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ATTACHMENT F 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

 
This attachment includes responses to comments received since August 1, 2025, when the South 
Coast AQMD Governing Board directed staff to pause PR 2304 rulemaking and shift to 
negotiations with the Ports of Long Beach and Los Angeles (hereinafter “Ports”) on a potential 
Cooperative Agreement. The comments were either submitted in writing or expressed verbally 
during the Public Meetings held on August 28, 2025 and October 15, 2025, and at the first four 
weekly virtual office hour sessions held between October 8, 2025 and October 29, 2025. The 
majority of responses below are provided by South Coast AQMD staff; however, for questions 
and comments addressed to the Ports, the responses are provided by Ports staff and noted as 
such.   
 

MAIN RESPONSES 

1. Comment: The pause on rulemaking to focus on negotiations over a potential 
Cooperative Agreement occurred too quickly to provide adequate opportunity for 
public input. 

 
Main Response 1: Since adoption of the 2016 AQMP, the South Coast AQMD Governing Board 
has directed staff to explore and pursue various options consistent with the control measure 
related to commercial marine ports included in that plan (MOB-01). Potential approaches that 
have been explored include initial discussions on a potential MOU focused on the Ports’ Clean 
Truck Program (May 2018 – February 2022), a potential indirect source rule that would have 
included emission reduction requirements (February 2022 – October 2024), a potential indirect 
source rule (Proposed Rule (PR) 2304) focused only on zero-emission charging and fueling 
infrastructure planning and implementation (November 2024 – July 2025), and most recently a 
cooperative agreement with the same scope as PR 2304 (August 2025 to present).  
 
The initial work on various concepts for a potential rule on emission reduction requirements was 
explored through an extensive public process including:  

• 2 Governing Board Meetings 
• 3 Mobile Source Committee Meetings 
• 9 Working Group Meetings 
• 3 Community Meetings 
• 3 AB 617 Community Steering Committee Meetings (CSC) for Wilmington / Carson / 

West Long Beach 

 
During that public process staff received extensive feedback. This feedback clearly indicated the 
need to focus on zero-emission charging and fueling infrastructure as a critical first step to 
support the transition to the next generation of cleaner port technologies. This resulted in 
development of the rule concept for PR 2304 through its own public process, including:  

• 2 Governing Board Meetings 
• 2 Mobile Source Committee Meetings 
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• 4 Working Group Meetings 
• 1 AB 617 CSC Meeting for Wilmington / Carson / West Long Beach 
• Release of two drafts of rule language for PR 2304 and one draft of a companion fee rule 

(PR 316.1) 
 
On July 18, 2025, staff received a proposed draft Cooperative Agreement from the Ports as a 
potential substitute for PR 2304. As a result, South Coast AQMD staff sought direction at the 
next South Coast AQMD Governing Board meeting on August 1, 2025. The South Coast AQMD 
Governing Board directed staff to pause the rulemaking process until September 18, 2025, to 
focus on negotiating with the Ports to see if a mutually agreed upon Cooperative Agreement 
could be developed, and to conduct additional public process. Following that initial negotiation 
period, staff released an updated draft of the Cooperative Agreement on September 16. A second 
draft was released on October 10, and a third draft was released on October 29. All three of these 
drafts that were jointly agreed to by the negotiating teams from the Ports, their respective cities, 
and South Coast AQMD included significant changes from the Ports’ July 18 proposal – based 
largely on public feedback received since July (see Main Response 3 for details). The public 
outreach process since August 2025 included: 

• 2 Governing Board Meetings 
• 2 Mobile Source Committee Meetings 
• 2 Community Meetings (evening) 
• 5 Virtual Office Hour Sessions (evening and daytime) 
• 1 AB 617 CSC Meeting for Wilmington / Carson / West Long Beach 

 
The development of the proposed Cooperative Agreement has reflected a continual evolution of 
this control measure over many years. This development has included substantial public process 
including 41 public meetings hosted by South Coast AQMD since February 2022. The date, 
time, and format/venue for each meeting were announced with a minimum two-week notice. 
Further, materials were typically made available to the public for all of these meetings at least 
three days in advance of a meeting in order to provide the public an opportunity to prepare 
beforehand. Staff has also made themselves available for hundreds of individual stakeholder 
meetings and discussions outside of these public meetings.  
 
2. Comment: South Coast AQMD is forgoing enforceability, and cannot hold the Ports 

accountable with the proposed Cooperative Agreement in comparison to Proposed Rule 
2304. 

  
Main Response 2: The proposed Cooperative Agreement includes stringent enforceability 
provisions and clear accountability. It is based on key concepts from PR 2304, mirroring its 
scope and requirements for the Ports to develop charging and fueling infrastructure plans and 
subsequently implement these plans. The enforcement provisions within the proposed agreement 
follow a similar model as PR 2304, focusing on holding the Ports accountable for actions within 
their control, including: plan development and approval processes, meaningful public outreach 
during plan development, and completion of milestones on time during plan implementation.   
 
South Coast AQMD has a specific role in the Cooperative Agreement to verify that the Ports are 
meeting their obligations under the contract. To facilitate this oversight, the Ports are required to 
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submit draft Plans for South Coast AQMD to verify that they meet the terms of the agreement. 
The Ports must also submit Annual Reports documenting their implementation of the approved 
plans. These reports will be made available publicly and the South Coast AQMD Governing 
Board will be provided annual updates on progress made with this Cooperative Agreement. If 
South Coast AQMD identifies that any of the Ports triggers a contract default (i.e., an 
enforcement trigger) specified in the agreement, the Port is subject to pre-determined financial 
consequences. Financial consequences vary from $50,000 to $200,000 per default, with higher 
payments associated with repeated or more severe contract defaults. These payments are paid 
into a South Coast AQMD-managed Clean Air Mitigation Fund. South Coast AQMD will seek 
public input before allocating any of these funds to specific projects.  
 
In addition, the Cooperative Agreement includes a 45-day walk-away provision that allows the 
South Coast AQMD to exit the agreement for any reason. By entering into this Cooperative 
Agreement, South Coast AQMD is indicating its commitment to ensure that it is successful. 
However, if at a future time the South Coast AQMD Governing Board determines that the 
Cooperative Agreement is not successful, they may vote to exit the agreement. In addition, at that 
time the South Coast AQMD Governing Board could provide updated guidance to staff to pursue 
rulemaking. 
 
3. Comment: The public process has not provided a way to meaningfully solicit public 

input that can inform the proposed Cooperative Agreement.  
 
Main Response 3: The Cooperative Agreement is substantially similar to PR 2304, which was 
developed over the last three years with input from stakeholders and the community (see Main 
Response 1). Public input has also played a significant role in shaping the proposed Cooperative 
Agreement. The table below shows specific examples of public feedback received since July 
2025, and how it was incorporated into the proposed Cooperative Agreement.  
 

Concern Identified During  
Public Process 

How Concern Addressed in  
Proposed Cooperative Agreement 

Cooperative Agreement must be 
enforceable and ports must be 
accountable for their plans 

The proposed Cooperative Agreement was revised to 
include enforceable triggers with specific financial 
consequences. In addition, new public disclosure 
provisions ensure that information about plan 
development and implementation is transparent and 
made available to the public. (See Main Response 2.) 

10-year prohibition on rulemaking 
inappropriately contracts away 
South Coast AQMD authority  

Three key changes were made. First, the authority to 
direct staff on what they should work on is pulled out of 
the contract (the Cooperative Agreement) and instead 
contained only within the draft Board Resolution.  This 
constitutes direction from the South Coast AQMD 
Governing Board that can be changed at the South Coast 
AQMD Governing Board’s discretion. Second, the 
pause on rulemaking was cut in half to five years. Third, 
the ability for South Coast AQMD to exit the contract 
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was cut in half from 90 days to 45 days. Taken together, 
these provisions signal South Coast AQMD’s intent to 
make this agreement work, while retaining the Board’s 
discretion to change direction through future South 
Coast AQMD Governing Board action. (See Main 
Response 6.) 

‘CAAP Plus’ Measures are 
inadequate 

In order to allow time for more negotiation and public 
input, potential additional measures beyond 
infrastructure were separated from the current 
Cooperative Agreement and will be pursued 
immediately if it is approved. (See Main Response 5) 

South Coast AQMD must have a 
role and not just be an observer 

The Cooperative Agreement and draft Board Resolution 
were revised to now clearly include three primary roles. 
• Oversight of agreement implementation with 

enforcement authority,  
• Information sharing to the public 
• Evaluation of potential emission benefits from 

infrastructure use 

More opportunities for public 
input into Cooperative Agreement 
should be provided 

In response to these comments, staff held two evening 
public meetings (one online, one hybrid format in the 
community), and held weekly office hours (See Main 
Response 1) 

Information should be shared 
about what kind of emission 
reductions can be achieved with 
infrastructure included in plans 

The draft Board Resolution was revised to direct staff to 
calculate potential emissions benefits of using the 
infrastructure included in plans. 

Existing conventionally-fueled 
infrastructure should be 
decommissioned once zero-
emissions infrastructure is in place 

A new provision was added requiring port plans to 
describe the ultimate disposition of existing 
conventional fuel infrastructure, including 
decommissioning. 

Community needs a role in 
infrastructure plan development 

New public processes that provide opportunity for 
public comment in writing and at meetings were 
included in the Cooperative Agreement. Responses to 
comments are also required to provide transparency into 
the decision-making for the Ports’ proposed plans. 

Payments for defaulting on 
contract provisions should be 
higher 

The payments for contract defaults were doubled from 
the September 16 draft, now ranging from $50,000 to 
$200,000 per default. 
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4. Comment: The proposed Cooperative Agreement does not require the Ports to act 
beyond existing, voluntary commitments. 

 
Main Response 4: The Ports’ July 18 proposal included 6 different measures, labelled Clean Air 
Action Plan (CAAP) Plus measures. Many of the measures included in that proposal are based 
on existing programs and grants that the Ports are already implementing. The proposed 
Cooperative Agreement that the South Coast AQMD Governing Board is considering on 
November 7 has narrowed the focus to charging and fueling infrastructure needed for the next 
generation zero-emissions vehicles and cleaner ships, consistent with the requirements of PR 
2304. The Ports have already begun infrastructure planning efforts in a piecemeal fashion 
through port source category specific assessments and studies, applying for grant and incentive 
programs for on-port infrastructure projects, and other self-initiated projects and programs. 
However, comprehensive plans that evaluate and specify the zero-emission charging and fueling 
infrastructure to be built have not been developed, nor are they required by any existing rule, 
regulation, or statute. The CAAP Plus Measure of Port Zero-Emission Infrastructure Plans 
covering on-port charging and fueling infrastructure for all port source categories is a significant 
new commitment.  
 
As for the other five CAAP Plus Measures included in the initial July version of the draft 
agreement provided by the Ports, staff will continue negotiating additional measures to address 
specific port source categories for potential incorporation into the Cooperative Agreement as an 
amendment by Spring 2026. The focus for these measures will be to identify actions that go 
beyond existing regulatory or voluntary commitments – with a focus on near-term intermediate 
steps on emission reduction measures and facilitating actions that can lead to longer-term, more 
significant emission reductions. 
 
5. Comment: The proposed Cooperative Agreement should include specific emission 

reduction measures and targets. 
 
Main Response 5: A key conclusion from the extensive public process associated with PR 2304 
(see Main Response 1) is that installing port zero-emission infrastructure is the critical first step 
to facilitate the long-term emission reductions needed from widespread cleaner technology 
deployment at the ports. Zero-emission equipment cannot be successfully deployed if the needed 
fuels are not available. This is the reason that the concept for PR 2304 evolved to an incremental 
approach, only covering charging and fueling infrastructure planning and implementation, 
without any specific emission reduction requirements. Similarly, the proposed Cooperative 
Agreement is also taking an incremental approach, focusing on the necessary first step of 
infrastructure. Given the scale of infrastructure needed, this planning and implementation effort 
is expected to take a number of years to complete. The exact timing of its installation will have a 
substantial influence on when zero-emission vehicles and equipment can be deployed. 
 
Staff is appreciative of the comments received on potential specific additional measures that 
focus more on emission reductions. These comments will be considered, and more input 
solicited, during a subsequent public process after the South Coast AQMD Governing Board 
consideration of the current proposed Cooperative Agreement in November. See Main Response 
4 pertaining to the planned focus of negotiations over additional measures. 
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6. Comment: Signing on to the proposed Cooperative Agreement, South Coast AQMD will 
“contract away” its rulemaking authority. 

 
Main Response 6: The initial draft Cooperative Agreement submitted by the Ports to South Coast 
AQMD included a provision for a 10-year rulemaking prohibition. However, that language has 
since been removed from the agreement. Instead, the issue of the direction of future staff work is 
now addressed by the draft Board Resolution accompanying the Cooperative Agreement. The 
draft Board Resolution will direct staff to take the following actions: 

• Pause rulemaking for five years, which is the length of the term of the agreement; 
• Report to the South Coast AQMD Governing Board on the agreement's implementation 

progress; and 
• Before the end of the Agreement's term, decide whether to create a new, extended, or 

amended Agreement, or to pursue rulemaking. 
 
By keeping this provision in the Board Resolution and not in the Cooperative Agreement, the 
authority to direct staff’s efforts – on rulemaking or otherwise – rests solely with the South Coast 
AQMD Governing Board. Furthermore, the Ports have indicated that their primary consideration 
with a pause in rulemaking is that they need significant cooperation from industry to prepare and 
implement the plans, and the timelines allowed by this language will facilitate that cooperation. 
As long as the Ports fulfill their obligations under the Cooperative Agreement, staff will continue 
to work together with the Ports to achieve the outcomes laid out in the agreement. Additionally, 
the South Coast AQMD Governing Board retains the discretion to terminate the Cooperative 
Agreement for any reason with 45-day notice and can direct staff to initiate rulemaking as part of 
that consideration or at any time. Given these provisions, the proposed Cooperative Agreement 
that the South Coast AQMD Governing Board will consider on November 7 does not contract 
away its rulemaking authority. 
 
7. Comment: The Board Resolution on the pause on rulemaking will not allow South 

Coast AQMD to pursue any rulemaking for the MOB-01 control measure for five years. 
 
Main Response 7: The past extensive process of pursuing options to implement MOB-01, guided 
by significant public input, has informed staff that multiple incremental steps would need to be 
considered to build toward long-term port emission reductions.  
 
The current Cooperative Agreement is a critical first step that South Coast AQMD and the Ports 
can implement to facilitate needed emission reductions in the future. In addition, staff will 
continue negotiating additional measures for potential incorporation into the Cooperative 
Agreement as an amendment by Spring 2026. The focus for these measures will be to identify 
actions that focus on near-term intermediate steps on emission reduction measures and 
facilitating actions that can lead to longer-term, more significant emission reductions. These 
additional measures will be designed to further the objectives of control measure MOB-01. 
 
Further, as discussed in Main Response 6, the Board Resolution and 45-day walkaway provision 
in the Cooperative Agreement allow for the South Coast AQMD Governing Board to evaluate 
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progress at any time in the next five years, and provide updated direction to staff on rulemaking 
– for example if sufficient progress isn’t being made at the Ports. 
 
Finally, the totality of emission reductions needed to ultimately achieve state and federal air 
quality standards must include substantial federal and state actions. This is due to the limitations 
on regulatory authority that South Coast AQMD has for these sources.  
 
8. Comment: If the scope of the proposed Cooperative Agreement is the same as PR 2304, 

why change the mechanism from a rule to an agreement. 
 
Main Response 8: As a matter of policy, South Coast AQMD is amenable to nonregulatory 
approaches if such approaches attain substantially the same goals as a regulation. During the PR 
2304 development process the Ports indicated that successful development and implementation 
of infrastructure plans would require significant cooperation from industry. The Ports have 
further indicated that a contractual approach would likely better facilitate that cooperation over 
regulation. South Coast AQMD staff recognize the importance of cooperation by terminal 
operators and other industry stakeholders in developing infrastructure plans. Therefore, given 
that the Cooperative Agreement largely accomplishes the infrastructure planning requirements of 
PR 2304, staff is recommending that the Cooperative Agreement be adopted in lieu of PR 2304.  
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Written Comments 
 

Proposed Cooperative Agreement Written Comment Index  
 

Written 
Comment 
Number 

Organization(s) / Individual(s) Date Sent Page 

1 

Earthjustice, Natural Resources Defense Council, Center 
for Biological Diversity, East Yard Communities for 
Environmental Justice, EnviroVoters, Long Beach 
Alliance for Children with Asthma, San Pedro & 

Peninsula Homeowners Coalition, West Long Beach 
Association 

August 13, 
2025 11 

2 METRANS Transportation Consortium August 20, 
2025 15 

3 

Earthjustice, Center for Community Action and 
Environmental Justice, East Yard Communities for 
Environmental Justice, Natural Resources Defense 

Council, Pacific Environment, San Pedro & Peninsula 
Homeowners Coalition, Sierra Club, West Long Beach 

Association 

August 27, 
2025 18 

4 Coalition for Clean Air September 
16, 2025 25 

5 Clean Energy September 
17, 2025 30 

6 Los Angeles/Orange Counties Building and Construction 
Trades Council 

September 
18, 2025 31 

7 

African American Farmers of California, Almond 
Alliance, The American Waterways Operators, APM 

Terminals, Building Owners and Managers Association 
of California, California Automotive Wholesalers’ 

Association, California Building Industry Association, 
California Business Properties Association, California 

Business Roundtable, California Chamber of Commerce, 
California Cotton Ginners and Growers Association, 
California Manufacturers & Technology Association, 

California Retailers Association, Californians for 
Affordable and Reliable Energy, Central Valley Business 

Federation, Dairy Institute of California, El Dorado 
Almonds, Enzo Olive Oil Company, Inc., Everport 

Terminal Services, Garden Grove Chamber of 
Commerce, Gemini Shippers Association, Greater 

Coachella Valley Chamber of Commerce 

September 
18, 2025 33 

8 NAIOP SoCal September 
18, 2025 36 
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Written 
Comment 
Number 

Organization(s) / Individual(s) Date Sent Page 

9 

Earthjustice, Center for Biological Diversity, Center for 
Community Action and Environmental Justice, Coalition 
for Clean Air, East Yard Communities for Environmental 
Justice, Long Beach Alliance for Children with Asthma, 

Natural Resources Defense Council, Pacific 
Environment, San Pedro & Peninsula Homeowners 

Coalition, Sierra Club, West Long Beach Association  

October 1, 
2025 38 

10 Harbor Association of Industry & Commerce October 13, 
2025 44 

11 South Bay Association of Chamber of Commerce October 13, 
2025 46 

12 Cristhian Tapia, Pacific Environment October 15, 
2025 49 

13 Syreeta Clark, Long Beach Alliance for Children with 
Asthma 

October 15, 
2025 50 

14 Chris Chavez, Coalition for Clean Air October 15, 
2025 51 

15 Theral Golden, West Long Beach Association October 15, 
2025 52 

16 International Longshore and Warehouse Union Locals 
13, 63 and 94 

October 21, 
2025 53 

17 Wilmington Chamber of Commerce  October 21, 
2025 55 

18 Coalition for Clean Air October 21, 
2025 57 

19 

Earthjustice, Natural Resources Defense Council, Pacific 
Environment, Center for Community Action and 

Environmental Justice, West Long Beach Association, 
East Yard Communities for Environmental Justice, San 
Pedro & Peninsula Homeowners Coalition, Sierra Club 

October 22, 
2025 63 

20 Pacific Merchant Shipping Association October 22, 
2025 77 

21 

California Environmental Voters, Riverside Neighbors 
Opposing Warehouses, Center for Community Action 

and Environmental Justice, Health Assessment and 
Research for Communities, Sierra Club San Gorgonio 

October 22, 
2025 83 

22 Harvey Eder, Public Solar Power Coalition October 23, 
2025 87 

23 SoCalGas October 23, 
2025 90 

24 
Coalition for Clean Air, West Long Beach Association, 
Communities for a Better Environment, EMeRGE, The 

Mother Earth Co-Op at ChICCCAA, Center for 

October 24, 
2025 94 
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Written 
Comment 
Number 

Organization(s) / Individual(s) Date Sent Page 

Community Action and Environmental Justice, San 
Pedro Peninsula Homeowners Coalition,  California 

Communities Against Toxics, Natural Resources Defense 
Council, Pacific Environment, California Environmental 

Voters, MoveLA  
 

(Note: Some also signed as member of the Wilmington, 
Carson and West Long Beach AB 617 Community 

Steering Committee or the San Bernardino/Muscoy AB 
617 Community Steering Committee) 

25-551 Multiple Individuals 

October 21, 
2025 – 

October 27, 
2025 

101 
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Written Comment #1 from Earthjustice et al. 
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Staff Response to Written Comment #1: 

Please see Main Response 1 regarding the pause on rulemaking to focus on the Cooperative 
Agreement negotiations. Please see Main Response 2 regarding enforceability of the proposed 
Cooperative Agreement. Please see Main Response 5 regarding emission reductions. Please see 
Main Response 6 regarding the 10-year rulemaking prohibition. Please see Main Response 8 
regarding the use of regulatory versus non-regulatory mechanism.  
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Written Comment #2 from METRANS Transportation Consortium 
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Staff Response to Written Comment #2: 

Staff will take the suggestions into consideration as we continue with negotiations on potential 
additional measures beyond infrastructure for incorporation into the agreement in Spring 2026, 
as well as implementation of the current proposed Cooperative Agreement should it go into 
effect. 
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Written Comment #3 from Earthjustice et al. 

 

Comment 
3-1 
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Comment 
3-1, Cont’d 

Comment 
3-2 

Comment 
3-3 
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Comment 
3-3, Cont’d 
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Comment 
3-3, Cont’d 

Comment 
3-4 
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Staff Responses to Written Comment #3: 

Response to Comment 3-1 
Please see Main Response 4 regarding whether the proposed Cooperative Agreement goes 
beyond the Ports’ existing, voluntary commitments. Please see Main Response 6 regarding the 
now-removed 10-year rulemaking prohibition that was included in the July 18 Ports’ proposal. 
 
Response to Comment 3-2 
Please see Main Response 1 regarding the shift from the proposed rule to an agreement. Please 
see Main Response 2 regarding enforceability of the proposed Cooperative Agreement. Please 
see Main Response 5 regarding emission reductions. 
 
Response to Comment 3-3 
Please see Main Response 4 regarding the agreement not going beyond Ports’ existing 
commitments, Main Response 5 regarding emission reductions, and Main Response 2 regarding 
enforceability of the proposed Cooperative Agreement. The comment regarding the Ports having 
“no obligation(s)… to implement any substitute measures” in case of any State Implementation 
Plan (SIP) commitment shortfall is no longer relevant because the proposed Cooperative 
Agreement will not be submitted for SIP inclusion by South Coast AQMD and all provisions 
related to SIP creditable emission reductions in the Ports’ July 18 proposal have since been 
removed. Nevertheless, for informational purposes, the draft Board Resolution will now direct 
staff to calculate potential emissions benefits of using the infrastructure included in the ZE 
infrastructure plans. 
 
Response to Comment 3-4 
Please see Main Response 2 regarding enforceability and accountability through the agreement, 
Main Response 5 regarding emission reductions, and Main Response 8 for the mechanism to 
require zero-emission port infrastructure planning and implementation. Even though the 
proposed Cooperative Agreement represents a non-regulatory mechanism, it includes public 
processes during plan development and implementation that provide opportunity for public 
comment in writing and at meetings, with responses to comments being required to provide 
transparency into the decision-making for the Ports’ proposed plans. The proposed agreement 
additionally requires annual reporting, has enforceable deadlines for plan development and 
implementation milestones, as well as financial consequences for contract defaults (i.e., non-
compliance), all of which mirror closely PR 2304 rule concept and enforcement model.   
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Written Comment #4 from Coalition for Clean Air  

 

Comment 
4-1 
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Comment 
4-1, Cont’d 

Comment 
4-2 

Comment 
4-3 

Comment 
4-4 

Comment 
4-5 
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Staff Responses to Written Comment #4: 

Response to Comment 4-1 
Staff appreciates participation by community and environmental groups in the public process and 
for numerous meetings with staff. Please see Main Responses 1 and 2 regarding the shift from 
rulemaking to focus on developing an agreement with the Ports and a comparison between the 
two with respect to accountability. Please also see Main Response 5 regarding emission 
reductions. 
 
Response to Comment 4-2 
Please see Main Response 6 regarding the 10-year rulemaking prohibition. Please see Main 
Response 2 regarding the enforceability of the proposed agreement, and Main Response 4 
regarding the agreement not going beyond Ports’ existing, voluntary commitments. 
 
Response to Comment 4-3 
Please see Main Response 2 regarding enforceability and accountability including South Coast 
AQMD role for these in the agreement.  
 
For the CEQA analysis for the Cooperative Agreement, please see the Board Letter and 
Attachments G and H to the Board Letter. Regarding the CEQA analysis of the scope of the 
infrastructure plans required by the Cooperative Agreement, the Ports of Long Beach and Los 
Angeles will be required to plan for, and implement projects to develop charging and fueling 
infrastructure under specific schedules and the plans will need to take into account both current 
and future projects, as well as projects in the pipeline under various stages. The evaluation of 
environmental impacts in accordance with CEQA and/or National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) requirements, if applicable, of these current and future projects are and will be handled 
on a project-level basis. For future projects, each plan will need to identify the lead agency as 
defined by CEQA and describe the level of environmental analysis that will be required. For 
example, for current or ongoing projects, the plan will need to identify the environmental 
documents that have been or are anticipated to be prepared. The development timeline for the 
Ports’ plans incorporates any necessary requests for time extensions to ensure compliance with 
CEQA and/or NEPA requirements. In addition, when the ports propose specific charging and 
fueling infrastructure projects with future defined actions (e.g., locations, equipment details, and 
timelines, etc.), the Ports will need to evaluate the potential environmental impacts of these 
future defined actions and determine whether a new or modified CEQA and/or NEPA document 
is needed. The Ports may conduct new environmental analyses or elect to rely on the 
environmental analyses previously evaluated by South Coast AQMD in the Final Program EIRs 
for the 2022 AQMP and 2016 AQMP. It is important to note that if the plans indicate that 
additional CEQA and/or NEPA documentation is needed, the plan development schedules may 
be delayed at that time. 
 
The development of the proposed Cooperative Agreement has reflected a continual evolution of 
control measure MOB-01 over many years. While staff initially explored potential emission 
reduction requirements during the PR 2304 development, extensive public feedback clearly 
indicated the need to focus on zero-emission charging and fueling infrastructure as a critical first 
step to support the transition to the next generation of cleaner port technologies. As a result, PR 
2304 narrowed its scope to infrastructure plans. The proposed Cooperative Agreement is 
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substantially similar to PR 2304 in its scope and objectives, albeit using a non-regulatory 
mechanism. Therefore, South Coast AQMD is fulfilling its obligation to implement “all feasible 
measures” as required by the Health and Safety Code. In addition, staff will continue negotiating 
additional measures for potential incorporation into the Cooperative Agreement as an 
amendment by Spring 2026. These additional measures will be designed to further the objectives 
of control measure MOB-01. 
 
Response to Comment 4-4 
Please see Main Responses 1 and 3 on the public process including incorporation of public input 
during the agreement development process. 
 
Response to Comment 4-5 
Please see Main Response 2 regarding enforceability and accountability through the agreement, 
Main Response 5 regarding emission reductions, Main Response 4 to address the infrastructure 
approach being an effort by the Ports already underway, Main Responses 1 and 3 regarding 
public process and how public input has informed the proposed agreement, and Main Response 8 
regarding regulatory versus non-regulatory mechanism.   
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Written Comment #5 from Clean Energy 

 
Staff Response to Written Comment #5: 

Staff will take into consideration the comment when we begin negotiations on potential 
additional measures beyond infrastructure for incorporation into the agreement in Spring 2026. 
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Written Comment #6 from Los Angeles/Orange Counties Building and Construction Trades 
Council 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



-32- 
 

Staff Response to Written Comment #6: 

As directed by the South Coast AQMD Governing Board, staff did not release the 75-day 
package for PR 2304 and has developed a proposed Cooperative Agreement with the Ports for 
South Coast AQMD Governing Board approval. 
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Written Comment #7 from African American Farmers of California et al.   
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Staff Response to Written Comment #7: 

Please see Staff Response to Written Comment #6. 
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Written Comment #8 from NAIOP SoCal 
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Staff Response to Written Comment #8: 

Please see Staff Response to Written Comment #6. 
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 Written Comment #9 from Earthjustice et al.  

Comment 
9-1 
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Comment 
9-1, 

Cont’d 

Comment 
9-2 
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Comment 
9-3 

Comment 
9-4 

Comment 
9-5 
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Comment 
9-5, Cont’d 
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Staff Responses to Written Comment #9: 

Response to Comment 9-1 
Please see Main Responses 6 and 7 regarding South Coast AQMD regulatory authority and the 
5-year pause on rulemaking, Main Response 8 regarding regulatory versus non-regulatory 
mechanism, and Main Response 4 regarding additional CAAP Plus measures. 
 
Response to Comment 9-2 
Please see Main Response 3 on the public process including incorporation of public input during 
the agreement development process. Please see Main Responses 6 and 7 regarding South Coast 
AQMD regulatory authority and the 5-year pause on rulemaking. 
 
Response to Comment 9-3 
Please see Main Response 7 regarding the 5-year pause on rulemaking for MOB-01. 
 
Response to Comment 9-4 
Definition of terms used in the agreement, including “charging infrastructure,” “port sources,” 
and “zero-emission,” can be found in Attachment B of the proposed Cooperative Agreement. 
 
Please see Main Response 7 regarding the 5-year pause on rulemaking for MOB-01. 
 
Response to Comment 9-5 
Please see Main Response 5 regarding emission reductions. 
 



-44- 
 

Written Comment #10 from Harbor Association of Industry & Commerce
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Staff Response to Written Comment #10: 

As directed by the South Coast AQMD Governing Board, staff has developed a proposed 
Cooperative Agreement with the Ports. If approved by the South Coast AQMD Governing 
Board, the draft Board Resolution will direct staff to pause new rulemaking on port sources for 
the five-year term of the agreement, unless a future South Coast AQMD Governing Board 
determines and directs staff to pursue another direction. The draft Board Resolution will also 
direct staff to report annually to the South Coast AQMD Governing Board on the agreement 
implementation status. 
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Written Comment #11 from South Bay Association of Chambers of Commerce 
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Staff Response to Written Comment #11:  

Please see Staff Response to Written Comment #10. 
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Written Comment #12 from Cristhian Tapia, Pacific Environment 

 

Staff Response to Written Comment #12: 

Please see Main Response 5 regarding emission reduction targets. Please see Main Responses 6 
and 7 related to the 5-year pause on rulemaking. 
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Written Comment #13 from Syreeta Clark, Long Beach Alliance for Children with Asthma 

 
Staff Response to Written Comment #13: 

Please see Main Response 1 for the process of staff pausing rulemaking to focus on a potential 
cooperative agreement. Staff understands that port emissions impact air quality and public 
health. The proposed action is a critical first step to put infrastructure in place in order to 
facilitate the use of zero-emissions and other cleaner technologies to reduce emissions and 
improve public health. 
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Written Comment #14 from Chris Chavez, Coalition for Clean Air 

 

Staff Response to Written Comment #14: 

Please see the Main Responses which address key concerns identified with the proposed 
Cooperative Agreement.  
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Written Comment #15 from Theral Golden, West Long Beach Association 

 

Staff Response to Written Comment #15: 

Any extension of the Cooperative Agreement is under the decision-making authority of the South 
Coast AQMD Governing Board. The draft Board Resolution directs staff to return to the South 
Coast AQMD Governing Board prior to the end of the Cooperative Agreement and recommend 
whether to either extend, amend, or create a new Cooperative Agreement, or to pursue 
rulemaking 

As part of the Board Resolution directing staff to report to the South Coast AQMD Governing 
Board on the implementation status of the agreement, staff will include any contract defaults as 
well as the resulting financial consequences rendered and any other outcomes that occurred in 
their report. 
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Written Comment #16 from International Longshore and Warehouse Union Locals 13, 63 and 94 
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Ports Response to Written Comment #16: 

The Ports acknowledge that Federal and State law restricts use of certain sources of funding to 
projects using human-operated equipment. Funds awarded under 42 US Code 7433 for the 
purchase or installation of zero-emission port equipment or technology are for “human-operated 
equipment or human-maintained technology”. Funds awarded under California Streets and 
Highway Code Section 2192(c)(3) “shall not be allocated to a project that includes the purchase 
of fully automated cargo handling equipment”, which means “…equipment that is remotely 
operated or remotely monitored, with or without the exercise of human intervention or control.” 
Funds can be used for “…the purchase of human-operated zero-emission equipment, human-
operated near-zero-emission equipment, and infrastructure supporting that human-operated 
equipment…” and/or “…the purchase of devices that support that human-operated equipment, 
including equipment to evaluate the utilization and environmental benefits of that human-
operated equipment.” 
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Written Comment #17 from Wilmington Chamber of Commerce
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Staff Response to Written Comment #17: 

South Coast AQMD’s mission is to clean the air and protect the health of all residents in the 
South Coast Air District through practical and innovative strategies. The strategies and control 
measures may be implemented in both regulatory and non-regulatory mechanisms. As 
demonstrated in the 2022 AQMP Figure 1-4, the region continues to experience economic and 
jobs growth despite the implementation of clean air control measures and strategies over the past 
decades.  
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Written Comment #18 from Coalition for Clean Air 
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Responses to Written Comment #18: 

Staff Response to Comment 18-1 
Please see Main Response 5 for a discussion on the scope of the Cooperative Agreement in 
relation to emission reductions. Information regarding the annual progress reports on the 
implementation of the Airport MOUs, including emissions, can be found here: 
https://www.aqmd.gov/home/air-quality/air-quality-management-plans/air-quality-mgt-
plan/facility-based-mobile-source-measures/commercial-airports-mous/mou-progress-reports.  

Further, the draft Board Resolution has been updated to now include direction to staff to analyze 
potential emissions benefits of using the infrastructure included in the port zero-emission 
infrastructure plans. 

As for ports and terminal operators addressing emission increases due to increases in cargo 
throughput, this suggestion is outside of the scope of the current proposed agreement.  

Regarding any target setting measures related to infrastructure and cleaner technology usage, 
staff will take your suggestions into consideration when we begin negotiations on potential 
additional measures beyond infrastructure for incorporation into the agreement in Spring 2026. 

Ports Response to Comment 18-2 
The Ports will evaluate and pursue funding for eligible plans and projects as they deem 
appropriate. Further, project cost estimates and funding sources for implementation are among 
the data provided in the Plans. 
 
Staff Response to Comment 18-3 
Utilities may be a Project or Energy Delivery Entity specified in the Ports’ infrastructure plans 
and may be consulted with by the Ports for development of the plans. If a utility is specified as 
either entity for project(s) identified in a plan, the plan must have information on project 
scheduling for construction of the utility work, entity(s) that are responsible for related 
permitting and licensing, and any considerations for utility work processes that minimize 
disruption to port operations while maintaining timely progress toward project completion. Staff 
will share with the public the infrastructure plans and the subsequent annual reports containing 
implementation progress of the plans, which are required to give information on whether project 
milestones were met and the reason(s), entity(s) involved, and mitigative steps taken if there is 
any delay in meeting a milestone. 
 
Staff Response to Comment 18-4 (questions i. through iii.) 
SCE and LADWP do not have roles in this agreement; however, they may be a Project / Energy 
Delivery Entity specified in the ZE Plans, and may be consulted by the Ports to prepare the On-
Port Energy Supply Capacity Analysis in the Plans. CEC and CPUC also do not have roles in this 
agreement and are not anticipated to be a project delivery entity identified in the infrastructure 
plans. CEC is the agency overseeing energy policy and planning for the state, while CPUC is the 
regulating agency for privately owned utilities, such as SCE. The work to develop and 
implement the ZE plans can inform what CEC and CPUC could potentially do toward energy 
planning for the state. Staff is engaged with these entities and is kept apprised of their latest 
efforts toward zero-emissions charging and fueling infrastructure for the state and this region. 
Utility providers and other related planning agencies discussed their recent efforts at the South 

https://www.aqmd.gov/home/air-quality/air-quality-management-plans/air-quality-mgt-plan/facility-based-mobile-source-measures/commercial-airports-mous/mou-progress-reports
https://www.aqmd.gov/home/air-quality/air-quality-management-plans/air-quality-mgt-plan/facility-based-mobile-source-measures/commercial-airports-mous/mou-progress-reports
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Coast AQMD Governing Board’s Mobile Source Committee meeting on October 17, 2025: 
https://www.aqmd.gov/home/news-events/webcast/live-webcast?ms=DWz32JPEd9k.  
 
Permitting and licensing requirements as well as timelines will be detailed in the ZE Plans for 
each project included. By developing the ZE infrastructure plans required through this 
agreement, this provides a way for all the necessary information and steps by required entities, 
including the Ports, to deliver the infrastructure projects (e.g. energy delivery to project site by 
utilities, licensing to operate charging and/or fueling stations from local governments, issuing of 
required permits from agencies including to begin construction, etc.). Coordinating this effort 
into comprehensive plans will help to ensure projects proceed as expeditiously as possible. 
 
Ports Response to Comment 18-4 (question iv.) 
Redundancy and back-up power systems are not specifically required as Plan elements, but may 
be addressed either within and/or outside of the Plans, as appropriate. 
 
Ports Response to Comment 18-5 
The Cooperative Agreement contains a robust public process to ensure significant public input 
from all stakeholders is received as plans are developed. The specific approach that each port 
will take for updating all stakeholders will be determined as work under the Cooperative 
Agreement advances. It is anticipated that updates on progress will be shared in Annual Reports 
prepared pursuant to the Cooperative Agreement, at CAAP Stakeholder Advisory Group 
meetings, and in various public forums established by each port to guide its plan development 
and implementation.  
 
Staff Response to Comment 18-5 
South Coast AQMD staff will also continue to provide regular updates to the existing AB 617 
Community Steering Committees on the agreement implementation status including information 
received on the Ports’ infrastructure plans and their annual reports. 
 
Ports Response to Comment 18-6 
Port funds are subject to Tidelands Trust provisions, even if transferred to a third party. As stated 
in section L. 1., the Clean Air Fund is managed by South Coast AQMD, and the procedures in 
section L.4 are structured to comply with Tidelands Trust requirements.  To streamline the 
Tidelands Trust compliance process, the Ports will seek approval by Boards of Harbor 
Commissioners of a pre-approved list of potential mitigation project types, which South Coast 
AQMD shall publish with their request for projects. If new projects are selected outside the 
scope of the pre-approved list, the Ports may consult with California State Lands Commission 
(CSLC) staff and seek Port Board approval if CSLC staff opines it is dissimilar to the Port 
Board-approved list or may be inconsistent with the Tidelands Trust requirements. 
 
For further clarification on the scope and variety of potential projects that may be considered 
eligible, the following project types have been deemed Tidelands-compliant by CSLC under the 
Port of Long Beach Community Grants Program: 

• Doors and/or windows replacement  
• Air filters and HVAC  
• Buffer parks and open space  

https://www.aqmd.gov/home/news-events/webcast/live-webcast?ms=DWz32JPEd9k
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• Trees and landscaping  
• Health programs (related to respiratory/ cardiopulmonary conditions) 
• Energy efficiency upgrades (such as LED lighting) 
• Renewable energy projects (solar) 
• Zero-emission fleet vehicles and chargers 
• Bicycling infrastructure  
• Pedestrian infrastructure  
• Traffic-calming measures 
• Sound insulation  
• Noise barriers – soundwalls, noise berms 
• Multi-benefit regional projects  
• Stormwater infiltration or retention  
• Stormwater capture or reuse  
• Stormwater treatment 

 
Staff Response to Comment 18-6 
Staff’s intent for spending the funds from the Clean Air Mitigation Fund is to benefit 
communities most impacted by port pollution, including potential port emission reduction 
projects, which is consistent with the Tideland Trust requirements. The proposed Cooperative 
Agreement was updated to now indicate that prior to spending any of the mitigation funds, the 
South Coast AQMD will conduct a public meeting and allow for written public comments to get 
public input on how monies should be spent.  
 
Regarding financial consequences due to defaults, the payment amounts were revised to $50,000 
for Tier I, $100,000 for Tier II, and $200,000 for Tier III.  
 
Staff Response to Comment 18-7 
The suggested study is outside the scope of this current version of the Cooperative Agreement. 
However, Ports and South Coast AQMD staff will take this suggestion into consideration when 
we begin negotiations on potential additional measures beyond infrastructure for incorporation 
into the agreement in Spring 2026. 
 
Staff Response to Comment 18-8 
Thank you for the suggestions. South Coast AQMD staff will take these into consideration when 
we begin negotiations on potential additional measures beyond infrastructure for incorporation 
into the agreement in Spring 2026. 
 
Staff Response to Comment 18-9 
See Main Responses 6 and 7.  
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Written Comment #19 from Earthjustice et al.  
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Responses to Written Comment #19: 

Staff Response to Comment 19-1 
Please see Main Responses 1 and 3 regarding the shift from rulemaking to development of a 
Cooperative Agreement and the public process during this development. Please see Main 
Response 5 regarding emission reductions. Please see Main Response 6 regarding the pause on 
rulemaking. 
 
Staff Response to Comment 19-2 
Please see Main Responses 6 and 7 regarding the pause on rulemaking and addressing MOB-01. 
 
The objective of the Cooperative Agreement is to implement the new CAAP measures in Section 
II.D. and Attachment A to directly reduce emissions and/or facilitate future quantifiable emission 
reductions from port-related operations. Installing port ZE infrastructure is the critical first step 
to facilitate the long-term emission reductions from the ports, which is the intent of Attachment 
A. The additional CAAP Plus measures in Section II.D. are subject to future negotiations, to be 
pursued immediately if the current agreement is approved, with the opportunity for public input 
to define the framework, commitments, and schedules of the port-source categories. Negotiation 
on the additional measures requires additional time and this segmented approach allows an 
expeditious pathway to address the critical first step of infrastructure development. Regarding 
the 90-day exit clause, based on stakeholder feedback, the ability for South Coast AQMD to exit 
the contract was reduced from 90 days to 45 days in order to maintain the ability to quickly pivot 
through future South Coast AQMD Governing Board action if conditions change. Regarding 
private mediation, this is an option and not a mandatory step per language in the proposed 
Cooperative Agreement (“Any dispute not resolved in the normal course of business may be 
submitted for mediation by the Parties […]”).  
 
Staff Response to Comment 19-3 
Please see Main Response 5 on emission reduction targets. In addition, the draft Board 
Resolution was revised to direct staff to calculate potential emissions benefits of using the 
infrastructure included in plans.  
 
For interim milestones and target years, the Ports are required to set planning targets for port 
zero-emission infrastructure as specified in Section A.2.b. of Attachment A of the Cooperative 
Agreement as well as Port milestones and their anticipated timelines for each identified 
infrastructure project as specified in Sections A.2.e.i. and A.2.e.ii. of Attachment A. Ports can 
establish as many planning targets and milestones as the plans and identified projects call for 
based on their own policies and goals as well as other considerations. When the Ports’ 
draft/revised draft plans are received by South Coast AQMD or their draft plans released to the 
public for review, both South Coast AQMD and the public can weigh in on the milestones and 
infrastructure planning targets set in the plans as it relates to air quality policies and attainment 
goals.  
 
The proposed agreement requires regular progress reporting of plan implementation following 
approval on an annual basis, verification of the infrastructure plans by South Coast AQMD, and 
regular reports to the South Coast AQMD Governing Board on the implementation status of the 
agreement. 
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Ports Response to Comment 19-3 
Each project will be developed in conjunction with the individual operators and applicable users. 
Considerations include emission-reduction potential, deployment feasibility, operational impacts, 
and cost feasibility. Although there will not be a quantitative scoring or evaluation mechanism, 
the Ports and operators strive to plan for cost-effective projects. 
 
Staff Response to Comment 19-4 
A health impact assessment and/or health risk assessment are outside of the scope of this 
proposed agreement, which solely focuses on infrastructure planning and implementation. 
However, staff appreciates the suggestion and will take this into consideration when we begin 
negotiations on potential additional measures beyond infrastructure for incorporation into the 
agreement in Spring 2026. 
 
Staff Response to Comment 19-5 
Annual reporting, milestones updates, and making plans publicly accessible are required in the 
proposed agreement. The draft Board Resolution will direct staff to calculate potential emissions 
benefits of using the infrastructure included in the plans, which would require use of baselines. 
Metrics on technology deployment, infrastructure utilization, public health impacts, and 
associated pollution reductions are the next phase following infrastructure development, which is 
the focus of the current proposed agreement. However, staff will consider this suggestion when 
we begin negotiations on potential additional measures beyond infrastructure for incorporation 
into the agreement in Spring 2026. As for the first annual report required from the Ports to be due 
in 2029, this is approximately 13 months (about one year, as suggested in the comment) 
following the approval of the first Phase 1 Plan, which is no later than December 31, 2027. Staff 
agrees that the annual reporting should align with timeline as each plan is developed; thus, a one-
year timeframe to report on the plan implementation is appropriate to allow for significant 
progress to be demonstrated on the delivery of the infrastructure projects, and the first annual 
report is due approximately one year following the Phase 1 Plan approval. 
 
Ports Response to Comment 19-5 (regarding harbor craft) 
The Ports are currently working on a number of initiatives related to harbor craft infrastructure 
planning. The Ports are funding several new Technology Advancement Program projects for 
zero-emission harbor craft, and the Port of Long Beach is overseeing an incentive program to 
accelerate the deployment of zero-emission harbor craft. These early deployments will provide 
critical information for a comprehensive harbor craft infrastructure plan, but the Ports need time 
for these projects to proceed to learn from them. The Ports will continue to work on harbor craft 
infrastructure efforts – including installation of necessary charging infrastructure – even as they 
develop the infrastructure plan pursuant to this Cooperative Agreement. 
 
Staff Response to Comment 19-6 
Please see Ports Response to Comment 18-5.  
 
Figure 1 below shows the plan development process and multiple periods for public 
participation. The public process is designed to balance the need for public input as well as the 
time needed to prepare plans and expeditiously move to implementation. 
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Figure 1. Development Process and Key Due Dates for Each Phase Plan 

 
Staff Response to Comment 19-7 
The proposed Cooperative Agreement and Board Resolution include the checkpoints, flexibility, 
and accountability described in the comment. Staff will regularly report to the South Coast 
AQMD Governing Board and the public on the progress being made for each phase of plan 
implementation. The ports will also be conducting their own public processes in parallel as they 
develop their infrastructure plans. 
 
Staff Response to Comment 19-8 
Please see Response to Comment 18-6. 
 
Staff Response to Comment 19-9 
For the purposes of this proposed agreement, it is appropriate to have definitions for “Zero-
Emission” and “Zero-Emission Energy Type” as the first describes the type of technology to be 
charged or fueled by the planned infrastructure, and the second describes the type of energy to be 
supplied by the planned infrastructure. This distinction is needed as they each refer to different 
concepts.  

Sections A.2.e.i. and A.2.e.ii. of Attachment A designate milestones as role(s), whether primary 
or secondary, that the Port has in an infrastructure project and the anticipated timeline that the 
Port is expected to complete this role. Staff believes that milestones are clearly defined in these 
sections and appropriately demonstrate specific, measurable progress toward completion of a 
project toward a planning target as specified in the plan. 

Construction and design are expected to be phases in the proposed project schedules to be 
provided in the plans. However, definitions of specific phases are project-dependent, and thus, it 
is more appropriate that they be described in the infrastructure plans rather than as a definition in 
the agreement. Energy demand is not a term included in the proposed agreement, so it was not 
included in Attachment B.  

As for the definitions for each port emission source category to be included in the ZE Plans (i.e., 
cargo-handling equipment, drayage trucks, local switcher locomotives, harbor craft, and ocean-
going vessels), the types of equipment, vehicles, or vessels in each category will be consistent 
with how the Ports have classified them in their annual emissions inventory reports since 2005. 
For local switcher locomotives, they refer to the locomotives used for on-port switching 
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operations in the emissions inventory reports. For drayage trucks, they are referred to in the 
emissions inventory reports as heavy duty vehicles servicing the Ports’ terminals, most of which 
are also registered in the Ports’ Drayage Truck Registry. For more details, please see: 
https://www.portoflosangeles.org/environment/air-quality/air-emissions-inventory (for the Port 
of Los Angeles) and https://polb.com/environment/air/#emissions-inventory (for the Port of Long 
Beach).  
 
Ports Response to Comment 19-9 

The Ports’ Boards of Harbor Commissioners are required to prioritize their budgeting and 
expenditures to operate, and make capital improvements to operate, their respective Ports, as 
required by their City Charters and Tidelands Trust requirements. As the Ports’ budgets have 
limitations and are affected by changes in available grant opportunities and business 
circumstances beyond their control, such as international trade and tariff policies and resultant 
fluctuating cargo volumes, it is possible for necessary operational priorities to reduce the 
available budget for zero-emissions expenditures. If adjustments due to financial infeasibility 
affect timelines for meeting interim milestones, South Coast AQMD will be notified and updates 
will be identified in Annual Reports. If any adjustment due to financial infeasibility will result in 
modifications to achieving Planning Targets, those modifications will be considered through a 
public process including requiring action by the Ports’ Board of Harbor Commissioners. 

 

 

 

 

 

https://www.portoflosangeles.org/environment/air-quality/air-emissions-inventory
https://polb.com/environment/air/#emissions-inventory
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Written Comment #20 from Pacific Merchant Shipping Association 
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Responses to Written Comment #20: 

Staff Response to Comment 20-1 
Staff acknowledges the significant emission reductions from port sources compared to the 2005 
levels. State, federal, and international regulations are important driving forces behind these 
reductions, which are also facilitated by numerous local efforts including grants and incentives, 
port and industry initiatives, and community advocacy for actions. 
 
Staff Response to Comment 20-2 
In order to fulfill its role of reviewing and verifying plans as specified in the agreement, South 
Coast AQMD will need terminal level information as it pertains to the content required for the 
ZE infrastructure plans. South Coast AQMD routinely handles and protects business confidential 
information for many of the 28,000+ facilities that we regulate, including withholding trade 
secret information from the public and other facilities, consistent with South Coast AQMD’s 
Guidelines for Implementing the California Public Records Act. (available at: 
https://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/default-document-library/Guidelines/pra-
guidelines.pdf).  
 
Ports Response to Comments 20-2 
If the Ports believe confidential information is included within a plan, annual report, or draft plan 
modification, the Ports will submit these in two formats. One version shall be unredacted and 
marked confidential (i.e., trade secret or confidential business information), and another version 
that has redacted all information that the Port believes should be kept confidential consistent with 
South Coast AQMD’s Guidelines for Implementing the California Public Records Act.  
 
Staff Response to Comment 20-3 
The proposed agreement anticipates that in developing their infrastructure plans the Ports may 
need to work with their tenants to seek negotiations on potential amendments to leases and/or 
operating agreement if such amendment(s) are deemed necessary by the Port as to its own 
tenants (see Section I.C.6. of the proposed Cooperative Agreement and Section D.2.a.v. in 
Attachment A of the agreement). The infrastructure plan development takes into consideration 
port and tenant operations including any lease negotiations necessary to proceed with zero-
emission infrastructure projects on tenant premises (see Section A.3. ZE Plan Considerations in 
Attachment A). If additional time is needed beyond the draft, revised draft, or proposed final ZE 
plans to allow the Ports and their tenants to work out any details going into the plan related to 
any necessary potential lease negotiations, the Ports can request for time extensions to these plan 
deadlines. If lease negotiation timeline(s) impact the anticipated project delivery timeline(s) and 
potentially a planning target set in a final approved plan must change, the Ports can prepare a 
plan modification to accommodate this change.  
 
Staff Response to Comment 20-4 
In developing the infrastructure plans, the Ports will need to consider the state of the technology 
and industry market as well as feasibility for each source category, as provided in Section B.3.j. 
in Attachment A, and the agreement anticipates that there may be changes in technology 
pathways as more information becomes known, technologies are tested and/or advanced, and 
investment decisions change. The agreement has built in processes to accommodate this concern 
by allowing for plan modifications. 

https://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/default-document-library/Guidelines/pra-guidelines.pdf
https://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/default-document-library/Guidelines/pra-guidelines.pdf
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Staff Response to Comment 20-5 
Staff recognizes the changing circumstances at the ports as it relates to cargo and the expressed 
need for flexibility. As stated in Section I.C.3 of the proposed agreement, the proposed 
agreement is not intended to limit cargo volume. There are processes built into the agreement to 
allow for flexibility, which include:  

• Ability to modify a plan if the original plan is not feasible and the modification(s) is more 
appropriate;  

• A force majeure clause (Section II.J.); 
• A walk-away provision stating that at any point during the term of the proposed 

agreement any party may choose to withdraw from the agreement, provided a 45-day 
notice; and 

• Board Resolution language where the South Coast AQMD Governing Board will direct 
staff to recommend to the South Coast AQMD Governing Board, before the end of the 
term of the agreement, to amend or create a new agreement.   

 
Staff Response to Comment 20-6 
Please see responses above. 
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Written Comment #21 from California Environmental Voters et al. 
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Staff Responses to Written Comment #21: 

Response to Comment 21-1 
Please see Main Response 2 regarding enforceability and accountability in the agreement. Please 
see Main Response 3 regarding the public process conducted in developing this agreement. 
Please see Main Responses 6 and 7 regarding the five-year pause on rulemaking.  

Response to Comment 21-2 
The South Coast AQMD Governing Board has sole decision-making authority on directing 
staff’s priorities. Thus, the agreement cannot include terms regarding current or future South 
Coast AQMD Governing Board decisions. Due to the South Coast AQMD Board having this sole 
authority, staff will report to the South Coast AQMD Governing Board on the implementation 
status of the agreement and recommend to the South Coast AQMD Governing Board, before the 
end of the term of the agreement, to either extend, amend, or create a new agreement, or to 
pursue rulemaking. If a future South Coast AQMD Governing Board decision finds that another 
path, like rulemaking, should be pursued, then the South Coast AQMD Governing Board at that 
time can direct staff to restart rulemaking. 
 
Response to Comment 21-3 
The current proposed Cooperative Agreement focuses on infrastructure planning and 
implementation, and thus, has mandatory milestones and progress reporting with respect to 
implementation of the infrastructure plans. Staff will take your suggestions into consideration 
when we begin negotiations on potential additional measures beyond infrastructure for 
incorporation into the agreement in Spring 2026. 
 
Response to Comment 21-4 
See Main Response 5 on emission reductions. Regarding clear emissions targets and independent 
monitoring related to air quality outcomes, staff will take your suggestions into consideration 
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when we begin negotiations on potential additional measures beyond infrastructure for 
incorporation into the agreement in Spring 2026. 
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Written Comment #22 from Harvey Eder, Public Solar Power Coalition  
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Staff Response to Written Comment #22: 

Due to illegibility of the comment, staff is unable to provide a response. 
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Written Comment #23 from SoCalGas 
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Staff Response to Written Comment #23: 

Staff appreciates the information provided on the Angeles Link clean renewable hydrogen 
pipeline system. If the proposed Cooperative Agreement is approved, the Ports and South Coast 
AQMD staff will take this information into consideration when implementation of the agreement 
begins as well as in future discussions when beginning negotiations on the additional measures 
beyond infrastructure for incorporation into the agreement in Spring 2026. 
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Written Comments #24 from Coalition for Clean Air et al. 
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Staff Responses to Written Comments #24: 

Response to Comment 24-1 
Staff thanks you for your comments and appreciates the signatories and their organizations 
engagement and dedication over many years on this and other air quality issues. Regarding 
public process, please refer to Main Responses 1 and 3. The Ports of Long Beach and Los 
Angeles are within the AB 617 community of Wilmington Carson West Long Beach (WCWLB). 
Negotiations for the draft Cooperative Agreement were limited to the Ports of Long Beach and 
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Los Angeles, the Cities of Long Beach and Los Angeles and South Coast AQMD. During the 45-
day negotiation process, South Coast AQMD hosted a community meeting to provide an interim 
update on the status of negotiations. At that time there were many issues not resolved, but this 
provided an opportunity for the public to provide comments during the negotiation process. After 
the parties reached consensus, staff conducted smaller meetings with environmental and 
community groups, office hours, another community meeting, and a presentation to the WCWLB 
Community Steering Committee. Staff also presented to the WCWLB CSC four other times 
during rule development for PR 2304, including on the pivot to an infrastructure-focused rule 
concept, whose scope was the same as the proposed Cooperative Agreement. 

Response to Comment 24-2 
The development of any requirements for the Ports of Long Beach and Los Angeles has been 
very challenging. For several decades, South Coast AQMD has tried various approaches starting 
with a Backstop rule, moving to a Memorandum of Understanding, then back to rulemaking, and 
now the draft Cooperative Agreement. Through this process, the scope for PR 2304 evolved from 
a port-wide regulatory approach to infrastructure planning and implementation. This evolution 
was based on extensive stakeholder feedback during the rule development process of PR 2304 
that infrastructure planning and implementation were a fundamental first step in facilitating the 
transformation to zero-emissions technology and cleaner vehicles, equipment, and vessels.  

Local air agencies have limited regulatory authority over mobile sources, which largely belongs 
to the federal and state government. While the South Coast AQMD has indirect source authority, 
leveraging that authority in the form of an Indirect Source Rule requires careful consideration, as 
opponents may still seek to challenge the legality of such rules, as occurred in the warehouse rule 
(Rule 2305) litigation. Staff understands the urgency to move forward, and after years of work, 
the draft Cooperative Agreement will be the first step forward to establish requirements for the 
Ports of Long Beach and Los Angeles. The draft Cooperative Agreement incorporates the key 
elements in PR 2304 for zero-emission infrastructure planning and implementation. Staff 
understands based on this comment letter and comments from CSC members during the 
development of the WCWLB CERP that CSC members and the commentors strongly believe 
that the Ports should be subject to an Indirect Source Rule instead of a MOU. It should be clear 
that the draft Cooperative Agreement will require the Ports to submit a Zero-Emission 
Infrastructure Plan for all port sources and to implement that Plan. The draft Cooperative 
Agreement is an enforceable agreement that stipulates the enforcement triggers and an escalation 
of financial consequences up to $200,000 per default for the most severe payment and has 
provisions where the South Coast AQMD can exit at any time, provided there is a 45-day notice. 
Staff understands that the commentors strongly prefer a regulatory approach, but regardless of 
the instrument the draft Cooperative Agreement will achieve the same objectives as PR 2304. 
South Coast AQMD staff disagrees that there is a lack of commitment to AB 617. It is largely 
because of AB 617 and the voices of the AB 617 WCWLB community that staff has been 
persistent in working through the challenges with establishing requirements for marine ports. It is 
because of the voices of the WCWLB community that staff negotiated to incorporate specific 
opportunities for the public to participate in the development of infrastructure plans. Recent 
revisions to the draft Cooperative Agreement are a direct result of comments received from the 
community including from WCWLB CSC members for items such as decommissioning existing 
conventional fuel infrastructure, reducing the noticing time from 90 to 45 days to exit the 
Agreement, and doubling payment amounts for financial consequences. The WCWLB has been 
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included on the distribution list to receive all invitations for community meetings, office hours, 
release of proposed rules, and drafts of the Cooperative Agreement. In addition, the WCWLB 
CSC has been briefed on the draft Cooperative Agreement. In short, the Cooperative Agreement 
provides the same benefits and results that had been contemplated by PR 2304. While an 
incremental step, it is a fundamental one that will facilitate the zero-emission transformation 
required to achieve substantial emission reductions at the ports. 
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Written Comments #25 - #551 from Multiple Individuals (Received 10/21/2025 – 10/27/2025)  
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Staff Response to Written Comments #25 through #551 

Please see Main Response 2 regarding enforceability of the proposed Cooperative Agreement 
and Main Response 5 regarding emission reductions. 
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Unanswered Verbal Questions Raised at Public Meetings and Office Hours That Are Not 
Addressed in Main Responses or in Responses to Written Comments 
 
Comment P-1 from Cristhian Tapia, Pacific Environment 
How will South Coast AQMD ensure all comments are meaningfully heard and integrated into 
the Cooperative Agreement if the agreement will be brought to the South Coast AQMD 
Governing Board for approval on November 7, 2025?  
 
Staff Response to Comment P-1 
Please see Main Response 3 for a discussion on public participation and community input. Staff 
has actively listened and noted stakeholder comments and input throughout the process. Many 
stakeholder suggestions have been incorporated into the current proposed Cooperative 
Agreement and staff continues to bring input and suggestions from the public to the Ports to 
negotiate potential inclusion in the agreement.  
 
Comment P-2 from Ranji George, Retired South Coast AQMD Program Supervisor 
What is the role of hydrogen in the Plans? 
 
Ports Response to Comment P-2 
Hydrogen fueling is one energy source that may be included in the Plans. 
 
Comment P-3 from Alex Moutoux and Alex Spataru, The Adept Group 
What is the role of utilities in Plan development, and what about microgrids for resiliency 
purposes? 
 
Ports Response to Comment P-3 
Utilities are not parties to the Cooperative Agreement, but may be a Project / Energy Delivery 
Entity specified in the Plans, and may be consulted by the Ports to prepare the On-Port Energy 
Supply Capacity Analysis in the Plans. Resiliency and use of microgrids are not specifically 
required as Plan elements, but may be addressed either within and/or outside of the Plans, as 
appropriate. 
 
Comment P-4 from Anonymous 
The “Zero-Emissions Infrastructure Plans” for 2030 list Harbor Craft, even though they have the 
highest Tier engines installed, and even though there is no shore connection or carbon capture 
technology for Articulated Tug Barges. Can you provide more reasoning/explanation as to 
why/how this will be achieved, given this limitation? 
 
Staff Response to Comment P-4 
In developing the infrastructure plans, the Ports will consider the state of the technology and 
industry market as well as feasibility for each of the source categories, as provided in Section 
B.3.j. in Attachment A. Within each source category, including but not limited to harbor craft, 
technology feasibility and market readiness may vary by duty cycle and market segment. Due to 
the current understanding of the state of harbor craft technology, the agreement has been revised 
to designate the infrastructure plans for harbor craft to be included in the Phase 2 Plan, which is 
to be finalized no later than December 31, 2028. During plan development, the Ports are 
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expected to work with harbor craft operators, technology providers, energy providers, and other 
relevant industry partners to determine projects that should go into the infrastructure plan. 
 
Comment P-5 from Cristhian Tapia, Pacific Environment 
What do fines look like if emissions increase even if infrastructure plans are on track?   
 
Staff Response to Comment P-5 
Please see Main Response 5 for a discussion on emission reduction commitments. Emission 
reduction requirements are outside of the scope of this current agreement, which solely focuses 
on infrastructure planning and implementation. 
 
Comment P-6 from Antonio Torres, Student at University of California, Riverside    
How can the Cooperative Agreement guarantee accountability if there is a 90-day exit clause?    
 
Staff Response to Comment P-6 
The proposed Cooperative Agreement includes enforcement provisions, with financial 
consequences for contract defaults, and dispute resolution processes such as executive officer 
involvement, mediation, and court injunction to hold the Ports accountable. Under Section II.L.3 
of the proposed Cooperative Agreement, where payment for contract default is specified, the 
contract provision II.L.3.a. specifically states that “[u]nsatisfied obligations for payment will 
survive the termination of this Agreement.” In other words, the Ports will continue to be held 
accountable for their contract obligations, including incurring financial consequences for 
defaulting on contract obligation due before the Agreement is terminated. Moreover, as 
discussed in Main Response 6, the 45-day early exit clause also maintains the ability for South 
Coast AQMD through future South Coast AQMD Governing Board action to quickly withdraw 
from the agreement and pivot to pursue other mechanisms, such as rulemaking. 
 
Comment P-7 from Anonymous  
Has there been any discussion of backstop or contingency measures if promises in the agreement 
do not deliver? 
 
Staff Response to Comment P-7 
Enforcement provisions, which include financial consequences for contract defaults and dispute 
resolution processes, are incorporated into the agreement to ensure Port accountability to the 
agreement terms and conditions. If the South Coast AQMD Governing Board finds that the Ports 
are not meeting the terms and conditions of the agreement, even after enforcement provisions are 
utilized, the agreement provides for the ability for any party to exit early from the agreement. As 
stated in Main Response 6, the South Coast AQMD Governing Board retains the discretion to 
direct staff to initiate rulemaking as part of the early-exit consideration or at any time. 
 
Comment P-8 from Chris Chavez, Coalition for Clean Air 
Could staff quantify how much of the Ports' emission reductions came from California Air 
Resources Board (CARB) regulations rather than their own good intentions? 
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Staff Response to Comment P-8 
The Ports’ CAAP actions include several facilitating actions for the implementation of CARB 
regulations. Examples of such actions include early land-side shore power installations ahead of 
CARB’s At-Berth Regulation compliance schedule, and the initial introduction of the Clean 
Truck Program in 2008 to encourage early action by fleet owner/operator to comply with 
CARB’s Drayage Truck Regulation. Even though early actions do not result in surplus emission 
reductions in later years when the regulation is fully implemented, they nevertheless complement 
CARB regulations by accelerating the pace of emission reductions and helping realize emission 
reduction benefits earlier than intended by the regulations. Other actions such as the Ports’ Vessel 
Speed Reduction (VSR) program has been documented to have a high participation rate, thereby 
reducing fuel consumption from slow steaming vessels and leading to quantifiable emission 
reductions for pollutants that are emitted proportionally to fuel consumption.  
 

While CARB’s regulations have been the primary action that have mandated emission 
reductions, there are many other facilitating actions that have occurred to contribute to those 
same reductions. In the example of diesel particulate matter reductions, this required technology 
development efforts on diesel particulate traps, updating diesel fuel requirements and supplies to 
remove sulfur so that diesel particulate traps can function without being damaged by higher 
sulfur fuels, and significant incentive funding to help retrofit and replace diesel engines. Staff is 
unaware of a quantification analysis that separates which emission reductions are specifically 
attributable to each action. 
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