost effectiveness.

Avoid changes to one part of the system that damage another part of the
system. As an interconnected system, upstream and downstream impacts
must be considered when contemplating changes.

Maintain and plan for adequate infrastructure at the ports capable of receiving,
storing and distributing energy fuels. The State’s interest in maintaining and
planning for a reliable energy supply for its people and its economy requires
that the specialized needs of delivering energy stocks be considered in land
use decisions at the State’s ports.

Undertake simultaneous and continuous improvement in infrastructure and
mitigation.

5.

Approach infrastructure and mitigation actions on a simultaneous and
continuous improvement basis. Approach funding and implementation for
infrastructure and mitigation on a simultaneous basis. The State’s economy
and quality of life depend upon the efficient, safe delivery of goods to and
from the ports and borders. At the same time, the environmental impacts from
goods movement activities must be reduced to ensure protection of public
health and the environment. Actions necessary to protect public health and
mitigate environmental and community impacts must be funded and executed
on a simultaneous and continuous basis. While infrastructure projects may
have regional, statewide, or nationwide benefits, local public health,
environmental and community impacts must be mitigated.

Evaluate infrastructure and public health and environmental/community
improvement actions on their merits first without regard to funding sources.
Once relative merits are established, consider the practical concerns of
funding sources and limitations when determining which choices to select.
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7.

10.

11.

Advance actions with highest rates of return — both in terms of investment and
public health and environmental improvement. Because resources are always
limited, ranking actions on a statewide basis relative to their contribution to
performance improvement of the entire statewide goods movement system
and relative to their potential to improve public health and environmental
protection will allow investments to be targeted to actions that advance the
highest rates of return in all of these areas.

Identify significant public health/environmental and community impacts,
provide needed resources and implement strategies to mitigate those impacts.
Environmental, public health and community impact mitigation must be fully
integrated into goods movement system improvements. The total cost of a
goods-movement related infrastructure project should include the cost of
required project-specific mitigation and the combined cost should be funded
as the cost of the project. Peer-reviewed science should be used in this
process. Mitigation strategies must not create localized public health and
environmental impacts. Incentive programs, in addition to regulatory
mandates, may help to achieve needed additional improvements.

Implement community impact mitigation for existing goods movement facility
community impacts on a priority basis (i.e., address the most impacted
communities first). The priorities should be based on objective criteria. The
existing impacts and health risks at and adjacent to existing goods movement
facilities (e.g., in close proximity to ports, railroad yards, high truck volume
highways and at distribution centers) must be significantly reduced. While
community impact mitigation is implemented on a priority basis, the need to
ensure environmental justice for all Californians must be kept in mind.

Accelerate on a simultaneous basis both action delivery and public health and
environmental protection. By their nature, infrastructure projects are long
lead-time endeavors that face many obstacles until they are placed into
service. Relating the importance of both goods movement actions and public
health and environmental improvement to the State’s economic well-being
will help keep actions on schedule and provide motivation for aggressive
action to relieve local communities from unfavorable goods movement-related
impacts. “Accelerate (...) action delivery” does not mean weakening
environmental review for infrastructure projects.

Recognize action benefits within, between, and among goods movement
corridors that are otherwise ignored or undervalued. When action merits are
evaluated by traditional metrics, the value an action may have to the State at
large may not be captured. Examples include goods movement actions that
can relieve bottlenecks and increase throughput for an entire transportation
corridor. Properly identifying benefits helps prioritize actions and secure
funding for the actions that can do the most good.
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12.

13.

14.

Consider land use implications in goods movement decisions. Consider goods
movement implications in land use decisions. ARB’s April 2005 Land Use
Handbook, the BTH GoCalifornia program, and other sources can aid such
analyses.

Develop and apply performance metrics for both infrastructure and public
health and environmental/community improvement actions. Performance
metrics for goods movement projects and mitigation actions provide a
comprehensive means to determine the effectiveness of deployed resources.

Seek opportunities to promote synergies with other statewide policy
initiatives. Active consideration of goods movement issues with statewide
initiatives in areas such as housing, health services, land use, agriculture,
international trade, economic development, military base re-use, and energy
resources promotes good public policy. Most of all, achieving the
Administration’s purpose will require flexibility, perseverance, and
commitment.

Pursue excellence through technology, efficiency, and workforce development.

15.

16.

Utilize the most innovative, effective and commercially proven technologies
available when modifying or expanding California’s goods movement system
and when reducing associated pollution. Significant investment in emission
reduction strategies such as fleet modernization, the use of cleaner fuels, the
adoption of cleaner emission control technologies and innovative technologies
is necessary in order for California to accommodate the expected growth in
goods movement and continue progress in protecting the environment.

Educate the public regarding workforce opportunities in the goods movement
industry. There is significant job potential in this area. A defined career path
and education regarding that career path are needed. Training programs are
needed in the neighboring communities for safe and clean jobs. Training
programs in California’s universities and colleges may also be needed.

Develop partnerships to advance goals.

17.

18.

Secure statewide consensus on actions when pursuing federal support. A
major factor that causes California to get less than its “fair share” of federal
funding is intrastate jockeying for limited federal dollars. Presenting a
unified, statewide slate of actions (as most other states do) helps increase the
likelihood for the State to receive its fair share allocation.

Spur private sector investment and public-private partnerships to leverage
public investment. The goods movement system is a complex supply chain of
activities and facilities under private, public, and mixed public-private
ownership. Gaining consensus on a statewide basis for the major elements
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19.

necessary to build out the State’s goods movement system helps provide the
confidence needed by the private sector to determine how best to make private
and public-private investments that add value to the system.

Provide a higher-level forum to engage cooperation outside State jurisdiction.
California’s goods movement system requires cooperation and support from
stakeholders who are not subject to California control. These include adjacent
states, the federal government, and foreign carriers. In addition, other
stakeholders that operate in the State, but have national or global operations
(including retailers, railroads, and logistics companies) are critical participants
in the process. Operating at the State level with these stakeholders improves
the State’s overall position as compared to merely allowing each region and
locality to vie for attention separately.

Promote trust, provide for meaningful public participation, and ensure
environmental justice consistent with State law.

20.

21.

22,

Promote trust among the state, regional governments, interested parties, and
stakeholders with respect to the development and implementation of the
Goods Movement Action Plan. Trust among stakeholders must be earned and
nurtured through constant communication and demonstration that their views
and needs are being considered.

Solicit and consider public input, including input from communities, before
making goods movement and related public health and environmental/
community mitigation decisions. Local communities should be engaged early
in the design process to enable the community to participate in that process in
a meaningful way.

Ensure fair treatment of people of all races, cultures, and incomes with respect
to the development and implementation of the Goods Movement Action Plan.
To ensure fair treatment of all residents in impacted communities, proactive
efforts must be undertaken to engage the communities and consider and
address community-specific impacts.

B. Criteria for Selection of Projects and Actions

Evaluation criteria help determine the relative merits of candidate projects and actions to
achieve desired outcomes. Each of the supporting work groups were asked to identify
criteria for projects or actions in the respective areas of goods movement infrastructure
and operations, public health and environmental mitigation, community impact
mitigation, and public safety and homeland security.

While projects can be identified in each area independently, there is more value in
developing a portfolio of projects that are mutually reinforcing. This results because
projects and actions can provide benefits in multiple areas. For example, grade
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separation projects not only increase mobility and relieve traffic congestion but also
enhance public safety through reduced accidents, and may improve air quality from
reduced idling at rail crossings. For other types of infrastructure projects, specific public
health and environmental or community impact mitigation actions might better achieve
desired outcomes than stand-alone actions indicated by the criteria.

1. Criteria for Selection of Infrastructure Projects and Operational
Improvements

Of all the areas, criteria for goods movement infrastructure and operation
improvements are the most specific. This results because the logistics industry has
long used three key measures to determine the state of a goods movement system:
velocity, throughput, and reliability. These items are described below along with
other criteria that should be considered. No single project will meet all the criteria,
but those listed provide a means to evaluate a candidate project’s value.

Improves Velocity

In an era of Just in Time (JIT) logistics, the speed at which goods are able to
move across the system and arrive on the shelf is crucial. As a criterion for
infrastructure improvements, velocity refers to this speed of goods delivery. As
this plan will demonstrate, there are several means by which velocity in the goods
movement system can be increased. Any prospective project should be evaluated
on its ability to increase velocity.

Increases Throughput

Throughput is an indication of the volume of goods handled by the system. When
considering California’s seaports, throughput is considered in terms of the number
of TEU passing through the port per year. One way to express throughput at sea
ports is in terms of throughput density. Throughput density is the annual
throughput divided by the size of the terminal.* Increasing throughput density
can increase throughput without physically expanding the size of the port itself.
Throughput density is affected in general terms by the following three
parameters:*® Static Storage Capacity, Container Dwell Time and Net/Gross
Area Ratio. Static storage capacity is the number of containers, expressed in
TEU that can be physically housed at the port at any given time. Expanding this
capacity would contribute to an overall increase in throughput density. Container
dwell time is the period of time that a container will remain in the port. Actions
which shorten this time period would contribute to an overall increase in
throughput density. Finally, the Net/Gross Area Ratio is the percentage of space
at the port that is actually available for storage. “Some terminals have features
like on-dock rail yards, break-bulk or RO/RO (roll-on, roll-off) handling,

% Sisson, Mark. U.S. CONTAINER TERMINAL THROUGHPUT DENSITY. A report by the JWD group. 2-12-
03. Available online at http://www.portofhouston.com/pdf/genifo/POHA-BayportCapacity.pdf. Page 6
% Ibid.
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container freight stations (CFS) or other structures that effectively reduce the
net/gross ratio.”>" Actions that maximize net space available for cargo storage will
increase the Net/Gross Area Ratio, thereby improving overall throughput at the
port. Throughput should be considered on an integrated system-wide basis.
Throughput as a criterion is relevant also to land entry points (border crossings)
and in each of the four goods movement corridors.

Improves Reliability

The reliability of the goods movement system is another important piece of
criterion. A proposed action should be evaluated in terms of its potential for
increasing reliability. In other words, the project should be judged on its potential
to decrease variance. To the logistics industry, the consistency of transportation
times is just as valuable as the dimensions of velocity or throughput. Reliability
considers all modes of the goods movement industry. Unreliable infrastructure in
one segment of the goods movement system will causes bottlenecks and adversely
affects other links in the chain. System reliability is directly related to velocity
and throughput capacity. Intuitively, increased reliability yields more stability in
velocity and throughput.

Velocity, throughput, and reliability are generic criteria. Since each terminal is acting
on their own business model, there is a limited extent to which these criteria can be
applied. Several operational variables such as transshipping or the choice of
container stacking versus wheeled storage can impact velocity, throughput, and
reliability. What fits for one terminal may not be a fit for the entire port.
Furthermore, as goods leave the ports, they are subject to the limitations at other
points in the system.

Reduces Congestion

Determining to what extent a project will reduce congestion for both goods
movement and non-goods movement (i.e., commuter) traffic is another criterion
for project evaluation. As a static system is burdened with an increasing volume
of container flow, the natural consequence is increased congestion. General
mobility is impacted by the goods movement industry. Increased truck traffic on
streets and highways, as well as increased rail trips through non-grade crossings,
are directly related to decreased mobility and increased congestion. Projects that
reduce congestion not only improve velocity, throughput, and reliability, they
improve Californians’ quality of life. Reduced congestion can also positively
affect public health and the environment. Stop and go traffic generates more

¥ 1bid.
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emissions than free flowing traffic®® and vehicles tend to release more emissions
at extremely low speeds or when rapidly accelerating.*®

Reduces Impact on the Community

Among the range of infrastructure projects, some provide relief of previous
community impacts because of reconfigurations of land use or other inherent
design elements. Projects such as grade separations reduce noise as trains do not
have to sound horns at grade crossings.

Increases Connectivity

Projects should be evaluated as to their potential to increase connectivity across
the goods movement system. As goods move from one mode to another
(intermodal) there will be variations in velocity and throughput. Better
connectivity lends itself to increased reliability, velocity, and throughput system-
wide.

Considers Innovative Technology

The extent to which projects consider innovative technologies can be a criterion
for evaluation. Technology is constantly evolving and projects should be
evaluated on the extent to which they consider such innovation. Projects should
be long-lasting improvements and should consider the most promising and the
most feasible technological advances.

Improves Energy Efficiency

Projects should be evaluated as to their effect on the aggregate energy/fuel
consumption across a transportation network. Infrastructure projects that reduce
congestion and minimize fluctuations in velocity would impact the energy
efficiency of freight movement and non-freight traffic, thus achieving a wider
spectrum of energy efficiency.

Leverages Federal, Local or Private Funding

The extent to which a proposed project has identified and committed
supplemental non-State funds should be considered in the selection process.
Those projects which demonstrate a higher level of federal, local, or private
supplemental funding should be given emphasis.

% Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG). Traffic Congestion and Air Quality. Fall 2005

% Federal Highway Administration. A Sampling of Emissions Analysis Techniques for Transportation Control
Measures. Prepared by Cambridge Systematics, Inc. Excerpt from section on “Forecasting Approaches.”
Available online at http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/cmageat/index.htm
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2. Criteria for Selection of Public Health and Environmental Impact Mitigation
Actions

Following is a list of criteria for evaluating public health and environmental
mitigation actions related to goods movement activities. Which criteria are
appropriate in evaluating a particular action will depend on the nature of the action
(e.g., regulation of a fuel) and the type of action (e.g., regulation, incentive program,
voluntary agreement, etc.) For example, air quality measures that will become part of
the State Implementation Plan pursuant to the Federal Clean Air Act are subject to
specific legal requirements. Incentive programs may be subject to other
requirements. In general, the criteria below are helpful in evaluating whether a public
health and environmental mitigation action should be selected for reducing public
health impacts and environmental impacts associated with goods movement.

e Addresses threat to public health (exposure weighted).

e Reduces emissions or discharges/runoff.

e Provides immediacy of reductions (or significant reductions for approaches
that take longer).

e Provides long-term reductions.

e Demonstrates technology feasibility.

e Takes advantage of technological developments.

e Promotes alternate fuel use that achieves emission reductions and promotes
fuel diversity.

e Delivers cost-effective results relative to alternative action (e.g., measured by
$/ton reduced and/or $/lives saved).

e Demonstrates enforceability.

3. Criteria for Selection of Community Impact Mitigation and Workforce
Development Actions

Following is a list of criteria for community impact mitigation actions and workforce
development actions related to goods movement activities.

Community Impact Mitigation

e Accommodates community preferences.

e Secures community buy-in.

e Achieves “like for like” mitigation for impacts related to public health (e.g.,
air pollutant emission reductions to mitigate impacts due to air pollution — not
the construction of a community center to mitigate impacts due to air
pollution).

e Optimizes number of residents served and/or benefiting from mitigation
action.

e Demonstrates feasibility.

e Fits with available funding.
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Carries potential for multiple benefits (e.g., noise reduction and pollution
exposure reduction).

Achieves partial or full mitigation.

Delivers accountability for follow-through.

Considers noise and light impacts and implements noise and/or light
mitigation where needed.

Considers environmental justice (i.e., fair treatment of people of all races,
cultures, and incomes with respect to implementation of the Goods Movement
Action Plan).

Workforce Development Actions

Educates/trains the workforce.

Creates jobs in the local community.

Develops partnerships with secondary and higher education.
Leverages existing resources.

Incorporates aggressive outreach to industry and community.

4. Criteria for Selection of Public Safety and Security Actions

Establishing criteria for the selection of public safety and security actions is
deceptively simple. One might conclude that the criteria state: “the action increases
public safety and security.” Defining the “increases” portion of that criterion is where
a more in-depth analysis must be employed. The following criteria will aid in the
selection and prioritization of public safety and security actions:

Reinforces or compliments federal, State, and local public safety efforts.
Does not deteriorate goods movement system performance.

Increases likelihood of intercepting suspicious or problem containers.
Enhances landside domain awareness and control.

Enhances seaside domain awareness and control.

Extends virtual security perimeter.

C. Metrics for Evaluation after Implementation

The Phase Il Goods Movement Action Plan is outcome oriented. Actions are evaluated
by the extent to which they achieve the objectives and goals laid out in the Phase | Goods
Movement Action Plan. A metric is a standard or unit of measure. Metrics are the means
by which outcomes are measured. The metrics and benchmarks in this section of the
report are categorized by infrastructure, public health and environmental mitigation,
public health, community impact mitigation and public safety/security.

1. Metrics for Infrastructure Projects and Operational Improvements
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Velocity and Throughput

The general metric for velocity is distance traveled per unit of time. An infrastructure
project should be measured on its ability to maximize distance or minimize time. The
velocity increase offered by any single infrastructure project is subordinate to the
velocity across the entire intermodal supply chain. Put differently, it is
counterproductive to consider increased velocity at one point if a bottleneck is shifted
to another point in the system.

The general metric for throughput is the volume of goods passing a given point in a
given period. An infrastructure project that expands the overall system capacity will
thereby increase throughput. As with velocity metrics, it is imperative to weigh
system-wide throughput resulting from a single project’s implementation.

The shipping industry has developed several widely-accepted and readily available
performance metrics. It is for that reason only that the majority of metrics listed
below relate to ports. The development and identification of multimodal metrics is an
ongoing process. Following are examples of multimodal velocity and throughput
metrics:

Average transit time (multimodal)

Truck turn times inside terminals (sea ports and trucks)

Average container dwell time (sea ports)

Ratio of on dock rail vs. truck loading (sea ports)

TEU by time of day (sea ports)

TEU per quay length (sea ports)

Average processing time for inspected containers (sea and land ports of entry)
Number of ships waiting for berth (sea ports)

Number of trucks waiting for primary inspection module (land ports of entry)
TEUS per acre per year (sea ports)

Total TEU capacity (sea ports)

TEUs/Year (sea ports)

Container movements per hour (sea ports)

Crane lifts per hour (sea ports)

Terminal gate moves (sea ports)

Return time of equipment such as containers and chassis (sea ports)
Average terminal dwell time (rail)

Intermodal cars on line (rail)*

Average train speed (rail)*

Turns per shift - on and off peak (trucks)

e Street and highway capacity (trucks)

%0 National Retail Federation. Port Tracker: Monthly Port and Intermodal Outlook. August 2005
1 US Surface Transportation Board (STB) Railroad Performance Measures.
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Reliability

The general metric for reliability can be considered as the variation in velocity or
throughput. An infrastructure project can be evaluated on a metric of reliability to
quantify its impact on system variations in velocity and throughput. Consider the
analogy of a dartboard where darts represent measurements of throughput and
velocity, and the bull's-eye represents the highest benchmark of velocity or
throughput. In one scenario, the average distance of all darts from the bull's-eye may
be fairly close. However, there are a significant number of outliers, making
prediction of the next throw more difficult. In another scenario, the average distance
of all darts may be slightly farther from the bull's-eye but they are clustered and there
is little difference in placement from one dart to another. The second scenario offers
the distinct advantage of increased accuracy in predicting the next throw. In the
goods movement system, reliability is useful to all players in regard to the
predictability of future velocity and throughput performance. Some examples of such
reliability metrics are:

= Variance in trip time

Customs availability at sea ports*? and land port of entry
Equipment constraints*

Berth availability™

Pilotage®

Towage™®

Other ship waiting time*’

Congestion Reduction

Measuring the extent to which an infrastructure project reduces congestion can be
expressed in terms of daily vehicle hours of delay (DVHD). DVHD is a
measurement of congestion that represents speeds of 35 miles per hour or less lasting
15 minutes or longer.

%2 Barber, Daniel and Lisa Grobar. Implementing a Statewide Goods Movement Strategy and Performance
Measurement of Goods Movement in California. A report for the METRANS Transportation Center. June 29,
2001. Page 13. Definition: the average variation in length of time in which cargo containers clear customs.

*® Ibid. Definition: how often equipment (chassis) is rejected by truckers, delaying departure of containers from the
port.

* Hamilton, Clive. Measuring Port Productivity: The Australian Experience. An invited paper to the Conference in
Container Port and Terminal Performance in the Intermodal Chain. February 3-4, 1999. Page 6. Definition: the
proportion of ship arrivals where a berth is available within four hours of the scheduled berthing time.

* Ibid. Definition: the proportion of ship movements where pilot service is available within one hour of the
confirmed ship arrival/departure time.

“® Ibid. Definition: the proportion of ship movements where towing service is available within one hour of the
confirmed ship arrival departure time.

*" Ibid. Definition: the proportion of ship movements affected by factors other than the unavailability of a berth,
pilot, or towage causing a delay of an hour or more.
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e Daily vehicle hours of delay (DVHD)

Energy Efficiency

Measuring the extent to which an infrastructure project has an effect on the aggregate
energy/fuel consumption across a transportation network would require complex
modeling and analysis. Infrastructure projects that reduce congestion and minimize
fluctuations in velocity would impact the energy efficiency of freight movement and
non-freight traffic, thus achieving a wider spectrum of energy efficiency. A simple
metric of this net effect could be expressed in terms of:

e Change in system-wide aggregate fuel/energy consumption
2. Metrics for Public Health and Environmental Impact Mitigation

Total tons of emissions reduced (NOx, PM, SOx, sulfate, VOC)

Percent of mortality risk reduced

Percent of cancer risk reduced

Ambient pollution measurements within affected communities and in the
region

3. Metrics for Community Impact Mitigation and Workforce Development

Responsible agency/entity identified

Funding committed

Project initiated

Project completed

Number of persons newly employed in goods movement industry

Number of persons trained to enter goods movement industry

Number of incumbent employees promoted in the goods movement industry
Number and type of mitigation actions accomplished by milestone years (e.g.,
2010, 2015, 2020)

4. Metrics for Public Safety and Security

Rate of commercial truck-involved collisions per ton mile

Rate of injuries/fatalities in commercial truck-involved collisions
Average property damage in commercial truck-involved collisions
Number of commercial truck breakdowns per ton mile

Train accidents per million train-miles*®

Average customs/safety inspection times

e Percentage of point of origin cargo inspected

*8 U.S. Department of Transportation. Federal Railroad Administration. Federal Railroad Administration Action
Plan for Addressing Critical Railroad Safety Issues. May 16, 2005
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e Existence of port recovery/continuity of operations plan
e Permeability of landside/seaside domain

D. Benchmarks for Evaluation after Implementation
1. Benchmarks for Infrastructure Projects and Operational Improvements

Benchmarking is “the process of comparing and measuring an organization’s own
performance on a particular process against the performance of organizations judged
to be the best of a comparable industry.” *° However, identifying metrics and
benchmarks for the goods movement industry is a challenging and radical
undertaking that will surely require further study and discussion. In fact, a recent
Waterfront Coalition whitepaper states: "To our knowledge, the marine terminal
industry and the nation's port authorities have not developed any kind of common
metrics that provide a true assessment of current capacity. Without this measure, the
government, and industry are in effect ‘flying blind’ in terms of knowing how much
additional volume of imports and exports can be managed . . ."*° The material related
to benchmarking presented in this framework for action will be subject to further
scrutiny and investigation.

Market Share

On the macro level, it is important to evaluate all infrastructure projects in terms of
their impact on market share. Market share can be considered a metric of
California’s national and international competitiveness. The economic advantages
associated with the goods movement industry (as noted in the Phase | Action Plan)
are crucial to California’s rank as the eighth largest economy in the world.
Identifying benchmarks in throughput is the key to understanding California’s
market share of the North American goods movement industry.

Velocity and Throughput

Generally, benchmarks are set by the best performers in the industry. In the case of
goods movement, it is useful to identify throughput and velocity benchmarks as the
levels of productivity at international ports (Table 111-3) and other North American

ports (Table 111-2). In other words, where do California’s ports rank in velocity and
throughput worldwide? To begin answering this question, one should identify

“® The Performance Based Management Handbook. Vol 2. 1993 Published by the Performance Based Management
Special Interest Group (PBM SIG). Page A-2. PBM SIG is a U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) and DOE
contractor funded organization. Available online via the Oak Ridge University website. http://www.orau.gov/pbm

%0 Waterfront Coalition. National Marine Container Transportation System: A Call to Action. May 2005. Page 11
The Waterfront Coalition is a group of concerned business interests representing shippers, transportation providers,
and others in the transportation supply chain committed to educate policy makers and the public about the economic
importance of U.S. ports and foreign trade, and to promote the most efficient and technologically advanced ports for
the twenty-first century.- from mission statement
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California’s current performance (Table I11-1). Then as indicated in the following
tables, identify some benchmarks set by other ports. Performance can be evaluated
as a relative improvement (percentage change) in current velocity and throughput.
However, it should be noted that throughput and velocity are linked to many
independent variables. For instance, South-East Asian ports conduct a great deal of
“transshipping” or container transfer from one sea vessel to another. This factor
significantly increases measurements of throughput and velocity because a larger
share of containers spends very little if any time on the dock. Perhaps the most
valuable use of a throughput benchmark is to gauge market share. For example, in
2004 the market share of California’s major ports (as a percentage of total
continental US port TEU throughput) was approximately 45 percent. **

Moves per Hour

A useful benchmark for understanding comparative throughput and velocity at
the seaports is moves per crane per hour. This is a widely used measure of
terminal productivity and can be helpful in benchmarking the performance at
California’s seaports to that of other world class seaports. Los Angeles and
Long Beach operate with approximately 28 to 35 moves per crane per hour.>
Several factors can limit this measure of productivity such as labor, safety
regulations, and equipment capacity.

*! American Association of Port Authorities

%2 Murphy, Melissa and Hanh Dam Le-Griffin. Container Terminal Productivity: Experiences at The Ports of Los
Angeles and Long Beach. Paper delivered at the National Urban Freight Conference. February 2006. Available
online at http://www.metrans.org/nuf/documents/Le-Murphy.pdf
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Table IV-1: California Ports

California Port Throughput™

California’s Major Container Ports

TEUs/Year in 2005 (TEUs, 000s)

Port of Los Angeles 7,485
Port of Long Beach 6,710
Port of Oakland 2,273
Port of San Diego 102

Table 1VV-2: Top North American Ports

North American Port Throughput Benchmarks™

North American Container Ports

TEUs/Year in 2005 (TEUs, 000s)

Los Angeles 7,485
Long Beach 6,710
New York/New Jersey 4,793
Port of Oakland 2,273
Seattle (WA) 2,088
Tacoma (WA) 2,066
Charleston (SC) 1,987
Hampton Roads (VA) 1,982
Savannah (GA) 1,902
Vancouver (BC) 1,767

Table IV-3: Top International Ports

International Port Throughput Benchmarks™

Top World Container Ports

TEUs/Year in 2005 (TEUs, 000s)

1. Singapore 23,192
2. Hong Kong 22,602
3. Shanghai 18,000
4. Shenzhen 16,200
Los Angeles/Long Beach combined 14,195
5. Busan 11,840
6. Kaohsiung 9,470
7. Rotterdam 9,287
8. Hamburg 8,088
9. Dubai 7,620
10. Los Angeles 7,485
11. Long Beach 6,710

12. Long Beach

5,780

*¥ American Association of Port Authorities North American Port Container Traffic 2005, May 8, 2006
(unless otherwise noted)

> 1bid.

% American Association of Port Authorities and individual port websites (unless otherwise noted)
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Reliabilit

Benchmarks for reliability are difficult to quantify. The highest achievable
benchmark would be zero variance or 100 percent consistency. Establishing
reliability benchmarks for goods movement requires further study and analysis.

2. Benchmarks for Public Health and Environmental Impact Mitigation

For public health and environmental mitigation actions, the best progress that can be
achieved by a particular action is a moving target. New technologies, new fuels, and
new means of retrofits are constantly being developed. The benchmarks (in the form
of standards or requirements) are set by the regulating agency based on the facts at
the time of the regulatory action.

3. Benchmarks for Community Impact Mitigation and Workforce Development

Community impact mitigation actions by their very nature will be specific to a
specific community because the impacts vary from one community to another
community. The best possible outcome for one community may not be the best
possible outcome for another community. The metrics suggested above for
community impact mitigation actions allow for evaluation of actions.

4. Benchmarks for Public Safety and Security

Developing these benchmarks is a task that will require further investigation, expert
consultation, and extensive research. In her testimony before the U.S Senate
Committee on Commerce, Science and Transportation, Margaret T. Wrightson noted
that “. . . seaport security efforts, like homeland security efforts in general, lack
measurable goals, as well as performance measures to measure progress toward those
goals.”™® Establishing actual goods movement public safety and homeland security
benchmarks will be an ongoing process.

% United States Government Accountability Office (GAO). Testimony Before the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation, U. S. Senate. MARITIME SECURITY: Enhancements Made,But Implementation and
Sustainability Remain Key Challenges. Statement of Margaret T. Wrightson, Director, Homeland Security and
Justice Issues for the GAO.
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PRELIMINARY CANDIDATE ACTIONS AND SOLUTION SETS
A. Background

The Goods Movement Action Plan Phase | Foundations report identified the “why” and
the “what” of the State’s involvement in goods movement. In so doing, it proffered a
wide inventory of infrastructure projects and a preliminary discussion of mechanisms to
reduce emissions from goods movement sources within the State’s four goods movement
corridors. The un-prioritized list of infrastructure projects amounted to approximately
$47 billion in infrastructure investment. The report also estimated a cumulative cost of
$2-$5 billion for air emission related mitigation actions. (ARB’s updated estimate in the
Emission Reduction Plan for Ports and Goods Movement in California (April 2006) is
$6-$10 billion.) Also catalogued were prospective operational changes aimed at
improving goods movement flow and mitigating its negative impacts.

To distill the wide range of projects and prospective actions into a strategic,
comprehensive, and feasible set of recommendations, stakeholder input and public
comment were solicited through a series of meetings, forums, and requests for comments.
Based on the guiding principles and criteria developed by the stakeholder workgroups,
preliminary candidate actions were identified. While the collective candidate projects
and actions describe a full range of activities by corridor, mode, and timeframe, the array
requires a unifying theme for policymakers as to how best to prioritize activities.

To provide that unifying theme, BTH and Cal/EPA developed the concept of “solution
sets.” In this process, sets of independent yet interlinked preliminary candidate projects
and activities are grouped to provide a starting point for the selection of infrastructure
projects and activities. The intent of the solution sets is to identify the preliminary
candidate infrastructure projects that could break the logjam of obstacles so that needed
outcomes for system improvements, associated emission reductions, and congestion relief
can be realized as soon as possible. (As noted in Chapter 111, ARB is already
implementing its Emission Reduction Plan for Ports and Goods Movement in California.)

B. Preliminary Candidate Actions

Based on the efforts of the Infrastructure Work Group, BTH and Caltrans reviewed the
list initial inventory of infrastructure projects and actions from the Phase | report against
the infrastructure project criteria. That review distilled the approximately $47 billion list
of infrastructure projects identified in Phase | to a $15 billion preliminary working list of
projects (see Appendix C). The Infrastructure Work Group also reviewed and suggested
a series of improvements for ship, port, rail, and truck operations to improve performance
and better utilize existing assets.

Similarly, the Public Health and Environmental Impact Mitigation Work Group reviewed

and provided ARB with comments regarding the emission reduction strategies proposed
in the draft ARB Emission Reduction Plan. ARB considered that input in the
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development and finalization of its Emission Reduction Plan for Ports and Goods
Movement (April 2006). Staff of the State Water Resources Control Board developed
Preliminary Candidate Actions for water pollution related to goods movement. The
Department of Toxic Substances Control developed preliminary candidate actions related
to site remediation. The Community Impact Mitigation and Workforce Development
Work Group provided recommendations for the community impact mitigation actions.
Likewise, the Homeland Security and Public Safety Work Group provided input for the
listing of preliminary candidate actions related to security and public safety.

The Integrating Work Group and the public provided input to BTH and Cal/EPA
regarding drafts of the Preliminary Candidate Action list. After consideration of this
input, this process yielded a set of approximately 200 preliminary candidate actions for
the four goods movement corridors among four categories and four time frames. The
four categories are:

e Infrastructure projects and operations.

e Public health and environmental impact mitigation.

e Community impact mitigation and workforce development.
e Homeland security and public safety.

Within the Infrastructure Projects and Operations category, actions are grouped by mode:
ship, port, rail truck, and other. Within the Public Health and Environmental Impact
Mitigation — Air Quality category, actions are grouped by emission source: ship,
locomotive, truck, cargo handling equipment, and commercial harbor craft. Within the
Community Impact and Workforce Development category, actions are grouped by
subject category: strategies, public participation, land use planning and workforce
development.

The timeframes reflect the soonest implementation potential for each of the actions.>
These periods are defined as:

Immediate (immediate implementation, generally operational improvements)
Short-term (0-3 years)

Intermediate-term (4-10 years)

Long-term (10+ years)

Table V-1 summarizes these preliminary candidate actions among the four goods
movement corridors. A breakdown of candidate actions by corridor is presented in
Appendix C. It is important to note that these candidate actions will require more
rigorous analysis pursuant to the evaluation criteria relative to the specific goods
movement corridor and statewide benefits that are expected to be achieved. Similarly,
project-by-project environmental impact review as required by the California
Environmental Quality Act must be conducted and required mitigation must be

*" The preliminary candidate infrastructure projects in Appendix C are delineated by a slightly different time frame
as follows: Short 1-5 years; Intermediate 6-10 years; and Long 11-20 years.
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implemented. It is expected that project proponents demonstrate the benefits of the
respective projects and that costs of required mitigation are defined and included and
funded as part of overall project funding requirements.



TABLE V-1

PRELIMINARY CANDIDATE ACTIONS - SUMMARY FOR FOUR CORRIDORS

Immediate Actions

Short-Term Actions
(0-3 years)

Intermediate-Term

Actions (4-10 years)

Long-Term Actions
(more than 10 yrs)

Operational Improvements

Ships

» Spread out vessel sailings and arrivals in the trans-Pacific
trade.

» Evaluate short- sea shipping — including environmental
impacts.

» Increase “destination loading” on ships from the Far East.
» Finalize ARB ship auxiliary engine rule (OAL review).
Ports

» Operate PierPass port extended gate hours program.

» Implement PierPass drayage truck fleet emission reduction
program.

» Expand labor force at the ports.

> Improve labor work rule flexibility to enable increased daily
truck turns.

» Implement virtual container yards.

» Implement incentives to limit container dwell time.

» Finalize ARB intermodal cargo equipment rule (OAL).

Rail

» Evaluate shuttle train pilot project performance.

» Utilize more rail for long haul.

> Finalize ARB intermodal cargo equipment rule (OAL).

Trucks

> Develop regional or national chassis pools.

» Implement port-wide terminal appointment systems for
truckers.

Other

» Employ better trade and transportation forecasting.

» Improve communications of fluctuating demand forecasts for
labor and equipment among carriers, railroads, and terminal
operators.

» Develop comprehensive goods movement data collection
methodologies, modeling, and data evaluation.

» Enact public-private partnership legislation.

» Enact design-build and design sequencing legislation.

Infrastructure and Operations

vV V¥V VYV ¥V ¥V ¥V VV VYV VV V VYV V

Infrastructure Projects

State Route 47, Alameda Corridor Expressway
(includes Schuyler Heim Bridge replacement).

I-710 Early Action Project: Port Terminus
Improvements.

Port of Long Beach Gerald Desmond Bridge
Replacement.

Alameda Corridor East Grade Separations.”
BNSF/UP, Los Angeles Basin Rail Capacity
Improvements.*

BNSF/UP Colton Crossing Rail Grade Separation.*
Port of Oakland 7th Street/Union Pacific Grade
Separation Reconstruction.

Port of Oakland Outer Harbor Intermodal Terminal.
Union Pacific Railroad Martinez Subdivision, Oakland
to Martinez, Capacity Improvement Project.

1-880 23rd and 29t Avenue Interchanges, Operational
improvements.

Altamont Pass Rail Corridor/Central Valley Rail Freight
Shuttle Demonstration Project.

State Route 905 Six-Lane Freeway (Mexico
border/Otay Mesa port of entry to Interstate 805).
Port of San Diego National City Marine Terminal
Operational Improvements.

BNSF Tehachapi Pass Double Track, Tunnels
Modification.

UP Central Corridor Double Track, Tunnels
Modification.

>

»
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Infrastructure Projects

Alameda Corridor East
Grade Separations.*
BNSF “Southern California
International Gateway”
Near Dock Intermodal
Facility.

Union Pacific Near Dock
Intermodal Container
Transfer Facility.

BNSF/UP Los Angeles
Basin Rail Capacity
Improvements.*

Interstate 5 Truck Lanes,
SR 14 to Calgrove Blvd.
BNSF/UP Colton Crossing
Rail Grade Separation.
[-80 Cordelia Truck Scales.
State Route 4 Extension to
the Port of Stockton.

[-580 Westbound Truck
Climbing Lanes.

I-580 Eastbound Truck
Climbing Lanes.

Otay Mesa East Border
Crossing (new).

State Route 11,State Route
905 to Otay Mesa East
Border Crossing.

Infrastructure Projects

» Alameda Corridor
East Grade
Separations*

» BNSF/UP Los
Angeles Basin Rail
Capacity
Improvements.*

* These infrastructure projects appear in more than one time frame due to the complexity and/or scope of the specific project(s).
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TABLE V-1

PRELIMINARY CANDIDATE ACTIONS - SUMMARY FOR FOUR CORRIDORS

Immediate Actions

Short-Term Actions
(0-3 years)

Intermediate-Term
Actions (4-10 years)

Long-Term Actions
(more than 10 yrs)

Public Health and Environmental Mitigation — Air Quality

> Support ratification of MARPOL Annex 6 for > Utilize lower sulfur fuel (0.5% by 2007) for marine > Utilize lower sulfur fuel » Continue ongoing
international shipping. auxiliary engines. (0.1% by 2010) for ship strategies.
» Implement vessel speed reduction MOU in » Dedicate cleanest vessels to California service auxiliary engines.
Southern California. (ongoing). Obtain Sulfur Emission
» Finalize ARB ship auxiliary engine rule (i.e., » Increase use of cleaner fuels in ships through voluntary Control Area (SECA)
Office of Administrative Law (OAL) review). or regulatory mechanisms (ongoing). designation or alternative.
» Increase use of shore power or alternatives for ships Retrofit existing main
g8 through voluntary or regulatory mechanisms (ongoing). engines on ships during
& » Expand vessel speed reduction program. major maintenance
(ongoing).
Install emission controls on
ship main/auxiliary engines
of frequent flyers (ongoing).
Continue ongoing
strategies.
» Utilize CA low sulfur diesel for captive instate » Upgrade engines in switcher locomotives by 2010. Implement Tier 3 US » Continue ongoing
locomotives. » Retrofit existing locomotive engines with diesel PM standards for line haul strategies.
» Implement 1998 Railroad MOU for South Coast controls. locomotives (new engine
Q Air Basin. » Use cleaner fuels in locomotives, particularly for and rebuild standards).
= » Implement 2005 Statewide MOU for Rail Yard captive fleets and/or new facilities. Implement US low sulfur
g Risk Reduction. fuel for interstate
§ » Conduct ARB training on locomotive idling locomotives.
—~ restrictions. Concentrate Tier 3
locomotives in California
(ongoing).
» Utilize CA low sulfur diesel for trucks. » Adopt and implement ARB rule to modernize (replace Restrict entry of trucks new | » Continue ongoing
» Conduct smoke inspections for trucks in and/or retrofit) private truck fleets (ongoing). to port service unless strategies.
communities. » Modernize (replace and/or retrofit) port trucks equipped with diesel PM
» Enforce 5 minute idling limit for trucks. (ongoing). controls.
" » Accelerate software upgrade for trucks. » Implement CA/US 2007 truck emission standards. Continue ongoing
5 » Implement incentives for cleaner trucks. » Adopt and implement ARB rule to require international strategies.
E trucks to meet US emission standards.
>

>

Enforce CA rule for transport refrigeration units on
trucks, trains, ships.
Enhance enforcement of truck idling limits.




TABLE V-1
PRELIMINARY CANDIDATE ACTIONS - SUMMARY FOR FOUR CORRIDORS

Short-Term Actions Intermediate-Term
Immediate Actions (0-3 years) Actions (4-10 years)

Long-Term Actions
(more than 10 yrs)

» Utilize CA low sulfur diesel for equipment. » Implement ARB rule for cleaner cargo handling » Implement CA/US Tier 4
» Finalize ARB intermodal cargo equipment rule equipment through replacement, retrofit, or alternative equipment emission
(i.e., OAL review). fuels (ongoing). standards.

» Increase penetration
of zero emission or
near zero emission

Public Health and Environmental
Mitigation — Air Quality, Continued

strategies.

é” » Implement State incentives for cleaner fuels at » Adopt and implement ARB fork lift rule for gas-fired » Upgrade cargo handling cargo handling
2 Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach. equipment (ongoing). equipment to 85% diesel equipment.

£ e » Require green equipment for goods movement related PM control or better. » Continue ongoing
ga = construction and maintenance. Continue ongoing strategies.

ST strategies.

5 » Implement incentives for cleaner harbor craft. » Adopt tighter USEPA or ARB emission standards for Implement new USEPA or | > Continue ongoing
2 harbor craft. ARB engine standards for strategies.

£ » Utilize CA low sulfur diesel for harbor craft. harbor craft.

85 » Clean up harbor craft through replacement, retrofit, or Implement incentives to

% S alternative fuels (ongoing). accelerate introduction of

g » Use shore power for harbor craft at dock. new harbor craft engines.

S Continue ongoing




TABLE V-1

PRELIMINARY CANDIDATE ACTIONS - SUMMARY FOR FOUR CORRIDORS

Immediate Actions

Short-Term Actions
(0-3 years)

Intermediate-Term
Actions (4-10 years)

Long-Term Actions
(more than 10 yrs)

Public Health and Environmental Mitigation — Water Quality

Apply thoroughly and enforce existing water quality
requirements (e.g., permits, certifications, etc.) on projects,
and treat complaints, tips and violations (noncompliance
with requirements) as a high priority — particularly at port
operations areas, truck traffic idling areas, and upland
disposal areas of any dredged materials.
Identify waste load allocations (pollutant level targets, in
terms of mass discharge allowed) for port-area water bodies
currently listed as impaired [pursuant to Clean Water Act
section 303(d)].
Review current ballast water exchange practices and
identify opportunities to further mitigate exotic species
introduction.
Initiate studies to better understand relationship between
airborne emissions in port areas and water quality and
beneficial use impacts.
Initiate studies to identify community impacts from project-
related activities with regards to water quality and beneficial
use of the waters (with special attention to potential
environmental justice impacts and subsistence consumption
and recreational uses).
Identify sources of marine debris discharges in port areas
and begin to eliminate them.
Implement better land planning practices that employ the
key principles of Low Impact Development (LID). For
example: use site hydrology as the organizing principle for
all others.
0 Match the initial abstraction and mimic natural water
balance.
0 Employ a uniform, strategic distribution of small-scale
controls.
0 Decentralize controls and disconnect impervious
surfaces.
0 Minimize land disturbance and connected, impervious
cover,
0 Incorporate natural site elements into design.

» Establish redundant systems to eliminate or reduce
discharges of marine debris and other pollutants
causing impairments.

» Establish performance measures to measure
effectiveness of mitigation activities and overall mission
to protect enhance and restore beneficial uses of
waters in project areas.

» Continue to thoroughly apply and enforce existing
water quality requirements (e.g., permits, certifications,
etc.) on projects, and treat complaints, tips and
violations (noncompliance with requirements) as a high
priority — particularly at port operations areas, truck
traffic idling areas, and upland disposal areas of any
dredged materials.

» Apply waste load allocations (pollutant level targets, in
terms of mass discharge allowed) for port-area water
bodies approved and in force.

» Continue to identify waste load allocations (pollutant
level targets, in terms of mass discharge allowed) for
port-area water bodies currently listed as impaired
[pursuant to Clean Water Act section 303(d)].

» Implement better ballast water exchange practices and
identify opportunities to reduce and further mitigate
exotic species introduction.

» Implement recommendations from studies to reduce
water quality and beneficial use impacts from airborne
emissions in port areas.

» Implement recommendations from studies to enhance
and restore water quality and beneficial use of the
waters (with special attention to potential environmental
justice impacts and subsistence consumption and
recreational uses) in communities surrounding projects.

» Continue to implement better land planning practices
that employ the key principles of Low Impact
Development (LID).

» Monitor performance of
systems employed and
practices implemented in
previous terms and revise
plans or practices as
needed.

» Ongoing implementation of
short-term actions.

» Ongoing
implementation of
intermediate actions.




TABLE V-1

PRELIMINARY CANDIDATE ACTIONS - SUMMARY FOR FOUR CORRIDORS

Immediate Actions

Short-Term Actions
(0-3 years)

Intermediate-Term
Actions (4-10 years)

Long-Term Actions
(more than 10 yrs)

Public Health and Environmental Mitigation —

Hazardous Waste Management

» Develop a statewide Hazardous Waste and Contaminated
Media Management Plan for goods movement-related
infrastructure projects to ensure the integrated, safe
management of hazardous wastes and substances
encountered during project design and construction.

» Account for the costs of any required management of
contaminated soils, mitigation of other hazardous
substances contamination, and oversight of compliance with
related regulatory requirements in the planning and
execution of infrastructure projects.

» Design infrastructure projects with an effort to minimize
exposure to hazardous substances and to manage
hazardous substances to minimize public health and
environmental impacts of any removal, transportation,
treatment, and onsite management.

» Ensure that hazardous substances mitigation approaches
(such as on-site management, deed restrictions, etc.) will
remain protective of public health and the environment for
the life of the infrastructure project and that operations and
maintenance plans that provide for ongoing monitoring and
inspection of any remedial systems or site controls are in
place where appropriate.

» Develop project specific Hazardous Waste and
Contaminated Media Management Plans to ensure the
integrated, safe management of hazardous wastes and
substances encountered during project design and
construction.

» Ongoing implementation of
immediate and short-term
actions.

» Ongoing
implementation of
immediate and short-
term actions.




TABLE V-1

PRELIMINARY CANDIDATE ACTIONS - SUMMARY FOR FOUR CORRIDORS

Immediate Actions

Short-Term Actions
(0-3 years)

Intermediate-Term
Actions (4-10 years)

Long-Term Actions
(more than 10 yrs)

Community Impact Mitigation and Workforce Development

Note: The actions listed in the Public Health and Environmental
Mitigation section will provide significant health benefits to
communities adjacent to ports, rail yards, intermodal
facilities, and highways. Additional general actions include:

Strategies

» Enforce ant