October 8, 2020
Via E-mail to njairrulesmobile@dep.nj.gov
New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection
401 E State St
Trenton, NJ 08608
Re:

NJ PACT Stakeholder Comments on California Advanced Clean Truck Regulation,
Drayage Trucks, California Zero Emission Fleets Regulation, California HeavyDuty Engine and Vehicle Omnibus Regulation, Medium Duty Diesel Vehicle
Inspection Regulation, Cargo Handling Equipment, Oceangoing Vessels, and
Harbor Craft

The Coalition for Healthy Ports NY NJ (CHP) and Earthjustice submit these comments to
the New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) regarding the regulatory
concepts for medium- and heavy-duty trucks, cargo-handling equipment, ocean-going vessels,
and harbor craft that DEP discussed at the New Jersey Protecting Against Climate Threats (NJ
PACT) stakeholder meetings held on September 10, 2020 and September 16, 2020. We strongly
urge DEP to move forward with the proposals to adopt the California Advanced Clean Trucks
Rule and a medium-duty diesel vehicle inspection program, as well as the forthcoming heavyduty engine and vehicle omnibus regulation and rules regarding drayage trucks, zero-emission
fleets, cargo handling equipment, ocean-going vessels, and harborcraft, as outlined in the
stakeholder meetings. We also urge DEP to adopt California regulations concerning
transportation refrigeration units. In addition, DEP’s implementation of these new rules and
standards should prioritize reducing emissions in environmental justice communities first, to the
extent feasible.
CHP is a bi-state collaboration of over forty environmental, social justice, community,
labor, and interfaith organizations committed to a clean environment, healthy neighborhoods,
and good jobs. CHP formed over a decade ago because seaports in the New York-New Jersey
area, and the associated goods movement infrastructure, represent one of the most significant
environmental burdens on already overburdened and vulnerable communities in the region.
Much of this environmental impact stems from the burning of diesel fuel by drayage
trucks, transport refrigeration units, cargo handling equipment, and marine vessels in and around
Port Newark-Elizabeth. Diesel emissions are associated with damage to cardiovascular,
respiratory, and immunological systems, impaired neurological development, stroke, impaired
liver function, and other conditions. 1 Emissions in the United States from on-road diesel
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See, e.g., U.S. Envtl. Prot. Agency, EPA-600-8-90-057F, Health Assessment Document for Diesel
Engine Exhaust ch. 5 (2002).

vehicles, non-road mobile sources, and international shipping are estimated to cause some
16,000 deaths a year—73% of total transportation-emission-related deaths in the country. 2
Importantly, risks and exposures are not equally distributed, since certain communities and
demographic groups face greater harms and impacts from poor air quality. Historically
disadvantaged communities are more likely to be located near truck-traffic corridors, more likely
to be exposed to vehicle emissions, and more likely to experience higher rates of asthma, lung
and heart disease, and chronic bronchitis. 3 Emissions from transportation and goods movement
add to the burdens that these communities face. The American Lung Association’s 2020 State of
the Air report finds that people of color are 1.5 times more likely to live in a county with at least
one failing air quality grade, and 3.2 times more likely to live in a county with a failing grade for
unhealthy ozone days, particle pollution days, and annual particle levels. 4 DEP must therefore
ensure, to the extent possible, that its NJ PACT rulemakings prioritize emission reductions in the
overburdened communities that have borne a disproportionate share of this pollution.
The impact of transportation and goods movement on New Jersey’s air quality,
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, and public health is particularly striking. A forthcoming study
by MJ Bradley and Associates finds that, in the study area surrounding the Port NewarkElizabeth complex and adjacent residential neighborhoods, the largest sources of PM2.5, black
carbon, and NOx are medium- and heavy-duty vehicles (MHDVs), ports-related equipment,
locomotives, and idling trucks. Together, these sources far outweigh the emissions from
passenger vehicles. Other recent studies confirm that switching from diesel to zero-emission
vehicles and equipment makes sense for New Jersey. The American Lung Association estimates
that by transitioning to zero-emission vehicles, New Jersey could avoid 169 premature deaths,
2,306 asthma attacks, nearly 11,000 lost work days, and nearly $2 billion in health costs
annually. 5 And the North American Council for Freight Efficiency and Rocky Mountain Institute
give New Jersey 10 out of a total of 16 points for prioritization of MHDV electrification – with
New Jersey scoring the maximum possible points for air quality need, life-cycle GHG emission
reduction, and cost savings from switching from diesel to electric. 6 Their analysis shows that if
MHDVs in New Jersey switched from diesel to electric, MHDV fuel costs would decrease by
45% and GHG emissions from MHDVs would decrease by 72%. 7
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DEP’s proposed regulatory timelines are appropriate and achievable. For example, the
proposed timeline for zero-emission MHDV targets, with the first sales targets applying to the
2025 model year, are more than appropriate given the advanced state of zero-emission MHDVs
even today. As recognized by the Northeast States for Coordinated Air Use Management
(NESCAUM) – of which DEP is a part – the California Air Resources Board (CARB) has
certified over 100 zero-emission MHDVs, including school buses, urban buses, intercity buses,
utility trucks, tractors, and refuse trucks. 8 Indeed, over 25 manufacturers have zero-emission
MHDVs available, including models with ranges over 200 miles. 9 This includes at least a dozen
models of delivery vans, shuttles, and straight trucks available today. 10 Manufacturer BYD has
already delivered more than 100 battery-electric trucks in the United States, including batteryelectric Class 8 Semi trucks. 11 And where necessary, many fossil-fuel-powered heavy-duty
trucks can be converted to run with all-electric technology. 12
Switching to zero-emission MDHVs need not be a financial burden. Over a vehicle’s
lifetime, many types of zero-emissions commercial vehicles show “undeniable” cost savings
compared to diesel trucks. 13 Electric trucks and buses have vastly lower operating and
maintenance costs, 14 with some models showing a fuel economy roughly three times that of a
conventional vehicle. 15 As noted above, switching from diesel to electric could reduce New
Jersey MHDV fuel costs by 45%. 16 Upfront costs, meanwhile, continue to decline, with battery
prices predicted to reach $100/kWh (a milestone of upfront cost parity for zero-emission
vehicles) by 2024. 17
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As for total cost of ownership, NESCAUM notes that “even without taking into account
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Technology for zero-emission cargo handling equipment (CHE) similarly is advancing at
a pace to meet DEP’s proposed 2031 zero-emission timeframe. 24 Four models of zero-emission
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cranes and forklifts, and associated charging infrastructure, in use by mid-2021. 28 The Port
Authority of New York and New Jersey (PANYNJ) began testing an all-electric straddle carrier
at Port of Elizabeth in 2019. 29 Converting these various types of equipment to zero-emission
models would end nearly all NOx, PM, and GHG emissions from CHE in PANYNJ’s
inventory. 30 Thus zero-emission CHE technology exists today, and 2031 is a reasonable goal for
full adoption of this current technology throughout New Jersey’s ports.
CHP similarly supports DEP’s adoption of CARB’s forthcoming ocean-going vessel and
harborcraft rules. 31 Promising examples of zero-emission or hybrid harborcraft such as ferries 32
and tugboats 33 are in operation or testing across the country. And given that PANYNJ itself
calculates that ocean-going vessels are either the first or second largest source of NOx, PM,
VOC, and GHG emissions at the port, DEP must do all it can to mitigate or eliminate pollution
from this significant emission source.
CHP also urges DEP to adopt California’s forthcoming regulations that further limit
emissions from transportation refrigeration units (TRUs). 34 TRUs are significant sources of
pollutants like diesel PM, NOx, and black carbon, and degrade the air quality at ports,
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warehouses, and adjacent neighborhoods. 35 CARB estimates that 8,000 hours of TRU run-time
per week cause an approximate cancer risk of 1800 per million at cold-storage warehouses and
600 per million at grocery stores. 36 But implementation of CARB’s proposed regulation could
reduce that risk by 95–98% by 2031. 37 DEP must follow CARB’s lead and adopt regulations to
address TRU emissions.
CHP also urges DEP to avoid, to the extent possible, technologies that use so-called
“renewable” natural gas or other fossil-gas alternatives (FGAs), especially for vehicle and
equipment types for which zero-emission models currently or will soon exist. These technologies
represent false solutions to climate mitigation and pose potential environmental injustices for
communities at the points of extraction, manufacturing, and transport of these fuel types.
Furthermore, the potential supply of FGAs is not sufficient to meet the existing demand for fossil
gas. 38 The American Gas Foundation’s own estimates show that, after fully ramping up
production, FGAs could only supply between 5% and 12% of the current gas demand. 39 And
low-carbon gases are significantly more expensive than fossil gas. A report for the California
Energy Commission found that “[e]ven under optimistic cost assumptions, the blended cost of
hydrogen and synthetic natural gas is 8 to 17 times more expensive than the expected price
trajectory of natural gas.” 40 DEP should not rely on half-measures like FGAs that delay true
zero-emission adoption and are neither technologically nor economically feasible.
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We urge the Department to move forward with the proposed regulatory concepts and we
would like to maintain contact with DEP on these issues going forward. CHP looks forward to
submitting additional comments during the formal rulemaking processes for these proposals.
Thank you for your consideration of these comments.

Sincerely,
Jonathan J. Smith
Jasmine Jennings
Earthjustice
48 Wall Street, 15th Floor
New York, NY 10005
jjsmith@earthjustice.org
jjennings@earthjustice.org
On behalf of:
Coalition for Healthy Ports NY NJ
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