TIAX LLC Comments on
“Evaluation of Port Trucks and Possible Mitigation Strategies”

Overview / Summary

TIAX staff appreciates the opportunity to comment@ARB staff’'s evaluation of port truck
mitigation strategies. Our experience with fleetd@rnization in general, and at all three ports
discussed in the report specifically, enables wffer the following constructive suggestions.
We recognize the difficulty of the job CARB statidibeen assigned in writing this report, under
tight time constraints. Overall, CARB’s approactud @averarching concepts represent a good
start in the process of developing port emissiahst®ns. In general, however, we see the need
for CARB to incorporate expanded data sources anidmn further analyses prior to moving
forward with any of the strategies. SpecificalBARB staff needs to solicit greater input from
the port trucking sector to verify or correct asptions. The report lacks significant input from
both carrier companies and independent owners-tgusravhich collectively serve as the
backbone of the port drayage business.

Also, the report introduces a number of method@sdinat differ significantly from those in
established emission reduction programs (e.g., @ayker Program, Gateway Program). As
written, it appears that CARB staff who worked brstreport did not coordinate with CARB’s
Moyer staff who crafted fleet modernization guidek. The port strategies and Moyer program
either need to be better coordinated or the reagdsehind the differences need to be explained
and justified by CARB staff. Finally, prior to afiyrther action, CARB staff needs to provide
more adequate documentation of sources and assumspind needs to avoid over-reliance on
anecdotal information.

TIAX has carefully reviewed the report and we pdevspecific comments below. (Also, on
May 23, 2006 CARB staff will be visiting TIAX’s lime office to gather additional first-hand
information about the Gateway Cities Fleet Modeahan Program.)

Port Truck Operations Assumptions and Data Sources

TIAX thinks that CARB staff needs to gain a mor¢ailed understanding of port truck
operations. Many statements in the report lackregfces, clarification, or justification,
indicating that staff needs to gather more inforaratrom the industry.

1. Truck Port Trips — The report states that on average, port trdeksmake local
deliveries are able to deliver about two contaimpensday from the port. This discussion
requires clarification.

a. What is the definition of “local deliveries” andWwalo such trips relate to the port
trucking industry as a whole?

b. What is the source for the assumption that twoaioets are delivered per day?
Our experience with Port of Los Angeles drivers besn that intermodal or rail
drivers can typically perform at least five rounigh$ per day, while warehouse
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drivers (generally located in the inland empire aore likely to make the two to
three trips that CARB cites.

c. Does CARB’s assumption on two containers per delpde all types of port
truckers, such as containers, dry bulk, break boteymodal, warehouse, etc?

2. Conversion of TEUs to Containers- The report converts TEU (a standard form of
measurement in port throughput) to containers blgiphying TEUs by 0.55 to attempt to
guantify the number of containers moved per y&de think direct methods to quantify
container movements should be used because a smylersion factor may not be
reliable and inclusive.

a. Is there areason that CARB staff did not use trectlvalue for the number of
containers moved in a year through the ports?

b. In developing the movement of trucks, were emptipobtail” trips taken into
consideration? Were chassis moves taken into ceradidn?

c. Since port growth plays a huge role in any analgsrformed on the port industry
as a whole, did staff determine whether the 0.88ofas valid for future
forecasts?

3. Breakdown of Truck vs. Train trips — The report is unclear about its assumptions
regarding movement of containers by trucks andstai

a. CARB staff need to reference data and explain agsans regarding these
operations.

b. Also, since growth plays a large role in analysitha ports, do the percentages
guoted remain the same in future years? Theseng$suns need to be verified.

4. Port Truck Population — The report states that CARB staff used Caltteafic data to
derive the estimated port truck population fortlatee ports because actual population
data were not available. As noted below, datacssuare available that may be more
reliable and consistent with related efforts. CA&Bff also needs to account for a
number of population distribution issues that waveclear in the report.

a. Starcrest is reducing and assessing optical clereetognition data for POLB
and POLA truck population, which CARB should invgate.

b. EMFAC should also be cross checked with the es&thport truck population.

c. Did CARB staff factor in non-port trucks that opeeran the same roads? Did
they factor in average weekly, monthly, and/or atmown time for port truck
drivers?

d. The assumptions regarding Oakland trucks utilizitiger freeways needs to be
clarified.

e. The ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach have imteahtransfer facilities
located off dock, 5 miles away. These trips arécglfy made via surface roads.
Were these kinds of truck moves taken into conaiten?

f. Were out-of-state trucks that operate in the gaking industry taken into
consideration?

5. Port Truck Population Growth — The report assumes that half of future TEU ghowt
expectations will be delivered by the current fleetl half by new port trucks.

a. How did CARB arrive at this conclusion?

b. Does this factor apply to all three ports?

c. Does this factor apply across all future years?
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6. Age Distribution — The report sites Starcrest data taken in 20@2tive age
distributions assumed to be representative of tineent port truck fleet. CARB should
work with POLA and POLB to obtain the most recetar&est OCR data, which
involves a much expanded sampling and should be nepresentative of the entire fleet
serving the ports.

7. Average Annual Mileage— The report assumes that all port trucks, regasddf age,
accrue similar mileage. TIAX thinks these assuor#ineed to be assessed and
potentially newer data be incorporated.

a. Itis common practice in the trucking industry ek older trucks on local
delivery routes, so that in the event of a breakutve container can be picked up
by another truck and be back on its way fairly glyicFurthermore, carrier
companies put the newer trucks on the longer rdugeause they are more
reliable. Therefore, trucks later in their lifetimmay have different mileage
accrual rates than trucks earlier in their lifetan®id staff identify whether this
issue was relevant to its VMT estimates?

b. TIAX wonders if the “container balancing method’taants for variability
among the ports. Our fleet modernization expegéendicates that the VMT at
POLB and POLA is higher than at the Port of Oakldid staff investigate these
differences? Also, the calculated VMT is not cetet with the fuel
consumption estimates in the report when industeyage fuel economy is
applied. CARB staff needs to make sure the VMT faietl consumption figures
are in an appropriate range for fuel economy.

c. Did staff include VMT associated with port haulenamuting miles and other
driving not directly linked to port container traf?

8. Port Truck Driver Economic Profile — The report defines the income and economic
state of the port trucking industry. The anecdwotfrmation needs to be corroborated or
revised by carrier companies, CTA, the ports, PM&Andependent owner operators.
Also, it lacks credibility in a report like thisf@CARB staff to cite TIAX (and others) as
information sources without referencing specifisadissions, people, and dates.

Emissions, Cost, and Cost Effectiveness
1. Estimated Emissions- TIAX would like to see more explanation regaglthe
differences in emission factors in the report drabé recommended in the Moyer
Program. We would also like to see more justifmabf the assumptions.

a. Has staff discussed the emission factors quotdaeimeport with the Moyer
program staff?

b. ARB staff used linear regression to calculate wisdlileet emission rates for the
years 2010-2020. This approach assumes thatfieletemissions continue to
decrease at a constant rate during this time pefddX would like to see
verification that these assumptions are appropriate

2. Cost— TIAX is concerned about the costs and cost nuetlogies described in the report.

a. The costs are based on an assumption about therpoopof trucks with sleeper
cabs. Our experience in the Gateway Cities Progiaggests that most port
drivers prefer trucks with sleepers. Can CARBfgihfain quantitative
information regarding the percentage of port haulleat operate and purchase
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trucks with and without sleepers? Used truck deabould be contacted about
this information.

b. For Strategy 1, the cost of a 10 year-old replacgrmack is estimated at
$16,000. This is based on a used truck priceibligton profile compiled by
surveying the market. The value of a 10 year-aldikt appears low, especially if
it is a post MY1998 truck, since MY1998+ trucks Bamore “modern” features
(electronic engines, greater prevalence of sleegles, additional safety features,
etc) than earlier model year trucks. Therefore8t9®odel year trucks may
maintain their value better than earlier model ged@ur experience has been that
MY 1998 trucks typically retail for $23,000-$27,000e think CARB staff
should further assess the used-truck prices, aad/de truck dealers.

3. Cost-Effectiveness- The report describes a method for determining effsttiveness
that is not considered in other fleet modernizatioretrofit programs.

a. Was there a particular reason that CARB staff dgped a novel approach for
determining cost-effectiveness rather than applgiogroaches used in the Carl
Moyer Program or other existing truck replacemengpms?

b. The capital recovery period referenced in the rejgdwice as long as the 5-year
capital recovery period used for the Carl Moyeeflemodernization element and
the Gateway Cities Program. Is it realistic touass that all truckers will stay in
the same vocation for 10 years, given the factttigyt are driving newer vehicles
that can be used in vocations in which they careese their income? TIAX is
concerned that a 10-year period may be unreafsticapturing emission
reductions.

c. The CARB analysis uses a discount rate of 5%, vaseilee most recent Carl
Moyer Program guidelines base cost effectivendssiledions on a 4% discount
rate. Why is a discount rate of 5% used?

d. Greater explanation is needed about how and why smsts and benefits were
split between NOx and PM reductions.

General comments regarding Strategy 1 and 2 approaes

TIAX has some questions and comments regardingfgpaspects of the potential
strategies. We think CARB staff needs to challetggassumptions and beliefs about
implementation to ensure that the strategies aslile and beneficial.

a. TIAX is surprised that MY1998 replacement trucks eacluded as options.
CARB’s Moyer staff have been very firm and adamariheir advice (via the
Gateway Steering Committee) that replacement eagmest be 1999 and newer,
due to concerns about consent decree engines. ifADARB does intend to
allow 1994-1998 replacement trucks, why is therenemtion about the need to
perform low-NOx ECM upgrades (reflashes)?

a. The report needs to clarify what action is takereflacing a particular truck is
determined to not be cost effective. Would CARB tquire the transaction to
take place?

b. There are a finite number of new and used truckdatle in the market. Has
this been taken into account? CARB staff needBdouss supply issues with
used truck dealerships.
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c. For a fleet modernization program to be successfmust be able to take credit
for the emission reductions it sets out to achieV@king credit requires
substantial enforcement of the rule requireme@8RB needs to address how it
plans to enforce this rule.

d. There are many out-of-state trucks that operatedarport trucking industry.
CARB staff needs to determine how to capture thesds in the rule, or
acknowledge the impacts if these trucks are ndudsz in the strategies.

e. Many retrofit technologies have not been verified fpr certain model years or
makes. Will DPF’s be required only on vehicle ewgi for which they are
verified? What will be required if a verified DP§ mot available? Staff should
address its assumptions regarding application ¢fdB the port fleet.

f. There are some logistical challenges related totiB#Fs. It would be helpful
for CARB staff to address how a typical port truttkver will maintain a retrofit
device such as a DPF from both financial and laggibperspectives. This
includes how maintenance costs will be funded ahetlhaer maintenance will be
enforced under the strategies.

g. Retrofit technologies have significant productiag times associated with them.
Did CARB staff talk with vendors to determine thiatee years is enough time for
retrofit device manufacturers to produce and ihstabugh product?

Economic Assessment of Recommended Strategies

Reimbursement of funds -TIAX acknowledges that this subject is one of thestrchallenging
parts of crafting a fleet modernization programe ¥pplaud CARB staff’'s preliminary thinking,
but we are concerned about solutions that requickeérs to pay up front for their newer trucks
or upgrades. The “metering” approach for reimboneet has been suggested many times
throughout the development of fleet modernizatioogpams. The concept may be workable

with larger fleets in different vocations; howewviey,the nature of port tucking this “solution” is
not likely to be feasible. The sole reason portkrdrivers are in older trucks is because they
cannot afford to purchase newer vehicles. Moskerseunder the Gateway Cities program have
to finance their share of the replacement truck'st€ They generally don’t have enough money
up front to fund large truck payments, maintenacasts, or any other major expenses. Also, if
they are forced to repay incentive funds as lodssyery possible that the costs of “policing”
such a program could be too high to justify. Fase reasons, TIAX has significant reservations
about strategies based on “metered” reimbursements.




